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The letter presented by Mr. MAGNUSON
is as follows:
THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE,
Washington, March 8, 1955.
The Honorable RIicaArD M. NIXON,
President of the Senate,.
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C. .

Dear MR. PRESIDENT: There are attached
two copies of a draft of proposed legislation
to amend the Flammable Fabrics Act to ex-
empt from its application scarves which do
not present an unusual hazard, .which \the
Department of Commerce recommends he
enacted.

The Department of Commerce during the
83d Congress urged that the Congress amend
the Flammable Fabrics Act in two respects,
(1) modify the burning rate time for plain
surface fabrics, so as to permit continued
production and sale of lightweight cotton
fabrics such as organdies and lawns, and (2)
emend the definition of wearing apparel so
as to exclude scarves made of plain surface
fabrics. Congress modified the burning rate
time as recommended but did not adopt the
proposed exemption for plain surface scarves.

PURPOSE OF FROPOSED BILL

The attached draft of proposed legislation
would exclude from the definition of wearing
apparel.n the Flammable Fabrics Act scarves

—made of plain surface fabrics,

In 1949 and 1950 there appeared on the
market a number of items of wearing ap-
parel, such as sweaters, cowboy suits, and
masquerade costumes made of fabrics which
exhibited a rapid and intense burning when
accidentally ignited. A number of serious
accidents resulted to persons wearing so-
called “torch sweaters,” and in other cases
children were fatally burned when thel
cowboy suits and masquerade costumes were
accidentally ignited. In order to correct

this situation and to safeguard the public

against future hazards resulting from flam-
mable clothing, the representatives of the
textile and clothing industries asked the
Bureau of Standards of the Department of
Commerce to develop a commercial stand-
ard of flammability for wearing apparel.
This standard when developed was adopted
and adhered to by virtually all responsible
firms In these industries. The Flammable
Fabrics Act passed in 1852 incorporated the
commerclal standards developed by the Bu-
reau of Standards as the basic test of flam-
mability under the act. Following passage
of the act it came to the attention of the
_executive agencies of the Government con-
ceéined with the enforcement of the act that
some traditional fabrics, such as silks and
lightweight cottons, which had been in use
for many years without any record of in-
Jury to wearers, would be excluded from the
market under the standards established in
the act, and as a result a number of textile
establishments in the United States and silk
producers in Japan would be seriously af-
fected. Some mills in New England which
had produced organdies and lawns were
forced to close.

Because of the fact that these fabrics had
had no history of dangerous flammability it
seemed clear that these were not the types of
fabrics that the Flammable Fabrics Act was
aimed at. We therefore requested the Bu-
reau of Standards and interested persons
in industry to consider this problem and
recommend appropriate modification of the
statute and the commercial standard so as
to permit continued production and sale of
these types of fabrics. As a result of these
discussions the Department of Commerce
recommended & slight modification in the
.burning rate time for plain surface fabrics
‘and exclusion of plain surface scarves. As
pointed out above, the modification of the
burning rate time was adopted by the Con-
gress but no action was taken on the pro-
Pposed exclusion of scarves.
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"The definition of wearing apparel cohtained
in section 2 (d) of the Flamwmable PFabrics
Act defines article of wearing apparel as
“any costume or article of clothing worn or
intended to be worn by individuals except
hats, gloves, and footwear.” A further defi-
nition of hats, gloves, and footwear is also
provided. It is our opinion that it would
be appropriate to exclude from this definition
ot\ articles of wearing apparel scarves made
of plain surface fabrics. To the best of our
knowledge plain surface scarves have never
presented any serious hazard to wearers, and
consequently no danger to the public would
result from excluding such scarves from the -
definition of wearing apparel. On the other
hand, scarves made of raised surface fabrics
which burn with an intense flame should be
considered hazardous and should be re-
quired to meet the flammability test pro-
vided in the act.

This Department therefore recommends
the enactment of the attached draft biil
which would amend the definition of articles
of wearing apparel in section 2 (d) of the
Flammable Fabrics Act to exclude plain sur-
face scarves, :

COST

Enactment of this legislation should re-
duce the cost of administering the act by the
amount which is presently spent in investi«
gations and testing of these particular are

- ticles,

Sincerely yours,
SINCLATR WEEKS,
Secretary of Commerce.

