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on good cause shown, remand the case to
the Surgeon General to take additional evi-
dence, and the Surgeon General may there-
1 make new or modified findings of fact
may m his previous order, and
| file with the court any such modified
38 of fact and order, together with
cord of the further proceedings. Such
additional or modified findings of fact and
order shall be reviewable only to the extent
provided for review of the findings of fact
and order originally filed with the court.
The judgment of the court shall be final,
subject to review by the Supreme Court of
the United States upon certiorarl or certi-
ficatlon as provided In section 1254 of title
28 of the United States Code.

“Prohibition against discriminaiion against
sanitary out-of-state milk and milk prod-
ucts

“Sec, 808. (a) Except as provided in sub-
section (b)—

“{1) no milk or milk product which ema-
nates from an Interstate milk plant in an-
other State, while such plant is listed by the
Surgeon General under section B07 with re-
spect to the milk or milk product, as the
case may be, shall be subject to seizure or
condemnation in, or to exclusion from, a
receiving state or locality, or from transpor-
tatlon, distribution, storage, processing, sale,
or serving in such State or locality, and

“(2) no processor, producer, carrier, dis-
tributor, dealer, or other person handling
such milk or milk product In compliance
with the Federal Milk Sanitation Regulations
shall be subject to punishment, or to denial
of a required license or permit, by reason of
the fallure of such milk or milk product, or
of the sealed container or vehicle In which
such milk or milk product was brought into
the State, or of an interstate milk plant in
another State or its milk supply, or of any

ansportation or handling facility, in which

milk or milk product was produced,
,» earried, or handled, to comply with
any prohibition, requirement, limitation, or
co on (including official inspection re-
q ts) relating to health or sanitation
an posed by or pursuant to any State or
local law, regulation, or order of the receiving
state or locality, or by any officer or employee
thereof. In the event any milk or milk
product emanating from a listed interstate
milk plant in another State and complying
with the Federal Milk Sanitation Regulations
is commingled with milk or milk products
from within the receiving State the provisions
of the preceding sentence shall apply to the
resulting mixture, except that nothing In
this section shall be construed to prevent the
application of such state or local laws, regula-
tions, or orders to such mixture by reason
of the fallure of such milk or milk product
of intrastate origin not emanating from an
interstate milk plant in another State, to
comply therewith immediately prior to such
commingling,

*{b) Bubsection (a) shall not be deemed
to prohibit any receiving State or locallty
from

“(1) subjecting any milk or milk product,
upon its arrival from another State, to
laboratory or screening tests in accordance
with standard methods for the examination
of dairy products provided for Iln the Fed-
eral Milk Sanitation Regulations, and re-
jecting the shipment if upon such examina-
tion it fails to comply with the bacterial and
coliform count standards, temperature
standards, composition standards, and other
criteria of such regulations relating to the
then physleal condition of such milk or milk
products, and

*(2) enforcing laws and regulations equally
~ licable to milk or milk products not

from outside the State—

“(A) to require pasteurization of raw milk
or raw milk products brought into the State
be!orcuvery to retail sale or consumer-
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serving establishments or before use in mak-
ing milk products or other products.

“(B) to otherwise protect milk or milk
products from contamination or deteriora-
tion after arrival through requirements as
to temperature and sanitary handling, trans-
portation, and storage: Provided, That the
State or locallty may not, except as provided
in subparagraph (C), reject the sealed con-
tainer or vehicle, as such, In which the milk
or milk product arrived In the State, if it
complles with the Federal Milk Sanitation
Regulations, or

*(C) as to the type of containér in or
from which milk or milk products may be
sold at retall or served to consumers.

“General administrative provigions
“Regulations and Hearings

“Sgc. 800. (a) The authority to promulgate
regulations for the efficient enforcement of
this title is vested in the Surgeon General.

“(b) Hearings authorized or required by
this title shall be conducted by the Surgeon
General or such officer or employee as he
may designate for the purpose,

*(c) The Federal Milk Sanitation Regula-
tlons, which the Surgeon General 1s author-
ized to adopt by this title shall be established
and amended In accordance with the follow-
ing procedures: *

“(1) any action for the issuance, amend-
ment, or repeal of any regulation under this
title may be begun by a proposal made—

“(A) by the Surgeon General on his own
initiative, or

“(B) by petition of any Interested person
or State agency, showing reasonable grounds
therefor, filed with the Surgeon General,
The Surgeon General shall publish such pro-
posal and shall afford all interested persons
an opportunity to present their views there-
on, orally or In writing. As socon as practi-
cable thereafter, the Surgeon General shall
by order act upon such proposal and shall
make such order and the regulations pro-
posed thereunder public by publication in
the Federal Register. Except as provided in
paragraph (2) of this subsection, the order,
and the regulations proposed thereunder,
shall become effective at such time as may
be specified thereln, but not prior to the
day following the last day on which objec-
tions may be filed under such paragraph.

“(2) On or before the thirtieth day after
the date on which an order entered under
paragraph (1) of this subsection is made
public, any person or State agency who will
be adversely affected by such order or the
provisions of any regulations issued there-
under, if placed in effect may file objections
thereto with the Surgeon General, specifying
with particularity the provisions of the or-
der, or any regulations issued thereuder,
deemed objectionable, stating the grounds
therefor, and requesting a public hearing
upon such objections. Until final action
upon such objections is taken by the Sur-
geon General under paragraph (3) of this
subsection, the filing of such objections shall
operate to stay the effectiveness of those
provisions of the order to which the objec-
tions are made, As soon as practicable
after the time for filing objections has ex-
pired the Surgeon General shall publish a
notice in the Federal Register specifying
those parts of the order which have been
stayed by the filing of objections and, if
no objections have been filed, stating that
fact.

““(3) As scon as practicable after such re-
guest for a public hearing, the Surgeon Gen-
eral, after due notice, shall hold a publlc
hearing for the purpose of recelving data,
views, arguments, or hearing such other
matters relevant and material to the issues
raised by such objections. Such presenta-
tions may be made orally or in writing by
any State agency, any interested person, or
his tative. As soon as practicable
after completion of the hearing, the Surgeon
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General shall by order act upon such objec-
tions and make such order public. Such
order shall set forth, as part of the order,
detalled findings and reasons upon which it
is based, including a reference to such data,
information, or other materials, not pre-
sented at the hearing, but which the Surgeon
General may have used or consulted in mak-
ing his order. The Surgeon General shall
specify in the order the date on which it
shall take effect, except that it shall not be
made to take effect prior to the thirtieth day
after publication.

*(d) -Any regulations, or any portions
thereof, issued by the Surgeon General under
the provisions of this title shall be subject to
judicial review in the manner hereafter set
forth,

“(1) Any State agency or person aggrieved
or adversely affected by the provisions of any
regulations issued wunder subsection (e¢)
hereof may, at anytime prior to the sixtieth
day after the Issuance thereof, file a petition
with the United States court of appeals for
the circult wherein such State agency Is
located or such person resides or has its
principal place of business for judicial review
of such regulations. A copy of the petition
shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk
of the court to the Surgeon General or other
officer designated by him for that purpose.
The Surgeon General thereupon shall file in
the court the record of the proceedings on
which the Surgeon General based his order,
as provided in section 2112 of title 28.

*“{2) Upon the flling of the petition re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) of this subsec-
tion, the court shall have jurisdlction to af-
firm the order and the regulations issued
therewith, or to set it aside in whole or in
part, temporarily or permanently. If the
order of the Surgeon General refuses to issue,
amend, or repeal a regulation and such order
is not in accordance with law, the court may
by its judgment order the Surgeon General
to take such action, with respect to such
regulation, in accordance with law.

“(3) The judgment of the court affirming
or setting aside, In whole or in part, any
such order of the Surgeon General shall be
final, subject to review by the Supreme Court
of the United States upon certiorarl or cer-
tification as provided in sections 346 and 347
of Title 28.

“(4) Any action instituted under this sub-
section shall survive notwithstanding any
change in the person occupying the office of
the Surgeon General or any vacancy in such
office.

*(6) The remedies provided for in this sub-
section shall be in addition to and not in
substitution for any other remedies provided
by law.

“Inspection by Surgeon General

“Sec. 810. (a) The Surgeon General may
make such inspections of Interstate milk
plants and plants proposing to become inter-
state milk plants, and of their milk supply,
and such laboratory examinations, studies,
investigations, and ratings, as he may deem
necessary in order to carry out his functions
under thils title and to promote uniformity
in the application of the Federal Milk Sani-
tation Regulations and the Surgeon General's
standard rating methods and criteria.

*{b) The Surgeon General shall remove any
interstate milk plant from the list provided
for under sectlon 807 if the State or any local
milk sanitation authority or laboratory re-
fuses to permit representatives of the Serv-
ice to inspect and copy relevant records per-
talning to State or local health and sanitary
supervision of such milk plant or any part
thereof or facility connected therewith and
its milk supply, or if the person in charge
of such plant or of any part of the milk
supply of such plant, or any person under
his control, refuses to permit representatives
of the Service, at all reasonable times, to—
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“(1) enter such interstate milk plant or
any establishment, premises, facility, or vehl-
cle where milk or milk products intended for
such interstate milk plant are produced,
processed, packed, held, or transported,

“(2) inspect such plant, establishment,
premises, facility, or vehlele, and all pertinent
personnel, dafry animals, equipment and
utensils, containers, and labeling, and milk
and milk products, and

““{8) inspect and copy pertinent records.

“Research, studies and investigations
concerning sanitaery quality of milk

“Sgc. 811, The Surgeon Generial may con-
duct research, studies, and investigations
concerned with the sanitary quality of milk
and milk products, and he is authorized to
(1) support through grants, and otherwise
ald in, the conduct of such investigations,
studies, and research by State agencies and
other public or private agencies, organiza-
tions, institutions, and individuals, and (2)
make the results of such research, studies,
and Investigations available to State and lo-
cal agencles, public or private organizations
and institutions, the milk industry, and the
general public.

“Training milk sanitation personnel

“Sec, 812, The Surgeon General is author-
ized to—

“(1) train State and local personne]l In
milk sanitation methods and procedures and
in the application of the rating methods and
criteria established In regulations pursuant
to section 804,

“(2) provide technlcal assistance to State
and local milk sanitation authorities on
specific problems,

**(8) encourage, through publications and
otherwise, the adoption and use, by State
and local authorities throughout the United
States, of the sanitation standards and sanl-
tation practices specified In the Federal
Milk Sanitation Regulations, and

*(4) otherwise cooperate with State milk
sanitation authorities, other public and pri-
vate organizations and institutions, and in-
dustry In the development of improved pro-
grams for the control of the sanitary qual-
ity of milk and milk products.

“Savings provisions—separability—miscel-

laneous

“Sgc. 813. If any provisions of this title
is declared unconstitutional or the applica-
bility thereof to any person or any circum-
stances is held invalld, the constitutionality
of the remainder of this title and the ap-
plicability thereof to other persons and cir-
cumstances shall not be affected thereby.

*(n) The provisions of this title shall not
apply to milk products (except as defined
in section 802(5)) which are subject to the
regulatory control or sanitary conditions au-
thorized by other laws of the United States
or regulations issued thereunder.

“(h) Nothing in this title shall be deemed
to make lawful or authorize the applica-
tion of any State, or local law or require-
ment of any receiving State or locality dis-
criminating against milk and milk products
which would not be lawful or authorized if
this title were not in effect.

“(c) Nothing in this title shall be deemed
to supersede or modify any provision of the
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, the
Milk Import Act, or any powers or provisions
of the Public Health Service Act (other than
this title).

“Civil action to restrain interference with
operation of title

“Sec. 814. The United States district courts

shall, regardless of the amount in contro-,

versy, have jurisdiction of any civil actlon
to restrain the application of any law, ordi-
nance, regulation, or order of any State or
political subdivision of & State, or to restrain
any action of an officer or agency of a State
or political subdivision of a State, which
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interferes or conflicts with, or violates any
provision of this title, Such action may be
brought by the United States, by any affected
State agency, or by any Interested person.
Nothing in this section shall be deemed to
deprive any court of a State or jurisdiction
which it would otherwise have to restrain
any such application or action which inter-
feres, conflicts with, or violates any provision

of this title.
“Appropriations

“Su¢, 815. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated annually to the Service such
sums as may be necessary to enable the
Surgeon General to carry out hls functions
under this title."

Bec. 3. Sectlon 2(1) of the Public Health
Bervice Act Is amended to read as follows:

‘“(f) The term ‘State’ means a State or
the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, or the
Virgin Islands, except that, as used in sec-
tion 361(d) and in title VIII, such term
means a Btate or the District of Columbia;".

Sec. 4. (a) Section 1 of the Public Health
Service Act is amended to read as follows:

“Short title

“Secrion 1. Titles I to VIII, inclusive, of
this Act may be cited as the 'Public Health
SBervice Act'."”

(b) The Act of July 1, 1944 (58 Stat. 682),
1s further amended by renumbering title VIII
{as in effect prior to the enactment of this
Act) as title IX, and by renumbering sec-
tions 801 through 814 (as in effect prior fo
the enactment of this Act), and references
thereto, as sections 901 through 914, re-
spectively.

See. 5. The amendments made by this Act
shall become effective on the first day of the
first fiscal year beginning more than one
hundred and eighty days after the date of
the enactment of this Act,

The section-by-section analysis pre-
sented by Mr. MoNDALE is as follows:
SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OoF THE Na-

TIONAL UNIFORM MILE SANITATION ACT OF

1965, INTRODUCED 1IN THE SENATE, WEDNES-

DAY, May 19, 1765, BY SENATOR WALTER F.

MONDALE, OF MINNESOTA

This bill is deslgned to ellminate certain
barriers to the Interstate’ movement of milk
and milk products of high sanitary quality
resulting from a diversity of State and loeal
sanitary regulations which have been used
to exclude milk originating from out-of-
State sources. While simllar In purpose and
design to bills Introduced during previous
sessions, this bill contains certain technical
and procedural changes to overcome objec-
tions voiced during hearings on the earlier
bills

Essentially, the approach of this bill is to
require receiving States and localitles to ac-
cept milk of high sanitary quality emanating
from an out-of-State plant, if the sanitary
condition of the milk on arrival complies
with the minimum regulatory standards of
the Surgeon General, and if the shipping
plant and its milk supply is listed on the
Surgeon General's then current Interstate
milk shippers list.

Participation in the system authorized to
be established by this bill would be en-
tirely voluntary so far as the exporting State
and its milk shippers are concerned. The
Surgeon General would be empowered to as-
sure the integrity and reliability of the sys-
tem through approval of State rating plans,
training and certification of State rating of-
ficers, Inspection of plants and their milk
supply, verification of compliance ratings,
and exclusion or removal of a plant from
approved status for fallure to comply with
m regulatory standards of the Surgeon Gen-

Section 801 states the congressional find-
ings which glves rise to the need for the
legislation.
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Section 802 sets forth the definltions of the
key terms used in the act and, in addition,
indlcates that its coverage s limited %
“milk" and “milk products” as the Surg
General shall, by regulation, designate
having public health slgnificance. ™
section also provides, expressly, that
definition or standard of identity for
or any milk product adopted under section
401 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act should govern to the extent of any In-
consistency between it and any definition
established by the Surgeon General under
this title.

Section 803 would require the Surgeon
General, by regulation, to establish “Federal
uniforrn milk sanitation regulations" gov-
erning milk and milk products in interstate
commerce. These regulations would pro-
vide for a system of rating, certification, and
lsting of State milk plants and their milk
suppliers. x

Section B804 would require the Surgeon
General to promulgate rating methods and
criteria to measure compliance with the Fed-
eral uniform regulations as well as the min-
imum compliance rating for milk and milk
products, to be certified by producing States,
that would be accepted as indicating com-
pliance with the Surgeon General's regula-
tory standards.

Section 805 permits the appropriate State
agency desiring to obtain the benefits of the
Surgeon General's system for 1ts milk ship-
pers to submit for approval a State plan for
rating its “interstate milk plants" and “milk
supplies” In accordance with the rating
methods and criteria established by the
Surgeon General,

Section 806 describes the manner of ap-
proval of State plans submitted pursuant
to section 805 and the procedure for sus-
pension and revocation of such approval
in the event that the Surgeon General fin
and determines, after due notice and he ’
ing, that the State rating methods do
comply with the requirements of the Fed
regulations.

Section 807 provides that proper cer, -
tion of its shipping plants and thelr milk
supplies by a producing State under a State
plan approved by the Surgeon Gereral in
conformity to regulations promulgated by
him would make such plants eligible for in-
clusion In a periodically published Public
Health Service list of certified interstate milk
plants. This section also authorizes the
Surgeon General to make such inspections,
investigations, and laboratory examinations
as he deems necessary to assure the valldity
of State certification, and empowers the
Surgeon General to revoke the certification
of ghippers for cause upon his own initiative
or upon a complaint of a recelving State or
locality.

Careful procedural protections are in-
cluded in this section, in accordance with
the requirements for adjudication under the
Administrative Procedure Act, to assure full
opportunity for notice and hearing prior to
decertification of a plant and its milk sup-
plies or refusal by the Surgeon General to
deny certification upon the complaint of a
receiving locality.

This sectlon also provides for judicial re-
view—in the U.S. Court of Appeals for the
circuit in which the State agency or inter-
state milk plant Involved 15 located—of the
Surgeon General's final order by any com-
plainant or person aggrieved.

