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oe to offer an option. And as you say, this might be considered. I
think you cannot resolve it today, obviously, but I hope that as the
committee continues its deliberations with your able top lieutenants
here, that maybe we can work something out on this.

Secretary Uparr. Fine.

Thank you.

Mr. Huenzs. Mr. Chairman, just a brief comment, if T might.

Mr. Brar~ig. Mr. Hughes.

Mr. Hueurs. One of the advantages of the approach that is re-
fected in the administration proposal, we believe, as distinguished
from the prefinancing, is that it deals more equitably, perhaps more
m a_priority basis, in that it does not so much limif the capacity to
ro ahead to those States which on one basis or another can provide
sheir own financial base for proceeding. It does give more substantial
issistance, we think, to other States and to communities which other-
wise might be left out. We certainly would try and keep an open mind
on this point, but one of the things that we would need to watch is
she impact of a combined prefinancing and contract financing ap-
roach on the communities in the States with lesser capacity, lesser
inancial capacity.

Mr. McCarrrY. Of course, the other side of the coin that you have
ust turned up is that those States who are ready to move and have
‘he financial wherewithal should not be penalized simply because they
wre ready to move ahead and are in a financial position to do it. If
we pull a rug out from under them, by pulling this out, it is going to
de a step backward, rather than a step forward for those big States
ike New York, who have moved ahead.

Mr. Hucnes. Certainly they should not be penalized. The contract
inancing approach would put them on the same basis as other States
ind their inherent advantage and their capacity to lock up future
llocations of Federal funds would be somewhat more limited.

Mzr. McCarrrY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. '

Mr. BuaT~ix. Mr. Cramer. : .

Mr. Cramer. I will yield to the gentleman from Nebraska.

Mr. Den~EY. Mr. Secretary, I have one or two questions that con-
ern me.

DEBT FINANCING PROPOSAL APPEARS TO DIMINISH STATE AND
LOCAL RESPONSIBILITY

Would you comment on whether or not we are considering land-
nark legislation with reference to Federal water pollution control,
teeping in mind the original declaration of Congress on the first act
yroviding for primarily State responsibility. In these bills we are
alking about approval of water standard, we are talking about sec-
mdary control, and legalistic methods of handling the discharge. We
ire talking about guaranteeing Federal bonds by the Federal Gov-
rnment, the Secretary having discretion to determine whether or
10t the bonds are feasible.

We are talking about a toilet tax—or a uge tax—and we are talk-
ng about all different approaches to this thing. So it looks to me
ike it is more and more of a thrust for the Federal Government to



