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energy crisis was perceived. But regard-
fess of the energy crisis, the deduction is
questionable because it shifts what is
essentially a user charge on those who
use the Nation's highways to the tax-
payers as a whole, regardless of whether
or how much they drive. The Federal
CGovernment in effect provides backdoor
financing for State and local highway
bills, and shifts the cost of doing so from
the highest to the lowest income tax-
payers. Moreover, miles driven for tax
return purposes are such rough estimates
that they probably exceed by far the
number of miles actually driven on the
Nation’s highways.

If the deduction was questionable when
created, it is indefensible now. The
seemingly inexhaustible energy supplies
of the sixties have given way to the
reality of permanent shortage. Reten-
tion of a subsidy which contradicts that
reality can no longer be tolerated.

The Finance Committee views this as
a tax simplification issue. It recommends
a $50 floor under the deduction as a.
means of. discouraging taxpayers from
itemizing their returns in order to take
advantage of the deduction. This would
mean that if a taxpayer’s State and local
gasoline taxes did not -exceed $50,
he would get no deduction at all.
Worthy as the tax simplification goal is,
this proposal flies in the face of the
Nation's energy crisis. It takes the deduc-
tion away from those who consume the
smallest quantities of gasoline and re-
tains it for those who consume the
largest. )

I support the goal of tax simplification,
but a solution which at best ignores—
and at worst exacerbates—a national
problem of extreme urgency cannot be
countenanced. We are on a collision
course with depletive energy supplies, and
unless we bend every effort to conserve,
we are doomed to the control of those
who control the supplies.

The two goals—tax simplification and
energy conservation—are not mutually
exclusive. Both can be achieved by the
complete elimination of this counter-
productive deduction. An incentive to
itemize would be replaced with an in-
centive to conserve. .

For the last few days we have been
debating the need to generate an addi-
tional $1 billion in tax reform revenues.
Adoption of this amendment would
move us more than a third of the way
toward that goal in fiscal 1977 and al-
most two-thirds of the way toward that
goal by 1981, The estimated revenue gain
irom complete repeal of the deduction is
$600 million in fiscal 1977, risihg to $910
million in 1981. By contrast, the Finance
Committee’s $50 floor proposal would in-
crease revenues by only $285 million in
fiscal 1977 and rise to only $343 million
in 1881, So this proposal would add $315
million to the Finance Committee’s
measure in 1977 and almost $560 million
by 1981. -

This reform would not only make a
major contribution to revenue; it would
also make a major contribution to con-
servation. Using elasticity of demand
estimates prepared by Data Resources
Inc., an economics consulting and fore-
casting firm, the Budget Committee esti-
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mates that repeal of the deduction would
reduce gasoline consumption by 250 gal-
lons, or 16,300 barrels of oil per day, in
1977 alone.

If there ever was a time when the
deduction for State and local gasoline
taxes for nonbusiness use could be de-
fended, it cannot be defended today. Re-
tention of hundreds of millions in tax
subsidies for gasoline use by the wealthy
bespeaks a fundamental failure to appre-
ciate the depths of the Nation’s energy
erisis. Increasing dependence on foreign
oil and accelerating consumption of a
rapidly depleting resource insure future
crises of unmanageable proportions un-
less we change direction. Removal of the
subsidy for gasoline consumption would
accomplish a fundamental reform in the
tax laws, add substantially to the gen-
eral revenues, increase the fairness of
the tax system, and make a modest step
in the direction of a rational energy
policy.

PUBLIC WORKS FOR WATER AND
POWER DEVELOPMENT AND EN-
ERGY RESEARCH APPROPRIATION
ACT, 197T7—H.R. 14236

AMENDMENT NO. 1912

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.) .

