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'REEDOM  OF - INFORMATION: ACT - AMENDMENTS—VETO Mg
© - From THE PRESIDENT. OF THE Unirep ‘STaTEs: i

4xin. The unfinished business.is the further consideration

message of the President onsH

2 of title 5, United States Code

2471, an act to:amend
own. as, the, Freedem of

O pass mm@;w@bg
trary . notwithstanding?.

it ALY 3
rom. Pennsylvania (Mr.

Speaker; T yield myselt 5

A -any; Miember -of

an effort to-override

A little;more:than, 6: weeks, ao
d :urged.. approval -of the :con
sedomn: of Information Act.a

se-Senate; go

‘uhe bill A%
y -and, the sinc § whieh. the co
Jparties made to aceommoday specifie«concerns raised: Yy
esident: Ford. I included: at pages TI10002-H10004 of the Record
full text of the President’s letter ou lining these concerns and the
ext of .our;letter: to the President detailing-each of the significant
ifications which. we made to' allay-his concerns, - L e
tinguished members of the-conference committee, inelu ing

ranking .minority ‘member; of the- full. Government Operations

ominittee; the gentleman from ‘New York: (Mr. Horton); and! the

king: minority member on ‘our subcommittee, the gentleman. from
linois. (Mr,. Erlenborn), spoke in. strong.support of the. bipartisan
ompromise legislation. which we hadcproduced in almost 2 months.of -
onference, committee deliberations. .= & ;- EEE S
iBvery single House:member of our conference committeehad signed
e .conference {report.: Gongress: -corfainly went “‘more_: than.-half-
2y’ to accommodate the mmwmmwmobﬁm views. We had been led to
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his statement he m&@f&wm these wordsare particularls ignifican
his stateme  said— € ‘are particularly sionil
.8@@% In view of what has transpired during d%w past mﬁwmam_wa u&.wwwwm

This legislation springs from one of our most e ial prinei |
Lhis legisla, springs from one 3 st essential principles: A d
%Mwwwuﬂwwgﬁwmw ww%p %omiw mwwﬁ%_z %wm M%mozupﬁob %Ea ﬁ%m mmmonimwﬁ MWuwMM
1 rmits: ne snouid be able to pull curtains of secrec - around deéeision:
which can be revealed without inj he public-i T asions
/ . Jjury to the public interest . T signed thi
measure with a deep sense of pride that the United IS A0 Open Sootaty
Ernr ,25, people’s right to know is orozm,vo.m wm% Mcm.m%wmﬁ.w.m 19 # open. society in

‘Mr. Speaker, I can only mwooﬁpvmm on what bureaucratic advice

‘believe by administration officials that the Freedom of Information
Act amendments would promptly be signed into law by the President
since major Ford amendments were incorporated in the bill.

After all, he had so clearly stated upon assuming the Presidency
that he and his administration were fully committed to a restoration
of “open government.”*Surely, these amendments to -the basic law
to assure more “open government’’ within-the Federal ‘bureaucracy
would provide to the President an early opportunity to prove to the
-disillusioned ‘and still suspicious ‘American . public that, in fact, he
really meant what he said that day on nationwide television. By
signing into law with a flourish' these much needed amendments to
‘the Freeédom of Information Act, he could strike a ringing blow for
credibility ih' Government. By & stroke of the pen, he could have
taken a giant stride forward to reverse the public’s cynical distrust of
governmental institutions and public officials. By an overwhelming
‘bipartisan vote 6f 349 to 2, the Members of this ‘body approved the
conferetice’ report on H.R. 12471 and sent the bill to the White |
- House, it having been undhitviously: approved by voice vote in the
Senate a few days earlier. By our votes we spoke -cledarly for open
government and for an-end of excessive Government secrecy that has
eroded public confidence in government, politics, and politicians,
We overwhelmingly gave' President Ford: the golden opportunity
to sign -inito law a bill to dramatically fulfil his 2-monthokd pledge
-of opén govérnmént in :América~+s bill on which our tommittée and
this Congress had tedisusly. worked 3 years and 4 months. to finally
‘produée 1 ‘Virtually unahimots bipartisan form. = - o T
-~ Mr. Speaker; how 6n edrth—we réasoned—could Proesident Ford
‘not availl Himself of this golden opportunity to restore ‘desperately

of Mwm ._H.wmmsnmw of these parts of the bill or the intent gs spelled out

m¢ M%m%u Hmw %Wm oommm%ba@. %wﬁmg to meet what was a previous mis-
LOrSanding on the President’s part of such lanousoe. Fop s v

he veto message states: ﬁ L neuage. For ommw%ymv

'-As the legislation now stand ‘determination b; e ) ,

11, As the leg] nOwW Stands, a'deterthination by the Secret f nse |
m@@MﬂﬂM@MMbwwWoWMwmﬁw Mo&m Mnapﬁmmw our Wmacbmw momﬂﬂm&% WM%M%MWMM
) 1; b 3 Qo g . _ .vw;'n ’ )

mﬁﬁmw. Pposition just ds H.m@msw\,mmumw me. .U% * Uumﬁwo& Judge who thought the

Mr. Speaker, this is ] 10t true. The il g . say that, 1

bos ot oy, WIS 15 Just not, true. The bill does not say that it

wmwmmﬁg mean that, and no one familiar with the mem?ﬁdww Emﬁmw%
ot H..aﬁm.u. imagime that Members of Congress could ‘almost unani-

.wﬁos\w% 403 to \sﬂnm into law such ‘an obviously dangerous provision,

- The Presiderit went on to say in his veto message: .

" Ipropose, gmw&owmv that where classified doe S !

L Propos I documents a; ]
oould review the -classification, ‘but would have to ﬂ@rwwnum%mmﬁwwmwwwMMwwwwm

‘needéd comfidéncé in Giéverninent by signing H.R. 12471 into Jaw ds
soon s posgible? oo BT . C
.Hwﬁa:w%m;m. Mr. Speakier, sontething went awry on the way to the
,Hw%ma.ua&. signing ¢efemeny %o proclaith the fulfillient of open
governineéht in -the Ford “administration. Fncredibly, and to ' the
amazement of virtually everyone ¢oncerned, President Ford vetoed
H.R. 12471 -on O¢tober 17, just prior to comrencernent of the con-
gressional recess. The big question, Mr. Speaker, is: Why did he
really veto the freedom of ‘information open government bill? -
- Certainly, there is little evidence to answér that -Guestion to be
-gained froth reading and rereading his veto message. We ¢an only
‘speculate as to what the real reasons might be. We do know that
virtually all Federal agency. bureaucrats opposed these amendments
in our hearings; in written reports, and in their lobbying - efforts
against H.R. 12471. We do know that almost every segment . of the
.%m@d&ﬂ dﬁ%@ﬂowwmu» wmqogmb&m% Mw@m Huﬁmm%mwa Ford ﬁw_éﬁ ﬁwa Tt can & D ‘ :
legislation. We all'have experienced the depth of commitment of the 1t can discuss the affidavit with Govern b i
.Hﬂmmwmw& -bureaucrats to .&%@ principles %Fowmﬁ government”” and § Or employ other similar means to obtain .mmmprWWM mewmﬂ%ﬁm%bﬁwmmwﬂ
have generally found it sadly’ wanting. We also know, Mr. Speaker, §. to make a judgment. Only if such means cannot provide a clear
that 8 yeats ago, when the original Freedom of Information Act was -~ Justification for the classification markings would the court order an
passed by’ Congress—every single agency within "the Federal bu- } In camera inspection of the document itself. If the examination and
H.sz.ogo% &mowuﬁmo% gwﬁ wmw,omagd Weﬂbmon <mdm dWo H%gmgwm. Mu e ouen , : TSN
‘that instance, President Johnson wisely disregarded the advice of the | e classification assigned to the particular t i ; |
self-serving buréaucrats and promptly signed the bill into law. In§ and proper under the Executive o@oﬁ@b& %%MWuMMMWMmHMM%MwWWM

PR

there is a Teasonable basis 0 support it. In determining th, mabléness of th
classification, the courts would mooiiy, L determining the reasonableness of the
090 1 camers examination of s on AL stiendint cvidence prio o reloting
. Mr. Speaker, in the procedural handling of such cases unde
?wwmoﬁb of Fmowswﬁéw Act, ‘this is wmmoaumﬁrm way %%MMAMM% Mw.o%wm
conduct their proceedings. An sagency, in defending an action in
Federal court that involves a Government document having ‘classifica-
tion Bm.zﬁbmm“ normally submits an affidavit to the court explaining
the ..vmmmm.woﬁ the particular classification assigned to it as authorized
nder the provisions of Executive Order 11652 and the implernenting

egulations of the agency involved. The court twould ‘then review such

om the agency involved.




406

the court would clearly .rule for. the Government' and order the
requested document withheld from the plaintiff. But if the examination
.and subsequent discussions of the affidavit from the agency could not
resolve ‘the issue, the ‘court could then order the production of the
document and examine it in. camera. to. determine if .the classification
marking was properly authorized. - : o S
Such-discretionary authority for in camera review is authorized in
H.R. 12471, and properly so, to'safeguard against arbitrary, capricious,
and myopic use of the awesome power of the classification stamp by
the Government bureaucracy. Abuses of the classification stamp-are
well known. As former President Nixon said in issuing the present
classification and declassification Executive order in March 1972:
The many abuses of the security system can no longer be tolérated . . . Unfor-
tunately, the system of classification which has evolved in the United States has
failed to meet the standards of an open and democratic society, allowing too
many papers.to be classified for too long a time. The controls which have beeh
imposed .on classification authority have proved unworkable, and classification
‘has frequently served to conceal bureaueratic mistakes or to prevent embarrass-
‘ment to officials and administrations . . . R )
Former Defense Secretary Melvir Laird also said in'a 1970 speech:
Let me emphasize my convictions that the American people have a right to
know even more than has been available in the past about-matters which affect
their safety and security. There has been too much classification in this country.
Mr. Speaker, even if a district court ordered the release of a classified
.document in dispute, .after following all of the procedural steps, just
“described and including in:camera review of the document itself, such
decision may—of. course—be appealed by the Government to . the
circuit court of ‘appeals, and, if necessary, to the Supreme Court. I
find it ‘totally unrealistic'to “assurne—as ‘apparently the President’s.
legal advisers have assumed-—-that:the Federal judiciary system.is
somehow 1ot to. be, trusted. to act inthe public interest: to safegtiard |
truly legitimate national defense ot foreign- policy secrets of our
Government. . - .. . - N S
. Similarly. ludicrous legal arguments are made. later in the veto
.message with respect to investigatory law enforcement files and: tim,
limits placed in the Freedom of Information Act for agency responses
For example, the veto message states: ‘ : .
¢ I propose that more flexible criteria govern the requests for particularly lengthy
investigatory records to mitigate the burden which these amendments would
.otherwise impose, in order not to dilute the primary responsibilities of .aw@mw law |

enforcement activities. .