Section 808 1s the key section of the bill.
It provides that milk or milk products from
a plant currently listed on the Surgeon
General's approval would be immune from
selzure or exclusion by a receiving State
its political subdivisions by reason of fail
of such milk or milk products to comj
with health or sanitation laws, regulations,
or orders of the receiving State or lgeality.
However, upon receipt the milk
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products would be subject to selzure or
rejection if they failed to conform to the
rial, temperature, composition stand-
or other physical or chemiecal criteria
4 Federal uniform regulations. Such

umilk products would also, on arrival,
ct to nondiscriminatory regulations
of ecelving State or locality as to (1)
pasteurization prior to delivery to retail
establishments or before processing; (2) pro-
tection from contamination and deteriora-
tion during transportation and storage in
the recelving State; and (3) the type of con-
talner in or from which milk or milk prod-
ucts may be served or sold at retall.

Section 809 contalns the general admin-
istrative provisions governing the Surgeon
General's rulemaking powers uncer the bill
It constitutes a major duparture from other
Federal milk sanitation bills introduced
during the current and prior sessions of
Congress in expressly providing that the
uniform sanitation regulations referred to in
the bill shall be adopted by the Surgeon
General in aocordance with the procedures
for informal rulemaking required by section
4 of the Administrative Procedure Act, The
section provides that Interested persons shail
have an opportunity to participate In the
rulemaking process through the submission
of data, views, or arguments, orally or in
writing.

The section (1) requires publication of
proposed regulations in the Federal Regls-
ter; (2) affords opportunity for filing objec-
tions thereto; (3) regquires the holding of a
public hearing on such cbjections and the
opportunity for interested persons to be
heard orally or in writing; (4) requires the
Surgeon General to make detalled findings
on such objections and to state his reasons
for his orders or rulings on exceptions; and
(6) amuthorizes judiclal review of any final
order or regulation by any interested person

yte agency.

on 810 authorizes the Surgeon Gen-
eras o make such inspections, investigations,
1al -y examinations as he deems neces-
& Lssure the valldity of State certifica-
tion and compliance with his regulations,
and to decertify Interstate mllk plants for
cause,

Bections 811 and B12 would authorize the
Surgeon General, directly or through grants,
to conduct appropriate studies and training,
furnish technical assistance to State and
local authorities, encourage uniform adop-
tion and use of the Federal milk sanitation
regulations, and cooperate with States, local
governments, Industries, and others In the
development of improved milk sanitation

programs.

Section 813 contains savings provislons ap-
plicable in the event that any part of the bill
should be declared Invalid. It also provides
that the provisions of the bill shall not
apply to milk products (except as defined
in the bill) which are subject to the regula-
tory control or sanitary requirements im-
posed by other laws or regulations of the
United States.

Sectlon 814 provides for injunctive relief
at the suit of the United States or of any
interested person to restrain actions by State
or local officers In violation of the bill. How-
ever, no criminal sanctions are provided.

Section 815 authorizes the appropriation
annually to the Public Health Service of such
sums as may be necessary to enable the
Surgeon General to administer the bill.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, will the

Senator from Minnesota yield?
Mr . I yield.

Mr. NELSON. I am happy to join the

~tor from Minnesota [Mr. MoNDALE]

cosponsor of the bill which he has

in! uced for the purpose of assuring

the l‘amovement of milk in interstate

», 90——6
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commerce without the imposition of ir-
rational regulations that are designed to
hamper the movement of milk.

The Senator from Minnesota repre-
sents, in part, one of the great dairy
States in the Nation. He has estab-
lished a national reputation, as attor-
ney general of Minnesota, in fighting for
this cause. I commend him for drafting
what I think is the best of a long series of
bills that have been introduced over the
years to tackle this important problem:.

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator
from Wisconsin for his kind remarks.
He is somewhat modest, because he, too,
has established a reputation as one of
the leaders in the country in seeking fair
and rational means for the marketing of
milk and dairy products,

Coming as we do from the two major
dairy States in the Union, States which
produce the best milk at the lowest cost,
we are desirous that our farmers may
take full advantage of the economic ben-
efits from which all other farmers of the
Nation benefit.

SALARY INCREASE FOR CLASSIFIED
AND POSTAL EMPLOYEES—ES-
TABLISHMENT OF FEDERAL SAL-
ARY REVIEW COMMISSION

Mr, MONRONEY. WMr, President, I
send to the desk, for appropriate refer-
ence, two bills proposed by the President
of the United States for the adjustment of
classified and postal employees’ salaries
and for the establishment of a Federal
Balary Review Commission to review at
4-year intervals the salary structure for
Federal executives, Justices, and Mem-
bers of Congress.

The first of these proposals provides
for an across-the-board increase of 3
percent for classified and postal employ-
ees. Since the enactment of the Federal
Salary Reform Act in 1962, the Kennedy
and Johnson administrations and Con-
gress have attempted to fulfill the obliga-
tions owed the comparability principle
in order to atiract and retain civilian
personnel of the highest possible quality.
This bill is part of that fulfillment. Un-
like the 1862 and 1964 salary statutes,
this proposal does not seek to attain com-
parability with nongovernment salaries
for upper-level career positions. It is
designed to reflect increases in salaries
which have been characteristic of the
economy of the past 2 years. It has no
effect on the Executive salary schedule
or the salaries of members of the legis-
lative and judicial branches of the Gov-
ernment.

The bill also would authorize the Pres-
ident to revise annually classified and
postal salaries and recommend adjust-
ments in accordance with the findings of
the Bureau of Labor Statistics of salary
levels for similar work in non-Federal
employment. His recommendations
would be acted upon by Congress through
the procedure followed for Executive re-
organization plans—that is, unless either
House of Congress expresses its disap-
proval by resolution within 60 days, the
?aroposed salary schedule would become

W.
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The President has reported that this
bill would cost $406 million annually.

The:second proposal would establish a
Federal Salary Review Commission ap-
pointed by the President, the presiding
officers of both Houses of Congress, and
the Chief Justice of the United States.
The Board'’s duty would be to review the
compensation of Members of Congress,
justices and judges of the United States,
and Federal officers subject to the Execu-
tive salary schedule, The Commission
would meet and report to the President
quadrennially. The first Commission
would be appointed in 1966 and would
report by January 1, 1967, and on Janu-
ary 1 of each 4th year thereafter. Its
study would encompass the entire scope
of the salary structure of these Federal
officers. The President would report his
recommendations to Congress for the re-
vision of the salaries of these officers.
His recommendations, again, would be-
come law unless either House of Con-
gress expressed its disapproval within
60 days after their submission.

I am in general agreement with the
President’s recommendation for an in-
crease in the pay of eivilian employees
and hope that the Congress will act on
this measure this year.

The Congress should also examine the
President’s proposals with respect to the
establishment of new procedures for the
review of salaries and for the making of
periodic adjustments to maintain com-
parability of Government employees’ sal-
aries with those in private industry.

Because the procedures recommended
by the President represent a radical de-
parture from the traditions and histori-
cal prerogatives of the past, I believe
they must undergo careful serutiny not
only by Congress, but also by the em-
ployees affected. For these new pro-
cedures will sutomatically adjust sal-
aries down as well as up.

Congress has met its responsibilities
in regard to Federal Government com-
pensation in the past. I believe, unless
clear evidence is presented that Congress
cannot continue to fulfill this responsi-
bility, it must face up to the pay problem
in the years ahead, yielding to no other
entity the duty of preserving the doc-
trine of comparability or the responsi-
bility for fixing the rates of compensa-
tion paid to its own members., For there
is also the need for accountability—this
being the task of seeing that Government
and Government employees perform in
a manner that merits positive action by
the Congress to support fair and just pay
rates.

I am aware of the strong interest in
the Senate in these bills. The commit-
tee will act on them as promptly as pos-
sible. ;

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bills will be received and appropriately
referred.

The bills, introduced by Mr. Mon-
RONEY, by request, were received, read
twice by their titles, and referred to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice, as follows:

S.1807. A bill to adjust the rates of basic
compensation of certain officers and em-
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ployees in the Federal Government, and for DISASTER OF BIENHOA SHOULD BE

other purposes; and
5.1998. A bill to establish the Federal
Salary Review Commission.

BACKDATING THE NEW SILVER
DOLLARS

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I in-
-troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to provide that standard silver dollars
hereafter minted shall bear the figure
11922" in lieu of the year of coinage, and
shall bear no mark signifying the mint
of coinage.

It was most gratifying to Senators from
the West, and particularly to the junior
Senator from Nevada, to learn last week
of the President’s decision to implement
the action of the Congress last year with
an Executive directive orderirg the re-
sumption of silver dollar coinage.

This action was made possible by the
fact that the coin shortage has eased
sufficiently to permit a portion of the
mint's productive capacity to be devoted
to the manufacture of the silver cart-
wheels which bear a great tradition and
are highly honored in the historic and
present-day commerce of the Western
States,

We are all familiar, however, with the
rapid disappearance last year of the
Treasury’'s reserves of silver dollars, and,
therefore, lest the new silver dollars be-
come a target for speculators and hoard-
ers, I am proposing that the date of the
new silver dollars be backed up to the
year 1922 and the mint mark be deleted.

The obvious purpose of this amend-
ment, Mr. President, i to have the new
coins become part of an earlier produc-
tion of more than 90 million silver dollars
rather than, because of their unique date,
become the object of hoarding, specula-
tion, and other noncommercial uses.

If this bill is acted upon expeditiously
by the Congress, it may well serve to
again bring into circulation a goodly
share of the nearly $465 million that are
now removed from evervday circulation.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be printed in the Recorp at this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will be printed in the ReEcorp.

The bill (S. 2000) to provide that

standard silver dollars hereafter minted
shall bear the figure “1922" in lieu of the
year of coinage, and shall bear no mark
signifying the mint of coinage, intro-
duced by Mr. CANNON, was received, read
twice by its title, referred to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency and or-
dered to be printed in the Rgecorp, as
follows:
_ Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That not-
withstanding any other provision of law, all
standard silver dollars minted after the date
of enactment of this Act (1) shall be in-
scribed with the figure "1922" in Iieu of the
year of the colnage, and (2) shall not bear
any mark or inscription indleating the mint
of coinage. v

8gc. 2. The requirement of section 3560 of
the Revised Statutes (31 U.S.C. 366) that
the obverse warking dies at each mint shall
be destroyed at the end of each calendar year
shall not be applicable to any such dies used
for the minting of standard silver dollars
after the date of enactment of this Act.

INVESTIGATED AND THE COMMIT-
TEE FINDINGS REPORTED TO THE
AMERICAN PEOPLE

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
today I am introducing a Senate resolu-
tion for a complete investigation and a
factfinding report to the American peo-
ple of all the facts pertaining to the
tragic explosions and loss of life at the
Bienhoa Jet Air Force Base in South
Vietnam. If the facts disclose that there
was negligence on the part of the com-
manding general at his airbase and
carelessness, inattention, and/or just
ordinary stupidity on the part of those
officers in charge of protecting the lives
of men of our Armed Forces and Viet-
namese soldiers and employees of this
airbase, the American people are entitled
to know all about this, We have an ob-
ligation to make a searching inquiry of
this chain reaction bomb explosion last
Sunday which killed some 28 men and
wounded more than 100 and destroyed
many millions of dollars worth of the
latest type offensive jet bombers of the
United States. In fact, this explosion
destroyed, according to news accounts,
10 percent of our entire Vietnam-based
force of this most modern type of jef
bomber.

If the searching inquiry should disclose
carelessness and negligence, if the planes
were crowded wing to wing at a time and
place when a dispersive formation was
possible, and if they were in fact “sitting
ducks” so that one lucky shot or un-
expected explosion would likely start such
a series of chain reaction exploslions, let
the people know the facts and let no
guilty officer escape exposure and disci-
plinary action.

Mr. President, in the Washington Post
of this morning there appeared an ex-
cellent editorial entitled “Again Bien-
hoa,” which searchingly questions the
conditions which resulted in the tragic
accident at Bienhoa Airbase last Sun-
day. I commend this to my colleagues
and ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the Recorp at this point as
part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

AgaIN BIENHOA

It is tragic enough to die in war from enemy
action. But to dle In a war area within your
own lines from your own weapons is doubly
tragic. So It was at the Bienhoa jet airbase
in South Vietnam where a chain-reaction
bomb explosion on Sunday claimed the lives
of some 28 Americans and Vietnamese and
the injury of more than 100.

Accidents will happen, of course, but there
is something morbidly marked about Bien-
hoa. Last November, the Vietcong, without
apparently any trouble at all, managed to
sneak right up to the base's edge and bom-
bard it with mortars, killing six Americans
and Vietnamese and destroying five of the
huge B-57 bombers. At that time, the
planes had been lined up on the runway
without a mission since the attack from the
North expected last August never came off.

After much inquiry, the United States de-
cided that it no longer could rely on the
base’s Vietnamese guards and sent U.S. troops
to Bienhoa with orders to make deep recon-
naissance patrols in all directions to prevent
future surprises. Revetments were ordered
built around the planes so that, In a pro-
tected and dispersed formation, they no
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longer would be sitting ducks for one lucky
shot starting off a chain-reaction explosion.
Now, more than 6 months later, the romat-
ments reportedly are still being built.
same base colonel still is in charge. An.
big planes were all lined up together * ay
when the delayed-action chemieal in
one plane's bomb started off a chain“reac-
tlon. Since there had been a several-day
halt in bombing North Vietnam, it was ex-
plained that the planes were lined up pre-
paring to bomb the Vietcong in the South.
It also has been explained that since there
are only three jet airbases In South Viet-
nam—Blenhoa, Salgon, just south of it, and
Danang, near the North Vietnamese border—
it is necessary to crowd the U.S. planes onto
what small base space exists; Maybe. But
many U.S. planes are based on carriers at
sea. And since the bombing is virtually
without opposition, why the need for crowd-
ing so many bombers on these airstrips that
they have to be lined up wingtip to wingtip?
All this is quarterbacking after the trag-
edy. Buf since Blenhoa seems to be prone
to tragedy, perhaps it is time really to look
into its security for the future.

Mr., YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
I send to the desk, for appropriate refer-
ence, a resolution authorizing the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, or any duly
authorized subcommittee thereof, to
make a comprehensive study and in-
vestigation of any and all matters re-
lating to the explosion at Bienhoa which
resulted in the tragic loss of American
and South Vietnamese lives and the sub-
stantial loss of our military aireraft and
other equipment. I ask unanimous con-
senft that the resolution be printed in
its entirety at this point,

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
resolution will be received and ar.;
priately referred; and, under the rtie,
the resolution will be printed
RECORD.

The resolution (S. Res. 106) was re-
ferred to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, as follows:

S. Res. 106

Resolved, That the Committee on Armed
Services, or any duly authorized subcommit-
tee thereof, is authorized under sections 134
(a) and 136 of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946, as amended, and in accordance
with its jurisdiction specified by rule XXV
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, to make
a comprehensive study and investigation of
any and all matters relating to the explosion
and fire which occurred at the airbase at
Bienhoa, South Vietnam, on May 16, 19863,
and which resulted in the tragic loss of
American and South Vietnamese llves and
the substantial loss of United States mili-
tary aircraft and other equipment. In car-
rying out such study and investigation the
committee or subcommittee shall determine
insofar as possible the cause or causes of
such explosion and whether negligence on
the part of United States military personnel
contributed to the ineident.

Sec. 2. The committee shall report its find-
ings upon the study and investigation au-
thorized by this resolution, together with
its recommendations for such legislation as
it deems advisable, to the Senate at the
earliest practicable date, but not later than
January 31, 19686.

Sec. 3. For the purposes of this resolution
the committee, through January 31, 1966, is
authorized (1) to make such expenditures
as it deems advisable; (2) to employ up+®

Jt

he

temporary basis, technieal, clerical, and

assistants and consultants: Provided,

the minority ls authorized at its discretion
to select one person for appointmfat, and
the person so selected shall be appc and
his compensation shall be so ﬁxeu)t his
gross rate shall not be less by more than
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~the popularly termed Eorean GI bill.
s students could continue In college—
. ‘heir own expense. Except for Jan-
, no further benefits would come
‘ehe Veterans' Administration, which
ted this program since its inception
n September 1952.
The cutoff, however, did not affect 1,674

- /yeterans who sustained wartime disabili-

ties and were still In training, Congress

' get a more liberal limitation to fit them for

taking their places in the American econ-
omy.

Tyarmlnatmn of KEorean readjustment
training was no surprise to the trainees who
had been apprised of the deadline when they
entered school. As a whole, the closeout also
affected only a comparative handful of the
total who profited.

As the time for cutting off these bene-
fits neared, the VA received some Inquiries
on why the program ended when It did.

VA’s answer has been that the temporary
nature of the educational benefits were con-
sistent with the purposes of the law—to
provide readjustment assistance immediate-
1y following wartime service.

EKorean servicemen normally received a
discharge soon enough to complete their
educational program if they began school-
ing promptly. However, when 8 veteran
elected to remain in the service longer, or
chose first to enter the Natlon's work force,
it was assumed that he was not in need of
readjustment assistance.

In the more than 12 years while these
benefits were eflectlve, 2,390,700 veterans
entered the program. This was approxi-
mately one-third the number who went to
college or learned technieal skills under the
predecessor World War IT GI bill, which es-
tablished & new national concept of fed-
erally sponsored education to compensate
for.opportunities lost in wartime.

~ total cost of direct benefits to Korean

5 will approximate $4,521 billion.
e Korean bill reached its crest In March
1857, with 764,200 veterans enrolled.

A number completed 20 years or more
active military service—in both World War
I and {n the Eorean conflict—and came late
into the prozram, using the Korean benefits
to set the foundation for the new careers.

A 41-year-old retired Army major 1s typical.
He recelves $297 monthly from military re-
tirement, but will miss the $160 educational
benefits check. The GI bill paid his monthly
rent and tuition.

One veterans' adviser explained that re-
malning students had no problems other
than financial, and all who chose could stay
in school.