Mr. GLENN (for himself and Mr. Do-
MENICI) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them jointly
to the bill (H.R. 14236) making appro-
priations for public works for water and
power development and energy research,
including the Corps of Engineers—Civil,
the Bureau of Reclamation, power agen-
cies of the Department of the Interior,
the Appalachian regional development
programs, the Federal Power Commis-
sion, the Tennegsee Valley Authority, the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the En-
ergy Research and Development Admin-
istration, apd related independgnt agen-

“cies and commissions for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1977, and for other
purposes.

AMENDMENT NO, 1213

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. BAKER submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill (H.R. 14236), supra.

AMENDMENT NO. 1930

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.) .

Mr. GARY HART submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill (H.R. 14236), supra.

WATERGATE REORGANIZATION
AND REFORM ACT—S. 495

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1926 THROUGH 1929

, 18 Now awaiting action by the
Senate. This bill would bring about im-
rtant "Ferorms

Tupt public officiglg, The bill would se
up a8 statu chanism for appoint-
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in future situations inyolving eriminal
allegations against very high-level Fed-
el %ﬂm Cla, SITURTOTS where thera,
ol Lﬂﬂmﬁest_gz.maw
resident or the Attorney Gener

on the one hand, an
FVESTERTION o7 The oThan S et
5150 e5tablish & new DIVIsTon of Govern-
ment Crimes within the Department of
Justice. This new division would be
headed by an Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral, appointed by the President with the
advice and consent of the Senate. Es-
tablishing a high-level unit to ferret out
official corruption is long overdue and
would help signal to the American people
the seriousness with which we view vio-
lations of the public trust.

I support 8. 495, Mr. President, and
urge floor action on this bill as soon as
possible.. But, mgﬁe are improvements
that can be made to this provosed legis-
Tation. THEreIoTe, 1 A SUBMmTLT e atb
“This %im_e four amendments that I will
offer when 8. 495 comes before the full
Senate.

The first amendment I propose deals
with powers and responsibilities of a tem-
porary special prosecutor.

8. 495, as drafted, does not spell out
the powers of the special prosecutor. My
first amendment is intended to delineate
the appropriate powers and thus guar-
antee the functional independence of the
special prosecutor. These powers are very
similar to those spelled out in the char-
ters under which Special Prosecutor
Archibald Cox and his successors derived
their authority. They are also quite sim-
ilar to the powers delineated in both of
the so-called “Independent Special Fros-
ecutor Acts of 1973.” In fact, on the ques-
tion of what indemendent powers and
authority a special prosecutor should
have, there was substantial Judiciary
Committeec ‘agreement in 1973 even
though the committee split on the ques-
tion of whether the executive or the ju-
diciary should appoint the Special Pros-
ecutor.

These powers include the power to 1iti-
gate, conduct grand jury proceedings,
frame and sign indictments, contest as-
sertions of privilege, appeal cases, seek
immunity for witnesses and other powers
& prosecutor might need to carry out his
duties.

The exercise of these powers, of
course, would be limited to those mat-
ters within the jurisdiction of the spe-
clal prosecutor. Under the bill, the
jurisdiction, in turn, is to be delineated
by the Attorney General in most in-
stances, or by the court. Also, the At-
torney General has the power to remove
a special prosecutor for extraordinary in-
proprieties.

As we learned from the Watergate sit-
uation, a thorough and competent in~
vestigation can be thwarted unless the
prosecutor can be insulated from undue
interference. Also, the public itself may
have little confidence in the integrity
and independence of an investigation
that is not clearly independent from
those under investigation. The Prosecu~
tor’s independence should be statutorily
determined, as would be the case under
my amendment,

In addition, S. 495 as written does not
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Tune Sz, 1376
:NATE RESOLUTION 477—SUBMIS-
TJON OF A RESOLUTION AUTHOR-
NG ADDITIONAL PRINTING
srred to the Commiiiee on Rules
wnd AdNpinistration.?

Mr. CAURCH submitted the following
rompfution .

