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mhlems I beheae, is.to” develop neW ar. ounds .
the-other palts of the Pacifi¢, which I.am
formed may entail modiication of gear and
tchidglies to cepe with the clear waters| and
lmovmg Sklp]aok of the tyopical Paciﬁc

]
o best- & leviate, 1f. not
this problem.
.+ The Federal G
to, to lea
tmes hg e~incre
number..iof poor
1961 and 18171, £
eral, State, and
7&1fa1e
“and” 1969, ‘the ngmber
“below the poverty kne
from 39.8 to 24.3
155 mllL? n people.
and 1970, the number
"~ 255 miflien—an lincr
peeple & large porti
-can probably be explai
inflation: During the
Federal; budget has
" constanf dollars it h
erally, there is a.posi
tween fhe - increase
penditw es ., related
poverty !and thejdec:
poor. b T ]
Be that as it may,
roughly (¥ chCBRt of
- Zens vamp below tH

ased
ipjack fishing purse seiners can range as, has
w west -as the -Philippifies, south_of New
G'mea, east 40 ghe Marshalls ‘and {Torth 1o
nesé waters. Qur deep water port can’
-mmodate ‘a fleet of fishing  vessels;
ikering and repair tdeilities and e;xCEIIEIit
spoxitatlon dnd commumcauons |.are
whle. * . f
Tie Ilmentials for, the development of the
ipjack tuia reseurce of -this area for the
Enefit of Gliam.ahd the U.S. are Wlthm our_
igit. We. are hopeful that because of our
Aimited - ﬁrancmg, the Féderal goveriment
canmm tc our help, f01 the sake of help-
¥ ourselves in-the future.
yish to take this opportunity to thank
ou o1 your past cooperatmn in this magter«
i plE:dge to~you our complete support in
ny futere effort you may wundertake in be-~
half of. the tuna research pr0g1 am. ) j
- Smceie1y, I S
o CarLos G. CAMACHO i
TR Goveﬂzm of Guam

local

TUNA RESEARCH FOUNDATION INC
i

Semate, . . . % *,' i . these pepple ave to be

rooram of"Econormc-Development env1saged B
ythe Paclﬁc Island Development 0011111’115=
fos" +

The United States tuna industry consw‘lers
(. 10.be a pregram’ which will be highly
beneficial to the economies of the- State of
Hawail,: ‘American Samoa, Guam, andthe - bedel al Govemmen’c,
st Tertitories ‘of the Pacific Islagds. The¢ 1954 by thd Social Se
“pung indlstey weuld hope s} share in . ¢ign, Thé "cdre of the dé
5 henefit, .

PRI o-nsldelable consultation w1th‘thé EO’J d‘ Ofl m;nas Tor
.cuﬁrves of the above.mentioned poh’mcak Dod Diay
&, the “funa Industry has pledged' a
tribution of $212,500 toward the Program been adjysted any
the, deve]opmen‘? of fishefies in ‘the, Pa- Labor.S ,atj;lmlcs >
Basia. N .

hg pledge of $212 500 is contmgenc how-.
grer, “on there: being magde dvailable  from
other sgurces. & sum sufficient to insure: the
mountng’ of  a_ program of a ‘size that wili
s’.some Jeasonab]e assurance of success to -
efort. g

{ are infoxmmg you oi“this pledge inor-~
def that you may know that the tuna indus-.
i Is Indeed -sincere -in. its desire to aon~
1hute to and, paiticipate in the progr am
Yoms sincerely,

said
line!
this
wlly

onsy

istration’s ‘definition |
cation, and Welf
.bring e\rkrs:one .
Federal prograny intrc
91st Con fld ¢
borhood 'of $24 to| $37
ig presently beihg spen
would bp needed, to

with a cash income of g
$i1
billi¢
cost
286 b

to

. OHas, R. OaRRy, |

Ezecutive Dir ecto:
PR . S 1eve11fo€ ‘A té)tarll c(f
By Mr. HATFIELD: . - - words, ta ge
S~a438 A bill to provide-a tax cr‘Edl 2&;&%&‘)% l‘zog%%
0% contubutmns fnade dtrectly to indi-. $39 billions &
nals and faiml'les whose fhcome is be-» ¥ i
low tlig. poverty 'level. Reférred” to ’rhe

-

ershry, Most, partlcuia,xly, attention has.
feen. mereasmg}y paid to Welfare——lfs
present shmtoommgs its rightful rble,

. BLS:
The ma,nn r of living

toryhavlng nearly one ouh of every eight . 20%¢ services for itself; a

: QFitS cmlzensnvmg below the poverty line
has been frequently painted to. In a
‘nt;sz.wﬁ:h such great wealth, this fact  ownership, ,cbmpare;d wi

R}ECORD

tha’t hag: canunually plagued us is-how

A" second - definikion |

_reation facilities in the commu
- 8tyle 1eﬂecbéd by th higher b
othef haﬂci speclﬁes 8 hi

3 pallmg, but the essentlal quesﬁon more compiei?e inven;fories of ¢

complefely solve

over‘mnent was turned
the way. Government expendi~
expatentially, the.

Var;ed Between

nT mstance total Fed-

expenditures for

néarly quadrypled. iBetween 1960

of ipeopie living

decreased steadily
million—ia decrease of
Vet, between. 1969
pf poar 1nc:1eased to’

past 2 years the

increased, but in
15 decreased. Gen-
ive cbrrelation bet -

in i Government
“toi alleviating

easirig number of

there still remain

our qounmy s citi-
e offizial. poverty
level—§3;968 for a family of four.”And if
brought up o non-

poverty j¢onditions, -11p matter how de-
" fined, a great dea} mor
Much:has been
below thie poverty,
o h

e muyst be dotle.

about those living _
and }iving in pov-
lineZ And what is

rccepted defibition
and the ofie used by the-

was :developed in
urity Administra-
finition is the 1963

nutritionally adeqgdate
‘developed by thé Department
-of Agucufl wre. Since 1964, the cost has
ually by the Bureau of

mer Price Index—

- CPL The {970 poverty line tér a family of
four based on the Somm Security Admin-

of poverty was

$3,968. The Uepa,rtmeﬁt of fealth, Edu~
are pstlmafed that to

this jine under a
duced. during the.
ost in the neigh-
billion more than
. This expenditure
provide - everyone
t least the poverty
4 billion. In other
bn into the pockets
the Federax Gov-

that is sbmetimes! used is one based on
O%m‘igz?rg}lhfgl attl\lﬂcle Pres data of the Bureall of Labor Statistics™
ident, since e Eyr it

