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The second session of the 98th Congress convened January 23 . The 
President's FY 1985 budget was subnitted to Congress on February 1. 

Reagan FY 1985 Budget 

p. 
p. 
p. 
o. 
n. . n. 

Consistency seems to be the hallmark of the Reagan Administration budgets for 
libraries. For th1: third year in a row President Reagan has proposed elimination 
of Education Department library grant programs. The by-now-familiar zeroes are 
shown in the table belolll/ . 

Library Services & Construction Act 
Title I , public library services 

III , interlibrary cooperation 
Higher Education Act 

Title II-A, college lib. resources 
II- B, training, research 
II- C, research libraries 

Educ. Consoliuation & Improvement Act 
Chapter 2 state block grant 

NCLIS 

FY 1984 
Appropriation 

$ 65,000,000 
15,000,000 

-o-
880,000 

5,000,000 

479,420,000 
674,000 

FY 1985 
Reaqan Request 

-0-
-o-

-0-
-o-
-o-

728,379,000 
690 , 000 

Education Department budget briefing papers give the following explanation~ 

All Federal support for categorical library programs is protx)sed for 
tennination in 1985. This proposal is based on several factors , including 
the program 9 s past success at establishinq the highest nractical levels of 
access across the country to library services (Public Library Services), 
and at developing rrodels of interlibrary cooperative arrangements to 
stimulate further expansion of the concept. Public library services and 
interlibrary cooperation should now be a State and local responsibility. 
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Also, any further need for training of professional librarians can be 
met through State and local efforts as well as student aid programs. The 
Library Career Training program successfully met the critical training 
needs of past years. 

The $250 million increase in the ECIA Chapter 2 school block grant would be 
divided into an additional $14 million for the Secretary of Education's discretion
ary fund and an additional $235 million for the state block grant (which includes 
the former IV-B school library resources and instructional equiµnent program). The 
block grant is ED's main response to the report of the National Corrmission on 
Excellence in Education. A statement on the budget by Secretary T. H. Bell noted: 

These funds can be used by States and local school districts to address such 
needs as upgrading high school graduation requirements in the "five new 
basics" , training teachers, developing experimental pay plans, and expanding 
school days or years. In fact, the Chapter 2 Block Grant is the major De
partment program that can support State and local activities in any of the 
areas covered by the recarmendations of the Cornnission on Excellence . Also, 
it provides State and local school officials with broad discretion over how 
to spend their funds so that they may design programs that are particularly 
responsive to their own needs and priorities. 

These remarks would seem to allow uses of the funds beyond those in the previous 
categorical programs combined in the block grant. 

President Reagan's budget requests for the National Cornnission on Libraries 
and Infomiation Science have steadily improved over the last three years -- from 
zero funding, to an 18 percent cut, to a 2.5 percent increase in FY 1985 . The 
current $674,000 would go up to $690,000. A future issue of the nevsletter ,~ill 
list budget levels for other library and related programs. 

ACTION NEEDED: Once again a campaign of letters and visits to ~-1embers of 
.Congress is needed from every congressional district to protest the proposed 
elimination of library programs. Alert legislative networks and plan for the 
April 10 Legislative Day in Washington, D.C. Members may be visited at home 
during recesses from February 13-17, April 16-20, and ~'lay 28-29. Ur.date last year ' s 
impact data and develop fresh "for instances" on how library services would be cut 
or eliminated, include them in letters to your legislators and send blind conies to 
the Al.A Washington Office so we can make use of your examples . Ranem-1Jer that all 
Representatives and one-third of the Senators are up for r eelection. 

LSCA Reauthorization 

By a vote of 357 to 39 the House overwhelmingly passed HR 2878, amending and 
extending the Library Services and Construction Act, on January 31. Although 
several amendments were offered, the bill was not changed substantially on the House 
floor from the version developed by Rep. Paul Sinon and aporoved by the Education 
and Later Corrrnittee last May. HR 2878 revises and extends titles I , II, and III , 
authorizes funding directly to Indian tribes in a new title N, authorizes 
acquisition of foreign language materials in a new title Vg authorizes library 
literacy programs in a new title VI , and provides for forward funding of LSCl\. 
Authorization levels \>,'OUld be as follows ; 
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Fiscal Year, in millions 
Authorization Levels in HR 2878 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 
Title I, public library services -----(""""80=----=9=5----=9~0----=9-=-5 

II, pub. lib. construction 50 50 50 50 50 
III, interlibrary cooperation 20 25 30 35 
IV, services for Indian tribes 2% of approp. for titles I, II & III 
V, foreign language materials 1 1 1 1 

VI, library literacy programs 5 5 5 5 

Before the final vote there was spirited debate over an amendment offered bv 
Rep. Newt Gingrich {R-GA) which would have authorized the President to eliminate .. 
or reduce by Executive Order in whole or in part any authorization of appropriations 
in the bill {unless rescinded by Congress within 60 days) whenever it w::>uld a.id in 
balancing the budget or reducing the public debt or \IOuld serve the public interest. 
After le."1(Jthy discussion the amendment was rejected 144-248. 

Such line-itan veto authority has often been suggested in connection with 
actual funding; the Gingrich amendment went beyond that to propose veto rx:J1,,rer 
over authorization for funding, which \•IOuld be a dangerous and extraordinary re
linquishment of congressional authority to the executive branch. Those who spoke 
against the amendment included Reps. Paul Simon, ?!Jajor Owens {the Democrat from New 
York noted in an eloquent statement t.l-iat libraries had already "suffered repeatedly 
from veto by neglect"), Lawrence Smith {D-FL), and Carl Perkins {D-KY). Most of the 
debate did not make clear that what was proposed was veto rower over authorizations, 
not over later funding. Only Rep. Perkins correctly noted that the amendment "'l;.10uld 
give the President of the United States the right to wipe the entire act out of 
existence." 

Another amendment rejected was same very convoluted language offered by Rep. 
Robert Walker {R-PA) which 'WOUld have, in effect, allowed the Secretary of F..ducation, 
upon application by state legislatures, to waive the Davis-Bacon labor law wage 
levels on jobs in library construction projects. An amendment offered by Rep. George 
Gekas {R-PA) was ruled out of order, it would have deleted all provisions relatinq to 
title II public library construction. 'l\110 members spoke in opposition to the bill 
generally -- Rep. Thomas Bliley (R-VA) and Rep. Steve Bartlett {R-TX), the latter on 
January 30 when preliminary debate took place. 

Two minor amendments were agreed to by the floor managers of the bill, Post
secondary Education Subcommittee Chairman Paul Simon and ranking minority member 
Thomas Coleman {R-MO). One offered by Rep. Leon Panetta (D- C'A) to t.l-ie "findings'' 
section of the bill 'WOuld direct attention in the titles of the act to "the needs of 
small and rural COIID\UI1ity libraries and information centers because these facilities 
are often underfunded and understaffed and as a consequence cannot adequately serve 
the needs of the camnunity. " 

Another amendment agreed to was offered by Rep. Dan Glickman {D-KS) to add, 
urrler title II, that in meeting the goals of the state's plan for provision of 
adequate library services, library construction projects "shall give priority, when 
econanically feasible, to the acquisition and conversion of unused nublic school 
facilities.' ' Rep. Edward Boland {D-MA) asked if "the rrodernization of equiµnent 
used to generate or conserve energy, such as toilers, heating ducts, air-conditioninq 
systems and storm windows" would be considered energy conservation projE.cts within 
the meaning of title II. Both Simon and Coleman agreed they ,.110uld. 

'IR."1.\NKS NEF.DED: The tw:> recorded votes on passage of HR 2878 and on the 
Gingrich amendment are attached to this newsletter. Library sup)'X)rters will t-..rcmt 
to thank their own members as appropriate. Special thanks are due to Reps. Simon, 
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the sponsor of the bill; Coleman, who as minority floor manager qave stronq supnort 
to LSCA. on both January 30 and 31; Perkins, who managed the bill for the Democrats 
on January 30 and spelled out plainly the daroage the Gingrich amendment "l.oJOuld do; 
<Mens, who as the "librarian legislator" gave a resounding speech in support of 
L.SCA; and Smith of Florida, who SJ:X)ke in opposition to the Gingrich amendment. For 
the full debate on the bill see the Congressional Record for January 30, pp. H227-31 
and January 31, pp. H244-61 (daily edition). 