AMENDMENT OF COMMUNICATIONS
ACT OF 1934

. Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, by
request of the Federal Communications
Commission, I introduce, for appropriate
reference, a bill to amend sections 212,
219 (a), 221 (a), and 410 (a) of the Com-
munications Act of 1934, as amended.
I ask unanimous consent that a letter.
from the Commission, explaining the ob-
jectives of the bill, be printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the let-
ter will be printed in the Recorp.

The bill (S. 1456) to amend sections
212, 219 (a), 221 (a), and 410 (2) of the
Communications Act of 1934, as
amended, introduced by Mr. MaGNUSON,
by request, was received, read twice by
its title, and referred to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

The letter, presented by Mr. MaGNUSON,
is as follows:

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISS!ON.
Washington, D. C., February 28, 1955,
'I'he VICE PRESIDENT,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear MR. Vice: PRESIDENT: The Federal
Communications Commission wishes to rec-
ommend for the consideration of the Senate
four amendments to the Comunications Act
of 1934, as amended, relating to its regula-
tory authority over communications com- _
mon carriers, enactment of which, it is be=
leved, will substantially relieve the admin-
istrative burdens of such regulation on both
the Commission and the carriers subject to
its jurisdiction without in any way detract~
ing from the essential regulatory authority
of the Commission. These amendments are
to sectlons 212, 219 (a), 221 (a), and 410 (a)
of the act, respectively. A draft bill ine

corporating each of the amendments is
attached. :

Section 212 of the Communications Act
presently makes it unlawful for any person
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to hold the position of ‘oficer o
more than one carrier subjeet

unless the dual holding 1s first au
Commission order upon & showiiig, #n’

ner to be prescribed by the Commission, -
neither public nor private interests will be
adversely affected thereby, An objective of
Congress in enacting this requirement—the
prevention of the exercise of indirect control
over ostensibly competing carriers through
such interlocking directorates—is, we be-
lieve, clearly salutary. But the all-embrac-
ing language of the section makes it appli-

-cable to dual holdings within an integrated

communications system under common
ownership and control as well as to inter-
locking relations between the competitive
systems to which the section must have been
primarily intended to apply. The result has
Been that in recent years the Commission has
been called upon to consider a substantial
number of requests by officers or directors of
one company of a commonly owned and con-
trolled system, such as the Bell System of the
American Telephone & Telegraph Co., to
serve as well in a similar capacity with re-
spect to another company within the system.
The Commission has felt that in such situa-
tions, where the dual holding cannot have
any effect upon the ultimate control or man-
agement policy of either of the companies,
the determination as to whether a partic-
ular individual can best serve the interests of
the system by concentrating his efforts in
one of the constituent companies or by maks-
ing his talents available to more than one
is a detail of carrier management which can
and should be left to the discretion of the
carrier itself, It has, accordingly, regularly
issued orders approving such requests. I{ is
belleved, however, that in the interests of
efficiency and avoldance of unnecessary ef=
fort by both the Commission and the car-
rier personnel involved, it would be advisa-
ble to amend section 212 to make possible
elimination of unnecessary applications and
Commission orders in such situations. This
would be accomplished by amending section
212 to add the following proviso at the end

-of the first sentence:

“Provided, That the Commission may au=-
thorize persons to hold the position of ofii-
cer or director in more than one such carrier,
without regard to the requirements of this
section, where it has found that 1 of the
2 or more carriers directly or indirectly owns
more than 650 percent of the stock of the
other or others, or that 50 percent or more
of the stock of all such carriers is directly
or indirectly owned by the same person.”

In addition, certain language changes will
be required in the second sentence of the
section, as revised, in view of the insertion
of the new proviso. These are set out in full
in the draft bill attached hereto.

- The need for an amendment to section
219 (a) of the act arises partly out of an
apparent ambiguity of the existing language
and partly out of the development and
growth of certain new types of limited or
specialized common carriers in the commu-

.nications fleld concerning the operation of

which a somewhat lesser degree of annual
information may be necessary in order to in-
sure effective Commission regulation. The
first sentence of this section presently au-
thorizes the Commission to require the filing
of annual reports by all carriers subject to
the act, a provision taken over from the
Interstate Commerce Act, as amended. How-
ever, the second sentence of the section,
which was added at the time the Communi-
cations Act of 1934 was adopted, speaks in
mandatory terms and provides that such
annual reports “shall show in detail” a long
list of specific types of information. The
abgolute nature of these requirements is,
apparently, stressed by the language of the
third and last sentence of the subsection
which authorizes the Commission, by regu-
lation, %@ reauire that additional informa~