“We"ll take care of them on loan pro-
grams,” he sald, adding that many would be
eligible under the Natlonal Defense Act,

Veterans Interviewed about expiration of
benefits agreed on one point. All felt that
the GI bill is one of the finest Investments
the Government has made.

Reports from college officials expressed
similar viewpoints,

Some veterans enrolled and dropped out
because of Increased responsibilities, said
Gene Monson, asslstant coordinator at the
University of Utah. Yet enough stayed and
completed thelr education to make it evident
the program was a good investment.

“Not only have the Individuals and their
familles benefited,” observed Monson, “but
the community and the country have bene-
fited and will continue to do so. Thousands
who would not otherwise have received an
education have been trained and prepared to
assume more responsibility in our soctety.”

The Korean veterans were generally above

=~verage of nonveterans scholastically on
"iversity of Hawail campus, pointed
jard F. Green, veterans’ counselor.

cited a 12-year veteran of the Alr

Force who had the highest average in the
1863 graduating class, received a Phi Beta
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Eappa key for his distinction, and now is
teaching in the College of Guam.

Bome who started earlier with partial col-
lege-level training now occupy top positions
in educatign, business and sclence across the
Natlon.

Dr. Prank Lakin, administrative assistant
to the president of Colorado State College,
fought with the 1st Marine Division in Ko-
rea. Discharged in 1953, he finished his 2
years of undergradunte work, then acquired
a master’'s degree and doctorate under the
GI bill

Another let Division marine is dean of stu-
dents at Colorado State. He is Dr, Norman
T. Oppelt, who recelved a disabllity discharge
In 1952 after being injured in battle and re-
celved the Bronze Star. He completed his
last 2 years of undergradunte work and fin-
ished academic training under Publlc Law
894, mpplying to service-disabled veterans.

Oberlin, Ohlo College reported that most
of Its arts and sclences veterans received de-
grees In business; Its conservatory graduated
more college professors of musie than any
area and ministers outnumbered others in
the graduate school of theology.

Oberlin followed up some of Its veterans
and thelr post college successes. One grad-
uate 18 a member of the board of directors
of a New England Insurance agency. Anoth-
er is the feature editor of a widely circulated
magrzine. Another s a college history pro-
fessor In Kentucky and a fourth i{s a psy-
chologist.

The Eorean bill closeout marked the end of
a federally sponsored mass education pro-
gram that began with the signing of the
original GT bill of 1944,

W. B. Gundlach, associate director of VA's
Compensation, Penslon, and Education Sery-
ice, looked back and appraised nearly 21 years
of veterans’ assistance.

The 1044 GI bill, he saild, was particularly
ttmely in providing more, well-trained pro-
fesslonal and skilled workers. The VA Ad-
ministrator pointed out that 20 percent of
World War IT veterans and 9 percent Korean
soldiers had 8 years or less of school experl-
ence when they enrolled.

Calling attention to the apprehension
which had greeted each proposal for Fed-
eral participation In education, he summed
up the last 20 years of jolnt responsibility:

"I feel that representatives of States and
we in the VA, as representatives of the Fed-
eral Government, have demonstrated drama-
tleally, cooperative Federal-State relation-
ships that have risen above petty bickering.
We have truly fulfilled the purposes of the
QI bills,

“Interested persons in the Federal Gov-
ermnment and organizations and agencies out-
slde It view our 20 years' experiences together
as a classle Nustration of success,” he con-
cluded, “in what was originally viewed with
great apprehension.”

SUPPORT OF SENATE BILL 1993, TO
ELIMINATE UNNECESSARY AND
UNREASONABLE RESTRICTIONS
TO THE FREE FLOW OF MILK

PRODUCTS IN INTERSTATE COM-
MERCE

W Mr, President, re-
cently roduced Senate bill 1893, de-
signed to eliminate unnecessary and un-
reasonable restrictions to the free flow
of milk products in interstate commerce.

Some days ago, I was extremely
pleased to receive a thoughtful letter of
support for this proposed legislation from
Stanley Olson, vice president of the Gen-
eral Drivers, Helpers, and Truek Termi-
nal Employees, a trade association di-
rectly involved in the interstate traffic
in dairy produets.

12859

I request unanimous consent that Mr.
Olson’s letter be printed in its entirety
at this point in the REcorb.

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

GENERAL DRIVERS, HELPERS AND
Truck TeErmINaL EMPLOYEES,
Locarn Unron No, 120,

St. Paul, Minn., May 20, 1965.
Hon. WaLrTee F. MoNDALE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dean Senator: We are highly in favor of
your bill to guarantee free movement of milk
in interstate commerce and congratulate you
for taking the initiative on this much over-
due legislation.

Our organization has been aware of the
restrictions placed on the Minnesota dairy
farmers by present pollcies.

Your bill will result in greater utilization
of the milk-producing potential of this area
thereby creating more jobs and raiging the
income of our dairy farmers who have suf-
fered great financial loss because of the un-
reasonable boycott of their products,

We are also writing to other members of
the Minnesota delegation to express our in-
terest in this legislation.

Sincerely yours,
Bran Ouson,
Vice President.

JUSTICE GOLDBERG'S UNITED
NATIONS ADDRESS

Mr, CHURCH. Mr. President, on May
2, Associate Justice Arthur J. Goldberg,
of the U.S. Supreme Court, dellvered an
excellent speech at the inaugural dinner
of the Jewish Center for the United Na-
tions, in New York City. Iask unanimous
consent that the address be printed at
this point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

ADDRESS BY ARTHUR J. GOLDEERG, ASSOCIATE
JUSTICE, SUPREME CoURT OF THE UNITED
SraTESs

I am very much pleased to participate this
evening in the inaugural dinner for the
Jewish Center for the United Nations. This
dinner appropriately takes place on the 80th
anniversary of the Sutton Place Synagogue
Thus it both commemorates the Sutton Place
Synagogue’s venerable history of religlous
service and marks the extension of that
worthy tradition through the creation of a
center, which will serve both local and inter-
national Jewish communities,

On an occaslon such as this one, it is fit-
ting to renew our dedieation to the United
Natlons. The United Natlons quest for peace
has been based upon the theory that “since
wars begin in the minds of men, it Is in the
minds of men that the defenses of peace must
be constructed.” I, together with millions of
Americans and hundreds of millions of men
and women throughout the world, would re-
state our conviction that the United Nations
is not only a useful but also a necessary tool
Tor building those defenses of peace, and that
the United Nations is today and will be
throughout the centuries to come the world's
best hope for a lasting peace,

The crises—both diplomatic and finan-
clal—currently faced by the United Nations
hover like a specter over the arena of inter-
national polities. Before giving way to pes-
simism, however, we should remember the
numercus achlevements of the United Na-
tions in the 20 short years since its founda-
tion, Only 2 years after its creatlon, the
withdrawal of Russian troops from Iran was
arranged through the United Natlons, It
Pplayed a part in the creation of Israel. Ag-
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gression was contained in Korea by the
United States working through the United
Nations. Within the past few years we have
seen potential sparks that in other times
might well have set off major conflicts ex-
tinguished by TUnited Natlons activity In
Suez, the Congo, and Cyprus. And, we have
witnessed the unprecedented transfer of po-
litical power from European nations to newly
independent states—a transfer that could
hardly have taken place so peacefully, had
the United Nations not been in existence.
Moreover, the work of the United Nations in
providing economic aid and technical assist-
ance to the emerging nations, its role In
facilitating international cooperation in such
areas as the peaceful uses of atomic energy,
and its undertakings to assure greater respect
for human rights are all well known.

The fallures which have resulted in the
crises through which the organization is now
passing are not those of the United Natlons,
The United Nations is not responsible for t_he
consistent exercise of the veto by the Soviet
Union in the Security Council, which has so
often paralyzed effective peacekeeping ac-
tion, The United Nations is not responsible
for its members who refuse to pay the assess-
ments which legally and morally they owe.
Rather member states of the United Nations,
pot the organization itself, are at fault, Sir
Alexander Cadogan once pointed out that “a
Stradivarius violin Is nothing more than an
assemblage of wood and catgut. It takes a
musician to get harmony out of it. But If
the player is at fault, there is no sense In
blaming the instrument—still less in smash-
ing it to pleces,” I belleve that the problems
facing the United Nations can be overcome
provided that each member nation, and its
citizens, base their actions upon a patriotism
in the best sense of that word—this, as Lord
Cecil once remarked, 1z “the patrictism by
which a man instinctively sets the highest
standard for his nation’s conduct. The new
patriotism will not be different in kind from
the old, but it will be larger and more free
from the sordid jealousles and suspicion
which now defile international lfe.,” As we
enter into International Cooperation Year we
must rededlcate ourselves both to support
of the United Natlons and to this ideal of
a patriotism that will allow the United Na-
tions to attain its goal of a lasting peace.

The Jewish Center for the United Natlons,
like the Catholic and Protestant centers, is
itself a reaffirmation of falth in the United
Nations. Moreover, it is a reaffirmation of
confidence in religious liberty, tolerance and
that freedom of the human spirit which the
United Nations organization, as well as its
Secretaries General, continually seek. We
have learned that religious tolerance is the
touchstone of all freedom, for freedom of
body means little without freedom of the
mind and soul. It is no accident that the
first amendment to our Constitution—an
amendment that was necessary to obtain the
Constitution’s ratification—guarantees the
free exercise of religion. The founders of
our Nation were victims of diserimination
and religious oppression and were deter-
mined in the New World not to repeat the
errors of the Old.

America is indeed a shining example of
the benefits of religious liberty and tolerance.
Under our Constitution there is a wholesome
neutrality by the Government toward all re-
ligions; the ideal of our Constitution as to
religious freedom is one of absolute equality
before the law of all religious opinions and
sects; the Government, while protecting all,
prefers none, and its disparages none; our
constitutional policy does not deny the value
or necessity for religlous training, teaching
or observance; rather it secures their full
exercise without helping or hindering any
particular religion. The recent spirit of the
Ecumenical Council of which so much is
heard in fact reflects the spirit of our Con-
stitution: freedom for all religions, prefer-
ment of none.
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It is appropriate to note that the United
Nations Universal Declaration of Human
Rights oxpresses a similar ideal, Article 18,
adopted by the General Assembly on Decem-
ber 10, 1958, states: >

“Everyone has the right to freedom of
thought, conscience, and religion; this right
includes freedom to change his religion or
belief, and freedom, either alone or in com-
munity with others and in public or private,
to manifest his religion or belief in teach-
ing, practice, worship, and observance."

It is significant that freedom of religion
is given a prominent position in this Decla-
ration of Human Rights—a declaration
which Dag Hammarskjold called “the uni-
versal expression in the field of human
rights of the alms of our world today, a
world where the memory is still fresh of some
of the worst infringements of human rights
ever experienced in history, and a world
which is also facing the problem of human
rights In new and increasingly complicated
form."”

As a reading of any newspaper amply
shows, today the attention of the world is
focused upon denials of racial equality. My
remarks this evening cmphasize religious
liberty, not because I would denigrate the
importance of racial equality, but because of
the nature of this occasion, and because I
believe that the ideals of religious liberty
and raclal equality are equally important,
Both ideals spring directly from enlighten-
ment concepts of the natural rights of man.
Both of these ideals must be energetically
and consistently pursued if they are not to
be lost. In a world made up of peaple of all
races, and religions, a harmonious and peace-
ful world soclety is impossible so long as men
are i1l treated either because of their race or
their religion, .

For these reasons I believe it most impor-
tant that the United Nations adopt the draft
declaration on religlous Intolerance cur-
rently being considered by the Human Rights
Commission. I am particularly pleased that
the United States, along with India and the
United Kingdom, played a major role in the
drafting of this conventlon, and urging its
adoption.

The adoption of this convention is, in

my view, particularly important because of '

the unhappy fact that religlous diserimina-
tion exists In many parts of the new world,
This discrimination is partcularly notable in
the Soviet Union, where hostility to Jews has
reached the point where it might be classified
as an openly anti-Semitic campaign. The
American delegates to the Human Rights
Commission, obviously referring to the So-
viet Union, stated the following: 4

“Since the defeat of Nazl Germany no state
has pursued an overt and declared policy of
genocide against an ethnic group. But we
must recognize that some states where laws
forbld dlscrimination in the most forceful
terms nevertheless carry on policles which
are designed to have the effect of obliterating
an ethnic group. The biological differences
of race cannot be exterminated by cultural
deprivations, but ethnic differences, and
sometimes nationality differences, are abso-
lutely dependent on language, schools, pub-
lications, and other cultural institutions In
order to survive. Cut an ethnic or national
tradltion off from these, and it will die, how-
ever nourished the body of the citizen is by
food, clothing, and shelter.

“"We must deal with anti-Semitism even
when it takes the forms of deprivation of the
religlous and cultural heritage which makes
this group unique. We should make it clear
that a state which makes provision for Ger-
man language schools for that ethnic group
should not deny Yiddish or Hebrew schools
to its Jews; that a state which can permit
national and regional organizations of some
ethnic groups should, under the principle of
nondisecrimination, permit the same for
Jews; that a state which permits recognized
leaders of every other group to travel abroad
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to conferences and holy places should not be
able to deny that right to Jewish leaders; that
a state that finds facilities to publish # al
materials in the language and tradit 4
some groups should not be able to deu;,
right to Jewish groups; that a state whi

able to tolerate the differences in 100 na-
tionalities should have no right whatever to
extinguish those differences in the 101st.”

The Sovlet Unlon has consistently denled
the Jews are mistreated or discriminated
against within its borders. I believe that if
the Soviet Government is sincere in its pro-
fessed desire to eliminate anti-Semitism, it
surely ought to vote for the convention on
the elimination of religious intolerance; it
ought not to slow down consideration of this
conventlon and hinder its adoption. More-
over, I should like to see the Soviet Union
adopt the proposal of Mr. Morris Abrams,
the U.S. expert member of the Human Rights
Commission, that a subcommission be
formed, which would meet in various parts
of the world, including the Soviet Union, to
“check fact against claim and hope against
reality” in determining the extent to which
religious discrimination exists. Such a sub-
commission, of course, would deal with dis-
crimination agalnst any minority and would
meet in any part of the world where dis-
crimination was alleged. By providing such
a neutral factfinding body, the United Na-
tions might well destroy much discrimination
by exposing it to the cold light of world pub-
lic opinion.

Lord Acton, in the last century, sald that
“the most certaln test by which we judge
whether a country is really free s the amount
of security enjoyed by minorities."” In my
opinion there can be no more worthwhile
task for the United Natlons, or for us, its
supporters, than to work for an end to dis-
cerimination of all sorts and complete security

" for all minorities In every part of the world.

which differences are tolerated and’
security is provided can we hope to pi

the world with a foundation for a lasting
peace.

In the meantime all men of good will
should endorse and support the adoption by
the United Nations of convention on religious
liberty. The existence of a Jewish Center
for the United Nations and its counterparts
will exist as an important symbol of the
value to all men everywhere of freedom of
religlous exercise. Bringing religion to bear
upon moral and ethical problems means help-
ing all nations go forward realizing the just
society and the better world which is the
hope and aspiration of all men everywhere.

Only by providing a world environmez" ]

SENATOR FRANK CHURCH,
CONSERVATIONIST

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, those
of us who serve with him in committees
and engage in debate with him on the
Senate floor appreciate the immense con-
tributions and the incisive opinions of
the senior Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CaurcH]. The people who sent him to
the Senate to represent them also recog-
nize Senator CHURCH's talents,

One of them, Mrs. Ethel Kimball,
recorded her impressions of Senator
CuURCH at work on conservation matters
in the State. Her comments appeared in
a June 6, 1965, column in the Salmon
Recorder-Herald.

Speaking also for her husband—and
for many other Idahoans—Muys. Eimball
wrote: k

Neither Frank nor I vote a straight ¢
we vote for the man we think most
of handling the job. But both of are
mighty glad that Idaho has a man like Sen-
ator FrRaWE CHURCH to represent it.
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Prof. Wm. E, Biggs, University of Louisville.

Prof. W. R. Bishin, University of SBouthern
California.

Prof., A. Bonfield, University of Iowa.

Prof. W. J. Brockelbank, University of
Idaho.

Prof. A. Brodle, University of Wisconsin.

Prof. A. Brody, Boston, Maes.

Prof. T. Buergenthal, Buffalo, N.Y.

Prof. T. D. Buckley, Jr., University of
North Dakota,

Prof. R. J. Childress, St, Louls University.

Prof. J. J. Cleary, Villanova University.

Prof. J. Cohen, Rutgers University.

Prof. Wm. Cohen, University of California.

Prof. R. G. Cohn, University of Illinois.

Dean T, M. Cooley, University of Pitts-
burgh.

Prof, V. Countryman, Harvard University.

Dean L. Cowen, University of Georgia.

Prof. E. E. Cushman, Stetson University.

Prof. C. W. Davidson, Unlversity of Towa.

Prof, F. Davis, Emory University.

Dean P. R. Dean, Georgetown University.

Prof. D. W. Dowd, Villanova University.

Prof. T. 1. Emerson, Yale University.

Prof. R. J. Farley, University of Florida.

Prof. D. M. Feild, Unlversity of Georgla.

Dean C. Clyde Ferguson, Howard Univer-
pity.

Prof. G. W. Foster, Jr., University of
‘Wisconsin,

Prof. M. H. Freedman, George Washington
University.

Prof. S. P. Franklino, Catholic Unlversity.

Prof. J. B. Gerard, Was n University.

Prof. D. A. Glannilla, Villanova University.

Prof. J. E. Gibbs, Florida A, & M. Univer-
Bity.

Prof. M. Gitelman, University of Denver.

Prof. G. Gordin, Jr.,, Drake University.

Dean E, N. Griswold, Harvard Universlty.

Prof. J. O. Honnold, Jr., University of
Pennsylvania.

Prof. ¥, Huffman, University of Denver.