Teleccmnunications 

FCC Decision on Access Charges. The Federal CCl1lllUnications Camri.ssion on 
January 25 affirmed its tentative decision of January 19 to delay end user access 
charges on plx>ne bills for residential and single line business customers from 
April 3 until approximately June 1985 after further oroceedinqs. The chanqes will 
not have much effect on library telecarmunication costs except that the FCC made one 
change to the $25 per rronth per line surcharge on private lines. Private line 
custaners who certify that their private line is not interconnected with the local 
exchange through a PBX or other device capable of switching traffic to or from the 
local exchange will be exempt from the surcharge. Bibliographic utilities usinq 
private lines are expected to be able to avoid the surcharge under this chanqe. The 
surcharge, however, is only one of several new and increased rate elements pendinq 
in the proposed private line tariffs. 

Library Amerrlment on Senate Telephone Bill. On January 26 the Senate tabled 
44-40 a leadership motion to proceed to the consideration of s. 1660, the Universal 
Telephone Service Preservation Act. The bill would have put a two-year J110ratorium 
on access charges for residential and small business phones. The FCC' s decision on 
January 19 (see alx)ve) to delay such charges, admittedly in response to political 
pressure, caused a number of Senators to question the need for legislation on a con
troversial subject in an election year. 

The tabling action killed S. 1660 and with it, at least for the time being, a 
library amendment developed by Sen. Larry Pressler (R-SD), a member of the 
Corrrnunications Subcomnittee, and agreed to by Sen. Bob Pac~.ood (R-OR), Chairman 
of the Commerce, Science, and Trans"EX)rtation Committee, and Sen. Ernest Hollings 
(D-SC), the comnittee's ranking minority member. The amendment was expected to be 
offered as part of a committee substitute to s. 1660. 

Under the amendment the FCC could not impose new charges on entities providinq 
not-for-profit bibliographic services unless the Camri.ssion made a finding that such 
entities had adequate telecorrrnunications facilities at reasonable charges. The 
amendment would have required the FCC to initiate a proceeding which in itself would 
have delayed new charges on libraries. Sen. Pressler defined "entities providinq 
not-for-profit bibliographic services" as "library services provided by public 
libraries as defined by the Library Services and Construction Act, libraries in in
stitutions of higher education as defined by the Higher Education Act, libraries in 
elementary and secondary schools as defined by the Elementary and Secorrlary Educa
tion Act, cooperative library networks as described in Title III of the Library 
Services and Construction Act, and medical libraries as defined by the Medical 
Library Assistance Act." 

A reprint attached to this newsletter gives the text of the amendment as filed 
by Sen. Pressler on January 23, and fran the January 26 Congressional Record his 
statement on the need for the amendment, letters fran South Dakota librarians, and 
letters supporting the amendment from l'tl . .A and the Association of Research Libraries. 
In his statement Sen. Pressler notes his conmitment to pursuing this issue and to 
offering it to other relevant legislation. 
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Although the Senate did not get a chance to consider the bill to which the 
amendment was to be offered, the amendment served to focus considerable congressional 
attention on library uses of telecorrmunications and the increased costs libraries 
face from access charges and pending tariffs. Congress may yet return to the 
matter, perhaps in a later sense-of-the-Congress resolution •. 

In other developnents, the FCC wrote to AT&T to ask for 'further information on 
a number of issues, including more data on the effect of AT&T's private line tariff 
on libraries in response to carments filed with the FCC by AJA, OCLC, and Ci"\PCCT~. 
In addition, AT&T initiated. a meeting January 24 with representatives of the library 
comnunity to discuss the background of the private line tariff and some proposed 
revisions to it which might lower the cost to libraries slightly. 

'TIWJKS NEEDED: Those concerned alx>ut library teleconmmications costs should 
thank Sen. Pressler for his efforts and urge his continued support. Constituents of 
Sens. Packwoo:1 and Hollings should thank them for their support as well. l\nd from 
the Washington Office, many many thanks for the over one-thousand letters on this 
issue from the library ccmrunity to Congress, the FCC and AT&T. As you can see, it 
is having an effect, but the story isn't over yet and we will continue to need your 
help. Special thanks to those fran libraries, library neU11JOrks, and from OCIC who 
participated in group visits to key congressional offices during .AJ.A !\1.icn,Jinter. 

Copyright 

The Supreme Court, in a 5-4 decision on January 17, held that private, non
corrmercial home video taping of television programs does not constitute copyright 
infringement. The Court, in Sony Corp. of America v. Universal City Studios, Inc., 
found that such home taping is generally done for purposes of "time-shifting" and is 
a legitimate fair use. The Court also found that making and selling video tape re
corders to the general public does not constitute contributory infringement. 

National Library Symbol 

The Federal Highway Administration (FH.1:,ilA) requests corrments before April 9 on 
proposed amendments to the !V!anual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). The 
amendments are intended to expedite traffic, improve safety, and provide a n:ore 
uniform application of highway signs, signals, and roarkings. In 1982, AIA recom
mended . to the FH1i-qJ\ that a new white on blue service siqn renresentinq libraries :be 
added to the MU'ICD, using the national library 5)-'mbol, a qraphic representation of a 
person reading a book (see October 24, 1983 AIA Washinqton Newsletter 9 p. 3). In the 
January 10 Federal Register, pp. 1213-1219, FHWA concludes that since libraries are 
primarily a destination rather than a rrotorist service, the colors should be white on 
green backgrourrl. However, the notice goes on to say that the Fm\!A. " ••• is not Pro
posing the adoption of the library symbol as a white on green General Information 
Sign" because "this symool does not convey the intended soecific meaninq. '' . . --

AIA strongly encourages developing supTJOrt in state transp:>rtation departments 
for adding the national library symlx,l road sign to the MU'ICD. Responses are needed 
fran librarians1 Friends groups, trustees, educators, graphic designers and all 
others who realize that finding libraries is important in our society. AIA antici
pates responding to the FHC'\JA recommendation and will need photos and other examples 
of the symbol already in use on directional signs to libraries. Send your "evidence" 
as soon as possible to Peggy Barber, Public Information Office, NA . 50 E. Huron 
Street, Chicago, IL 60611. 
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Cable Television legislation 

A coalition of 26 consumer, education, local government and other associations, 
including AI.A, sent a joint letter January 26 to all rranbers of the House of 
Representatives expressing concern that cable TV legislation (HR 4103) pending be
fore the Energy arrl Conmerce Conmittee may result in higher rates and deteriorat;i.on 
in service. The letter stated that national cable television l:X)licy should ensure 
availability of cable service to consumers, guarantee a diversity of infonnation, 
enhance carrpetition in the operation of cable systaru., and prevent the erosion of 
universal telephone service. Those who wish to use l:X)ints fran the joint letter 
in their own letters to Congress may request a copy fran the AL.\ Washington Office, 
110 Maryland Ave., N.E., Washington, D.C. 20002. Please include a stamped, self
addressed business envelope. 

The ~tional Federation of Local ·Cable P~aITirers, whi,ch also signed the 
joint letter, has produced a videotape, "Another Year, Another Number, " ·about 
HR 4103 and its provisions. 'lb obtain a copy, serrl $10.00 and a blank 3/4" 
30-minute v.i.deo cassette to: NFICP. 906 Pennsylvania Ave., ,s.E., Washington., D.C. 
20003. 