“Hamever, 2 years of active duty, not includ-
‘Ihg’ time spent in internship or residency
{raining, will satisfy active duty require-
ments of the Universal Military Tralning and
Service Act, as amended. The proposed leg-
islation provides that a scholarship partici-
pant, upon reimbursement to the Govern-
ment of all funds expended in his behalf,
may be released from the scholarship pro-
gram prior to graduation. Subsequent to
graduation and after serving 3 years of active
duty, he may be relieved of any additional
obligation for active duty agreed to under

* this program upon reimbursement to the

Government of all funds expended in his
behalf,

Based on allocated strengths and existing
shortages of career medical and dental offi-
cers in the military departments, it is ten-
tatively proposed to offer sufficient scholar-
ships through this mégns o provide a maxi-
mum of 300 graduates from schools of medi-
cine and 126 graduates from schools of den-
tistry at the end of the second year of opera-
tion of the plan, and the same number of
graduates each year thereatter to provide
gradual increments until allocated strengths
are reached. It is estimated that under the
. best of circumstances the program will be
operative for 10 years at these numbers.

COST AND BUDGET DATA

To maintain the number of scholarship
participants mentioned above and based
upon present tuition rates, 1t is estimated
that the maximum cost that would result
from the enactment of this proposal would
be approximately $2,542,000 for fiscal year
1956, :

Sincerely yours,
. ROBERT T. STEVENS,
Secretary of the Army.

" 8.1445. A bill to increase the annulties
of . certain retired civillan members of the
teaching staffs of the United States Naval
Academy and the United States Naval Post-
graduate School.

(The letter accompanying Senate bill 1445
15 as follows:)

DEPARTMENT OF THE Navy,
- Washington, D. C., February 22, 1955.
Hon. Ricsard M. NIXON,
President of the Senate,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My Drar M=r. PresmeNT: There is for-
warded herewith a draft of legislation “To
increase the annuities of certain retired
members of the teaching stafis of the United

. States Naval Academy apd the United States
Naval Postgraduate Scheol.”

. This proposal is part of the Department
of Defense legislative program for 1855, and
the Bureau of the Budge§ has advised that
it has no objection to the submission of this
proposal for the considerayjon of the Con-
gress. The Department of) the Navy has
been designated as the reprejentative of the
Department of Defense for is legislation.
It is recommended that proposal be
enacted by the Congress. %

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLAFION

The purpose of this proposed legislation
1s to authorize cosi-of-living iycreases in
the annuities of those civiliaxx members
of the teaching staffs of the Nava) Academy
and the Naval Postgraduate School, now on
the retired list, comparable with the cost-
of-living increases given persons retired
under the civil-service retirement sjstem in
1948 and 1952. N

The retirement annuities for the tivilian
members of the teaching stafls of theé Naval
Academy and the Naval Postgraduate School
are provided by the act of January 16, 1936
(40 Stat. 1092), as amended (34 U. B. C.
1073 et seq.), which is administered by the
Department of the Navy.

No. 46-———2
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Under the act of January 16, 1936, the
civillan members of the teaching staffs of
the Naval Academy and the Naval Post-

graduate School are required to carry, as.

part of their contract of employment, an
annuity policy having no cash surrender
or loan provisions. These contracts are car-
ried with the Teachers Insurance and An-
nuity Association of America. BEach civilian
faculty member is required to register with
the Navy Allotment Office a monthly allot-
ment equivalent in amount to 10 percent
of his monthly salary and for each monthly
allotment so registered the Department of
the Navy is required to credit the employee’s
pay account with an additional sum equiva-

Jent to 5 percent of his monthly salary.

The annuities provided by the act, as it was
amended by the act of November 28, 1943
(57 Stat. 594), are at the rate of 1 3/7 per-
cent of the emplgoyee’s avérage salary dur-
ing any 5 consecufive years multiplied by
the number of year‘s\x{)ef service, not exceed-
ing 35 years, and whegre the annuity pur-
chased from the Teagbers Insurance and
Annuity Association does not equal that
amount, the Department\of the Navy is re-
quired to pay such additignal sum as will
bring the annuity to that tatal.

