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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES— Wednesday, April 23, 1969

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

Rabbi Stanley Rabinowitz, Adas Israel
Synagogue, Washington, D.C., offered
the following prayer:

Our God and God of our fathers: We
are grateful for those whose lives are
consecrated to the service of man. May
we be blessed in our deliberations so that
where there is ignorance and super-
stition, there may be knowledge and en-
lightenment;

Where there is prejudice and hatred,
there may be tolerance and love;

Where there is fear and suspicion,
there may be confidence and trust;

Where there is tyranny and oppres-
sion, there may be freedom and justice;

Where there is illness, hunger and
poverty, there may be healing, suste-
nance and bounty;

Where there is strife and discord, there
may be harmony and tranquillity. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Geisler,
one of his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 3832. An act to amend title 10, United
States Code, to provide the grade of general
for the Assistant Commandant of the
Marine Corps when the total active duty
strength of the Marine Corps exceeds
200,000.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES RES-
TAURANT WORKERS SHOULD BE
PAID SALARY REQUIRED BY LAW

(Mr. JACOBS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I note with
regret that the House of Representatives
has found sufficient funds to pay a fee
of $200,000 to the lawyer representing
the House of Representatives in the so-
called Adam Clayton Powell Supreme
Court case. In my judgment, as a mem-
ber of the committee which investigated
this matter, relatively little legal work is
involved in this case before the Court.
And yet the House of Representatives
cannot find sufficient funds to pay the
salary required by law to employees of
the Capitol Hill restaurants and cafe-
terias.

HAPPY BIRTHDAY TO ISRAEL

(Mr, ADDABBO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, this week
the nation of Israel celebrates its 21st
birthday.

I join in extending congratulations to
this bastion of democracy and freedom
in the Middle East and I hope that Israel
will finally receive the recognition of sov-
ereignty which it deserves.

What better birthday present could
Israel receive than acceptance of her
sovereignty by her Arab neighbors and
by all the nations of the world?

If the Arab nations would only admit
that Israel exists as an autonomous state,
then there would be no roadblock to di-
rect peace talks in the Mideast.

If the Big Four powers accept Israel’s
sovereignty, then there need be no fear
of an “imposed peace” in the Mideast.

If the Soviet Union and the United
States agree on the meaning of Israeli
sovereignty, there could be a deescala-
tion of the arms race in the Middle East.

The key to a lasting peace between Is-
rael and her Arab neighbors is recogni-
tion of Israel’s sovereignty and the prin-
ciples of international law which flow
from such sovereignty.

On her 21st birthday Israel has more
than earned the right to be accepted as
a member of the world community with
full rights and status. The United States
can help assure Israel that recognition by
using its influence during four-power
talks to spur direct peace talks and avoid
an imposed settlement in the Middle
East.

SOVIET BLOC FISHING VESSELS OFF
OUR SHORES

(Mr. WHITEHURST asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. WHITEHURST. Mr. Speaker, I
wish to call attention to the continued
presence of Soviet bloc fishing vessels off
our shores. I believe that our commercial
fishermen will have their livelihood
diminished considerably if something is
not done to restrict Soviet fishing
activity.

Recently, I received a complaint from
one of my constituents, Capt. Julian A.
Penello, of Portsmouth, Va. Captain
Penello tells me that the large Soviet
fishing vessels are now present off the
Virginia Capes with nets having a ca-
pacity of 50,000 to 100,000 pounds of fish.
He told me that he had seen these ves-
sels take as much as 100,000 pounds of
fish within an hour’s time. Frequently,
they move among our own fishing ves-
sels and within 1 or 2 hours, all of the
fish were gone. There is strong evidence
that the Soviets are violating their agree-
ments with us which proteet certain spe-
cies of fish. Captain Penello told me that
the large Russian factory ships fre-
quently intimidate the smaller American
vessels and force them out of the way.

How much longer are we going to be-
have in this craven fashion? We permit
our aircraft to be shot down and our

ships to be seized in regions where they
have a right to be. Now Red ships are
depriving our own fishermen of their
livelihood almost in sight of our own
shores.

CONGESTION AT AIRPORTS

(Mr. CAHILL asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CAHILL. Mr. Speaker, one of the
great frustrations and I think imminent
dangers to the citizens of the eastern
part of the United States and perhaps
throughout the entire United States is
the congestion at airports.

I have made a study of this, and I
have become convinced that one of the
problems is the inadequate legislative au-
thority for the CAB to regulate the
scheduling of airlines, As a result, we now
have foolish competitive scheduling
which is reducing the payload in the air-
planes to about 50 percent and is bring-
ing about dangerous congestion and frus-
trating delays at all major airports.

I have therefore today introduced leg-
islation to empower Federal regulatory
agencies to take effective action to rem-
edy this problem. I would welcome the
support of the membership in bringing
this essential aid to the citizens who rely
on air travel.

FILING FOR RADIO STATIONS

(Mr. LUJAN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, a situation
in the broadeast industry has been called
to my attention by radio stations in my
congressional district, which seems to be
extremely unfair.

I am told that under present laws of
the Federal Communications Commis-
sion, it is possible for an individual or
group to file for a station’s license at the
time of license renewal, even though the
present licensee is found by the FCC to
have served his area in the public in-
terest. This means hearings can be held
pitting performance against promises. If
this becomes common practice, practi-
cally every radio and TV station in the
country will be subjected to costly hear-
ings once every 3 years when it comes
time to renew their license.

This right of the Federal Communica-
tions Commission has never been exer-
cised to the extent of an existing sta-
tion's license being given to another who
promised more, but under present law it
can happen. It is my understanding some
members of the present Commission
favor this method of determining licen-
sees.

I am not an expert on communica-
tions, Mr, Speaker, but I would like to
introduce this bill which calls attention
to the program. It is my hope that
through the bill's introduction, there
will be study and debate, and through
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this process a decision will be made that
is fair to all.

CENSUS QUESTIONNAIRE CHANGED

(Mr. MIZE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. MIZE. Mr. Speaker, in view of the
controversy which has arisen about plans
for the 1970 census of population and
housing, I am grateful to receive from
the Secretary of Commerce, the honor-
able Maurice H, Stans, a letter and an
accompanying factual statement of what
is actually contemplated. The Secretary’s
communication clearly sets forth the
Nation’s needs for accurate statistics as
well as showing a desire to conform to
some of the most frequently voiced
wishes of the Congress. I am also glad
to note his decision to alter procedures
in the interec: of our present trend to-
ward economy in government.

This is evidence that progress is being
made in developing a questionnaire to
give the Government agencies the essen-
tial information they need without plac-
ing an undue burden upon the respond-
ents. In my opinion we must continue
to evaluate these fact-gathering proce-
dures looking toward further simplifica-
tion and less compulsion, but I certainly
commend Secretary Stans and his staff
for their consideration of the complaints
which have been raised and their respon-
siveness in doing something about them.

FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE

(Mr. PRICE of Illinois asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
now that the ides of April deadline—if
we can stretch a bit and call April 15
the ides of April—has been met, or so 1
trust, I should like to call attention to
another deadline.

Under the rules of the House, as
amended last year, April 30 is the dead-
line for the filing of financial disclosure
reports with the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct, of which I have
the honor to be chairman.

Forms for making these reports were
mailed early this year, with instructions,
to all Members, officers, members of the
professional staffs of committees, and
principal assistants, so far as the latter
had been designated at that time, to
Members and officers. Additional forms,
if needed, may be obtained from the
committee offices.

Only 1 week remains for the filing of
these reports, so time is fleeting for Mem-
bers and others who have not complied.
They should get their reports to the com-
mittee offices at 2360 Rayburn Building
as promptly as possible. The committee
staff will be glad to help in any way pos-
sible.

Since part A of these reports must be
maintained, under the rules of the House,
for responsible public inquiry, it follows
that the identity of delinquent filers, if
any, may become public property. In
other words, if the committee staff can-
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not supply, on request, the reports of
specified Members or employees, it will
have no alternative to telling the inquirer
that the requested reports have not been
filed.

The committee urges, therefore, that
all who are required to file make sure
that their reports reach the committee
offices before the close of business on
Wednesday, April 30.

COMPENSATION OF ATTORNEY
REPRESENTING HOUSE IN ADAM
CLAYTON POWELL CASE

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I take
this moment to point out to the House
that in yesterday’s Washington Post we
were advised that an attorney represent-
ing this House of Representatives in the
Adam Powell case, now before the Su-
preme Court, was to be compensated
some $200,000 for representing the
House.

It occurs to me that the Solicitor Gen-
eral might have been the more appro-
priate person to represent this House,
and it would have been cost free.

Considering some of the working con-
ditions and inadequate compensation
which presently attain with respect to
many of the House employees in the
cafeteria and other areas of employment
here, this money could have been much
more wisely spent for some more use-
ful purpose, rather than hiring New
York counsel to represent the House of
Representatives.

I think this is a very serious matter,
and I take exception to this wasteful
expenditure of funds.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

(Mr. MOSS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute.)

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, due to other
obligations, it was not possible for me
to be present on the House floor last
week when this body passed H.R. 4148,
the Water Quality Improvement Act of
1969.

Had I been present when the vote was
taken on this measure, I would have
voted “yea”.

COMPENSATION OF ATTORNEY REP-
RESENTING HOUSE BEFORE SU-
PREME COURT

(Mr. HAYS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I was moved
to speak to the House after hearing the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS)
and to point out that I read in the news-
paper some of the answers to questions
propounded by the Justices which the
lawyer representing the House gave. I
think, if he is being paid $200,000, and
I guess he is—I voted in committee
against paying him—that he is being paid
$199,998.50 too much.
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DISMISSING CONTESTED ELECTION
CASE OF WYMAN C. LOWE, CON-
TESTANT, AGAINST FLETCHER
THOMPSON, CONTESTEE, FIFTH
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF
GEORGIA

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on House Administra-
tion, I submit a privileged report (Rept.
No. 91-157) on the resolution (H. Res.
364) dismissing the contested election
case of Wyman C. Lowe, contestant,
against FLETcHER THOMPSON, contestee,
Fifth Congressional District of Georgia,
and ask for immediate consideration of
the resolution.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 364

Resolved, That the election contest of
Wyman C. Lowe, contestant, against Fletch-
er Thompson, contestee, Fifth Congressional
District of the State of Georgla, be dismissed.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Virginia is recognized for 1 hour,

(Mr. ABBITT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Speaker, only one
election contest evolved from the 1968
general election and that was in the
Fifth Congressional Distriet of the State
of Georgia. For the third time in recent
years Wyman C. Lowe has initiated a
contest. In 1951 and again in 1967 the
House dismissed contests brought by Mr.
Lowe on the basis that he lacked stand-
ing to bring a contest under the con-
tested-election statute. That is the basis
for recommending dismissal of the cur-
rent contest. In none of the contests was
Mr. Lowe a candidate in the general
election for the congressional seat.

FLeTcHER THOMPSON, the Republican
nominee, was reelected to the office of
Representative from the Fifth Congres-
sional District of Georgia in the general
election held on November 5, 1968. His
Democratic opponent was Charles L.
Weltner. The result of the election was
officially certified in accordance with the
laws of Georgia. His credentials having
been presented to the Clerk of the House,
Mr. THOMPSON appeared, took the oath
cl);sgmce, and was seated on January 3,

The contest of Mr. TroMpsoN’s elec-
tion was initiated by Mr. Lowe, an un-
successful candidate in the Democratic
primary, by service upon the Member on
December 18, 1968, of a notice of con-
test pursuant to the Federal contested
election law claiming that the contest-
ee’s election was null and void and that
his seat should be declared vacant. The
grounds of the contest asserted in the
notice of contest are that the general
election was invalid because the Demo-
cratic candidate Mr. Weltner had not
been lawfully nominated or that there
are such grounds as to raise grave doubts
that he had heen lawfully nominated.
Mr. Weltner won the nomination from
Mr. Lowe, his only opponent, in the
Democratic primary election on Septem-
ber 11, 1968. Contestant claims that Mr.
Weltner's victory in the primary elec-
tion was the result of certain specified
“malconduct, fraud and/or irregularity”
on the part of poll officers in 40 of the
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155 precincts of the fifth district. There
is no allegation of wrongful conduct on
Mr. Weltner's part or any attribution to
him of the alleged misconduct of the poll
officers. Nor is it contended that con-
testee engaged in any wrongful conduct
in the general election. The sole basis
for attacking contestee’s election is the
alleged invalidity of his Democratic op-
ponent’s nomination.

The record before the committee re-
veals that contestant brought an action
against Mr. Weltner in the superior
court of Fulton County, Ga., to set aside
his nomination under the Georgia Elec-
tion Code. This suit was dismissed on
September 20, 1968. On appeal to the
Georgia Court of Appeals, the lower
court’s ruling was affirmed and a subse-
quent petition for certiorari filed with
the Supreme Court of Georgia was
denied.

The contest came before the Subcom-
mittee on Elections on contestee’s re-
quest that the notice of contest be dis-
missed for failure to state a cause of
action. Having considered the oral argu-
ments of the parties and the brief filed
by contestant, the committee concludes
that contestant has no standing to bring
the contest and that the notice of con-
test does not state grounds sufficient to
change the result of the general election.
Contestant, an unsuccessful candidate in
the Democratic primary, was not a can-
didate for the Fifth Congressional Dis-
trict seat in the general election and does
not claim any right to the seat. There are
a number of recent precedents from 1941
to 1967 involving contests brought by
persons who were not candidates in the
general election indicating that the
House of Representatives regards such
persons as lacking standing to bring an
election contest under the statute.

The Elections Subcommittee, after
careful consideration of the notice of
contest, the oral arguments and the brief
filed by the contestant, unanimously
concludes that contestant Wyman C.
Lowe, not being a candidate in the gen-
eral election, has no standing to bring a
contest under the contested election law
and that he has failed to state sufficient
grounds to change the result of said
election. It is recommended that House
Resolution 364 be adopted dismissing the
contested election case.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

The SPEAKER. The Chair lays before
the House a message from the President
of the United States.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.
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The Clerk called the roll, and the
following Members failed to answer to
their names:

[Roll No. 45]

Hathaway
Hawkins
Hébert
Ichord
Jarman
Kirwan
Landgrebe
Leggett
Mallliard
May
Moorhead
Murphy, N.Y.
Patman
Philbin

Asghley
Bates
Blanton
Camp

Clark

Culver
Cunningham
Davis, Ga.
Dawson
Diggs

Dwyer
Edwards, La.
Esch

Goodling

Powell
Purcell

Rees

Reld, N.Y.
Rivers
Rumsfeld
Scheuer
Sisk

Steiger, Wis.
Stuckey
Ullman
Wiggins

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 392
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
sﬁedings under the call were dispensed

th.

ORGANIZED CRIME MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 91-105)

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the
message from the President of the United
States.

The following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States was read and
referred to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

Today, organized crime has deeply
penetrated broad segments of American
life. In our great cities, it is operating
prosperous criminal eartels. In our sub-
urban areas and smaller cities, it is ex-
panding its corrosive influence. Its eco-
nomic base is prineipally derived from
its virtual monopoly of illegal gambling,
the numbers racket, and the importa-
tion of narcotics. To a large degree, it
underwrites the loan-sharking business
in the United States and actively par-
ticipates in fraudulent bankrupteies. It
encourages street crime by inducing nar-
cotic addicts to mug and rob. It encour-
ages housebreaking and burglary by pro-
viding efficient disposal methods for
stolen goods. It quiefly continues to in-
filtrate and corrupt organized labor. It
is increasing its enormous holdings and
influence in the world of legitimate busi-
ness. To achieve his end, the organized
criminal relies on physical terror and
psychological intimidation, on economic
retaliation and politieal bribery, on citi-
zen indifference and governmental ac-
quiescence. He corrupts our governing
institutions and subverts our democratic
processes. For him, the moral and legal
subversion of our society is a life-long
and luecrative profession.

Many decent Americans contribute
regularly, voluntarily and unwittingly to
the coffers of organized crime—the sub-
urban housewife and the city slum
dweller who place a twenty-five cent
numbers bet; the bricklayer and college
student who buy a football card; the
businessman and the secretary who bet
illegally on a horse.

Estimates of the “take” from illegal
gambling alone in the United States run
anywhere from $20 billion, which is over
2% of the nation’s gross national prod-
uct, to $50 billion, a figure larger than
the entire federal administrative budget

10041

for fiscal year 1951. This wealth is but
one yardstick of the economic and politi-
cal power held by the leaders of orga-
nized crime who operate with little re-
striction within our society.

Organized crime’s victims range all
across the social spectrum—the middle-
class businessman enticed into paying
usurious loan rates; the small merchant
required to pay protection money; the
white suburbanite and the black city
dweller destroying themselves with
drugs; the elderly pensioner and the
young married couple forced to pay high-
er prices for goods. The most tragic
victims, of course, are the poor whose
lack of financial resources, education
and acceptable living standards fre-
quently breed the kind of resentment
and hopelessness that make illegal gam-
bling and drugs an attractive escape from
the bleakness of ghetto life.

BACKGROUND

For two decades now, since the Attor-
ney General’s Conference on Organized
Crime in 1950, the Federal effort has
slowly increased. Many of the Nation’s
most notorious racketeers have been im-
prisoned or deported and many local or-
ganized crime business operations have
been eliminated. But these successes have
not substantially impeded the growth and
power of organized criminal syndicates,
Not a single one of the 24 Cosa Nostra
families has been destroyed. They are
more firmly entrenched and more secure
than ever before.

It is vitally important that Americans
see this alien organization for what it
really is—a totalitarian and closed so-
ciety operating within an open and dem-
ocratic one. It has succeeded so far be-
cause an apathetic public is not aware
of the threat it poses to American life.
This public apathy has permitted most
organized criminals to escape prosecu-
tion by corrupting officials, by intimidat-
ing witnesses and by terrorizing vietims
into silence.

As a matter of national “public policy”,
I must warn our citizens that the threat
of organized crime cannot be ignored or
tolerated any longer. It will not be elim-
inated by loud voices and good intentions.
It will be eliminated by carefully con-
ceived, well-funded and well-executed
action plans. Purthermore, our action
plans against organized crime must be
established on a long-term basis in order
to relentlessly pursue the criminal syndi-
cate. This goal will not be easily attained.
Over many decades, organized crime has
extended its roots deep into American
society and they will not be easily ex-
tracted. Our success will first depend on
the support of our citizens who must be
informed of the dangers that organized
crime poses. Success also will require the
help of Congress and of the State and
local governments.

This administration is urgently aware
of the need for extraordinary action and
I have already taken several significant
steps aimed at combating organized
crime. I have pledged an unstinting com-
mitment, with an unprecedented amount
of money, manpower and other resources
to back up my promise to attack orga-
nized crime. For example—I have au-
thorized the Attorney General to engage
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in wiretapping of organized racketeers.
I have authorized the Attorney General
to establish 20 Federal racketeering field
offices all across the nation. I have au-
thorized the Attorney General to estab-
lish a unique Federal-State Racket Squad
in New York City. I have asked all Fed-
eral agencies to cooperate with the De-
partment of Justice in this effort and to
give priority to the organized crime drive.
I have asked the Congress to increase the
fiscal 1970 budget by $25 million, which
will roughly double present expenditures
for the organized crime effort.

In addition, I have asked the Congress
to approve a $300 million appropriation
in the 1970 budget for the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration. Most of
these funds will go in block grants to
help State and local law enforcement
programs and a substantial portion of
this assistance money will be utilized to
fight organized crime. I have had discus-
sions with the State Attorneys General
and I have authorized the Attorney Gen-
eral to cooperate fully with the States
and local communities in this national
effort, and to extend help to them with
every means at his disposal. Finally, I
have directed the Attorney General to
mount our Federal anti-organized crime
offensive and to coordinate the Federal
effort with State and local efforts where
possible.

ASSISTANCE TO STATES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

Through the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration, and other units of
the Department of Justice, the Attorney
General has already taken some initial
steps:

1) A program is being established so
that State and local law enforcement
people can exchange recent knowledge on
the most effective tactics to use against
organized crime at the local level.

2) The Justice Department is furnish-
ing technical assistance and financial
help in the training of investigators,
prosecutors, intellizence analysts, ac-
countants, statisticians—the profession-
al people needed to combat a sophisti-
cated form of criminal activity.

3) The Justice Department is encour-
aging municipalities and States to re-
examine their own laws in the organized
crime area. We are also encouraging and
assisting in the formation of State-wide
organized crime investigating and pros-
ecuting units.

4) A computerized organized crime in-
telligence system is being developed to
house detailed information on the per-
sonalities and activities of organized
crime nationally. This system will also
serve as a model for State computer in-
telligence systems which will be partially
funded by the Federal Government.

5) We are fostering cooperation and
coordination between States and between
communities to avoid a costly duplica-
tion of effort and expense.

6) We are providing Federal aid for
both State and local public information
programs designed to alert the people to
the nature and scope of organized crime
activity in their communities.

These actions are being taken now.
But the current level of Federal activity
must be dramtically increased, if we ex-
pect progress. More men and money, new
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administrative actions, and new legal au-
thority are needed.
EXPANDED BUDGET

There is no old law or new law that
will be useful without the necessary man-
power for enforcement. I am therefore,
as stated, asking Congress to increase the
Fiscal Year 1970 budget for dealing with
organized crime by $25 million. This will
roughly double the amount spent in the
fight against organized crime during Fis-
cal Year 1969, and will bring the total
Federal expenditures for the campaign
against organized crime to the unprece-
dented total of $61 million. I urge Con-
gress to approve our request for these
vital funds.

REORGANIZATION OF THE CRIME EFFORT

I have directed the newly appointed
Adyvisory Council on Executive Organiza-
tion to examine the effectiveness of the
Executive Branch in combating crime—
in particular, organized crime.

Because many departments and agen-
cies of the Executive Branch are involved
in the organized crime effort, I believe we
can make lasting improvement only if
we view this matter in the full context
of executive operations.

FEDERAL RACKETEERING FIELD OFFICES

The focal center of the Federal effort
against organized crime is the Depart-
ment of Justice. It coordinates the efforts
of all of the Federal agencies. To com-
bine in one cohesive unit a cadre of ex-
perienced Federal investigators and
prosecutors, to maintain a Federal pres-
ence in organized crime problem areas
throughout the nation on a continuing
basis, and to institutionalize and utilize
the valuable experience that has been
gained by the “Strike Forces” under the
direction of the Department of Justice,
the Attorney General has now established
Federal Racketeering Field Offices in
Boston, Brooklyn, Buffalo, Chicago, De-
troit, Miami, Newark, and Philadelphia.
These offices bring together, in cohesive
single units, experienced prosecutors
from the Justice Department, Special
Agents of the FBI, investigators of the
Bureau of Narcoties and Dangerous
Drugs, the finest staff personnel from
the Bureau of Customs, the Securities
and Exchange Commission, the Internal
Revenue Service, the Post Office, the
Secret Service, and other Federal offices
with expertise in diverse areas of orga-
nized crime.

The Racketeering Field Offices will be
able to throw a tight net of Federal law
around an organized crime concentration
and through large scale target investi-
gations, we believe we can obtain the
prosecutions that will imprison the lead-
ers, paralyze the administrators, frighten
the street workers and, eventually, para-
lyze the whole organized crime syndicate
in any one particular city. The Attorney
General plans to set up at least a dozen
additional field offices within the next
two years.

FEDERAL-STATE RACKET SQUAD

Investigations of the national erime
syndicate, La Cosa Nostra, show its mem-
bership at some 5,000, divided into 24
“families” around the nation. In most
cities organized erime activity is domi-
nated by a single “family”; in New York
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City, however, the lucrative franchise is
divided among five such “families.”

To deal with this heavy concentration
of criminal elements in the nation’s
largest city, a new Federal-State Racket
Squad is being established in the South-~
ern Distriet of New York. It will include
attorneys and investigators from the
Justice Department as well as from New
York State and City. This squad will be
directed by the Department of Justice,
in conjunction with a supervisory council
of officials from State and local partici-
pating agencies, who will formulate pol-
icy, devise strategy and oversee tactical
operations. Building on the experience of
this special Federal-State Racket Squad,
the Attorney General will be working
with State and local authorities in other
major problem areas to determine
whether this concept of governmental
partnership should be expanded to those
areas through the formation of addi-
tional squads.