Mr. Speaker, no one wants to burden law enforcement agencies or

to take their attention away from the difficult job of fighting the |
growing menace of crime in America. The language of section..2(b)
of H.R. 12471 in no way places an undue burden on such agencies. The
‘conference committee specifically took into consideration the potential

.problem that might be creatéd within an agency if it received a request A.@n U
for the type of “particularly lengthy’’ records mentioned in the; veto | 4
message. We wrote into the law a provision that additional time §

could be obtained by an agency in cases involving ‘“a voluminous
amount of separate and distinct records which are demanded in a

single request.” Obviously, the President’s lawyers did not notice. _wEm

part of the bill before drafting the veto message.
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- Moreover, Mr. Spesker, We 'also inclide Tar e
roreover, Mr.'Spe o include la
President in his - August 20 “letter to- the owmwwwwm

respond to a request under the Freed i
: qu o om of: Informat; i
. agency is N amwmﬂommﬁm\ due diligence in responding to the Hu.mbswmmﬁ VHW%HS
again the veto message ignores specific lan 3 Ty nehided 1

again. o _ .Hmnmdmma &H.mpm% included in
Mr. Speaker, as T have atternpter plaiti in detail dusing |
| ] I hs Pted to explairi‘in détail “during fny
Hmbmﬁ.,wmw this veto is without merit and Hmwwmmau&w ,&«wﬂw%&wﬁﬂmmﬁm
MM@ mmw&@b%EmH% the workings. of the DPresent law, c rocedurs
anc the clear language in the bill which has already degt sy e
major Mggwo& w&m%m agginst m.wﬁ%%% * &8&% oot with tho
-, 28 strongly as I know how, Mr. Speaker, T urce the Merih, \
MWm m”mwsm@ to join in voting “aye’” to override ﬁmmm E-@demw%p WMMM MM.
H,mﬂ eedom of Information Amendments contained in H.R. 12471
our dowoumm:.bwﬂm today make cledr to the doubting citizens of
ongress, at least, is, totally committed to the principle

~ America that
of “‘open government.”
. By our votes to override this veto we. can put the needed teeth in

zﬁw A..H.@,mmag.‘ wm Ecgm&ou?%ao
government” a reality in America, not merel reelection slogan to
: .g H,Mwmmmm by the pressures of secrec VEH&a&uwWwWMMMWMMW " elogas a,o
i M.me.w@pmmmw azﬁbmvwrm_ past several days, I have inserted into the
APpendix of the Record more than 20 articles and editorials from all

parts of the N ation urging ‘that .Ooumwmwm., override President Ford’s

make it a-viable tool to make “open

) froni” papers in- their own distriete. ale
@owﬂwmwbrwﬁm .@rm, unwise. veto @5@;@%.%@. ?ﬂpﬂﬁwﬁﬂ%ﬂ.mﬁggﬁ &m °
amoth - m«wﬁuﬁ_ Mr. \mwm&mmﬁ I would like to include at this Hu_omp@
ane er excellent, @@m@o«w& entitled “Congress Must Ovetride Veto of

ormation-Act Changes,” from the November.7, 1974, issue of the

Denver Post. The executive editor 6f the Post, Mr.

« 4. PR 4 H wo HQ. i [
appreciation to the ‘officers ard mémbars of %mmmwr%b%o%w%momwamm
-organizations who have helped spearhiead the fight, to preserve the

American Society of N ewspaper Editors.

. Cause;

- Civil
- Speaker, I also i editorial tod
'~ ton Post entitled “Federal Files: Hﬁwmmmomnw &OH:WMHWMHWM%W

timely editorials from the Jackson, Miss.,

Washing-
In and other
Citizen Patriot; the Des

47-217—75. 97
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Moines: Register; the Philadelphia Inquirer; the Tucson, Ariz., Daily
Star; and the Wichita Falls, Tex., Times and the Wichita Falls, Tex.,
Record News: . . o R . . . S

P Y Hm.mc& ‘the Denver Post, Nov. 7, 19747 " °

‘ Conekess Must OVERRIDE VETO 0F INFORMATION“ACT CHANGES -
. . L AT . ST Lo

When Congréss reconvenes after the election recess, it ought to act promiptly—
and decisively—to.override President- Ford’s vieto of essential amendments to the
Freedom of Inforthation ‘Act. 7 T D S
i*The ‘amendments, embodied in the bill H.R.' 12471, are’designed to improve
the seven-year-old+FOI law: by removing: bureaucratic obstacles in the way of
ireger public:dgcess-to governmental documents,.; . -~ . - - ’

““Mr. Ford’s veto of H.R. 12471.is in .&ﬂ@oﬁ contradiction of his avowal of an
‘‘open administration,” Further, his demands'fdr more corcessions from Congress.
,.Mu m.me%Bmu&Emudm raise ‘additional ‘quéstions about the credibility of his open-

ess:pledge: : i - S e T

Congress has gone more than- halfway to meet administration objections to the
original. FOI ¢hanges considered on Capitel Hill. ~ . . "¢ - :

,The House-Senate conference committee' bill that 'emerged was a genuine
comipromise - between éongréssional ‘répresentatives “and - Justice’ Department
experts. S :

- iMr. Ford got four-out of the five changes hgire¢orimended to the committee.
Yet, not;only did Mr. Ford ‘veto the final bill, but hg:added. a new demand to his
originial proposals, .- A PR :

-+ Tn'hig veto message, President Ford contended for the first time' that lengthy
investigatory records should not-be:disclosed on the grounds that law enforcement
agencies do.mnot -have enough competent officers to. study the records. He also
restated, his earlier demand that Congress shouyld, not, give the courts as much
poOw thé, bill provides to decide on, whether documents should bewithheld
for réagons of national security. ~iutre TosH et r e ot
* Mr. Ford’s veta also prevented:otheér improvements in ‘the FOI law ranging
from, thefsetting of reasonable time limits for federal agéricies, to. answer requests
th ,public record¥ to requiring agencies to file annual reports on compliance of
the law. o o el oo

The amendmeiits Ho strengthen.the FOT 14w Fepresent:a true” conserisus’ 6f
Congress: H.R. 12471 passed the Housewith only two'dissenting votes and there
was 1o oppositiepyin the Senate..: ;.. .+ . T S
. ¥ Mr. Ford will not follow through on his_open administration pledge, then
Congress ought to do it,for him by overriding his veto. - L

il kN :

FE

IR B the s.m.msw Ww"ou Post, .,Zo,q.. 20, “543

*  Fepural Fies:FREEDOM OF INFORMATION
R O e AL ST N Lot .
‘Just before the election recess, Pres nt Ford used his power to veto and sent

back to the Congreéssa piece of very important. I€gislation, the 1974 amendments
to thie Freedom of Information: Act. Those dmsendments were important. because
they stengthened a law that was fine/in principle and purpose but poorin practical
terms. The Freedom of Information Act had. heen enacted in 1966 in the hope of
making it passible for the press and the public.to obtain documents from within

govérnment to which they are entitléd. Becatse of tumbersome provisions of the

act,-however,: obtaining such information:proved verydifficult.

Thig tyear, after long hearings, much haggling'between Houge and Senate and:
two resounding votes, a series,of amendments was ready for presidential signature.
They shortened thé amount of time'a citizen wduld be required to. wait for the
blireauicracy t0 produce a requested document: They removed some restrictions
on the kinds of information that could be obtained; and they placed sanctions on

bureaucrats who tried to kegp ‘irformation, secret that.should be released in the
public interest. In light of President Ford’s previous statements in support, of

openness in government, it was ‘assumed that the President. would welcome this
Tegislation and sign 1t into law. Instead, sadly, Mr. Ford yielded to the arguments
of the bureaucracy and vetoed the legislation.

Since then, a number of journalists’ and citizens’ groups have criticized that
action by the President and urged Congress to override the veto. Today in the
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MOEm‘mzm&oBoﬁ.os in the.Senate, those votes are scheduled

would urge & strong vote in support of the legislation, particul oo Jake Place. We

arly in light of two

ment, This is.a point Presi ) i i

. One of them 5 icmiens Fords sy i Dy

W0 81ves a damn besides The Washington P. .

WM%V MM dwwwﬂwiww is that thig Ho%mw_m&mwy mom% wmﬁwm MMMM mww ree s

the kind! of activity st roventad, ot o enion. 15,02% BT and IRS can crgoge i
oo & ooy activity, just, £d, 1t 18 serious business. That’ ) "
a .. mEb especially ﬂgo,mm «&uo are to cast their votes awmmwﬁﬂum M%HMWMMM A

i \ Eos ‘the Jackson (Miss.) Gitizen Patriot]
B -« ., "JoB NemDs FinissiNg
Issue: Should Cong: rerride Do e - ,
. Lgress  ove B 3, e :
w&%&ow m.m&ﬂi SM Mi%ﬁ&@%ﬁwwmw wxmmﬁ ent .m_ ord’s veto of .a bill amending the
Alm OSt In the campaign rhetori cq . :
taken three'years of et voric was the President’s veto of g bill.
the préss. v ; Ot cooperative &oww.dmwémmb congressmen, public muowwmmﬁwmm

b’

In its final form, the hill amendi : ,
1, the y ding the'1966 Freedom of Info; i

o e bil di ) " L of Information Act, pag
meJNMb,mw<ow voice wam because om. the EEEH -Opposition, and the mOzmww%me%
Back in 1966, Congres Lish: io; i
mumm, %%S well %wmﬁumauw wmwwﬂ%wwm ”ﬁv@w@% of the public’s right to kng
.. 08 present bill was. opposed by mmﬁwwm.: d , i r
%m,w W%ﬂwwmmmwowmm. five modifications: Oou%.wmw.m “mWWmmomwmw%m%mwwm o b Fresi-
neoex mo<o§wwm§o~9 who launched his administration with g EoMB. f
fifth - , vetoed the measure because Con, didn’t g 2t himy tha
, evwommww%mm. modifiaemed ‘ gress didn’t grant him the
; € DU does not jeopardize national'seeuritv ousrds H
Tt does jacods ot onal security, safegusards havin been builf in,
_..‘wwwhmﬁo <mom:9m. overzealous bureaucrats who want to oﬁoﬁ:wm in gmmrwwmm
.- At issue between:the President and C
i : $ ony ( i i
y_u%% Waam%m gw.Emmmcﬂ@ 18 & provision awwﬂwwoﬂﬁgw%m <ﬂﬁozm bou.,mgmumeﬁﬂw
.%.mew .mmbmmm%m classifications. . - ; .9 BOUTts 30 determing
- “As writteh, the bill ink in the 1966, 201, by
then D pobe, o gm.mq%%mm fill a chink in the 1966, act, by allowin

W what

iruling, If-also establishes specific egwwwﬁwwwwo%oﬂw

] .H_Mvmuﬁﬁmm so-that no cﬂmmmo,ﬁmEm time period would thwart the intent of the law.
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Haow%mHooﬂﬁoﬁmmgm\a.awopgmwmbymbdmaogm wwm@‘wammnogomHbmouamﬁon ,P.oﬁ
would compromise military and intelligence secrets and diplomatic relatiohs while
placing unreslistic burdens on various agencies by setting time limits for response
to requests for data. : ST e T
However, nine specific exemptions are provided. They are secret national secu-
ity or foreign policy information; internal ‘personnel practices; information specifi-
cally exempted by law; trade secrets or other confidential comimerdial of financial
information; inter-ageney ‘or intra-agency memos; persohal “information ;- per-
sonnel or medical files; law enforcement investigatory information; information
related to reports on financial institutions; geological and geophysical informa-.
Aﬂm OHH- . . N B 1 - ) " . .
What it boils down to is.that the émployees-of the various federal @gencies
don’t like opening the doors to what’s going on. o DR
The Watergate-related activities, among others,
fight such an attitude. o S -
The President seems to have dumped his open-administration policy in favor
of restrictions on the public as dictated by the bureaucracy and Cabinet. o
We strongly urge Congress to override the veto when it resumes business later
- this month. After enacting this legislation by such an’ ovérwhelming majority; it
would be irresponsible for Congress to do otherwise. = g

prove there is good cause -to

| .

[From the Des Moines Register, Nov. 5, 19741’
Tris SEoULD BE VETOPROOF .

One of the first pieces of business for Congress after the election i to consider
overriding . President, Ford’s veto of the bill strengthening the -Freedom of Infor-
mation lavw. Since the House approved the bill by a vote of 349 to 2, and the
Senate adopted it-by voice vote with no dissent, there should be ample support
for overriding the veto, whether a “tyeto-proof”’ Congress is elected or mot.