When the act of January 16, 1936, was
originally enacted the only rejred annuities
1t provided for persons thereader employed
as civilan members of the teaching stafls
of the Naval Academy and the Maval Post-~
graduate School were those purchased from
the Teachers Insurance and Annujty Asso-
clation. For the civilians who weye mem-
bers of the teaching staffs of those\schools
on January 16, 1986, however, provision was
made that where, u reaching retikement
age, the purchased annu cient

to provide an annuity of Iy , the
diﬁ‘%mnce would be made up

] De-

ent of the Navy. Because of the in-
adequacy of the purchased annuities, the
act of January 16, 1936, was amended by
the dct of November 28, 1943 (57 Stat. 594),
pt the minimum annuity retirement
provisjons theh governing civil-service re-
tirement annuities, that is, an annuity equal
to the wverage annual basic salary received
by the ‘employee during any 5 consecutive
years of\allowable service, at the option of
the employee, multiplied by the number
of years @f service, not exceeding 35 years,

ade that the Department of the

to the purckased annuities would make up
a total annhity determined by this mini-
mum formula. These amendments, how-

ever, were gpplicable only to persons re-
tired after November 28, 1943, and did not
affect the nulties of the civilian faculty
memb etired before that date. This lat-

ter group continued to receive annuities
of $1,200 a-year. .

Although cost-of-living Increases were
given In 1948 and in 1952 to persons then
in a retired status under the civil-service
retirement system, no similar increases were
given to the civilian faculty members of the
Naval Academy and Naval Postgraduate
School then in a retired status. The act
of February 28, 1948 (62 Stat. 52) gave to
persons in a retired status under the civil-
service retlrement system on the effective
date of that act, April 1, 1948, an increase
in their annuities not to exceed $300 a year.
The act of July 16, 1952 (66 Stat. 722) pro-
vided 8 further increase not to exceed $324
a year for persons then in a retired status
under. the civil-service retirement system,
with-the limitation that no annuity should
be increased beyond $2,160.

The subjlect proposed legislation would
provide cost-of-living increases in the ana-
nuities of retired members of the civilian

© faculties of the Naval Academy and the
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Naval Postgraduate School comparable with
those granted unhder the act of February 28,
1948, and the act of July 16, 1952, to re-
tirees under the civil-gervice retirement
system. It would provide an Increase of
$300 a year to those civilian faculty mem-"
bers retired before April 1, 1948. There. are
now 10 members who were so retired. It
would also give, in addition to that in«
crease, an increase of $300 a year to all-
clvilian faculty members now on the retired
list, with the limitation that this further
increase shall not operate to increase any
annuity to an amount in excess of $2,160.
With that limitation six members would
receive this latter increase.

COST AND BUDGET DATA

Enactment of this proposed legislation
would result in an annuial additional cost
of 84,800, which represents & $600-a-year
increase in 6 annuities and a $300-a-year
increase in 4 annuities. '

Sincerely yours,
.~ C.S; THOMAS.

INCLUSION OF GOLD STAR IN AMER -
ICAN FLAG TO HONOR MEMBERS
OF ARMED FORCES WHO DIED IN
SERVICE

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, =™
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill
providing for the inclusion in the Amer-
ican flag of a special gold star honoring
the members of our Armed Forces who
have died in the service of their country.

This bill is'being introduced upon the
suggestion and at the request of the.
Western New York Council and Auxil-
iaries of the American War Dads.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred. .

The bill (S. 1446) to provide that a
special gold star shall be added to the
flag of the United States, in honor of the
members of the Armed Forces who have
died in the service of their country, in-
troduced by Mr. LExMaN, was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to
the Commitiee on the Judiciary.

AMENDMENT OF FLAMMABLE ‘FABs.
RICS ACT, RELATING TO EXCLU-
SION OF CERTAIN SCARVES

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, by
request of the Secretary of Commerce,
I introduce, for appropriate reference, a
bill to amend the Flammable Fabrics Act
to exempt from its application scarves
which do not present an unusual hazard.
1 ask that theré be printed in the Recorp
8 letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
explaining the purpose of the bill,

‘The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received, and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the let-
ter will be printed in the RECORD. -

The bill (S. 1455) to amend the Flam-
mable Fabrics Act to exempt from its
application scarves which do -not pre~
sent an unusual hazard, introduced by
Mr. MAGNUSON, by request, was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to
the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce. .
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And while the legislative history relating to

the section is by no means extensive, what

there is tends to reinforce the interprela-
tion of the section which would make man-
datory the mcluslon in any annual report
required to be filed by the Commission. of.
all of the detalled information specified in
the second sentence of the section.

