Clean-Water Bill Is Law
Despite President’s Veto:
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WASHINGTON, Oct. 18—The
Senate and House representa-
tives overrode today president
Nixon’s veto of the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act of
1972, which thus becomes law.
and authorizes  $24.6-billion
over three years to clean up)
the nation’s lakes and l'i\'ers.!

The Senate vote to override,|
32 to 12, came at 1:.30 this
morning, only about two hours.
after the President had sent up,
a veto message saying that the:
price tag on the bill was “un-.
conscionable” and  “budget.’
wrecking.” |

The President had delayed!
his message until 40 minutes be..
fore the bill would have be-
come law without his signature,
al. midnight. His delay apparent.
ly was intended to give Con-
aress time Lo accede to his re-
quest for a spending limit of
$250-billion for this fiscal year.
The limit was rejected and the
President vetoed the hill.

The House vote to override!
the veto was 247 to 23. It came
at 1:20 P.M. today. '

A Warning Ignored

In overriding by such deci-
sive margins, members of both;
partics ignored the President’s!
warning that those who did so|
were ‘‘charge-account Congress-|
men” who were voting for in-:
flation and higher taxes.

Anticipating the rejection of.
his veto, Mr. Nixen said that,
“even if the Congress defaults:
its obligation to the taxpayers,;
I shall not default mine.” Not-
ing that the bill gave him dis-
cretion in spending the funds
authorized, he said. "I mean
to use those provisions to put
the brakes on budget-wrecking
expenditures as much as pos-|
sible.” :

That was taken here as a
warning that he would not|
spend all the sums authorized,
and particularly not those to,
pay the Federal share of waste
treatment plants. |

Senator George McGovern,
the Democratic Presidenial can-
didate, said that Congress had
acted “with great wisdom and
courage” in refusing to sustaini
the veto.

“The Presidential veto,” Mr,
MeGovern said, “reveals the
Nixon Administration’s record
on behalf of the environment for.
what it is — hypocritical plati-
tudes coupled with spincless in-
action.”

Cost Termed ‘Staggering’

During nearly two years of
Congressional deliberation on
the bill. the White House had
supported industry’s opposition
lo many of its provisions. par-
ticularly the goal of no dis-
charges of industrial pollutants
by 1985 and the setting of lim-
itations on effluents for classes:
of industry. |

However, Mr. Nixon based
his veto solely on what he*
called its “staggering” cost of.
$24.6-billion. Of that amount.
$18-billion would be for the
Federal share—75 per cent—
of the cost of waste treatment!
works. The states and munici-;
palitics would pav the remain-
der.

in addition.  §2.75-billion,
would be earmarked to reim-’
hurse states and cities for the
Federal share on projects al-
ready completed or under con-!
struction that the states and
cities have paid themselves in,
expectation of Federal reim-
bursement,

Of that amount, 82-billion
would he for reimbursement
{or projects between 1967 and
1972—an amount that the En-
vironmental Protection Agency
agrees the Government owes
and should pay. The remaining
$750-million is for projects
from 1957 to 1966. which E.P.A.
insists the Government does
not owe since ‘‘no significant
Federal assistance program ex-
isted during this period and
there was thus a lack of fed-
eral commitments.”

$6-Billion ‘Enough’

A vear ago, Mr. Nixon bhad
proposed & three-year program
with $6-billien as the Federal
share for waste treatment]
plants, only one-third of the
amount contained in the bill.
Furthermore, the Federal share
would have been 50 per cenl
rather than 75 per cent. Finally,|
there was no provision in Mr.!
Nixon's proposal for reimburs-|
ing the states and cities for the:
unpaid Federal share on past,
projects. Presumably any reim-,
bursement would have had to
come out of the $6-billion,

In his velo message, Mr.
Nixon said that his proposed!
$6-billion was “enough to con-
tinue and accelerate the mo-
mentum toward that high
standard of cleanliness which
all of us want in America's
waters."”

In saying that, the President
{ook direct issue with William
Ruckelshaus, in a 33-page letter,
of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency. On Oct. 11, Mr.
Ruckelhaus. in a 33-page letter
lo Caspar W. Weinberger, Di-
rector of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, ‘'strongly”
recommended that the Presi-
dent sign the bill. On the aques-
tion of financing. Mr. Ruckels-
haus made the following points:

GThe $18-billion for waste
treatment plants provided by
Congress was “the result of the
Congress adopting a later E.P.A.
needs survey than the one that
provided the basis for the Ad-
ministration’s request” of $6-
billion. E.P.A's revised estimate
of needed expenditures over
three vears. Mr. Ruckelshaus
said, was S18.1-bitlion, The 73
per cent Federal share of that
fieure would bhe 813.6-billion —
almost $3-hillion less thin Con-.

gress provided, but $7-billion
more than the President pro-
‘posed.

. §Because actual expenditures
for waste treatment projects
would be sprcad over nine
years, Mr, Ruckelshaus em-
phasized, the major outlays re-.
quired by the Congressional bill
“will not occur until the fiscal
years 1976-1981," and “the’
total value of construction in-
itiated in the near-term under
th enrolled (Congressional) bitl
Is expacted Lo correspond close-
ly to the total value of con-
struction that would have been
intiated under the Administra-
tion bill.,”

G“The major fiscal impact
during  the  fiscal  vyears.
1973-1975 will result not be-.
cause of obligations incurred
for new construction . . . but as
a result of reimbursement for.

projects already constructed or:
under construction.”

On the last point, Mr. Ruck-
elshaus said the $2-billion owed
“represents  a  commitment.”
and he recalled that in his
1971 environmental message,
Mr. Nixon had said, “We must !
also assure that adequate Fed-.
eral funds are available to re-
imburse states that advanced
the Federal share of project,
costs.” |

AMr. Ruckelshaus also re-.
minded the President that.
E.P.A's estimate of need pro-:
vided to Congress (§$18.1-bil-|
lion) *‘was constructed tp sup- -
port the commitment of the:
President in his State of the .
Union message of Jan. 22,1
1970, to ‘put modern munici-|
pal waste treatment plants inii
every place in America where
they are needed to make our!

waters clean again, and to do!
it now. '" '

‘It Seems Reasonable’ ’

In co:_1c1usion, Mr. Ruckels-f
haus said he was “aware of]
the fiscal magnitude” of the
bill. But, he added:

“It seems reasonable to me|
to spend less than 1 per cent
of the Federal budget and two-!
tenths of 1 per cent of the.
gross national product over the
next several years to assure
future generations the very sur-

vival of the gross national
product.” |
Mr.  Nixon rejected Mr.

Ruckelshaus's recommendation
and reasoning.

In urging that the veto be
overridden today, Representa-
tive Robert E. Jones Jr.. Demo-
cral of Alabama. who was in
charge of the bill, said that
Congress knew the bill would:
be costly. .

“But we also know,” he said.
“that the people are prepared
to pay the price of this under-.

"

taking.’ |
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