ATl Towa’s congressmen vo
state will vote the same way.
The amendments .&re vitally n

eeded to' make the Freedom of Information law
more effective and to lve up to the political promises (including those of President
Ford) formore open government. The ability-of the Nikon ‘administration $6, keep
material secret during the Watergate ‘seandal shows the importance of the reforms
‘i the law to make information available to the public. R
The most important smendment is one permitting court review of national
security secrecy classifications. The law says that documents can be kept from
the public if “‘specifically required by executive order to be kept secret in the-
smterest of mational defense or foreign. policy.” The U.S. Supréme -Court ruled in
1973 that not even the courts could question the validity of secrecy stamps
placed on government documents. o
However, the court opinion invited Congress t
judicial review of such secrecy. Congress
President Ford has vetoed it. . . ok -
President Ford evidently allowed himself to be argued into this position by the
traditional secrecy hounds in
_ departments who_do not want the public p

Other amendments in addition to the nat . ¢ 1 gencie
complaints filed under the’ act and establish formal

rying into.their: affairs.

respond ‘more promptly to , ' !
) for the public to get answers to requests for documents. ¢

procedures making it easier ¢ to
President Ford’s veto of this measure is
his own pledge to the American people. It

promptly.

indefensible and is a repudiation of
should be overriden decisively and

[From the Philadelphia Inquirer, Oct. 21, 19741

ConerEss SHOULD OVERRIDE THE FORD ANTISECRECY VeTo

In 1966, when both
Freedom of Information ] branc
urged a veto. President Johnson signed it into law. Somehow, government survived.
" President Ford would ‘have:!dohe well last Thursday to ) :
example. Instead, he vetoed ' an- immensely .important, widely supported and
overdue bill to extend the.1966-sct. His ‘veto should be everridden by the Senats
and House as an early order of business when they reconvene Nov. 18,

ted for the bill, and we hope the delegation from this i

i

o change the law to authorize {
has now done this overwhelmingly, and |
the- Defense Department, as well as oﬂ&&mmﬂ other §

tonal defense item. require agencies to |

houses of Congréess passed the mboH.&gﬁ but limited |
Act, virtually every department in the executive branch}

have followed the}
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..Singe 1966, and, intensely f
;;omce 19 > Intensely for. most. of the past four.ye, ] i
mw@ m.w%wm&m Mmauwmm_wﬁmgmwgmbﬁ have been laboring Moﬁwm%wmmowwwmmmw%%gﬁ%m
o0 e, | mo<.%~. m_A o.%ﬂ : opponents have been the often faceléss, nameles Ww o
oF 100 dan et oty .Wmﬁﬁﬁg.c% their nature seem to find it either t06, {roubleseuny
being d¢ gerous for the people of the United States to k it business. 19
mmmd obmﬁob thein boie i now what business. is
atergate and all”its obfuscation, stonewall 1 outri ng 1 fr
o ; , stonéwalling and o 3 i
b <wwm %o&wﬁmww‘ MWEMM@&&% the Senate last u%ba ﬁmm%ﬁﬁw.%%%%%@“@&%ﬁ?&
Bocponoimy s i ¢ Hlouse passed a somewhat different version, 363 to wﬂ by
combo Huummam %o Wmmﬁ%@m from executive agencies; and raising moﬁmm conscienti
fongerns, President ord med August submitted to the Congress written obi u%osm
Somproas %u me mzwm. House-Senate conference cormiftittes made si Hm.m ant
do.w.dw»ém,m«m nd resolved conflicts. The conference-approved bill wa  pacsed 340
ey omgmo%\mhw pm,waw..ww sbm%mboﬁm .M.&ao vote in the Sendte. > passed 549
. Thg n . Fo veto, urge Ty ént Sxecuti
Wﬁbow except the Civil .wmaﬁom‘ OoWBMmMMmeMMﬁMMﬁmQHWQa i otive
| m%“_w;ﬁoﬁ%m Wom,obmm. .ar mewhat astonishingly——the
. a-he President’s 'veto message focused maj i i ‘
udiciar, ; focused mainly on the bill’s assigr
M_w. udicte uw VMWMNM%W@M@&@ rule on the appropriateness of mmew%%w\mmwwmm%m ﬁw.spm
rected " ive agencies, and on “enforcement Huwo&mmowwrlwmw&#&u%w%

limits on Ucwowﬁoﬁﬁo stalling and rather mild penalties for violating the law

givén them. Significant adaptatic
b m. Big ptavions were made to avoid an ibili
e %p MMW %ﬂﬂwwmwa%w@w the only réal danger the final bill wﬂmewm%mMMoomwwxoMmm.
foe anons poco:uﬂmwmw m SHH«H m%nwmmomvoﬁ. power often Used by government mmamw wb
hotiorade acoountability. Mr. Ford’s ‘invocations of unconstitutionalit and
not L 9.5%%5 %mepwmwd E the mﬁmwgmap.% the Watergate mwwodgowl.w»ﬂm
it b ogic; they are offensive in their insensitivity to public
" MWAMMH M%% Congress in adjournment, .,
ion g : s
Soorony ol year made tumultuous
remedy. .
Those legislators’ consti
gapose legt onstituents—you—would do well t ;
mbmﬁm%mm %Mwmmm%ﬂm%mmw Mo%pmw Mme HHWZ ovember to o/.\muwm%.wuwmwnmwww%m mwmwamm
doime in Washingtons ping mg?mqm public’s ﬁm&d to know what its servants are

its members are at home ing
R By the very concern: 8 A I
unaccountability EH@ Freedom of waoﬁcwﬂoﬁm %mowwcmmmw @m.% nwwﬂw

[From the Tucson (Ariz.) Daily Star, Oct, 27, 1974]
Tar INFORMATION VETO
. ‘ - N

The President has vetoed “ : S 60 F

A 3 vetoed proposed améndments to % i

2 %Moww.wd ﬁos%. have-gone far in-holding sooozbﬁmmowm MWM me%og o Hu».ougm.ﬁ.ow
et pw.w@m is veto muss be overridden. , Aiess mass of federal
Mmewmp.mSoWs ﬁmu%.im éoma,bmao required agencies to keep an index of the
have anon N mu.mo.ow each year mm:. use by the consumer-taxpa; 9. m ;odw%m
mmwﬁamﬂ e gwnwmwww r&Wm mmu..mmwwwﬁ %w?gpﬂob on reguest by ..mowmmw.& m%wmoﬂ
obwwﬂ.wﬂmimﬁ of each refusal of mﬁodwwﬁw%w ¢ numbers. It ﬁoﬁE have provided for
ﬁﬂ.om ‘ %mwwwwww M.Mc%@m be required to report; annually to Congress the number.
s Information gmm withheld, by whom and why; whether appeals w re ,ou..% .
£0 b excotive dopatmns oo forhoss, Ppesis. Tho Low was speeifcally appiied
0 the exc .department, the Pentagon, gover ;
controlled corporations ‘and independent wM@EﬁWW«w b%@ﬂﬂ%mmﬁ%%%m% wwmﬂmwmw%«

‘who Wit A R ;
ho withhold information ‘without firm basis would be subject to civil service

&mmm&%m. .
ut President Ford was persuaded he FBI. the : ]
law would danserousiv bieaded by the FBI, the CIA and others that such
oMmBW o gerously EE@; them in their work. They want to, be wgwmmw
-In fact, the-amendments provid N . o

lice i ; MRONAIMENts provide numerpus safeguard. oo
WMQWM awm_a\m%%m@wg“ mowo.HmB -intelligence. and doméﬁ%%mmﬁmwﬂﬂﬂ&ﬁ% owm ctive
foul & ortmie] w pmwwﬁ%ﬂoﬁ classified for national defense, information dWmM.H cally:
fout & oriminal case; deprive a defendant of fair trial, constitute an ynwa would
procedure P a1 Y, disclose the identity of a confidential source, dj anwarranted
rogedures and techniques or endanger the life of an officer, tsclose unusual
closed doors; - #c.#here would be the courts to make the determination behind

: . o
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“The American system of government can afford no isolated enclaves of nmon-
responsiveness—certainly not after the revelations of the past two years that the
-¥BI and CIA have been employed for extensive political services. =~ - ’

The condudt of criminal law enforcement and legitimate foreign intelligence
~would not be hampered by the amendments. It would make agencies like the FBI
“mwm CIA, not used to being held accountable, accountable, and that is their real
whjection. ’ ’ :

. [From the Wichita Falls (Tex.) Times, Oct. 31, 19741
PrestoNT Brocks Rigar To KNow -

Congressional improvements in the Freedom of Information (FOI) Act adopted
in 1966, have been blocked with a veto by President Ford.

The Times, concerned with our readers’ right to know, believes Congress should
override the veto when it convenes after the election recess.

The President vetoed amendments to the FOL Act at the ipsistence of many
federal agencies, including the Justice Department. - .

The measure went to the White House Oct. 7 after the House approved the
conference report by the overwhelming vote of 349 to 2. The Senate had approved
the conference report by voice vote Oct, 1. i ;

The FOI amendments were approved by Congress to facilitate public aceess to
information. The FOI Act requires the federal government and its agencies. to
make available to citizens, upon request, all documents and records, except those
which fall into certain exempt categories. ] : B

Studies of operation of the law indicate that major problems in obtaining
information are bureaucratic delay, the cost of bringing suit to force disclosure,
and excessive charges levied by agencies for finding and providing requested
information. o . : )

HW was to correct these problems that Congress approved the 1974 amendments
to the law. " . :

The FOI amendments have been three years in development. Spokesmen for the
Ameriean Society .of Newspaper Editors believe every reasonable effort has been
made to cooperate, with governmental bureaucracy in shaping legislation where
legitimate national security matters are concerned. . :

In ensuring a basic American right, Congress should lose no time in overriding
the presidential veto when it convenes after the -elections. L

[From the Wichita Falls (Tex.) Record News, Nov 6, 1974]
Crrizens’ RigaT To Kxow

+ An important question before Congress is whether or not-President Ford's veto
of the freedom of information amendments t0 the' FOI Act of 1966 is to be allowed'
to stand. Congress will consider an atte npt to:override the veto after members.
return from the general election recess, Nov. 18. *~ . - S

Pirpose of the amendments was to close some glaring loopholes in the 1966 law
‘which had negated itsintent. Although the amendment, H.R.'12471, passed both
House and Senate with only two dissenting ‘votes, Ford ‘vetéed it because of'
disagreement with three provisions, review of classified documents, time limits
and costs, and investigatory records. s o ) -

The President felt the review of classified documents provisionsmight adversely
affect national security. Of course newspapers have heard thistargument before,

and have seen'it misapplied more often than not. - - - . o o

News is"perishable, thus quick reaction to requests for information is essential.

If enough time lapses, such as sometimes is the case under present law, the in=

formation sought becomes worthless. S Co

".Fearthat compulsory disclosure of FBI-and other investigatory law enforcement -

files'will eliminate confidentiality also is an ultra cautious approach. The White
House is giving the FBI, the CIA, Department of Justice and the fears of every
document- classification official in Washington the benefit of ‘doubt over the:
citizens’ right to know. - A . o . s
Attitude of the federal government is personified by a, White House aide’s
remark about the veto: “Who gives a damn except the Washington Post and
New York Times whether he vetoes them?”’ R
+ Well, we also care. And so should évery citizen who is fed up with the secrecy
with which the public’s business too often is being transacted, not only in Wash-
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mumﬁob&ﬁgﬂvcumm:,ﬁm&m everywh i i :
vww\mhm@vob v%%g reaucra ywhere whose qualifications have never been
ajor problems in, obtaining information under Present law of bure ti
&&3&. cost of GuEm.Em suit to force disclosure and excessive charges Hmmﬂmmmmvww
mmmwmmmwmw %ﬂmm&%wﬁm mbm @uoﬁaﬁm requested information. Correction of these
1 ! e given top pr ivism’
@awdmmmwmmbom ul ao:bmg. P priority, not the bmm&uﬁmbp that ﬁrm.msmbmgmwem
e key to overriding the veto, which will help restore openness in ou -
ment, Hmmjm with the people. An mﬁuwmmmwob of support for wrm mEmmemem MMMMD
individual citizens to their representatives in the U.S. House and Senate ‘could

make the'difference. We ‘suggest it of every interested person.