NEW LEGISLATION

From his studies in recent weeks, the
Attorney General has concluded that
new weapons and tools are needed to
enable the Federal government to strike
both at the Cosa Nostra hierarchy and
the sources of revenue that feed the cof-
fers of organized crime. Accordingly the
Attorney General will ask Congress for
new laws, and I urge Congress to act
swiftly and favorably on the Attorney
General's request.

WITNESS IMMUNITY

First, we need a new broad general
witness immunity law to cover all cases
involving the violation of a Federal stat-
ute. I commend to the Congress for its
consideration the recommendations of
the National Commission on Reform of
Federal Criminal Laws. Under the Com-
mission’s proposal, a witness could not
be prosecuted on the basis of anything
he said while testifying, but he would
not be immune from prosecution based
on other evidence of his offense. Further-
more, once the government has granted
the witness such immunity, a refusal
then to testify would bring a prison sen-
tence for contempt. With this new law,
government should be better able to
gather evidence to strike at the leader-
ship of organized crime and not just the
rank and file. The Attorney General has
also advised me that the Federal Gov-
ernment will make speeial provisions for
protecting witnesses who fear to testify
due to intimidation.

WAGERING TAX AMENDMENTS

We shall ask for swift enactment of
S. 1624 or its companion bill HR. 322,
sponsored by Senator Roman Hruska of
Nebraska and Congressman Richard
Poff of Virginia respectively. These meas-
ures would amend the wagering tax laws
and enable the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice to play a more active and effective
role in collecting the revenues owed on
wagers; the bills would also increase the
Federal operator’s tax on gamblers from
$50 annually to $1000.

CORRUPTION

For most large scale illegal gambling
enterprises to continue operations over
any extended period of time, the co-
operation of corrupt police or local of-
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ficials is necessary. This bribery and
corruption of government closest to the
people is a deprival of one of a citizen's
most basie rights. We shall seek legis-
lation to make this form of systematic
corruption of community political lead-
ership and law enforcement a federal
crime. This law would enable the Federal
Government to prosecute both the cor-
ruptor and the corrupted.
ILLEGAL GAMBLING BUSINESSES

We also shall request new legislation
making it a Federal crime to engage in
an illicit gambling operation, from which
five or more persons derive income,
which has been in operation more than
thirty days, or from which the daily
“take” exceeds $2000. The purpose of this
legislation is to bring under Federal
jurisdiction all large-scale illegal gam-
bling operations which involve or affect
inter-state commerce. The effect of the
law will be to give the Attorney Gereral
broad latitude to assist local and state
government in cracking down on illegal
gambling, the wellspring of organized
crime’s financial reservoir.

This Administration has concluded
that the major thrust of its concerted
anti-organized crime effort should be di-
rected against gambling activities. While
gambling may seem to most Americans
to be the least reprehensible of all the
activities of organized crime, it is gam-
bling which provides the bulk of the
revenues that eventually go into usurious
loans, bribes of police and local officials,
“campaign contributions” to politicians,
the wholesale narcotics traffic, the in-
filtration of legitimate businesses, and to
pay for the large stables of lawyers and
accountants and assorted professional
men who are in the hire of organized
crime.

Gambling income is the life line of or-
ganized crime. If we can cut it or con-
strict it, we will be striking close to its
heart.

PROCEDURAL LAWS

With regard to improving the proce-
dural aspects of the criminal law as it
relates to the prosecution of organized
crime, the Attorney General has been
working with the Senate Subcommittee
on Criminal Laws and Procedures to de-
velop and perfect 8. 30, the “Organized
Crime Control Act of 1969.” As Attorney
General Mitchell indicated in his testi-
mony on that bill, we support its objec-
tives. It is designed to improve the in-
vestigation and prosecution of organized
crime cases, and to provide appropriate
sentencing for convicted offenders. I feel
confident that it will be a useful new
tool.

DEVELOPMENT OF NEW LAWS

Finally, I want to mention an area
where we are examining the need for new
laws: the infiltration of organized crime
into fields of legitimate business. The
syndicate-owned business, financed by il-
legal revenues and operated outside the
rules of fair competition of the American
marketplace, cannot be tolerated in a
system of free enterprise. Accordingly,
the Attorney General is examining the
potential application of the theories un-
derlying our anti-trust laws as a poten-
tial new weapon.

The injunction with its powers of con-
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tempt and seizure, monetary fines and
treble damage actions, and the powers
of a forfeiture proceeding, suggest a new
panoply of weapons to attach the prop-
erty of organized crime—rather than the
unimportant persons (the fronts) who
technically head up syndicate-controlled
businesses. The arrest, conviction and
imprisonment of a Mafia lieutenant can
curtail operations, but does not put the
syndicate out of business. As long as the
property of organized crime remains, new
leaders will step forward to take the place
of those we jail. However, if we can levy
fines on their real estate corporations, if
we can seek treble damages against their
trucking firms and banks, if we can
seize the liquor in their warehouses, I
think we can strike a critical blow at the
organized crime conspiracy.

Clearly, the success or failure of any
ambitious program such as I have out-
lined in this Message depends on many
factors. I am confident the Congress will
supply the funds and the requested legis-
lation, the States and communities across
the country will take advantage of the
Federal capability and desire to assist
and participate with them, and the Fed-
eral personnel responsible for programs
and actions will vigorously carry out
their mission,

RicHARD NIXON.

THE WHITE Housg, April 23, 1969.

ORGANIZED CRIME

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to urge every Member of
this House to join with President Nixon
in placing the leaders of La Cosa Nostra
at the top of America’s most wanted
criminals list.

Mr. Speaker, I also urge every Member
of this House to help arouse the law-
abiding citizens of this land.

We have before us today, Mr. Speaker,
a battle plan from the President of the
United States—an outline of the strategy
and a list of the weapons needed to strike
at the crime lords of this country, the
greedy, vicious, rapacious criminal kings
whose subjects are the gamblers, drug
pushers, panderers, and other criminal
types who drain away America's moral
strength and economic lifeblood like
millions of leeches.

In the message we have received from
the White House today, President Nixon
has branded organized crime as public
enemy No. 1. He has told us what we
are doing now to fight the enemy. He
has urged us to do more—far more—in
terms of men and money and new laws.
We must accept that challenge.

The President has spelled out his plans
to make life miserable for the Mafia. And
on the basis of his plans, if Congress
concurs, I would advise anyone with stock
in the Mafia to sell it right now.

I agree completely with the President
that the best-laid plans are useless with-
out the manpower to carry them out—
the manpower to carry out the Presi-
dent’s declared objective of convicting
the heads of the Mafia, paralyzing crime
syndicate administrators, frightening the
street workers and ultimately squeezing
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to death the whole crime syndicate op-
eration in our cities.

I therefore join the President in urg-
ing this House to vote the additional
funds needed to double our present
Justice Department outlays for fighting
organized crime and to vote the full $300
million authorization to help the States
and local communities join with Federal
authorities in a nationwide drive against
racketeers and street criminals.

I applaud the proposed increase in the
number of Federal racketeering field of-
fices and the establishment of a new spe-
cial Federal-State racket squad in the
southern district of New York.

I also urge congressional approval of
President Nixon's requests for new au-
thority aimed at stepping up the rate of
Mafia prosecutions and convictions—
authority dealing with general witness
immunity, bribery and corruption of
police or local officials, illicit gambling
operations in interstate commerce, and
wagering tax law amendments.

These are anticrime weapons Congress
should make immediately available to
our antiracketeering forces.

As the President has so well put it:

The Federal Government must prosecute
both the corruptor and the corrupted.

Mr. Speaker, organized crime is like an
octopus stretching its tentacles into every
corner of our land. From time to time
we have lopped off an arm or a leg but
new members have grown in their place.
It is long past time to strike at the head
of the operation, to cut deep into the
brains of this monstrosity which has the
entire Nation in its grip.

We must hunt down the chieftains of
organized crime. We must bring every
one of them to book if we are to halt the
crime wave which has swept over Amer-
ica like a poisonous torrent.

President Nixon has asked for the
weapons to do the job. Let us, the chosen
representatives of the people, give him
the tools he needs.

THE PRESIDENT'S CRIME MESSAGE
TRANSLATES IDEAS INTO PRO-
SPECTIVE ACTION

(Mr. McCULLOCH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to say to the House that, in my
opinion, President Nixon's crime mes-
sage translates ideas into prospective
action, generalities into definite pro-
grams, and fragmented approaches into
direct and significant projects.

The message dramatically illustrates
the administration’s recognition that
the States and local units of government
must be joined into the coordinated at-
tack against organized crime if we are to
preserve our public institutions.

The President has directed our atten-
tion toward the improvement of the ca-
pabilities of our State agencies. He un-
derstands that we have neglected to take
advantage of our available resources. We
have deploysd a fragmented approach
to the problem of organized crime,
which is ineffective. I subscribe to the
need to develop expertise at every level




10044

of law enforcement which is directed
against organized crime.

As the President so clearly recognized,
if we are to be successful against the
organized criminal syndicates, we must
be prepared to establish the statewide
investigatory and prosecutorial office, in-
telligence divisions composed of persons
of various disciplines, national and in-
terstate compacts that foster meaning-
ful exchange of information, equip-
ment, and training facilities.

The President has advocated the estab-
lishment of permanent offices in States
with the most significant organized
crime problems, manned by attorneys
and investigators from various Federal
agencies. These men, cooperating with
our local prosecutors and investigators,
are essential. The resources available for
our Federal law-enforcement agencies
are woefully inadequate. Successful law
enforcement requires adequate financing
and trained manpower which is repayed
in tax dollars and preservation of our
economy and self-respect. The Law En-
forcement Assistance Administration is
dedicated to making funds available to
those States that wish to increase and
improve their capability to deal with or-
ganized crime. It is essential that the
Federal agencies have the resources to
complement the States’ efforts.

Too often the executive branch of the
Government, when confronted with sub-
stantial and unsolved problems, thinks
in terms of legislation, more statutes and
more unenforced or unenforceable laws.
Organized crime can be destroyed with
the addition of a few tools and the ef-
fective deployment of existing sanctions
coupled with maximum cooperation and
coordination of efforts.

The need for a broad general immu-
nity law to compel testimony is essential
as is the Federal gambling tax amend-
ments. We must examine additional
areas such as the power of injunction
and forfeiture, but most important is the
direct. coordinated, fully sponsored at-
tack.

This is a unique opportunity, my col-
leagues. The public is our audience, we
are the directors, and law enforcement
the players. The show must begin and
the ultimate conelusion must be the de-
struction of the power of organized crime
in this Nation.

PRESIDENT NIXON KEEPS PLEDGE
OF ALL-OUT FIGHT AGAINST OR-
GANIZED CRIME

(Mr. ARENDS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, as a can-
didate for the Presidency, Mr., Nixon
pledged an all-out fight against orga-
nized crime. As our President, he is in-
tent upon keeping that pledge. He says
what he means, and he means what he
says.

In his message today President Nixon
has presented a carefully prepared plan
for concerted action that we may rid our
soclety of the eriminal cartels and syn-
dicates that have been insidiously de-
stroying our economic and moral vitality.
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President Nixon is to be congratulated
on the forthright leadership he is fur-
nishing for marshaling all our instru-
mentalities at all levels of Government—
Federal, State, and local—for the over-
throw of the crime overlords, such as the
Cosa Nostra. In this all-out attack on all
such organizations, of whatever size and
wherever located, President Nixon is en-
titled to our full cooperation.

I commend the President on the action
he has already initiated for the establish-
ment of Federal racketeering field offices
and for the establishment of a new Fed-
eral-State racket squad in New York to
deal with the concentration of criminal
elements in New York City.

It is at the local level that the orga-
nized crime syndicates exercise their cor-
rupting power. President Nixon has de-
termined that in this fight against crime
the State and local governments shall
have a significant and vital part to play,
with the Federal Government providing
the leadership and coordinating all its
efforts and available resources in coop-
eration with the States.

President Nixon’s approach to the
crime problem and to all our national
problems is: First, first things first; sec-
ond, deal with that which is fundamen-
tal; and, third, adhere to our basic con-
cepts of a federal system of government
comprising 50 sovereign States

Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man yleld?

Mr. ARENDS. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

(Mr. POFF asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorbp.)

Mr. POFF, Mr. Speaker, this is the first
preplanned, coordinated, systematically
organized attack the Nation has at-
tempted on the problem of organized
crime. I{ is bold, imaginative, innovative,
and yet realistic and altogether respon-
sible, It recognizes that the jurisdiction
and responsibility are shared jointly by
the Federal, State, and local govern-
ments and it does not attempt to blink
away the unblinkable fact that more citi-
zen safety is going to cost the citizens
more money. The expenditure increase
for fiscal year 1970 is the only increase
made in any agency of Government by
the new Nixon budget.

I am particularly pleased that the
President has endorsed new witness-im-
munity legislation. We now have more
than 50 such statutes on the Federal law
books. For a variety of reasons, these 50
are now practically useless. The National
Commission on Reform of Federal Crim-
inal Laws has recommended a universal
witness-immunity law applying not only
to courts and grand juries but to Con-
gress and executive agencies of the Gov-
ernment. It will employ a new concept.
More importantly, it will facilitate a new
function. It will greatly enhance the in-
formation and evidence gathering ca-
pacity of the Federal Law-Enforcement
Establishment.

I am also pleased that the President
supports the policy announced earlier by
the Attorney General. The Achilles heel
of the organized crime apparatus is its
vast treasure houses of property and
money. Those treasure houses were
filled by income acquired illegally and
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surreptitiously in violation of both Fed-
eral and State laws. Needless to say, it is
money which has not been declared for
Federal tax purposes. Moreover, it is the
money from these storehouses that has
been used by organized crime to invade
the world of legitimate business enter=-
prise.

The President and the Attorney Gen-
eral intend to target upon these treasure
houses, using wherever possible the anti-
trust laws or the techniques illustrated
by the antitrust laws.

Initially, the principal thrust will be
against the largest single source of in-
come; namely, that derived from illegal
gambling. The wagering tax amend-
ment bills introduced by Senator Roman
Hruska and I can be helpful in this ef-
fort. Our bills are designed to fill, so far
as it is legislatively possible to do so, the
void in law enforcement left by the deci-
sions in the Marchetti and Grosso cases.
Beyond this, the Attorney General
shortly will submit a draft of a new
statute bottomed upon the interstate
commerce clause which makes profes-
sional gambling in areas where it is un-
lawful under State laws a Federal crime
as well. The definition is so structured
as to focus Federal concern principally
upon the gambling mechanisms of syndi-
cated crime rather than upon the con-
duct of individuals. The new statute will
recognize the problem of official corrup-
tion in connection with gambling. The
simple fact of the matter is it is difficult
for illegal gambling apparatus to grow
big enough to operate profitably without
the active cooperation of law enforce-
ment officials in key places.

I was impressed that the President un-
derstands the organized crime problem
enough to refrain from pledging that his
organized crime program will eliminate
organized crime. Those knowledgeable in
the area agree that no single law and
no package of laws is likely ever to be
wholly successful. This is because the
dimensions and the complexities of the
problem are in many respects beyond the
capacity of any government but a gov-
ernment so powerful as to be unaccept-
able to America.

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

Mr. ARENDS, I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. PUCINSEI. Mr. Speaker, I join
with the minority whip in his praise of
the President’s excellent message, but I
wonder if the gentleman would not join
me in an appeal that the President ask
for full funding of the Safe Streets Act
and the Juvenile Delinquency Act which
we have already on the books. I would
be a great deal more persuaded if we
could fully fund the programs we have
already enacted to deal with the crime
problem and move forward.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr, Speaker, let me say
in reply to the matter raised by the gen-
tleman from Illinois, let us adequately
fund all programs necessary to carry out
the fight against crime, Y

THE PRESIDENT'S ANTICRIME
MESSAGE

(Mr. CRAMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, as a long-
time supporter and sponsor of antierime
legislation, I rise in support of the Presi-
dent’s anticrime message to the Congress.
The most effective and comprehensive
program in my memory during 15 years
of service in the House.

I note with approval the President’s
call for an across-the-board application
of immunity laws, providing uniformity
and proper applicability. As the author
of the immunity of witnesses bill of a
more restricted nature, which became a
part of the 1968 anticrime act and which
was previously recommended by the
President’s Crime Commission, I am very
much in support of this needed approach.

As the coauthor of the MecClory-Cram-
er amendment to the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968,
providing for the establishment of a Na-
tional Institute of Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice, which was a proposal
I had introduced initially some 6 years
previously, I am gratified that the ad-
ministration is considering the full im-
plementation of that section. The admin-
istration will place particular stress on
the phases of technology, research, and
development on crime detection, preven-
tion and techniques, together with all
other types of technological break-

throughs that would help accomplish an
effective nationwide fight against crime
and riots.

I would hope that the establishment
of such an Institute would be ready for
submission to the Congress in the not too

distant future and perhaps as an adjunct
to the already recommended Federal law
enforcement training center institute
scheduled for location at Beltsville, Md.
I intend to support wholeheartedly this
$18,073,000 project when it comes before
the Public Works Committee of the House
for approval of the prospectus. The cen-
ter would accommodate the proper train-
ing of all law-enforcement authorities
on the Federal level and in the District
of Columbia, with the exception of the
FBI which will continue its training pro-
gram presently located at the Quantico,
Va., Marine Corps base. It seems to me a
natural adjunect to this facility would be
this National Institute of Law Enforce-
ment and Criminal Justice, established
to protect the moral health of the coun-
try, just as the National Institutes of
Health serve the mental and physical
health and well-being of the Nation.

A further laudable objective of the
President’'s message is the development
of a computerized organized crime in-
telligence system to house detailed in-
formation on the personalities and ac-
tivities of organized crime nationally,
which system will also serve as a model
for State computer intelligence systems.
I previously proposed this in the anti-
crime package I introduced in 1961 and
I am glad to see it is being implemented.

The wagering tax amendments bill de-
serves the support of the Congress and
is similar to the legislation proposed by
the Republican task force on crime,
which I had the privilege of being a
member of last session. I have also co-
sponsored this proposed legislation in
the current Congress.
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As the coauthor of the wiretapping
and electronic surveillance title of last
year's anticrime act, I am pleasec to note
the President’s action in authorizing the
Attorney General to engage in wiretap-
ping of organized racketeers.

In addition to the proposals already
referred to, I have reintroduced and
sponsored in this Congress the following
bills:

First, to establish a Joint Committee on
Organized Crime;

Second, the Criminal Activities Profits
Act;

Third, to amend the Sherman Act to
prohibit the investment of certain income
in any business enterprise affecting in-
terstate or foreign commerce;

Fourth, amendment of the Bail Re-
form Act to allow for the consideration
of danger to the community in determin-
ing conditions of release of a person
charged with a crime;

Fifth, to authorize conditional pretrial
release or pretrial detention of certain
persons who have been charged with
noncapital offenses;

Sixth, to provide for the investigative
detention and search of persons sus-
pected of involvement in, or knowledge
of, Federal crimes;

Seventh, to make it unlawful to assault
or kill any member of the armed services
engaged in the performance of his official
duties while on duty under orders of the
President;

Eighth, to establish extended terms of
imprisonment for certain offenders con-
victed of felonies in Federal courts; and

Ninth, to strengthen the penalty pro-
vision applicable to a Federal felony com-~
mitted with a firearm.

I would hope action on these measures,
some of them the same as those recom-
mended by the administration, will re-
ceive careful and speedy consideration by
Congress.

I particularly note the Miumi Federal
racketeering field office, at the city where
the leaders of Cosa Nostra were arrested
and in Florida where racketeer invest-
ments run rampant.

Mr. Speaker, I would like also just
briefly to reply to the gentleman from
Illinois, that the President did ask for
double the money for the Anti-Crime
Act of 1968 and has asked for additional
funds—$25 million, double that money—
for the anticrime effort the President
has referred to in his message. I am con-
fident more will be forthcoming.

FUNDING OF CRIME BILLS

(Mr. PUCINSKI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Florida is correct. The fact
still remains that we are not funding the
crime bills we have passed. This Con-
gress, with the cooperation of both sides
of the aisle, since 1967 has passed 13
different anticrime bills or bills designed
to deal effectively with crime.

Until we get these programs funded
and get them going, it seems to me it is
just idle talk to be talking about start-
ing some new program.

I am for the program outlined in the
President’s message, and intend to sup-
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port it. The fact remains that we need
some funding for the programs we have
now.

As one example, we authorized $50
million for juvenile crime. No one needs
to recite or repeat today the fact that
in this country the largest single area
of the problem in crime is among the
young people. We have a fantastic prob-
lem with respect to juvenile crime, yet
we are being told we can only appro-
priate, actually, $10 million even though
the House authorized $50 million. In my
judgment, that kind of a shortchanging
of that program is giving nothing more
than lipservice to the war on crime.

Until we get the administration to
support fully the authorizations we
worked out in this House, I say to you
t.hr:u:ls these messages are nothing but idle
words.

PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE ON
ORGANIZED CRIME

(Mr. HUTCHINSON asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the REcorb.)

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, the
President has sent to the Congress a
message which I hope will emphasize for
the Members of this body and for all the
American people a danger which too
many of us have ignored in the past, a
danger which, if forceful and immediate
action is not taken, threatens to rot the
structure of our society and our economy
from within., I do not exaggerate, for
organized crime in all its varied aspects,
is a force more powerful than any one of
us can realize—a force which grows in
strength as it feeds on people who do not
realize that the $2 bet leads to the $1,000
bribe.

It is the bribe—the weapon of corrup-
tion—which is the ultimate evil. The or-
ganized crimina] element uses the money
supplied by its illicit enterprises to sub-
vert the administration of justice on all
levels—so that it may insure that its
members may disobey the law with vir-
tual impunity and ease their infiltration
into legitimate businesses. It is particu-
larly vital, therefore, that we take some
action to bring the resources of the Fed-
eral Government to bear on this problem,
and to that end I particularly urge the
enactment of the proposed legislation
making it a Federa] offense to obstruct
local and State law enforcement in con-
nection with illegal gambling operations.
At the same time, it is important that we
expand the jurisdiction of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation so that they can
more readily attack the source of the
“fixer's” funds. In this connection I
think it beyond dispute that the illegal
gambling business, with its estimated
Income in the billions of dollars, has so
important an effect on interstate com-
merce as to call for the exercise of con-
gressional power to its fullest constitu-
tional extent.

Until some 15 months ago, the drive
against illegal gambling was substan-
tially enhanced by the investigative ef-
forts of the Intelligence Division of the
Internal Revenue Service, whose special
agents had developed an expertise in the
rooting out of such operations. This ef-
fort was cut short, however, when the
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Supreme Court ruled that the wagering
tax statutes, under which the service has
jurisdiction to act, could not be crim-
inally enforced in the face of a defend-
ant's claim of his privilege against self-
inerimination. It is vital that they be
brought back into the fight, and that
result will be accomplished by passage of
the proposed amendments to the wager-
ing tax laws which are intended to elim-
inate from the statutory scheme those
constitutional infirmities which now pre-
clude its enforcement.

But whatever new statutes are enacted
or new programs initiated, they cannot
alone have any meaningful effect on the
organized ecrime menace. All federal,
State, and local efforts to eradicate orga-
nized crime will come to nought if the
public does not understand the danger
which faces them, and for that reason I
am gratified to note that the President
has placed particular emphasis on the
need for a program which will inform
the people of the importance of the prob-
lem and of the ways in which organized
crime affects their daily lives. A con-
cerned and alert citizenry is the key to
any effective drive against the profes-
sional eriminal and the local and na-
tional news media must do their part in
insuring that sufficient accurate informa-
tion is made available to the public.

The achievement of these goals will
not be easy; nor will it be inexpensive.
The Federal Government must be willing
to devote a meaningful share of its re-
sources and energies to the elimination
of this evil.

PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE ON
ORGANIZED CRIME

Mr, BIESTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
commend the President of the United
States for the forthright and thought-
provoking message on organized crime
that he has sent today to this Chamber.
During his campaign the President
promised that if people saw fit to place
upon his shoulders the responsibility of
governing this land he would make or-
ganized crime a prime target in the war
on the domestic problems confronting our
Nation. His message today constitutes
the fruition of this promise. This Presi-
dential message presents for our con-
sideration a broad and comprehensive
plan for waging a war against the orga-
nized armies of vicious corruption which
weaken our society today. This plan en-
visions a whole new group of weapons
that can be employed in attacking the
roots of organized corruption.

The President’s message, however, is
only the beginning. Now the torch has
been passed to us, the representatives of
the people. We must not shirk our re-
sponsibilities. We must act now. We must
act with deliberation, but we must act
quickly. The President’s message points
out directions in which we can move. It
suggests various areas for new legisla-
tion. Let us examine these suggestions
carefully, weighing the advantages and
disadvantages of particular proposals.

As the legislative body we have the re-
sponsibility to see that the war against
organized crime is buttressed by a con-
crete legislative program. Certainly we
cannot hope to repair in a year or two
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the tremendous damage done by the or-
ganized underworld over a great many
years. Rome was not built in a day. But
we can make a strong beginning.

The President has shown us the way.
Letr:1 us shoulder our burden and join the
fight.

PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE ON
ORGANIZED CRIME

(Mr. McCLORY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at
this point in the REcorb.)

Mr. McCLORY. Mr, Speaker, the Na-
tion has received a most significant
statement today from President Nixon
on the subject of organized crime. The
threat to our Nation and its institutions
by members of the organized crime syn-
dicate is one which is spoken of too in-
frequently. The President has been
forthright and courageous in denounc-
ing organized crime and its activities.

In addition, he has provided a well
thought-out and comprehensive program
to combat organized crime in our Nation.

The broad three-pronged program
which he has outlined, and which the
Attorney General is directed to carry out,
has the potential of checking the growth
of this horrendous threat to our Nation
and its citizens.

The President has proposed: First, fi-
nancial and technical assistance to the
States and local governments; second, a
massive increase in Federal resources of
men and money; and third, essential new
legislation. For the first time we find a
balanced type of effort which is necessary
to sustain a long-range and persistent
campaign against the entrenched forces
of organized crime.

The President's program recognizes
that the States and local communities
are indispensable partners in any mean-
ingful Federal effort against the forces
of organized crime, and he has wisely
provided for creating a capability within
the States and local governments to deal
with this problem by having the Justice
Department furnish both financial and
technical assistance to these bodies for
the purpose of recruiting and training
investigators, prosecutors, intelligence
analysts, and other types of professional
people needed to staff State and local
crime investigating and prosecuting
units, This is a particularly wise and
sound policy since in the final analysis
it is at the State and local level where
organized crime breeds and thrives and
where the decisive battles against it will
ultimately be fought.

Until the States and local bodies of
Government have acquired the special-
ized skills and resources needed to launch
effective programs against organized
crime, however, the Federal Government
must continue to bear the brunt of the
struggle. To meet this responsibility the
President has proposed a vast escalation
in the current level of Federal activity.
His request that the Congress increase
the budget for fiscal year 1970 by $25
million, about double the amount spent
by the Department of Justice in the fight
against organized crime during fiseal
vear 1969—will insure that the finest in-
vestigators and prosecutors available
will be committed to the expanding Fed-
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eral effort against this national enemy.
This increase in funds will also allow the
Department of Justice to establish Fed-
eral racketeering field offices in many of
our urban crime centers where a perma-
nent effort against organized crime is
essential if the program is to have any
lasting effects.

The legislative proposals contained in
the President’s message have been care-
fully chosen and reflect a keen aware-
ness of the gaps in present Federal law
which make it difficult to curtail the
activities of the organized crime over-
lords.

The proposed new statutes designed to
suppress large scale commercial gam-
bling enterprises, and their attendant
corruption of State and local law en-
forcement officials, will close the final
loopholes which presently allow big-time
gamblers to escape the reach of the Fed-
eral Government. These proposals will
not preempt the field of gambling regu-
lation but will simply make the Federal
Government a more effective member of
the established State-Federal law en-
forcement partnership which has long
been waging a common war on organized
crime and illegal gambling. The proposed
amendments to the wagering tax laws
will remedy the problems in these laws
which were the subject of the Supreme
Court cases of Marchetti against United
States, and Grosso against United States,
and will insure the efficient collection of
taxes of such wagering operations with-
out infringing the constitutional rights
of the taxpayers.

The general immunity statute pro-
posed by the President is a greatly needed
tool in dealing with the code of secrecy
that surrounds the operations of orga-
nized crime, and it will enable Govern-
ment prosecutors to penetrate this
secrecy by compelling witnesses to testify
or to be imprisoned for contempt.

The President deserves the support of
the Congress and the people in carrying
out his commitment “to unleash the full
power of this Government to confront
organized crime at the local and State
and Federal level—wherever it operates,
wherever it exists.” I pledge him my
support and call upon the Congress and
all of the decent, law-abiding citizens of
this country to do likewise.

PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE ON
ORGANIZED CRIME

(Mr. MAaAcGREGOR asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, the
President’s message on organized crime
in the United States contains some
alarming statistics on the scope of the
problem, but also contains some original
and promising proposals for solving it.
One that strikes me as being particu-
larly worthwhile, and which should be
pursued, is the recommendation that the
antitrust laws be utilized as a weapon
against organized crime.

The individuals who comprise the or-
ganized eriminal fraternity are clustered
within the national La Cosa Nostra syn-
dicate as “families.” These individuals
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are totally subservient to the organiza-
tion and the ruthless rules of conduct
designed to govern their lives. The or-
ganization is such that the loss of in-
dividual life or lives or the displacement
of any person appears to do no appreci-
able damage to the structure as a whole.
This, of course, seriously hampers law
enforcement efforts, for the jailing of a
racketeer does not appear to necessarily
curtail racketeering.

Therefore, I believe that focusing upon
the property of organized crime presents
definite possibilities. A Mafia lieutenant
may be easily replaced, but perhaps the
assets and property of organized crime
are more permanently vulnerable.

Once we decide to move against the
property of organized crime, the anti-
trust laws constitute a useful tool. There
is the injunction with its concomitant
powers of contempt and seizure. Heavy
fines and treble damages may have a
crippling effect if repeatedly imposed.
Another penalty which Congress built
into the original Sherman Act—although
not used for over 40 years—is forfeiture,
a sanction uniquely promising in certain
types of cases. Finally, the antitrust laws
are designed to afford the courts with
broad discretion in the formulation of
remedies placing limitations on the use
of property. The fact that the property
of organized crime is often in the form
of legitimate business assets may result
in a situation where such civil remedies
are not only the most appropriate sanc-
tion, but, indeed, are the sole sanctions
available.

The President’s suggestion that use of
the antitrust laws be explored is repre-
sentative of the new and imaginative
thinking which has been directed toward
the organized crime problem. Such
thinking takes into account the cold fact
that in the criminal underworld men
tend to be a cheaper commodity than
property. Given this situation, a success-
ful attack on the syndicate’s property
may prove in the long run to be the most
effective means of eradicating or sharply
reducing organized criminal activity.

PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE ON
ORGANIZED CRIME

(Mr. RAILSBACK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. RAILSBACK, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to commend the President of the
United States for his forthright and
comprehensive message dealing with one
of the major problems facing the Na-
tion today—that of organized crime.

Organized crime is a complex struc-
ture operating outside the control of the
American people and our governmental
structures. It involves thousands of
criminals whose actions are deliberately
carried out, the result of intricate con-
spiracies, over long periods of time. If un-
checked they will continue to grow in
both size and intensity.

Organized crime has long thrived on
the basest forms of criminal activity—
narcotics, loan sharking, and other forms
of vice. In addition its gambling network
is of international proportions. While or-
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ganized crime affects the lives of every
American citizen there is no reason why
it should continue to thrive or even exist.

An attack on organized crime will re-
quire a commitment from every Ameri-
can. Dedicated effort must replace past
inactivity and apathy. In this area, as in
few others, our national integrity is at
stake. Those who cherish freedom must
rise to this challenge, for as long as or-
ganized crime continues to exist, no man
is truly free. It is my hope that all of our
law-abiding citizens will join our Presi-
dent in his commitment to do away with
this most important menace.

PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE ON OR-

GANIZED CRIME

(Mr. FISH asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, we Americans
are known to the world—and often char-
acterize ourselves—a permissive society.
In no area are we better known, or with
more reason, for this permissiveness,
than in our attitudes toward organized
crime.

The romantic notion of a Jesse James,
or a Bonnie and Clyde infect us all to
a degree, dulling our senses fo the dan-
ger of organized crime so that we often
view with indulgence rather than hor-
ror the deadly corrosive effects of crime
on our citizens and our society.

I feel that President Nixon's clear dec-
laration of war on organized crime can
provide an antidote to apathy—give a
healthy injection of purpose and plan-
ning in our fight wtih eriminal elements
that are infecting our society.

In his message that marks an end to
permissiveness, the President clearly out-
lines the essential steps necessary to
combat organized crime effectively. This
clear call to battle is long overdue. The
voice of our people called for such a
stand last November, and President Nix-
on is heeding that voice.

In his message the President indi-
cates he not only will not hesitate to
use the crime fighting tools already pro-
vided by Congress, yet ignored by the
last administration, but he asks for new
and sharper weapons to carry on this
war effectively. These weapons should be
provided by us in the same spirit Con-
gress provides the best weapons avail-
able to our troops when they fight a
war.

Mr. Speaker, to more adequately as-
sist the President in this struggle I
would like to suggest the creation of a
special subcommittee of the House Judi-
ciary Committee be formed to deal di-
rectly with legislation aimed at fighting
organized crime. The Senate has long had
such a committee; the Committee on
Criminal Laws and Procedures. I feel it
is time we in the House moved to meet
this problem by the formation of this
special subcommittee. I have discussed
this suggestion with Congressman Rica-
ARD POFF, second-ranking Republican on
the Judiciary Committee, who chaired
the Republican task force on crime dur-
ing the last election, and he supports
the idea.
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THE PRESIDENT’'S ORGANIZED
CRIME MESSAGE

(Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, the President has once again
exhibited those qualities of statesman-
ship and leadership which are character-
istic of him. In presenting to us today his
message on organized crime he has once
again shown to the American people his
deep and heartfelt concern about the
pressing problems of erime in our society
today.

I must say, Mr. Speaker, that I was
shocked when I read some of the facts
and figures in the President’s report. I
am sure all of us are aware that orga-
nized crime has a tremendous impact
upon our society. But the true size of
this monolithic creature of evil and
viciousness is far greater than any of us
could have imagined. The President's
message states that the “take” from il-
legal gambling alone is between $20 and
$50 billion annually. When we consider
how many hungry mouths this ill-gotten
gain could fill, how many clothes could
be bought to place on the rag-covered
backs of little children of the ghettos,
this one fact alone must fill us with a
sense of outrage, with a consuming de-
sire to do all in our power to assist the
President in ridding our society of this
monstrous vulture of evil which feeds
upon the carrion of poverty and dispair,

Mr. Speaker, let us act with dispatch in
doing our part. Let us gird our loin, to do
battle with this domestic enemy which
pervades our society at all levels.

The President has shown the way. Let
us follow, and let us strive together until
the blight of lawlessness is wiped from
the land.

PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE ON CRIME—
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr, SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker,
President Nixon today delivered a mes-
sage on a program to halt organized
crime; a program that can be termed
comprehensive and most encouraging.

Illegal gambling, the numbers rackets,
and narcotics are the moneymaking
criminal endeavors that demean and de-
stroy human life.

President Nixon accurately assessed
this situation, and called for a coordi-
nated attack upon the $20 billion-a-year
gambling take that supplies the funds for
all types of assorted Cosa Nostra ac-
tivities.

The President noted not one of the 24
Cosa Nostra ‘“families” has been de-
stroyed and he has outlined affirmative
action such as wiretapping, racketeering
control field offices, better coordination
of State, local and Federal activity, in-
formation, and so forth.

And the President has tied these ad-
ministrative moves to an extensive legis-
lative package. His message today should
bring hope to the many people subjected
to the cruelties and the intimidation of
organized crime.

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, President
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Nixon has placed a vast and sobering job
on the shoulders of our very able At-
torney General, John Mitchell, and the
Department of Justice. In his typical
sound, unemotional approach to compli-
cated and momentous problems, Presi-
dent Nixon points out that organized
crime relies on physical terror, psycho-
logical intimidation, economic retalia-
tion, political bribery, citizen indiffer-
ence, and governmental acquiescence, all
of which results in a take from illegal
gambling alone between $20 to $50 bil-
lion. Further, that organized crime’s vie-
tims run the whole gamut—the middle-
class businessman paying usurious loan
rates; the small merchant paying protec-
tion; the white suburbanite and black
city dweller destroying themselves with
drugs; the elderly pensioner and young
married couple robbed by high prices—
all across the board.

The Nixon plan serves notice on the 24
Cosa Nostra families with a membership
of some 5,000, and all others that the
U.8. Government will no longer tolerate
illegal activity; that organized crime
will be eliminated by carefully conceived,
well-funded, and well-executed action
plans on a long-term hasis. Success, of
course, will depend in large measure on
the support of our citizens.

The President has authorized the At-
torney General to: first, engage in wire-
tapping of organized racketeers; second,
to establish 20 Federal racketeering field
offices; and, third, to establish a unique
Federal-State racket squad in New York
City. Further, Mr. Nixon has requested
all Federal agencies to cooperate with the
Justice Department and give priority to
the organized crime drive, and for the
Congress to increase the 1970 fiscal
budget by $25 million, as well as approve
a $300 million appropriation in the 1970
budget for the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration.

The action program proposed by Presi-
dent Nixon is aimed in the direction of
obtaining prosecutions which will result
in convictions and imprisonment of the
leaders, paralyze the administrators,
frighten the street workers, and eventu-
ally paralyze the whole organized crime
syndicate in any one particular city. The
plan contains a number of innovative ap-
proaches, including broad new witness
immunity laws in order to better gather
evidence to strike at the leadership of
organized crime and not just the rank
and file, or little operator.

Wagering tax law amendments would
enable IRS to become more active in col-
lecting revenues owed on wagers, and
would increase a Federal operator’s tax
on gamblers from $50 to $1,000 annu-
ally. More importantly, the President
recommends legislation making it a Fed-
eral crime to bribe or corrupt police or
local officials, aimed at the premise ille-
gal gambling enterprises cannot con-
tinue without cooperation through either
of these sources.

The major thrust of the administra-
tion is directed at gambling activities
which provide the bulk of the revenues
ultimately going into usurious loans,
bribes of police and local officials, “cam-
paign contributions,” narcotics, infiltra-
tion into legitimate business, as well as
providing the wherewithal to finance a
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stable of lawyers, accountants, and pros
for hire.

Mr. Speaker, it will take bipartisan, or
nonpartisan cooperation in this Con-
gress to implement this Nixon action
plan, and I am hopeful immediate con-
sideration will be given to the legislative
needs spelled out in the message. The
country demanded affirmative, aggres-
sive steps in the field of law and order
and justice in the elections last fall, and
this is an opportunity to take respon-
sible and meaningful action.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
commend the President of the United
States on the program that he has out-
lined to the Congress to continue the
fight or organized crime.

For the past 3 years, the Legal and
Monetary Affairs Subcommittee on the
House Commititee of Government Opera-
tions has been continuing an intensive
study of the Federal effort against orga-
nized crime. In the last Congress, the
subcommittee, of which I am chairman,
held many days of public hearings at
which we explored all aspects of the orga-
nized crime problem, what was being
done to combat that enemy in our society
and how the Federal part of the fight
could be improved.

In a committee report issued last sum-
mer entitled “The Federal Effort Against
Organized Crime,” we assessed the re-
sources, capabilities, and operations of
the Department of Justice, including the
FBI, and of some 24 other Federal agen-
cies that are involved in the Federal fight
against organized crime. The study con-
cluded that “the Federal Government
has not borne its obligations with a con-
stancy and force that its role in the
overall battle against organized crime
demands,” and recommended a series of
actions to combat the organized crime
menace.

While some of these recommendations
have been put into effect, much remains
to be done. I am happy to see that the
President agrees that further action is
needed. His statement signifies a com-
prehension of the importance of the
threat of organized crime and provides
a battle plan for action that deserves the
full consideration of Congress.

The President’s approach to the prob-
lem closely parallels the recommenda-
tions that were made in our committee
report.

As the subcommittee carefully docu-
mented, there can no longer be any doubt
about the menace that syndicated crime
presents to every one of us, in our private
lives, in business, and in Government.
The battle against that enemy in the
past had many shortcomings. The most
salutary development that we noted after
the subcommittee hearings began was
the fact that the Federal drive was in-
creased. Much more had to be done, how-
ever, as we indicated in the report.

I could not agree with President Nixon
more when he says that action plans
against organized crime must be estab-
lished on a long-term basis. In fact, the
committee’s recommendations were pred-
icated upon the belief. Organized crime
has expanded over a long period of years
and unfortunately it is firmly entrenched
in too many localities. The possible finan-
cial gains are so great that successors are
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always available to take the place of those
who are imprisoned or otherwise lose
their leadership positions.

One of the things we pointed out in
our report was that it was too easy for
many of the battlers against syndicated
crime to become bogged down in day-to-
day operations on a case-by-case basis.
One of the prime essentials was a need
for careful long-range planning. Appar-
ently that recommendation has been
taken to heart, because the President’s
program clearly shows that much
thought has been given to long-range
strategy to fight organized crime.

After our hearings which probed into
the adequacy of the Federal effort, the
committee report concluded:

The Federal effort agalnst organized crime
is not a single coordinated venture which is
conducted under the management and di-
rection of any one department or agency. It
is, rather, the sum of the Federal prosecu-
tions, investigations, administrative proceed-
ings and judical actions, plus the ald ex-
tended to State and local law enforcement.

In this regard, the President’s message
states:

I have asked all Federal agencies to co-
operate with the Department of Justice in
this effort and to give priority to the orga-
nized crime drive. * * * I have directed the
Attorney General to mount our Federal anti-
organized crime offensive and to coordinate
the Federal effort with State and local efforts
where possible.

Ot"er parallels between what the Pres-
ident is seeking and what the commit-
tee recommended are as follows. The
committee said:

The question is raised, should considera-
tion be given to development of a uniform
inter-agency organized crime intelligence
system for greater efficlency and for avold-
ance of duplication, but containing adequate
:ta.te%uards against misuses of such informa-

on

And the President says:

A computerized organized crime Iintelli-
gence system is being developed to house
detailed information on the personalities and
activities of organized crime nationally. This
system will also serve as a model for State
computer intelligence systems which will be
partially funded by the Federal Government.

The committee said:

There are other areas of possible Federal
ald that should be explored. For instance, the
establishment by each State of an organized
crime unit probably would best enable it to
contend with that menace.

And the President says:

The Justice Department is encouraging
municipalities and States to reexamine their
own laws in the organized crime area. We
are also encouraging and assisting in the
formation of State-wide organized crime in-
vestigating and prosecuting units,

The committee said:

In cooperating with State and local law en~
forcement by exchanging information, Fed-
eral law enforcement agencles do so largely
on an investigator-to-investigator basis. * * *
It would appear that greater overall (Federal,
State and local) results would be possible if
the Organized Crime and Racketeering Sec-
tion (of the Justice Department) Iissued
guldelines for such exchanges in cases which
involve violations that are usual in
crime operations, such as gambling, narcotics
dangerous drugs, and racketeering.

And the President says:
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A program 1s being established so that
State and local law enforcement people can
exchange recent knowledge on the most effec~
tive tacties to use against organized crime
at the local level.

The committee said:

Public apathy towards some crimes on
which organized crime feeds (most notably
gambling) accounts for much of organized
crime’s success, * * * The question arises of
whether the combined knowledge and ex-
perience of all Federal agencies, including
Organized Crime and Racketeering Section,
should be put into a mational coordinated
educational campaign to relleve public
apathy.

And the President says:

We are providing Federal aid for both State
and local public information programs de-
slgned to alert the people to the nature and
scope of organized crime activity in their
communities.

It is gratifying to see these committee
proposals endorsed by the President.
There are other significant conclusions
by the committee which perhaps are im-
plicit in the President’s message, but
which require further attention. For one
thing, our report pointed out that various
Federal agencies have the power to ex-
tend licenses, privileges, contracts, and
loans, but that not all of the agencies
adequately comprehend the potential
danger that organized crime can present
to areas within their operation. As we
said in our report:

The plain fact is that organized crime Is
moving into legitimate businesses of every
kind, through nominees and through appar-
ently respectable associates, Quite obviously,
all agencies should be alert to that fact—
particularly since the operations of those
agencles are responsible for the regulation,
and frequently the creation, of businesses in
every line which involve multi-blllions of
dollars of commerce annually., The public
interest requires that the agencies not only
protect themselves agalnst being used to
expand the operations of organized crime
but that they also ald in the overall Federal
effort to defeat that enemy in every way
they can.

Another matter that requires further
attention is the need to devise some
means of measuring the effectiveness of
the Federal effort against organized
crime, particularly when the President
is asking for millions in increased funds.
Many more millions will be expended
over the years in attempting to eradicate
organized crime. As the committee re-
port pointed out, there is a genuine need
on the part of all concerned in the fight
to know on a continuing basis what re-
sults are being obtained, so that short-
comings can be remedied and duplica-
tions avoided.

In the revised budget sent to Congress,
additional funds are sought for fiscal
1970, most of which would provide for the
hiring of 415 new FBI agents and 271
other persons to work with them. The
Immigration and Naturalization Service
also would receive extra funds to hire 16
investigators and six clerks. The budget
also adds money for marshals and Fed-
eral attorneys, and for strengthening the
Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous
Drugs.

Significantly, these increases in the
Government’s fight against organized
crime come at a time when most Govern-
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ment agencies are absorbing a spending
cutback. The Justice Department is the
only Government agency to receive an
increase in the administration’s proposed
revisions of the budget. I again congratu-
late the President for giving this em-
phasis to the drive to eliminate organized
crime.

Another source of funds for the fight
against organized crime was provided by
the Congress last summer in the Omni-
bus Crime Control Act. Under section 306
of that act, the Law Enforcement Assist-
ance Administration is to allocate to the
States 85 percent of the funds appropri-
ated for law enforcement grants and the
remaining 15 percent in the manner
LEAA determines. The next provision of
the act, section 307, provides that in
making grants, the LEAA and State
planning agencies shall give special em-
phasis to programs and projects which,
among others, deal with the “prevention,
detection and control of organized
crime.” Clearly these two provisions must
be read together to accomplish the cb-
jectives of the act and the intentions
of Congress, so that in allocating the dis-
cretionary funds, LEAA must give special
emphasis to programs that are aimed at
eradicating organized crime. I am happy
to see that the President is asking Con-
gress to approve a full $300 million ap-
propriation for LEAA, one effect of which
will be to increase the amount of dis-
cretionary funds available to that agency
for use against syndicated crime.

I sincerely hope that efforts to end
public apathy on the organized crime
menace will meet with success. The Mi-
ami Herald recently published an edi-
torial warning that continued and ex-
panded support by ordinary citizens is
needed if the battle is to be won. “Fed-
eral Crime Fighters Can Use Your Help,
Too,” is the title, and this could well serve
as the theme for involving the publie in
this epic task. The Herald declares:

The trouble with anti-crime drives, 1s that
they lose momentum as the public lapses into
apathy after the first surge of excitement
and satisfactlon. The contrast between 11
indictments in 1960 and 1,166 in 1968 is sta-
tistical evidence of that fact.

Thus, the Federal effort calls for the widest
citizen support.

Because of the Government’s current
drive against organized crime, I believe
we are slowly winning this fight. But it
will require constant effort and dedica-
tion. Continued citizen support is the es-
sence of the battle, and I hope that each
person will do all that he can to help in
this eause.

I, for one, can promise that the Legal
and Monetary Affairs Subcommittee will
continue its efforts to improve the over-
all Federal effort against organized crime.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, the President’s
message on organized crime asks the
Congress to double—to $25 million—the
amount that we have been spending on
law-enforcement activities to combat this
menace to American society.