Dean H. E. Hurst, University of Denver.

Prof. D. B. Isbell, University of Virginia.

Prof. E. Jarmel, Rutgers University.

Dean T. M. Jenkins, Florida A. & M. Uni-
versity.

Prof. E. M. Jones, University of Florida.

Prof. S, H. Kadish, University of Callfornla.

Prof. A. J. Keeffe, Cathollic University.

Prof, H. C. Klemme, University of Colorado,

Prof. R. E. Knowlton, Rutgers University.

Prof. M. R. Konvitz, Cornell University.

Dean R. E. Eharas, Syracuse University.

Prof, A. K. Laughlin, University of Florida.

Prof. M. 8. McDougal, Yale University.

Dean V. X. Miller, Catholic University.

Prof. M. B. Nimmer, University of Cali-
fornia.

Prof. H. Norris, Detroit College.

Prof. W. E. Oberer, Cornell University.

Prof. R. Parker, Willlamette University.

Prof. H. C. Petrowitz, American University.

Prof. D, H. Pollitt, University of North
Carolina.,

Prof. L. 8. Powers, Unlversity of Florida.

Dean H. G. Ruschein, Villanova University.

Dean E. V. Rostow, Yale University.

Prof. C. D. Sands, University of Alabama,

Prof. M. G. Shimm, Duke University.

Prof. A, Trebach, Howard Unlversity.

Prof. W. J. van Alstyne, Yale University.

Prof. L. G. Wallace, Duke University.

Prof. T. R. Walenta, University of Idaho.

Prof. R. G. Weclew, De Paul Unlversity.

Prof. C. A. Wright, Harvard University.

JANE ADDAMS' HULL HOUSE

Mr., DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I was
personally very much pleased to learn
that Jane Addams' Hull House, in Chi-
cago, has been selected by the Secretary
of the Interior for Registered National
Historic Landmark eligibility.
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Jane Addams was undoubtedly one of
Illinois' greatest citizens of all time.
The example of her life is one of the
lasting influences on the character of
our society. It is, therefore, fitting that
the original building of the settlement
house, which now is a part of the new
Chicago campus of the University of I1li-
nois, should be recognized by the Na-
tional Government as having historic im-
portance. Furthermore, this recognition
is not merely of a token nature. It was
only by exerting the utmost effort that
we were able to prevent the total destrue-
tion of Hull House when the area for the
new university campus was being cleared.
It would, indeed, have been a tragedy if
this historic lJandmark had been though-
lessly bulldozed. The national recogni-
tion now given to Hull House vindicates
the efforts of the Chicago citizens who
fought fo save if, and should absolutely
guarantee the preservation of the re-
maining portions of the building. I am
confident that the university trustees
will immediately complete the applica-
tion for the certificate and a bronze
plaque designated Hull House a Regis-
tered National Historic Landmark.

I ask unanimous consent that a brief
statement on Hull House, as prepared by
the National Survey of Historic Sites and
Buildings, be printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered fo be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

Hunn Housg, InpniNois

Jane Addams, In establishing Hull House,
did not found the first settlement house In
the United States, but she did create an in-
stitution that invariably responded to the
needs of its visitors, a unigue service in its
period. The close lidentification of Hull
House with the people it served gave the set-
tlement house an internationally deserved
reputation.

Nothing in Miss Addams’ early career in-
dicated what her true vocation would be.
Born in Cedarville, Ill.,, on September 6,
1860, she was a small, bright child who re-
sponded best to her father. His influence
caused her, when college age, to abandon her
desire to attend Smith College and induced
her to enter Rockford College, in Rockford,
11, in 1877. Two years after completing col-

lege In 1881, she began studying medicine at

the Woman's Medical College in Philadel-
phia, but soon abandoned her work there
because of a physical collapse.

Far about 5 years after leaving mediecal
school, between 1883-88, Miss Addams
searched for a purpose to her life. Two trips
to Europe helped her discover it. She sailed
from the United States for the first time in
the summer of 1883, and while on her Euro-
pean tour gained a reallzation of the human
tragedy inherent in poverty.

Despite her inability to decide definitely
upon her life's work by the time of her sec-
ond trip to Europe, December 14, 1887, she
still sought, more zealously than ever, some
means of applying her training and experi-
ence to a usgeful purpose. Her aim achieved
realization through her learning of Toynbee
Hall in London. Toynbee Hall enabled uni-
versity students to live among the poor while
working to improve the lot of the unfortu-
nate. Upon visiting the hall and studying
it, Miss Addams understood how she could
apply the advantages that had befallen her
in behalf of the poor: she could obtain a
house in the slums of Chicago, live there,
and place her experience at the call of the
loeal residents.
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Her declsion made, she chose what w
now be termed a blighted area in Chi
begin her work, The house that she and
two friends moved into on September 4, 1888,
had formerly stood outside of Chlcago, but
now was In ward 19. Ward 19 had 9
churches and missions, but probably more,
for it also harbored 255 saloons. Undaunted
by the saloons, the amazing variety of na-
tlonalities, and the dirt, Jane Addams con-
centrated on her ssttlement weork for the
next 26 years.

Charles Hull built Hull House in 1856 as a
suburban residence. The house was a two-
story brick structure, with a plazza and a
cupola on top of the roof. Now that the
University of Illinois is creating a new cam-
pus in Chicago in the Hull House area, all
but the original building of the expanded
settlement house has been demolished. The
original house is belng restored.

Located at 800 South Halstead Street, Chi-
cago, I, the structure 1s owned by the
University of Chicago.

ELIMINATION OF UNREASONABLE
AND UNNECESSARY RESTRIC-
TIONS ON FREE FLOW OF MILK
PRODUCTS IN INTERSTATE COM-
MERCE

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, re-
cently T infroduced Senate bill 1893, de-
signed to eliminate unreasonable and
unnecessary restrictions on the free flow
of milk products in interstate commerce.

Following the introduction of the bill,
I have received a number of statemerts
of support. One of these thoughtful
pressions was sent by Walter W. Tho
son, general manager of St. Paul's North
Star Dairy. Mr. Thompson, long familiar
with the difficulties and inequalities im-
posed upon both consumers and pro-
ducers by these restrictive barriers, is
unquestionably competent to pass judg-
ment on this important proposed legis-
lation.

I request unanimous consent that Mr.
Thompson's letter be printed in its en-
tirety at this point in the Recorn.

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

NorRTH STAR DAY,
St. Paul, Minn,, June 8, 1965.
Senator WaLTER F. MONDALE,
U.5. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Drar SeENaTOR MonNpaLeE: The National
Milk Sanitation Act of 1965 is a good plece of
legislation, partieularly for the Middle West,
and for the country as a whole.

There is no logical reason why milk that
meets sanitary standards in one municipal-
ity, should not meet it in another. It is also
time that one agency have jurisdiction over
the sanitary features of milk supplies as a
whole. For too many years, municipal sani-
tary regulations and/or State regulations
have served as economic barriers for the free
flow of milk., This is not sound, and should
be eliminated.

I sincerely hope that this bill passes Con-
gress this year.

Yours very truly,

WaLTER W. THOMPSON, «
General Mar '

“BIG BROTHER"—INVASIONS OF
PRIVACY

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President,
today’s big brother item consists of two
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‘ ace Association, Prof. David B, Tru-

, of Columbia; the president-elect of
APSA, Prof. Gabriel Almond, of Leland
Stanford; Prof. Quincy Wright, of the
University of Virginia, a former presi-
dent of APSA; Prof. David Easton, of the
University of Chicago; Prof, Alpheus T.
Mason, of Princeton; Paul R. Dean, dean
of the Georgetown University Law Cen-
ter: Clarence C. Ferguson, Jr., dean of
the Howard University School of Law;
Erwin N. Griswold, dean of Harvard Law
School; Vernon X, Miller, dean of the
Catholic University School of Law; and
Eugene V. Rostow, dean of the Yale Law
School.

The preliminary canvass of political
scientists and law professors was made
by Prof, C. Herman Pritchett, of the Uni-
versity of Chicago, and former president
of the American Political Science Associ-
ation; Robert McKay, dean of the New
York University Law School; and Prof.
Royce Hanson, of American University,
secretary-treasurer of the National
Committee for Fair Representation.

The professors’ statement charges:

The Dirksen amendment goes agalnst the
trend of democratic government and of ex-
panding civil and political liberties. It
would, if ratified, be the first amendment to
reduce American libertles rather than to ex-
pand them. Its provision for popular rati-
fication of malapportioned legislatures is a
ruse. It would use the forms of democracy
to impair both democracy and the personal

ts of individual voters. It assumes that

ight to be fairly represerted is a right

h properly belongs to a -majority.
Rather, it belongs to Individuals. We maln-
tain that a majority should not be permitted
to relinquish a right which it cannot prop-
erly claim.

The professors argue that although the
amendment sponsored in the Senate by
Senator Dirgsen would require a refer-
endum before one house of a legislature
could be based on factors other than
population, it should be rejected, because
the right of representation is a personal
right, and “the first principle of a con-
stitutional democracy is that a majority
may not deprive an individual of his
fundamental rights.” Calling this a
“fundamental flaw in the amendment,”
the professors oppose its adoption “even
if its language is technically improved.”

The statement defends the Supreme
Court’s one-man, one-vote decisions, and
argues that adoption of the Dirksen
amendment would seriously endanger
minorities, by permitting majorities to
adopt schemes of representation which
would discriminate against certain
groups.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp the statement of
these professors and the full list of those
who signed it.

There being no objection, the state-
ment and the list were ordered to be
printed in the Recorn, as follows:
BTATEMENT BY POLITICAL SCIENTISTS AND Law

ProrEssoRs

pose Senate Joint Resolution 2, in-
troduced by Senator EvererT DIRRsSEN. This
proposed constitutional amendment would
make possible the apportionment of one
house of a bicameral legislature on factors
other than population if a majority of a
State's voters approved such a plan. The
effect of the amendment is partially to
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nullify the Supreme Court's reapportionment
decisions which held that to satisfy the re-
quirements of the 14th amendment both
houses of a bicameral legislature must be
based on population,

We support that decision. We believe that
the facts in the cases considered by the Court
and the development of the equal protec-
tion clause warrant the conclusions reached
by the Court. That opinion was reached on
the ground that the right of representation
is a personal right held by individual voters,
in the same class of constitutional rights as
the right to vote which Is also guaranteed
by the equal protection clause.

The Dirksen amendment strikes at this
basic constitutional rationale, It permits, in
any State, a majority of voters to abolish a
properly determined constitutional right.
We do not deny the power of a constitutional
amendment to reduce political or eivil rights.
We do strongly oppose such action as un-
wise public policy. The first prinelple of
constitutional democracy is that a majority
may not deprive an individual of his funda-
mental rights. As Mr. Justice Jackson sald
in West Va. v. Barnette, “fundamental rights
may not be submitted to vote, they depend
on the outcome of no elections,”

The Dirksen amendment goes against the
trend of democratic government and of ex-
panding ecivil and political llberties. It
would, if ratified, be the first amendment to
reduce American liberties rather than to ex-
pand them. Its provision for popular rati-
fication of malapportioned legislatures is a
ruse. It would use the forms of democracy
to Impair both democracy and the personal
rights of individual voters. It assumes that
the right to be fairly represented is a right
which properly belongs to a majority.
Rather it belongs to individuals. We main-
tain that a majority should not be permitted
to relinguish a right which it cannot prop-
erly claim.

The amendment is, in its most basic form,
unsound public policy. Because of this
fundamental flaw, we oppose its adoption
even if its language 1s technically improved.
The baslc objection to the amendment can
be met only by its defeat.

We belleve that there is enough latitude
in the reapportionment decisions to-permit’
States to assure adequate protection of mi-
nority rights. The Dirksen amendment, to
the contrary, seriously endangers minorities
by permitting majorities to adopt schemes
of representation which grossly discriminate
against certain groups. A State which is
only 51 percent urban, for instance might
under the amendment, assign 90 percent of
all senators to urban areas, greatly disadvan-
taging the rural minority.

The amendment would restrict the exer-
cise of a fundamental constitutional right
for no public purpose other than maintain-
ing the power of a particular privileged
minority to exercise veto power over all State
legislation which it does not prefer.

PoLITICAL SCIENTISTS AND LAW PROFESSORS
ENDORSING STATEMENT ON DIRKSEN AMEND-
MENT

Prof. 8. V. Anderson, University of
fornia.

Prof. Wm. Anderson, Minneapolis, Minn.

Dr, J. D. Barber, Washington, D.C.

Prof. G. Almond, Stanford University.

Prof. C. Adrian, Michigan State University.

Prof. H. Bach, Bradley University.

Dr. Donald Balmer, Portland, Oreg.

Dr. G. E. Baker, Unlversity of California.

Mr. R. W. Becker, 5t. Cloud State.

Prof. D. M. Berman, American University.

Prof. L. Beth, University of Massachusetts.

Proi. A, P. Blaustein, Rutgers University.

Prof. A. Bone, Seattle, Wash,

Prof. K. A. Bosworth, S8torrs, Conn.

Mrs. Hardy J. Bowen, Wilmington, Del.

Prof. A. Bromage, University of Michigan.

Prof. E. Byrd, Jr,, University of Maryland.

Cali-

14029

Mr. Richard 8. Childs, New York, N.Y.

Prol. Wm, M, Beany, Princeton, N.J.

Mr, Alan Clem, University of South
Dakota.

Dr. K. Cortner, University of Tennessee.

Prof. W. W. Crouch, Los Angeles, Calif.

Prof. R. F. Cushman, New York Unlversity.

Dr. R. T. Daland, University of North Caro-
lina.

Dr. Manning J. Dauer, University of
Florida.

Dr. Paul Dolan, University of Delaware.

FProf. David Easton, University of Chieago.

Dr. Ralph Eisenberg, University of Virginia,

Prof. D. Fellman, University of Wisconsin.

Dr. T, A, Flinn, Oberlin College.

Prof. R. 8. Friedman, University of Michi-

gan.
Prof, H. Garfinkel, Michigan State Uni-
versity. 4
Dr. T. ©C. Geary, University of South
Dakota.

Dr. R. M. Goldman, San Francisco College.

Prof. R. E. Goostree, American University.

Mr, C. B. Hagan, University of Ilinois.

Prof. R, J, Harris, Vanderbilt University.

Prof, F. H. Hartmann, University of Florida.

Dr. M. E. Jewell, Lexington, Ey.

Prof, B. K. Johnpoll, Hartwick College,

Mr. T. P. Johnson, Aldie, Va.

Mr. Henry Kass, Washington, D.C.

Prof. G. M. Eammerer, University of
Florida.

Prof. H. Eantor, University of Florida.

Dr. Paul Eelso, University of Arizona.

Prof. R. Lemarchand, University of Florida.

Prof. D. Lockhard, Princeton, N.J.

Dr. L, Loeb, American University.

Prof. A. Maas, Cambridge, Mass.

Prof, C. P. Magrath, Ithaca, N.¥.

Dr. A, T. Mason, Princeton University.

Miss D, J. Melhorn, University of Tennessee.

Prof. D, D, McKean, University of Colorado.

Prof. O. R. MeQuown, University of Florida,

Prof, F. C. Mosher, Berkeley, Calif.

Mr. A. E. Nuquist, University of Vermont.

Dr. H. P. Odegurd, Bloomington, Mirnn.

Prof, H. Petrowitz, American University.

Mr. E. C, Reock, Jr., Rutgers University.

Dr. H. J. Schmandt, University of Wiscon-
sin,

Prof. R. Silva, Pennsylvania State Univer-
sity.

Prof. T. C. Sineclair, University of Houston.

Dr. R, M. Smith, Bradley University.

Prof. R, A. Smith, Temple University.

Prof. G. W. Spicer, University of Virginia,

Mr, J. O. Stitely, University of Rhode
Island.

Mr. A. L, Sturm, Florida State University.

Prof. Oscar Svarlien, University of Florida.

Prof. W, F. Swindler, College of Willlam
and Mary.

Prof. V. V. Thursby, Florida State Unl-
versity.

Prof. H. J. Tomasek, University of North
Dakota,

Prof. D. B. Truman, New York, N.Y.

Dr. W. E, Volkomer, Hunter College.

Prof. R. M. Wade, University of Wyoming.

Mr. H, Walker, Ohio State University.

Mr. E. Weaver, University of Utah.

Prof. R, Welntraub, Hunter College.

Prof. A, F. Westin, Columbla Unlversity.

Dr. J. P. Wheeler, Holllns College.

Mr. L, Wilmerding, Princeton, N.J,

Prof. 'T. J. Wood, Miami, Fla.

Prof. C. Woodbury, University of Wiscon-
sin.

Prof. B. F. Wright, University of Texas.

Prof. Q. Wright, University of Virginia.

Dr. C. Press, Michigan State University.

LAW PROFESSORS

Prof. {Aren. Catholic University.

Prof. F. N. Baldwin, Unlversity of Florida.

Prof. W. R. Bennett, University of Utah,

Prof. J. A. Barron, University of New
Mexico.

Prof. G. M. Bell, University of Idaho.

Prof. H. A. Berman, University of Idaho.

Prof. R, C. Berry, University of Florida.

J

J
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Agriculture to go into the market and
buy up, wherever he can find it, about $50
million worth of dairy products to meet

“"»~ands we are not able to meet
wi : ucts purchased under the
pri rt program?

varmont must res.llze that as we correct
the situation and get the Government out
of buying excess dairy products, we en-
able the dairy farmer to earn the kind of
income that he deserves to earn.

According to the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, the dairy farmers of Wisconsin are
earning less than 40 cents an hour. That
is shameful. The more the excess supply
is reduced, the better the situation will
be for the dairy farmers. They can then
begin to earn a decent, respectable living
related to efficiency, investment, and
their 10 to 12 hours of work every day.
7 days a week.