* Mr. Rum. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?
Mr. MooruEAD of Pennsylvania. I will be happy to yield to the
gentleman from New York, a former member of the subcommittee.
Mr. Rem. I commend the gentleman on his statement as to the
action on the conference report. o
I believe very strongly that the Freedom of Information amend:
ment bill before us.is clearly a step forward. In addition to setting
Important time limits by which Government agencies would be Te-~
m:z.mm.a@ respond to. cases and lawsuits, it would authorize a court
to enjoin the agency from withholding agency records,” “to deter-
mine the matter de novo,” and to “examine the contents of such agency
records in camers Yo determine whether such records or any part
%%%M@ﬁ . Mw&ﬁ%mbﬁ%ﬁﬁy :.bmmm any of the exemptions set forth”
er 1 ‘the bill. As the em izes, i
Ho%wmﬁﬁb o aies Phasizes, “‘the burden is on &5, agency
, e In camera inspection provision included in this bill would over-
turn the 1973 Supreme Court decision EPA agai ink, i whi
the Court held ths in~chambers inspecti “ i, 10 R
mwwo.w.p g% n.ma. ”m,ﬁ%%wmmb%%obm dﬁwm also denied .in a case in which T
7as mvolved—wi r. Moss—relating
This case, Tudgs o Mr. ating to the Pentagon Ppapers. In
@Hmﬁ&oﬁ of Columbia held
appropriate. While the language added by ‘the
ference points out that this inspection ‘procedure ﬂ.&m%mﬁ@bﬁ% and
ﬁoﬁ.B@ﬂmmﬁo&»V, and that courts will “accord substantial ‘weight to
an agency’s .mm.mmmﬂn:.. arguing that documents. may be exempt for
.@mmmwmmbﬂ foreign policy reasons, I am hopeful that this language
would be' construed exceptionally narrowly. The gourts, in my view;
a d look .behind any - claim of .exempfion, which all too
often in the [past has been used to.cover up inefficiency or embarrass-
Bt even in A?H,..o_mn policy matters whic ,“Inany times, - are fully
Inowii’ by other countries but not printable in our- own—supposedly
the most democratic and most, open in the world. ° "
This "bill also makes some important redefinitions of exemptions
from the act. While in the original act; there was a blanket exemption
for all national security matters, these amendments limit that ex-
emption to those matters: Kirst, specifically authorized under criteria
established .by an Executive order to e kept secret in the interest. of

,&pmmﬁom pursuant to such Executive order. :
. Finally, this bill redefines the law enforcement exemption, narroy:
ing .1t significantly compared to previous law.. Rather than mmom&myw
all Fﬁ, mbwowomBaa ‘matters -a blanket exemption, - this bill requires
that the Qoggmﬁ.mﬁma% some harm in ordet to claim the ‘exemp-
tion. "When one considers that in the past the law enforcement ex-

xnatienal defense or foreign.'policy; and second, are in fact properly
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mﬂb%&bﬁ%@mb.mmﬁ&..mbbmﬂgﬁm.gmmmbamomno preclude_ access to meet
nspection reports, OHSA safety reports, airline safety analyses and
reports on medical’ care in‘federally: supported. nursing” hemeés, one
can easily §65thé Heed for pligeing the Toophole in. the.oldlaw. =~ .:
" The gentleman i wﬁo..é%ﬁ nd Hm both, I"think, would have liked: to
see it stronger in some of the criteria, particularly as concerns what
constitutes national'security, which is'frequently used to bar the door
to mrformation. But; sometimes I believe in clear violations of the
Constitution. I believe the steps narrowing the criteria.in section, 552
which sets forth the requi ¢ment for prompt consideration by. the
courts of what cohstitute -appropriate action ,within the meaning
of the Executive otder” and the criteria of the Executive order are
precisely the kind of m»‘oowgﬁ@g@% that the American peopls must
heveé if we are to hiavé freadom of mformation, both for the public, the
press and the Congress. =~ = L o
_"T'think an override is an essential first step to make further progress
m this area, and T think the arguments presented in the conference
report are clear and overwhelmifig. =~ © o T
Mr. “Speaker, T hope and urge that the veto will be overridden.
Mr. Apams. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman: d? o
- Mr, Mooranap of Peéhnsylvania. I yield to ‘the gentleman from
Washington. - ST TR ,
‘Mr. Apams. Mr! Speaker, T commend the gentleman from Pennsyl-

vania for bringing this matter to the floor today. ]
I strongly .support the public’s right to know about their Federal

Government and, therefore, T' am voting today to override Presi-

dénitFord’s veto ‘of ‘the freedom of information ‘bill—FLR. 12471.

A,Vm...mﬂmsgmam.How.odmﬁm&ﬂm this veto are .well set forth in the
following editorial from the Seattle Post-Intelligencer: b
U e Lo ' g RO O ﬂ: .Qu.

N Lt

P _”weuou.n.gc m&&ﬁm mcmw.Hpgmmobnouu. ’

. s Must GUARANTEE PUBLIc’S RigaT To Kxow
S . : } S T S ,:.T.. ¢ . R - ‘.
",;One of the vital'issues facing Congress when it returns from the- election recess
will'be Presiderit’ Ford’s veto of the 1974 Fréedom of Information Act.

(-

.’ Congressmen should override the President’s veto ¢f the measure—designed to
makeé jt.easter for eitizens'to gain accels to federal documents. o
~"The 1974.version, of the act would close loopholes in-the 1966 Freedom ‘of In-
Agt that have, frustrated the public’s right to know.. The new act would

t the burden of proof .ﬁeo.,aMb&ﬁ@ﬁ&m....,mmo_ﬁw@ wum@swﬂon ‘to those agengies

3

mow.bpm&@p.
SRift the Burden of proct from 1
denyitg scéesd‘to féderal documents. ; : 3 R

-~ Under the present act; infortdation oftel has been withhield sithply because it
might serve to.embarrassmn: agency :omcause a bib -of effont; By the;government
employees. Hb&ﬁ&w&.m have had to go to. court to obtain federal documents. -

" A'dramatic examplé of why the new act is needed.was provided last week with
the end of a local couple’s five-year struggle to see Internal Revenue Department
taf Biditrecords. ;o i L et S T s
1 Philip -and -Sue :Long ., of . Bellesuie finally: secured - accéss: 0 the records - after
,mwnu&mw $20,000 of their own money in the. quest for TRS tax information.

e

. 1638 the first time that this information hds Been made available to the public,
the press or éven Congress:” 1+ e

RN

ment;agencies: to, withhold information for “confideritial”’ reasons and:shorten by
a few days the amount of time an agency has.to comply with a request. It would

also permit the Civil Service Commission o6 discipline: bureauicrats if the courts

find that they have ‘‘arbitrarily or capriciously” withheld information. .
s During the:Hoiisé ‘debate on: the 1974 bill, Rep. Bill Alexander, "Arkangsss
Demnoerat,| said -hé: had ;heen unsuecesstul ‘last ;year ‘when. he, tried to; find out
wﬁs Hﬁw?i&ﬁ subsidy had been paid to grain exporters for their saleg to-the
dviet Union, " " 0 TT TR R :

W

. . ] - .
Py e o [ LAt sReea . BRI

"4 am denied access to, information vital tosthe publie wel

7. The 'new Freedorm of g@?&&&ﬂoﬁ%& would reduce the leeway of law-enféree-.
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i -*Alexander concluded: *If I, as a member. of Congress; bécoms frustratéd When
fare, whet about.John Q.

*. What about Joh Q. Public indéed?’ N B
" 'When President Ford took office in August, hd diglared: Hig § .whm&mgow
‘would be dh ‘‘open’’.one..Despite that ‘promise; he thag Hhken astep backwardiin
vetoing the Freedom of Information Act. ot
Congress should act prompily to re-afiirm the public’s.zight to:know. what its
igovernment is doing, e A

Mr. MoormEAD . of .Hﬂumwbm%?pﬁmﬁ M. .mwmmwﬁfh..bmi.%m,m d 5
.minutes to the ranking member of the ‘'subcommittee; the distin-

‘Citizen and Em.womom#m.}o get the Maoubumﬁ.ob. he needs??

guished gentleman from Illinois: (Mz,, Erlenborn). . . | .. - Ly
- (Mr. ErLenBorN asked and was given permission to revise and

extend his remarks). .. T

'Mr., ERLENBORN. M. Speaker, I rise in support of, the motion: to
M@E.Eﬂ the veto.of the amendments.to. the Freedom of Information
; ct. i . L2 IR SO ,.mu;...i b e, 1
-, Mr. Speaker, the original Hreedom of Information Act was a,bi-
partisan effort. It originated in this House in the first term during
which Iserved in Congress. . “

B
i

One of the Républican cosponsors 'of thui ffort was my: ¢glleague,
the gentleman from Illinois; Dion Rumsfeld, who now serves Prosident,
Ford in:the White House. - - - o c o
.'The bill before tis is also the result of ‘a bipartisan effort in our Sub-
committee on~Foreigh ‘Opérations "an . Governmert Tnformation of
the Government Operations Committee. We started_out with the
same goals in-mind, with somie divergent opinions, and ‘in our sub-
committee, I think in the best tradition of bipartisanship, we resolved
what"differences we did have, ‘and came to the floor with a. bill that
wis very substantially stipported by this House. S ,
President Ford had his first opportunity to have input as President
on this bill when it ‘was in conference; and he did Tiake his views
known to the conferees. I think in great measure the conferees're-
sponded to'the concerns that President Ford articulated to us, and
when we then brought the effort of the confafence committde to the
floor it was supported overwhelmingly. : D
I believe the concerns that the President states in his veto message
are not sufficient to warrant the Support of this veto. L
"I would like to address myself to those concerns that the President
enumerated in his veto message. The first has to do with the section

EE A I R

- of ‘the bill that clearly reverses the Supreme Court decision in thb

case of EUA against Mink. That decision held that there was. no
authority under the act to look behind the stamp of classification in
a document that was classified. We clearly intend to overturn that
decision. The question that arises is what weight of evidence must
there be for the court to find that a document has been improperly
classified. We do not spell out in the conference report a particular
rule of weight of evidence, but I think the normal rule in civil cases or
preponderance would apply. The President asks that: the - classificax
tion be supported, and the court not have authority to overturn it if
there is any reasonable basis to support the classification. He uses
as an argument a corollary of the decisions .coming from reghlatory

agencies. I do not believe that the corollary is apt. The decisions of

regulatory. agencies aré reached- ordinarily as a ‘result of adversary
proceedings, public proceedings, and the making of a.record,

r '

L D S T et D
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The decisions .3&698. to classify & document are made usually on | g quotation states the essence of our democracy and our freedoms.
an arbitrary basis of some employee of the executive branch, deciding- | We cannot take them. for granted. They can perish if the Govern-
whether or not the document fails*vithin the system of classification _w ment is allowed to become a separate and independent entity from
ag.outlined in the Executive order. Therefore, T think that the weight | the people. 4
of the evidence or.the preponderance of the -evidence is the proper | " The bill that has been returned to this House, the Freedom of
test. - , : T S - Information Act amendments, embodies the spirit of “government of
Sécond, the President would have longer time limits for response.. the people, by the people,. and for the people.” These amendments
Mr. Horrox. Mr. mmmmwﬁ..,ﬂﬁw the gentleman yield? provide greater access to Government records. They provide s
Mr. ERLENBORN. I yield to the gentleman from New York. -mechanism for tearing away some of the layers of official secrecy

~Mr. Horron. Mr, Speaker, T thank the gentleman for yielding to-

Bm.,ﬁﬁwmmobd#oﬁumﬁwomiﬁwm gentleman made: _

One of the points, as'1 read the President’s veto message, and the
explanation which was given, was that there might be instances in
which they did not want to- produce sensitive documents with regard
to -thé in carera-inspection ‘so that the document would not be-
%Hommbgm to the court. We did try to cover that situation in the
anguage of the conference report,” and I thought it might .be ap-
propriate to put on the record what we said in the conference réport:

_ However, the conferees. récognize that g@.mwgﬁmﬁm .mm@mﬁﬁmﬁm responsible-

‘for-national ‘defense and foréign policy matters have unique insights into what.
adverse effects might occur as a.result of publie disclosure of a particular classified
record. Accordingly, the conferees expect that Federal courts, in making de novo
_determinations in section 552(b) (1) cases under the Freedom of Information

law, will accord substantial weight to ah agency’s affidavit concerning the details.

without endangering our national security.

‘This bill has come before this House twice before and passed by
overwhelming margins. On March 14, the House passed this bill on
a vote of 383 to 8. Then last month, on October 7, the House adopted
the conference report on a vote of 349 to 2.

- The purpose of the Freedom of Information Act amendments is
to strengthen the public’s right to know what its Government is
doing, When this right to know is bolstered, democracy will work
better. This is an objective that all Members of Congress support
-overwhelmingly. :

Mr. Speaker, the value of the Freedom of Information Act has
been demonstrated time and time again since it was enacted in 1966.
Recently, it was instrumental in exposing some dubious, if not illegal,
activities by the Internal Revenue Service and the Federal Bureau
of Investigation. The Washington Post ran an incisive editorial on
the act in this morning’s edition, which I submit for the Rucorp.
It explains clearly why my colleagues should pass this bill over the
veto of the President. The article follows: ‘ :

of the classified status of the disputed record. = B
~ The SPEAKER pro tempore. The. time of the gentleman has expired..

. Mr. MoorEEAD of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 additional
minutes to the ,mmwﬁmsm.w from Ewb,ﬁm. e _
Mr. ErLENBORK. I yield WS.A @@ gentleman ?oH.wpu_Z ew York (Mr. [From the Washington Post, Nov. 20, 1674]

FepERAL FILES: FREEDOM OF IvrorMATION

.. Mr. Horrox: I:thank the gentleman for yielding. .