. Wi 47 .

fesolred U@t there be printed for the
o of Lae pecipl Commitiee on Aging vue
thousand twa hudgred and tweive additional
enpies af 05 reporg W Ltie Senate enlitied
Pevelopments Ll Axy: 1975 and January—
pAay (9% Part Juesy

ARMIEMNL VENTS SU WI’I"‘F’ED FOR

MWATIIRAL GAS AUY AWNDRGEJN'l‘S

O3 1% iB—-3, 3422\
stsrmaENT N 1808 N

pe printed and ty lie on
the table b

M. BUMPERS. Bir. President,
foday submitiing for printing an ame
ment to & $422 that would reduce fro
10 years to 7 tire period during which the
ise of Laldial gus @s boller fuel would
he phased out.

There ;: widespread agreement that
she use o nawural gas as boler fuel—
wihich aceounted for at least one-third
ot gas conswmgii i 1976—I1s wasteful
anid unnecessary. And yet there is equally
widespread agreement that the phasing
out of boiier-iuei use cannot proceed too
capidly. oo we wiil aefeat our own pur-
soses, Ot goal must be a conversion
Frof gns o Coal. L cunversion is required
too rabidiy, bie result could be a gen-
oral conversion trom gas to oil. The Na-
wion wowed gain little [rom such a con-
version, Lecause oolil fuels are scarce,
snd badiv needed elsewhere. Coal, on
the other nand. is plentiful, and offers
sir best izope for u sinooth transition to
the new cuergy sources of the zlst cen-
Ry,

The Corunerce Committee, in an eltort
in strike . paance petween the need to
conserve wus wi the need to stimulate
thie use ¢. coai. has provided lor a 10-
venr tran-ition pertod. 'The use of gas a8
poiler fuel, by electric utilities and other
industries. wiil be permitted alter May
12,1984, 1n oniv a lew specific situations.
But I bei.ave that thie power companies
and the other big users can be weaned
Trow tileir devendence on gas as a boiler
fuel a bteie more rapidly, without jeop-
ardizing vur uitimete goals. Accordingly,
1 am ioudy oilering an amendment to
reduce e transition period from 10
vours w . Avcording to estimates pro-
vided by whie Library of Congress and the
toderal fower Commission, 7 years
snould be adeguits time for conversion
5y the great majority of boiler fuel users.

i'nder the bill as reporied, the FPC
has .uthority to extend the conver-
sion pericd by iZ months for users who
wiot convert to other fuels by the
deadiine. Under my amendment, in rec-
cenition of a tigher deadline, the FPC
would be able to extend the conversion
period by 18 months. This would enable
virtuaily ail boiler-iuel users to convert
to coal ¢r other fuels within 8% years.
1% is possibie, of course, that a few boiler-

am
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fuel users v ould not be able, despite Lneir
best effort-. to end their use ¢f natural
gas before the deadline. If that is the
case. the d: cision to extend the conver-
sion period beyond 8l years should be
made by Congress—and I believe that an
extension :1ould be granted only when
tho econor:ic and environniental conse-
quences of a shutdown threazen to be
Q}(ceptionaliy severe.

Needless to say, when we speak of the
poiler-fuel ise of natural gas, what first
comes to rind 15 eiectric power genera-
tion. In 195, 15 percent ol ail ine gas
consumed in this country va: used ior
electric power generation; otier indue -
trial boiler-fue. use acccuntad for wtb
1hast 20 percent. A T-year coyversion pe-
riod will 1. t present major obstaeles w
most industrial users; the General Aco-
counting Cfice, in a report veleased last
January. ¢ timated that mo-t industriut
users coulr convert to other tuels in 2 10
5 years. Tie conversion ¢i sowerpiancs
will be 2 1> 1ger and costlier process, and
will, in at ieast a Iew cases, reguire tie
complets replacement i wndividuinl
lants.