The President states the extent of the
problem in this sentence:

Estimates of the take from illegal gambling
alone in the United States run anywhere
from $20 billion dollars, which is over two
percent of America’s gross national product,
to 850 billlon dollars, which is roughly equiv-
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alent to the combined national products of
Argentina, Brazil, and Chile,

As ranking member of the Appropria-
tions Subcommittee on Justice Depart-
ment Appropriations, I have worked
closely with my chairman, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. RooNEY), in efforts
to develop a satisfactory program in this
area. As the President has pointed out in
his message, we have had some minor
successes but the effort thus far has
failed to halt the expansion and en-
trenchment of the eriminal establish-
ment.

The President’s proposals for fighting
organized crime are sound and forceful.
They deserve the support of the Con-
gress and the public. I am confident the
President’s request for the additional
funds will receive the most sympathetic
consideration in the Appropriations
Committee and I trust it will have ap-
proval. The President is organizing the
troops to fight this battle, and we must
give him the support he requires.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, I approve
of the President’s message on organized
crime.

‘We have no choice but to carry out the
program he has outlined. The threat to
this great Nation is immediate and it
cannot be put aside,

‘We concern ourselves with the danger
of external aggression, while our inter-
nal structure is being slowly eaten away
to satiate the gluttonous appetite of the
underworld.

We seek an end to crime in our streets
by eliminating its perpetrators, while the
dope pushers of the Mafia create new
ones,

We pour millions of dollars into pro-
grams to protect our allies, while our
underbelly is eaten away by moral decay
at home.

The President has faced the problem
for what it is—a threat to our way of life.
We cannot bury our heads in the sand
and hope the problem goes away. Our
duty to this great Nation compels our
immediate and complete support of the
President’s program.

There is nothing partisan about crime
prevention. It is paramount in the in-
terest of all of us. Each day the dope
pusher entices new addicts who commit
new crimes. Every day our people lose
respect for law enforcement personnel.

The mountain may seem insurmount-
able, but it can never be known if it can
be scaled if we do not take the first step
toward the top.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in which
to extend their remarks following the
message of the President.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

A GREATER NEED FOR UNIFORM
NATIONAL WELFARE STANDARDS

(Mr. MONAGAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, the Su-
preme Court decision that struck down
the residency requirements that 40 States
impose upon potential welfare recipients,
certainly serves to point up the urgency
of immediate action by the Congress on
my bill, HR. 9952, to amend the public
assistance provisions of the Social Se-
curity Act to require the establishment
of nationally uniform minimum stand-
ards for eligibility for aid or assistance
thereunder.

We have a crisis in welfare today. The
crisls exists most emphatically in several
States including Connecticut where the
highest in humanitarian welfare stand-
ards have been established and where the
taxpayers are paying a penalty because
by doing their utmost to aid the needy
they have provided easy access to these
benefits by refugees from less concerned
States where provision for the unfortu-
nate is far less liberal. This generosity of
our hardpressed taxpayers should not be
penalized. These welfare recipients are
no longer the local paupers of other days.
They are a nationwide phenomenon. The
task of caring for them should be borne
by all U.S. taxpayers.

It is a sad lack of system that results
in this heavy financial burden on those
who exert their best efforts to help the
most disadvantaged segment of our
population.

Poverty is a problem that crosses State
lines and should be met with single na-
tional commitment.

The strains on our State budgets are
severe.

If Connecticut—or any other State—Is
forced to cut back its program to assist
the needy, it will not be due to a change
in the humanitarianism of our citizenry.

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION

(Mr. DENNEY) asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. DENNEY. Mr. Speaker, I believe it
would be unwise to extend the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 more than 2 years. I favor extension
of the act to June 30, 1972, in order to
give effect to forward-funding provi-
sions and to assure advanced program
planning. I support certain changes in
the act to make it a more effective instru-
ment for educational improvement.
Therefore, I oppose the committee-
reported bill because it fails to deal
responsibly with wurgent educational
problems. -

ESEA expires June 30, 1970. However,
if the forward-funding provisions, which
the Republican members of the House
Education and Labor Committee strongly
supported, are to be operable, the act
must be extended. I support a 2-year
extension as recommended by the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare
for two reasons. First, an assurance of 3
more years of operation is desirable in
order to encourage advance program
planning. Second, and even more impor-
tant, the census data which forms the
basis of the distribution of funds under
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title I will be updated in 1969-70 and the
new information very likely will neces-
sitate major changes in title I, which is
by far the most vital part of the act. The
administration has undertaken a com-
plete review of this legislation in the con-
text of our total national effort to over-
come educational and social problems,
and the Congress should be assured of
the opportunity to act upon any recom-
mendations of the executive branch.
Perhaps the best single example of why
the act needs thorough revision at the
earliest possible time is provided by the
discussed but little understood formula
in title I of the act.

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1969

Mr. PERKINS, Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 514) to ex-
tend programs of assistance for elemen-
tary and secondary education, and for
other purposes.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Kentucky.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the %ill H.R. 514, with
Pricg, of Illinois, in the chalir.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN, When the Commit-
tee rose on yesterday, the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS) had 11%
minutes remaining and the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. Avyres) had 10 minutes
remaining.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. Does the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. Avres) wish to use time?

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. MIZE. Mr, Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. AYRES. I yield to the gentleman
from Kansas.

Mr., MIZE. Mr. Chairman, even as we
debate the merits of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, and consider
its extension, we reaffirm the predomi-
nant role that State and local authorities
must continue to play in education.

Traditional burdens borne by school
boards and State departments of educa-
tion have never been heavier than they
are today. The task has never been more
difficult. The revenue needed for an ade-
quate school system becomes a larger
proportion of total government revenue
each year, and properly so. Most of that
revenue, without question, should come
from local sources.

Local authorities must maintain con-
trol of curriculum, teachers’ salaries,
construction of facilities, selection of
textbooks, and qualitative standards of
instruction. These are responsibilities
left to the States and to the people by
the Constitution, and the Congress may
not properly entertain an ambition to
assume any of them.
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For what purpose, then, has the Fed-
eral Government initiated programs of
Federal aid to elementary and secondary
education? What national responsibility
has the Congress embraced with the pas-
sage of the ESEA? We must define the
extent of our duties, then measure the
legislation before us by that standard. If
there are problems in education which
the Congress can not properly move to
solve, then congressional restraint must
be exercised. Our constitutional mandate
demands no less. The traditions of our
people must be respected.

THE FEDERAL MOTIVE

The Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act does not presume to preempt
the historic role of local school boards.

This act is consistent, in theory, with
historie concepts of educational responsi-
bility, for it was passed—in the main—
to meet a narrowly defined challenge
quite beyond the capacity of many local
and State resources.

That challenge is the challenge of pro-
viding an adequate education to seri-
ously disadvantaged students, the habit-
ual underachievers. Congress recognized
that local authorities required significant
outside assistance in order to provide
disadvantaged students with the educa-
tional equipment they must have to be-
come participating, contributing citizens
in our society.

The underachiever becomes a national
liability, for the National Government is
required to contribute to his welfare pay-
ments if he fails to learn a trade. The
National Government loses his tax con-
tributions when he is unemployed. The
National Government provides his food
stamps and his commeodities when he
cannot feed his children.

The National Government, clearly no
less than the State government or the
local government, must share the bur-
den of providing for a citizen who can-
not provide for himself.

Further, there is a moral obligation
which every National Government, in-
cluding our own, has to each of its citi-
zens. That obligation is to provide an
atmosphere and reasonable opportunity
for each man and woman to live a life
of dignity and purpose.

In the modern world, the National
Government is almost powerless to pro-
vide such an atmosphere to one who has
not achieved a basic education.

In view of all this, there is pressing
need for Federal assistance to elemen-
tary and secondary education in Amer-
ica. Perhaps, if this assistance had been
provided a generation earlier, we would
not today be burdened with many of the
problems that are collectively charac-
terized as the “urban crisis.” In truth,
many of these problems can be traced to
educational failings in rural America.

FIVE-YEAR EXTENSION OF CURRENT ACT

THNMERITED

Mr. Chalrman, I have reviewed the
reasons for my support for the concept
of Federal aid to elementary and sec-
ondary education, For practical reasons,
I favor a 2-year extension of the basie
legislation. Without such an extension,
local and State authorities will be denied
the program continuity and advance




April 23, 1969

funding they require for proper financial
planning.

But, Mr. Chairman, I oppose a 5-year
extension of ESEA. The distribution for-
mula which is currently employed is be-
yond rational explanation. Under the
allotment procedures for distribution of
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title I appropriations, the rich are get-
ting richer, and the poor are getting rela-
tively poorer.

I will include table I, which I have
prepared from statistics provided me by
the Office of Education, in the Recorp at
this point:

TABLE 1.—COMPARISON OF 4 SCHOOL DISTRICTS, SELECTED S TATISTICS, FISCAL YEAR 1967

Oklahoma

City,
Oklahoma
County, Okla,

White Plains,
Westchester
County, N.Y.

Mon lEnmenr
ou nty,

Assessed taxable property value per pupil
Expenditures per pupil in average attendance

Dnadvanmged children qualifying for assistance under title I,

En) Low income children (age 5to 17)
b) AFDC suppurled :hlidren
n

a
(d)Fnster Horne children s o5l ion lie s - STt

Total qualifying children
Title | entitlement (fiscal year 1967)
Title | entitlement per qualifying disadvantaged child

$31, 462 $20, 855 $5, 358
$1,077.17 $714.35 $375.19

2,180
314

0
351

Source: Office of Education records.

Mr. Chairman, Members reviewing the
facts presented in table I will see that
distribution of funds prior to fiscal year
1968 was grossly unjust. Those school dis-
tricts with vast resources and revenue
capacity, exemplified by White Plains
and Montgomery County, received a
bonus from the Federal Government for
their wealth. Those districts with the
greatest local capacity to assist disad-
vantaged students received, in many in-
stances, absurdly high allotments from
the Federal Government under title I.

In stark contrast, school districts with
meager resources, and a floodtide of poor
children received a mere trickle of Fed-
eral assistance—assistance so insufficient
per disadvantaged pupil that educational
opportunity was made more dispropor-
tionate for the poor wherever they were
crowded together.

Wealthy suburban school districts
were provided with assistance which they
appreciated, no doubt. But the pressing
need remained in the poorest districts,
and those districts lost ground in their
attempt to provide parallel educational
opportunity.

If you give a rich man more money
than you give a poor man, the poor man

is poorer, in comparison, than before the
dispensation.

That, in a nutshell, was the situation
created by the distribution formula of
the ESEA prior to fiscal year 1968. Al-
lotment of funds, per disadvantaged
pupil, was an embarrassment and an
absurdity.

HAS ANYTHING CHANGED SINCE FISCAL YEAR
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In fairness to the administrators of
ESEA, these inequities were recognized
quite early. The distribution formula was
revised for fiscal year 1968, and the na-
tional average of expenditures for edu-
cation became the “floor” in applying the
formula to determine allotments for the
school districts.

The States spending less than the na-
tional average for education per pupil
were programed to receive more money
per disadvantaged pupil than they had
before.

While extensive statistics are not yet
readily available for fiscal year 1968, the
following are indicative of the results
achieved under the revised method of
ESEA title I allotments. I include table
II in the REcorp at this point:

TABLE 11.—COMPARISON OF 4 SCHOOL DISTRICTS, SELECTED STATISTICS, FISCAL YEAR 1968

Oklahoma
White Plains, City,
Westchester Oklahoma

County, N.Y.

Mon IE:L":%‘:

Md. County, Okla.

Disadvanlaged children qualifying for assistance under title

; Low income chlldren (sge 5to 17)
AFDC supported

¢) Neglected and delinqusnt children___ - - . - .
d) Foster home children

Total qualifying children
Title | entitlement (fiscal I‘;
Title | entitiement per qua I‘ﬂng disadvantaged child

2,180 6,931
485 4,379

37 210
351

104

3,053 11,624
$492,380  $1,757,979
$161 $151

Source: Office of Education records.

Mr. Chairman, table II shows that
good intentions were frustrated. Today,
after revision, the results are almost as
inequitable as before.

The allotment to each school district
per disadvantaged pupil is the real pay-
dirt under this act. That allotment, after

all slide-rule manipulations are com-
pleted, is the criterion upon which the
ESEA title I distribution, and therefore,
the effectiveness of the program, should
be judged.

The continued comparative poverty of
poverty-stricken districts should not be
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extended by this Congress for 5 full
years. There is no justification for such
imprecise work.

Mr. Chairman, I urge all Members to
vote for a 2-year extension of the ESEA,
and then turn to the task of revising this
legislation to meet the real need which it
is intended to meet.

School districts which have large num-
bers of disadvantaged children have des-
perate problems., Upon the administra-
tors of those districts we must depend
for the ultimate break in the poverty
cycle which has captured so many Amer-
ican families.

The Congress properly addresses itself
to upgrading educational opportunity for
the very poor. But in our wisdom, we
have created a program which has made
a mockery of our good intentions. I sug-
gest that a 5-year extension of the ESEA
would be an unwarranted perpetuation
of an inequity which we have an obliga-
tion to eliminate.

Mr. AYRES, Mr. Chairman, in view of
the fact that the proposals have been de-
bated quite thoroughly in the past 2 days,
and Members are anxious to get on to
consideration of the bill, I yield back the
remainder of my time.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the remainder of the time on our side to
the distinguished majority leader (Mr.
ALBERT) .

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I shall
try not to take all the time, because I
concur with what the distinguished
gentleman from Ohio said. The House is
anxious to get on with the important
business which is before us.

It is my privilege to rise today in sup-
port of H.R. 514, a bill to extend the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act
of 1965.

This legislation has, since its enact-
ment in 1965, been more important to
the grade schools and high schools of our
Nation than any previous education leg-
islation ever enacted. We cannot today
calculate its total impact—for that will
be felt in the years to come in the in-
creased earning power and good citizen-
ship of many millions of schoolchildren
whose education was in some way sig-
nificantly improved through the appli-
cation of funds under the provisions of
this act.

It may be the Mexican-American child
whose enrollment in a bilingual educa-
tion program enabled him to keep pace
with the English-speaking majority; it
may be the deaf child who was reached
by a teacher especially trained to under-
stand his needs; it may be the potential
dropout who was encouraged to continue
his education and obtain his high school
diploma.

All of these individuals and many oth-
ers whose needs have heretofore not been
adequately met by the schools because of
lack of funds, of skilled teachers or of
relevant materials are, and will continue
to be, served by the programs under this
act.

If ever Congress was faced with an im-
perative to enact immediately a piece of
legislation, that time is now. Although
the present act does not expire until 1970,
we cannot afford to let it wait until next
year for extension. Repeated testimony
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and evidence before the Committee on
Education and Labor indicate that pres-
ent late funding means that many
schools do not receive their moneys until
well after the school year has begun, thus
greatly reducing the effectiveness of the
legislation.

By extending it now, and extending it
for 5 years, we make sure that advance
funding is possible, and we will give
school officials and administrators a
chance to prepare in advance for opti-
mum use of the funds they are to receive.

What is more, they will be able to plan
with certainty on an expected amount of
income, and will not be forced to cut
crucial programs at the last moment, or
exclude children from programs already
underway, because the appropriations
from Washington fell short of what they
had expected.

Mr. Chairman, there has been much
banter about a 2-year extension being
more desirable than a longer extension
and a lot of misconceptions have been
promoted in support of the effort to cut
back this authorization. For example, it
is utterly wrong that a longer extension
will preclude or result in no congressional
consideration of the legislation during
the 5-year period.

Largely through the efforts and lead-
ership of the very able and distinguished
gentlewoman from Oregon, we engi-
neered through the Congress an exten-
sion of the Higher Education Act until
June 30, 1971. Yet, at this moment, I am
advised that the Special Subcommittee
on Education, which she chairs, is in
the process of holding hearings on possi-
ble amendments to the Higher Education
Act.

Three months after ESEA was first
enacted—Public Law 89-10—the Con-
gress held hearings and took action on
amendments to it—Public Law 89-313.

The Vocational Education Act, as em-
bodied in Smith-Hughes, George-Bar-
den, the Vocational Education Act of
1963, and the Vocational Education Act
of 1968, all contain not limited author-
izations but permanent authorizations,
yvet these acts have been the subject of
congressional investigations, hearings,
and have been amended many fimes.

The distinguished chalrman of the
Committee on Education and Labor has
personally and publicly advised the Hon-
orable Robert Finch, Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, that
when the administration comes forth
with any amendments or modifications
of the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act, he will promptly initiate pro-
ceedings to entertain them. I am further
confident, in view of the statements of the
chairman of the committee, that the
committee will be bringing to the floor of
the House, during the life of this act,
legislation to modify and improve the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act.

Mr. Chairman, an extension of more
than 2 years is imperative if we are to
get the most effective educational use
of Federal dollars. The committee has
held hearings in 1965, 1966, 1967, and
again this year, in which it has exhaus-
tively probed the minds of the best ed-
ucation experts in the country. Through-
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out this wealth of testimony, one com-
mon denominator underlies all of their

thinking:

First, better planning for the use of
Federal dollars.

Second, the securing of qualified per-
sonnel, and

Third, the coordination of Federal
dollars with local State funds.

Maximum program impact can be ob-
tained if schoolteachers, prinecipals, and
school administrators can be assured that
Congress really means business and
recognizes that the effort contained in
the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act is a long-range effort and not a
temporary venture of the Congress.

The program instability which is oc-
casioned by the ups and downs of con-
gressional action from year to year on
this measure creates havoe in local edu-
cational planning. The teachers, special-
ists, and other technical personnel can-
not be hired for programs when they
have only a 1-year assurance that the
program will continue.

Mr, Chairman, I believe the Congress
wants to insist upon the wise manage-
ment of Federal dollars going into edu-
cation, but the overwhelming weight of
evidence indicates that we preclude this
with short-term authorizations.

In addition to extending the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act, HR.
514 also extends Public Laws 815 and
874, the impacted area aid laws. These
important laws have been providing as-
sistance to school districts, suddenly and
severely overburdened with a school-age
population to be educated as a result of
Federal activities in the area, since their
enactment in 1950. Public Law 815 pro-
vides assistance for school construction,
and Public Law 874 provides funds for
operation and maintenance. Payments
to local educational agencies are based
on the existence of Federal property in
or within reasonable commuting dis-
tance of a school distriect where children
reside with their parents or on which
the parents are employed. These pay-
ments are intended to compensate the
school district for loss of revenue from
untaxed property. Today, there are many
school districts which receive a major
portion of their budget from the funds
allotted under Public Law 874, and thus
the law plays a substantial role in pro-
viding a good education for the Nation’s
school children, many of whose families
provide substantial service to their Gov-
ernment in the Armed Forces.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is needed. I am
sure that the gentlewoman from Oregon
was right when she said much more is
needed than this bill offers. Surely, we
can do no less today for the school-
children of America than what the great
Committee on Education and Labor pro-
poses here.

Mr. PEREKINS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of our time.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the rule,
the Clerk will now read by title the sub-
stitute committee amendment printed in
the bill as an original bill for the pur-
pose of amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
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America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Elementary and
Secondary Education Amendments of 1969".

TITLE I—EXTENSION AND AMENDMENT
OF TITLE I OF THE ELEMENTARY
AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF
1966

EXTENSION OF TITLE I OF ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF 1965

Bec. 101. (a) Section 102 of title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 is amended by striking out “June 30,
1970" and inserting in lleu thereof “June
30, 1975".

(b) Section 121(d) of title I of the Ele-
mentry and Secondary Education Act of 1965
1s amended to read as follows:

“(d) For the purpose of making grants
under this part there are authorized to be
appropriated not in excess of 850,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1869, and
for each of the six succeeding fiscal years."

(¢) The third sentence of sectlon 103(a)
(1) (A) of title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 is amended
by striking out “for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1968, and the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1969,”.

(d) The second sentence of section 103(c)
of title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 is amended by strik-
ing out “years ending June 30, 1968, June
a0, 1969, and June 30, 1970,” and inserting
in lieu thereof “year ending June 30, 1968,
and for each succeeding filscal year,”.

DESIGNATION OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR PROVISION
OF SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL SERVICES FOR INSTI-
TUTIONALIZED NEGLECTED OR DELINQUENT
CHILDREN

Sec. 208. (a) Section 103(a) (2) of title I
of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 Is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following sentence: “Notwith-
standing the foregoing provisions of this
paragraph, upon determination by the State
educational agency that a local educational
agency in the State is unable or unwilling to
provide for the special educational needs of
children, deseribed in clause (C) of the first
sentence of this paragraph, who are living in
institutions for neglected or delinguent chil-
dren, the State educational agency shall, if
it assumes responsibility for the special edu~
cational needs of such children, be eligible
to receive the portion of the allocation to
such local educational agency which is attrib-
table to such neglected or delinquent chil-
dren, but if the State educational agency
does not assume such responsibility, any
other State or local public agency which does
assume such responsibility shall be eligible
to receive such portion of the allocation.”

(b) Section 103(d) of such Act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new sentence: "For purposes of this section,
the Secretary shall consider all children who
are in correctional institutions to be lving
in institutions for delinquent children.”

REQUIRING GRANTS FOR MIGRATORY CHILDREN TO
BE BASED ON THE NUMBER TO BE SERVED

Sec. 104. (a) The first sentence of para-
graph (6) of sectlon 103(a) of title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 1s, effective with the first allocation of
funds pursuant to such title by the Commis-
sionér after the date of enactment of this
Act, amended to read as follows: “A State
educational agency which has submitted and
had approved an application under section
105(c) for any fiscal year shall be entitled
to recelve a grant for that year under this
part, based on the number of migratory chil-
dren of migratory agricultural workers to be
served, for establishing or improving pro-
grams for such children.”

(b) The second sentence thereof is
amended by striking “shall be” the first time
it appears and inserting in leu thereof “may
be made”.
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USE OF MOST EECENT DATA UNDER TITLE I

Sec. 105. (a) The third sentence of sec-
tion 103(d) of title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 1s amended
by inserting immediately before the period
at the end thereof the following: “or, to the
extent that such data are not avallable to
him before April 1 of the calendar year in
which the Secretary’s determination is made,
then on the basis of the most recent rellable
data available to him at the time of such
determination”.

(b) Section 103(e) of such title is amend-
ed by inserting the following after “during
the second fiscal year preceding the fiscal
year for which the computation is made”:
“*(or, if satisfactory data for that year are not
avallable at the time of computation, then
during the earliest preceding fiscal year for
which satisfactory data are avallable)”.

CONTENT OF STATE AND LOCAL EDUCATIONAL
AGENCY REPORTS

Sec. 196. (a) The parenthetical phrase
in clause (A) of section 106(a)(3) of title
I of the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tlon Act of 1965 1s amended by inserting
“and of research and replication studies”
immediately before the closing parenthesis.

(b) BSection 105(a)(7) of such title is
amended by striking out “in such form and
containing such information, as may be rea-
sonably necessary” and inserting in leu
thereof “in accordance with specific perform-
ance criteria related to program objectives™.

STATE ADVISORY COUNCILS

Sec. 107. Part A of title I of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new section:

“STATE ADVISORY COUNCILS
“Sec. 109. (a) Any State which desires to
recelve payments under this part for any
fiscal year shall establish a State advisory

council within its State educational agency
for the purpose of advising such agency in
all matters relating to the carrying out of
this title within the State. The State ad-
visory council shall be appointed by the
Governor or, in the case of States in which
the State educational agency is a State board
of education the members of which are
elected, then by such board.

“(b) The BState advisory council estab-
lished pursuant to subsection (a) shall be
broadly representative of the educational
resources of the State and of the public.
Representation on the State advisory coun-
cil shall include, but not be limited to, per-
sons representative of—

“{1) public and nonprofit private elemen-
tary and secondary schools,

“(2) institutions of higher education, and

“(3) area of educational competence deal-
ing with children qualified for special edu-
cational assistance under this title.