Pay Equity 

Rep. Olympia J. Snowe (R-ME) introduced H.Con.Res. 239, a canpanion to Sen. 
Daniel J. Evans' (R-WA) S.Con.Res. 83, on January 23 (Congressional Record, 
pp. E9-Ell). The bill, cosponsored by Reps. Noman D. Dicks (D-l~ll\), Lynn 111artin 
(R-IL), Barney Frank (D-MA), Patricia Schroeder (D-CO), John 111cKernan (R-l\.1E), and 
Mary Rose oakar (D-OH), would establish a legislative Camri.ssion on Pay Equity (see 
December 19 AI.A Washington Newsletter, p. 3). The House bill is similar to the 
Senate bill, but has added race, color and national origin to sex as the factors 
which the Cornnission must consider in determining whether or not the canpensation 
systan for employees in the legislative branch of the federal qovernment is dis
criminatory. Wnen she introduced the ,bill, Rep. Snowe said: "The fundamental 
question addressed by the issue of pay equity is this : Do \oQlle!l earn less than men 
because they select low-paying jobs or are they paid less because the jobs they hold 
are occupied primarily by women?" ~ 

. 
Rep. oakar introduced HR 4599, the "Federal Employees' Pay F,cpity Act of 1984," 

which she says "would correct the pay and equity problan of Federal employees by 
marrlating that the Office of Personnel tJJanagernent identify and eliminate discrimi
natory wage-setting practices." In her Co~~essional Record statement (January 23, 
pp. H27-H29), Rep. oakar included a January 2 New York TlITles article aoout the 
ca:nparable 'WOrth issue, "Administration May Challenge F..qual Pay Rule -- 'Ibp Officials 
Press Case O\Ter wanen•s Suit." Michael J. Horowitz, counsel to the director of the 
Office of Managanent and Budget, is quoted ~ "There is nothing the Reagan Administra
tion has done that holds as much long-tenn threat to the black cx:mnuni.ty as 
comparable worth. The maintenance nan will be paid less so the librarian can be 
paid nore. " 

On January 25, Rep. Schroeder introduced S.Con.Res. 244, which she described 
as a sense-of-Congress resolution calling on executive branch agencies to enforce 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibiting wage discrimination against WOI'Cell, lx>th in 
regard to the public and the private sector (Congressional Record, pp. Hl39-Hl40). 
The resolution covers all employers subject to the Civil Rights Act, but makes no 
change in current law, " ••• because none is needed. Rather, all that is needed is 
for the executive branch to do its job." Cosponsors on this bill are Reps. Geraldine 
Ferraro (D-NY), Barbara Mikulski ([)-llID), Barbara Kennelly (D-cT), Barbara Boxer 
(D-CA), Katie Hall (D-IN), Marcy Kaptur (D-00), oakar, and Cardiss Collins (D-IL). 
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HFA Reauthorization 

A revised outline of a Higher Education Act reauthorization bill has been 
released by Rep. Paul S.im::m (D-IL), Chainnan of the House Postsecondary Education 
Subcarmi.ttee. Dated January 19, it restores HFA title II to its current role of 
strengthening library resources. Title II in the revised proposal would include 
part A, college library grants, but targeted to needy institutions, part B traininq 
and research with rrore emphasis on technologies and strengthening minority Erlucation 
programs, and part C research library grants. No nonlibrary programs "'-Ould be in
cluded in title II. The unfurrled national pericrlical system (the current part D) 
would be eliminated, although $1 million for foreign language periodicals 'lr.ould be 
authorized under title VI, international education. 

NEH Challenge Grants 

The :~ational Endowment for the Humanities announced May 1 as their deadline 
for 1984 Challenge Grants. Challenge Grants offer support for a variety of needs 
so that institutions or organizations may achieve greater financial stability and 
a reasonable growth of resources. All applicants must dem:mstrate that qrant and 
matching furrls will sustain or develop a high quality of ~rk within the humanities. 
Grants are made on a matching basis: for each federal dollar offered, institutions 
must raise three non-federal dollars. Any nonP.rofit institution or orqanization 
t-.0rking within the humanities may apply, including research and public libraries, 
four-year colleges, universities, junior and cacmunity colleges, P.ledia organiza
tions, professional societies, educational, cultural or comnunity groups. Appli
cants are encouraged to discuss plans for an application with NEH staff by calling 
202/786-0361. For new Guidelines, available by February 1, write: Challenge Grant 
Guidelines 1 Room 409, Public Affairs Office, NEH, 1100 Pennsylvania Ave., N.N., 
Washington, D.C. 20506. 

COR..~TION ~ On page 1, the Hiqher Education Act II-C 
research lil.>rary proqram received $6 million 
in appronriations for FY 1984, not $5 million. 
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<rongrtssional 1Rtcord 
House of Representatives 

The House of Representatives, on January 31 , 1984 , passed HR 2878, a five-year 
extension of the Library Services and Construction Act, bv a vote of 357 to 39 . 
The vote is reprinted below. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 357, nays 
39, answered "present" 1, not voting 
36. as follows: 

Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosta 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews <TX> 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Asp in 
AuCoin 
Barna.rd 
Barnes 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
B~nnett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bethune 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Boehlerl 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner 
Bonior 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brill 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown <CA> 
Broyhill 
Bryant 
Burton <CA> 
Byron 
Campbell 
Carney 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 

[Roll No. 15) 
YEAS-357 

Chappell 
Chappie 
Clarke 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coals 
Coelho 
Coleman (MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conable 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Daniel 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart 
Edgar 
Edwards <AL> 
Edwards <CA> 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Evans CIA> 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 

Ferraro 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Fish 
Florio 
Foley 
Ford <TN> 
Frank 
Franklin 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gore 
Gray 
Green 
Gregg 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall <OH> 
Hall, Ralph 
Hall.Sam 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Harkin 
Harrison 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hefne1 
Hertel 
Hightower 
Hiler 
Hillis 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Hughes 

------- -----

Hutto 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Jenkins 
Johnson 
Jones <NCJ 
Jones <OK> 
Jones <TN> 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kastcnmeier 
Kemp 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kindness 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
Krame~ 
La Falce 
Lagomarsino 
Lantos 
Leach 
Leath 
Lehman <CA> 
Lehman (FL> 
Leland 
Lent 
Levin 
Levine 
Levitas 
Lewis <FL> 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long <LA> 
Long <MD> 
Lott 
Lowery <CA> 
Lowry <WA> 
Luj1m 
Luken 
Lundine 
Mac Kay 
Madigan 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Marriott 
Martin <IL> 
Martin <NC> 
Martin <NY> 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzo Ii 
McCain 
Mccloskey 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McKernan 
McKinney 
McNuity 
Mica 
Michel 
Mikulski 
Miller<OH> 
Mineta 
Minish 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 

Moore 
Moorhead 
Morrison <CT> 
Morrison <WA> 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Ottinger 
Owens 
Packard 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Patman 
Patterson 
Pease 
Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Petri 
Price 
Pritchard 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Ray 
Regula 
Reid 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Rodino 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sawyer 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Si!Jander 
Simon 

Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith CFLl 
Smith <NE) 
Smith <NJ) 
Smith. Robert 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
Stange land 
Stark 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Sludds 
Sundquist 
Swift 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas <CAI 
Thomas <GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vandergriff 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walgren 
Walker 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weber 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams(MT) 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 

NAYS-39 
Bad ham Dreier Mack 
Bartlett Er!enborn McCandless 
Bateman Gradison McColl um 
Bilirakis Gramm Nielson 
Bliiey Hansen <ID> Oxley 
Brown <CO> Hansen <UT) Robinson 
Burton <IN> Hartnett Rudd 
Cheney Holt Slattery 
Craig Hunter Smith, Denny 
Crane, Daniel Latta Stenholm 
Dannemeyer Lewis (CA> Stump 
Daub Loeffler Synar 
De Wine Lungren Zschau 

AN_SWERED "PRESENT"-1 
Vento 

NOT VOTING-36 
Andrews <NC> Fowler Miller (CA) 
Corcoran Goodling O'Brien 
Crane. Philip Hall <IN> Paul 
D'Ainours Hance Pickle 
Dasch le Hatcher Porter 
Dixon Heflel Rose 
Donnelly Huckaby Savage 
Dorgan Jacobs Smith CIA> 
Flippo Jeffords Tauke 
Foglietta . Kazen Vander Jagt 
Ford <MI> Kogovsek Williams<OH> 
Forsythe Mccurdy Wilson 

D 1430 
Messrs. ZSCHAU, HUNTER, 

BROWN of Colorado, and LEWIS of 
California changed their votes from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Mr. PASHAYAN changed his vote 
from "nay" to "yea." 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

(Page E261) 

(over) 
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During debate on HR 2878, Library Services and Construction Act extension, 
Rep. Newt Gingrich (R-GA) offered an a"'Tlendment to provide the President 
line-itan veto aut..,ority over the authorization of appropriations in the 
bill. The arnemrnent was defeated 144-248. The text of the amendment and 
the vote are reprinted below. 