The use o>f gas as a boiler fuel 15 most
widesprears in my own region, Lwo-thirds
of fRe 3 T:f used for electric power gen-
erati irr 1975 was used in just four
States3Te<as, Oklahoma, Louisiana, and
Arkansa¥, The use of gas Loy power gen-
eration hf been declining--it fell from
3.6 Tef in 1973 to 3 Tef in L975—but it
has not rewn falling rap:dly enough.
Market fc:‘ceé.ﬂre already stimulating a
switch from o4s to coal--the averaye
price of g.s, nab(genwide, 15 now equiva-
lent to th: average price of coal—and &
major conversion fz‘vhr%gas to coal is tike-
0

1y to take nlace duribg the nzxt 10 years,
with or without a 10-¥ear deadline. A 7-
vear deadine will speedp this inevitable
change. B' sharply curt¥ling the use of
gas as boier fuel, we can\free as much
as one-third of our current'¢onsumption
for more © roductive purposeX we should
do all tha: we can to hasten thgt change.

Mr. Preident, 1T ask unanimgus con-
sent that :he text of my aendfigent be
printed ir. the RECORD.

There bring no objecticn the amend-
ment was ordered to be printed i \ne
RECORD, a: follows: :

_MENOMENT No. 1209
On page 21, line 1, change “107 to 7'

On page 21. Line 4. change “:2” to “18".
On page 21, line 8, change 1986”7 %o
41983,
TAX REFORM ACT OF 1976—H R.
10612
\MENOMENT NO. atl:it

(Order>1 to be printed and to he on
the table
Mr. BELLMON submitied an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to
the bill ¢ILR. 10612) to amend the tax
laws of th» United States.
AMENDMENT NO, 191T

(Ordered to be printed and to Lie on
the table. :

Mr. HATHAWAY submitted an
amendmens intended to be proposed 1o
committer amendment No. 4 to the bill
(H.R. 10612), supra. -
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TMENDMENTS NOS. ivle VHROUGH 1923
‘Ordered to be printed and to lie on
th = table.) .
Mr. HATHAWAY submitted 10
a1 iendments intended to be proposec. by
h: n to the bill (H.R. 10612), supra.

AMENDMENT NO. 1924

Ordered to be printed and to ie
t} : table.)

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, 1 am
st omitting for printing an amendmeni
tc HR. 10612 to repeal the deduction for
S ite and local taxes on gasoline usec
fi -~ nonbusiness purposes. This deductior
c¢ ts the Treasury hundreds of miliions
o. dollars a year. It subsidizes the con-
st nption of gasoline at a time whern de-
p. ndence on foreign oil 1s growing. 1!
p ovides the bulk of its benefits to those
ir the highest income brackets. It siifts
t! » cost of hichway use from those whi
d ive to the taxpayers as a whole. It un-
n cessarily complicates tax returns and
e courages taxpayers to cheat. Ana I
fi os completely in the face of a nationa!
¢ -mmittent to energy conservation.

The decuction for State and local non-
b siness gasoline taxes cost the Treas-
u 'y $820 million in 1975. Projections are
t;at it wil rice to over $900 million it
1 81. This represents almost a hilijon
d illars in subsidies rfor the consumption
¢ gasolire when imports of foreign 0::
a esome 14 percent above what they were
© ‘ior to the 1973 embargo—and growing