BLS. The BLS devel aped udgets for

therwar "on poverty was officially  de- three catbgories. of = bower
8 1y . '

: ,}DZIEIS g}ivt:r%e?g éligﬁ?;h;éi“%? prg_ budsget, 11L‘terme.dmte budget, arid higher

@ e fo el the final blow to fhis a- - budget, The differénce; befrjeen them is

1eﬂected by the f allowing gtatement of

.1ep1e ented by the

lower"budget differs| ffom thatl in. the mod-

any,.nmm society, gnd possible alfer - erate and] higher blidgets pritnarily in’ the
natwes tp ‘the present system The irony ‘Speciﬁcatlons that the famlly lives in rental
of the tichest nation in the world’s hig- housing wighout air conditioning; peérforms

nd utilizes free rec-
nity. The elite
ndget, on the
gher’level of home
th  the moderate;
ousehold ap-
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pliances and equipment; and more extensive

use of services for a fee. For a major lty of ‘the.
items-in the- list of goods and services that .
are common to the three budgets ‘both the
quantity | and quality levels in the lower
budget are below, while those in the higher
budget are above, the levels speclﬁed for the =
moderate budget.

Takmg the'lower budget estimate and-
ehmlnatmg costs such as physical serv-
ices, hospital care, and tw& the poverty.
level wotild have been $5,500 in 1970 for
a fanuly% { four. This year, however, that
cost has risen to $6,500 as eutl.mated by

. the National Welfare Rights Organiza-
tiowr, reflecting the rising cost of living
and inflation. Whereas the cost.of imple-
mentmﬂ a  $5,500 . Federal program
wowld have cost roughly $55.8 billion for’
fiscal year 1971 as estimated by the De-
partment of Health, Education, and
Welfare, tle cost of implementing the
$6,500 level would be in the neighbors
hood of ‘1,80 to $85 hillion with the ratio
of admjnistrative, child care, job train-

ing, and old age. benefits of presently
contemplated magnitude ‘projected into -

this level, Of these funds, perhaps as -
much asi$7 bxlhon would go for adminis-"
tration assuming~the present yatio of
expendltmes and administrative costs.
Looked at another way, the cost of g
poverty | program of this magnitugde -
would entail an administrative udget
larger -than our national budget
1940—$9.055 -billion—and a total bud-
get of approximately the same size as

in -’

-

the Gross National Product one year - -

earher——«1939 GNP: $87.6 billion, -

The family assistance plan offered by_ -
the administration uses & third defini-

tion of $2,400 for a family of four. And

it would|cost nearly $15 billion the first’

vear. If 'the Federal Governmernt is to
bear the responsibility of eliminating
- poverty |through federally controlled
‘pr 0313.H]$, then it will cost between $15
. and $85 bpillion the first year depending
upon which definition of poverty line one
accefts. |

But poverty has more than economic

impligations. Oscar Lewis, a noted au-
- thor and researcher, has stated this very
well in his book, “Five Families:”

Although poverty is gquite familiar to an--

thropologists, they have often taken it fox
granted In their studies of preliterate sociew
ties because it seemed a nabural and inte-
gral part of the whole way of life. .In fact,

many anthropologists have taken it wpon |

themselves to defend and perpetuate this
way of life against the inroads of civiliza-
tion. | )
But poverty in niodern nations is a very.
different. matter. It suggests class antago-
nism, so 1al problems, and the need fo;
- change . .:. Poverty becomes a dynamic fac-
tor wlnch aﬂ“ects participation in the larger
national culture and .creates a subculturs
of its own. One can speak of the culture of
" the poor, for it has its own mddalities and:
distinetiveé social and psychological "conse-
quences for its members, It seems to me that’
the culture of poverty cuts across regional,
rurdl-urban, and even unational boundaries.

For example, I am impressed by the rematk- -

able similg,
ture of kinship tles, the quality of husband=
wife and }iarentwhﬂd relations, time orien-

“tation, spehdmg patterns, vatue sysfems, and ,

‘the sense of community found in lower-class
.settlements in London . .. in Puerto Rico .

in Mexico |City slums and Mexicald 'villages
and among the lower class Negroes in the
United & ta.tes

-

rities in family structure, the nsa~ -

-

- .
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_this means is thabt a greater
- would be borne by fewer people
" oeost of welfare as the income level de-
fined as the poverty line Increases.’
the $5,600 level, for instance,
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Allevm’rmg the ecénomm plight of would have. Fox

i

‘those individuals living in poverty would
‘1iob Solve the problem, although it is cen-
© - tral to it. Poverty has psychologicdl and
" sociclogical implications as well’ which
‘must be dealt with if any welfare pro-,

a1 1s to be sueccessful. It is these fac~
which determine the parameters of

“any constructive solution to poverty. Bd-
Beation, housing, transportation, health
. facili ins nutrttion, family, and friends
are intr 1m+e components of any mean-
mgful pr ogram. “To effectively deal with
noverty, 4n entire subculture mustibe al+
. tered, as Oscar Lewis points out, This
: impl.ies not only a substantial invest-

Jment, as I pointed out eariier, but also

- will take considerable length of time due

to the deeply rooted nature of the prob-

lem.

- The first step that must be taken is
in the economic realm, The United States

Chas a

trillion-dollar = Gross ' National

-Product, having increased more than 10
. ¥imes iis size over the past 3 dechdes—

dn 1971,

4 hillion in 1941 and $1,005 billion
The Federal budget has also

‘geen an increase roughly proportionale
to the GIIP, The Federal budget, for M-
“ stance, has increased from $13:25 billion

in_ 1941 to

$164.7 billipn in 1971, 8 more

than twelwfold inerease over the past 30

L Years.

+7UFE this IMation were to make h ﬁrm
. commitimentt to eliminate poverty_, what
- would be the economic implications ¥ De~

".pending upon the defnition of poverty
. one assumes for a family of four and the

- Iclusiveness of such a definition the cosh
- for a totally federalized program of in-
- Some ‘supplements would range beLween
43 billion and. $85 billion—from a $1,600
to a $8,500 level for a family of,f_our—-—

presently contemplated. Asg the pov-

erty line-increases, however, the tax base
‘decreases. At presem; W}l}h no change
in the welfare level, the tax base would
be $546 -pillion, If the level were in-

7 creased to $2,400, the tax base Wbuld he

decreased to $463 billion. And: if the
‘level were increased to $5,500, the tax
.base would decrease to $246 billion. What

‘burden
for the

At
ahnoct

. three-filths of the citizehs of the United
#tates would keep welfare beneﬁts -In
“prder Lo continue other programs: at
. present levels, caleulating the additional

“gversge tax
between 0.7 to 68.9 percent—agai
the $1,600 and $5,500 range. .~

President, I would  like

Lime ln ask. unanimous consen

table ufilized by Mr.