Experience in recent years, especlally with
respect to certain types of specialized come

mon carriers which have been established in
the mobile and maritime services, has indi-
cated that some of the information required
by the second sentence of the section is
unnecessary and serves' little or no regula-
tory function. Accordingly, this section
should be amended to make clear that the
Commission has authority to tailor the an-
nual reports required from particular types
of carriers to the peculiar needs of the Cem~
mission with respect to each service and
type of carrier. This would be accomplished
by amending the second sentence of the sec-
tion by inserting the words “Except as othere
wise required by the Commission” at the be-
ginning of the sentence so that it will read:
“Except as otherwise required by the Com-
mission, such annual reports shall show in
detail.”

It 1s presently provided in section 221 (a)
of the act that the Commission must hoéid

__bublic hearings upon all applications for
““authority to consolidate telephone properties
or for authority for one telephone company
to acquire the property of another or the
control of another. It is believed that this
mandatory hearing requirement should be
eased, as many of the applications being re-
ceived are of such miner significance that
hearings are not Justified. This is particu-
larly true since in a large number of these
cases all conceivable parties In interest are
actively in favor of the merger. The Con-
gress on August 2, 1949, made an amend-
ment, similar to what the Commission is
recommending, to sectlon 5 (2) (b) of the
Interstate Commerce Act by adding to a
clause making public hearings mandatory in
cases Involving consolidations, mergers, and
acquisitions of control of railroads & proviso
that such hearings need not be held where
the Commission ‘“‘determines that a public
hearing is not necessary in the public inter-
est.” In its 66th annual report for the fiscal
year ended October 31, 1952, the Interstate
Commerce Commission, commenting upon
the results of the amendment of August 2,
1949, stated that during the year under re-
port it “found that public hearings were not
~necessary in 32 out of 35 proceedings under
section 5 (2).” It Is believed that similar
savings in time-consuming procedures would
be realized in the Federal Communications
Commission if section 221 (a) were similarly
amended, as set forth In detail In the ap-
. pendix. This amendment would permit the
Commission to dispense with the hearing in
any case where, after notifying all parties in
interest and consldering their views, the
Commission determines that such a hearing
is not necessary in the public interest. The
new language proposed is patterned after
language now in sections 220 (i) and 309 (a)
of the act and the amendment of August 2,
1949, to section 5 (2) (b) of the Interstate
Commerce Act.

In the Communications Act Amendments,
1952, Congress rewrote section 409 (a) of the
act so as to provide that adjudicatory hear-
ings should be conducted only by the Com-~
mission or by one or more examiners. This
had the effect of forbidding the hearing of
adjudicatory matters by a single member of
the Commission. With section 409 (a) so
rewritten 1t was necessary to make certain
amendments to section 410 (a) to bring it
into conformity with the new language of
section 409 (a). In amending section 410
(a) Congress provided that certain questions
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tion be contained in such annual reports.

might continue to be referred to a joint
board composed of & member, or members
‘setected from eagh oF affected. In
stating . the jurisdfetto
ferred upon such a Join
in the amendment adop
board should have all th
powers conferred by law up bn the Comlse:

_sion, whereas the language replaced gave.

these jomt boards only the same powers as
possessed by a single member of the Coni=
mission when designated by the Commission
to hold. & hearing. It would seem that the
new delegation of jurisdiction and powers is
undesirably broad.

In any event, with the wording of section.
410 (a) insérted by the Communications Act
Amendments, 1952, it does not seem likely
that the Commissiofi would ever find it de-
sirable to refer any matter to a Joint board.
It is believed that if the second sentence of
section 410 (a) were changed to give joint
boards the same jurisdiction that is now
eonferred on an examiner, it would be more
nearly what Congress must have intended
and would make the section more usable to
the Commission in the administration of
the act.

The consideration of these amendments by
the Senate will be greatly appreciated. The
Commission will be most happy to furnish
any additional information that may be de-
sired by the Senate or by any committee to
which this material is referred. The Bureau
of the Budget has advised the Commission
that it has no objection to the submission
of this letter.

GEORGE C. MCCONNAUGHEY,
Chairman
(By direction of the Commission).

DISAPPROVAL OF SALE OF CERTAIN
RUBBER-PRODUCING FACILITIES
IN CALIFORNIA

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I submit,
for appropriate reference, a resolution
disapproving the sale of certain rubber-
producing facilities in California. I'ask
unanimous consent that a statement,
prepared by me, relating to the resolu-
tion, be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
resolution will be received and appro-
priately referred; and, without objection,
the statement will be printed in the
RECORD.