The cost of the subsidy by 1981 wiil ex-
¢ ed the Federal Government’s 1977 com-
r itment to new subsidized housing. It
i. higher than the total spent this year
f -r community development block grant:.
1 is more than twice the amount spent
f.r child development this year. It ex-
¢ eds Fecderal tax expenditures for such
i sms as child care facilities, contribu~
t ons to educational institutions, and cor-
[ rate contributions to charity, to men-
t on just a few. And it exceeds by faxr
ich targets of reform as tax expendi-
res attributable to the exclusion of ir:-
rest on State and local industrial de-
sJopment honds, accelerated deprecia-
an on commercial buildings, the maxi-
um tax on earned income d others
The benehts of this subsidy are be-
owed largely on those in higher income
-ackets; 69 percent of the total goes to
10se earning over $15,000 per year, while
ss than 9 percent of the total is distrib-
ted to those earning under $10,0600 per
aar. The average benefit for the taxpay-
. the $100,000 bracket is more than
/ thpes what it is for the taxpayer in
e $19,000 bracket. As a result of thus
sductiox, almost $54 a year is distrib-
ced to tMose earning $100,000 or miore.
Jdt less thaw $2 a year is distributed to
108e earning~ess than $10,000 per yeai.
It is ludicrounfor the Government to
3 jon dollars a year and
ore to sabsidize hixgii-income taxpayers'
;¢ of gasoline. At 2 Xime when the need
is greater than
ver, continuation of thig upper income
1bsidy for the consumptign of gasoline
strays & lack of any serlqus commit-
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The deduction for State and lo
ne taxes was first enacted in 19
1eans of accommodating State and local
wx policies, That was long before the
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explicitly authorize the Special Prosecu-
tor to report to Congress or authorize
him to prepare reports for the public.
The power to report publicly is a useful
power -to help insure independence, and
ithe duty to report to Congress helps
iorce the Special Prosecutor to focus on
legislative solutions to the problems he
dealt with. The Watergate Special Prose-
cution Force final report, for example,
contains several recommendations that
were incorporated into this bill. This
amendment would also authorize the
submission of such reports and would re-
quire the Special Prosecutor to report to
the Attorney General upon completion
of his duties.

The next amendment I propose would
improve the bill’s treatment of the ques-
tion of when a special prosecutor should
be appointed.

zection 594(c) (2) Eéﬁg Eggﬁ t&g&ﬁd-
uals with respec i in-
Vi avion will automatically trigger the
appomtment ol a femgorgm spepial
YTOSECULOr. unless the criminal allega-
*‘,mns against this class of individuals are
certified by the Attorney General to be
trivolous, then there is no legal choice
under the bill but to appoint a specal
prosecutor. Accordingly, this class of in-
dividuals should be carefully and pre-
cisely defined. We should be neither over-
inclusive, nor underinclusive. This
amendment is intended to limit the num-
ber of individuals statutorily defined in
this special class.

As presently drafted, S. 495 would
automatically require the appointment
of a special prosecutor in all criminal in-
vestigations involving any individual
working in the Executive Office of the
President who is comnensated at a rate
cquivalent to or greater than level V of
the Executive Schedule. As a practical
madtter, this class would include 184 in-
dividuals, quite a large number of Gov-
ernment officials. Included would be such
positions as numerous trade representa-
tives and even professional budget
analysts, certainly not the type of offices
which we should say as a matter of law
requires in all cases a special prosecutor.

Thus, this amendment would change
the automatic triggering level from level
V to level IV and above. As a practical
matter, this would comprise only 52 in-
dividuals in the White House and thus be
limited to those who are closest to the
Chief Executive and thus most likely to
present a conflict-of-interest situation.
Of course, criminal investigations of
Government officials who are not part
of this class may still require the ap-
pointment of a special prosecutor de-
pending on the circumstances that in-
dividual’s relationship to the President
or the Attorney General. These case-by-
case situations are provided for in section
594(c) (1) which establishes standards
for the Attorney General and the court
to determine whether or not there is a
conflict of interest that would require
the appointment of a special prosecutor.

Also, as the bill is presently drafted,
the automatic appointments of a spe-
cial prosecutor will occur not onlty for
extremely high-level Government offi-
cials—President, Vice President, Cabinet
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officers, high-level White House assist-
ants, et cetera—but also for individuals
who formerly occupied any of those high-
level positions during the previous 4
years. The intent of this provision as
drafted is to reach situations where the
target of an investigation resigns or has
already left office, but where neither one
of those reasons should militate against
arpointing a special prosecutor.