Mr.

burden of increasing welfare payments,.

rates would have to incréase

n usig

at this
that a

Edward | Mosco-

“yitch in an article written for the Janu»

: +ary/February edition of the MNeéw Eng-

. land Econcmic Review indicating t;he
" ncreased tax burdens for differing pbv-
erty levels he printed at the em:l of my

Cremaiks,
The

. BENTSEN) .
- ordered.

PRESIDING OFFLCER

. (Mr.

Without dbjection, 1t is.s0

(see exhibit 1.)

. Mr,

HATFIELD, '[\/1]

Pre31dem this

wonld consequently dffeet thei amount
“of chqusable income that individuals

basic allowance
family of ~four
would have a d

700.. A family

.of $’<0 000 wouldl have a
come of $16, 900‘

$5,500.

In the same atticle
appears andther table delineati
in greater detail ang [,
unanimous consent
pear "at the end of

The PRESIDING

chjection, it is

(See exhibit 2.) o
Mr, HATFIELD. Mr. Presitlen
examined some ‘of the ecanomic']
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with = 52,400
for.a family of fuur a
with|.a $10,000 income
$posdbls income of $8,-
of four.with an' iricome
-dlsposable in-
withi a poverty 1e}1el of

example

quoted earli ‘there

!ig_ this
therefods, ask
the tab]e ap-
remarks; ;

Lhat
my.

50 ordered:

S

;avmg
plica~

tions of this type of 1hcome mmménance

program at différing’ poveLty level
are some critical choices to. bBe

sthere

Any changes put forth must takwthese

factors into comlderg‘»tmn
shortcomings of the ipresent syﬁt
instance, the cost of ;adrr Injsterix
a large program onl a nationsl

administration

for every $12 of ald,, the

the recipients

gram; today oﬁqu 40 pCrCer\t of i

- under

Mr.

FPresident, any mational.
should supplement local ef
with "the problems 0f poverty

as the
s, for
such
basis—
tely $1
degradahon of
lunder the currerlﬁ pYo-
‘thoge

ag wel

absorbs approximg

the officially | d651gnated over1y
Tine receive aid; work is
many instances; aid leve
portionately from ubatp

b
discouraged in’
1s vary «dispro-
to State. :

reverse, as seeins to be the current:trend,
By “logal,™ T do notimean evar State or

. c1ty, but the comi

hood. Mot that

and Federal Government

ity and n%ghho:l -
the various levels 6f State
s do not, have a

role to play, but belp’ for those in less

fortunate cumumstance;s
through no fault of théif own, sh

ernments becommg mvo

The proposal i
T believe to bel
accomplishing:

than' iothers
wd be |,
leldua‘], 1w91ghbi)rhoad
ithj larger J'Egmﬁ a1 govs :
ved semﬂdauly
I am inbr oducung today,

3 step inithe direction of
these ends, as [well as |

helping eliminate the problems threm

in the present; §

fare program |}
by the Federal

The bill would

individuals or:

funds to" othels whose
the poverty 18
annual basis by tk
inflation, cost of living, an

and/or ahy natio al wel-
organized  and trolled
Government.
allow. tax cz‘f dits .to
organizations. whoi donate
income :"'lu "below
vel—to be definef] on an-
e Secretary) 50 that
and otherifactors

‘could be taken into co mu:lmat n. The

- eredits would:

‘period startmg at
year and incréasing at
ments each year td
“The -crédits
on. an annualbasisi
could pay -ouf.
total income tax f

year.

progress 1
10 percen

t the first

| 0-pere pt incre-
100 per Peni'4 the last .
would be cumulative®
50 that an, i’;i.'divim_la,l

more in! 1 yeayjthan his
or tlie same year, but

be credited for wratev;er ]ms future in-

‘come tax might be.
The individuals
from other todivi
“qualify with

the funds oy

each fiscal year. Al

local

recelvi 1

udls would: have to-
agencies and: receive
a urorated basﬁs during.
thelend of each fiseal -

year during the 10-yeai 1mplementa’ﬁlen
perlod the. &ecreta,ry will repqrt to the

Clongress the

effects of

OFFICER. Without- “sponsibility with -the potential reciplef :

made « Tor snalyzing and projecting thehume

| OHs Govemment agen(:les unless ofhm-

- ous projections ; were made and if sho
¢ comings in. ‘the ms bhemattca( amlyuxs

10-year ah1b1ts 3 and 4, 2 poverty . gap, which I de=

. The estlm atedmcome tmes for fiseal y'e;nL

i *
i
t
\

Auqu

credlt .mcrease on the Federal budge ,
and the general~ economy. T
I believe thie-potential consequences of
this prnposal would be profound. It woun
1mosh impor tantly prifg. the probhﬁs 0
*poverty back to the hiuman, ‘level, dn
volvmé people with ene andther-to 501\
‘a muttal problem rathier $hai Having
\déal with an impersonial bureacuiacy ar
lthe. dehumanizing ™ effects that follo
Second, this proposal: ‘would sxgmﬁca,utb :
‘eut the administrative-costs to the Fad
eral Giovernment by placmg mere 18

and the individual pr organization inte
‘ested In invdlving hlmself in the mlo
-lems of poverty, 2

Befdre examining the buagetaly a1l
other implications of my proposal; aword
i must be said reghrding the data- available:

. ous, complex aspects of poverty, and any.
welfaz‘e program. With few eaceptlons,
‘the necessary dota is only estimatedi dn
the rouglhest of terms. In many £a8es; a8
in the following material, neW and
valid. data is needed bbele an -ulbimete
‘choice is made. Be that as it may, “thig
| figures T am utilizing today are Trom
omuia,t yecords of hearmgs oy from: ¥a

| wise Indicated. From thee,e figures, vail

can be brought fm. th thw wewd bé moat
-~ welcoine. :

-One of: thefirst queutmns tbaf, eome
' to mind regarding the probosal:I an
making teday is the. pOSS’lbI‘lhby of -de
pleting the income tax ¥evenues for fhe:
operation. of the .Federal Government
M, Bresidedt, I would like $o-gsk unani
‘mous consent that twe ‘charts, - 1dbelg
exhibit 3 and exhibif 4, mdwatmg‘the-
. possible consequentes Qf this Program 6ii
reverue sources < between _fiscal ~yeaw
1973-82 be printed i the Recowrn 4t ih j
“cdnelusion of my remarks. - -