(Page H249) 
AMt;NDMENT OFF~RED BY MR. GINGRICH 

Mr. GINGRICH. Madam Chairman, 
I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GINGRICH: On 

page 22. after line 2, add the following new 
section: 

SF.c. 16. The President is authorized to 
eliminate or reduce by Executive order, in 
whole or In part, any authorizntion of ap
propriations made by this Act whenever, 
after investigation, he shall find and declare 
that such action will aid in balancing the 
budget or reducing the public debt, and that 
Lhe public Interest will be served thereby: 
Provided, That whenever the President 
issues an Executive order under the provi
sions of this section, such Executive order 
shall be submitted to the Congress while in 
session and shall not become effective until 
after the expiration of sixty calendar days 
after such transmission, unless the Congress 
fhn.11 rescind such Executive ordn: Provided 
further, That any authorization of approprl· 
ations or parts thereof eliminated under the 
authority of this section shall be impounded 
and returned to the Treasury and that the 
same action shall be taken with respect to 
any amounts by which any appropriations 
or parts theri:of may be reduced under the 
authority of this section. 

* * * * * 

(Page H255) 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Georgia <Mr. 
GINGRICH). 

Gramm 
GrE-gg 
Gunderson 
Hall. Sam 
lfansen <UT> 
Hartnett 
Hiler 
Hillis 
Holt 
Hopi;.ins 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Johnson 
Kasi ch 
Kemp 
Kramer 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Leach 
Lent 
Lc.:'s•CA> 
Lewis Cf'L! 
Livingston 
Loeffler 
Lott 
Lowery <CA> 
Lujan 
Lungren 
Mack 
Madigan 
Marlenee 
Marriott 

Ackerman 
Addabbo 
Akaka 
Albosla 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews <TX> 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 

Martin <IL> 
Martin (NC) 
Martin <NY> 
McCain 
McCandless 
McColl um 
Mc Dade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
Michel 
Miller <OH> 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Morrison <WA> 
Nielson 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Patterson 
Petrl 
Pritchard 
Quillen 
Regula 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rudd 

NOES-248 
Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coyne 
Crockett 
D'Amours 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 

Sawyer 
Schaefer 
Schneider 
Sthulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shumway 
Shuster 
Siljander 
Skeen 
Smith <NE> 
Smith<NJ> 
Smith, Denny 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stange land 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas<CAl 
Vandergriff 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Whitehurst 
Whittaker 
Winn 
Wolf 
Wortley 
Wylie 
Young <FL> 
Zschau 

GeJdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gore 
Gradison-
Gray 
Green 
Guarini 

Levin 
Lev me 
Levitas 
Ltpii,skl 
Lloyd 
Long <LA> 
Long <MD> 
Lowry(WAl 
Luken 
Lundine 
MacKay 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
Mccloskey 
McHugh 
McKernan 
McNulty 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Mineta 
Minish 
Mitchell 
MoaklPy 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moody 
Morrison <CT> 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberslar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Ottinger 
Owens 

Panetta 
Patman 
Pease 
Penny 
Perkins 
Price 
Pursell 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ratchford 
Ray 
Reid 
Richardson 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rose 
Rostenkowskl 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Shannon 
Sharp 
Shelby 
Sikorski 
Simon 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith <FL> 
Smith, Robert 
Sn owe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Spratt 
St Germain 
Staggers 
St.ark 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 

Tallon 
Thomas <GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vento 
Walgren 
Watkins 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitley 
Whitten 
Willlams(MT> 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wright 
WydPn 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young <AK> 
Young<MO> 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision <demanded by Mr. GINGRICH) 
there were-ayes 15, noes 13. 

Aucoin 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Btrman 

Dingell 
Dorgan 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Durbin 

Hall <OH> 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Harkin NOT VOTING-41 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SIMON. Madam Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic 

device, and there were-ayes 144, noes 
248, not voting 41, as follows: 

Archer 
Bad ham 
Bartlett 
Bateman 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bethune 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Breaux 
Broomfield 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Burton <IN) 

[Roll No. 141 
AYES-144 
Campbell 
Chandler 
Chapple 
Cheney 
Clinger 
Coats 
Coleman <MO> 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane, Daniel 
Daniel 
Dannemeyer 
Daub 

Davis 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Emerson 
Erlenbom 
E,·ans <IA> 
Fiedler 
Fields 
Franklin 
Frenzel 
"Gekas 
Gingrich 

Bevill 
Biaggi 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner 
Boni or 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Britt 
Brooks 
Brown <CA> 
Bryant 
Burton<CA> 
Byron 
Carney 
Carper 
Carr 
Clarke 
Clay 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 

Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart 
Edgar 
Edwards CAL> 
Edwards <CA) 
Edwards <OK> 
English 
Erdreich 
Evans (IL) 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Ferraro 
Fish 
Florio 
Foley 
Ford <TN) 
Frank 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gaydos 

Harrison 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hightower 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
Jenkins 
Jones<OK> 
Jones<TN> 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kindness 
Koll.er 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Leath 
Lehman<CA> 
LeJunan < FL> 
Leland 

Andrews (NC> 
Bates 
Chappell 
Conable 
Corcoran 
Crane, Philip 
Da.schle 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Flippo 
Foglietta 
Ford <MI> 
Forsythe 
Fowler 

Goodling 
Hall <INl 
Hall, Ralph 
Hance 
Hansen <IDl 
Hatcher 
Heftel 
Horton 
Huckaby 
Jeffords 
Jones <NC> 
Kazen 
Kogovsek 
Mccurdy 

McKinney 
Miller<CAl 
O'Brien 
Paul 
Pepper 
Pickle 
Porter 
Savage 
Smith <IA> 
Tauke 
Vander Jagt 
Willlams<OH> 
Wilson 
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Sen. Larry Pressler (R-SC) developed an amendment to the Senate telenhone bill that 
'NOUld require the FCC to find, after going through a proceeding, that oroviders of 
not-for-profit bibliographic services (libraries and library netv.Jorks) had adequ~te 
telecarmunications facilities at reasonable charges before new charges could be irn
F.X)Sed. However, a motion to bring up for Senate. consideration S. 1660, the Univer
sal 'I'elephone Service Preservation Act, to which the amend':lent was to be offered, 
was defeated 44-40 January 26. The amendment thus could not be offered, but it 
focused congressional attention on the impact of pending increases on libraries. 

(Pages S200-204) 

LIBRARY TELEPHONE RATES AMENDMENT 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President. ear
lier this week I filed an amend:nent to 
S. 16'30 which addresses a problem 
faced by hundreds of not-for-profit li
braries around the country. 

The FCC's access charge .decision 
and pending divestit.ure--related tariffs 
will have a major impact on library 
phone bills and data communications 
costs. In the last 15 years, a quiet revo
lution has taken place in libraries as 
more services and processes have 
become automated. Caught in the 
double bind of tighter budgets and in
creased dependence on telecommuni· 
cations networks, libraries ha.ve adai,t
ed data processing and resource shar
ing through telecommunications to in
crease their efficiency and provide 
cost-effective library services to the 
widest possible population. 

The most important factor in this 
pattern sen•ice is affordable communi
cation£. The availability ef voice-grade 
telephone lines adapted to data trans
mission has irreversibly changed the 
nature of library services. With afford
able telecommunications-and often 
wtth Federal incentives and support
libraries have accessed very large-scale 
computer -systems for sharing informa
tion resources, linked branch locations 
to a central computer system for 
tracking materials availabih'ty, and de
veloped centralized online catalogs 
and community information systems 
which will inevitably extend library re
sources to more people. 

Public and academic libraries, espe
cially in remote rural areas, cannot 
always afford multiple copies of books, 
magazines, and academic journals. 
However, through these new data 
bases, librarians can provide their cli· 
ents with a wide choice of '.Information 
materials. Students and teachers cer
tainly rely on these library resources. 
But the general public also has a big 
stake in effective and widely available 
library services. In th'is past year, the 

South Dakota State Library has cov
ered a wide range of requests. People 
drop by. call In or write to get infor
mation on many subjects such as the 
installation of wood stoves. vocationa1 
agriculture, the use of lie detectors as 
legal e\idence and even one question 
about how to repair a rotary tele
phone. The State library could not 
possibly answer all these questions 
without a dependable and affordable 
data base network. 