In defining this special class of in-
dividuals, we should be as precise as
possible in order to reach the conflict of
interest situations that will arise, but
also to avoid the needlessness appoint-
ment of a special prosecutor in other
situations. As currently drafted, a cur-
rent President’s former chief White
House assistant, for example, might es-
cape the rigorous and impartial investi-
gation by a special prosecutor simply be-
cause he no longer holds that position.
On the other hand, the investigation of
a former White House assistant to a de-
feated Republican President could, for
example, trigger the appointment of a
special prosecutor even though the cur-
rent President and Attorney General are
part of a Democratic administration.
There are numerous instances like these
which most of us would agree would not
automatically require a special prosecu-
tor, but which S. 495 would include in the
triggering device.

The eases to which we should limit the
automatic appointment of a special pros-
ecutor are those involving very high-
level former Government officials, and
conflicts of interest with the investigat-
ing administration. Thus, we should con-
dition the automatic appointment not
solely on the basis of the amount of time
the former official has been out of of-
fice, but more importantly on whether
the former official served in the same
Presidential administration as the one
which would conduct the prosecution. It
is the latter standard that better meas-
ures true conflict-of-interest situations.
My amendment would incorporate the
more precise standard. It would also
limit the automatic appointment mech-
anism to crimes related to the former
officials’ governmental activities.

As I mentioned, the automafic tricger-
ing mMec In_section 594(c) (2) dem
lineates a Iimited class o 1

an I -

uires the appointment of a special -
‘ecutor. "1.:Ees% ndTidias Iﬁﬁ!uﬂe ihz
Presiden ice President, Director

edera rea -INVestl 1
Cabinet members

of high-level Wh
amenamenf Wou

[%) [ 1

House assistants,

t;l,g'e CIA Director func-

tions within a class of officlals consigered
P‘_@wmﬁe .
as reported directly and frequently to

the President on matters of the utmost
sensitivity, secrecy, and importance. Un-
like even the Cabinet departments, the
CIA submits itself to relatively little in-
teragency coordination and review be-
fore taking action. Instead, the CIA
through its Director can and does act
virtually without executive branch con-

S 10125

straints, except those established by the

President. History an ell
us that the % A %1're o i -
1a] position vis-a-v, i d

e treated different

WIongdoing ar
€ .

The next amendment would tighten
certain language of the bill that triggers
reporting requirements on the part of the
Attorney General and Government em-
ployees.

The bill as drafted requires the At-
torney General to file memorandums
with the court whenever he receives “in-
formation, allegations, or evidence” con-
cerning criminal wrongdoing if his par-
ticipation in the investigation may con-
stitute a conflict of interest. These filing
requirements are an integral part of the
process of deciding vwhether to appoint a
special prosecutor. Althousgh these filing
requirements are neither burdensome
nor oprressive, the Justice Department
expressed some questions as to how these
retiuirements would be interpreted and
operate in practice. A literal reading of
the requirements, as now drafted, might
impose an unnece:sarv burden on the
‘Attorney General if he is the recipient of
numercus but totally unspecified and
general allegations concerning the activ-
ity of high-level Government officials.
For example, a disgruntled group of cit~
izens could simply transmit to the At-
torney General allegations such as “the
President is a erook™ or ‘“the Serretarv
takes graft.”

A plausib’e reading of the bill as pres-
ently drafted would require the Atiorney
General to file memorandums concern-
ing allegations such as these. This
amendment is intended to tighten the
language so that allegations and infor-
mation must be of a specific nature in
order to trizsger the requirement that
the Attorney General must file in court '
memorandums concerning the allega-
tions. .

Moreover, section 592(c) requires all
Government employees to report to the
local U.S. attorney or the Attorney Gen~-
eral “any information, allegation, or
complaint” concerning criminal wrong-
doing that would be within the jurisdic-
tion of the new Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral for Government crimes. As pointed
out, it may be too burdensome to im-
pose reporting requirements simply be-
cause a Government employee is the re-
cipient of totally unspecified and general
allegations regardless of the source.
Thus, this amendment would impose re-
porting rquirements only in those situa-~
tions in which the information or allega-
tion is of a specific nature.