~In other. words, we did make it possible that the court would not
have to_have the document, and we . indicated that it would not
necessarily have. to have the v ( that i

be determined on affidavit. - § IR , -
. Mr. ErtenBory. The gentleman is correct, and I think that we
made it clear. We anticipated the court. would give great weight to
the affidavit, coming from the executive branch, and would not in
most cases even view the document but only if the court felt it was
necessary to do so in camera. =

* Just before the election .uonmm,mv. President Ford used his power of veto and sent
back to the Congress a piece of very important legislation, the 1974 amendments

I

the act, however, obtaining such information proved very difficult. : ;
' This year, after long hearings, much haggling between House and Senate and

two resounding votes, a series of amendments was ready for presideéntial signature.

They shortened the amount of time a citizen would be required to wait for the

Mr. Conre. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? } bureaucracy to produce a requested document. They removed some restrictions
Mr. ERLENBORN. T yield to the gentleman from Massachusetts. " on the kinds of information that could be obtained ;. and they placed sanctions on
M re, I thank the centl for vieldi : I bureaucrats who tried to keep information secret that should be released in-the
oL CONTE. L than 6 gentleman-tor yielding. . public interest. In light of President Ford’s previous statements in support of

- Mr. Speaker, I am compelled to stand and speak for this bill, | openness in government, it was assumed that the President would welcome this

mmmwwe@ the veto v% my. President. : . © | legislation and sign it into law. Hsm&ommw sadly, Mr. Ford yielded to the arguments
The issues in this ﬂmmwmgﬁob go far w.m%ob& whether we will have b meow _M%%% owmwﬁwwﬂwuwwo%%zwwwwmm% HMWMHMM&N@HP% groups have criticized that

13 : PRI I T 3 . N3 3 K a1 : - ] ?

. openness and o@ﬁ.m.ow. n %rym.w @H.Soﬁmﬁ. nguﬁumeﬁmﬁoﬁ. This I3 8 & action by the President and arged Congress to o<m~%mm the veto. Today in the

struggle over constitutional interpretation. How the Congress.decides | House and tomorrow in the Senate, those votes are scheduled to take place. We

#he fate of this bill shall have a grave effect upon theinterpretation of would urge a strong vote in support of the legislation, particularly in light of two

5 T i ) X . ir | recent disclosures made possible by the Freedom of Information Act.
the first mubmﬁmdﬁoba and  the people’s right of - access -to their Recently, a W&ﬂp Nader-supported group on tax reform turned up . the fact

@od@wﬁb&ﬁ? . - .. . e T S, the Nixon White House instigated Internal Revenue Service investigations of
A century ago, the British Prime Minister, Benjamin Disraeli, said: - social p&oﬁ groups on Sw left and in the black community. The absurdity of the
. From the people and for the people, all springs and all must: exist, ) womﬁ.ﬁmm Is illustrated by the fact that the Urban League was among the targets,
ST ; - L . : : . ; o umped in as ‘“radical’” along with several social organizations that hardly merit
A decade later, President Lincoln wrote that we have a—— . | either the label or the attention they were given by TRS. As we have had oceasion
S } . : : : : to.say in the past, the tax laws were not intended to be used for political harass-
Government of the people, by the people and for the people. : . : . ST e




o 418
ment. The interesting point about &mwm. latest. %m&O.m.dSm is that they were ade-
possible by the utilization of-the Freéedom;of Informéation, Act. .; o
-In the 'same wvein, the Justice Department released a report earlier this wegk
on the operations 6f the counter intelligéncé operations of the FBI. Much Of this
information about the use of dirty tricks against the far left and the far right had
been revealed earlier this year, again bécausé of action taken under the: Freedom
of Information Act. Attorney General William Saxbe felt compelled, dn;the basis
of what the Justice Department had been forced to release about the program, o
order a study of what the FBI had done. Mr. Saxbe found aspects of the program
abhorrent, But ¥BI director Clarence M. Kelley actually defended the practices
of his predecessor, J. Edgar Hoover. This is a good example of how important. it
is that this country have a strong Freedom of Information: .Hmﬁ. that will make if
possible for the public to learn of such activities—and such attitudes on the part
of officials in sensitive and powerful jobs—and to léarn of théem as quickly as
possible. - : ' o
.d The Freedom of Information -Act is not a-law to make ‘the task of journalists
easier or the profits of news organizations greater. It is, in other words, not special
interest legislation in the sepse that: the term is. Q,HQE@E% used.. It is special
interest législation in that it is intended to assist thé very special interést of the
American people in being informed sbout ‘the processes and practices: of their
government. This is a point President Ford’s. advisers missed badly 4t the:time
of the veto. One of them is alleged toihave said that if the President vetoed ﬁﬁm
bill, “who gives a damn besides The Washington Post and the New York Times?”’
The truth of the matter is that this legislation goes,to the heart: of What a free
society 'is about. When'agenéies of government such as the FBI and IRS can
engage in the kind of activity just revealed,;.it is serious business. That’s why we
should all give a damn—especially those who are to cast their votes today:and
tomorrow. o ) . e e S

Mr. BroomrigLp. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? - - B

Mr. EruenBerN. 1 yield to the gentleman from Michigan. .

Mr. Broomrierp. I thank the gentleman for yielding. SRR

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the motion to override the. Presi-
dent’s veto of H'R. 12471 consisting of amendments designed to im-
prove the Freedom of Information Act and urge my colieagues.to do
the same. C 4 Co .

As you know, one.of the amendments would permit Federal judges
to make an in camera examination of classified documents to deter-
mine whether they had been properly elassified. The mﬁﬁow_ of the
Freedom of Information Act, the gentleman from ,O@Eowmg_, .9@.
Moss), has stated that was the original intention -of the act when it
was passed 8 years ago during the Johnson administration. But the
courts said the issue was not that clear. - .

~Although a Federal agency’s affidavit that a document is properly
classified should be.given due consideration by the courts, that asser-
tion simply cannot be and should not be the final word in the wppgmm.
We should remember that a number of the “political enemies” docu-
ments in the Watergate investigation carried false classification labels
based on national security. A L .

The abuse of classification labels by any administration should be
open to challenge. It does not require an oracle to know ‘,%Dmb some-
thing does not meet specific classification requiremerits. You do not

have to be a chicken to know when an egg is bad and that is what we |

are talking about. I have faith that in genuinely gray areas, Federal
judges will tend to rule in favor of national security. But when some-
thing clearly does not meet the test, it is going to come out. And it
“should for the sake of good government. That sort of thing helps the
American people make an informed judgment on whether its: govern-
mental leaders are doing @ good or bad job. - = - L
. .Mzr. Speaker, I include the following wmuﬂoﬂpﬁoﬁ_aﬁi subject m_w.oﬁp

theé Detroit Free Preds:
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.- "Forp, LAPSES ON PROMISE 70 OpeN Ur GovernMeNT.

In light of the new era of openness President Ford has pledged to bring to the
‘federal bureaucracy in Washington, his recent veto of changes in the Freedom of
Information Act was unfortunate and misguided. - : I )

The act was passed in 1966, and was designed to make it easier, not harder,
for the public to know what its, government was doing. The law, however, con-
tainéd numerous loopholes which have allowed insensitive federal agencies to
omhbdmu%m the aura of secrecy which for far tco long has permeated government
thinking. . . : o

The new amendments to the act were designed to eliminate some of the key
loopholes, and were passed overwhelmingly by both houses of Congress.

The amendments would put 4 time limit of 10 working days on a federal agency
to decide whether it would honor a request to make information public, and 20
working days to decide appeals when access to information is denied. These are
not unreagonable limjts, and they would force agencies to come to grips with the
public’s right to know, instead of indulging in bureaucratic foot-dragging. Another
amendment called for judicial review of classified national security information,
if its releasé is sought, before it could be withheld. C ’

. Within the. government, opposition to the amendments has come mainly from
officials comnected with foreign policy and national defense policy. It .was on their
Ford apparently acted in announcing his veto.

- The President said he would submit proposals of his own to Congress. We
hope-he will do so, and soon, for there are good. reasons otherwise why Congress
should try to override this veto. While it is true that newsmen and newswomen, are
among those who have been pressing for passage of the amendments, all of the
public has a stake in them. Co

Over the last decade, we have seen the fruits of governmental secrecy~—in the
conduct of the war in Vietnam, the decisions that led to and increased American
involvement there, in the secret decisions to bomb Cambodia, and in the after-
math’ of the Watergate scandals. What all of these events have shown is that
government governs worst when it does not trust the people, and is unwilling to
tell the people what it is doing. That is why the public should support efforts to
strengthen the: Freedom of Information Act, and why President Ford is wrong to
veto such efforts. o -

Mr. Rousssror. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

- Mr. ErnenBorn. I yield to the gentleman from California.
. Mr. Rousstrot. I thank the gentleman for yielding. Mr. Speaker,
I will vote to override the President’s veto of IL. R. 12471, the Freedom
of Information Act Amendments of 1974. :

In vetoing this legislation, the President cited three reasons:

First. The legislation would authorize a Federal judge to examine
agency records privately to determine whether these records can be
properly” withheld under the Freedom of Information Act, and that
this provision could endanger our diplomatic relations and our military
and intelligence secrets; =
- Second. The bill would
investigatory files; and

Third. The President believes
respond to requests
document, and 2
unreasonable.. : .

During the debate on the House floor on October 7 on the conference
report on H.R. 12471, the first two points which the President used

permit access to additional law enforcement

that the time limits for pmmb&mm to
for information—10 days on furnishing the
days for determinations on appeal—to be

-as reasons for the .veto were specifically discussed in an exchange

between Congressmen Horton and Moorhead of Pennsylvania, both
of whom serve in ranking positions on the House Government
Operations Committee, the committee. which.had jurisdiction over
this legislation. During this exchange, it was brought out that the
“Judge would have to decide whether the document. met the criteria

of, the; President’s order of classification—not whether he himself
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would have classified the document in accordarce with his own
ideas of what should be kept secret,” and that before the Court
orders an in camera inspection, the Government, would be given the
opportunity to establish in testimony and detailed affidavits that the
documents in question are exempt from_disclosure. The conference

report clearly states that an in camera investigation would not be
automatic. .

. With regards to exempting national security and law enforcement
gnvestigatory E%OHE@EOH_M. the conference language is very specific
«on this issue. The legislation protects materials which have been—

. (D (A) specifically authorized under criteria established by an Executive order
-$0 be kept secret in the interest of national defense or foreign policy and (B) are
#An faet properly classified pursuant to such Executive order;

{7) investigatory records compiled for law enforcement purposes, but only .to
“the extent that the production of such records would (A) interfere with enforcement
“proceedings, (B) deprive a person of a right to a fair trial or an impartial 'adjudica-
“tion, (C) constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy, (D) disclose
“the identity of a:confidential source and, in the case of a record compiled by a
‘etininal law enforcement- authority in the course of a eriminal investigation, or
%y an agency conducting a lawful national seeurity intelligence investigation,
confidential information furnished only by the confidential 'source, (E) disclose
investigative techniques and procedures, or (F) endanger the-life or physical
safety of law enforcement personnel; : .

* ) *® * * * * B
It is my view that this legislation is necessary in order to give. the
citizens of this Nation access to their Government—a Government
which was created to serve them, and which they support through
their tax dollars.” Although I respect the President’s position and his

willingness to approve smnilar legislation once it has beén aménded

as he suggests, I cannotin this instance agree with him. T believe that
this bill does protect those lawful sensitive areas of Government, and
I think that the time allowed for agencies to respond to citizen’s
requests for information—10 days for agencies to respond to & request,
with provisions for an additional 10-day extension under “unusual
circumstances,” and 20 days for agencies to respond to -appeals—is
reasonable. e : - - . )
I urge my colleagues to join with me in continuing to_support this
legislation. _ : : I
Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Speaker, I want to make the second .two
points. Under the bill before us the time limits for response to a request
are reduced to 10 working days for the original response, 20- working
days for an administrative appeal, and then 10 additional days’
extension in cases where there are particular difficulties. This would be
a total of 40 working days or a total of 8 weeks. I think that is long
enough. . . : , o
,H%m President suggests in his veto message and the amendments he
sent here to the House, 30 days, plus 15 for extension, plus-20 for the
administrative appeal. That would be 65 working days or 13 weelks
before a final decision would be made. I think that is ax- unreasonable
delay. In either event, whether it be under the proposal of the Presi-
dent or in the bill, there is the opportunity for court intervention to
give additional time in cases where there are particular difficulties.
Lastly, on the question of opening up investigatory records, at the
present time under the law all investigatory files are exempt, and we
found that there have been abuses in this regard. Under the bill we
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would open up nonexempt records that are within exempt files. T think
that there are reasonable safeguards in the bill, and I hope that the
veto will be overridden. .._ . :
The SpEAXER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman has expired.
Mr. MoorHEAD of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to
the distinguished author of the original bill, the gentleman from
California (Mr. Moss). L
(Mr. Moss asked and was given permission to revise and extend his

remarks.) A
Mr. AspiN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?
Mr. Moss. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin.
Mr. Aspin. I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, we vote today on a bill which would put an end to 7
Jears of bureaucratic foot-drageing and guarantee the openness in
Government which the original Freedom of -Information - Act was
designed to promote. ,

The overwheélming margin by which this House passed H.R. 12471
when it was first before us tesfifies to the broad support which these
goals command. . : A -

- But the President.has chosen to veto this bill. He returns it to us
with his reasons for refusing to'sign it. OQur job is to consider whether
those reasons are cogent. ~ o .