The PRESIDING -OFFICER; Wtuoﬁt
- objection; it i so ordered.-

(S¢e exhibits.3 and 4.) -
Mr HATFIELD., Mr. President,
first chart, exhibit 3, projects the anuci~~
pated incoming reveniles to’ the Fedelal
Government for each-of the next 10 fi
cal years at various poverty levels if the
full tax credit were used eaeh year, The
GNP was assumied to be: ince easing af.
an average rate of 8 pergenl, welfars.
expenchtues were held constant, andany
11 percent GNP ﬁguze was 1ized o prmegt

anhmpated imcome taxes. For both ex-

seribed eajlier, for each poverly 1ével was
determined tobe roughly two-thirds the
reguired gross Federal outlay £or veach

tevel. The povelty gaps utﬂwed ‘],“e a5
*follows:: 3
[In bﬂlmns]

As will be noted evén for ﬁscaf yem
1978 at the $6,500 leve], the income taxes -
reniaining for utilization. ‘of the Federal
Government oy the irost congervatife
estimates is ‘Toore than $5 billion above[

: - -
B . - .
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1.1*0 Thls nnght be viewed as dnachronistic “(2) Verification—The credit under subi-
rehaic, byt a ia.rge federal pro~ .Seckion (a) shall be allowed with respect 6o
.gram, with ‘the leadership attempted af 207 certified direct antipoferty contribution. . -
I8bit 3 3, but mstead of assummg a con- - the Federél kvel cannot do -the job—it . ﬁf ‘ﬁgf Su ”Ia;hiontgz};tllf,n ;ShYeléﬁ Ie d I?e such- e
t Pederal outlay for welfare expendi- can’help, | pes not oceyr, I do not sc?ibe:rby l'egula.el.lousa or s delgate prem
futes Ingreages in the poverty ranks were see any T hope for breaklng the “(cj Determination of percentage. —The L ’
asumed af a rate relative to pop pulation - poverty ‘dyc Q i‘reemg, millions of percentage of the amount of certified direct
dh’ over‘the next decade. Again, if ‘Ameucanﬁ today or in the foreseeable antipoyerty contributions made by au in- -
g il note ‘the anticipated incofhe - future. ., dividual during a taxable year for which he .
$e§ 1e0ma1mng in fiscal year 1973,  Theoreijcally, thls pllogram could com~ 108V claimia credit under subsection (a) shall .
500 level, the-figytre is still above pletely ré blace any of‘ the welfare pro- oy . T
1mected income taxes through fiscal grarns which are. ;uot operatmg, _but its nm(gl)af}ggx pgicffnblbfeorl ;f T?f%‘"ﬁa ‘éi%iife
i 1972—$180.9 billion as compared t0  shiccess Would depend completely on the Januvary ™1, 1973;
30.4hillion. And as time progresses, the citizens within our cmmtry ‘The respon~" “(2) 20 percent for taxable years heg1n~=
ffefence heeom grea,tcr In 01d r, to sibility c@u}d rest more with the individ- - ning after December 31, 1873, and before - Y
e this comparison moré elear, I ask _ual; he colitd truly be his brother’s keep- January 1, 1974; o
ammmrs consent tha,’r, at~the Con(‘hl— er dgnd not only be involved in 2 purely “(3) 30| percent for tazable years begin- N -
T of my refnarks a chatt indicating financial 'ansaction, hut serve as a base ning after Decenber 81, 1974, and before: ‘
the projectedt income taxes tirough fiseal - for helpipk_thg less fortunate find other Tanary a 1970

72' ﬁ354 bﬂlmn as compared

: - *(4) 40; percent for taxable years begin- ¥
"»14,1&82 b.e‘osinted in the RECQRD‘ at* .souwrtes of income, johs, education, and: nin,(g )a,ftEI pDecember 31, 1975, apd_ hefors” N
g comclusiofl of my remaxrks, all- of the other benefits in Whlch the January 1, 1976; T -

Tie PRESIDING OFFICER, \V1thou‘r, majority of Amerwans‘ presehtly partic- -~ “(5) 50 percent for taxable years begln- | ~. :
:o[_leo{;jon itis So ordered. ipate. | ning after December 31, 1976, ami before © - T
(Seeexhihits.) .. - 7 g " There have beeﬂ exd mpieg, in our his. January i, 1977 B L

M. HATFIELD. Mr PlESIdent by tory-of pfog:oamso this nature operating _“(6) 60 percent for taxable years begin‘; PR
Iy’ utmzmg a program of this nature, . suecesstully, Theﬁ%stt]a;t comes to mind aing after.December’ 31, 1977, and bemle‘

: 9 January 1, 1978; Tl
el savirigs .could  be- anticipated.| If. is the communal programs developed “(7) 70 |percent for tazable years b'egin‘-_ -
Dy1982, full. advg.ntage were taked of the by the Mormons. ¥ach member of the nipg after December 31, 1978, and before , . - .’
1 -exedifs; " the Federal Government " iocal chygtch contribuges what he ean January 1, 1979; CT
ould 1ot have to be makihg any ex~" to a vommunity fund in case a member “(8) 80 percent for taxable years begin-

enditres 1for income-maintenance and - of his group runs dnfo hard times. If ’gm% aﬁ“‘l“ llgggembe 31, 1979, anpd before * - .
Dsguently ha.ve movre ﬂe <ibility in)tts this does!happen, he and his family can ° o oo . : '
el B oven i s ore 1ok the chse use (ne ooy Turd UL e 15 BACE o b e o g
‘nd’ $he credits wére not ful]y utilized,. on his teelh. It is guly through this type 1, 1981: | .o

bt opporimity, would still be present “of involvement that a program dealing  -+(10) 100 percent for taxable years begii- o

dwithout - jeopardiziihg the uoverm witly such; nersona,r and vital aspegts of ~ning after| December 31, 1981.
mEnt'syevente sources. an individual’s life carn be sqccessful. All “(d) Definitions.— Lo
Turther ‘word, I feal, raust he sald of the m ney and ! iesources in the world “(1) Cettifled direct antipoverty contribu- |

ot the cost of eliminating or signifi- *cannot beEin to dope with the complex eriinea Hrens antipeverty contmbution’ - :
eantly” diminishing, poverty from our problems! ‘?f poverty wijhout:personal in- onty ) o -

¢ means a contribution of money to an indi- i
unity. The Pegeral programs put forth velvemeny and dedlcat ed effprt. This bill” vidual or family who, at the time stich con~ &

ing-the' 81st and 92dsCongresses to' I am p1’0150°111g today|is an attempt to tribution is made, is certified as an eligibles = . -,
‘have beén relatively small in com- promd\, the 01);)01 tumfy forisuch an en- recipient under subsection (e), but only to -

parison 1o-the magnitude of the problem deavor. . . the extent such contribution or gift is, cer-

Forinstance, child care must be provided  .I'ask U@nsommoué consent that the pill tied under subsection (f).