In South Dakota the State library 
serves directly as the public horary for 
nearly 200,000 of the State residents, 
and as a back-up resource for all li
brary users. The State library uses tht 
OCLC <Online Computer Library 
Center> system for cataloging and in· 
terlibrary loan. It maintains a 15·11· 
brary interlibrary loan network which 
handles nearly 50,000 requests annual
ly. I ask unanimous consent that the 
membership of South Dakota"s interli
brary loan network be printed in the 
RECORD immediately following my re
marks. The South Dakota State Li
brary also contracts with a tristate li· 
brary network, including North 
Dakota and Minnesota, called MINI· 
TEX--communicating through com
puter terminals-for document deliv· 
ery to all libraries in South Dakota. It 
provides the only library access in the 
State to over 300 commercial electron
ic data bases. The results of data base 
searches can be sent electronically to 
the 15-library network and by mail to 
all other public and private libraries. 

In the next year, South Dakota will 
be implementing a statewide comput
erized bibliographic data base linking 
all types of libraries for online catalog
ing, an online circulation system, in
terlibrary loan, and control of periodi· 
cal subscriptions. Individuals with per
sonal computers will be able to dial up 
an get direct access to this statewide 
data base. The direct benefits to the 
State include increased use of all li· 
brary materials throughout the State, 
sharing of resources among libraries, 
and statewide collection development. 

Mr. President, I have been contacted 
by a number of South Dakota librar
ians who predict a serious cutback in 
services should all the proposed rate 
increases filed with the FCC go into 
effect. I ask unanimous consent that 
copies of this correspondence be print
ed in the RECORD immediately follow
ing my remarks. If these rate requests 
go into effect without serious consider
ation, our libraries' effectiveness will 
be hurt at the very time when demand 
is increasing and budgets are shrink· 
ing. We are not simply talking about 
the well-known $6-a-business-line 
access charge. Included in the tariffs 
filed with the FCC last fall are drastic 
rate hikes for private lines which con
nect the libraries to these national and 
regional data bases. Hidden away in 
these hundreds of pages of tariff fil. 
ings are rate requests which could dev
astate not-for-profit libraries who 
cannot pass along these increased 
costs to their patrons. 

If rate requests are approved. the 
telecommunications costs for the 
State library's four OCLC terminals 
will increase from $7 ,200 per year to 
$11,304-a 57-percent increase. Simi· 
larly. the University of South Dakota, 
which will have five terminals by 
April. will see costs increase from 
$9.000 to $14,130. For some of the 
smaller libraries with only one termi· 
nal. the impact is even more severe. 
The Rapid City Public Library, which 
now pays $1,800 yearly. will pay 
$3.006-a 67-percent increase for tele
communications. Nationwide, the aver
age increase is 73 percent for libraries 
which connect to the merged catalog 
of the Online Computer Library 
Center in Columbus, Ohio. In the 
Washington, D.C. area, the increase is 
138 percent. One library system in the 
Chicago area will see a 183-percent 
Jump. 

These enormous rate increases 
would work serious, perhaps irrepara
ble, damage to the Nation's libraries. 
These institutions are typically pubic
ly funded and supported, operating on 

(Over) 



fixed budgets, often on a biennial 
cycle. They cannot pass additional un
budgeted expenses on to their patrons, 
nor do they have access to the capital 
needed to develop alternative technol
ogies quickly. The larger libraries in 
South Dakota, as elsewhere, will prob
ably divert book budget ·funds to pay 
telecommunications costs, thus cutting 
back on their regular acquisitions. 
Smaller libraries may have to discon
tinue their automated services or post
pone plans to begin them. 

For these reasons I filed an amend
ment to S. 1660 which would direct 
the FCC to make a specific finding 
that additional charges for communi
cations services beyond those in effect 
on December 31, 1983, would not harm 
the facilities needed to provide ade
quate service. The test for such a find
ing is taken from the Communications 
Act of 1934 regarding universal serv
ice. It does not prohibit new charges 
but requires the Commission to take a 
long, hard look at the public interest 
served by libraries. The December 31, 
1983 date would insure that library 
services would not be affected by the 
access charges or other recent filings 
such as the pending private line tariffs 
until the Commission makes such a 
finding. 

The amendment refers to "entities 
providing not-for-profit bibliographic 
services" which means library services 
provided by public libraries as defined 
by the Library Services and Construc
tion Act, libraries in institutions of 
higher education as defined by the 
Higher Education Act, libraries in ele
mentary and secondary schools as de
fined by the Elementary and Second
ary Education Act, and cooperative li
brary networks as described in title III 
of the Library Services and Construc
tion Act, and medical libraries as de
fined by the Medical Library Assist
ance Act. At the request of several of 
my colleagues. orphanages have also 
been included in this provision. 

Mr. President, libraries provide un
limited information services to a uni
versal audience. They are the common 
carriers of information in a democratic 
society. Libraries provide invaluable 
resources to all Americans, regardless 
of social background or economic 
status. These services are radically en
dangered by the unprecedented rate 
increases pending at the Commission. 
Congress has an opportunity, with my 
amendment, to direct the Commis
sion's priorities. The Senate has decid
ed not to consider S. 1660 at this time. 
However, I remain committed to pur
suing this issue and intend to ask the 
Senate to debate my amendment when 
I offer it to other relevant legislation. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SOUTH DAKOTA LIBRARIES INVOLVED IN THE 
ELECTRONIC INTERLIBRARY LoAN PROGRAl:J 
Fort Meade-VA Hospital. 
Springfield-Unirersity of South Dakota/ 

Springfield. 
Madison-Dakota St.ate College. 
Rapid City-Public Library, Rapid City 

Regional Hospital, South Dakota School of 
Mines and Technology, · 

- 2 -

Sioux Falls-Public Library, VA Hospital, 
Sioux Falls College. 

Vermillion-University of South Dakota. 
Brookings-South Dakota State Universi

ty. 
Sturgis-Black Hills State College. 
Yankton-Mount Marty College, Yankton 

College. 
Aberdeen-North State College, Public Li

brary. 

RAPID CITY PuBLIC LIBRARY, 
Rap·id City, S. Dak., December 23, 1983. 

Senator LARRY PRESSLER, 
105 Rushmore Mall, Rapid City, S. Dak. 

DEAR SENATOR PRESSLER: I am writing to 
get your support for the libraries of South 
Dakota and the nation in the matter of tele
communication rate increases. I understand 
that .S. 1660 ls expected to come up for a 
floor vote early in 1984 and that, In its 
present form, the bill provides no relief for 
libraries. 

As fellow South Dakotans we are both 
aware of the problems of size and distance 
that exist here. Our libraries are small, as 
are our budgets. But our citizens have Infor
mation needs that match those of the rest 
of the country. Resource sharing ls our 
answer to that problem and we are working 
hard to Improve our service through lnter·ll· 
brary cooperation within the state, within 
our regional networks <MINITEX or BCR>, 
and with the nation as a whole. 

But before we can share, we need to be 
aware of what materials other libraries 
have. Computers are playing a significant 
role in this effort today and can be even 
more useful In the future. A task force com
posed of librarians representing academic, 
school. public, and private libraries have 
been working with the State Library for two 
years to develop an automation plan for 
South Dakota to Improve our ability to co
operate. To function properly, however, our 
libraries need-our citizens need-reason
able telecommunication rates. 

We are told by the Online Computer Li
brary.Center <OCLC), the bibliographic util
ity currently providing us with Inter-library 
and cataloging services, that under the pro· 
posed rate structure, our library can expect 
an increase in our telecommunication bills 
of approximately 68%. This on top of hefty 
increases we have already received in our 
utility bills. Such an Increase leaves few al· 
tematives. We can pull the terminal plug 
and return to pre-OCLC days. For the pa· 
trons of the Rapid City Public Library this 
means diminished access to materials that 
could be borrowed from other libraries and 
a return to delays In getting materials out 
on the shelves. Or, we can pay the increased 
rates by finding ways to trim the budget. 
This Invariably means cutting the materials 
budget and/or reducing the size of the li
brary staff. And once again the people who 
use the library suffer. They don't get the 
sen•ice they deserve. 

Should we somehow be able to assume the 
increases, our patrons are still at risk of 
losing sen·ice because we will lose contact 
with libraries unable to do so. Therefore, 
anything you can do to help us hold down 
our telecommunications costs will be greatly 
appreciated. If we can't be spared the in· 
creases, surely there must be some way to 
phase them in over a period of years, giving 
us time to develop budgets that can handle 
them. 