First, he argues that the provisions of the act with respect to
classified material would compromise national security, because no
presumption of reasonableness is created for. an administrative
“«classification. The language of the.veto message suggests that the -
provisions of H.R. 12471 are dangerous innovations, that they would
“violate_constitutional principles.”” = = - R

Yet there is nothing unpreeedented in this bill. It merely treats
challenges to classification under the Freedom of Information Act as
those challenges are treated when suit is filed on other grounds.

Why should the céurts presumse that an administrative classification
is reasonable? Surely we are familiar by tow with the extent to which °
- any document tending to embarrass any agency tends to become an *-
instant top secret. I am often reminded of the Russian story about-the
man sentenced to 23 years in prison for saying “Brezhnev is a fo61” :

3 years for insulting the party secretary, and 20 for revealing a state
secret. Lo : ci i
No, by their own actions the managers of those classification stamps
have forfeited any presumption that their actions are reasonable.
Let the courts'decide. } o :
The second-objection raised in the veto message iS sifhply a matter of
administrative convenience. It is claimed that too great 'a burden is
placed on the bureaucracy to act quickly and to demonstrate ‘docu-
I  ment by document that there is a need for-secrecy. If the agercies
{ had a history of cooperation with the spirit of freedom of information,
i if we did not have before us their history of stubborn, protracted, -
trench warfare, yielding nothing except under compulsion, “then
these arguments might carry some weight. But the record being the
record, I cannot work up any great degree of sympathy for the ad-
ministration’s position. The President would have us build.in loopholes
fer the agencies to snipe through. I see no reason to do so. o .

.This bill, as we passed it before, is- & major advance. I hope my
colleagues support overriding the President’s veto.

A TR .

[4
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<(Mr. Aspin- asked and ‘was given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.) - ... 7 : SR

Mr. Moss. Mr. Speaker, this legislation deserves to be finally
enacted by the overriding, in this mstance, of an ill-advised Presi-
dential veto. I think that the advice upon which President Ford acted

.

i, vetoing this bill came Inmany instances from the same top and.

middle echelons in the ‘Government, the same group of people who
so; vigorously urged the late President Lyndon Johnson to veto the
original legislation.

In drafting the original legislation, there.were many compromises
made which, in my judgment; should not have been made, but they
made it possible to-accomplish something toward opening the Govern-
ment wider to, the American people. After all, it is their Government,
not oply. their Government, but they are the ultimate governors of
this Nation, and that they have in the final analysis the greatest need:
for information. : - .

‘The bill upon which we are voting today, the matter of overriding:
the veto, represents compromise. in. the finest tradition, compromise
of the views of the Congress, and it should have been the views of the
Executive, because they were carefully  considered. T know that I
-personally agreed to modification of positions that I had carefully:
thought through'in an effort to go more than half way toward meeting:
the objections of the Executive. I think every legitimate ‘objection
that could.have.been supported has been met m the bill before us.

I think it,is the minimum that we should do as a Congress to insure.
more opepness.in- Government. - - -
‘Mr..Ruip, Mr. Speaker, will- the gentleman yield? :

Mr. Moss. I yield to my friend, the gentleman from New York
(Mz. Reid), who: worked so hard on_ the original Freedom of Infor-
mation Act. e B .

Mr. Rum. Mr. Speaker, I thank the chairman for yielding. - ,

As. coauthor of the original Freedony of Information ‘Act along with:

the chairman, I share his view. L wiould Jike merely to make one point.
end ask a question. . : .

Firgt, I share the gentleman’s concern sbout what constitutes.
executive privilege, and-to the extent it does exist it should be.con--
strued extraordinarily narrowly,in my judgment. I hold that it does.
not, for instance, extend to foreign policy or national security informa--
tion ‘which is essential to the. legislative and .oversight purposes of the-
Congress under. the. Constitution. . o S

But my question goes beyond that to the experience the gentleman:
and.I had with respect to the Pentagon papers and T believe Judge
Gesell; By the time the court, acted, the Pentagon .and Secretary
Laird had declassified - about 80 percent of the papers; the court at.
that time in their -opinion held they could not then look behind: the-
Government’s judgement—determined by the then Pentagon attorney
Fred Buzhardt—on the Temaining 20 percent. : o

'So when the gentleman in the well says we are dealing here with a
very minimum somewhat moré. stringent standard and much prompter -
action by the court, we nonetheless are dealing with an area which is .

still very, very broad. I personally think well over 90 percent, perhaps.

98 percent of the Pentagon papers-could have been declassified at that:
&Em. And unless the courts,can act to hold some kind of accountability-

PR R
.
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{t in this kind of determination, then our Republic lacks defenses. for the.

amra&ﬁrawmogodowﬁos‘%pﬁﬁﬁowma is imperative for us to know.
Mr. Moss. I thank the gentleman. .
' I'am not going to take further time other than to urge that we send

- aloud and strong and clear message downtown: This is the people’s

-~ business. This must. be public and this Congress insists that it be

- public to the extent provided by this series of amendments.

. Mr. MooruEAD of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes
 for the purpose of debate to the ranking minority member of the
- Government Operations Committee, the distinguished gentleman

i from New York (Mr. Horton), who has helped so much in the con-
t struction of this legislation. .

- (Mr. Horron asked and was given permission to revise and extend
- his remarks.)

- . Mr. Horron. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support of overriding
the President’s veto of H.R. 12471, the Freedom of Information Act
Amendments of 1974. . g

This bill is the result of long, careful, and reasonable consideration
by the Committee on Government Operations, on which I am proud
fo serve as ranking minority member. The committee began its review
of the Freedom of Information Act in this Congress with two bills, one
principally sponsored by the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
Moorhead) and one principally sponsored by myself in which T was
jomed by the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. Erlenborn) as a COSPONSOT.
After hearing the views of many individuals—including several
representatives of executive branch agencies—we recommended to the
House a measure which combined the best features of both bills. I
am. pleased. that this. product passed.the House by a vote of 383 to 8.
The conference report, which does not differ greatly from the House
bill, passed by an equally impressive margin—349 to 2.

-1 was. disappointed that . the ‘President vetoed this bipartisan
legislation. : ,. . .

Mr. Ford has found three parts of H.R. 12471 objectionable.

First, he says in his veto message that courts should not have
authority to review “reasonable” decisions by .executive agencies as
to what information should be classified for reasons of national se-
curity. In asking us to revise the pertinent section of our bill, however,
he explicitly reserves to Judges the right to determine which decisions
are ‘“reasonable” and which are not. Under Mr.. Ford’s proposal
then, judges themselves would still be able to decide when they would
view classified documents in chambers and when they would not.
¢ Mr. Speaker, that is what H.R. 12471 does. The President’s proposed
anguage makes no real change in this part of the bill. Objection No.
1is, very frankly, without substance,

-Second, the President says that the time limits we have prescribed
dor agencies to respond to public requests for information are too
i short. Agencies need more time, according to Mr. Ford—65 days

'} instead of 40. Mr. Speaker, I think we should ask here exactly what
} actions are required within these time limits, The bill does not stipu-~

late that .agencies physically produce a]l requested documents within
 these periods. It dees not even stipulate that agencies say within the
time periods which specific documents of the ones requested will be

47-217—75—28




424

produced. It merely states that officials of the executive branch tell
requestors within certain amounts of time whether their inquiries
will be complied with or not. Again, the conference report makes this
clear. It also states quite clearly that further action shall occur
promptly—it does not use the word “immediately.” Mr. Speaker,
this does not seem an onerous requirement to me. Its effect would be
demand of executive officials that they process information requests
quickly, not that they disrupt their activities to fulfill their requests.
To my mind, objection No. 2 is also without merit.

Third, the President says that the bill places unreasonable demands
on law enforcement agencies and should be amended to provide that

the heads of such agencies need not comply with the law when doing.
so would be difficult. Mr. Speaker, this proposal is extraordinary. It
just does not make sense as ‘a matter of public policy. Suppose we

enacted a.law that people need not pay income taxes whenever com-
pleting an income tax form would be difficult. Of course that would
be absurd. What we have been asked to do here is similar in concept,
and it is equally nonsensical. The real problem, as I understand, is

that searching through records in response to some requests may be

time cohsuming and expensive for law enforcement agencies. As I
explained in detail during the original debate on the conference report,
under H.R. 12471, agencies could charge members of the public the
actual cost of these searches through records. So objection No. 3 is
without merit as well. ‘ ) o )
" Mr. Speaker, we Lave an opportunity now to strike a blow for the
public’s right to know what its Government is doing. I urge all Mem-
bers to join with me in striking that blow by voting to override the
President’s veto of H.R. 12471.

Mr. Moorarap of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I now yield 3 min-

utes to the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. Alexander), a very &&n
member of the subcommittee. o .
Mr. ALexaNDER. Mr. Speaker, President Ford’s surprising veto of

the amendments to the Freedom of Information Act wwmmmm by Con-
gress last month makes a mockery of his promise of “‘open’govern-

ment.”’

Like patriotism being the “last refuge of scoundrels,” Mr. Speaker,

bk

the withholding of information from the public is the “last refuge
of the bureaucrat." Have we not had enough of Government secrecy
just - for the sake of hiding mistakes, political embarrassment, or
covering up criminal behavior? o :

H‘H@4mm. the bureaucrats not learned anything from the Watergate
scandal? : )

Has the White House not learned that Government secrecy is the
real enemy of democracy?

Our mcwxooBEp.gmm worked long and hard for more than 3 years to
produce a workable, enforceable, and effective series of pBwmewb@m
to make the Freedom of Information Act more viable.

The bill, with- bipartisan support, was unanimously reported by

the full Government Operations Committee. This body ‘passed H.R.

12471 last March by a vote of 383 to 8. It was likewise passed in the

Senate in May by a one-sided vote.

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the conference committee, I can §

: ; $ + ad’ i ideration to , ‘
assure our ooﬁmmmdwm Spm& we m&.ou.&@& every @Omm.uzm consice ' .amendments, one of the first orders. of business when it reconvenes affer the

425

&Wm wm%omgm. expressed by the President about certain provisions of
the bill.

We made a number of significant changes in the language of the
bill to help meet the objections of his advisers, - .
~ We had every assurafice that these changes would make it possible
for him to sign the bill into law promptly.
~ But the executive bureaucrats who had fought H.R. 12471 were
successful in persuading him to veto it and it is now our clear respon-
sibility to override that unwise and unwarranted veto.

I urge an overwhelming “aye” vote to restore credibility to our
governmental processes and preserve the public’s right to know.

Mr. Trernan. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 12471, the
Freedom of Information Amendments Act, the President’s veto not-
withstanding. If there was ever a time in our National Government’s
history for candor and truth that time is now. I regret very much
that President Ford accepted the bad advice to veto this legislation.
It does not wash with his goal of an “open” administration.

* The right of the public to know what their Government is doing
was never so much needed as it is today. A recent editorial in the
Providence Evening Bulletin speaks to the issue when it said:

his inaugural address promised to maintain.

Mr. Speaker, without objection I include this editorial of October
1 as part of my remarks: :

[From the Providence Bulletin, Oct. 21, 1974]

InFormMATION FREEDOM

AHrmH.o were no ruffles and flourishes when President Ford vetoed the Freedom
of Hbmougmﬁcv.boﬁ Amendments last week. As quietly as possible the press was

“unconstitutional and unworkable” although he said it had ‘“laudable ‘goals.”
Ironically, the Senate-House conference committee, which labored four months
over a compromise measure, had altered various .provisions in an effort to satisfy

final version was completed, Mr. Ford took no position and it was approved—by
voice vote in the Senate and 349 to 2 in the House. )

. Ironically, the President’s most serious objeetion is to a provision authorizing
the courts to review secret government information o determine whether it had
been properly classified. Mr. Ford said this would permit the courts to make what
amoynts. to “the initial classification decision in sensitive and complex areas
whete they have no expertise.” An important point he failed to acknowledge,
however, is that the courts now have this authority in-criminal cages.