Mr. ATEEN. Does the Senator from
Wisconsin believe that integration or
take-over of milk production by retail
outlets would be helpful? And to
wiiym? Suppose the practice is fol-
lowed which has been carried on in the
broiler industiy. I am not talking en-
tirely from hearsay, because the talk
now is to the effect that the retail stores
cottld go into the producer handler busi-
ness and buy bases from the small pro-
ducers who are squeezed out by voting
to reduce their production. The retail
stores would produce their own milk,
just as the chainstores and other mar-
kets produce their broilers now. This
bill is exactly what they want.

» PROXMIRE. This bill is exactly

W] - do not want. What they are

about is that on page 5 of

the amendment, lines 13 to 15, we pro-
vide:

The provisions authorized under this sub-
paragraph may be made applicable to a
regulated handler’s own production of milk,

I have been discussing with another
Senator the possibility of eliminating
that language. I do not believe it
should be taken out, because I believe
we should do everything we can to pro-
vide the strongest protection for the
family farm fo stop vertical integration.

Mr, ATKEN. Does the Farmers Union
favor selling milk bases?

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Farmers Union
has never opposed that. Their concern
was that the amendment did not provide
the kind of assistance needed for manu-
facturing milk producers. Iagree. That
is a slice of bread, not a whole loaf. I
presume they did not have any particular
concern with selling bases

Mr. ATKEN. The Senator from Wis-
consin spoke about the Department of
Agriculture’s support. I have a report
entitled “Agricultural Economics Report
No. 3,” prepared by the Department of
Agriculture and Michigan State Uni-
versity.

They say:

As expected, for each farm type, profitable
milk production is less under the tweo-price
plans than under blend pricing for unlimited
production, regardless of whether the farm

um land -as a substitute. Smaller
s and lower excess milk prices
wi ce farm incomes,
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The title of the report is “Milk Pro-
duction Allotment and Class I Base
Plans.” That is from the Michigan
State Agriculfural College, prepared in
conjunction with the United States De-
partment of Agriculture before they
made the report.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I say,
in answer to the Senator from Vermont,
that I would prefer to rely on the farm-
ers other than on professors.

The farmers know what is good for
them, and unless they vote by a two-to-
one vote, they will not get the program.
Any time they want to, they can knock
it out by a majority vote. What could
be more fair?

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I have a
telegram from the New England Milk
Producers Association. That is the larg-
est milk producer organization in New
England. They are opposed to the gen-
eral farm bill, HR. 9811. The telegram
reads as follows:

Senator GEORGE AIEEN,
Washington, D.C.:

New England Milk Producers Assoclation
is opposed to the general farm bill, HR. 9811,
for several years, the assoclation’s delegate
body has passed resolutions against quota
control of production by individual dairy
farmers such as the class I base plan pro-
posed In H.R. 9811. Even the voluntary as-
pect of the plan is objectlonable, for mixed
acceptance of the plan would create prob-
lems ecalling for mandatory contrels at an
early date. We are strongly opposed to any
general exemption of producer handlers from
the Secretary's milk price regulations. We
understand that Congressman O'BriEn of
New York State will offer an amendment
to H.R. 9811 proposing such exemption and
we vigorously opposed any such possible
amendment,

BosTton, Mass.

Jouan F. Anams,
General Manager,
New England Milk Producers Association.

Mr. President, I also have a telegram
from what I believe is probably the larg-
est dairy cooperative in the world. It
is the Dairymen’s League Cooperative
Association, Inc.

It is certainly the largest cooperative
in the Northeast. They have 17,000
members. They state:

Any attempt to strangle the incentive and
productive eapacity of our dairy Industry is
ill-advised and has dangerous implications
for the future. Furthermore, we have seen
no evidence to indicate that the dalry quota
program, as proposed In the original farm
bill, will provide any improvement in the
net income of dalry farmers. On behalf of
our 17,000 member families, we urge you to
oppose any efforts to reinstate the dairy
quota section In the farm bill now under
consideration,

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in
1963 the same issue was raised. We
pointed out then the policies of the mem-
bers of the organization, not the leader-
ship, but the members of the Farm Bu-
reau in New York., In every single case,
a substantial majority wanted the class
I plan. Even when the Farm Bureau
members were polled, they voted 5 to 4
for this class I base plan, in most groups,
the vote was 4 to 1 or 5 to 1, whenever
they were given an opportunity to vote.

Furthermore, this plan would not go
into effect unless they voted 2to 1 in a
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referendum in their area. Then it would
not affect any other area.

The Senator from Vermont has quoted
from telegrams and indicated that some
of the leaders of this organization are
opposed to the class I base plan. They
have always been opposed.

Mr. AIKEN. Do leaders not count?

Mr. PROXMIRE. They count, yes. I
believe their words should be listened
to. However, we should also listen to the
members.

Mr. ATKEN. I have here a telegram
from the Farm Bureau. They are op-
posed to it, too.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the
statement was made that the leaders
count. That statement is dependent
upon the type of economic association
they promote.

Mr. ATKEN. The Senator is correct.

Mr. LAUSCHE. There are certain
leaders whose word is law. There are
other economiec associations which have
leaders whose word means nothing. I
think we had an example today of a case
when the word of the leader counts; and
it is followed implicitly and without
deviation.

Mr. AIKEN. I also have some more
information. However, I do not believe
that I need to have any more of the com-
munications printed in the REcorp now.

If the amendment of the Senator from
Wisconsin is agreed to and most of the
order areas tried to avail themselves of
it and operate under it, they would find
it the worst law that they have had for
a long time. I do not say that there are
not one or two areas which have been so
badly mismanaged they would be better
off with anything at all. However, for
most of them, this would be starting
down the primrose path toward Utopia.
I forget whether it was the friend of the
Senator from Wisconsin or someone else
who told the dairymen of our area of this
Utopia for milk producers. Hwever,
some of the agitators who came to New
England said that. All I could think of
was that it was the first time that I knew
of when there was a primrose path to-
ward Utopia in the dairy industry.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
vield myself 5 minutes so that I may yield
to the Senator from Minnesota.

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

g AR

nator from Wisconsin
for his leadership in this important effort
to improve the lot of the dairy farmers.
The figures he just cited indicate that
earnings for the dairy farmer are ap-

+proximately 40 cents an hour. That un-

derscores the fact that, of all the com-
modity programs, there is none that is
less effective in terms of farmers' in-
come than the program for the dairy
farmers of this country.

Coming, as we do, from the two States
of the Union which produce more milk
and more dairy products than any other
State, I think we have a responsibility
to speak for our dairy farmers and try to
do all we can to lend our support to pro-
posals. designed ‘to provide them with
more support.
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I also commend the Senator for his
explanation of the Class I proposal
which passed the Senate last session and
which is now before the Senate in iden-
tical form.

I understand that the language of the
amendment of the Senator from Wis-
consin is the so-called class-I base bill,
which the Senator first introduced as
S. 1915 in 1963, and which is identiecal
to S. 399, a hill introduced by the senior
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER],
which was considered during the present
hearings before the Senate Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. MONDALE, Mr. President, dur-
ing the recent hearings before the Sen-
ate Agriculture Committee, I inquired
of the Secretary of Agriculture whether
the Senate version of the Class I Base
bill would restrict or in any way limit
the entry of outside milk into any mar-
keting area. The Secretary's answer to
my questions appears on pages 1366 and
1367 of the hearing record. The Secre-
tary assured me that under the Senate
bill, new producers of outside milk would
be able to enter the market and receive
the full Class I price without first hav-
ing to earn a base during some specified
production period. Is that also the un-
derstanding of the Senator from Wis-
consin?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes,itis. The class
I Base Bill would in no way change the
present law as interpreted by the Su-
preme Court in the Lehigh case.

Mr. MONDALE., Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the collogquy
which I had with the Secretary of Agri-
culture, and which appears on pages
1366 and 1367 of the transcript of hear-
ings be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the colloquy
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

The CHAIRMAN, Senator MoNDALE, I under-
stood that you desire to ask a few guestions
as to the program.

Senator MonpaLE. Yes, Mr. Secretary, I
know I don’t have to recount the problems
that our milk producers have had in Midwest.
Indeed, I think that in your testimony at
the outset of these hearings, you pointed out
that the dairy farmer is perhaps the worst off
of all of our farmers.

I was happy to see some Improvement in
the returns to our dairy farmers, in 1964 over
1963 but I think it still is very low. I am
pleased to see the reserves of butter and
powdered cheese are no longer burdensome.
Indeed, I think, they are below in every case,
the recommendations for national reserves.

Now, there is a great deal of discussion
about this proposed class I base program and
I see that the House bill, as recommended
by the House committee, incorporates the so-
called Poage bill, Following the Lehigh Val-
ley case, there has been I think a very healthy
development. in terms of the intermarket
movement of milk. As a result, milk now
moves between markets into an order market
easier than it did, easier that it could befare.

I am worried about the restrictive features
of a class I program, I must say theré are
certain parts of it that I think could have
an appeal if we can get away from the blend
price, that we might take off some of the
incentive for increased surplus production.
But I am afrald that there is bullt into the
class I proposal, at least, as we see it in the
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House and some have testified here in the
Senate, an exclusionary provision that will
have the effect of eliminating all of the en-
couraging Interstate marketing of milk that
has come about since the Lehigh Valley case,

I would like to ask you a few questions
along those lines, if I may.

Would a class I base plan be administered
to divide fluld milk sales among “producers”
under the order at the time of the adoption
of the plan or would new sources be per-
mitted to come in freely?

Secretary Freemawn, I think new sources
could be permitted to come in freely under
the bill that has been before the Senate.
I think they would not be permitted to come
in freely under the bill that has passed the
House.

Senator MownpaLe. Will new producers of
outside milk be able to enter the market
and recelve its full ¢lass I value without first
having to earn a base during some specified
production period?

Secretary Faeeman. The answer is the same
as to the previous question.

Senator MonpaLe. In other words, your
understanding of the Senate version as we
now see it is that outside milk could come
in freely and earn a class I base and receive
& class I price.

Secretary FREeman. Yes, that is my under-
standing. Under the Senate bill, both new
producers and those who have been in the
milk business but not in a given market can
come in and get a base in due course as well.

Senator MoxnparLE, Now, can an outside
milk producer ship class I milk into the milk
market order area?

Secretary Freeman, Under the Senate bill,
yes.

Senator MonpaLE, And sell it in the first
instance for class I price?

Secretary Freeman, That [s my under-
standing.

Senator MonpaLE. Well, now, what bothers
me about this is that as I understand the
class I program, it will be essentially con-
structed as follows. There will be some
study made of the traditional demand for
class I. Then the class I demand will be
allocated among-the traditional suppliers of
class I and each will be allocated a class I
production base. Then the handlers in effect
act as a condult, take the money from the
sales and return it to the farmers. But if in
addition outside milk is able to come in and
recelve the class I prices, it seems to me that
by that fact you are dislocating part of the
traditional market upon which the whole
basis of the class I base system is structured.
You are dislocating part of the demand.
Where are those who have been allocated
bases going to get their money?

Secretary FrReeman. I cover that by saying
it would be no different than it is now in any
milk market order where someone can come
in, and does, and what keeps them from
coming in s either local sanitary regula-
tions or transportation cost differentials. So
there would be no difference between the
application under this provislon under the
base excess plan than there is under the
operation of the milk marketing orders now.

Senator MonDALE. Would you have any ob-
jection to the amendment of the class I plan
that would clearly write in your understand-
ing of its operation; that is, the Senate ver-
slon, to provide that the full impact of the
Lehigh Valley case is not intended In any
way to be modified and that outside milk
can come in and receive a class I price at the
outset without any discrimination or period
during which they get the manufactured
milk price?

Becretary Freeman, I have no objection to
a clarification that will continue the same
treatment of outside milk as s presently
provided.

Mr. MONDALE. I should also observe
that the testimony of the National Mﬂl_:

as interpreted by the Lehigh Va
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Producers Association, first by Mr. Lake,

and later by Mr. Norton, appearing at—

pages 1126, 1133, and 1134 of the tran-

script of hearings expresses pre-” -~ “the
same view of their understandii, )25
I base bill.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That is my under-
standing exactly.

Mr. MONDALE. And that testimony,
on behalf of this proposal, represented
the consensus of most of the milk pro-
ducers of this country.

I ask unanimous consent at this time
that the testimony of Mr. Lake, appear-
ing in the last paragraph at the bottom
of page 1126, my question and answer of
Mr. Lake appearing at the bottom of page
1133, and the response of Mr. Norton, ap-
pearing at the top of page 1134, be printed
at this point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Mr. Lage. The new base provislons would
not result in barriers to the movement of
milk. The movement of milk from area tc
area is a fact of life. These movemenis are
taking place over wider areas auid to a grow-
ing degree under the present terms of Fed-
eral milk marketing orders. None of the
other provisions of the act would be changed
in any way, and sectlon 8¢c(5) (G) of the act,
as interpreted by the Supreme Court in the
case of Lehigh Valley Cooperative Farmers v.
United States, would remain unimpaired.

- L - - -

Senator MonpaLE. I was pleased to note
your testimony at the top of page 6 in which
you state the federation does not wish by the
proposed class I marketing plan to place any
barriers on the movement of milk and fg re-
tain sectlon 8¢(5) (G) In full fore iect

AR
assume that you would have no tlon if
we would Include an amendment in the class
I proposal which spelled out the clear mean-
ing of this paragraph, and stated in effect
that regardless of anything else in the act or
in this amendment the provisions of Bo(5)
(G) should apply. .

Mr. Laxe. I think that is about what we
have said here. That none of the other pro-
visions of this act would be changed in any
way, and sectlon 8c¢(5)(G) of the act as
interpreted by the Supreme Court in the
case of Lehigh Valley Cooperative Farmers
against the United States would remain un-
impaired.

- - . . -

Mr, Norton. Senator, this section that you
refer to was referred to the Department of
Agriculture Solicitor's Office and the Solicitor
there maintains that s what the section Is—
5. 399 means, and we certainly do not cbject
to any longer opinions, shorter opinion,
amendment to or inclusion in the law which
clarifies this to anyone's satisfaction. We
have no intent whatsoever to change the
intent of the Lehigh Valley case.

Mr. MONDALE. All of that under-
scores the point of the Senator in charge
of the bill as to what is intended by the
sponsors and authors of this legislation
as it relates to this proposal. In other
words, the Senator's understanding of
the Senate version would coincide ex-
actly with that of the Secretary as ex-
pressed in his testimony before the Sen-
ate committee—that is, that an outside
milk producer would be able to shi»
into any milk marketing order d
in the first instance receive ass I
price without first having to a base?
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Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes{ that is my un-
derstanding exactly.

r. MONDALE. Some of my produc-
e been concerned with the intro-
d e beginning, “notwith-
st any other provisions of this
section, and so forth."” They are wor-
ried that the new class I base amendment
would be made effective notwithstanding
any other section of the bill including
8(c) (5) (G), which is the section cited by
the Supreme Court in the Lehigh case as
prohibiting any restrictions on the entry
of milk info any marketing area?

Mr. PROXMIRE. No; and I am glad
the Senator from Minnesota gives me an
opportunity to clarify that point. That
is not the intent of the introductory lan-
guage. The only purpose of that lan-
guage is to overcome any inconsistency
which might arise from the present allo-
cation provisions contained in section
8(e) (5) (B) of the act. The amendment
would simply provide that the proceeds
of the market could be allocated accord-
ing to the producer’s base.

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator.
I am satisfied that our discussion will
make it clear that no new restrictions on
the free entry of outside milk into any
marketing area are intended by the
Senator's amendment.

Let me add, however, that I find some
who complain that the concept of free
entry into a fluld milk market is new and
unique.

Mr, PROXMIRE. It has been going
on for years. The purpose is to establish
with certainty that the practice will not

be hibited by the new legislation.
INDALE, There is a consid-
erab of law, of which the Lehigh

Valley case is the landmark case, in-
terpreting the meaning of free access
under section 8(c¢c) (5)(GQ). All we are
saying, in effect, is that the same law
should apply to class I base plans which
now applies in milk-marketing orders.

Mr. PROXMIRE, The Senator is cor-
rect. There is no change.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. Iam happy to yield
to the Senator from Washington.

Mr. MAGNUSON, There has been a
great deal of discussion as to who en-
dorses the Senator's amendment and
who does not endorse it.

I am not a dairy farmer. There are
many good dairy farmers in my State.
But ever since I cosponsored the amend-
ment with fhe Senator from Wisconsin
in 1963, T have received considerable
mail, not only from the cooperatives, the
granges, and the Farmers’ Union but
Ifrom individual dairy farmers, suggest-
ing that this was a good amendment,
that it was what they wanted.

I do not know what the dairy farmers
in New York may have to say through
their leaders or otherwise, but I wish the
Recorp to be clear that the Washing-
ton State Grange, which I think has
closer contact with the dairy farmer
than any other organization in my area,
both Oregon and Washington, particu-

1 "~ western part, in which there
ar dairy farms, wholeheartedly
5PO] e Senator's amendment, as it
did 2 years ago.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’s time has expired.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, I
yield myself 1 minute.

I think it very slgnificant that both
Senators from Washington [Mr. Mag-
NUsoN and Mr. JACKSON] are cOSponsors
of this legislation. They know that in
British Columbia, where such a system
has been ftried for a number of years, it
has worked very well, has helped the
dairy farmer and has not hurt the con-
sumer. It has been most satisfactory.
Of course, having witnessed that pro-
gram and how it works, they want it in
Washington.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am sure that if
a vote were taken today, they would
vote for the plan 2 to 1.

Mr. AIKEN. Was that a telegram
from the Carnation people the Senator

was discussing?
Mr. MAGNUSON. No, it was from the
master of our State grange.