The resolution (S. Res. 78), submitted
by Mr. THYE, was referred to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, as
follows:

Resolved, That the Senate does not favor
the sale of the butadiene manufacturing
facility at Torrance, Calif., Plancor 963; the
styrene manufacturing facility at Los An-
geles, Calif., Plancor 929; and the synthetic
rubber (GR-S) facllity at Los Angeles, Calif,,
Plancor 611, as recommended in the report
of the Rubber Producing Facilities Disposal
Commission.

The statement, presented by Mr. TaYs,
is as follows:
STATEMENT BY SENATOR THYE

T am today submitting a resolution, under
the provisions of Public Law 205, 83d Con-
gress, relating to the report of the Rubber
Producing Facilitles Disposal Commission.

The resolution states that the Senate does
not favor the sale of the butadiene manu-
facturing facility at Torrance, Calif., Plancor
963; the styrene manufacturing facility at
Los Angeles, Calif., Plancor 929; and the syn-
thetic rubber (GR-S) facility at Los Angeles,
Calif., Plancor 611, as recommended in the
report of the Rubber Producing Facmties
Disposal Commlsslon
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It 1s my understanding that the !a‘w re~
quires a separate bid for each facility to.be
sold.

The three plants referred to In my reso-
lution were bid under a lump sum proposal
which did not conform to the law.

‘This fallure to comply with the full in+
Yent of the law with respect to the sale of
ihese three plants restricted the opportunity
~Tor taking full advantage of provisions for
negotiation on the sale price of individual
plants.

It also tended to dlscrunlnate against bid-
ders who were interested only in individual
plants and whose proposals could not be
properly explored because of the lump-sum
proposal for the three plants with no break-
down as to the price bid for each plant as
required in the law.

Under the terms of Public Law 205, either

"House of Congress has authority to indicate

its disapproval of procedures undertaken
by the Rubber Producing Facilities Disposal
Commission in the sale of the Government~
owned rubber plants to private industry.

The adoption of the resolution, after con-
slderation by a Subcomimittee of the Senate
Committee on Banking and Currency, which
has already conducted extensive hearings on
.this subject, will permit consideration of
new legislation relating to the disposal of
the three plants identified in the resolution.
It will not affect the pending sale of 21 other. -
plants recommended for sale by the Com-
mission gnd the bids for which were in fuil
compliance with the law.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, ¥
submit a resolution, disapproving the
le of certain rubber-producing facil-
ities in California, and ask for its appro-

priate reference.

I also send to the desk a letter which
pertains to the body of this resolution.
It is a copy of a letter addressed to the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT]
chairman of the Senate Committee on
Banking and Currency, by the Minnesota
Mining & Manufacturing Co., signed by
the President, Mr. H. P. Buetow. The ~
letter protests the sale of one of our
synthetic-rubber plants to the Shell
Chemical Corp. The resolution which I
have submitted would ask that that par-
ticular transaction be set aside to allow
for competitive bidding on those facil-
ities.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
resolution will be received and appro-
priately referred; and, without objection,
the letter will be printed in the RECORD.

The resolution (S. Res. 79), submitted
by Mr. HumrHREY, was referred to the
Committee on Banking and Currency, as
follows:

Whereas the Rubber Producing Facilities
Disposal Act of 1953, Public Law 205, 83d
Congress, provided for the disposal of the
Government-owned rubber-producing facili-
ties, pm‘suant to the provisions of said act;
and

Whereas in the recommended sale of the
butddiene manufacturing facility at Tor-
ranee, Calif., Plancor 963; the styrene manu-
facturing facility at Los Angeles, Calif,
Plancor 929; and the synthetic rubber
(GR~S) facility at Los Angeles, Calif., Plancor
611, the Rubber Producing Facilities Dis-
posal Commission has not conformed to the
provisions and procedures estabhshed by the
said act; and

Whereas the sald purported sale by the
Rubber Producing Facilities Disposal Com-
mission was in violation of the provisions
and procedures established and required by
Public Law 205, 83d Congress; and
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-Whereas section 23 (a) of the Rubber Pro-
ducing Facilities Disposal Act of 18953 pro-
vides for the introduction of this form or
resolution: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate does not favor
the sale of the butadiene manufacturing

" faeflity at Torrance, Calif., Plancor 963; the

" styrene manufacturing facility at Los An-
geles, Calif, Plancor 929; and the synthetic
rubber (GR~S) facllity at Los Angeles, Calif.,
Planeor 611, as recommended in the report of
the Rubbér Producing Facilities Disposal
Conipalssion: .