Other objections cited in the veto message include these provisions: 1. giving
the courts discretionary authority to grant court costs and attorneys’ fees to
successful petitioners; 2. establishing a procedure for disciplinary action when
a court found that a federal employee had acted capriciously or arbitrarily in
withholding information; and 3. setting time limits of 10 working days for an
agency to respond to a request for information, 20 days to answer an appeal
from an initial request; and 30 days to respond to a complaint filed in court under
the act—limits we view as eminently reasonable.

In vetoing the amendments, President Ford has given in to pressure from
executive agencies whose opposition may be understandable in terms of bureau-

the public’s right to know. . o
If Congress meant what it seemed to say in overwhelmingly supporting these
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elections will be a vote to-override and a clear message to the White House thatr
Americans are demanding the kind of open administration that Mr. Ford. in
his inpugural address promised to Bmwﬁ&u. . -
" Mr. WaALEN. Mr. Speaker, we assemble here in the aftermath
of an election in which only 38 percent of the American people participated.
It was the lowest voter turnout in more than a quarter century:.
That is troubling news; because it appears to confirm the contention
that we now face the most serious problem that can arise in a democ-
racy: The people are alienated from their Government. Millions of
Americans believe that the _:mo<mwwbpmwd %m the people” has become-
a government very separate from the people. . .
: mbbm, no %obmww.. mﬁo Watergate scandal confirmed the worst.
suspicions about secrecy, deception, and Government officials’ con--
tempt for the American citizen. H )
Fortunately, the Constitution authored nearly two centuries ago
was resilient enough in 1974 to enable us to survive Q@dowmm.nm. Our
task now, however, is to revive the confidenee of the people in their
government by insuring that Government is responsive to.the people.
. The fact is that many agencies of .Qogwwbpm.a are not open. Too-
often ‘the public. interest is subservient, to the nstitutional interest.
Secrecy prevails. , )
" In 1966, Congress enacted the Freedom of Information Act:so.
that the public could obtain informmation about the policies being-
formulated. and the tax dollars being spent by government depart-
ments. The act was a vital first step, but its usefulness .W@m ,Um.m.s.
limited because officials have devised ‘ways to impede public inquiry
into the public’s business. For instance, moacﬁcgﬁm wE%H.% are stamped:
“secret.” Or citizens are told that there will be indefinite delays. Or
individuals are charged exorbitant prices for obtaining copies of
documents. : o
. Now, however, after 3 years of bipartisan effort, 17 amendments.
to the act have been passed by the House and the Senate by .over-
whelming margins. Apparently accepting the advice' of the Gov-
ernment agencies who opposed: the act in. 1966, President Ford
vetoed the Freedom. of Information Act amendments. . :
In my view, it is imperative that the representatives of the:people:
override the veto and enact these amendments into law. If we sanction
continued Government secrecy by sustaining the veto, we will dam-
age—perhaps irrevocably—efforts ‘to revitalize government and re-
turn it to the people. 4 . S o :
The amendments require Government agencies to- maintain an
index of documents so that citizens can know whiere to look for infor-
mation. A time limit for agency response is. established to eliminate.
bureaucratic foot-dragging. Excessive charges will be prohibited—the
Government will be able to charge only what it costs to provide re--
quested material. The “secret stamp” cannot be used to shiéld material
that need not be secret, since the amendments Eoﬁm@, for court.
review of classified documents. The amendments also require that the
Civil Service Commission initiate proceedings to determine if disci--
plinary action is warranted in cases where a court finds that an official
acted “‘arbitrarily or capriciously” in denying information., .
This carefully drafted legislation exempts materials that must be;
kept private, including medical reports, trade secrets; and legitimate-
national defense information. - , :
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- The years that have elapsed since the original Freedom of Informa-
tion-Act was passed are replate. with the tragic eviderce of the conse-
‘quences of secrecy in: Governmeiit. If the spirit of the law had been
alive during the past-8 years, we might have been spared the agonies

_-of Viethiam and Watergate. The spirit of the law has not been sufficient,

‘however te!penetrate a detached Government bureaueracy. S
 Thus, the letter of the law must be strengthened. These amendments
do just that. When the amefidménts are enacted into law, the people
“who want to-participate will have the law on their side. - -

- Mr. Dexr. Mr.. Speaker, if T had not already made up my mind te
vate-to override President Ford’s unwarranted veto of the Freedom of
“Information Act, I would certainly have been influenced by the edi-
‘torial which ‘appeared in the Valley Independent of Monéssén, Pa. It
is-a sheért editorial but very mugch to the point and I recommend its
Teading to my colleagues. The editorial follows: o
R . .Morr INFORMATION , . .

] .mooﬂwﬁﬁmﬁawm;%,m,wmm,&mg of, Information Act. took effect in 1967 it became
ievident that the law did not guarantee quite as much public access to government
‘dociiments as-had been'expected. It is gratifying that Congress has at last comi-
‘pleted work ‘on revisions designed: to Strengthen aceess. ) :

. “Thelaw is basically a good one, In genéral it permits access to information from
federal agencies, and also provides the machinery for court appeal of official
«decisions .to withhold data. Exceptions are made in certain areas—itrade secrets,

investigatory’records of Taw enforcement agencies, and sé on.
- .Problems arose from thestart, however. About three years ago Congress began
“#he-task of improving the. Act.. Maitters were complicated by a Supreme ‘Court
ruling in 1973 which allows the president to screen documents from judicial review.
This ruling will in effect be overturned by the new legislation. It authorizes
‘federal courts to make a determination as to whether g, secrecy stamp on'any given
Ppiece of information is. actually justifiable under terms- of the law. Nor will the
-courts have unbridled discretion'in classifyihg questioned documents. They will
be obliged to decide whether the eriteria of an executive order for classification
-are met by a document. o . . ] c
" All this is in aid of the people’s right to know what their governmeént'is up to. Let
us Hope that President Ford, whose earlier objections have largely been met by
“congressional compromise, will sign the bill, . . .

- The past 2 years have done anything but win the confidence of the

“American people foian unquestioned support-of our system, especially

inthe area of the accessibility of information regarding actions of the
Government. Tt is discouraging to report to the Congress that, to the
best of my knowledge, thera'is not one agency of Governimeént that
-can give you an accurate and,-an honest answer to inquiries pertaining,
for example, to imports and exports in such's way that the average
American citizen can understand them. ’

Is'it not curious that when this great Republic was founded, it was
founded upon the intentions of people who were tired of hearing
nothing from Mother England save dictums as to how to conduct
their affairs and where they were to send their taxes. Nearly 200 ears
later we hear again ‘of the distrust and disgust of the people with their
Government, precisely because they feel, in large part, that some
great, secret machinery is operating in Washington, D.C., and they

have very little access to its inner workings.

" “You know, a machine can be a very ominous, frightening thing,
‘Our form: of government was not meant to be ominous or frighténing,
and yet in various ways the public is confronted with the closed door,
thie closed envelops; anid the closed file in attempting to deal with the
workings of ‘our Kederdl system.- - o o




428

We have gone through a frightening- period in this last summer, -
a chain of events that should have mm..ooad&uﬂboﬁdmm out the dangers
of secrecy in government. The “imperial Presidency” o ¢ Richard
Nixon is over, halted by vigilance, and yet we may be now in danger
of perpetuating the attitudes of the Nixon administration if we
should allow the Ford veto to stand on the Freedom of Information
Act amendments. . i .

I woted for Congressman Gerald Ford’s selection to the Vice Presi-
dency of the United States. If T had the opportunity, I would vote to
make him a Member of Congress again because in that position he
could not do as much harm as he has done in his short stint in the
.White House. He takes the easy way out by continuing to criticize
Congress for anything and everything, yet he knows that voﬁqmmﬁ
his use of the Presidential veto power, and the inherent rules and
criteria-making powers of the bureaus and departments of the ex-
ecutive branch, Congress has become the fifth wheel on a hearse.

For instance, I have just been informed ?_.pa the Labor Depart-
ment is interpreting the recently highly acclaimed -Pension Reform
Act of this Congress,in such-a manner ‘that any resemblance tweer
the intent of Congress and the rules and’ criteria that’ they are pro-
mulgating is strictly accidental. And this has become true in nearly
every area of legislative enactment. : S

Particularly is this true in the enactment of the so-called Kennedy
round of trade agreements. It has been administered without regard
of -any kind to the intent, or the goals, or the letter of the law. The
present administration of the Kennedy round, although perhaps
well intended, seems now to be aimed at the destruction of American
international trade, rather than to keep the promise made by that
act that it would create jobs in America, support prosperity in Amer-
ica, and above all, bring peace to the world. ‘

This morning, within a 2-hour span of having breakfast and answer-
ing mail, T watched at least’ three TV stations, and their various
news presentations and I believe now that T can recite thmr@oﬁ@
Ford’s toast to the Emperor of Japan, verbatim. However, I did

not hear more than a single line about the Chrysler Corp. starting

a massive layoff, shutting down. production in several more plants;
about Greyhound Bus Lines going on strike and stranding thousands
of travelers; about the coal miners’ dissatisfaction with what their
president, Arnold Miller, called a reasonable and good contract;
‘about Bethlehem Steel threatening to close down part of its operation
perianently. : : . .

While I sat and contemplated the great damage these various
economic upheavals could do in the next month, the President was
promising the Japanese a continuance of the policies we have followed
In regard to Japan. Mr. Ford’s “openness’” was bright and shining
in his pronouncements to the J apanese, even in the light of his 43&
of this bill, a veto which will effectively maintain o “‘closedness
here at home. . .

I will venture to say that there are Arab leaders who have Dbetter
access to information concerning trade, arms and energy in the
United States than do most of the American people. And this' has
all come about at the behest of that inveterate globetrotter Dr. Henry
Kissinger, whose “‘openness” with the Arabs we 'do not need, but
who obviously was holding something from us in the Chilean upheaval.
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There just may be a few dozen Arab sheiks in the Middle East
who know more about the United States than we in Congress know*
and the only way we are going to improve the situation is.to override
this veto. - . :

I opened by quoting the concerns of one of my local papers. I
”H%wmg effectively close by quoting from _bhis morning’s Washington

08t

FepErAL Fiues: FrespoM oF INFORMATION

.H:m&momouwgm ,VmHaoSobwwoammuH.uuomﬁwam,oacmm& his-power of veto and sent.
back to the Congress a piece of very important legislation, the 1974 amendments
to the Freedom of Information Act, Those amendments were important because
they strengthened a law that was fine in principle and purpose but poor in prac-
tical terms. The Freedom of Information Act had been enacted in 1966 in the hope
of making it possible for the press and the public to obtain documents from within
government to which they are entitled. Because of cumbersome provisions of the
act, however, obtaining such information proved very difficult.

This year, ‘after long hearings, much hageling between House and Senate and
two resounding votes, a series of amendments was ready for presidential signature.
They shortened the amount of time a citizen would be required to wait for the
-bureaucracy to produce.- a ;requested. doeument... They, removed.some -restrictions
on the kinds of information that could be-obtained; and they placed sanctions
on bureaucrats who tried to keep information secret that should be released in
the public interest. In light of President Ford’s previous statements in support of
openness in government, it was assumed that the President would welcome this
legislation and sign it into law. Instead, sadly, Mr. Ford yielded to the arguments
of the bureaucracy and vetoed the legislation. : .

Since then, a number of journalists’ and citizens’ groups have criticized that
action by the President and urged Congress to override the veto. Today in the
House and tomorrow in the Senate, those votes are scheduled to take place. We
would urge a strong vote in support of the legislation, particularly in light of two
Tecent disclosures made possible by the Freedom of Information Act.

Recently, a Ralph Nader-supported group on tax reform turned up the fact

the Nixon White House instigated- Internal Revenue Service investigations of
social actions groups on the left and in the black community. The absurdity of the
exercise is illustrated by the fact that the Urban League was among the targets,
lumped in as “radical’’ along with several social organizations that hardly merit
either the label or the attention they were given by IRS. As we have had occasion
to say in the past, the tax laws were not intended. to be used for political harass-
ment. The interesting point about these latest disclosures is that they were made

possible by the utilization of the Freedom of Information Act. e

In the same vein, the Justice Department released a report earlier this week on.