;pa) ents a,re rO’VVOlI Jobs InuSt be found be prl.‘lted in the RLCO RD at this point. “(2) Total economiic  income—Ffar puar-

T f X es of this saction, the term ‘totsl economic . .
fElhose 11‘711'19, S 1?(13131,61 how There b 1hg’ no Ob']e’hon’ the bill was ?nosom%f’ means all incoms frof Whate:rer ; - 2
ned,-are. to -become self- supportmg rordared i-, / be prmted in the RECORD, 85 goyrce derived, including (but not limited = .
Tlammgzmus’& be forthcoming if tlrose follows: ] M to) the cash value Of food stamps er other™ .
19\\' the 1'037€1fy ‘1line .are- to, be able to , + 8) 2438 - non~monetary benefits received from the .
tain JObS None- of the programs put. A hill to }3 roylde a jtax ¢redit ifor contribu-, ~Federal gdvernment or the govermment of ...
o date-hiave really taken on” this tions mgde dneutly to individuals Bnd any Stabe; or political subdivision thereof,” . R
m;. the fationdle utilized being that famlhes! hose incbme {s belaw the poverty wages, nef earnings £rom self-employment B R
rcountry canriop afford it. T would %‘10'( level. | ! " - payments recelved as an annuity, pensioh, - T
flon that assertion if the programs - ‘Be' it e*uzcted by the Senateiand House of ratirement, or disability benefi (including S
emanafed from.and were dlrecb 4 by th Repr ssentm:wes of.! the! Uniled States of veterans’ compensation and pensions, \4101 1o o e
Federal G ™ t Th i € €, Admerica zn UO?lJTB s assembled, Tnat (a)  men’s compensauon payments, old-age, sur- o .
Lenern, § gvernmen € Cos Would be subpart ABE Dart‘IV of subchapter A of chap~ vivors, and disability insurance henehts' raile 7o, "
hly‘ prohibitive. For-instance, by COﬂ’l- “ter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 road retunment annuities and pensions, and . . - ¢ "
indhgonly the' gloss outlays, admmlstram (velating o credits hgainst tax) is amended Unemployient benefits), prizes and awards, . Ehay

g aned fiif_ child-vafe .costs—not in- - by renumbering section 40 as %1, and by in- life imsurance proceeds  (less medical and -
dmg Iand pumha se, consj;ruchon, or . semmg afl,[er sectlon 329 the fcllowing nmew burial expenses of the .deceased paid from
710\’8.{:10‘11—[}1’19 expeﬁdlbuies Would be section: ° . . such proceeds), gifts,-support and alimony .
IO'HOWS S ».. " «Sme. 40 Difzcr ANTE{OVI RTY CONTRIBUTICNS, pagrmelets 1311431‘11;1 tnces and rents, dividends,
Foz ﬁscal yem 19?.:. in dolla1 bzllwns} "‘(ft) ’J;Clﬁel._ﬂl ‘Rule—There: shall "be al- 111:(1:;5 ’szmf{coaﬂjo;eil Eligible Recipients.—

* Fedéral, lowed fo an individual, 2s a tredit against “{1) ‘Eligibility requirement.—Axn individ-
expendltfur_e Jine tax 1mposed by this ¢lapter for the tax-

“able year;iam amount eqhial to a percentage ual, who is 18 years' of age or clder, or a’
(determined under [Subsection (c)) of the amily may b certified as eligible to receive - -

X . s . certified direct antipoverty contributions of
amount of certified direct antipoverty contri- y, " their, total gcohor{ﬂc income  (other
. }j;}:g&s ;};ige by su¢h _mdivmu ,al during the than income from certified direct an Lipovel ty -

fnd el hose fgures domopip- () Tibtiacione-t e, oSS, Lo Bt Yo
IUdB-JOb trajning, medical aid, or job * (1) Agglication with jother;credits.—The, ‘the Director of the Office of Managemem and

ation. an . U credit allgwed by suibsedtion (a) shall not . y —_—

; id it" assumes. that parentss exceed the: amount |of the tax imposed by Budget to be a poverty level incoras '
ould pay one-half tire cest of child care (e chapter for.the;taxaple yepr reduced b (2) Certification procedure.—The Seore-"

10 irafis—not including land pul’chase, A T Y - tary or his delegate shall provide for the vol-

the sum gf; the credits allowalile under sec- )
1struction oF renovation. tipn 83 (Sela,tmg to foreign tax credit), sec- }{fsafg’hgsﬁﬁf;ﬁaﬁc’,"f;cifvi"fgfﬁf‘gﬁsdﬂggt fcﬁ:
Vet the-moblem can be met, if COOI“dl- tion 35 (rplating to partilly t4x-exempt i~  triputions jand for the periodic certification
uafed, integtated programs emanate terest), section 37 (relating to fetirement in-  of those determined to be eligible t6 receive .
¥ the local level and are Eupplement— .come) , andsection 38 (relating to-investment such contributions. Any agency of the Fedw -

dbythe F6delal and State governments in certair, depr ec:ab]e property). - -~ eral government, br of the government qQf any.
! | .
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.JLa.Le or political subdivision fhereof which
s desighated by the Secrstary or his delegate
for sugh purpose may certify individials and
famﬂms as eligible under this subsection in
acCordancgd with procedures established by
the Becretary or his delegate by 1egu1ation
‘Any. depial of  certification by any such
dgency. pay be appealed to the Secretary,

whose determination shall be final.