I, and any librarian in the country inter
ested in automation, would be more than 
happy to discuss this matter with you fur
ther. Thank you ior your time. 

Sincerely, 
BRUCE G. MEHLHAFF, 

Associate Library Director. 

SAINT MARY'S HOSPITAL, 
Pierre, S. Dak., November 25, 1983. 

Re Docket No. 83-1145, Tariff FCC No. 3, 
private line service. 

Senator LARRY PRESSLER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PRESSLER: I have recently 
received information concerning the tele
communications cost increases being consid
ered by the F.C.C. and by the Congress. 
Since your Committee on Commerce, Sci
ence and Transportation, and the Communi
cations Subcommittee will be vitally in
volved in this issue, I wanted to point out 
how much more difficult library service will 
be in future with regard to this issue. South 
Dakotans rely heavily on telecommunica
tions because of our small (relatively) li
brary collections. Thousands of computer
ized literature searches and tens of thou
sands of interlibrary loans are performed 
each month in South Dakota, in keeping 
our citizens as well informed as those in 
more urban areas. Increasing telecommuni· 
cations charges, as requested by A.T.&T., 
will cause South Dakotans to fall behind. 
The enclosed discusses more fully the plight 
of the library community and South Dakota 
when faced by these charge increases. I 
hope you will be able to halt or at least 
modify the proposed changes. 

Sincerely, 
DE.ANN HILMOE, 
Medical Librarian. 

SAINT MARY'S HOSPITAL, 
Pierre, S. Dak., November 25, 1983. 

Re A.T. & T. telecommunications tariff, 
Docket No. 83-1145. Tariff FCC No. 3, 
private line service. 

I have just received information concern· 
Ing the proposed telecommunications tariff, 
and felt compelled to respond. This is a very 
difficult time for libraries, and particularly 
hospital libraries, due to budget problems 
and federal regulations governing hospitals. 
It is an especially poor time to suddenly 
expect increases of 60% on data communica
tion costs. Hospitals of 100 beds and up in 
South Dakota use various private lines to 
connect with the MEDLARS databases at 
the National Library of Medicine for com
puterized literature searching of medical in
formation, ultimately for patient care 
needs. At present, hospitals pay approxi
mately $22.00 per hour for online searching 
including telephone charges-an increase of 
60% for those charges puts even more pres
sure on our budgets. St. Mary's is a small 
hospital, and we use over $1000 per year in 
online time. In the event of an increase, 
those charges have to be funded by decreas
ing the number of books or journals pur
chased as well as other services. The net 
would be a loss to the patient whose medical 
personnel need access to current informa
tion. Budgeted funds for an increase 
couldn't be available until August, and 
many larger institutions couldn's budget for 
such an increase for two to five years. 

Many types of libraries in South Dakota 
access OCLC and other private line vendors 
for cataloging and interlibrary loan traffic, 
giving South Dakotans the ability to be 
equal to other citizens of the country in cur
rent information. Because of our rural loca
tions. South Dakota libraries are great shar
ers of information-but services will need to 
be cut there also, if a large Increase is 
passed. An increase will impact directly and 
indirectly as we access computer banks and 
as our loans are referred to larger collec
tions. 

My recommendations for dealing with the 
tariff are: 

(1) Cut down the percentage of increase to 
a more reasonable level 



,. 

(2) Postpone implementation until com
plete e.ne.lysis is possible, and phase in any 
changes 

(3) Exempt library and educational insti
tutions from the private-line tariff. 

I am in favor of telecommunications cor
porations receiving just compensation, but 
not at the cost of hospital library services. 

Sincerely, 
DEANN HILMOE, 
Medical Librarian. 

SIOUX FALLS PuBLIC LIBRARY, 
Sioux Falls, S. Dak., November 28, 1983. 

In reference to: Docket No. 83-1145, Tariff 
FCC No. 3, Private Line Seroice. 

MARK S. FOWLER, 
Chairman, Federal Communications Com

mission, Vlashington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. FOWLER: I understand that the 

Commission has received a request from 
AT&T to put In place Its new tariff for tele
communications charges, and that you will 
shortly be reviewing this request. 

As It has been estimated that the pro
posed tariff could allow for lncreses averag
ing 60 percent, I am writing to express my 
concern. 

Our public library Is depending more and 
more on telecommunications to maintain 
basic and essential Information services to 
its citizens. The sharing of Information be
tween libraries makes It possible for us to 
provide our users with resources not availa
ble locally and which, many times, we 
cannot afford to acquire. Now, within our 
ovim state we are beginning to develop an 
even more complex statewide resource net
work which will rely even more on telecom
munications. Even without Increases In the 
telecommunications charges, these same 
charges are the major cost Item facing de
velopment of our system. To see these 
charges put in place would substantially 
reduce the amount of money we could con
tinue to spend locally on our ovim library 
collection. 

With our budgets for years e.nd years con
stantly stretched so very much in efforts to 
put new materials on the shelves for an edu
cation-hungry audience, the sharing of re
sources with other libraries has been very 
important. Increased charges would almost 
certainly set our progress back Instead of &.l· 
lowing to move forward. 

I encourage the Commission to postpone 
any decision until such time as a thorough 
analysis is made of long range Impacts of 
this proposed increase. 

Thank you for your attention to my con· 
cern. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES L. DERTIEN, 

City Librarian. 

MOUNT MARTY COLLEGE, 
Yankton, S. Dak., November 21, 1983. 

Hon. LARRY PRESSLER, 
Communications Subcommittee, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR PRESSLER: Several recent 
~elecommunication developments-the levy. 
mg of access charges for local connections 
to long distance circuits and the proposed 
tariffs filed by AT & T for its telecommuni
cation services-will have a major impact on 
our library at Mount Marty College. Pre
liminary analysis just available indicates 
~hat this means an average Increase of 60% 
m the cost of lines used by libraries for data 
communication as a result of the proposed 
tariff. Our library has used an automated 
cataloging and interlibrary loan system 
since 1977. This Increased tariff would mean 
an Increase of approximately $60 a month 
on our OCLC terminal. Since our library Is 
on a small, fixed budget, we would not be 
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able to pay for this Increase. '!"his would 
probably mean that we would be forced to 
discontinue use of our terminal, which 
would be detrimental to our patrons. 

In order for a thorough analysis to be per
formed, the FCC should consider postpon
ing the access charge and tariff. The In· 
crease seems too severe for private line 
users. If it must be Implemented, It should 
be phased In to allow libraries time to devel
op budgets that would accommodate this In
crease. If the tariff is approved, an exemp
tion should be granted to library and educa
tional users. Since libraries are set up to 
provide information and service to Its pa
trons, an exemption would help libraries 
fulfill their mission. 

Sincerely, 
GLENN SUNDVOLD, 

Director of the Library. 

THE BROOKINGS PuBuc LIBRARY, 
Brookings, S. Dak., November 22, 1983. 

Sen. LARRY PRESSLER, 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR PRESSLER: As director of a 
small public library, I fear the effect of the 
AT & T proposed access charges and accom
panying tariff for long distance telecommu
nications service on our library's ability to 
keep pace with the community's growing de
mands for information and other library 
services. 

In South Dakota, low budgets, great dis
tances, and heavy use of library resources 
have necessitated a healthy spirit of cooper
ation among all of our libraries. We are, as 
of this fall, at the exciting stage of develop
ing a statewide, miltl-type automated Ii· 
brary network. One unanswered question, 
however, remains crucial to our plans: Will 
telecommunications cost Increase to prohibi
tive levels for most of the small libraries 
and thus da..,;h our hopes for including all 
sizes and types of libraries In this network? 

Most assuredly the estimated 60 percent 
increase In telecommunications costs indi
cates that more time Is needed to study Its 
Impact on library budgets and, consequent
ly, to library patrons. While I feel that AT 
and T's proposal is so severe that It should 
not be implemented, I would add that a 
more reasonable access charge and tariff 
should be phased In over a number of years 
so that library directors, budget directors 
and citizen governing boards would be ab!~ 
to plan for the effects of these Increases. As· 
suredly, a 60 percent Increase In a telecom
munications budget within the next few 
months would necessitate the reduction or 
elimination of existing library services. 

Sincerely, 
SANDRA K. NORLIN, 

LibraTI/ Director. 