‘the operations of the counter intelligénce operations of the FBI. Much of - this.
information about the use of dirty tricks against the far left and the far right had.
been revealed earlier this year, again because of action taken under the Freedom
of Information Act, Attorney General William Saxbe felt compelled, on the basis.
of what the Justice Department had been forced to release about the program, to:
order a study of what the FBI had done. Mr. Saxbe found aspects of the program -

" The Freedom of Information Act is not a law o make the task of journalists

-easier or the profits of news organizations greater. It is, in ‘other words, not special

interest legislation in the: sense.that the term is ordinarily used. It is special in-—
terest legislation in that it is intended to assist the very speeial interest of the
American people in being better informed about the processes and practices of
their government. This is g point President Ford’s advisers missed badly at the-
time of the veto. One of them is alleged to have said that if the President vetoed
the bill, “who gives a damn besides The Washington Post and the New York
Times?”” The truth of the matter is that this legislation goes to the heart of what a.
free society is about. When agencies of government such as the FBI and IRS oan
engage in the kind of activity just revealed, it is serious business. That’s why we-
Mgﬁm all give a damn—especially those who are to cast their votes today and:
OmMOITOW,
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- .Mr. Upary: Mr. Speaker, at the time of ‘the President’s veto of
H-.R. 12471, the freedom of information bill, I thought that action to
have been ill-timed-to an extreme and eontrary to his pledge to “go
more than halfway” to meet the Congress efforts to pass this im-
portént legislation: @ - o AT
- Mr. Speakér,the President -again raised the specter of abuse of
national defense secrets in his veto message. If there is a more trans-
parent and bedraggled banner to wave in-this post-Watergate era,
1t is the one bearing national security-as a shield against the public’s
right to know. =~ - : C e : o
The committee working on this legislation labored for more than 3
years; to come up with a bill that provided necessary security safe-
guards, "but provided improved public . access. tor Government
aformation. -~ ... T e : ceon
It is p vital bill'at & vital time. The public is skeptical of its Govern-
ment. It is suspicious of the security agenciés and the.repositories of
ssuchrinformation :as tax records. The public 1s questioning. the eandor
-of ‘such agencies as the Atomic Energy Commission and the Food and
Drug-Administration and whether or not these agencies are telling all
‘the facts about the water weidrink, the food we eat, and the safety
-of use-of nuclear energy for power production. =~ . =~
- Mr. Speaker, the -President’s veto of the -amendments to the Free-
dom of Information Act ought to 'be overridden for at least two very
‘basic réasons: First, it eases public atdess by requiring the agencies
to be more accountable to the Congress and gives the people new op-
portunities to force diselosure of information not classified and not
vital to the ‘Nation’s security; and:second, enactment of this bill at
;this time will serve notice to the people of this Nation that we have
Jlearned at least. one lesson from- Watérgate, that the old politics of
supersecrecy and basic suspicion have been replaced by candor and
openness.’ L . A o o
‘Mr..Speaker, a recent editorial in the Arizona Daily Star of Tucson,
Ariz., called for override of the President’s veto. R
In that editorial, the Star stated:- L ,
. The American system of government can afford no isolated enelaves of non-
Tesponsiveness—ceertainly not after the revelations of the past two years that, the
m,wm and CIA have been employed for éxtensive political services. " :
Mr. Speaker, I can only add my full concurrence with those senti-
ments and I rise in support of the resolution to override. A
Ms. ABzua. Mr. Speaker, when President Ford took office he
promised the Nation more openness and candor in government.
Since then he has taken some actions which have raised serious
-doubts about his commitment to a more open government. The most
-recent such action was the ill-advised veto of H.R. 12471, the Freedom

“of Information Act amendments. The veto of this legislation wig

«clearly contrary to the public interest. In my view, H.R. 12471 would
make & number of responsible and highly desirable changes in, the
Freedom of Information Act—changes which would greatly. improve

the access of the American people.to the business of government. It |
would shift the burden of proof from individuals seeking information }
access to Federal documents; it would |
mmission to-discipline bureaucrats, if. the |

&o:@owmmmoﬁommm mmwﬁu%.
.permit the Civil Service Co ucrs,
seourts find that they have “arbitrarily or eapriciously” dﬁﬁg&m.gm@ﬂ.

message of Octéber 17,
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. mation; it would allow courts to review classified documents and

classification ‘procedures; and it would also shorten i
‘ edures; and the length of t
an agency has to comply with a request. In’ short, the mebmﬁmﬁm

give the Freedom of Information Act some teeth.

q Why the President would veto such a bill on the heels of his E@mm.o

to more openness-is exceedingly difficult to understand. In his veto
 Jensage « , 1974, the President asserted that the courts
ad neither the expertise nor the constitutional jurisdiction to ques-

wwwb the classification of documents. This allegation is reminiscent of
w & argument used by the former President Nixon in his attempt to
mmmw %wmo Hdmeam@Wm tapes secret—an argument which. I “might

N ebuked by a unanimous Suy in the cas

duﬂp,wmm%%pﬁ@m O upreme Court in the case of

e American people want and deserve more candor in the ¢ ,
m the wsgomm. business. They do have a right to know ﬁwﬁmwﬁmmm.

.omowgmb?wm.moubm. To protect, to expand, and to strengthen that.

right are the purposes of the Freedom of Information Act amend-

mewmmF MWMSWE,E ﬂwm wm.o&sow amm careful study and deliberations.

ver a period of more than 3 . , :

to be overriden, it is this one. years: If ever a veto dezerved
Mr. MooruEAD of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker,

priate time ask for.general leave to extend ; but

requests for time, I move the previous question.
%wm Hmuwmﬂocm @W%Mﬁow was ordered.

& OPEAKER. Lhe question is, Will the House, on reconsiderati
pass the bill (HL.R. 12471) the object v ident to the
ooﬂwmw% bmdigmag&bmwv .oA jections of the President to- the

U: ®H¢ .ﬂ- O - . - . . : .
mbmm vec e oumﬁgﬁop this vote Edm.a. be determined by the yeas
he vote was taken by electronic device, and th — .
nays 31, not voting 82, as follows: . SR wereTyens mﬁ»

I will at the ﬁ%wo...
having no ‘further

[Roll No. 634].

YEAS—371
»wmwow Biaggi Burke, Mass.
ab g Biester Burlison, Mo.
\dams Bingham Burton, John
Addabbo . Blackburn Burton, Philli
Alezander E Blatnik Butler ~ P
Anderson, Calif. - Boland Byron
Anderson, 11, ) Bolling Carey, N.Y
Andrews, N.C. ¢ Bowen Opspmw\ Ohio
Andrews, N. Dak. ' Brademas Carter ~
Breskiuid Cotpere™
. idge
Armstrong Brinkley § Ommw%mm.m
Ashbrook . Brooks Chisholm
Ashley Broomfield Clancy
mmwp.b Brotzman Clark
wmm mﬂmo . Brown, Calif. Clausen, Don H. °
Wm s .. Brown, Mich. Clawson, Del. -
wmﬁmﬁu Brown, Ohio Clay )
w@mgmw Broyhill, N.C. - Cleveland
wo . Buchanan ' Cochran
wu,wauugd ~* Burgener Cohen
Nwmamﬂga . ' Burke, Calif. Collins, I11
+ Bevill . Burke, Fla. Conte =




‘Conyers
‘Corman
‘Cotter
‘Coughlin’
Crane
‘Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Dan

Daniel, Robert 3.. Jr,
Daniels, Dominick 'V,

Daniélson
Dayvis, 8.C.
e la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
- Dellums
Denholm
‘Dennis
Dent
Derwinsgki
Devine
.Wmowmbmow
iggs
‘Dingell
‘Donochue
.Dorn
‘Downing
Drinan
Dulgki -
Duncan
«du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
“Eilberg
‘Erlenborn
Esch
Evans, Colo.
Tvins, Tenn.
Fascell

-

TForsythe -
"Fountain
“Fraser
“Frenzel
“Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
‘Gettys
“Giaimo
“Gibbens -
‘Gilman
“Ginn
“Goldwater
‘Gonzalez
*Grasso
“Green, Pa,
*Griffiths
‘Gross
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Grover
Gude
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hanseny Idaho -
Hansen; Wash,
Harrington
Harsha
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski
Herideérson
Hicks
Hillis
Hinshaw
Holifield
Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Huber-
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Ichord
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa,
Jones, Ala.
Jones, OKkla.
Jones, Tenn. -
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeier
Kazen
Kemp
Wmeo&&bﬁ
uezyns
Koch
Kyros
Lagomarsino
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Lent
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott
Lujan
Luken
McClory
McCloskey
MeCollister
MecCormack
MeceDade
McEwen
McFall

MecKay
MecKinney
MeSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Mathias, Calif
Mathis, Ga.

Matsunaga

Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Meézvinsky
Michel
Milford
Miller

Mills

Minish

Mink
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell -
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher

Moss
Murphy, Il
Mourphy, N.Y.
Murtha
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi

Nelsen

Nix

Obey

O’ Brien

Poage .
Powell, Ohio
Preyer

Price, T11.
Pritchard

Quillen

Railsback

Rostenkowski
Roush
Rousgelot

Bray

Broyhill, Va.
Burleson, Tex.
Collier

Collins, Tex.
Davis, Wis.
Fisher™s «

Goodling

Camp
Chamberlain
Conable
Conlan
Davis, Ga.
Eshleman
Cray

Green, Oreg.

Frelinghuysen’

So, two-thirds havin,
the objections
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Sikes

Sisk

Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Towa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence

. Staggers -

Stanton, J. William
Stanton, James V.
Stark "

Steed

Steele

Steelman
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stubblefield
Stuckey

Studds

Sullivan
Symington
Symms -
Talcott

Taylor, Mo,
Taylor, N.C.
Thompson, N.J.
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan

Traxler

Udall

Ullman

NAYS—31

Gubser
Hanrahan
Hosmer
Hutchinson
King
Landgrebe
Martin, N.C.
Montgomery
Price, Tex.
Rhodes
Runnels

NOT VOTING—32

Hastings
Hébert
Hogan
Jarman
Jones, N.C:
Kuykendall
Mitchell, Md.
Nichols
Podell
Rarick
Riegle

g voted in Hmdoaarmaooh the bill was passed,
of the President to the contrary notwithstanding.

Van Deerlin
Vander Veen
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Walsh
Wampler
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
‘Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Wilson, Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson, Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wolff
Wright'
Wyatt
Wydler
Wiylie
Yates
Yaitron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Ga.
Young, 111.
Young, S.C.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion
Zwach

Ruth
Scherle
Shuster
Steiger, Ariz.
Stratton
M%womb
aggonner
‘Ware
Williams

Ronecalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, N.Y.
Shoup

Teague
Thomson, Wis.
Towell, Nev.
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Wyman




The Clerk: announced the mozodﬁbm wmﬁmmz

Mrs. Boggs' with’ N r.uwm_.w@w. ‘
Mr. Hébert with, M1 Conlan,
"Mr. Rooney of Néw York with Mr. HmUmEmE@b

Mr. Mitchell of Masyland with, Mr. .Umﬁm cm
Mr. Riegle with N n
‘Mr. Jarman with' ‘Gamp.

Mr. Jones of Noy 5 Q rolina ﬁi& Mz,

Mz, Teague Wit

Mr. Gray with'

M. Nichols dﬂd

) ‘EW with H<b.. Oobmzm
Mrs. Green m v with Mr. Hastings.
Mr, Shoup WOEmob of ‘Wisconsin.
‘Mr. Towell of, Zm da with Mr. Wyma;
Mr: MQBn Jagt w ith Mr. Veysey.

The result of thevote was @Epocbom@ ag’ &oodm H.mooamm
- The SPEARER., H Clerk dﬁz notify the Senate of the wb\ao& of
ouse. Sy

Nﬁ&mmﬁ@m&

Mr. Mé6xs Huobbm%?mﬁp. gw
consent that'’ pmewm may have’
revise and mﬁmﬁ@ %aﬁ. remarks, an
the bill just passed..

The Spma%ks
from Pennsylvania

Hwﬁ.a was no obj mcaow.

i wm&moﬁ T ask ﬂbp&g
gislative days in wh
ﬁmm extraneous may