The letter presented by Mr. HUMPHREY
is'as follows:
- MINNESOTA MINING &
MANUFACTURING CoO.,
February 22, 1955.
Hon. J. W. FuLBRIGHT, .
Chairman, Senate Committee on
Banking and Currency,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.
Drear SENATOR FULBRIGHT: We are writing
"this letter to you as one of several un-
successful bidders for the purchase of Gov-
ernment-owned rubber producing fgnmtloa
on the west coast.
Our company, together with o

611, a copolymer plant located at
Calif.

In our opinion, the proposal to p
Plancors 611, 929, and 963 submitted
Shell Chemical Corp., and recommend

ties Disposal Commission did not co
with Public Law 205, 83d Congress (kno
as the Rubber Producing Facilities Dispos
Act of 1953) in that the proposal by She
did not state the amount proposed to be
paid for each of the facilities, and was there-
fore, improperly considered by the Commis-
sion. . .

It our interpretation of the act is correct,

the recommended sale of these plants to the °

Shell Chemical Corp. should be disapproved.
Public Law 205, 83d Congress, authorizes
the disposal of the Government-owned
rubber producing facilities. Sectlon 7 (b) of
this act provides as follows:? .

“(b) Proposals shall be in wﬂ%!ng, and
shall contain, among other things® * *--

“(4) The amount proposed tos/be paid for
each of the facilities, and, if sych amount is
not to be paid in cash, then the principal
terms of the financing arrangement pro-
posed.”

Pursuant to the above statute,.the Rubber
Producing Facilities Commission (hereinafter
referred to as the “Commission”) issued cer-
tain instructions and information, entitled
“Release No. 1.”* Paragraph-4 of these in-
structions provides as follows:

“4. Proposals shall state the amount pro-
posed to be paid for each of the facilities.
Where a proposal contemplates acgquisition
of several facilities for integrated operation,
1t shall state separately the aggregate amount
proposed to be paid for such facilities on
such an integrated basis, and the amount
otherwise. proposed to be paid for each of
the facilities in question on an individual
basis. * * *»

Pursuant to an official advertisement pub-
lished on November 18, 1953, by the Com-
mission, entitled “Invitation for Proposals,’ 3
the Shell Chemical Corp. submitted a pro-
posal for the purchase of 3 of these plants,

" 1See p. 8 (&) of the report to Congress by
the Rubber Producing Facilities Disposal
Commission, ’

. *S8ee p. 5 (&) of the report to Congress.

* See exhibit A of the appendix to report to
Congress.
namely, Plancors 611, 929, and 963,4 in which
*See pp. 156-157 of the supplement to the
report to Congress. .
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Shell stated in paragraph 10, entitled “Pur-
chase Price”:

“The aggregate amount we propose to pay
for Plancors 611, 929, and 963, together, is
$27 million. . .

“We do not state the amounts we propose
to pay for any of the facilities on an individ-
ual basis as we do not propose to purchase
individual facilities.”

The Commission itself, in its report to
Congress, recognized that Shell had refused
to submit a bid on each facility as required
by Public Law 205, and stated as follows in
discussing the sale of the styrene plant:®

“At the same time there were 3 proposals
for the west¢oast copolymer plant, includ-
bid of Shell Chemical Corp.,
million, the styrene plant,
t at Torrance, Calif., and
t. Shell stated at the
est was only in the ac-
plants for integrated
operation. It wanted, no single plant and
no combination of twoy It represented that
its proposal was calculated solely on this
basis and consequently'declined to assign
figures to each of the threg facilities. Shell’s
packaged price represent the highest ag-

ount offered tg the Commission

In our opinion, 1 Chemical Corp.
proposal was not in compliance with section
7 (b) (4) of Public Law 205, 83d Congress,
or paragraph 4 of release No. 1 by the Rub-
ber Producing Facilities Disposal Commis-
sion, in that the Shell proposal did not state
the amount proposed to be paid for each of
the facilities on an individual basis but only
the amount proposed to be paid for three
facilities on an integrated basis.