“{c) The State advisory counecil shall—

“(1) advise the State educational agency
on the preparation of, and policy matters
arising in the administration of, State and
local educational programs including the
development of criteria for approval of ap-
plications in such State;

“(2) review and make recommendations
to the State educational agency on the ac-
tlon to be taken with respect to applications
for grants by local educational agencies;

“(3) evaluate programs and projects as-
sisted under this title;

“(4) prepare and submit through the State
educational agency a report of its activities,
recommendations, and evaluations, together
with such additional comments as the State
educational agency deems appropriate, to the
Commissioner and to the National Advisory
Council on the Education of Disadvantaged
Children established pursuant to this title,
at such times, In such form, and in such
detalil, as the Secretary may prescribe; and

“(5) obtain such professional, technical,
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and clerical assistance as may be necessary
to carry out its functions under this title.”

STAGGERED TERMS FOR NATIONAL ADVISORY
COUNCIL ON EDUCATION OF DISADVANTAGED
CHILDREN; TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Sec. 108. (a) Sectlon 134(a) of such title
is amended by striking out *, within ninety
days after the enactment of this title,”.

(b) The second sentence of subsection (b)
of such section is amended to read as follows:
“Such members shall be appointed for terms
of three years, except that (1) in the case of
the initial members appointed after Janu-
ary 20, 1969, four shall be appointed for
terms of one year each and four shall be
appointed for terms of two years each, and
(2) appointments to fill the unexpired por-
tion of any term shall be for such portion
only.”

(c) Such section is further amended by
redesignating subsection (e) as subsection
(f) and by inserting immediately after sub-
section (d) the following new subsection:

“(e) The Council is authorized, without
regard to the civil service laws, to engage
such secretarial, clerical, and technical as-
slstance as may be required to carry out its
functions, and to this end up to one-fortieth
of 1 per centum of any appropriations for
grants under this title will be avallable for
this purpose.”

(d) Subsectlon (f) of such section (as so
redesignated by the preceding subsection) is
amended by striking out “annual report”
and inserting in lleu thereof “annual re-
ports” and by striking out “to be made not
later than January 81, 1869".

TECHNICAL AMENDMENT

Sec. 109. Section 107(b)(2) of such title
is amended by striking out “Wake Island,”.

Mr. ERLENBORN (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that title I be considered as read,
printed in the Recomrp, and open to
amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MRS. GREEN OF OREGON

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment in the nature
of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mrs. GReew of Oregon: Strike out
everything after the enacting clause and in-
sert in lleu thereof:

“TITLE I—EXTENSION AND AMENDMENT
OF TITLE I OF THE ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF 19656

“EXTENSION OF TITLE I OF ELEMENTARY AND

SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF 1965

“Sec. 101. (a) Sectlon 102 of title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
19656 1s amended by striking out ‘June 30,
1970 and inserting in lieu thereof ‘June 30,
1972'.

“(b) Section 121(d) of title I of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
19656 is amended to read as follows:

“‘(d) For the purpose of making grants
under this part there are authorized to be
appropriated not in excess of $50,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969, and for
each of the three succeeding fiscal years.’

‘“(¢) The third sentence of section
103(a) (1) (A) of title I of the Elementary
and BSecondary Education Act of 1965 is
amended by striking out ‘for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1968, and the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1969,

“(d) The second sentence of section 103
(c) of title I of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 is amended by
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striking out ‘years ending June 30, 1968,
June 30, 1960, and June 30, 1870," and insert-
ing in Heu thereof ‘year ending June 30,
1968, and for each succeeding fiscal year,'.

“DESIGNATION OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR PROVI-
SION OF SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL SERVICES FOR
INSTITUTIONALIZED NEGLECTED OR DELIN-
QUENT CHILDREN
“Sec. 103. (a) Section 103(a) (2) of title I

of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 Is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following sentence: ‘Notwith-
standing the foregolng provisions of this
paragraph, upon determination by the State
educational agency that a local educational
agency in the State is unable or unwilling to
provide for the special educational needs of
children, described in clause (C) of the first
sentence of this paragraph, who are living
in institutions for neglected or delinquent
children, the State educational agency shall,
if it assumes responsibility for the special
educational needs of such children, be eligi-
ble to receive the portion of the allocation to
such local educational agency which is attrib-
utable to such neglected or delinquent chil-
dren, but if the State educatlonal agency
does not assume such responsibility, any
other State or local public agency which
does assume such responsibility shall be
eligible to receive such portion of the allo-
cation.’

“(b) Sectlon 103(d) of such Act 1is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new sentence: ‘For purposes of this
section, the Secretary shall consider all chil-
dren who are in correctional institutions te
be living in institutions for delinquent chil-
dren.”

“REQUIRING GRANTS FOR MIGRATORY CHILDREN
TO BE BASED ON THE NUMBER TO BE SERVED
“Sec. 104. (a) The first sentence of para-

graph (6) of section 103(a) of title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 is, effective with the first allocation of
funds pursuant to such title by the Com-
missioner after the date of enactment of this
Act, amended to read as follows: ‘A State
educational agency which has submitted and
had approved an application under section
105(c) for any fiscal year shall be entitled
to receive a grant for that year under this
part, based on the number of migratory chil-
dren of migratory agricultural workers to be
served, for establishing or improving pro-
grams for such children.’

“{b) The second sentence thereof is
amended by striking ‘shall be' the first time
it appears and inserting in lleu thereof ‘may
be made’.

“USE OF MOST RECENT DATA UNDER TITLE I
“Sec. 105. (a) The third sentence of sec-

tion 103(d) of title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 is amended
by inserting immediately before the period
at the end thereof the following: ‘or, to the
extent that such data are not avallable to
him before April 1 of the calendar year in
which the Secretary’s determination 1s made,
then on the basis of the most recent relia-
ble data avallable to him at the time of
such determination’.

“(b) BSection 103(e) of such title is
amended by inserting the following after
‘during the second fiscal year preceding the
fiscal year for which the computation is
made’; ‘(or, If satisfactory data for that
year are not available at the time of compu-
tatlon, then during the earllest preceding
fiscal year for which satisfactory data are
available)’.

“CONTENT OF STATE AND LOCAL EDUCATIONAL
AGENCY REPORTS

“Sec. 106. (a) The parenthetical phrase in
clause (A) of section 106(a)(3) of title I of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1965 is amended by Inserting ‘and of re-
search and replication studies’ immediately
before the closing parenthesis.
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“(b) Sectlon 105(a)(7) of such title is
amended by striking out ‘in such form and
containing such information, as may be
reasonably necessary' and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘in accordance with specific per-
formance criteria related to program objec-
tives'.

“STAGGERED TERMS FOR NATIONAL ADVISORY
COUNCIL ON EDUCATION OF DISADVANTAGED
CHILDREN; TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

“Sec. 107. (a) Section 134(a) of such title
is amended by striking *, within ninety days
after the enactment of this title,".

“{b) The second sentence of subsection
(b) of such section is amended to read as
follows: ‘Such members shall be appointed
for terms of three years, except that (1) in
the case of the Initlal members appointed
after January 20, 1969, four shall be ap-
pointed for terms of one year each and four
shall be appointed for terms of two years
each, and (2) appointments to fill the unex-
pired portion of any term shall be for such
portion only."

*“(e) Such section is further amended by
redesignating subsection (a) as subsection
(f) and by inserting immediately after sub-
section (d) the following new subsection:

*“i({g) The Council is authorized, without
regard to the civil service laws, to engage
such secretarial, clerical, and technical as-
sistance as may be required to carry out its
functions, and to this end up to one-fortieth
of 1 per centum of any appropriations for
grants under this title will be avallable for
this purpose.'

“(d) Subsection (f) of such section (as so
redesignated by the preceding subsection) 1is
amended by striking out ‘annual report' and
inserting in lleu thereof ‘annual reports’
and by striking out ‘to be made no later
than January 31, 1969".

“SALARY BONUSES FOR TEACHERS IN SCHOOLS
WITH HIGH CONCENTRATIONS OF EDUCA-
TIONALLY DEFPRIVED CHILDREN

“‘Sec. 108. Section 105(a) (1) is amended by
inserting ‘payments to teachers of amounts
in excess of regular salary schedules as a
bonus for service in schools eligible for as-
sistance under this section’ after ‘including
the acquisition of equipment,’.

“TECHNICAL AMENDMENT

“Sec, 109. Section 107(b) (2) of such title
is amended by striking out ‘Wake Island,’.

“TITLE II—EXTENSION OF TITLE II OF
THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION ACT OF 1965
“Sgc. 201, (a) Section 201(b) of the Ele-

mentary and Secondary Education Act of

1965 is amended by inserting before the pe-

riod at the end thereof the following: *, and

for each of the two succeeding flscal years'.

“(b) BSection 202(a)(1l) of such Act is
amended by striking out ‘for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1968, and the fiscal year

ending June 30, 1969,".

“(e) Sectlon 204(b) of such Act is amend-
ed by striking out ‘for any fiscal year ending

prior to July 1, 1970,

“TITLE III—EXTENSION AND AMEND-
MENT OF TITLE III OF THE ELEMEN-
TARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION
ACT OF 1965

“EXTENSION OF TITLE I

“Sec. 301, (a) Section 301(b) of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 is amended by inserting after '1970' the
following: *, and for each of the two suc-
ceeding fiscal years’, and by striking out
‘two' in the last sentence and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘four’.

“(b) The third sentence of section 302
(a) (1) of such Act is amended by striking
out ‘for each fiscal year ending prior to
July 1, 1969,

“(e) Clause (2) of section 307(b) of such
Act Is amended by striking out ‘during the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970’ and insert-
ing in lieu thereof ‘for any fiscal year ending
after June 30, 1969".
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“PROVISIONS TO ASSURE PARTICIPATION BY ALL
ELIGIBLE STUDENTS

“Sec. 302, Section 307 of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 1is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“*(f)(1) In any State which has a State
plan approved under section 305 and in which
no State agency is authorized by law to pro-
vide, or in which there is a substantial fail-
ure to provide, for effective participation on
an equitable basis in programs authorized
by this part by children and teachers in any
one or more elementary or secondary schools
of such State in the area or areas served by
such programs, the Commissioner shall ar-
range for the provision, on an equitable basis,
of such programs and shall pay the costs
thereof for any fiscal year, out of that State’s
allotment. The Commissioner may arrange
for such programs through contracts with
institutions of higher education, or other
competent nonprofit institutions or organiza-
tions.

**2) In determining the amount to be
withheld from any State's allotment for the
provision of such programs, the Commis-
sloner shall take into account the number of
children and teachers in the area or areas
served by such programs who are excluded
from participation therein and who, except
for such exclusion, might reasonably have
been expected to participate.’

“TITLE IV—EXTENSION OF TITLE V OF
THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION ACT OF 1965
“Sec. 401, Section 501(b) of the Elementary

and Secondary Education Act of 1965 is

amended by striking out ‘$80,000,000 each
for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1969, and

June 30, 1970' and inserting in lieu thereof

‘$80,000,000 for the flscal year ending June

30, 1969, and for each of the three succeed-

ing fiscal years'.

“TITLE V—EXTENSION AND AMENDMENT
OF TITLE VI OF THE ELEMENTARY
AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF
1965 AND OF OTHER ACTS RELATING
TO EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED

“EXTENSION OF TITLE VI OF THE ACT

“Sec. 601. (a) Section 602 of the Elemen-
tary and Secvondary Education Act of 1965 is
amended by inserting before the period at
the end thereof the following: ‘, and for each
of the two succeeding fiscal years’.

*“(b) Section 603(a) (1) (B) of such Act is
amended by striking out ‘for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1968, and the succeeding
fiscal year,'.

“EXTENDING AUTHORITY FOR REGIONAL RESOURCE
CENTERS FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF THE EDU~-
CATION OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN
“Sec. 502. Section 608(a) of the Elemen-

tary and Secondar; Education Act of 1965 is

amended by inserting after ‘1970" the follow-
ing: *, and for each of the two succeeding
fiscal years’.
“CENTERS AND SERVICES FOR DEAF-BLIND
CHILDREN

“Sec. 503. Section 609(j) of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1966 is
amended by inserting after ‘1970" the follow-
ing: ‘, and for each of the two succeeding
fiscal years'.

“RECRUITMENT OF PERSONNEL AND INFORMA-
TION ON EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED
“Sec. 504. Section 610(b) of the Elemen-

tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 1s

amended by striking out ‘two’ and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘four’.

"EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION FOR GRANTS FOR
TEACHING IN THE EDUCATION OF HANDI-
CAPPED CHILDREN; TRAINING OF SUBPROFES-
SIONAL PERSONNEL

“8ec. 505. (a) Section 7 of the Act of Sep-
tember 6, 1958 (Public Law 026, Eighty-fifth
Congress, 20 U.8.C. 617), is amended by in-
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serting after ‘1970’ the following: ‘, and for
each of the two succeeding fiscal years’.

“(b) The second sentence of the first sec-
tion of such Act (20 U.S.C. 611) is amended
(1) by striking out ‘professional or advanced’
before ‘training’, and (2) by striking out
‘specialists’ before 'providing special services’
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘special per-
sonnel".

“EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION FOR RESEARCH
IN EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAFPPED

*Sec, 506. The first sentence of section 302
(a) of the Act of October 31, 1963 (Public
Law 164, Eighty-eighth Congress, 20 U.S.C.
618), is amended by inserting after ‘1870," the
following: ‘and for each of the two succeed-
ing fiscal years,’.

“EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATIONS AND TECHNI-
CAL AMENDMENTS IN PROVISIONS FOR TRAIN-
ING OF PHYSICAL EDUCATORS AND RECREATION
PERSONNEL FOR MENTALLY RETARDED AND
OTHER HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

“Sec. 597. (a) (1) Section 501(b) of the
Act of October 31, 1963 (Public Law 164,
Eighty-elighth Congress, 42 U.S.C. 2698), 1s
amended by inserting after ‘1970," the follow-
ing ‘and for each of the two succeeding fiscal
years,’.

“(2) Sectlon 501(a) of such Act Is
amended by striking out ‘professional or ad-
vanced' before ‘training’', and by Inserting
‘educators or' before ‘supervisors'.

“(b) (1) Sectlon 502(a) (1) of such Act (42
U.B.C. 2698a) 1s amended by striking out
‘two’ and Inserting In lieu thereof ‘four’.

“(2) Section 502(a) (1) of such Act is fur-
ther amended by (A) striking out so much
of the sentence as follows ‘organizations,’
and (B) inserting in lleu thereof ‘and to
make contracts with States, State or local
educational agencies, public and private in-
stitutions of higher learning, and other pub-
lic or private educational or research agen-
cles and organizations, for research and re-
lated purposes (as defined In section 302(1)
of this Act) relating to physical education or
recreation for mentally retarded and other
handicapped children (as defined in section
302(a) of this Act), and to conduct research,
surveys, or demonstrations relating to physi-
cal education or recreation for such chil-
dren.’.

“TITLE VI—EXTENSION AND AMENDMENT
OF TITLE VII OF THE ELEMENTARY
AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF
19656

“EXTENSION OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS
“Sec. 601. Section T03(a) of the Elementary

and Secondary Education Act of 1965 is

amended by inserting before the period at
the end thereof the following: ‘, and for
each of the two succeeding fiscal years’.

“APPLICATION TO INDIANS ON RESERVATIONS

“Sec. 602. (a) Section 705 of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 1s amended by redesignating subsection
(c) as subsection (d) and by inserting the
following new subsection immediately after
subsection (b):

**(c) From the sums appropriated pursu-
ant to section 703, the Commissioner may
also make payments to the Secretary of the
Interior for elementary and secondary school
programs to carry out the policy of section
702 with respect to individuals on reserva-
tions serviced by elementary and secondary
schools operated for Indian children by the
Department of the Interior. The terms upon
which payments for that purpose may be
made to the Secretary of the Interlor shall
be determined pursuant to such criteria as
the Commissioner determines will best carry
out the policy of section 702.

“(b) Section 706 (a) of such Act 1s
amended by inserting the following before
the period at the end thereof: ‘or, in the case
of payments to the Secretary of the Interior,
an amount determined pursuant to section
705 (c)’.




April 23, 1969

“TTTLE VII—EXTENSION AND AMEND-
MENT OF TITLE VIII OF THE ELEMEN-
TARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION
ACT OF 1965

“EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION FOR DROPOUT

PREVENTION PROGRAMS

“SEeC. T01. Section 807(c) of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 19656 is
amended by inserting after ‘1970," the follow-
ing: ‘and for each of the two succeeding
fiscal years,'.

“REVISION OF FEDERAL ADMINISTRATION SECTION

“SEec. 702. Section 803(c) of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1985 is
amended by striking out *(1)' and by strik-
ing out everything after 'by such other de-
partments and agencies' and inserting in
lieu thereof the following: ‘, Federal depart-
ments and agencies administering programs
which may be effectively coordinated with
programs carried out under this Act or any
Act amended by this Act, including com-
munity action programs carrled out under
Title IT of the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964, shall, to the fullest extent permitted by
other applicable law, carry out such programs
in such a manner as to assist in carrying
out, and to make more effective, the programs
under this Act or any Act amended by this
Act)

“TITLE VIII—EXTENSION AND AMEND-
MENT OF IMPACTED AREAS PRO-
GRAMS
“EXTENSION OF IMPACTED AREAS PROGRAMS

“Sec. 801. (a) (1) Section 3 of the Act of
September 23, 1950 (Public Law 815, Eighty-
first Congress), 1s amended by striking out
‘June 30, 1970' and inserting in lleu thereof
‘June 30, 1972".,

*(2) Section 15(15) of such Act is amended
by striking out ‘1865-1966' and inserting In
lieu thereof ‘1967-1968".

“(b) Sections 2(a), 3(b), and 4(a) of the
Act of September 30, 1950 (Public Law 874,
Eighty-first Congress), are each amended
by striking out ‘1970" wherever it occurs and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘1972,

“EXTENSION OF SCHOOL ASSISTANCE IN
DISASTER AREAS

“Sec. 802. (a) Section 16(a) (1) (A) of the
Act of September 23, 1950 (Public Law 815,
Eighty-first Congress) is amended by striking
out ‘July 1, 1970’ and inserting in lieu there-
of ‘July 1, 1872'.

“(b) Sectlon T(a)(1)(A) of the Act of
September 30, 1950 (Public Law 874, Eighty-
first Congress), 18 amended by striking out
‘July 1, 1970 and inserting in lieu thereof
‘July 1, 1972°,

“ASSISTANCE FOR THE MAINTENANCE AND
OPERATION OF SCHOOLS, BASED ON CHILDREN
LIVING IN FEDERALLY ASSISTED PUBLIC HOUS-
ING
“Sgc. 803. (a) Title I of the Act of Septem-

ber 30, 1950 (Public Law 874, Eighty-first

Congress), is amended, effective July 1, 1969,

by adding at the end thereof the following

new section:

“IASSISTANCE FOR CHILDREN LIVING IN FED-

ERALLY ASSISTED PUBLIC HOUSING

““‘Sec. 8. (a) Subject to the reduction pro-
vided for in subsection (b), each local edu-
cational agency shall be entitled to receive
for each fiscal year ending before July 1, 1972,
an amount equal to the product of—

“*(1) one-half the number of children
(other than children with respect to whom
the agency is entitled to receive a payment
under section 3) who were in average dally
attendance at the schools of the agency, and
for whom such agency provided free public
education, during such fiscal year and who,
while in attendance at such schools, resided
in low-rent housing assisted under the
United States Housing Act of 1937 which is
located in the school district of such agency,
and

“*(2) the local contribution rate (as deter-
mined under section 3(d)) for such agency.
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“‘(b) The amount to which a local educa-
tional agency is entitled under subsection (a)
for a fiscal year shall be reduced by the
amount it received from payments made by
the public housing agency for such year un-
der section 10(h) of the United States Hous-
ing Act of 1937 on account of such low-rent
housing.

“*(e) If the funds appropriated for making
the payments provided in this section are not
sufficient to pay in full the total amounts
which the Commissioner estimates all local
educational agencies will be entitled to re-
ceive under this section for such year, the
amount so appropriated shall be available
for payment of a percentage of the amount
to which each local educational agency is
entitled under this section, such percentage
to be equal to the percentage which the
amount so appropriated is of the amount to
which all such agencies are entitled under
this section. In case additional funds become
avallable for carrylng out this sectlon, the
additional funds shall be paid by the Com-
missioner on the same basis as is provided
above for the initial allocation.’

“(b) (1) Section 5(a) of such Act is
amended by striking out ‘or 4’ and Inserting
in lieu thereof ‘4, or 8’

“{2) The first sentence of sectlon 5(c)
of such Act is amended by inserting after
‘this title’ both times it appears the follow-
ing: ‘(other than section 8)°.

“COUNTING CHILDREN IN FEDERALLY ASSISTED
PUBLIC HOUSING FOR FURPOSES OF CONSTRUC-
TION ASSISTANCE IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED
AREAS
“Sgc. 804. (a) Section 1 of the Act of Sep-

tember 23, 1950 (20 U.S.C. 631), is amended

by striking out the second sentence and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following: ‘There
is hereby authorized to be appropriated for
each fiscal year such sums as the Congress
may determine to be necessary to make pay-
ments on the basis of the number of children
in an increase under paragraphs (1), (2), and
(3) of section 5(a) and for carrying out the
provisions of sections 9 and 10. There is also
authorized to be appropriated for each fiscal
year such sums as the Congress may deter-
mine to be necessary to make payments on
the basis of the number of children in an

increase under paragraph (4) of section 5(a).'
“(b) Section 3 of such Act iz amended by

striking out ‘or (3)’ in the first sentence and
inserting In lieu thereof ‘(3), or (4)’, and
by striking out the second sentence and in-
serting in lleu thereof the following: ‘The
Commissioner shall by regulation prescribe
an order of priority, based on relative urgency
of need, to be followed in approving applica-
tions on the basis of the number of children
in an increase under paragraphs (1), (2),
and (3) of section 5(a). He shall also by
regulation prescribe a separate order of pri-
ority to be followed in approving applications
on the basis of the number of children in
an increase under paragraph (4) of section
5(a). The orders of priority so established
shall be followed in the event the funds ap-
propriated under the second sentence or un-
der the third sentence of section 1 and re-
maining available on any such date for pay-
ment to local educational agencies are less
than the Federal share of the cost of the
projects with respect to which applications
have been filed prior to such date (and for
which funds appropriated under the second
sentence or the third sentence, as the case
may be, of subsection (a) of section 1 have
not already been obligated.)"'

“(c) Paragraph (4) of sectlon 5(a) of such
Act 1s amended to read as follows:

‘' ‘{4) the estimated increase, since the base
year, in the number of children in the mem-
bership of schools of such agency residing in
low-rent housing assisted under the United
States Housing Act of 1937 which is located
in the school district of such agency, multi-
plied by 50 per centum of the average per
pupil cost of constructing minimum school
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facilities in the State In which the school
district of such agency is situated.’

“(d) Section 5(b) of such Act is amended
(1) by striking out ‘the paragraphs’' and in-
serting in lleu thereof ‘paragraphs (1), (2),
and (3)°’, and (2) by adding at the end
thereof the following new sentence: ‘If para-
graph (1), (2), or (3) of subsection (a)
applies to a child to whom paragraph (4)
also applies, then only paragraphs (1), (2),
and (3) shall be deemed to apply to such
child, except that paragraph (4) shall apply
to such child if the local educational agency
was not eligible for payments for the increase
period on account of children counted under
paragraphs (1), (2), and (3).

“(e) Section b6(c) of such Act is amended
(1) by striking out ‘or (3)’ and inserting
‘(3), or (4)', and (2) by striking out ‘or (2)’
and inserting *, (2),or (4)".

“(f) Section 5(f) of such Act is amended
by striking out ‘or (3)' and inserting *(3),
or (4)".

“{g) The amendments made by this sec-
tion shall become effective July 1, 1969, For
purposes of sections 5(a)(4) and 5(f) of
such Act of September 23, 1950, the number
of children in the membership of a local
educational agency residing in low-rent hous-
ing assisted under the United States Housing
Act of 1937 located In the school district of
the local educational agency during the years
of the base period preceding such effective
date shall be determined by the Commis-
sioner on the basis of estimates,

“TITLE IX—MISCELLANEOUS
“EXTENSION OF ADULT EDUCATION PROGRAM

“Sec. 901. Section 314 of the Adult Educa-
tion Act of 1966 (title III of Public Law 89—
750) is amended by inserting after ‘1970, the
following: ‘and for each of the two succeeding
fiscal years,”.