Mr. AIKEN. I misunderstood.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I did not wish to
encumber the Recorp with it. It also
contains a little discussion about the
weather and other matters.

Mr. ATKEN, Fine, Mr. President, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

I ask unanimous consent that there be
printed in the Recorb a letter to me from
the American Dairy Association of Ver-
mont dated September 9, 1965, opposing
this legislation.

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

AMERICAN DAIRY ASSOCIATION
OF VERMONT, INC.,
Montpelier, Vt., September 9, 1965,
Hon. GEORGE D, ATKEN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ArkeN: The executive com-
mittee of the American Dalry Association of
Vermont, Inc., at a meeting held on Thurs-
day, September 2, 1965, directed that I write
to the Vermont congressional delegation ex-
pressing their concern about the dairy sec-
tion of the omnibus farm bill. The commit-
tee feels that the House version of the farm
bill places all dairy promotion in jeopardy
inasmuch as the class I base plan In the
dairy section states that any increase in
bases as a result of increased sales would first
go to new producers. If the omnibus bill
which is finally approved should contain such
a provision the committee feels that the in-
centive for dairy promotion would be lost If
producers cannot benefit from increased
sales,

Verment dalrymen are currently contribut-
ing over one-half milllon dollars for milk
promotion in the markets where their milk
is sold. They lead the Natlon in thelr con-
tribution to dairy promotion. It is funda-
mental to the continuance of this program
that the producers continue to receive the
benefit from their efforts,

Sincerely yours,
EnwarD A. PETERSON,
Manager.

Mr. ATKEN. I should also like to state
that there is a way the producers in the
Chicago area might improve their lot.
The Department of Agriculture is hold-
ing a hearing in the Chicago area, I
think starting the 20th of this month,
on the problem of the Chicago market
area. Something is obviously wrong with
it, for it to be in so much worse condi-
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tion than the rest of the country. But
the Department of Agriculture is start-
ing hearings, and we hope some good
will come of it. That is the right way
to go about achieving better income.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield myself 10 minutes.

I hoped that the Senafe would not
take up any amendments on the milk
program. The matter was submitted to
the commitiee, and by a vote of 13 to 2,
it was decided not to include a dairy
section in the bill since the House of
Representatives had a title dealing with
milk in their bill which contained un-
desirable clauses. We felt that we might
have a better chance to obtain desirable
legislation if we did not include a title
which dealt with milk in the committee
amendment. I believe the same situa-
tion would prevail if the dairy title
should be defeated on the Senate floor,
since the Senate conferees would then
have wide latitude and great bargaining
power in working with the House con-
ferees to obtain the most desirable pro-
vislons possible.

The proposed Proxmire amendment
was agreed to by the Senate 2 years ago.
Under the rles of the committee of
which I am chairman, I submitted the
language of the Proxmire amendment
in a bill numbered S. 399. The so-called
Proxmire bill of 2 years ago is identical
with the bill that I introduced as chair-
man of the committee and the one that
is being presented now.

It is my opinion that under the law
as it now stands, that is, the Agricul-
tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937,
as amended, the Secretary of Agricul-
ture could provide producers with one
price for their share of the class 1 milk
and necessary reserves and another for
their excess milk. But to make certain
that the Department of Agriculture
would earry out what Congress intended,
I supported the Proxmire bill 2 years
ago.

Under the 1937 Marketing Agreement
Act, it was the intention of Congress to
say to farmers who organized themselves
into a milkshed, “If you get together and
produce milk for direct consumption, we
will see that the price of that milk will
be one at which you can make a fair
income."”

That would have worked well prac-
tically all over the country, except in
some of our Northern States, where milk
production was far in excess of demand.

When the Agricultural Marketing
Agreement, Act of 1937 was enacted, I
doubt that as many as 35 States pro-
duced sufficient milk for direct consump-
tion. As time passed and production in-
creased, a practice developed of estab-
lishing a blend price for milk, whereby
the milk that was produced for direct
consumption was added to the milk that
was produced for making cheese, butter
and other products, and that blend
price, in my opinion, induced or actually
forced the production of more and more

In one of the milksheds, more specifi-
cally the Chicago area, 39 percent of the
milk produced is now used for direct
consumption and 61 percent is used for
manufacturing purposes. That huge
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amount of milk produced in excess of
Class I occurred because, as I said, a
blend price, made possible through ad-
ministrative rulings of the Department
of Agriculture, is in effect there.

The Department, in my opinion, in the
early stages of the marketing program
did not follow what Congress desired. I
repeat, the Congress wanted to make it
possible for farmers to furnish our coun-
try good, pure, wholesome milk produced
under the highest of sanitary conditions,
and receive good prices for it. But, the
blend price forced individual farmers to
produce more and more in order to main-
tain their income, as the blend price de-
clined.

Mr. President, one of the most vexing
problems that the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry has had to deal
with in past years has been the milk
program.

As I showed in the Recorp last week,
the milk program has cost, since its in-
ception, approximately $4,750 million.
In fiscal 1964, the milk program cost the
taxpayers $829 million. Although that
is a substantial amount, when we con-
sider the total value represented by milk
production and its byproducts, as the
Senator from Vermont has pointed out,
it is much less, percentage-wise, than
most other commodities on which we
have price support.

Mr. President, as I said, the committee
voted 13 to 2 not to take action on the
milk program, but for us to proceed and
try to deal with the House, since it had
a provision somewhat similar to what
we propose to do through the Proxmire
amendment. The House bill has several
undesirable features, and it would seem
to me that we would fare better if we
were to leave the milk provision out of
the bill so that we might be in a better
position to deal with the House. My
fear is, as I said, and I do not know, I
have never canvassed around to see who
would vote for what on the milk pro-
gram, but I can well see that if insist-
ence is made to add a milk title to the
bill, we may not be able to bargain as
well with the House as we can by leaving
it out and trying to get a compromise
after the bill is enacted. I am sure that
we can work our will in conference. I
stated that before the committee. I am
now stating it to the Senate.

I have no objection to the enactment
of the bill which I personally introduced,
beecause it is trying, more or less, to
force the Department of Agriculture to
do what we intended be done under the
1937 Marketing Act. Further, I sup-
ported the enactment of the Proxm're
bill in 1963 very vigorously, and under
different circumstances would also sup-
port the Senator at this time very vig-
orously. However, as I sald, it is my
opinion that to include this amendment
in the bill will present the Senate with
unusual problems in trying to deal with
the House in conference.

Mr. ATEKEN, Mr. President, will the
Senator from Lousiana yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
LusserL of South Carolina in the chair).
Does the Senator from Louisiana yield to
the Senator from Vermont?
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Mr. ELLENDER, Iyield.

Mr. AIEEN. Apropos of what the
Senator has said regarding the cost to
the Government, let me point out that
in 1963 the cost of the price support and
related programs was $431 million. In
1964 it was $599 million. In 1965 it is
estimated to be $288 million, so the cost
is coming down.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
have before me the hearings of the Ag-
ricultural Appropriation Act for 1966 and
I ask unanimous consent to have a tab-
ulation therein printed in the Recorp at
this point; it appears on page 308, part
I of the agricultural appropriations biil
for 1966.

There being no objection, the table
was crdered to be printed in the Recorn,
as follows:

Net realized losses and funds used for activ-
ities directly involving dairy products fis-
cal year 1964

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation

Service (Commodity Credit Corporation)

Price-support program, net realized losses:

Payments to Veterans' Administration

and armed services under sec. 203

of the Agricultural Act of 1940, as

amended, for fluld milk used in ex-

cess of normal requirements and do-
nations of other dalry products:

Millions

Butter..... $17.4
Cheese 1.8
MR, il o na et 26.6
Total Ty 45.2

Donatlons from CCC inventories under
Bec. 416 of the Agricultural Act of
1949, as amended:

Domestle:
Butter el - 108.8
Gheasar Ty A e e 50.4
R T e S e e s 29,3
Total - 188.0

Forelgn:

Butter 25.0
Butter oil = 98.8
L) 1o A S TS 1.9
= Ghee__ 5.6
Mlk, dried 100.9

H
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t
i
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i
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8
b
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Other price-support losses:

Butter = i - 49.5
Butter oil e i
bl S L T e 3.8
B T R e i e e s o1
pai Sy T S A R L S A 41.9

gyt Bl e i ol e L, 87.2

Total, price-support program_ 562. 6

Commodity export program, net .reallzed
losces:

Public Law 480:
TitleI:?
MK, COndensed. . r e a e 12.
Milk, drled. 7.
Milk, evaporated 3.
Butter and butter products...._ v

Cheese

September 13, 1965

Net realized losses and funds used for activ-
ities directly involving dairy products fls-

cal year 1964—Continued
Public Law 480—Continued
Title I1:
Milk dried SR .9
Butter and butter producta..... 11.9
Ch . .b
Total - - 21.3
Title IV: 2
Butter and butter products...... 1.4
Milk, condensed L
Milk, evaporated________________ a
R e s =ay 2.3
Total, Public Law 480 -~ 47.7

Consumer and Marketing Service:
SBpecial milk program for children.. 97.1

|

Removal of surplus agricultural
commodities (sec. 32):

Butter_. o 52.8

Cheese 23.9

Miik, dried 8.3
Total it 85.0
Total §29.0

1 Amounts shown represent gross cost—
do not reflect recoveries from sales of foreign
currencies under title I and collections under
title IV.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the
table states that the net realized losses
and funds used for activities directly in-
volving dairy products for the fiscal year
1964, and it shows the various programs
for which we spend money for milk, in-

cluding the separate appropris"
which are made.
The total amount is $829 or

fiscal 1964,

Mr. AIKEN. For what year?

Mr. ELLENDER. Fiscal 1964.

Mr. AIKEN. Yes, but that is the total,
including food for peace.

Mr. ELLENDER. I know, but that
Tt

Mr. ATKEN. The figures that I was
reading concerned support prices.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is the total
cost—ifor school milk for children, milk
selling under special laws, at a bargain
to the Army, Navy, and Air Force—also
section 32—there is a lot of milk——

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator is correct.

Mr. ELLENDER. Purchased under
section 32, and it includes the entire cost.

Mr. ATKEEN. Both figures are correct,
I believe.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor-
rect. I am sure that my good friend the
Senator from Vermnot knows there is
another provision in the bill before us
which would give the Secretary of Agri-
culture the right to purchase milk and
milk products in the open market in event
that the surplus runs out, but I be-
lieve——

Mr, ATIKEN. That would really do
some good because we have no surplus
at the present time.

Mr, ELLENDER. Yes—but I favor it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
yields time?

Mr. PROXMIRE. If the Sen
Vermont wishes to yield baci
mainder of his time, I will—
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, if
someone will yield me a few minutes, I
should like to ask——

TTLLENDER, Mr. President, I
¥ utes to the Senator from
Florid&®

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Florida is recognized for
2 minutes.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, most
of the inquiries and complaints which
have come from my State—and there has
been some support from my State as
well—but the complaints have been
against what they regard as an invita-
tion to the shipment of milk from south
of the State. At present, we have one
milkshed—the Miami milkshed, under
the. Federal marketing order. Two
others are in contemplation. They are
working on them. Apparently, there are
many dairymen who are fearful that
coming in under this bill, if it were to
be enacted, would open the door to the
shipment of large quantities of oufside
milk into those two new milkshed areas
which would cover most of the highly
populated portions of the State other
than the Miami area, which is already
covered.

I should like both of my distinguished
friends to comment upon this, because it
seems to be a matter of substantial con-
cern to some of my dairy people.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Let me say to the
Senator from Florida that I believe his
is a perfectly proper concern, but my
best judement is that this amendment
would have no effect whatsoever on that
p ‘m. It would not change the pres-
en aarketing situation one way or
the o The situation would be pre-
cisely the same that maintains now.
There is a possible hypothesis that I be-
lieve the Senator from Vermont may or
may not espouse; that it is conceivable
that the farmers and the marketing or-
der area in Miami may, under this kind
of situation, choose to reduce production
quite sharply. It is also possible that
they might even decide to go out of the
dairy business. They might of course
do so now without this amendment.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. Under those cir-
cumstances it is possible that more milk
would be shipped in. But this is most
illogical and certainly would be against
the interests of the farmers and handlers.
I think there would be every expectation
that the matter would be handled in such
a way that they would continue to pro-
duce the fluid milk they need in the
Florida area. They might decide to re-
duce the excess, but it would not have a
significant effect on the flow of milk into
Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. We have very little
excess production, and milk is expensive
in Florida.

Mr, PROXMIRE. Then I do not think
it would have much effect in Florida.

Mr., HOLLAND. The standards are
high. The great percentage of the milk—
my. recollection is 90 percent—is con-
8 “= liquid milk.

ncern manifested by certain
dair who have communicated with
me is that the bill, if it is followed by
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bringing these two areas into the milk-
shed, would be an invitation to receiving
milk from other producing areas where
the milk is not so good.

Mr. PROXMIRE. This provision
would enable tHe Florida farmers to pre-
serve this good condition, and not dimin-
ish their blend price. Many marketing
order areas have started that way, but
have deteriorated. There is no reason
why there should be an increase of milk
going into Florida in view of the fact
that the producers in Florida are inter-
ested in this matter and are undoubtedly
capable of taking care of the situation
Now.

Mr, AIKEN. Mr.
about to say——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been used, unless the Senator wishes
to yield time on the bill.

. Ilbtr AIKEN. I yleld 2 minutes on the
ill.

I was about to say, in response to what
has been said by the Senator from
Florida and the Senator from Wisconsin,
that any Federal market order area
where the producers vote to reduce their
production of class I or drinking milk
would be subject to invasion of surplus
milk from other areas.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, if I
may have 1 minute on the bill—

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 1 minute on
the bill.

Mr. HOLLAND. Just what does the
Secretary mean in his testimony in
which he contrasts the situation be-
tween the House provision and this pro-
vision, referred to as the Proxmire pro-
vision, by saying this provision would
invite flowing in of milk across a State
line and the other would not?

Mr. ATKEN. The Secretary spoke on
that subject, because the provisions of
the House bill would virtually prohibit
the importation of milk from outside
an area that had voted to reduce its Class
1 production. That is the principal dif-
ference between the House provision and
the provision of the Senator from Wis-
consin,

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
have 4 minutes remaining, I believe. I
vield 1 minute to the Senator from Vir-
ginia [ Mr. ROBERTSON].

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I
do not know how the pending amend-
ment would apply to Virginia, but our
farmers say it would help them and the
producers. Therefore, I shall vote for it.

Mr. President, on another matter, we
have an amendment, No. 441, by the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BREWSTER],
which would limit all payments from all
sources to $10,000. Back in 1949 I voted
to end this program of supports. Follow-
ing that, not only did it not end, but it
grew bigger and bigger. I do not think
$10,000 is very much. I send to the desk
an amendment to the amendment which
would raise the amount to $25,000 and
provide that there shall be no payment
after January 1, 1967, to any corpora-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed,
and will lie on the table.

Mr., LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will

President, I was
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the Senator from Vermont yield for a
hmleaﬂm? on? May I have 2 minutes on the

Mr. ATIKEN. Yes, if it comes out of
the time on the bill.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The mail and tele-
grams which I am receiving indicate that
the small milk producer is against the
Proxmire amendment and the large pro-
ducer is for it. I have my own surmise
as to the cause of the divergence of
views. Will the Senator from Vermont
give me his understanding of the reason
for this divergence of views?

Mr. ATKEN. 1 think it is easy to see
why. If the small producer, one milk-
ing 20 or 40 cows, was forced by the
majority to reduce his production 10
percent, it would put him out of busi-
ness, because his capital costs would not
come down at all, and the dealer and
handler, the retail store and chain store,
and any other organization would come
in and pick up that farmer’s base, and
pretty soon they would control the whole
business. They have that in mind, too.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Answering what the Senator from Ver-
mont has said, in order to have such a
catastropric effect on the farmer forum
there would have to be a 2-to-1 vote of
the producers and farmers in the milk
marketing area. There are more small
farmers and producers than big ones.
If the small producers do not want this
program, it will not go into effect. Only
if the small producers, and some big ones,
want it, will it go into effect. Cows do
not vote. Acres do not vote. Each in-
dividual farmer, however small, has as
big a vote as the biggest farmer. It is
one farmer, one vote.

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator believe
that in any State where there are mar-
keting orders under State law they
should continue to operate under those
marketing orders?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Of course. This
amendment would not affect that.

Mr. AIKEN. The American mer-
chant will be glad to have that de-
fense of section 14(b) by the Senator
from Wisconsin.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wisconsin has 2 minutes
remaining.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, if
the Senator from Vermont is willing to
vield back his time, I shall be glad to
vield back my time.

Mr. ATKEN. I am glad to yield back
my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been -either
yielded back or exhausted.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Wisconsin,
and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment to the amendment will be
stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed
on page 3, line 19, to strike out every-
thing beginning with the word ‘“Alloca-
tions™ through the period at the end of
page 3, line 24, inclusive,

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I would
like to say to my colleagues that I have
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three amendments I propose to discuss,
though very briefly. I hope the Senator
{from Wisconsin will accept them. I do
not expect to take a long time on the
amendments.

I was one of two members of the Ag-
riculture Committee who voted against
the deletion of the dairy title from the
agriculture bill. I felt that the commit-
tee should have considered the dairy
title and should have worked to perfect
it rather than dclete it. My amend-
ments are the very amendments I had
planned to offer in committee if the title
had been left in.