“(f) Certification of Oontributions.~The
Becretary or his delegate shall provide foi the
certification of contributions to: individuals
gund families who are certified as eligible re-
aipients under subsection (e). A confribution
40 an individual or family may be icertified
only. to the extent that such contribution,
“when added to—

(1) the amount of certified direct anti-
poverty contributions previously received by
the individual or family during the taxzable
year, and

“(2) the total economic incomed. (gther

-‘_7 thamn income from certified direct antipov-

pun

A

erty confributions) expected to be recelved

by the individual or family during the jax-

able yedr, does not exceed the poverty level
.Income for the individual or family ds deter-

‘mined by the Director Jof the Office of Man-~-

‘agement and Budget.
“(g) Carryover.—If the amouint ¢f certi~
fed direct antipoverty contributions paid by

" an individugl during any taxable yeat exceeds

(
-
. (
i

the amount of the credit allowable iinder
this section for such taxable year, such ex-~

e

ifie ;
cess shall be trea.ted as a certified dibdet antl~ addi ng at thP end thereof fhe.followmg nﬁw
poverty contr 1b51t1013 the paymerts of Whicl'- secmo:n
is made in the next taxable year: ;-
“(h) Povérty jLevel Income.—For!
of this section, the Director of theiOffice of ceal
Management and Budget shall! determine Giloss income includes {he amount of any
Poverty level mcomes for individi 1@13 and, certified direct antipoverty contribution (as :
families on a uhifmm basis thl ougno*ut th-sl <defined in section 40(d) ).received by the tax«

United States.

5€

“(1) Regulat:ons —THe Secretal& or. h;s ~(2)| The table of ‘sections for such. pa ti
delegate is authorized
ulations as may } be nec

ction.

“(j) Cross Refelenc
“For disallowsduce o
trusts, see section 642
(b) The table of seé
is amended by striki
payments of tax i

thereof:

. EXHIBIT 1—TAX RATES REQUIRQD O F

.
This tahle.shows the calculation of the average personal income tax rates required by fincome-§

“Hec. 40. Direct antxp)
“Sec. 41, Overpayments offfax.”’ i
(c) Section 64?(a,)n1;)f stch Codeé (relatmg‘. Secretary of the Treasury shall report-£o the,
b edit ngt tax for estates and! trust
1;’ ;éxendseggls‘; addingiet the ?gd th=1 eo? ﬂslz‘ _tax credit for contributions under seepion 49
following new pa.la.gra,ph' ;
" «(3) Direct- a,ntlpov‘-rty conorib"mons—~ poverty in the United States.and upon, the:
An estaté or trist shhil not be allgwed the|
credit agalnst tax for direct antipovetty conu
tributions provwed by section 40.” 1/ .
(d) (1) Part II of subc}ga pter B of Chﬂpbe“’ -raentabions, including recommendationg Tor
1 of such Code (relatlng 'td 1tems sljer'iﬁcally " 1eg1slé.tion as he ‘may hdave with resptm‘, 0
included in g1oss in"ome ‘is ameqded*bv the eﬂ’ects of such section,

C@NGRESSI@NAL M(

H

essaly to cariy put this following: B N

e— 1 . h 0~ - poverty contributions.” - :
f credit to gesirites and SEc. 2. The aniendments made by the fist

tions for such uubpa,rt after December 81, 1971, but only ‘with 1e.
ng oub “Sec, 30. Over-’ spect to certified direct antipoverty contribu
ynd | mserting‘l zin heuy tions [the payment, of which is made aftel

( SENA‘ 3 ‘ e Au:gusé ag,,
| :

| “3EC.84. AMOUNTS RECEIVED AS DIRECT
purposes, . ANTIPOVERTY CONTRIBUATONS

payer during the taxable year,’ >
to presctibe <uch reg- - amended by addir;ag at the encL thefeof hﬁe«.

|, V'Sec, |84 Amountb received a8 dn'ect anh-

ay (@ L section shall apply to taxable ‘yeers ending.:

sych date.

" trib i SEC. 8. On or before the first dav of Au=
verty contl uhons | gust.of each year from 19783, through- 1982, the
Congress an evaluajion of the effech of the

of thé Internal Revenue Code of 1954 upon

economy of the United: Stites .during the
fiscal .year endmg onn the “thirtieth’ day of %
June next "preceding sucdh report, 1.0geiheu
with 'such additional” commen"bs and, recoms - .

.
Iy -

NANCE INCOIVIESIUPPLEMENT PROGRAIVIS - s L

pr pmgfar s‘. These rates appear in row 0 at the bnttom of the table Theyare derwed by 4

dividing total revenue requirements of the FederabGovernment by the personal income tax base. The netiincrease in Federal expenditure implied by jncome-supplement pregrams consists of. the cost +
of the supplements themselves, plus the cost of aid:to the disahlied and the Federal sharé of temporary hssistance; 1dss current Federal welfare expenditure. Total revenu e requirements include tiie
" costs of income supplements the income tax révenues now going to other pregrams, and isuctal 5 cunly personal co ributions, less savings made posssb!e by miroductlon of income-supplements,
Amounts in billions of do!lars B . e
—— . i ‘ . : - e
LT e - No welfare $1, 600 $2, D()() 72 400 1.1 "33, 000° f $3, GOU $4,000 - $5,0007 $5.500<7 ~ $2.400
- Basic allowance rate reform * 50percent ¢ 50 per.en.t 50 percent 4050 percgnk 50 percenf 50 percent-  S0percent 50@éicent 40 percent
— it s e
A) Income supplement payments....__.___._ 6.2 i 8.2 17.3 . 33.0
BY Plus Féderal share of temporary %ssistance 2.2 1.5 3 P S
G) Plus full cost of a'd to disabled and blind.._.__ T LS .6 16 L 167
D) Equals tolal Federal payments to poor. ... ... ... 10.0 1.3 19.2 2.5 34.6
{E) Less current Federal share of welfare_ - . ... .l .o e 5.7 b.7 5.7 ¢ 57, &7
(F) Equals net increase in Federal expenditure. . - 4.3 . 6 13.5 | 2.8 28.9
. (G) SavingstotheStatest. . .. . il iieiioiioio- s 2.7 .4 4.6 4.8 . 4,9
; (H)k1971 ircome tax revenues. o cevuu oo b i 91.0 91.0 91.0 - 9.0 91,0 ~ 9o
(1) Plus personal share of social security tax 23.1 23.1- 28.1 231 ! 2.1 231
', (J)  Plus net increase in Federal eApenditure__ G C4s 5.6 . 138 +21.8 28.9
(K) Equals gross Revenue requuementa ..... 114.1 118.4 119. 7. 127.6° - 135 9 143.0
(1) Less savings on other Federal programs......__ . .. . .. ..... 5 1.0 5.2 © 9.0
‘(MY Equals et revenue requirements.... 114.1 7.9 118.7 1! 122.4 . 129 2 134.0 . 1554 -169.5° . 121§
. (M) Personal income tax base2........ 545 546 « 505 . 463 i 1. T413. 366 337 o~ U275 - 216 415, 3
*(0) ReqmrP(I average tax rate in permnl(M/N)_,_ . 20.9 21.6 -2]8‘5 24 29.6 .~ 35 3 ) 39.8 " 56.5° ’» - 68.9 T
i i} .