AUGUSTANA COLLEGE, 
MIKKELSEN LIBRARY, 

Sioux Fall&, S. Dak., November 21, 1983. 
LARRY F'RESSLDI, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PRESSLER: As the new Direc
tor of the Mikkelsen Library at August.ans. 
College, I am greatly concerned about the 
proposed tariffs filed by AT&T for its tele
communications services. Our library cur
rently pays $200/month In telecommunica
tions charges. A preliminary analysis indi· 
cates that the requested tariff would result 
in a 60% increase in these costs. 

Libraries are doing more and more of 
their information handling via computers 
and telecommunications. At the Mikkelsen 
Library we catalog all materials, process all 
interlibrary loans, and Initiate our book 
orders using our OCLC terminal. 

The State of South Dakota Is currently 
sponsoring a task fon:e Investigating ways In 
which to connect all libraries In the state 
creating a statewide database of library 
holdings. The future of libraries In the area 

of increased automation to better serve 
their users may be cut short If the costs 
become prohibitive. 

Your consideration of these concerns will 
be greatly appreciated, especially in your 
role on the Communications Subcommittee. 

Sincerely, 
RONELI.11: K: H. THOMPSON, 

Director. 

• YANKTON COLLEGE, 
Yankton, S. Dak., November 16, 1983. 

Hon. LARRY PRESSLER, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PREssu:R: We are very con
cerned about the increased telecommunica
tions charges and the impact those charges 
will have on this library. An average In
crease of 60% or $120 per month would 
;11ake it very _difficult for this small library 
m a small pnva.te college to continue using 
the automated cataloging system and inter
library loan system which we have had since 
1977. The 60% figure was sent to us by 
Carol C. Henderson, Deputy Director ALA 
Washington Office. We are shari1~g an 
OCLC terminal with the other small private 
college In Yankton and although the in
cr~ase would be $60 for us personally, It Is 
still far too much for us to pay. This in
crease would mean, at this point. that we 
would not be able to use t.he terminal, but 
would have to save the money that the use 
C?sts us In order to pay the telecommU:nica
t10ns charges. Since we operate on a very 
small and very tight bud,:t>t. it st>ems unfair 
to bill us at a rate compar:lble to a much 
larger, far richer Institution. 

We feel that the FCC should postpone the 
access charges and the accompanying tariff 
long enough for a thorough analysis to be 
performed. The impact on prh ate line users 
seems disproportionately severe and should 
not be Implemented in the present fom1. 
Any Imposition of access charges and tariffs 
should be phased in with sufficient time be
tween the steps for library managers to de
velop realistic budgets. 

Should the private line tariff be approved, 
an exemptl_on should be granted for library 
and educational users. The mission of librar
ies Is to bring Information resources and 
services of all types-print-based, audio
visual, and computer-based-to all segments 
of the population In all areas of the coun
try. An exemption for libraries from the pri
vate line tariff would go a long way toward 
bringing access to the Information age to 
that half of the population which makes no 
use or ·minimal use of long-distance facili
ties. 

Sincerely, 
PATRICIA McDONALD, 

Library Director. 

NORTHERN STATE COLLEGE, 
Aberdeen, S. Dak., November 17, 1983. 

Hon. Larry Pressler, 
Senator from South Dakota, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR PRESSLER: I am enclosing a 
copy of my comments to the Federal Com
munications Commission on the dlverstlture 
of AT&T and the proposed access charges 
and tariffs for leased line telecommunica
tions. All citizens and their libraries In 
South Dakota will become the Information 
poorly if these proposals become a reality. I 
hope these comments will assist you In your 
work with the Communications Subcommit
tee of the Committee on Commerce, Sci
ence, and Transportation. 

Sincerely, 
ELIZABETH J. MCNEER, PH. D., 

Director of th.e LibraTI/. 



COMMENTS OF ELIZABETH J, MCNEER, DIREC· 
TOR, WILIAMS LIBRARY, NORTHERN STATE 
COLLEGE, ABEltDBEJI, 8. DAK. 
As a citizen, a librarian, and the director 

of a college library, I am concerned about 
the divestiture of AT&T. I am most con
cerned about the proposals for access 
charges and tariffs for leased line telecom
munications because libraries have become 
dependent on networks linked by dial up 
and leased line equipment. 

The Williams Library Is a member of the 
OCLC network which provides access to the 
cataloged collections over other libraries 
through a dedicated leased line. This infor
mation Is used to catalog our own collection 
and to locate and request books from other 
libraries through interlibrary loan arrange
ments. No library can purchase all the 
books needed by Its users; and this coopera
tive system shares resources, expanding our 
capability to serve our users. 

Through dial-up access to commercial 
services, the Williams Library provides In
formation from indexes other than the ones 
we can afford to purchase and house in the 
library building. For a small college in a 
remote part of the country, this feature as
sists the College In recruiting faculty and 
students. Any large increase in charges for 
long distance service would eliminate our 
access to these sources of Information. 

Publlcally funded libraries such as the one 
I manage ooperate on budgets prepared 
eighteen to twenty-four months in advance. 
A sixty percent increase in telecommunica
tions charges would require a severe cut in 
the book budget and staff cuts as well. I 
have no mechanism to pass these charges on 
to my users: the students and faculty at 
Northern State College. 

I would urge the Federal Communications 
Commission to postpone the access charges 
and accompanying tariff long enough for a 
thorough analysis of the effects upon Ji. 
brary and other educational users. The mis
sion of the college library Is to provide 
access to all forms of information to Its stu
dents and faculty. As more of that Informa
tion is transmitted through the long dis
tance telecommunications lines, the Federal 
Communications Commission can determine 
which libraries can serve which users by its 
actions on this issue. 

SIOUX FALLS COLLEGE, 
November 22, 1983. 

Senator LARRY PRESSLER, 
Attention: Ms. Mary Pat Bierle, 
Russell Senate Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR PRESSLER: This is in regard 
to the telecommunications development 
caused by the divestiture of AT&T. There 
are two changes which will have effect on li
braries: the access charge and the proposed 
tariffs on private/leased lines. 

In the Information provided to us from 
the American Library Association, It ap
pears that the cost of our telecommunica
tions may rise as much as 60 percent on the 
private/leased lines used for data transmis
sion. For Sioux Falls College and the other 
twenty libraries which participate In OCLC, 
an on-line resource sharing, bibliographic 
data base, that means the current rate of 
$24,000 per year will more than double April 
1, 1984.. 

Libraries are willing to accept increasing 
costs, but < 1 > It seems disproportionately ap
plied to private/leased line users and <2> we 
have no way to absorb or pass on those 
kinds of increases all at once. Alternate, 
more cost-effective options are not availa
ble, especially on such short notice. 

The purpose of libraries ls to provide all 
kinds of information to users from all seg
ments of the population and In all areas of 
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the country. New technologies have greatly 
enhanced that capacity and. In most cases, 
there are no alternatives. Perhaps there ls a 
way libraries and educational users could be 
exempted from the proposed private line 
tariff. In any case, there must be some 
better way than to, as one libra.rian noted, 
"eat the elephant all at once." 

Thank you for your consideration. If I can 
provide further information, please contact 
me. 

Sincerely, 
JANE KOLB!:, 
Head Librarian. 

REMARKS CONCERNING DocXET No. 83-1145, 
TARIFF FCC No. 3, PRIVATE LINE SERVICE 

(By Bob Carmack) 
I am Dean of Library Services at the Uni

versity of South Dakota, a small liberal arts 
university In Vermillion. South Dakota. Our 
enrollment ls 6,001, and the university 
serves professional schools of law and medi
cine in addition to lts predominately liberal 
arts curriculum. 

As you are probably aware. the Northern 
Great Plains is characterized by lots of land 
and space and few people. But what we lack 
In quantity, we make up for in quality, and 
because we have quality people, they de
serve to have the finest of libraries to pro
vide them with information that they need 
to improve the quality of their lives. Be
cause we do have limited resources, It pro
vides challenges to us to creatively and Inno
vatively meet the Information needs of our 
students, faculty, and citizens. We have 
done some good things in this regard and 
are continually striving to improve our ef
forts. However, because of our geography 
and demographic distribution, much of our 
activities rely upon telecommunications. 
The proposed tariff of AT&T has real po
tential to penalize libraries' ability to pro
vide and access Information quickly and ef
fectively for our users, and I must express 
some very real concerns. 