“REQUIRING REPORTS TO CONGRESS WITH RESPECT
TO CONTRACTS FOR EVALUATIONS

“Sec. 902. Section 402 of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Amendments of
1967 is amended by inserting ‘(a) ' after ‘Sec.
402 and by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“*(b) No later than July 31 of each calen-
dar year, the Secretary shall transmit to the
respective committees of the Congress having
legislative jurisdiction over any Act referred
to In section 401, a report containing (1) a
brief description of each contract or grant
for evaluation of a program or programs re-
ferred to in section 401 (whether or not such
contract or grant was made under this sec-
tion), any part of the performance under
which occurred during the preceding fiscal
year, (2) the name of the firm or individual
who is to carry out the evaluation, and (3)
the amount to be pald under the contract or
grant.”

“JOINT FUNDING

“Sgc. 903. Pursuant to regulations pre-
scribed by the President, where funds are
advanced by the Office of Education and one
or more other Federal agencles for a project
or any activity funded in whole or in part
under a statute for the administration of
which the Commissioner of Education has re-
sponsibility (either as provided by statute or
by delegation), any one Federal agency may
be designated to act for all in administering
the funds advanced. In such cases, a single
non-Federal share requirement may be estab-
lished according to the proportion of funds
advanced by each agency, and any such
agency may walve any technical grant or con-
tract requirement (as defined by such regula-
tions) which is inconsistent with the simlilar
requirements of the administering agency or
which the administering agency does not
impose.

“RULEMAKING REQUIREMENTS

“Sec. 904. No standard, rule, regulation, or
requirement of general applicability pre-
scribed for the administration of this Act or
any Act amended by this Act may take effect
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until thirty days after it is published in the
Federal Register.
“INDIRECT COSTS AMENDMENT

“Sgc. 906. The Elementary and Secondary
Act of 1965 is amended by adding the follow-
ing new section at the end thereof:

* “IYNDIRECT COSTS

" igyc, BOB. Local educational agencies are
authorized to use organized and systematic
approaches In determining cost collection,
cost measurement, and cost reporting as may
be required by this Act: Provided, That such
conform generally to the concept of reim-
bursement procedures prescribed by the Bu-
reau of the Budget in circular numbered
A-21 (revised) as in effect on March 1, 1969."

“PROGRAM CONSOLIDATION
“Sec. 906. The Elementary and Secondary

Education Act of 1866 is further amended by
adding a new title as follows:

“¢TTTLE IX—CONSOLIDATION OF SPECIAL
STATE-GRANT PROGRAMS

“ "APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED

“‘Sec. 901. (a) The Commissioner shall
carry out a program for making grants to
the States for the uses and purposes set
forth in section 903 of this title.

*“‘(b) For the purpose of making grants
under this title, there are hereby authorized
to be appropriated the sum of $1,000,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 80, 1871, and
for the succeeding fiscal year.

“'ALLOTMENTS TO STATES

" *Sgc. 902. (a) (1) There 1s hereby author-
ized to be appropriated for each fiscal year
for the purposes of this paragraph an amount
equal to not more than 3 per centum of the
amount appropriated for such year for pay-
ments to States under section 901(b). From
the amount appropriated for any fiscal year
pursuant to the preceding sentence the Com-
missioner shall allot (A) among Puerto Rico,
Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands,
and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Is-
lands an amount determined by him accord-
ing to their respective needs for assistance
under this title, and (B) to (1) the Secre-
tary of the Interior the amount necessary to
provide programs and projects for the pur-
poses of this title for individuals on reserva-
tlons serviced by elementary and secondary
schools operated for Indian children by the
Department of the Interior, and (i) the
Secretary of Defense the amount necessary
for such assistance for children and teach-
ers In the overseas dependents schools of
the Department of Defense. The terms upon
which payments for such purpose shall be
made to the Secretary of Interlor and the
Secretary of Defense shall be determined
pursuant to such criteria as the Commis-
sloner determines will best carry out the pur-
poses of this title.

“*(2) From the sums appropriated for
carrylng out this title for any fiscal year
pursuant to section 801 (b), the Commis-
sloner shall allot to each State an amount
which bears the same ratio to the total
of such sums as the number of children
aged flve to seventeen, inclusive, in that
State bears to the total number of such chil-
dren in all the States. The amount allotted
to any State under the preceding sentence
for any fiscal year which is less than its ag-
gregate base year allotment shall be increased
to an amount equal to such aggregate, the
total thereby required being derived by pro-
portionately reducing the amount allotted
to each of the remaining States under the
preceding sentence, but with such adjust-
ments as may be necessary to prevent the
allotment of any of such remaining States
from belng reduced to less than its aggre-
gate base year allotment. For the purposes
of this subsection, (A) the term “aggregate
base year allotment” with respect to a State
means the sum of the allotments to that
State, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1969, under titles II and III of this Act and
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part A of title III and part A of title V
of the National Defense Education Act of
1958; (B) the term “State” does not Include
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam,
American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands; and
(C) the number of children aged five to
seventeen, inclusive, in each State and in all
of the States shall be determined by the
Commissioner on the basis of the most recent
satisfactory data avallable to him.

**'(b) The amount of any State's allot-
ment under subsection (a) for any fiscal year
which the Commissioner determines will not
be required for such fiscal year shall be
available for reallotment from time to time,
on such dates during such year as the Com-
missioner may fix, to other States In pro-
portion to the original allotments to such
States under subsection (a) for that year but
with such proportionate amount for any of
such other States being reduced to the ex-
tent it exceeds the sum the Commissioner
estimates such State needs and will be able
to use for such year; and the total of such
reductions shall be similarly reallotted among
the BStates whose proportionate amounts
were not so reduced. Any amounts reallotted
to a State under this subsection during a
year from funds appropriated pursuant to
section 901 shall be deemed part of its allot-
ment under subsection (a) for such year.

“‘USES OF FEDERAL FUNDS

" *‘SBec. 903 (a) It is the purpose of this title
to combine within a single authorization,
subject to the modifications imposed by the
provisions and requirements of this title, the
programs formerly authorized by titles II
and III of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 and by titles ITI-A
and V-A of the National Defense Education
Act, and except as expressly modified by this
title, Federal funds may be used for the pur-
chase of the same kinds of equipment and
materials and the funding of the same types
of programs previously authorized by those
titles.

“*(b) Grants under this title may be used,
in accordance with State plans approved un-
der section 906, for

“‘(1) the provision of library resources,
textbooks, other printed and published in-
structional materials, laboratory and other
instructional equipment, and audiovisual
equipment and materials for the use of chil-
dren and teachers in public and private ele-
mentary and secondary schools of the State;

“%(2) the provision of supplementary edu-
cational centers and services to stimulate and
assist in the provision of vitally needed edu-
cational services not available in sufficient
quantity or quality, and to stimulate and
assist in the development and establishment
of exemplary public and private elementary
and secondary school educational programs
to ::terve as models of regular school programs;
an

**(3) programs for testing students in the
public and private elementary and secondary
schools and in junior colleges and technical
institutes in the State, and programs de-
signed to improve guidance and counseling
services at the appropriate levels in such
schools,

“‘(c) In addition to the uses specified in
subsection (b), funds appropriated for car-
rying out this title may be used for—

“*(1) proper and efficlent administration
of the State plan;

“*(2) obtalning technical, professional,
and clerical assistance and the services of
experts and consultants to assist the ad-
visory council authorized by this title in
carrying out its responsibilities; and

“*(3) evaluation of plans, programs, and
projects, and dissemination of the results
thereof.

“* ‘PARTICIPATION OF PUFILS AND TEACHERS IN
NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS

" ‘Sec. 904. (a) Except with respect to uses
described in subsection (c¢), funds appropri-
ated pursuant to sectlon 801 shall be uti-
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lized only for programs which provide for
the effective participation on an equitable
basis of children and teachers in private
elementary and secondary schools in the
State which comply with the compulsory
attendance laws of the State or are other-
wise recognized by It through some proce-
dure customarily used in the State.

“*(b) In order to facilitate the policy set
forth in subsection (a) the State educa-
tional agency shall take appropriate action
to provide liaison with private elementary
and secondary school officials in the State.

“*(c) The State educational agency, in
approving applications of local educational
agencies for programs and projects funded
under this Act, shall assure that in the
planning of such programs and projects
there has been, and in the establishment
and carrying out thereof there will be, suit-
able involvement of private elementary and
secondary school officials in the area to be
served by such programs or projects.
“‘pPUBLIC CONTROL OF LIBRARY RESOURCES AND

INSTRUCTIONAL EQUIPMENT AND TYFES WHICH

MAY BE MADE AVAILABLE; PROHIBITION OF USE

FOR RELIGIOUS INSTRUCTION OR WORSHIP

“‘S8ec. 905. (a) Title to llbrary resources,
textbooks, other printed and published in-
structional materials, laboratory and other
instructional equipment, and audiovisual
equipment and materlals furnished pursuant
to this title, and control and administration
of their use, shall vest only In a public
agency.

“‘(b) The library resources, textbooks,
other printed and published instructional
madterials, laboratory and other instructional
equipment, and audlovisual equipment and
materials made avallable pursuant to this
title for use of children and teachers in any
school in any State shall be limited to those
which have been approved by an appropriate
Btate or local educational authority or agency
for use, or are used, in a public elementary
or secondary school of that State, and pro-
vision for the participation of private school
pupils and teachers shall not Include the
construction or remodeling of private school
facilities.

“‘(c) The library resources, textbooks, in-
structional materials and equipment, and
educational services of all kinds made avail-
able pursuant to this title shall be used only
for secular purposes and for instruction in
secular studies and the use of such resources,
textbooks, materials and equipment, or edu-
cational services for religious instruction or
in connection with religious worship is ex-
pressly prohibited.

" ‘STATE PLANS

" ‘8gc. 906. (a) Any State which desires to
receive grants under this title shall submit
to the Commissioner, through its State edu-
catlonal agency, a State plan, in such detall
as the Commissioner deems necessary,
which—

“*(1) designates the State educational
agency (which may act either directly or
through arrangements with other State or
local public agencles) as the sole agency for
administration of the State plan;

“*(2) sets forth a program under which
funds pald to the State from its allotment
under section 801 will be expended solely by
public agencies and only for the purposes set
forth in section 903;

***(3) provides assurances satlsfactory to
the Commissioner that the requirements of
sections 804 and 905 will be effectively car-
ried out and sets forth in such detail as the
Commissioner may deem necessary the cri-
teria, methods, and procedures to be utilized
in meeting these requirements;

“‘(4) provides assurances that the funds
allocated for each of the uses authorized for
section 903 shall not be less than 50 per
centum of the State allotment for fiscal year
1969 for each such use under titles III-A and
V-A of the National Defense Education Act
and titles IT and IIT of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965;
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“¢(5) provides that not less than 15 per
centum of funds allocated for supplementary
educational centers and services shall be used
for speclal programs or projects for the edu-
cation of handicapped children;

“‘(6) takes into consideration the rela-
tive need, as determined from time to time,
of the children and teachers of the State for
the services, materials, and equipment pro-
vided under this title, sets forth principles
for achieving an equitable distribution of
assistance under this title giving appropriate
consideration to (A) the geographic distri-
bution and density of population within the
State and (B) the relative need of children
and teachers in different geographic areas
and within different population groups in
the State for the assistance provided under
this title, and for de the priority
of applications in the State for such assist-
ance, and provides for approving such appli-
cations in the order so determined;

“*(7) provides for adoption of effective
procedures (A) for the evaluation, at least
annually, of the effectiveness of programs and
projects supported under the State plan,
(B) for appropriate dissemination of the re-
sults of such evaluations and other infor-
mation pertaining to such programs or
projects, and (C) for adopting, where appro-
priate, promising educational practices de-
veloped through such programs or projects;

“*(8) contains the necessary certification
of the State advisory council established
pursuant to the requirements of section
807(b);

“'(9) sets forth policies and procedures
which give satisfactory assurance that Fed-
eral funds made available under this title
for any fiscal year (A) will not be com-
mingled with State funds and (B) will be
50 used as to supplement and, to the extent
practical, increase the fiscal effort (deter-
mined in accordance with criteria prescribed
by the Commissioner, by regulation) that
would, in the absence of such Federal funds,
be made by the applicant for educational
purposes;

**(10) provides for such fiscal control and
fund accounting procedures as may be neces-
sary to assure proper disbursement of and
accounting for Federal funds paid to the
State under this title;

“*(11) provides for making an annual re-
port and such other reports, in such form
and containing such information, as the
Commissioner may reasonably require to car-
ry out his functions under this title and to
determine the extent to which funds pro-
vided under this title have been effective In
improving the educational opportunities of
persons in the areas served by the programs
or projects supported under the State plan
and in the State as a whole, including re-
ports of evaluations made in accordance
with objective measurements under the State
plan pursuant to paragraph (7), and for
keeping such records and for affording such
access thereto as the Commissioner may find
necessary to assure the correctness and veri-
fication of such reports;

**(12) provides that final action with re-
spect to any applicatlon (or amendment
thereof) regarding the proposed final dispo-
sition thereof shall not be taken without first
affording the local educational agency or
agencies submitting such application reason-
able notice and opportunity for a hearing;
and

***{13) contains satisfactory assurance that,
in determining the eligibility of any local
educational agency for BState ald or the
amount of such aid, grants to that agency
under this title shall not be taken into con-
slderation.

“*(b) The Commissioner may, if he finds
that a Btate plan for any fiscal year is in
substantial compliance with the require-
ments set forth in subsection (a), approve
that part of the plan which is in compliance
with such requirements and make avallable
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(pursuant to section 908) to that State that
part of the State's allotment which he de-
termines to be necessary to carry out that
part of the plan so approved, The remalnder
of the amount which such State is eligible
to receive under this section may be made
avallable to such State only if the unap-
proved portion of that State plan has been
50 modified as to bring the plan into com-
pliance with such requirements: Provided,
That the amount made available to a State
pursuant to this subsection shall not be less
than 50 per centum of the maximum amount
which the State is eligible to receive under
this section.

“‘(e)(1) The Commissioner shall not
finally disapprove any plan submitted un-
der subsection (a), or any modification
thereof, without first affording the State
educational agency submitting the plan rea-
sonable notice and opportunity for a hear-
ing.

g"[2) Whenever the Commissioner, after
reasonable notice and opportunity for hear-
ings to any State educatlonal agency, finds
that there has been a failure to comply sub=
stantially with any requirement set forth
in the approved plan of that State or with
any requirement set forth in the applica-
tion of a local educational agency approved
pursuant to such plan, the Commissioner
shall notify the agency that further pay-
ments will not be made to the State under
this title (or, in his discretion, that the
State educational agency shall not make
further payments under this title to specified
local educational agencies affected by the
failure) until he is satisfied that there is
no longer any such failure to comply. Until
he is so satisfled, no further payments shall
be made to the State under this title, or
payments by the State educational agency
under this title shall be limited to local edu-
cational agencies not affected by the failure.
as the case may be.

“4(3) (A) If any State is dissatisfled with
the Commissioner's final action with respect
to the approval of a plan submitted under
subsection (a) or with his final action under
paragraph (2), such State may, within sixty
days after notice of such action, file with the
United States Court of Appeals for the circuit
in which such State is located a petition for
review of that action. A copy of the petition
shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk
of the court to the Commissioner. The Com-
missioner thereupon shall file in the court
the record of the proceedings on which he
based his action as provided in section 2112
of title 28, United States Code.

“‘(B) The findings of fact by the Com-
missioner, if supported by substantial evi-
dence, shall be conclusive; but the court, for
good cause shown may remand the case to
the Commissioner to take further evidence,
and the Commissioner may thereupon make
a new or modified findings of fact and may
modify his previous actlon, and shall certify
to the court the record of the further pro-
ceedings.

“*(C) The court shall have jurlsdiction to
affirm the action of the Commissioner or to
set it aside, In whole or in part. The judgment
of the court shall be subject to review by
the Supreme Court of the United States upon
certiorarl or certification as provided in sec-
tion 1254 of title 28, United States Code.

“ ‘STATE ADVISORY COUNCIL

“ ‘Sgc, 907(a). Any State desiring to receive
payments to carry out a State plan under this
title shall establish a State Advisory Council
(hereinafter referred to as “the Council”)
which shall—

“*(1) be appointed by the State educa-
tional agency, and be broadly representative
of the cultural and educational resources of
the State and of the general publie, includ-
ing persons representative of—

“*‘(A) public elementary and secondary
schools,
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“*(B) private elementary and secondary
schools,

“*(C) urban education,

““(D) rural education,

“‘(E) higher education, including junior
and community colleges,

“(F) the State llbrary system, and

“ (@) areas of professional competence in
dealing with children needing special educa=-
tion because of physical or mental handicaps;

“*(2) advise the State educational agency
on the preparation of, and policy matters
arising in the administration of, the State
plan, including development of criteria for
the allocation of funds within the State and
the approval of applications under such State
plan;
“'(3) asslst the State educational agency
in evaluating programs and projects assisted
under this title;

*“‘(4) prepare and submit through the
State educational agency a report of its ac-
tivities and recommendations, together with
such additional comments as the State edu-
cational agency may deem appropriate, to
the Commissioner and to the National Ad-
visory Council, established pursuant to this
title, at such time, in such form, and in such
detail as the Secretary may prescribe; and

“‘(5) obtain such professional, technical,
and clerical assistance as may be necessary to
carry out its functions under this title.

“*(b) The Commissioner shall not approve
a State plan submitted under section 908
unless it is accompanied by a certification of
the Chairman of the Council that such plan
has been reviewed by the Council. Such cer-
tification shall be accompanied by such com-
ments as the Council or individual members
thereof deem appropriate, and shall indicate
whether the plan meets with the approval of
the Council and, if not, the reasons fcr its
disapproval. Upon the disapproval of a State
plan by the Council the Commissoner shall
not approve such plan until he has afforded
the Councll or its designated representative
an opportunity for a hearing.

“ ‘PAYMENTS TO STATES

“‘Sec. 908. (a) (1) From each State’s allot-
ment under section 902 (or the part thereof
made avallable to the State under section
906(b) ) for any fiscal year the Commissioner
shall pay to that State, if it has in effect a
State plan approved pursuant to section 906
for that fiscal year, an amount equal to the
amount expended by the State for the uses
referred to in sectlon 903 (a) and (b) in ac-
cordance with its State plan.

“*(2) The Commissioner is further author-
ized to pay each State, from its allotment
for any fiscal year, amounts necessary for
the activities described in section 903(c), ex-
cept that the total of such payments pur-
suant to this paragraph shall not exceed T4
per centum of its allotment for that year or
$175,000 ($60,000 in the case of Puerto Rico,
Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands,
and the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands), whichever is greater,

“‘(b) In any State which has a State plan
approved under section 906 and in which no
State agency is authorized by law to provide
library resources, textbooks, other printed
and published instructional materials, lab-
oratory and other instructional equipment,
or audiovisual equipment and materials for
the use of children and teachers in any one
or more elementary or secondary schools in
such State, the Commissioner shall arrange
for the provision on an equitable basis of
such library resources, textbooks, other in-
structional materlals, laboratory and other
instructional equipment, or audiovisual
equipment and material for such use and
shall pay the cost thereof for any fiscal year
out of that State’s allotment.

“!(¢) (1) In any State which has a State
plan approved under section 906 and in
which no State agency is authorized by law
to provide, or in which there is a substantial
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fallure to provide, testing or counseling and
guidance services, or to provide for effective
participation in supplementary educational
centers and service, for the use of children
and teachers in any one or more elementary
or secondary schools of such State, the
Commissioner shall arrange for the provision
on an equitable basis of such service or
services and shall pay the cost thereof for
any fiscal year out of that State’s allotment.
“*2) In determining the amount to be
withheld from any State’s allotment for the
provision of such services, the Commissioner
shall take into account the number of chil-
dren and teachers in the area or areas served
by such programs who are excluded from
participation therein and who, except for
such exclusion, might reasonably have been
expected to participate; the Commissioner
may arrange for such services through con-
tracts with institutions of higher education
or other competent institutions or organiza-
tlons, or by other appropriate methods.

" ‘RECOVERY OF PAYMENTS

“‘Sgc. 909. If within twenty years after
completion of any construction for which
Federal funds have been paid under this
title—

**(a) the owner of the facility shall cease
to be a State or local educational agency, or

“*(b) the facllity shall cease to be used
for the educational and related purposes for
which it was constructed, unless the Com-
missioner determines in accordance with reg-
ulations that there is good cause for releas-
ing the applicant or other owner from the
obligation to do so, the United States shall
be entitled to recover from the applicant or
other owner of the facility an amount which
bears to the then value of the facility (or so
much thereof as constituted an approved
project or projects) the same ratio as the
amount of such Federal funds bore to the
cost of the facllity financed with the ald of
such funds. Such value shall be determined

by agreement of the partles or by action
brought in the Unilted States district court
or the district in which the facllity Is situated.

" ‘NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL

“Spe. 010 (a) The President shall, by Jan-
uary 31, 1970, appoint a National Advisory
Council on Educational Assistance which
shall—

“*(1) review the adminlstration of, gen-
eral regulations for, and operation of this
title, including its effectiveness in meeting
the purposes set forth in section 903;

*“1(2) review, evaluate, and transmit to the
Congress and the President its evaluation of
the reports submitted pursuant to sectlons
906(a) (11) and 907(a) (4);

“*(3) evaluate programs and projects car-
rled out under this title, and disseminate
the results thereof; and

“¢(4) make recommendations for the im-
provement of this title, and its administra-
tion and operation.

“*(b) The Council shall be appointed by
the President without regard to the civil
service laws and shall conslst of twelve mem-
bers, a majority of whom shall be broadly
representative of the educational and cultural
resources of the United States including at
least one person who has professional compe-
tence in the area of education of handicapped
children. Such members shall be appointed
for terms of three years except that (1) in
the case of the initial members, four shall be
appointed for terms of one year each and
four shall be appointed for terms of two
years each, and (2) appointments to fill the
unexpired portion of any term shall be for
such portion only. When requested by the
President, the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare shall engage such technical and
professional assistance as may be required to
carry out the functions of the Council, and
shall make available to the Council such sec-
retarial, clerical and other asslstance and
such pertinent data prepared by the Depart-
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ment of Health, Education, and Welfare as
it may require to carry out its functions.

“*(c) The Council shall make an annual
report of its findings and recommendations
(including recommendations for changes in
the provisions of this title) to the President
and the Congress not later than January 20
of each year. The President is requested to
transmit to the Congress such comments and
recommendations as he may have with re-
spect to such report.

“*(d) Members of the Council who are not
regular full-time employees of the United
States shall, while serving on business of the
Council, be entitled to receive compensation
at rates fixed by the President, but not ex-
ceeding $100 per day, including traveltime;
and while so serving away from their homes
or regular places of business, they may be al-
lowed travel expenses, including per diem in
lieu of subsistence, as authorized by section
B6T03 of title 5, United States Code, for per-
sons in Government service employed inter-
mittently.

LABOR STANDARDS

“ ‘Sec, 911, All laborers and mechanics em-
ployed by contractors or subcontractors on
all construction projects assisted under this
title shall be paid wages at rates not less than
those prevailing on similar construction in
the locality as determined by the Secretary
of Labor In accordance with the Davls-Bacon
Act, as amended (40 U.S.C. 276a—276a-5).
The Secretary of Labor shall have with respect
to the labor standards specified in this section
the authority and functions set forth in Re-
organization Plan Numbered 14 of 1950 (15
F.R, 3176) and section 2 of the Act of June
13, 1934, as amended (40 US.C. 276¢) .

“TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMENDMENTS

“Sec, 19. Title VIII of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act is amended by in-
serting at the end of section 801, ‘Definitions’,
the following:

“(1) The term ‘laboratory and other in-
structional equipment and audiovisual
equipment and materials' means equipment
and materials (other than supplies con-
sumed in use) suitable for use in providing
education in sclence, mathematics, history,
clivics, geography, economics, industrial arts,
modern forelgn languages, English, or read-
ing (or, when available and sultable, for
instruction in other subjects not involving
religious instruction or worship if there
exlsts a critical need therefor in the judg-
ment of local school authorities) in public
and private elementary or secondary schools,
or both, and testgrading equipment for
such schools and speclalized equipment for
audiovisual libraries serving such schools,
and minor remodeling of laboratory or other
space used for such materials or equipment
in public elementary or secondary schools.
""USE OF FUNDS AVAILABLE UNDER AUTHORIZA-

TIONS CONSOLIDATED BY THIS ACT

“8Sec. 907. Title VIII of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act is amended by add-
ing thereto the following new section:

" 'CONSOLIDATION OF PROGRAMS

*“ ‘Sec. 809. Funds appropriated pursuant to
the following authorizations shall be con-
sldered as funds appropriated pursuant to
section 901 of the Elementary and Secondary
Eg:matlon Act of 1965, as amended by this

‘(1) Section 301 of the National Defense
Education Act of 19568 (as amended);

*“*(2) Section 501 of the National Defense
Education Act of 1958 (as amended);

“*(3) Sectlon 201 of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1865; and

“*(4) Bection 301 of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965."”

Mr. QUIE (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the substitute amendment be considered
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as read, printed in the Recorp, and open
to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota? -

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, reservin
the right to object, I have taken this oc-
casion to reserve the right to object for
the purpose of asking the gentlewoman
from Oregon (Mrs. GREEN) or the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. Quie) in be-
half of those of us on this side who are
concerned with the language in the sub-
stitute amendment, if they would let us
have a copy of this substitute amend-
ment?

Further reserving the right to object,
Mr. Chairman, I am sure the gentleman
from Minnesota knows what the substi-
tute amendment contains, but we do not,
and we certainly have the right to know
what is contained in it. It used to be that
those offering such amendments would
give us copies of them a day or so before
they were presented on the floor.

Mr. QUIE. I learned my experience 2
years ago.

Mr. CAREY. The gentleman means it
is better to grope in the dark than come
forth to the light?

Mr. QUIE. I recall what the gentleman
did 2 years ago.

Mr. CAREY. Would the gentleman
clarify that last statement, or does the
gentleman mean that the gentleman did
not succeed 2 years ago because the
House knew what he was doing?

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from Oregon (Mrs. GREEN) is recognized
for 5 minutes in support of her amend-
ment.

(Mrs. GREEN of Oregon asked and
was given permission to proceed for 5
additional minutes.)

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, we have tried to make copies of this
substitute available. A copy was given to
the chairman and, in fact, there are
two or three copies at the desk there.
We have made as many copies available
as we had the time to do in drawing
up the bill.

Mr. Chairman, during the next few
minutes I hope to spell out the exact
changes that have been made in the
committee bill.

May I say first of all, this substitute
bill is cosponsored on a truly bipartisan
basis by the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
AYRES), the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. Quie), and by two former Demo-
cratic members of the Committee on
Education and Labor—the gentleman
from Georgia, (Mr. LanprumM) and the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
Giamo) , two people who were extremely
hardworking members during the years
they served on the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor—two gentlemen who
are very knowledgeable about bills en-
acted by this Congress and two people
who share my concern about the pro-
liferation of educational programs.

The gentleman from Nebraska, I be-
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lieve, made reference to about 110 or
111, somewhere in that neighborhood, of
Federal bills that have been enacted by
Congress. May I suggest that since those
statistics were gathered, there probably
have been an additional 75 or 80 bills.
Now we are to the place where there are
close to 200 different kinds of educa-
tional bills—bills with different match-
ing requirements, bills with different
formulas specifying certain categories
where aid should be given.

S0, Mr. Chairman, the five of us in
offering this bill today on a truly bi-
partisan basis do so because of our deep
concern about the proliferation of pro-
grams, and because of the increased
amount of paperwork required at State
and local levels, and endless hours that
have to be spent by people, already busy
enough, to fill out forms and in filling
out all kinds of reports.

Mr. Chairman, we also share a concern
about the increased concentration of di-
rection here in Washington. The amend-
ments we have made to the committee
bill go directly to those two concerns.
They go directly to the proliferation of
programs, and we hope that we can at
least make a start, even though a small
one, toward the coordination of some
of these programs, particularly in terms
of local and State planning and in terms
of allocation of funds from the Federal
Government to the States.

Mr. Chairman, the other amendments
address the point of decreasing Federal
direction of individual school districts
and States in regard to the categories
and ways in which funds shall be spent.

May I make special note that the Con-
gress ought to give high priority to the
number of advisory committees that we
are establishing throughout the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
and also as to the use of consultants.

This ought to be an item of high prior-
ity on the agenda of the Committee on
Education and Labor.

May I also say to my colleagues that
certain changes Secretary Finch recom-
mended were put in the committee bill
and are also in this bill. Other recom-
mendations made by Secretary Finch
to the committee when he appeared be-
fore it have been deleted from the sub-
stitute bill, especially a group of amend-
ments that we considered extremely
obnoxious.

This, may I say, goes to the establish-
ment of a new advisory committee for
every single local school distriet. This is
on top of all the other advisory commit-
tees that we have.

In the committee bill there is a pro-
vislon that every school district must,
because of Federal law, depend upon the
local advisory committee. And reference
was made to maximum feasible
participation.

This language, may I remind my col-
leagues, is in the Office of Economic Op-
portunity legislation, that is the war-on-
poverty legislation in title II.

Let me make perfectly clear, first of
all, what this substitute bill does not do.
It does not make any change, and may I
repeat, it does not make any change
whatsoever in the Federal impact provi-
sions of the bill except as far as the ex-
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tension of time is concerned, to June
1972.

All the rest of the bill on impacted aid
is identical to the committee bill. It does
not make any change in the title I for-
mula for the distribution of funds to the
States. The only change it makes in title
I is to permit local school boards to give
teachers in disadvantaged areas a salary
bonus as an incentive to obtain and keep
good teachers in the schools that most
need them.

We are all aware of the tremendous
turnover of teachers in the ghetto
schools, in the schools that are most dif-
ficult. Yesterday I referred to the fact
that our classrooms are turning into bat-
tlefields, into battlegrounds. Teachers
cannot teach and children cannot learn
where this is the case. So yesterday I
referred to this as combat pay. I repeat
the figures for those who were not here
yesterday; 131,000 teachers left the edu-
cation profession in 1968, not including
those who retired. Also, of the newly
trained people, 79,000 people who had
considered teaching a desirable pro-
fession, at least desirable enough to spend
4 or 5 years of their lives in preparing
for it, 79,000 new teachers that prepared
for it, when they got to the door of the
classroom, decided that they did not want
to go into teaching.

Statements and reports have been
made that this shortage of qualified
teachers is the most critical problem fac-
ing American education today. So we
make a provision in title I that some of
these funds—if the school district, and
only if the school district, wants to use
it for teachers in the most disadvantaged
areas—can be used as bonus pay.

Let me now outline some of the
changes that the substitute bill does
make:

First. It extends the act to June 30,
1972. This is actually a 3-year extension
from this time, and it is a 2-year exten-
sion of the authorizations. In the com-
mittee bill it actually extends fthe time
for 6 years, and as I pointed out yester-
day, it extends it to 1975. This is not
only beyond the life of the Nixon admin-
istration but, as I suggested yesterday, it
goes 215 years into the Democratic ad-
ministration to be elected in 1973.

May I also say that the committee biil
that extends the public law for 6 years
forecloses any serious possibility of a
major revision. What if we decided to
make revisions? The Senate is not re-
quired to do it. They do not have to take
up the bill if they do not want to. One
person in the Senate, the chairman of
the committee, or someone else, could
thwart any serious consideration of re-
view as far as a change in the law is
concerned.

I say the things that are happening
to our schools, the changes that are
occuring so rapidly, are too serious not
to demand that Congress review the law
and to make the desirable changes.

Second. It has been argued that if we
extend the legislation for 6 years, it will
bring stability, that it will allow school
distriets to engage in long-range plan-
ning. May I suggest to this committee
that if this bill is extended for 6 years
or 10 years or 20 years, it will not offer

10059

one bit of stability. It will not offer one
single bit of long-range planning, be-
cause the thing that makes it impos-
sible for school districts to have any
long-range planning is the appropriation,
and we do not make appropriations 5
years in advance. We do not make ap-
propriations 10 years in advance. School
districts have found that even though we
have authorized a higher level of spend-
ing each year, we have decreasing
amounts of money. They cannot plan.
They must cut back every single year, a
year at a time. So I suggest that is not
a legitimate argument for the extension
of the bill for 6 years.

Third. The substitute bill eliminates
the committee bill’s unnecessary and
pernicious requirement that the Com-
missioner of Education from Washington
force every school board in the country
to set up local advisory councils to super-
intend the work school boards themselves
are elected or chosen to do.

This provision is not found in title I,
but in title VIII of the committee bill, It
is not found in the substitute bill, be-
cause we have deleted that section from
the substitute bill.

Fourth, The substitute bill permits the
local school boards to use a portion of
title I funds if they so choose, as I said a
moment ago, as a bonus for teachers.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tlewoman from Oregon has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mrs. GREEN
of Oregon was allowed to proceed for 5
additional minutes.)

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Next, Mr.
Chairman, it amends title VIII of ESEA
to remove the requirement that local
school boards clear the title I school pro-
grams with local community action
agencies and instead requires other Fed-
eral education programs be coordinated
with programs carried on by the schools.

This would eliminate much needless
delay and a great deal of pointless con-
troversy in the development of school
programs for disadvantaged children.

May I say to my colleagues in the
House I really invite their attention to
this, and I had not read the guidelines
until about 2 weeks ago when I was home
in my own city of Portland, we did not
intend this in the law when we passed
this. But let me read from the guidelines
offered by HEW. Any Member of Con-
gress can get a copy of it:

In any area where a community action
program under Title II of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 is in effect, any
project under Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act must be developed
in cooperation with the public or non-profit
agency responsible for the community action
program.

Mr. Chairman, what has happened in
the enforcement of this provision? The
Office of Education has sent to every
school district in the country a require-
ment—and I am going to ask later to
insert this in the REcorp—in a sheet of
paper which requires the community ac-
tion agency to approve of the title I ex-
penditure of funds by the local school
board.

I consider this to be an outrage. I in-
sert the entire letter which I received
from the Portland schools in the REcorp:
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PORTLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS,
Portland, Oreg., April 11, 1969,
Hon. EbiTE GREEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mes. GeeeN: In our discussion on
April 10 of some problems connected with
acquiring ESEA Title I funds I mentioned
the delays caused by the necessity to get
written approval by the Metropolitan Steer-
ing Committee (CAA). A copy of the form
which requires Community Action Agency
approval is attached as you requested. Related
here are actions taken to get the necessary
approval from CAA for proposals developed
for the 1967-68 school year and the original
proposal for the 1968-69 school year.

August 25, 1967—Pirst proposal was com-
pleted and sent to the Metropolitan Steer-
ing Committee. Proposal preparation com-
mittee Included members of CAA. As sug-
gested on the back of the form, its return
was requested by September 11.

September 25, 1967—Having heard noth-
ing from the CAA, I called to request either
positive or negative reaction to the proposals.
The forms and proposals I had sent earlier
had been lost so I sent them again.

October 9, 1967—No response from CAA.
I requested State Department of Education
to approve proposals without CAA approval
which they are allowed to do.

November 22, 1967—Following repeated
phone calls, CAA approved proposals and re-
turned signed form.

December 20, 1967—Congress passed ap-
propriation bill. Additional Title I funds be-
came avallable thereby since original pro-
posal was designed to fit 809 anticipated
level.

January 31, 1968—Exact amount of addi-
tional allotment was made known to us by
State Department of Education requiring
new proposals for expenditures. Obviously,
money was to be spent on summer schools
since allotment could not be recelved until
April.

March 25, 1968—Proposal for summer ac-
tivities expanding additional allotment was
sent to BState Department and CAA. CAA
approval was requested by April 132, CAA
members helped prepare proposal.

April 29, 1968—Called CAA office to request
approval or some kind of response. CAA re-
quested 30 additional copies of proposal and
new forms since others had been misplaced.

May 10, 1968—I met with CAA sub-com-
mittee as requested to discuss summer pro-
posals. Two members of sub-committee of
five showed up and gave verbal approval.
They sald they would see that proposal was
approved at May 15 meeting of CAA.

May 15, 1968—Approval was on CAA agen-
da but chairman falled to ask for report. No
action.

May 16, 1968—I requested State Depart-
ment to approve summer proposals without
CAA approval so that personnel could be
hired. Granted.

June 26, 19686—CAA signed approval form
received. Program had already started oper-
ation.

1968-69 PROPOSAL

August 26, 1968—Proposal completed and
sent to CAA with proper form. Reply request-
ed by September 13.

September to November—Same process as
1967-68.

November 20, 1968—Final approval by CAA.

These notes may be of value to you, It was
a pleasure meeting with you when you were
in Portland.

Sincerely,
Crirrorp W. WiLLiAMS,
Director, Special Curriculum Projects.

The Portland schools drew up their
plans under all criteria under title I of
the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act, and on August 1, 1967, they
submitted that plan to the local com-
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munity action agency, and it was 8
months before the community action
agency cleared it.

This brings instability into the pro-
gram, and this was in the committee bill.
The committee did nothing about it. The
substitute does not require a local school
district to have a community action
agency clear the program.,

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I yield to the
gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr.  WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
does not the gentlewoman’s substitute—
and this is repetitious—the substitute
which the gentlewoman has offered re-
move the requirement in existing law
that makes it mandatory on the part of
local elected school boards to get ap-
proval in writing from community action
agencies as part of the poverty program
before they can expend any title I ESEA
money, which is the title of that bill sup-
posedly to help the disadvantaged chil-
dren?

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. The gentle-
man is absolutely correct. Congress
would speak and say to the Office of Edu-
cation: “You cannot any longer require
local school districts to clear their title I
programs with the local community ac-
tion agency.”

Let me tell Members what happened
in Portland. The Portland School
Board, elected by all the people, drew
up their plans for title I programs, and
then they were required, according to
these guidelines, to submit it to the lo-
cal community action agency, which is
only in one small part of the city. And
the community action agency has to
give their approval. I consider this an
outrage.

Next, Mr. Chairman, may I say finally
that the substitute bill provides a new
administrative device for combining four
existing State programs, title ITI(a) and
V(a) of NDEA and II and III of ESEA,
into a single State grant for the four
purposes already outlined in the present
law, but administered under a single
State plan approved by the Commission-
er of Education.

In the two NDEA titles there is a
matching formula, We eliminate this, so
they are all Federal grants to the loeal
districts.

May I also insert in the Recorp a let-
ter from the Governor’s conference, the
executive director of that conference,
dated April 21, 1969. I will read the letter
ggt;ltt.he resolution which is an enclosure

NatioNAL GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE,
Washington, D.C., April 21, 1969,
Hon, EprTH GREEN,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mrs. GreeN: I would like to convey to
you the views of the Governors as to the
need to consolidate the various categorical
federal educational programs. At the 1968
Annual Meeting of the National Governors'
Conference, the Governors unanimously ex-
pressed their concern for the present frag-
mentation and overlapping in the present
federal educational grant-in-ald programs.
In a resolution that the Governors passed
unanimously, they asked the Congress to en-
act a comprehensive program of federal aid
to education which embraces both general
and categorical alds. This would Include
major participation at the state level in
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policy formulation, full advance funding and
maximum administrative simplification of
application, allocation and accounting pro-
cedures.

At the Mid-Year Meeting of the Governors
held here in Washington in February of this
year, the Governors again unanimously re-
quested consolidation of the large number of
categorical grants in the human resources
areas.

The large number of categories of grant-in-
ald programs to the states is a major con-
cern to Governors as they attempt to relate
the federal ald to education to the efforts
being made by the states to provide financial
assistance to local school districts.

The amendments which I understand will
be considered on the floor of the House dur-
ing debate on H.R. 514 to extend the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act would
combine certain categorical programs which
could best be administered and planned for
if combined under one title of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act.

In closing, it should be made clear that the
Governors recognize the need for the U.S.
Congress to emphasize the needs of the dis-
advantaged and to express other federal prior-
ities. However, the expression of these prior-
itles by Congress should not create such ad-
ministrative and accounting burdens on state
and local educational agencies that the re-
sources at the state and local level are dis-
sipated by the administration of a large num-
ber of categorical ald programs and away
from the children who need the assistance
which broader categories of aid could just as
adequately accomplish,

Sincerely,
Avren C. JENSEN,
Special Assistant,

XXII. FEDERAL AID TO EDUCATION

Whereas, state control of education and
federal participation in its support are essen-
tial and compatible elements of a natlonwide
educational policy, and joint policy formu-
lation which makes possible both continued
state control of education and maximum
utilization of national resources to meet na-
tlonal priorities is the only way to assure a
true “partnership” approach; and

Whereas, general aid is needed for accom-
plishing broad educational purposes and as-
suring maximum flexibility of state applica-
tion of these funds to state problems; and

Whereas, at the same time, categorical aids
are needed as a necessary and complimentary
part of the general support program for pub-
lic schools; and

Whereas, the present multiplicity of cate-
gorical aid programs, often designed with-
out adequate participation by the receiving
states, are notoriously fragmented, overlap-
ping and over speclalized; funding of these
programs is inadequate, late, and uncertain;
administrative practices with respect to ap-
plication for and approval of the many spe-
cialized grant programs are almost totally
unsatisfactory, both from the standpoint of
the state education systems and the U.S.
Office of Education itself:

Now, therefore, be it resolved that the
Congress should enact a comprehensive pro-
gram of federal aid to education which em-
braces both general and categorical aids, a
program characterized by major participa-
tion at the state level In policy formulation,
full advance funding, and maximum admin-
istrative simplification of application, allo-
cation, and accounting procedures; and

Be it further resolved that, concurrently,
states should move legislatively and admin-
istratively to strengthen the capacity of their
state education agencles to plan for and
utilize such federal funds as are made avall-
able, and should support state legislation de-
signed to increase the productivity of state
financial efforts through broadening, equal-
izing, and assuring the effective administra-
tive management of state tax sources.




April 23, 1969

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tlewoman from Oregon has again ex-
pired.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that I
may proceed for 3 additional minutes.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to offer a substitute amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from Oregon has requested unanimous
consent to proceed for 3 additional min-
utes.

Is there objection to the request of
the gentlewoman from Oregon?

There was no objection.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I continue to read the letter:

The governors unanimously voted to ex-
press their concern about the fragmentation
of Federal educational grant-in-aid pro-
grams, and at the mid-year meeting of the
governors held here in Washington in Feb-
ruary of 1969 the governors again unani-
mously requested consolidation of the large
number of categorical grants in the human
resources area.

The Governors, Republicans and
Democrats alike, unanimously expressed
their concern about this proliferation of
large numbers of programs.

Now, the new title, Mr. Chairman,
makes only two substantive changes in
the existing programs. First, it eliminates
the matching requirements, as I sug-
gested, from the two NDEA titles to
conform with the pattern of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act: and
second, it provides for the loan of instruc-
tional equipment such as microscopes,
projectors, and so on, for use in private
schools in exactly the same way that li-
brary materials, films and film strips, and
so forth, are already loaned under the
law, under title IT of ESEA.

It has never made sense to me to say
to the private schools, “You can borrow
from the public agency filmstrips and
film material but you cannot borrow the
projector to use them.”

We simply say that the projector may
also be loaned to the private school.

These changes do nothing more than
to bring a needed uniformity of admin-
istration and a uniformity of treatment
of the nonpublic schools, into virtually
identical Federal grant programs.

I wish to emphasize, Mr. Chairman,
that all four of these programs to be
combined have the following characteris-
tics—all four of them:

First. They are all State grant pro-
grams in which the amount of the grant
is figured on a population basis.

Second. They are all administered by
the State education agencies under a
State plan approved by the Commis-
sioner of Education.

Third. They are all distributed to local
schools within each State on the basis
of priorities and assessments of need de-
tfrmined by the State educational agen-
cies.

Fourth. They all have virtually iden-
tical requirements for accounting and
other administrative procedures.

Fifth. They are solely for the benefit
of elementary and secondary schools.

So they are four titles which lend
themselves to a coordinated program,
which the Governors and educators
across the country are asking for. It just
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does not make any sense to me to have
four separate programs with four sepa-
rate sets both of Federal and State ad-
ministrative and accounting procedures,
and four separate applications at the
local level, when a single program with
a single set of administrative procedures
can accomplish the identical objectives
and in the process give the States and
local school authorities a lot more flexi-
bility and freedom in meeting their needs
in terms of these four specific purposes.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, because I believe it will help
enormously in resolving the two national
problems I mentioned earlier: the prolif-
eration of the programs, and Federal
control from Washington, D.C.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tlewoman from Oregon has expired.

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PER-
KINS FOR THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE
OF A SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MRS. GREEN OF
OREGON

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
a substitute amendment for the so-called
Green of Oregon amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Substitute amendment offered by Mr. PEr-
EINs for the amendment in the nature of a
substitute offered by Mrs. GREEN of Oregon:
Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

“That this Act may be cited as the ‘Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Amend-
ments of 1969°.

“TITLE I —EXTENSION AND AMENDMENT
OF TITLE I OF THE ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF 1965

“EXTENSION OF TITLE I OF ELEMENTARY AND

SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF 1965

“Sec. 101. (a) Section 102 of title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 is amended by striking out ‘June 30,
1970" and inserting in leu thereof ‘June 30,
1973,

“(b) BSection 121(d) of title I of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 1s amended to read as follows:

““(d) For the purpose of making grants
under this part there are authorized to be
appropriated not in excess of 850,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969, and for
each of the four succee fiscal years.'

“{c) The third sentence of section 103(a)
(1) (A) of title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 1s amended
by striking out ‘for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1968, and the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1069,".

“(d) The second sentence of section 103(c)
of title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 is amended by strik-
ing out ‘years ending June 30, 1968, June 30,
1869, and June 30, 1970, and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘year ending June 30, 1968, and
for each succeeding fiscal year,’.

“DESIGNATION OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR PROVI-
SION OF SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL SERVICES FOR
INSTITUTIONALIZED NEGLECTED OR DELIN-
QUENT CHILDREN
“Sec. 103. (a) Sectlon 103(a) (2) of title I

of the Elementary and Secondary Education

Act of 19656 is amended by adding at the

end thereof the following sentence: ‘Not-

withstanding the foregoing provisions of this
paragraph, upon determination by the State
educational agency that a local educational
agency In the State is unable or unwilling
to provide for the special educational needs
of children, described in clause (C) of the

first sentence of this paragraph, who are liv-

ing in Institutions for neglected or delin-

quent children, the State educational agency
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shall, If it assumes responsibility for the
special educational needs of such children,
be eligible to receive the portion of the allo-
cation to such local educational agency
which is attributable to such neglected or
delinquent children, but if the State edu-
cational agency does not assume such re-
sponsibility, any other State or local public
agency which does assume such responsi-
bility shall be eligible to receive such por-
tion of the allocation.’

“(b) Section 108(d) of such Act is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new sentence: ‘For purposes of this
section, the Secretary shall consider all chil-
dren who are in correctional institutions to
be living in Iinstitutions for delinquent
children.’

“REQUIRING GRANTS FOR MIGRATORY CHILDREN
TO BE BASED ON THE NUMBER TO BE SERVED

“Sec. 104 (a) The first sentence of para-
graph (6) of section 103(a) of title I of
the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 is, effective with the first allo-
catlon of funds pursuant to such title by
the Commissioner after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, amended to read as fol-
lows: 'A State educational agency which has
submitted and had approved an application
under section 105(c) for any fiscal year
shall be entitled to receive a grant for that
year under this part, based on the number
of migratory children of migratory agricul-
tural workers to be served, for establishing
or improving programs for such children.'

“(b) The second sentence thereof Iis
amended by striking ‘shall be’ the first time
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof ‘may
be made’.