1 Totat Starn mm incal emendutue on welfarg is now $4,300,000, 000.

2 Includes adjustments for under-reporting of income in Consumer [ncome survay ($32,200,000,-
. 000)=nd for capital gains ($20,000,000,000).

‘ o . EXHIBIT Z—HDW INCOME- SUPPLEMENT FROGRAM

+ The table illustrates the effect on 4-person hou99|1olds at Various income levels of ad
or net benefit of familias at various income 1Bvals; the rows are for different levels of income
when this 5.added to income of $3,000, it means & disposahle income of $3.900. Under 3 $5, 500
this. leaves disposable income of $13,800. In calcula,tmg required taxes, the table uses the fates sho
tent plans! To facilifate comparisons with exlsnng tax feve!s, line A’ shows the taxgs that

spting lhe mcor:e supplement programs discussed hnre The columns “show tire dlspdsable‘mcome and tax

Solirce: Calcula{ s of tha cost of mcomﬂ supplément paymen{s (ling A) are basr‘d olfeshm'rtes
of the 1971 incone:distribution prepared-by the Urban Institute. Figures on welfare expenditure. *
and tax revenue ara for calendar year 1971 and were ohtained by averaging the-expenditure esti=
m@tes for fiscal, veals 1971 and 19/2 whn,h appear inthe U.s. Budge&m Bnef or fisca! yga( 1972

S AF ECT YOU—SOIVIE I[LUSTRAT[VE EXAIVIPLES - - ST e

plan, a family €arning $20,000 would pay taxes of $6,200, When $ubtracted fiom income of $20,800 <=
wn in table 3—rates just- high gnough to raise the revenues required to finance the income-supples . *
will actually be paid in 19717

oo
@

. With 2 32,400 plan, for instanck, a amxly'earnmg $3,000 would have a net berefit of $900;

and line B shows what fam:hes would pay-n 1971 if the same type of flat lax N

< used in lines C—H were in sffect. . L T .
& Eamily ipcome - -
C $0, " $1,500 3,000 $6, 000 $10, 000 $15,000 $20,.000 ~$25,000 ~ - ° 530,000
. I Tax Dis- Taxi * Dis- Tax_ Dis-  Tax j Dis- Tax . Dis Tax _ Dis: < Tax . Dis- | " Tax . Dis-_'-'*“ Tax "~ - Bis:
(=) pos- (=) . pos- (=) poOs- (=) ;. pos- i -(=)  posi. —) 7 pos- ¢ =) pos- - {=)  pos§- (=) " pos«
ornet  “able ornet  able ornet able .ornet (Table | ornét able ¢ orpet’ .dble s .ormet  able ™ ormet able  érnei . - .ablg
benefit in- benefit in-  benefit in- benefit © in- benefit " in- | benefit in- bdnefit .ins. benefit - « in-. 7 bengfit LR
«  Type of‘plan (+) <comg, (+) come (+) come. £+4) i come (#) come il (+) come (+) come - (+)- come ~ T(F) -come e
* L3 I u, . . .
y " . ] ¥ E
(A ) No reform. ... 0 0 —80i 1,420 160 2,840 —650 ;5,350 |—1,400 8,600 H-i2, 200 12, 800 2 —3;200 16, 800 24, 400 20,600 2 ~5,700 24,300
{B) 1968 flat fax 4_____. o 0 0: 1,500 —~80 2,920 700 :5,300°|—1,55 8 45D ;}— 2,600 12,400 —3;600 16,400 '—4 700 70 300 5—5 700 24,300,
(C) 32,400 hasic allow- = Lo o B - .. L
kD) 3ancoeb(ao pmlcent) 2,400 2,400 1,650 3,150 990 3,900 —300 {5,700 |—1,300 127400  —3;900 16,100 - —5,100 19,900 ?-—G, 400 23,_600 :
$3,000 hasic allow- ) - > . )
ance (50 percent)4. 3,000 3,000 2,250, 3,750 1,500 4,500 0 $6,000 ;—1,200 12,300 —4;100 15900 —5600 19,400 ~7,100. 22, 900 *
. (E) $3,600 basic allow- . . : : -~ . SRR
< ance (50 percent)t. - 3,600 3,600 ' 2,850, 4,350 2,100 5100 600 £6,600 {—1,000 R 12,200 -4, SOQ . 15,500 6,300 18,700 8,000 22,000 !
Footnotes at end of table. . T JUREN ' L et e 4




" E)\HIBIT 3-INCO ME IAXES REMAININGI
{!h billions] -,

- 1 United States GNP is anticipated ‘o increase 3 'percent an-
‘nually. Income taxes have varied between 11 percent and IS
*‘percent of the GNP since 1945, Prcjecting the 8-pertent GN

. growth and the lowest tax base, these figures represent the pro-
. fected income taxes minus the 10- peTcent increments for welfare
* payments, if the costs for various puvelty programs weie {o se-
maih constant, _

T"“ E)\HIBLI 4——INCOME TAX REVENUE. REMA]NIN

G AT ‘CON-
ST AN—T RATIO, OF PO‘\/ERTYl :

.. . .
R _[ln h!llmns] *

Fiscal year $1-600 $2,400 $4,000 $5,500 . $6, 500
= 135, 6 '15135 4 @134 7 .$131.19 .$130.9
. us g 4.1- 1385 136.6

156.2 . 155.6 153 6 145:1 142.5
168.9 168.1 -165.3 1542  150.5
183.0° 1821 178.6-+164.6 150.4
'176.8 207.2 1913 176.4 170.8
2144 2117s  208.2 - 188.4 1385.4
232.6 2311, -226.5° 202‘ 9 . 195.6-

o 251.0--240.4  243.1° 217.)5 . 209.4
. 2. l - 269’3 '262.3" 234»11- 9248

. Fhis chart prmects the anhmpated revenle remammg with
“a va?ymg ntmber gf people below the virious peverty. lines,
Figwes uiilized for fiscar year 1973-76 for $1,600 leveleare
= from the Senate- Finajce Committee hearings. | They.were
proJected igto tiie other levels,’a 3.5 percent increfse was as~
=sumed for-fiscal year 1977, and’3.0 percent for fiscal year 1978~
8"*The chart-also makes the assumptions made m exhibit'3,
- —a
L. EA’HIBIT 5.—LIKELY TAXES 1971 83

N S 1_ln billions of doliars)

Il.percent 12 percent | 13 percent
S Gnep P GNP

© and Mr. TONNEY) :
8. 2440 “A pill ‘to amend title 23 of the
Uﬂ;tea States Codeﬁ(o authonze' con-

263,07 _the 'xdva.ntagf:s of]

151. 6 165.2 178.8
-163.7 . 1885 203.3
kD 1927 | 209.0
190.8 * . 2082 275.6

2061 -, 224.8 243.