Because the Shell proposal did not cona
form to the standards prescribed by Congress,
it was invalid and improperly considered by
the Commission. It is immaterial whether
r not the Shell proposal constituted the
ighest bid for these three plants because
tRe proposal itself was invalid. Its accept-
arige by the Commission gave Shell an undue
advantage not permitted by the law.,

Adgordingly the Senate or the House should
resolution in accordance with section
23 (b) of Public Law 205 declaring that the
Senaté or the House does not favor the sale
of Plangors 611, 929, and 963, as recommended

the butadiene pl
the copolymer pl
outset that its in
quisition of all thr

“enable tBe Rubber Producing Facilities Dis-

ission to _receive proposals and

negotiate new contracts for sale of Plancors

611, 929, and 963, under the same terms and

condition prescribed in Public Law 205.
Respectfully.

H. P. Busrow, President.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE AP-
PENDIX

On request, and by unanimous con-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc.,
were ordered to be printed in the Ap-
pendix, as follows:

By Mr. MONRONEY:

Address delivered by Robert B. Anderson,
Deputy Secretary of Defense, at Oklahoma
City, Okla., on March 9, 1955.

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina:

Article entitled “AF Aide Says the Big Ma-
Jority of Security Risks Were Hired by Ike,”
written by John Cramer, and published in
the Washington Daily News of March 11,
the Washington Daily News of March 11, 1955;
which will appear hereafter in the Appendix.

By Mr. SALTONSTALL:

Article and editorial in tribute to the Por-
tuguese residents of Cape Cod, published in
the Provincetown Advocate, of Provincetown,
Mass., on March 10, 1955.

Article entitled “The Defense Program and
New England: Research for Defense,” pub-

“See p. 28 of the report to Congress.

March 15

lished in the February Monthly Review of
the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston.

. By Mr. DIRKSEN:

Copy of official Navy Department press ree

lease citing the Elgin Watch Co., of Elgin,

Ill., for voluntarily making a refund of sav~ -
ings effected through economical operation,
By Mr. WILEY: .

Editorial from Wall Street Journal coxie
cerning the impact.of the St. Lawrence sea«
way on State and municipal projects.

By Mr. BUTLER: :

Editorial entitled “Maritime Training and
Federal Funds,” published in the Merchant
Marine Bulletin.

Article on troop ships of the north African
invasion, published in the January-February
issue of the Merchant Marine Bulletin,

By Mr. NEUBERGER: .

Editorial tribute to AMson Wysong, -pub-
lished in the Eugene Register-Guard of
March 9, 1955.

Article entitled “Little Federal Aid for Ore
gon Schools Seen,” published in the Eugene
Register-Guard of March 8, 1955.

By Mr. MURRAY:

Article entitled “A New Experiment in
State Medicine,” written by Waldemar
Kaempffert and published in the New York
Times Sunday magazine of March 13, 1955.

By Mr. MAGNUSON:

Article entitled “Another Freeze?” pub-
lished in Broadcasting-Telecasting of March _
14, 1955. :

By Mr. SMATHERS:

Article entitled “The Plight of Guatemala,”

written by Daniel James and published in

:g;5New York Herald Tribune of March 10,

e e,

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON SUNDRY
NOMINATIONS BY FOREIGN RE-
LATIONS COMMITTER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. As a
Senator and chairman of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations, the Chair de-~'
sires to say that the Senate received
today a list of 66 persons for appoint-
ment as Foreign Service officers of vari=
ous classes. The list is printed else-
where in the proceedings of today. No-
tice is hereby given that these nomina-
tions will be considered by the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations, at the expira-
tion of 6 days.

EXCERPTS FROM ADDRESS BY THE~
VICE PRESIDENT BEFORE THE
WORLD AFFAIRS COUNCIL :

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the body of the RECORD excerpts from
the address delivered by the Vice Presi-
dent of the United States before the:
World Affairs Council, in Los Angeles,
Calif., on March 14. The address dealt
with the Vice President’s trip through
Latin America.

There being no objection, the excerpts
from the address were ordered to be
printed in the RECORD, as follows: .
EXCERPTS FROM THE ADDRESS OF THE VICE

PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES BEFORE

THE WORLD AFFAIRS COUNCIL, L0OS ANGELES,

CaLIF.,, MARCH 14, 19556

IMPORTANCE OF THE ARFA

We usually hear of Latin America only -

when there is an earthquake, flood, hurri-
cane, or revolution in that sarea. We get
prompt and efficient coverage of such legiti-
mate news items, as we should. But another
story, much bigger, more exciting, and more
important is not being adequately told in
the United States. This is the story of an
old and honored civilization awakening, of

f