I appreciate the fact that a great
amount of time and effort have gone into
what is known as the Proxmire amend-
ment. I do not know whether it would
work or mot, but it has a meritorious
theory behind it. I for one did notf like
to see short shrift given to it. I refer to
the transfer of allocations on page 3 of
the language which I find undesirable,
as follows:

Allocations to producers under this sub-
paragraph may be transferable under an or-
der on such terms and conditions as may be
presoribed if the Secretary of Agriculture
determines that transferability will be in the
best interest of the public and prospective
new producers.

My difficulty with this language is that
I am opposed basically to a system of
transfer of allotments and allocations.

There was a title in the bill which
would have covered the transferability of
allotments of acreage. The committee
deleted this title for several reasons.
One reason was that where there was set
up a system of transfer of allotments, it
lays the foundation for the larger farmer
to grow bigger and the small farmer to
zo out of business,

In other words, I believe, insofar as the
assurance that the Secretary of Agricul-
ture would not take action against the
public interest is concerned, this provi-
sion lays a foundation for just such an
occurrence. What operates in the publie
interest and what does not operate in the
public interest can mean many things to
many people.

The Secretary of Agriculture may
think one thing; the Senator from Iowa
and the Senator from Wisconsin and
many other Senators may think some-
thing else, I believe it is a dangerous
precedent to set up a foundation for the
transfer of these allotments.

There is another aspect. It lays a
foundation for more corporation farm-
ing, and we are trying to get away from
that and preserve the family farmer.

I believe the best guarantee of that
assurance is to delete this language alto-
gether, I cannot see that it is going to
interfere with the basic thrust of this leg-
islation. That is why I hope the Senator
from Wisconsin will seriously consider
accepting my amendment to his amend-
ment.

Mr. PROXMIRE. With great regret
I must tell the Senator from Iowa that
I do not support his position on this
emendment.

I can understand his argument for his
amendment, but I feel strongly that if
allocations are not transferable, the ca-
pacity of a dairy farmer to sell his farm
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could be destroyed. If a dairy farmer
wants to sell a farm organized for dairy
production, in terms of equipment, plant,
herd, and so on, say in the Miami area,
which sells 90 percent of its milk for
fluid purposes, the Miller amendment
means that a dairy farmer could not
transfer his allocation to the farmer who
bought the farm. He could not transfer
at all. He would suffer an economic loss.

Furthermore, if a dairy farmer sold a
part of his herd, he should be able to
transfer his allocation if it was used to
produce class I milk, To stop him from
doing this would not be practicable or
fair, and would almost be taking prop-
erty without due compensation.

I must oppose the amendment offered
by the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER, I regret that. But I
point out to the Senator from Wisconsin
that I do not believe his answer has been
quite responsive. It is my understanding
that, even with this language deleted
from his amendment, the present law
provides for transfer rules under mar-
keting orders which permit the farmer
to transfer his allocation under those
rules.

So I do not believe the deletion of this
language is necessarily going to do what
the Senator from Wisconsin says it
would do.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Isay to the Senator
from Towa, with respect to his position,
that such an interpretation can be put
on the Department of Agriculture regu-
lations—there are no allotments now.
Whether such rules would be implicit
in the market order law of 1937, is the
subject of debate, I am not sure they
would be, At any rate, if the Senator’s
position is correct, I cannot see that it
has to do with any language on page 3,
lines 19 through 24.

This provides that the Secretary of
Agriculture may allocate allotments on
the basis of certain general guidelines.

Mr. MILLER. I say to my friend the
Senator from Wisconsin that I am not
interested in adding to the transfer of
allotment problem.

My understanding is that present
transfer rules are entered in the order
as base rules in certain areas, and that
the permission to do so has been so in-
terpreted under basic law, and that in
these cases a transfer of an allocation
is permitted.

If a farmer wishes to sell his farm to
someone who wants to come on that
farm, he can make that transfer. I be-
lieve in that limited situation this is all
right.

It is getting away from the situation
where he can sell to somebody else and
provide a foundation for allocation in
corporate farmers.

Mr. PROXMIRE, I cite the case of
a farmer—and this is true in Wisconsin,
Iowa, and many other States—who re-
tires and bas a son who wants to main-
tain the farm.

The son has a job in a factory and he
cannot maintain the dairy farm. He has
to take too much time at work. He could
maintain a farm for production of some
crops, but not dairy farming.

In this case the farmer sells his herd,
and the value of the herd would dimin-
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ish sharply if the farmer could not sell
along with it an allotment to sell milk,
He might have to sell outside the State.
The situation might be very diff~

Furthermore, this language ts
workable flexibility.

Mr. MILLER. I say to the Senator
from Wisconsin that I, too, am sympa-
thetic about the situation in the example
which he just gave us. If he is going
to follow the logic of his example, this
means that if the farmer can sell to a
corporation or another large farmer this
isall right.

I understood that that was what we
were trying to get away from. If the
farmer's son wishes to work in a factory
and make fine wages, and wants to get
away from dairy farming, that is all
right. Let him do it.

Mr. PROXMIRE. This is why we
asked the Secretary of Agriculture to
exercise discretion,

Furthermore under the present law
there is nothing to keep a farmer from
selling out to a corporation selling milk
in a marketing order area. This
amendment of mine would not affect
this situation at all,

Mr. MILLER. Does the Senator from
California have a question?

Mr. MURPHY. The Senator has an-
swered the question.

Mr. MILLER. If the Senator from
Wisconsin is willing, I yield back the
remainder of my time.
unh:[r. PROXMIRE., I yield back my

e.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the ar d-
ment offered by the Senator
[Mr. Mrtrer] to the amendme the
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Prox-
MIRE],

The amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, T
yield 1 minute to the Senator from
‘Washington.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I rise
in suppert of the amendment offered by
the Senator from Wisconsin to the omni-
bus farm bill. Dairy farmers in my State
have for a number of years wholeheart-
edly supported the principles of this
amendment as has the National Milk
Producers Federation, which represents
on & national basis the vast majority of
dairy farmers and their cooperatives.

Senator ProxmMIzg’s amendment is
more commonly known as the dairymen’s
class I base rafing plan. It is a piece
of legislation which dairy farmers
throughout the WNation have almost
unanimously supported. They want and
need this program and they should have
it. The dairymen’'s class I base rating
plan is one of the few major legislative
efforts which will result in absolutely ne
cost to the Government and at the same
time will result in n» increased cost to
the consumer. This is a voluntary plan
which could only be used if it were ap-
proved by two-thirds of the producers
voting in a Federal order market and
would result in self-imposed incentiyes
to cut back on the production - n
that market. [

This plan would allow a da arm-
er to relate his production to class I or
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bottled sales in a Federal order market.
Under this plan it would be possible for
ap ‘ndividual farmer supplyving a Fed-
Ter market to more nearly gear
ction to the needs of'the mar-
ket. He would be free to produce as
much or as little milk as he pleased but,
if he produced milk in excess of the re-
quirements of the market and in excess
of his class I base, he would receive a
lower manufacturing price for that milk.
In this way his excess production would
not adversely affect the price that was
received by other dairy farmers.

This program passed the Senate in
1963 by a substantial margin. I co-
sponsored the bill which passed the Sen-
ate. The, House, however, failed to act
on the bill. This year, however, is a
completely different story. Title I of the
House omnibus farm bill eontains pro-
visions similar to those provided by Sen-
ator ProxMire’s amendment.

I certainly hope the Senate can sup-
port this program again, especially when
nearly unanimous dairy farmer support
has prevailed.

The dairymen's class I base rating plan

affects only one portion of Federal milk.

marketing orders and, moreover, it only
affects markets where the majority of
dairy farmers elect to use the program.
It provides a new and modern method of
distributing money among the farmers
based upon their performance in meeting
the requirements of the fluid milk
market.

In view of these considerations the

=ndment offered by the Senator from

“msin deserves the support of every

of the Senate. It could result

in derable savings to the Federal

Government in its supporting cost of the

dairy program. If will result in no in-

crease in cost to the consumer and will

serve to stabilize the dairy industry on a
market to market basis.

I, therefore, strongly endorse this
amendment and express the hope that it
receives unanimous approval.

I also want to call to my colleagues’
attention an article that appeared in the
September 1965 issue of Farm Journal,
comparing the operation of a class I base
plan in Vancouver, B.C., with the Wash-
ington State situation where such a plan
is not in effect. I believe this article is
a useful description of the value of a
elags I plan and I commend it to the
attention of the Senate.

I ask unanimous consent that the
article be printed.

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

A TALE oF TwO MARKETS

(What happens to dairymen when they
switch to a base plan, like the one now be-
fore Congress? This will help you decide, as
Wwo compare two markets—one with gquotas,
one with a Federal order.)

(By Glenn Lorang)

The most important dalry legislation in
30 years (if enacted) will be up before Con-
gress as you read this. It appears that the

5 T base plan will pass, riding through
#nags on the omnibus farm bill.

“this plan for pricing milk, a dairy-

be allotted a milk base—his his-

No. 168——9
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torical share of the fiuld milk sales In his
market—for which he gets the class I price.
The excess milk he produces above that base
would bring class II (manufacturing milk)
prices, considerably lower than the class I
price,

Purpose is to take the Incentive out of in-
creasing production. For example: Suppose
that class I milk 1s bringing 85 per hundred
welght, class II is §3 and that 50 percent of
the milk is going Into fiuid class I uses,

Under present Federal order markets, the
blend price would be $4, since half would go
into fluid use at 85 snd the other half into
manufgeturing at £3. You can expand or
cut production and still- you get only #4,
There'’s no incentive to cut back to the needs
of your fluid milk market; and since the
only way to Increase income is to produce
more milk at the $4 blend, there Is an in-
centive to produce more.

As more dairymen do this, the proportion
of milk that can be sold for class I use falis
below 50 percent, and the blend goes below
4. Thus the need to produce even more
milk to maintain the same Income,

But with the class I base plan, you'd get
the 85 for your class T base milk and only &3
for the class IT excess. That's what will in-
fluence many dalrymen to elther cut back to
the class I base, or at least not expand unless
their base is increased, or they buy more
Supporters of the legislation say it will:

Reduce the milk surplus (and Government
costs) without increasing consumer prices
for bottled milk,

Maintain freedom for dalrymen, because
they-can produce as much or as little milk as
they want to.

Slow the race to get bigger. Expansion
would be profitable only if you get more base,
or If you can make money at.class II prices.

Provide & retiring dairyman with a base
that he can sell when he sells off the herd.

Those against the plan argue that it will—

Add to the cost of getting started in dairy-
ing. Beginners may have to buy their base,
or earn it by producing at class IT prices for
o while.

Stimulate corporation farming by those who
can afford to buy larger bases, unless a limit
1s put on such buying.

Give a big windfall to the farmer who
happens to be dalrying now and therefore
has a base he can sell,

To see which of these claims and counter-
claims hold up in actual practice, I went to
two markets. One was the British Columbia
market in Canada where a ¢lass I quota
plan has operated since 1962. The other
was the Puget Sound Federal order mar-
ket directly across the border in north-
western Washington, which has operated
since 1852,

The two areas have a lot in common. Both
lie In the heavy ralnfall belt, both ship In
bhay from east of the Cascades, and both
produced more milk than they could sell in
bottles—about the same percent more.

But that’s where the similarities end,
Puget Sound is now a surplus-burdened mar-
ket and getting worse; the Canadians are
tuning production to demand, as you can
see in the table at left below,

This was no scientific test; other things
like population trends, promotion and re-
tail prices can affect milk consumption. But
the trend ls clear.

8ince starting the quota plan, the Ca-
nadians have increased the percent of milk
utilized for fluld to 54 percent this June:
Puget Sound’s percentage was the lowest in
its history in June—37.4 percent. Canadian
dairymen now get 40 cents per hundred-
welght more than Puget Sound dalrymen for
class I milk, 70 cents more for their blend
price, But a higher percentage of the Ca-
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nadian dairymen quit, probably because they
could sell both cows and bases.

“Our class I quota plan did not guaran-
tee life for the small producer,” says J. D.
Honeyman, a farmer-member of the three-
man British Columbia Milk Board. “But
overall, we feel it is hard to beat.” He teils
what it was llke before the gquota era:
About 300 producers selling to high utiliza-
tion dealers were getting 80 percent of their
mlilk into the fluid market; the other 4,000
had to settle for only 40 percent,

“Now the market is stabilized, and every-
one gets his fair share of class I sales, ac-
cording to his quota," says Honcyman. Ca-
nadian dairvmen say their quota plan has
stopped the race to expand, which has
plagued the Puget Sound market, and most
Federal order markets. .

Most of the Canedian dairymen now get
more for their milk, but not all of them.
"It hurt us a bit,” says Jack Hougen, a 60-
cow dalryman in British Columbia, The
gquota plan lowered his prices by #1 a can
because he'l been on a 100 percent class
I utilization market. “But small shippers
are getting about $1 a can more now; It's
been good for the area as a whole."

Now let's take a look at the Puget
BSound market on the U.S. side of the line:

Puget Sound production has continued to
climb, up again 3.3 percent In June 1865
over the previous June, while the amount
of milk used for class I fiuld dropped by 2
percent.

That spells trouble for dairymen, and
those In the Puget Sound market know it.
Yet they go on adding cows and feeding
better to fight lower blend prices with that
familiar weapon—more production. *This
increased production has caused most of our
problems,” says Gordon Laughlin, of Con-
solidated Dairy Products, the marketing arm
of United Dalrymen's Assoclation.

“A base quota would have kept down the
slze of our shippers, and the amount of class
II milk,'* agrees dairyman Harold Kuaight,
Whatcom County, Wash.

But not all producers blame the Federal
order for all the surplus milk in the Puget
Sound market. Some blame the co-op that
has negotiated as much as a T4-cent premium
over the Federal order price for class I milk.

The truth is probably somewhere In the
middle. But the result, either way, has been
to encourage more dairymen to retail their
own milk to get more for it. There are now
43 such producer-handlers in the Puget
Sound market, more than twice as many as
in 1958. They sell 7 percent of all the fuid
milk,

“We had to regulate the producer-han-
dlers,” says E. C. Carr, chairman of the British
Columbia Milk Board. Laughlin, of Consoll-
dated. Dairy Products, in Seattle, explains
why he thinks that is also necessary in Puget
Sound.

“Every 100 pounds of milk the producer-
handler sells Is costing our producers 3 cents
per hundredweight and that Is increasing.”

Producer-handler Floyd McEennon, Sno-
homish County, Wash., is currently leading
the fight against co-op domination. He mar-
kets about all the milk from his 600-cow
herd through his attractive drive-in Milk
Barns in north Seattle.

McEennon argues that he doesn't add to
the milk surplus because he restricts produe-
tion to his fluid sales. He's fighting the
class I base plan, sees it as a tool that would
force him to double his herd in order to
produce enough class I milk for hig business,

Actually, the plan before Congress so far
specifies no change in status for producer-
handlers.

Milk bases will be worth gold if the new
plan goes into effect. In Canada, a base has
sold for as much as $23 a pound of dally
quota. Current value is around £18. This
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means the base on a $#300 cow that averages
50 pounds of milk a day would be worth
nearly $1,000.

Of course, that purchased base lasts in-
definitely—long after the cow is dead—so
it's a good investment. But this cost cuts
down on the income from your class I base
if you have to buy it.

Speculators thrived on bases in British
Columbia until last year when an order was
passed forbldding a producer from transfer-
ring his quota unless he has been licensed
{all producers are licensed) by the milk
board for at least 5 consecutive years. Two
exceptions: health reasons, or if he sells the
whole herd.

The base plan, as it comes out of Wash-
ington, will not spell out much detail on
operations. “Nuts and bolts" will be worked
out in the individual Federal order markets.
The base plan will:

1. Be restricted to Federal order markets,
or grade B milk markets where a classified
system of pricing is used. That's where
grade B producers get one price for manu-
facturing milk used commercially, and a
lower price for that going to the Govern-
ment,

2. Require a two-thirds “yes" vote of all
dairymen in a market to be adopted. No
bloc voting, where a co-op could vote for
all its members,

3. Glve the Secretary of Agriculture ap-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

proval or veto power over any class I base
plan worked out in Federal order markets,

4, Allocate any increase in class I usage in
a market first to new producers or “hard-
ship cases.” Any left over would go to estab-
lished producers.

5. Allow a producer to underproduce with-
out losing any base.

Will & class I base system affect the amount

of outside milk shipped in? Under law, &

Federal order cannot establish a barrier to
outside milk, But producers in unregulated
markets would probably have to acquire a
base in order to enter a Federal order
market.

How hard that would be would depend on
how hard dairymen in a Federal order mar-
ket made it, and you could hardly expect
them to make it easy. The net result would
probably be more milk barriers.

It will take a while to initiate the new
class I base system. First, specific plans for
each Federal order market must be developed.
Then, as happened in Canada, it will prob-
ably spend time In the courts.

“Ours has been in and out of the courts
for 4 years, but each time it was upheld,”
says E. O. Carr, milk board chairman ino
British Columbia.

Dairyman Eaye Andrus, in Connecticut,
sums up the thinking of many U.S. dalry-
men:

“One bill can’t solve it all, but I'm willing
to try anything. It can’t go on this way.”

Blend price (4 percent l:ul'.mr!:lt}.-.. el e e
Class 1 price. e

Percent milk used in chzlm 1
Total production (pounds)
Number of producers. . . ...

British Columbia Puget Sound

1061 1004 1061 i 1064
$4. 560 $4, 60 se.42 | $4.25
5. $5. 08 §5, 69 | $5. 48
50, 52.3 8.1 | 44.8
480, 000,000 |1, 100,000, 000 | 1, 300, 000, DD0
1,602 3, 236 f 2 728

|

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, how
much time is left on the bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ninety-
two minutes remain to the proponents,
and 153 minutes remain to the
opponents.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 5 of
the Proxmire amendment, No. 438, it is
proposed to strike out lines 13, 14, and 15,
inclusive, as follows:

(vl) the provisions authorized under this
subparagraph may be made applicable to a
regulated handler's own production of milk.