L2226 =, 24208
2416 263.6, "285 6
260,1 . 284,67 | .
2818 ©307.4 33 .1
a lEshmate .o . -

By Mr bRANSTON ffor hmlself

exclusive or
( and for: other purposes.
.Referred to the Cominittee- on Public

$1 B00 52,4007 $4,000 95,500 96, 500 “Works. - . : .

. - I NSPORTATION ACT OF 1971 : .
$140 2 $140 0 +$139. 3 $1364 4 $135.4 o Mit CRANSWON. My, President, I in-
{%é 16(2’ 8 }ggg %g% g m)g’ troduce today, for|appropriate reference,
175.9 “1%5.1 1722 1606 1568 & bill’called the “Bicycle Transportation
1.6 el 1l 106 1998 Act of 1971 I am pleased to have Sen-
20 219.7 2146 1943 187.6 .Abor;TUNNEY asa cospgnsor of this pro-
‘a3z 282 s el AL posal. 7 . L
%?2:% %3;,}5 250.6 -231 N I The 'bicycld is currently enjoying the

biggest. wave pf popularity that has oc-
curred at ‘any time in its 154-year his-
tory; Environmentalisty arve praising the
bicy¢le as a splution to one of our most
pressing pollution problems: the internal
_combM&tlon engine. It has been said, in
[ bicycle is the' only known
means : of,” transppriation that doesn’t
;‘pollut&—and thatincludes the horse.
T Heéalth enthusiasts have turned t6 the
bicycle as a m‘eans of exercising the heart
and intaini general fitness.” Since
Dr. ‘White first recom-
menued that* Presuient Elsenhower make
regu.lar “use-of the|bicyele 6 build up -his
heart, doctors haye increasingly turned
to the bieyclelas a means of counteract-
ing fhe unhealthy
-tary, way of life. Regular bicyeling, as a
matt r of fact, has been found to aid our
dlgestzdn, aid the nerves by improving
-sleep| pamnd ma mtammg* equanimity and
samt .aid the lumgs through good tone -
of the diaphragm] andiaid the heart by
Jiﬁp:tdf/mg cirgulation. | -

NoW we find a new trend in the use of
the bitycle, one which I find most encour-
aging! the bigycle as transportation. in-

" creas ngly, urban dwellérs are turning to
‘the picycle in an effort to escape {raf-
fic érgngestlor and to: av‘md downtown
parking woes; - Al over the Nation, In
commi inities pf all sizes, efforts are cur-

. rently under way b deve;lop bicycle trans-
portation systems ithat will augment and
1mpmve emstmg modes of intracity
trans perfatlon Rush hour races among
" autorhobile, bus and blcyc]e commuters in
ueveral cities (have focused attention on

the bicycle: it is fast,
~“cleatt, Bealthsf and easy topark., -

Aheady, smme
pa,ths are in pse .nclm?ling the 332-mile

Wls?onsm blkewaw that stretches from

" the eastern edge of queonsm at Lake

M1c‘ igan to the Mississippi River. San

Frangisco .1as recently: opened the Gol-

den : Gate Brrdge to cychsts New York

_ City, Is{investigating ways to make the

¢

pref erential

aspects-of our seden—

i5 OQO miles of bike -

bie‘ycéle a viable alternative to current
modes of transportation. The Secretary
of Transportation, John Volpe, has an®

- houngced that his Department is “excited

about bicycles,” and he has expressed his -
Intention to make Washington, D.C.. a -
model ¢ity for bicycles. Palm Springs,

@alif.; Lincoln, Webr., Chicago, Boston,
and Buffalo, N.Y., all have in cominon

the development of bicycle transporta-

tfon metworks. The Bicycle Instituie of

America, based in New York City, esti-
mates that bikeways are opening in sities.

across the Nation at the rate of 100 a

month.

Perhaps the best known ex‘mmple of an
intracity bicyele. tr ansporl;atmn network
is the one instituted in Davis, Calif,; in
1966. Probably no other city in the Na*
tion has as high a proportion of its-citi-
zenslowning and using bicycles as a regu-’
lar means of transportation. In a cify.of -

. 24,000 citizens, there are approxiipately
18,000 bicycles! It has been found that.,
on one heavily traveled street in Davis,
bicycles represented 40- percent of all
traffic. During the rush hour, 90_percewt ~

“of all*bicycle riders were adults. While

a number of features have contribused - -

to the success of the bicycle in Dayis—-
. the presence of many students attending
the University of California at Davis, the
flat terram the mild weather, and the
wide streets—--rt has been well doct-
mented that the major reason, for the
success of the bieycle is thé existence of -

=@ safe, carefully designed bicycle” com
muter system.

Mr. President, desmte all the mtele.x,
m blcycle t;ansporfatlon and the excit-
ing developments I have just mentioned,
it ig| clear tHat the potential of ble{ﬂF'
transpmta’mon cannot be realized with- -
out the necessary environmental SURDOES
system. Just as highway building spurred
the automobﬂe industry, construction of
bllreways is expected to boost bicycling.
We need to develop and construct special }
bike facilities and regulations, based oi
the tmigue requirements of the bicycle
and its relationship to the overall intre-
city rand 1ntexmty nransportatlon nnb
Worlc .

The bill which I am introdicing todxsr
is identical torILR. 9369, introduced by _
Congressman EbpwAaRD KOCH on June-23,"
1971] It would allow States and comi-
mumt1es to use Federal highway “trust .
-~ fund money to develop bicyele comrmirten

Lt . ' . - - &__
- TR gyl Wl dt .
August 5, 1971 CORD — SENATE 29911 - .
- $0-° '$ ,‘.500 < $3, 000{ $6; 000 $10, 000 $15, 000 $20, 000 $25, 000 .$30, 000
. e . Tax . 'Dis-. Tax » Dis-~ Tax §Diss 7 Tax Dis- Tax Dis- Tax Dis- Tax Dis- Tax _ Dis- Tax Dis~
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