My final amendment deals with the
jurisdiction of the new division within
the Department of Justice that S. 495
provides for. Section 592(a) of the bill
establishes the jurisdiction of the new
Assistant Attorney General for Govern-
ment Crimes. That provision limits the
Jurisdiction to criminal violations of Fed-
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faw committed by most Govern-
115 oflicrads. As drafied, therefore, S.
=ould onerate in such a way that the
vision wodld have authority to investi-
b the Government official who receives
ooibe, but not the private party who
ered ¢nhe bribe. This is neither an
tive nur probably an intended as-
nenth of responsibilities within the
-f,rm,'nm of Justire. The jurisdiction
i oy nmadenpd to include criminal
cebving Government officials.
vas amendment would also as-
new Assistant Atiorney Gen-
Lsvernment Crime cgeneral su-
consibilities over Depart-
‘pice investigations of corrupt
loeal officials, Tn most investi-
Hytng State and local officials,
i te 1S, attorney handles
m,zs i xr~vesngamon and prosecution,
Wil she nead of the Criminal Division
ds -.ua,simwmn 1nOssesses general super-
% sSince this bill creafes an
ivision and Assistant Aftor-
1 deal exclusively with po-
wn ecases, it is appropriate
7 POWeETrs over such cases
i irom the Criminal Divi-
{zovernment Crime Divi-
arrangement shouid better
i Federal prosecutor with
nieipful backup from Wash-
118t as importantly, the
. irimes Division will be in
w1 b exercise responsibil-

> oW msraans where the local
1ot proceeding properly
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JUMUEMENT OF NOMINATION
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. MOSS. Mr. President, yesterday,

: 21, the nomination of Dr. Alan M,
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Tove ace, of Maryland. to be Depnty 2 1-  tend mv remarks by printing that ar-
min:trator of the National Aeronaut -s ticle in the RecorD.
and 3pace Administration. was refery ~d Thera being no objection, the article
to t! e Committee on Aeronautical ad was ordered tn be printed in the Rrocns,
Spas» Sciences. Dr. Lovelace would @2~ asfolloyws:
plac: Dr. George M. Low. who has | 2~ CaoTwe CONES (AT OF THE CLOSET
sigred, ; ocratic nomination all put

Be-ause of the vress of other Sen: 78 in kis vrasp, Jimmy Carter has started to
busi-ess and the oending recess, tie coms out of the closet. And contrary to ail
com iittee has decided to move imn :- the up-front advertising, he has done sc in
diat: iy on Dr. Lovelare's nominati n. the gaudy plumage of big-spending Wash-
The:afore, T announce that the heari mgctilz:,m:faélslm';“v st-liberal s quite

. 5 . - o witer -as-coliectivist-1i 5 ulte =
on .. Lm.’e:‘aces nommati(m vgx]l te “®  Switch rom the image he tried to project
plac at 19:30 am.. Friday, Jure 5. 18 '8, fhreughiant the primary season. Hiz efforg
in reom 235 of the Rissell Senate Off 2 has been to prrtray himself as the arnti-
Buil ling. Wasalneian, anti-Fstablishment cardidate,

A vone desiring to taghify at the he: - opposed to federal eentralization and -
ing - r to file a statemrent on this nor i- feRucracy. His rhetoric has been conserva-
nati o should contact the committee titve to moderate, and obviously aided him

ia parstg ol the nomination,
T 'Tite wiadige ol front has occurred in steady
NOU CEOF RESCHEDULED HEARI 5 #BSes— o public stutements and comnit-

] afhits Ehat Carter has made along the way,

M- ABOITREZK. Mr President Twi h  and finilly in a comprehensive statemont
to a: nounce for the information of 1 v on the issues submitted by Carter to the
eolle: pmies and interesied public that t ¢ Democratic platform-drafting subcommit-
Subs anmittee on Indinr Affairs has t - tee, chaired by Gov. Michael Dukakis of
sche -uled its oversizht hearing on t e 'FVI:’*?‘?S‘;?G“I?D 'ml thefie stiafeme“fg (fcafler