Let me give you an example: The libraries 
at the University of South Dakota are 
heavy users, relatively speaking, of the serv-
ices of OCLC In Dublin, Ohio. This corpora
tion, through collective efforts of its nation
wide members, provides cost effective biblio
graphic and related services to its partici
pant libraries. This service is provided over 
telephone lines which are "dedicated" for 
this purpose. I have just received my bill 
from my network for OCLC services next 
year, as well as Information from them that 
suggest my telecommunications costS' will 
increase by some 68 percent next year if the 
tariffs are approved. This 68 percent adjust
ment will mean that I inust find an addi
tional $4,896 In order to continue to partici
pate meaningfully In resource sharing and 
networking. Budget cycles are such that It 
will be difficult for me and many other pub
licly supported libraries to build this cost 
into our fiscal management structure. Fur
ther, being publicly supported entitles, it 
will not be possible for us to pass along 
these increases to our users. 

More often than not, we will have fo 
absorb them Internally, and the prime 
target for absorbing these costs is the book 
budget. By so doing, however, we initiate 
again the vicious circle of depriving infor
mation for both my Immediate users, stu
dents and faculty, and other citizens of the 
State. We take some pride In South Dakota 
in considering all of our libraries to be a Ji. 
brary of the whole; thus, what hurts one li
brary hurts us all. At an average cost of 
$30.59 per book, the $4,896 would provide 
some 160 books for use by students anci fac
ulty. If you compound that number by 
other OCLC users across the state of South 
Dakota, the potential for deprivation be
comes rather significant. 

Lest I be misunderstood, I firmly believe 
in technology as both a source of relief for 
many of our costly day-to-day means of 
doing things, as well as a means to expand 
our capabilities to provide needed informa
tion. Our participation In OCLC is an exam
ple. We view this participation as an effi
cient, economical way for us to minimize 
costs while helping to maximize service and 
information to, and for, our students, facul
ty, and other users. Technologies continue 
to develop which will make our task even 
easier and, perhaps, more cost effective. We 
look forward to their continuing develop
ment. However, they are not in place now, 
and they will not likely be by April, 1984, 
when the proposed tariff would go into 
effect. I would thus urge the FCC to post
pone the proposed tariff adjustments until 
not only the long-range implications of new 
technology can be further assessed, but also 
to give entities such as the University of 
South Dakota time to build such cost in
creases into its budget structure. 

I find myself also feeling, with some inten
sity, that because libraries and educational 
institutions do play such vital roles in pro
viding for an informed citizenry that they 
should be exempt from the proposed tariff 
altogether. Libraries provide information re
sources and services to a lot of people, and 
at the point of being redundant. in South 
Dakota we have to cover a lot of land, using 
telephones to do so, to provide needed infor
mation. An exemption for libraries from the 
tariff would be a significant step in improv
ing the education and quality of life of our 
citizens. The returns on such an exemption 
are obvious, and I certainly urge this as a 
postive alternative for your consideration. 

In summary, I believe the proposed tariff 
of AT&T as it would impact telecommunica
tions for private/leased lines would have a 
significant negative impact upon the entire 
citizenry In their need to have information 
that will Improve the quality of their lives. I 
urge quite strongly at least postponement of 
this tariff until more meaningful analysis 
can be made of the long-range impact of 
this radical adjustment in rate structures. 

Thank you for your time. 

AMERICAN LIBRARY ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D.C., January 23, 1984. 

Hon. LARRY PRESSLER, 
U.S. Senate. Room 407A, Russell Senate 

OjJfce Buildtng, Washington, D.C. 20510 
DEAR SENATOR PRESSLER: I am writing on 

behalf of the 40,000 members of the Ameri
can Library Association to express ALA's 
support of the amendment you . intend to 
offer to S. 1660, the Universal Telephone 
Service Preservation Act of 1983. The 
amendment, as we understand it, would 
insert a new subsection on page 17 of S. 
1660 immediately after line 21: 

"(j) The Commission may not impose on 
any entity providing not-for-profit biblio
graphic services or any orphanage any 
charge for telecommunications services 
which was not imposed on such an entity or 
orphanage on December 31, 1983, unless the 
Commission has made a finding that those 
entities have adequate facilities at reason
able charges." 

It is our understanding that you plan to 
define entities providing not-for-profit bib
liographic services as library services pro
vided by public libraries as defined by the 
Library Services and Construction Act, li
braries in institutions of higher education as 
defined by the Higher Education Act, librar
ies in elementary and secondary schools as 
defined by the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act, cooperative library networks 
as described In Title III of the Library Serv
ices and Construction Act, and medical li
braries as defined by the Medical Library 
Assistance Act. 



It is also our understanding that this 
amendment will provide a mechantsm for li
braries to continue to provide their biblio
graphic, research, reference, and access to 
information functions as technologies 
change and as telecommunications become 
essential to the provision of those functions. 

The drastic increases in telecommunica
tions costs facing libraries could prevent 
them from performing their historic role of 
providing universal access to information to 
the public. As much information becomes 
available only electronically, libraries are 
the one Institution which makes access to 
electronic Information universally available. 

Your amendment is consistent with the 
universal service philosophy of both the 
1934 Communications Act and of S. 1660. It 
is also consistent with the philosophy of 
several existing federal programs which en
courage and support libraries in ·the use of 
available technologies to share resources · 
and provide cost-effective services. 

The American Library A!ijOCiation strong
ly supports the amendment, and with the 
amendment added. S . 1660 as well. We ap
preciate your support on behalf of libraries 
and their users. 

Sincerely, 
EILEEN D. COOKE, 

Director. ALA Washington Office. 
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRAl<IES, 
Washington, D.C. January 24, 1984. 

Hon. LARRY PRESSLER, 
U.S. Senate, Room 407 A Russell Senate 

Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR PRESSLER: On behalf of the 

Membership of the Association of Research 
Libraries <ARL>. I am writing to support the 
amendment you intend to offer to S . 1660. 
As I understand the proposed amendment, 
it will require that the Federal Communica
tions Commission find that non-profit pro
viders of bibliographic services have ade
quate telecommunications facilities at rea
sonable charges before any new charges are 
imposed on them. 

Librarians are seriously concerned that 
the rate increases proposed to the FCC by 
AT&T in connection with the divestiturf' 
decision would impose Draconian hardships 
on their budgets. especially if these charges 
are imposed without thorough study of tne 
effects. They fear that their only recourse 
in order to be able to pay the proposed 
charges \\'ill be to cut back on book and peri
odical purchases. to curtail services to pa
trons, or both. The historic role of the li
brary in the United States has been to pro
vide access to information to all who seek it. 

Much information is now available only in 
'electronic form. and this trend is growing. 
Therefore. the cost of electronic communi
cations is becoming a critical component of 
what information will <or will not) be made 
available to the public. 

The ARL is appreciative of your commit
ment to the philosophy of universal service 
which is embodied both in the Communica
tions Act of 1934 and S. 1660. We applaud 
your effort to help libraries to continue pro
viding telecommunications-based informa
tion services at reasonable cost to all infor
mation-seeking Americans. 

Yours truly, 
SHIRLEY ECHELMAN, 

Executive Director. 
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AMENDMENT SUBMITTED 

PRESERVATION OF UNIVERSAL 
TELEPHONE SERVICE 

PRESSLER AMENDMENT NOS. 
2667 THROUGH 2674 

C Ordered to lie on the table.> 
Mr. PRESSLER submitted eight 

amendments intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill CS. 1660) relating to 
the preservation of· universal tele· 
phone service; as follows: 

.AMENDMENT No. 2669 
On page 17, line 21, strike the quotation 

marks and second period. 
On page 17, insert the following new sub

section immediately after line 21: 
"(j) The Commission may not impose on 

any entity providing not-for-profit biblio
graphic services or any orphanage any 
charge for telecommunications services 
which was not imposed on such entity on 
December 31, 1983, unless the Commission 
has made a finding that these entities have 
adequate facilities at reasonable charges.". 

AMENDMENT No. 2670 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol

lowing: 
"The Commission may not impose on any 

entity providing not-for-profit bibliographic 
services or any orphanage any charge for 
telecommunications services which was not 
imposed on such entity on December 31, 
1983, unless the Commission has made a 
finding that these entities have adequate 
facilities at reasonable charges.". 