It is proposed to renumber succeeding
paragraphs accordingly.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the
amendment would strike from the Prox-
mire amendment the language on page
5 in lines 13 to 15, inclusive.

By doing so we would keep the law ex-
actly as it is now. I assure Senators that
I have discussed the amendment with
representatives of many milk producer
associations, those who are in this busi-
ness, and some of whom favor the Prox-
mire amendment. There is absolutely
no objection to the amendment by those
people. They wish to leave the law ex-
actly as it is now.

1 suggest that that is the way it should
be, because any action we take which
might result in a different interpretation
ihan presently exists would be prema-

ure.

Last year Congress established a Na-
tional Food Marketing Commission. The

purpose of the commission is to examine
into all facets of food marketing, includ-
ing dairying, production, and the
various areas of the marketing of food
products.

I know that problems exist in the
dairy industry with respect to producers
and handlers. Let us allow the Food
Marketing Commission to make its find-
ings and determinations and submit its
recommendations. Not until then will
we be in a position, intelligently, to eval-
uate what should be done.

I believe that the language of the
amendment of the Senator from Wiscon-
sin should not be in the bill. I hope he
will consider removing it.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ob-
ject to the amendment of the Senator
from Iowa. I do so because we tried hard
in 1963 and have tried hard this year
to frame language that would conform
with the present practice of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. Only this-after-
noon, my staff spoke with representatives
of the Department of Agriculture. They
said the Secretary of Agriculture can now
include producer-handlers under mar-
keting orders. This is just what the lan-
guage on page 5, lines 13 through 15
does. Itreads: .

The provisions authorized under this sub-
paragraph may be made applicable to a reg-
ulated handler’s own production of milk,

I feel strongly that this language
should be in the bill because, as was
brought out in the collogquy with the Sen-
ator from Vermont, we are anxious to
prevent any integrated type of dairy
farming from deyeloping on a big scale.

September 13, 1965

We have a real fear that without a con-
tinuation of this kind of policy in the

Department of Agriculture, it is vihle
that big chainstores and other r’
ers may get into this field, to tk t

detriment of the family farm, an ve
a serious, unfortunate effect on family
farming as we know it today.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota,

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I
wholeheartedly endorse the viewpoint of
the senior Senator from Wisconsin. The
provision contained in the Senator's
class I proposal incorporates existing law.
In the Ideal Farms case, in the third cir-
cuit, it was held that existing Federal
milk marketing order statutes authorized
the regulation of so-called producer-
handlers. It ishard to see how the order
system could work if the Department
could not regulate the marketing of a
producer's own milk,

The committee did not consider in the
hearings the proposal of the Senator
from Iowa, although he proposed it at
one point, because we did not reach the
juncture where extended hearings could
be held on the meaning of his amend-
ment. But it seems to me that the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is correct. The
whole theory behind the Federal milk
marketing order system is that through
administrative action it is possible to in-
crease the return that can be paid to the
farmer.

If certain groups are exempt from the
order system, it means that they will
have a lower cost for milk prod
than their competitors under tk
system. That amendment wo ex-
empt the large companies, namely, those
that are big enough to be producers and
handlers, and who own the whole chain
from owning the herd to the distribu-
tion to the consumer. We can take
judicial notice that most farmers, are
not large enough operators to own their
own handling systems. Thus one can
envision situations such as this; A large
grocery chain in a ‘major community
may decide that it wants to be a producer
and a handler. It establishes its own
dairy herd, and because it is not regu-
lated, it could, if the Miller amendment
were adopted, sell its milk at a much
lower cost than for handlers regulated
under the marketing order.

So it seems to me, without hearings
on the proposal, that the amendment of
the Senator from Iowa would lead to
integrated farming and, in my opinion,
would endanger the whole marketing
order structure. I believe that it is not
only contrary to existing law, but might
also result in a host of dangers that
would be difficult to deal with.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I yield
myself as much time as I need.

I cannot quife follow the logic of the
Senator from Minnesota. The Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE] says
that this part of the bill reflects the
present state of the law. If it reflegts
the present state of the law, why
necessary to have t.he amendr’
the bill? ¥

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

Mr, MILLER. I yield.
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Mr. MONDALE. As I understand, it
is the view of the Senator from Iowa
the present law exempts producer-

e

. No, I have not said
to that effect at all,

Mr., MONDALE, Is it the Senator’s
view that present law is such that the
producer-handler is regulated?

Mr. MILLER. It is my understanding
that the Secretary of Agriculture has
interpreted the present law as the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin stated it to be in-
terpreted. If that is so, I cannot follow
the Senator from Minnesota, when he
says that to take this language out will
make a difference in what we have right
now.

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

Mr. MILLER. I yield.

Mr. MONDALE. Does the amend-

ment of the Senator from Iowa seek to
exempt producer-handlers from the
order system regulation?
. Mr. MILLER. No. It seeks to leave
the law exactly as it is now, as I think it
should be, until the Food Marketing
Commission submits its recommenda-
tions. -

So long as the Senator from Minne-
sota has raised this point, let me make
this statement: The language of the
amendment of the Senator from Wiscon-
sin reads:

The provisions authorized under this sub-
paragraph may be made applicable to a reg-
ulated handler's own production of milk.

™at about a regulated handler who
using his own production of milk
b someone else’s production
to up a deficiency? What would
the Senator propose to do in a situation
like that? To answer that question, one
would probably have to go through the
briefs of a good many cases. That is
what happens when language like this
is placed in a bill in an attempt to play
around with existing law. I suggest it
is premature and unnecessary to have
such a provision. I do not know why
the Senator from Wisconsin persists in
retaining it. -

Mr. PROXMIRE. I understand the

mator’s point. I believe a strong argu-

ent could be made that the law already
specifies what is contained on page 5 of
my amendment, lines 13 through 15. If
fhat is so, why take it out? Why change
t?

Furthermore, I agree with the policy
of the Secretary of Agriculture. I be-
lieve it is right. I believe in the family
farm. I have seen what has happened
to the family farm in the broiler indus-
try. I do not want to see it happen to
the dairy industry. I think it is im-
portant to the family farm that this
language should remain,

Mr. MILLER. If this'language is left
in the bill, we shall not quite be doing
what the present law requires, because
we shall have vritten into the bill:

The provislons authorized under this sub-
raph may be made applicable to a reg-

handler's own production of milk,

shall we do about a regulated
‘who handles not only his own
production, but somebody else’s, as well?
We shall automatically have opened the
bill up to something new.
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Mr. PROXMIRE. If he is handling
someone else’s production, that is per-
fectly all right. He is not a producer-
handler to that extent. So long as he
is not handling his own, there is an
arm’s length situation in which he is
dealing with a farmer-producer, and
I do not believe that that situation should
necessarily be covered.

Mr. MILLER. Perhaps it should not
be, but this is by no means clear in the
present state of the law. I am advised
on good authority that a person who is
a producer-handler uses his own produe-
tion; but if, suddenly, he runs short dur-
ing a certain period and goes out and
buys production which is not his own
production, in order to make up a de-
ficiency, the area becomes a fuzzy one.

This is not clear. By putting this lan-
guage in the bill, the Senator has auto-
matically laid a foundation for more dif-
ficulty on this very point.

I believe that the amendment and the
reasons for the amendment have been
adequately explained. I do not wish to
take any more of the time of the Sen-
ate. If the Senator from Wisconsin is
ready to yield back the remainder of his
time, I am ready to yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Iowa to the
amendment of the Senator from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. PrRoxMIRE].

The amendment to the amendment
was rejected. 2

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LecistaTive CLerx, It is pro-
posed, on page 2, line 2, to insert the
following: before the word “providing”:
“in any marketing area in which, dur-
ing a representative period determined
by the Secretary of Agriculture, the
highest use classification sales of milk
for the area covered by such order, or
proposed order, was or, in the case of
new or merged areas, would have been
less than 50 per centum of the total
producer deliveries of milk in such area,”.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the rea-
son for my amendment is to restrict cov-
erage to those few areas which I think
probably all of us would agree are in a
serious situation so far as overproduc-
tion of milk is concerned, by limiting,
as my amendment would do, the appli-
cation of the Proxmire amendment to
areas which use less than 50 percent of
their milk for class 1 milk.

It would mean that the Proxmire
amendment would apply to the New
York-New Jersey marketing area, in
which area 49 percent of the milk is
marketed as class 1 milk. In the Chi-
cago area, 39 percent of their milk is
marketed as class 1 milk. In the Puget
Sound area, 45 percent of their milk is
marketed as class 1 milk.

I do not believe any of us know how
this proposal would work. It may work
and it may not. If it does not work, I
believe that the fewer areas where it
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might not work that we provide for, the
betfer.

If it does work out and it can be shown
that it will work out, I am quite satisfied
that the Senator from Wisconsin will
have no difficulty in presenting the Sen-
ate with the results of how it has worked
out.

This can be extended to other areas.
Perhaps it should not be only 50 per-
cent. Perhaps it ought to be 55 or 60
percent. However, it seems to me that
it would be reasonable to take cogni-
zance of the three areas which are in
the most serious difficulty,

I know that the Senator from Wis-
consin can say, “Why worry about it?
It will not go into effect in any market-
ing area unless they vote 2 to 1 to put
it in.” I am not sure that is the com-
plete answer. I am not sure that I want
to vote to allow a vote of 2 fo 1 to put it
into effect in some areas in which there
is no difficulty.

I would rather walk before I run. We
are dealing with a very important area
of food commodities.

I believe that by limiting it, as my
amendment would do, it would give the
program a fair chance to work in areas
in which there is a serious problem. If
it works there, we can vote to extend it.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
yield myself 1 minute.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, I ob-
ject to this amendment. It would mean
that my amendment would apply to four
States, according to the statement of
the distinguished Senator from Iowa.
The other 46 States would be out of it.
I submit that it is not fair. It does not
make sense. It seems to me that in any
State in which two out of three farmers
want this provision, it should apply. My
amendment would provide that, without
this Miller amendment.

Mr. MILLER, Mr. President, I say to
my friend the Senator from Wisconsin
that he is dead wrong when he says it
would apply in three or four States. It
would apply in all 50 States, as his
amendment would apply in all 50 States,
if the conditions arise.

The Senator in his colloguy with the
Senator from Vermont said that his
amendment would apply to 50 States. I
believe it was pointed out that only 17
States are covered by marketing orders.
I grant that there may be only three or
four States in which there is such an
amount of overproduction of milk that
less than 50 percent is marketed as class
1 milk., However, that does not mean
that my amendment would not apply in
some other State—New Mexico, Missis-
sippi, Florida, or any of the 50 States—if
those conditions arise.

I should Iike to make it clear that my
amendment  is as applicable to the 50
States of the United States as is the
amendment of the Senator from Wis-
consin.

Mr. PROXMIRE. 1 yield 1 minute to
the Senator from New York.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr,
President, I am going to vote for the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. Proxmirel, but I want
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to make clear the basis on which I am
doing so0.

The base-excess idea for the dairy in-
dustry is not at all new. It has been
advanced for some years and has always
been the subject of great debate within
the dairy industry and among dairy econ-
omists. Even today there are almost as
many different opinions about it as
there are experts on dairy matters. If
the Proxmire amendment and the some-
what different version which the House
included in H.R. 9811 directly legislated
the two-price plan into existence, I would
have considerable doubts about support-
ing it. I would hesitate to support any
plan which is widely doubted in the in-
dustry that it is designed to help, the in-
dustry which knows most about it.

However, both the Proxmire amend-
ment and the House version contemplate
that a referendum will be taken among
the farmers., If the farmers in a par-
ticular milkshed feel that the plan will
be beneficial to them, they can vote for
it and put it into effect. If not, they can
vote it down and that will be the end of
the matter.

There is considerable support for the
plan among dairy farmers around the
country. It would be unfair to deny
them the chance to vote on it. In my
judgment, then, basic fairness suggests
that we should authorize a referendum
on the two-price experiment. It is on
that basis that I am voting for the Prox-
mire amendment.

There are certain differences between
the version offered by the Senator from
Wisconsin and the version passed by the
House. The guarantee of free access to
markets which is contained in the Prox-
mire version appears to be more desirable
for the dairy industry in the Northeast-
ern States. The provisions in the House
bill protecting producer-handlers seem
to be more desirable than the comparable
aspects of the Proxmire version. These
matters will have to be worked out in
conference. At the present, I support
the Proxmire amendment so that we can
give Senate conferees a mandate to in-
clude a dairy provision in the bill as it
finally emerges from conference.

I realize that there is opposition to
this plan, even within my own State, but
there is also great support for it, and I
think it is only fair that the farmers be
allowed fo vote on this matter themselves,

That is why I support Senator Prox-
MIRE'S amendment.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, I
vield back the remainder of my time.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
MiLLER].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes on the bill to the senior
Senator from New York.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, in Oc-
tober 1963, when this question was first
considered, I voted against the Proxmire
plan. I intend to vote agzainst it again
today. My reasons today have been very
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well stated by the Senator from Vermont
|Mr. AIKEN], As a Senator from New
York, the second largest producer of
class I fluid milk in the country, I have

‘had a special concern and deep interest

in the provisions of this amendment.
Along with almost all other Senators
on both sides of the aisle from the North-
eastern portion of the country I voted
against this proposal in the form of S.
1915 on October 10, 1963. The amend-
ment would establish a class I base for
each dairy prodicer in a Federal order
market and would enable the producer to
receive a higher price for milk consumed
in fluid form on a specified quantity of
his production in lieu of a blended price
on total production used for fluid con-
sumption and for manufacturing into
butter, cheese, powdered milk and other
milk products. Excess production would
be priced at a lower price to encourage
reduced production.

The dairy farmers in my State-are
very much divided with respect to this
proposal. Of the four largest organi-
zations, two favor the base excess plan
proposal and two strongly oppose it.
There appears to be equally marked lack
of consensus behind the bill nationally.
The administration expressly did not in-
clude any diary plan in its farm message
this year and has not enthusiastically
supported any proposal. On April 5,
1965, Clarence Girard, Deputy Adminis-
trator, Regulatory Programs, Consumer
and Markebing Service of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, testified before the
Subcommittee on Dairy and Poultry of
the House Agriculture Commitiee that—

There Is substantial disagreement within
the dalry industry itself as to what sort of
legislation they would support * * * and
we have not been able to get general substan-
tial agreement among the industry repre-
sentatives on any particular proposed legis-
lation.

Mr. Girard also testified:

We believe this improvement in income
position of some fluid milk producers can be
achieved without adversely affecting the in-
come of other dalry farmers.

He stated that favorable action on a
base excess proposal such as S. 1915
“would represent a small step toward an
improved dairy program.” Thisis hard-
ly the type of support that one would
hope for a major agricultural program
costing the Federal Government ap-
proximately $360 million per year. In
1963 Under Secretary of Agriculture
Murphy testified before the Senate com-
mittee that the base excess proposal,
without the assistance of a direct pay-
ment plan, would be of little help to
dairymen.

I am most sympathetic over the seri-
ous need for improving the income of
our dairymen. With sustained drought
conditions and prolonged burdens of in-
creased production costs, the dairyman
in the Northeast has sustained a heavy
burden. I have tried to ease this bur-
den by working to obtain feed grains at
reduced prices from the Department of
Agriculture and haying and grazing
privileges on land taken out of produe-
tion. I have worked to obtain the De-
partment’s consideration of emergency
price adjustments for hard pressed areas.
The Department of Agriculture has pro-
vided important aid in many of these
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areas. However, I do not believe it is in
the best interest of our dairymen or the
consumer to impose tight production
quotas on them. The curtailment of
ductive incentive for a sustainecd

will not in my judgment provide st
method of improving dairy income. The
imposition of production quotas based on
periods of past production places regu-
lation on the producers which may prove
very disadvantageous. With each mar-
keting order being voted on, by bloc vote
rather than individual voting, it is pos-
sible that ecertain parts of the country
will be regulated by tight production
quotas while other areas will not.

1t is also possible that under the refer-
endums provisions which do not permit
voting by the individual membership that
production quotas may be set by one
group in approving an order and imposed
upon another in the minority. The im-
position of a, production limitation upon
one dairyman by his fellow dairyman is
a situation raising many questions as de-
sirability.

The Senate Agriculture Committee by
an overwhelming vote chose to eliminate
the base excess plan from the farm bill.
This decision reflects the views of a very
substantial number of dairymen in the
Northeast. Senators from the Northeast
area reflected this attitude in October
1963 when the base excess plan was acted
upon by the Senate. I believe they will
reflect this view again today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded back, the question is
on agreeing to the amendment offered by
the Senator from Wisconsin to the -
mittee amendment in the nature ¢~ -
stitute. On this question, the d
nays have been ordered, and th clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. DIRKSEN (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
SavtonsTALL]. If he were present and
voting he would vote “nay.” If I were
at liberty to vote, I would vote “yea.’” I
withhold my vote.

The rolleall was concluded.

Mr. INOUYE. I announce that the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Byrnl,
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EasT-
LAND], the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
Lonel, the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. RisicorF], the Senator from Florida
[Myr. SmaTHERS], the Senator from Geor-
gia [Mr. RusseLL], the Senator from
Georgia [Mr, Taumancel, and the Sena-
tor from Maine [Mr, MuskiE] are absent
on official business.

I further announce that the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. ANperson], the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. McCar-
TaY], and the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. RoBERTSON] are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. Byrp], and the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Rieicorr] would each
vote “yea.” ;

On this vote, the Senator from T
ana [Mr. Loxg] is paired with tb
tor from Virginia [Mr. Ro
If present and voting, the Sena
Louisiana would vote “nay,” and the
Senator from Virginia would vote "“yea."

A
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