) N o vas indd his liberal credentials or. the tahle,
lind issue of the Quechan Indian Trie g ro0 3 teltward standpoins they are
of F..rt Yoma, Ariz. for June 24 T e impress vo.
prev ously scheduled June 11 hearing w s The proposals offered by Carter in recont
nost: yned due to the Husiness on t e weelks have embraced everything from na-
Sen:: e floor on that dav. tional eronomic planuning at one end of the

T » June 24 hearirg will he a e - Hberal spectrum to “decriminalization™ of
timy Hion of the hea.‘“mé which hegan .n mar;juana on the other. He has come »ufb
May ' At that time I annourced thata - :'?r 5mcv ’c:ontrols in various guises, handgun
othe hearing would ho schedidled in ¢ - CoRirol the Equal Rights Ammdmmt' o~

} = ceeansd Jederal spendmv on social programs,
der1w.at the Secretary of the Inter »r o purdson for Vietnam draft-dodgers, nnal
coui . appear persoznallv and give t:e combretensive national health insurance
anhr mmittee the benefit of his remar s Carter s stands an foreign policy fos:res ara
whic . are sn vital to this issus. of a similar kidney, contatning nothing sibhe

TV » sithcommittee will convens gt n  staniive to displease the left and many one
am. nroom 3110 of iae Dirkeen Sens e uﬁm 11 keeping with the liberal ideolog:
Ofir  Building nothing in his recent statements

T qﬂ'haiuipd Wikt s are- U aot be embraced by Huber: Hum-

oo - g Py . phrey ph Neder, Teddy Kennedy, ar e

Fiosh, The Honorsbie Thomas 3 =20y, ab 1g. Everything iy in there, from in-
Klev: e, Secrefary of the Infterior, aceor - areaved Hunitive rezulition of bustness and
pani-1 by the Honerable Kent Frizze I stepped-up federal spending to ritnal plites
unds- secretarv. and the Hororable [. for nucl-ar disarmament,

Grec vy Austin. solicitor and Moreover, the plattorm-drafting subeom-

Se ond. Mr. Fritz Brown. prosider ! lf f"a" cor,::r”npd gg CB"ET ‘Orf’:

N [ o " d iy Atlanta attorney Stuars Efsenstat.
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iday - G Shmpson, es ] counsaod, A‘.cxz'nnnf tn suit the Oa

e aw riiment liberalism on e
. 3 In neuter, unlnﬁan‘mvﬁrv
SUE TITUTION OF SENATCR JOH - anguaase On many points, indeed, the plate
STION FOR SENATOR CHITRCOH 3 form is - imost 2 verbatim duplication of the
A 'ONPFEREFE—H K 12188 > Carter cuatement submitted to the com-

CINUT 28,

JATEKSBON. Mr Presidmt, T a & Tr.us Deraveratic draft platform, ss
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siient together, we get the following agernda
ot Carter issues for the fall election
Support for the Humphrey-Hawking “full~
cmp.oyment” pianning bill, a scheme that
eould cost anywhere from $16 to $34 hillion
angially,  according  to most  estimales,
Tholgh advertised sirictly as a “jobs” i,
Aumwphrey-Hawkins woulri r're'xm mashinary

B aspoet of
e tions economic 1m= pm}er'hng; novtionoad

irnoals related to full employment, prodietion,
DITe s 1Y nowe e’

Carter acking for this bill s expressed
Ul & s le, Lerse assertion: “Support for ihe
Al o 19746 e platform

es: “Of soecial (me-
is the need for national economic
capabiiity. . . . If we do not piag,
inue to react to crists after crisis,
our ecor omic performance will e Fortier
ernded.”
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