"“USE OF MOST RECENT DATA UNDER TITLE I

“Sec. 106. (a) The third sentence of sec-
tion 103(d) of title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 is amended
by inserting immediately before the period
at the end thereof the following: ‘or, to the
extent that such data are not available to
him before April 1 of the calendar year in
which the Secretary’s determination is made,
then on the basis of the most recent reliable
data avallable to him at the time of such
determination”.

“(b) Sectlon 103(e) of such title is
amended by inserting the following after
‘during the second fiscal year preceding the
fiscal year for which the computation is
made’: ‘(or, If satisfactory data for that
year are not available at the time of compu-
tation, then during the earliest preceding
fiscal year for which satisfactory data are
available)’.

“CONTENT OF STATE AND LOCAL EDUCATIONAL
AGENCY REPORTS

“Sec, 106. (a) The parenthetical phrase in
clause (A) of section 106(a)(3) of title 1
of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 is amended by inserting ‘and of
research and replication studies’ immediate-
ly before the closing parenthesis.

“(b) Sectlon 105(a) (7) of such title is
amended by striking out ‘In such form and
containing such information, as may be rea-
sonably necessary” and inserting in leu
thereof “in accordance with specific perform-
ance criteria related to program objectives”.

“STAGGERED TERMS FOR NATIONAL ADVISORY
COUNCIL ON EDUCATION OF DISADVANTAGED
CHILDREN; TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
“Sec. 108. (a) Section 134(a) of such title

is amended by striking out ‘, within ninety

days after the enactment of this title,’.
“(b) The second sentence of subsection

(b) of such section is amended to read as

follows: ‘Such members shall be appointed

for terms of three years, except that (1)

in the case of the initial members appointed

after January 20, 1869, four shall be ap-
pointed for terms of one year each and four
shall be appointed for terms of two years
each, and (2) appointments to fill the un-




10062

expired portion of any term shall be for
such portions only.’

*(¢) Such section is further amended by
redesignating subsection (e) as subsection
(f) and by inserting immediately after sub-
section (d) the following new subsection:

““i‘(e) The Council is authorized, without
regard to the clivil service laws, to engage
such secretarial, clerical, and technical as-
sistance as may he required to carry out its
functions, and to this end up to one-for-
tieth of 1 per centum of any appropriations
for grants under this title will be available
for this purpose.’

“(d) Subsection (f) of such section (as
so redesignated by the preceding subsection)
is amended by striking out ‘annual report’
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘annual re-
ports’ and by striking out ‘to be made not
later than January 31, 1969

“TECHNICAL AMENDMENT

“Sge. 100. Section 107(b) (2) of such title
is amended by striking out ‘Wake Island,’.

TITLE II—EXTENSION OF TITLE II OF THE
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCA-
TION ACT OF 1965
“Spc 201. (a) Section 201(b) of the Ele-

mentary and Secondary Educatlon Act of

1065 is amended by inserting before the pe-

riod at the end thereof the following: ‘, and

for each of the three succeeding fiscal years’.

“(b) Bection 202(a)(1) of such Act 1s
amended by striking out ‘for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1968, and the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1869,".

‘“(e) Section 204(b) of such Act 1s amended
by striking out ‘for any fiscal year ending
prior to July 1, 1870,".

“PITLE IIT—EXTENSION AND AMENDMENT
OF TITLE III OF THE ELEMENTARY
AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF
19656

“EXTENSION OF TITLE III

“Sge. 301. (a) Section 301 (b) of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
10656 is amended by inserting after ‘1970 the
following: ‘, and for each of the three suc-
ceeding fiscal years', and by striking out
‘two' in the last sentence and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘five’.

“(b) The third sentence of section 302-
(a) (1) of such Act 1s amended by striking out
‘for each fiscal year ending prior to July
1,1969,".

“(¢) Clause (2) of section 807(b) of such
Act is amended by striking out ‘during the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970,’ and insert-
ing in lleu thereof ‘for any fiscal year ending
after June 30, 1969'.

“pROVISIONS TO ASSURE PARTICIPATION BY ALL
ELIGIBLE STUDENTS

“gpc. 302. Sectlion 307 of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1865 ls
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“«£) (1) In any State which has a Btate
plan approved under section 305 and in which
no State agency s authorized by law to pro-
vide, or in which there is a substantial fallure
to provide, for effective participation on an
equitable basis in programs authorized by
this part by children and teachers in any one
or more elementary or secondary schools of
such State In the area or areas served by
such programs, the Commissioner shall ar-
range for the provision, on an equitable basis,
of such programs and shall pay the costs
thereof for any fiscal year, out of that State’s
allotment. The Commissioner may arrange
for such programs through contracts with
institutions of higher education, or other
competent nonprofit institutions or organi-
zations,

“:(2) In determining the amount to be
withheld from any State’s allotment for the
provision of such programs, the Commis-
sioner shall take into account the number of
children and teachers in the area or areas
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served by such programs who are excluded
from participation therein and who, except
for such exclusion, might reasonably have
been expected to participate.’

“TITLE IV—EXTENSION OF TITLE V OF
THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION ACT OF 1965

“SEC. 401. Section 501(b) of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 1is
amended by striking out ‘$80,000,000 each for
the fiscal years ending June 30, 1969, and
June 30, 1970' and inserting in lieu thereof
‘$80,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1969, and for each of the four succeeding
fiscal years’.

“TITLE V—EXTENSION AND AMENDMENT
OF TITLE VI OF THE ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF 1965
AND OF OTHER ACTS RELATING TO
EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED

“EXTENSION OF TITLE VI OF THE ACT

“Sgc, 501. (a) Sectlon 602 of the Elemen-
tary and Becondary Education Act of 1965 1s
amended by inserting before the period at the
end thereof the following: ‘, and for each of
the three succeeding fiscal years’.

“(b) Section 603(a)(1)(B) of such Act
is amended by striking out ‘for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1968, and the succeeding
fiscal year,".

YEXTENDING AUTHORITY FOR REGIONAL RESOURCE

CENTERS FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF THE EDU-

CATION OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

“Sec. 502, Section 608(a) of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 is
amended by inserting after ‘1970' the fol-
lowing: ‘, and for each of the three succeed-
ing fiscal years’.

“CENTERS AND SERVICES FOR DEAF-BLIND

CHILDREN

“Skc, 503. Section 609(]) of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 is
amended by inserting after ‘1970 the fol-
lowing: *, and for each of the three succeed-
ing fiscal years'.

“RECRUITMENT OF PERSONNEL AND INFORMA-

TION ON EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPFED

“Sgc. 504. Section 610(b) of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 is
amended by striking out ‘two’ and inserting
in lleu thereof ‘five’.

“EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION FOR GRANTS FOR
TEACHING IN THE EDUCATION OF HANDICAPFED
CHILDREN; TRAINING OF SUBPROFESSIONAL
PERSONNEL

“Sec. 505. (a) Sectlon 7 of the Act of Sep=-
tember 6, 1958 (Public Law 926, Eighty-fifth
Congress, 20 U.S.C. 617), is amended by in-
serting after ‘1970' the following: ‘, and for
each of the three succeeding fiscal years'.

“(b) The second sentence of the first sec=-
tlon of such Act (20 U.S.C. 611) is amended
(1) by striking out ‘professional or advanced’
before ‘training’, and (2) by striking out
‘specialists’ before ‘providing special serv-
ices' and Inserting in lleu thereof ‘special
personnel’,

“EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION FOR RESEARCH
IN EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED
“Sgc. 5068, The first sentence of section

302(a) of the Act of October 31, 1963 (Public

Law 164, Eighty-elghth Congress, 20 U.S.C.

618), 1s amended by inserting after ‘'1870,’ the

following: ‘and for each of the three suc-

ceeding fiscal years,’.

“EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATIONS AND TECHNI-
CAL AMENDMENTS IN PROVISIONS FOR TRAIN=
ING OF PHYSICAL EDUCATORS AND RECREATION
PERSONNEL FOR MENTALLY RETARDED AND
OTHER HANDICAPPED CHILDREN
“Sge. 507. (a) (1) Sectlon 501(b) of the Act

of October 31, 1863 (Public Law 164, Eighty-

elghth Congress, 42 U.8.C. 2608), 1s amended
by inserting after ‘1870," the following ‘and
for each of the three succeeding fiscal years,’.

*(2) Sectlon 501(a) of such Act is amended
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by striking out ‘professional or advanced’ be-
fore ‘training’, and by inserting ‘educators
or’ before ‘supervisors’.

“{b) (1) Section 502(a) (1) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 2698a) is amended by striking out
‘two’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘five’.

“(2) Section 502(a) (1) of such Act is fur=
ther amended by (A) striking out so much
of the sentence as follows ‘organizations,’
and (B) inserting in lieu thereof ‘and to
make contracts with States, State or local
educational agencies, public and private in-
stitutions of higher learning, and other pub-
lic or private educational or research agen-
cles and organizations, for research and re=-
lated purposes (as defined in sectlon 302(1)
of this Act) relating to physical education
or recreation for mentally retarded and other
handicapped children (as defined in sectlon
302(a) of this Act), and to conduct research,
surveys, or demonstrations relating to physi-
do?l education or recreation for such chil-

en.’,

“TITLE VI—EXTENSION AND AMENDMENT
OF TITLE VII OF THE ELEMENTARY
AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF
19656

"EXTENSION OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

“Sec. 601. Sectlon T03(a) of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 is
amended by Inserting before the period at
the end thereof the following: ‘, and for each
of the three succeeding fiscal years'.

“APPLICATION TO INDIANS ON RESERVATIONS

“Sec. 602. (a) Sectlon 705 of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 is
amended by redesignating subsection (c) as
subsection (d) and by inserting the follow-
ing new subsection, immediately after sub-
section (b):

“‘(c) From the sums appropriated pur-
suant to section 703, the Commissioner may
also make payments to the Secretary of the
Interior for elementary and secondary school
programs to carry out the policy of section
702 with respect to individuals on reserva-
tions services by elementary and secondary
schools operated for Indlan children by the
Department of the Interior. The terms upon
which payments for that purpose may be
made to the Secretary of the Interior shall
be determined pursuant to such criterla as
the Commissioner determines will best carry
out the policy of section 702."

“(b) Section 706(a) of such Act is amended
by inserting the following before the period
at the end thereof: ‘or, in the case of pay-
ments to the Secretary of the Interior, an
amount determined pursuant to section
T05(c)’.

“TITLE VII—EXTENSION OF TITLE VI
OF THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION ACT OF 1966

“REVISION OF FEDERAL ADMINISTRATION SECTION
“Sec. 701. Section 803(c) of the Elemen-

tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 is

amended by striking out ‘(1)’ and by striking
out everything after ‘by such other depart-
ments and agencies’ and inserting In lieu
thereof the following: ‘. Federal departments
and agencies administering programs which
may be effectively coordinated with programs
carried out under this Aect or any Act
amended by this Act, Including community
action programs carried out under title IT
of the Economle Opportunity Act of 1964,
shall, to the fullest extent permitted by other
applicable law, carry out such programs in
such a manner as to asslst In carrying out,
and to make more effective, the programs
under this Act or any Act amended by this
Act.
“EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION FOR DROPOUT
PREVENTION PROGRAMS

“Segc. T02. Bectlon 807(c) of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 is
amended by inserting after ‘1970, the follow=-
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ing: ‘and for each of the three succeeding

fiscal years,’.

“TITLE VIII—EXTENSION AND AMEND-
MENT OF IMPACTED AREAS FPRO-
GRAMS
“EXTENSION OF IMPACTED AREAS PROGRAMS
“Sgc. 801. (a) (1) Section 3 of the Act of

September 23, 1950 (Public Law 815, Eighty-

first Congress), 1s amended by striking out

‘June 30, 1970' and inserting in lieu thereof

‘June 30, 1973".

““(2) Section 15(15) of such Act is amended
by striking out ‘19656-1966" and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘1968-1969°,

“{b) Sections 2(a), 3(b), and 4(a) of the
Act of Beptember 30, 1950 (Public Law 874,
Eighty-first Congress), are each amended by
striking out ‘1870’ wherever it occurs and in-
serting in lleu thereof ‘1973".

“EXTENSION OF SCHOOL ASSISTANCE IN DISASTER

AREAS

“Sec, 802, (a) Section 16(a) (1) (A) of the
Act of September 23, 1950 (Public Law 815,
Elghty-first Congress) 1s amended by strik-
ing out ‘July 1, 1970" and inserting In leu
thereof ‘July 1, 1973,

“(b) Section 7(a)(1)(A) of the Act of
September 30, 1950 (Public Law 874, Eighty-
first Congress), 1s amended by striking out
‘July 1, 1970' and inserting in lleu thereof
‘July 1, 1973".

“ASSISTANCE FOR THE MAINTENANCE AND OP-
ERATION OF SCHOOLS, BASED ON CHILDREN
LIVING IN FEDERALLY ASSISTED PUBLIC
HOUSNG
“Sec. 803. (a) Title I of the Act of Septem-

ber 30, 1850 (Public Law 874, Eighty-first

Congress), i1s amended, effective July 1, 1969,

by adding at the end thereof the following

new section:

* ‘ASSISTANCE FOR CHILDREN LIVING IN FED-
ERALLY ASSISTED PUBLIC HOUSING

“‘Sec, 8. (a) Subject to the reduction pro-
vided for in subsection (b), each local edu-
cational agency shall be entitled to receive
for each fiscal year ending before July 1, 1973,
sn amount equal to the product of—

“'(1) one-half the number of children
(other than children with respect to whom
the agency is entitled to recelve a payment
under section 3) who were in average dally
attendance at the schools of the agency,
and for whom such agency provided free
public education, during such fiscal year and
who, while in attendance at such schools,
resided in low-rent housing assisted under
the United States Housing Act of 1937 which
is located in the school distriet of such
agency, and

“*(2) the local contribution rate (as deter-
mined under section 3(d) for such agency.

*“*(b) The amount to which a local edu-
cational agency is entitled under subsection
(a) for a fiscal year shall be reduced by the
amount it received from payments made by
the public housing agency for such year
under section 10(h) of the United States
Housing Act of 1937 on account of such low-
rent housing.

"“‘(e) If the funds appropriated for making
the payments provided in this section are not
sufficient to pay in full the total amounts
which the Commissioner estimates all local
educational agencies will be entitled to re-
celve under this section for such year, the
amount so appropriated shall be avallable for
payment of a percentage of the amount to
which each local educational agency is en-
titled under this section, such percentage to
be equal to the percentage which the amount
so appropriated is of the amount to which
all such agencies are entitled under this sec-
tion. In case additional funds become avail-
able for carrying out this section, the addi-
tional funds shall be paid by the Commis-
sloner on the same basis as 1s provided above
for the initial allocation.’

“(b) (1) Section 5(a) of such Act is
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amended by striking out ‘or 4’ and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘4, or 8°.

“(2) The first sentence of section 5(c) of
such Act is amended by inserting after ‘this
title' both times it appears the following:
‘(other than section B)".

“COUNTING CHILDREN IN FEDERALLY ASSISTED
PUBLIC HOUSING FOR PURPOSES OF CONSTRUC-
TION ASSISTANCE IN FEDERALLY IMPACTED
AREAS

“SEc. 804. (a) Section 1 of the Act of Sep-
tember 23, 1950 (20 U.S.C. 631), is amended
by striking out the second sentence and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following: ‘There
is hereby authorized to be appropriated for
each fiscal year such sums as the Congress
may determine to be necessary to make pay-
ments on the basis of the number of chil-
dren in an increase under paragraphs (1),
(2), and (3) of section 5(a) and for carrying
out the provisions of sections 8 and 10. There
is also authorized to be appropriated for each
fiscal year such sums as the Congress may
determine to be necessary to make payments
on the basis of the number of children in
an increase under paragraph (4) of section
5(a).

“(b) Section 3 of such Act is amended by
striking out ‘or (3)’ in the first sentence and
inserting In lieu thereof ‘(3), or (4)', and
by striking out the second sentence and in-
serting in lleu thereof the following: ‘The
Commissioner shall by regulation prescribe
an order of priority, based on relative ur-
gency of need, to be followed in approving
applications on the basis of the number of
children in an increase under paragraphs
(1), (2), and (3) of section 5(a). He shall
also by regulation prescribe a separate order
of priority to be followed in approving ap-
plications on the basis of the number of
children in an increase under paragraph (4)
of section 5(a). The orders of priority so es-
tablished shall be followed in the event the
funds appropriated under the second sen-
tence or under the third sentence of section
1 and remaining avallable on any such date
for payment to local educational agencles
are less than the Federal share of the cost
of the projects with respect to which appli-
cations have been flled prior to such date
(and for which funds appropriated under
the second sentence or the third sentence
as the case may be, of subsection (a) of sec-
tion 1 have not already been obligated).'

“(¢) Paragraph (4) of section 5(a) of such
Act 1s amended to read as follows:

**‘(4) the estimated Iincrease, since the
base year, in the number of children in the
membership of schools of such agency resid-
ing in low-rent housing assisted under the
United States Housing Act of 1937 which is
located in the school district of such agency,
multiplied by 50 per centum of the average
per pupll cost of constructing minimum
school facilities in the State in which the
school district of such agency is situated.’

*(d) Section 6(b) of such Act Is amended
(1) by out ‘the paragraphs’ and in-
serting in lleu thereof ‘paragraphs (1), (2),
and (3)', and (2) by adding at the end
thereof the following new sentence: ‘If para-
graph (1), (2), or (3) of subsection (a)
applies to a child to whom paragraph (4)
also applies, then only paragraphs (1), (2),
and (3) shall be deemed to apply to such
child, except that paragraph (4) shall apply
to such child if the local educational agency
was not eligible for payments for the increase
period on account of children counted under
paragraphs (1), (2),and (3)."

“(e) Bectlon 5(c) of such Act is amended
(1) by striking out ‘or (3)' and inserting
‘(3), or (4)’, and (2) by striking out ‘or
(2)’ and inserting *, (2), or (4)".

“(f) Section 5(f) of such Act is amended
by striking out ‘or (3)' and inserting “(3),
or (4)°.

*“{g) The amendments made by this sec-
tion shall become effective July 1, 1969. For
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purposes of sections 5(a) (4) and 5(f) of such
Act of September 23, 1950, the number of
children in the membership of a local educa-
tional agency residing in low-rent housing
assisted under the United States Housing Act
of 1937 located in the school district of the
local educational ageney during the years of
the base period preceding such effective date
shall be determined by the Commissioner on
the basis of estimates.

“TITLE IX—MISCELLANEOUS
“EXTENSION OF ADULT EDUCATION PROGRAM

“Sec. 001, Section 314 of the Adult Edu-
cation Act of 1966 (title III of Public Law
88-750) is amended by inserting after ‘1970,
the following: ‘and for each of the three suc-
ceeding fiscal years,’.

“REQUIRING REPORTS TO CONGRESS WITH RE-
SPECT TO CONTRACTS FOR EVALUATIONS

“Sec. 802, Section 402 of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Amendments of
1067 is amended by inserting ‘(a)’ after ‘Sec,
402" and by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“*‘(b) No later than July 31 of each cal-
endar year, the Secretary shall transmit to
the respective committees of the Congress
having legislative jurisdiction over any Act
referred to in section 401, a report containing
(1) a brief description of each contract of
grant for evaluation of a program or pro-
grams referred to in section 401 (whether or
not such contract or grant was made under
this section), any part of the performance
under which occurred during the preceding
fiscal year, (2) the name of the firm or in-
dividual who is to carry out the evaluation,
and (3) the amount to be pald under the
contract or grant.’

“JOINT FUNDING

“Sec. 903. Pursuant to regulations pre-
scribed by the President, where funds are
advanced by the Office of Education and one
or more other Federal agencies for a project
or other activity funded in whole or in part
under a statute for the administration of
which the Commissioner of Education has
responsibility (either as provided by statute
or by delegation), any one Federal agency
may be designated to act for all In adminis-
tering the funds advanced. In such cases, a
single non-Federal share requirement may
be established according to the proportion
of funds advanced by each agency, and any
such agency may walve any technical grant
or contract requirement (as defined by such
regulations) which Is inconsistent with the
similar requirements of the administering
agency or which the administering agency
does not impose.

“RULEMAKING REQUIREMENTS

“Sec. 904. No standard, rule, regulation,
or requirement of general applicability pre-
scribed for the administration of this Act or
any Act amended by this Act may take effect
until thirty days after it is published in the
Federal Register.

“INDIRECT COSTS AMENDMENT

“SEc., 905. The Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 is amended by add-
ing the following new section at the end
thereof:

** ‘INDIRECT COSTS

* ‘SEC. 808. Local educational agencies are
authorized to use organized and systematic
approaches in determining cost collection,
cost measurement, and cost reporting as may
be required by this Act: Provided, That such
conform generally to the concept of reim-
bursement procedures prescribed by the Bu-
reau of the Budget In circular numbered A-
21 (revised) as In effect on March 1, 1969." "

Mr. PERKINS (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the substitute amendment be con-
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sidered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
EKentucky?

Mr. WAGGONNER. Reserving the
right to object, may I ask is it possible
to have a copy of this proposed change?

Mr. PERKINS. Yes. We will see that
you get a copy.

Mr. WAGGONNER, Mr. Chairman, I
withdraw my reservation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. PERKINS
was allowed to proceed for 15 additional
minutes.)

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I regret
that the gentlewoman from Oregon did
not offer the amendments that she com-
plained about in the Education and Labor
Committee. She certainly had the oppor-
tunity. I think that we all know here
today that legislation this comprehensive
should not be written in this kind of haste
on the floor of this House. Never in the
history of the committee has there been
& bill more thoroughly considered, in my
judgment. Every witness was heard. The
members of the minority were not denied
one witness on any occasion. Yesterday
we heard of a substitute to be offered by
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. AYRes),
or we thought it was going to be offered.
It was the same substitute, for all intents
and purposes, that was offered today by
the gentlewoman from Oregon. In their
talk yesterday of the substitute and in
their minority views they complained
considerably about the impacted area
program, That was the complaint I heard
before the Committee on Education and
Labor—that is, the inequities in the im-
pacted area program. So here yesterday
and today the people who complained
s0 loudly did not include that in this sub-
stitute. I sometimes wonder just how
sincere they are. In fact the substitute
resembles the committee bill in most
every respect. In only two is there ma-
terial difference—(1) the length of au-
thorization and (2) the consolidation of
two programs of ESEA and two of NDEA.

Then again much has been said about
section 701 which reads:

BEec. 701. Clause (2) of section 803 (c) of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 is amended by Inserting “(A)" after
“authorities” and by inserting the following
immediately before the period at the end
thereof: *; (B) to involve parents and com-
munity representatlvea in the development.
and operation of such programs and projects
through a local advisory committee or other
appropriate means; and (C) to insure ade-
quate dissemination of program plans and
evaluations to parents, community repre-
sentatives, and the public at large™.

Whose amendment was that in com-
mittee? The gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. Quie) offered that amendment. It
was recommended by Secretary Finch. I
voted against the amendment in com-
mittee, not because it was proposed by
the Nixon administration but because I
felt it jeopardized our efforts to pass a
good bill. I see that my Republican col-
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leagues now share this view because they
have removed it from their substitute.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PERKINS. Not at this point. I
would like to finish my remarks.

What do we do in our substitute? We
take out the proposed State advisory
council in title I. We take out the so-
called maximum feasibility amendment,
as the gentlewoman from Oregon (Mrs.
GreEN) has so correctly stated. It was
carried over from the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act language with which we had
so much difficulty with in the 1967
amendments to that act. But it was put
in here by our minority friends and
they have undertaken to trade off this
provision to get support for a 2-year
extension bill.

Mr., WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PERKINS, Briefly.

Mr. WILLIAM D, FORD., Is it not cor-
rect that originally the Secretary of the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, Mr. Finch, came before our
committee and recommended the in-
clusion of the clause that the gentle-
man from Kentucky has just mentioned
and that subsequently the ranking Re-
publican Member who has been handling
this bill on the floor offered the amend-
ment and it was adopted at his insist-
ance?

Mr. PERKINS. That is correct. And,
our Republican friends offered the
amendment. It was not offered by the
Democratic members of the committee.
The amendment was offered by the mi-
nority Members. I think most of the
Democrats voted against the amendment
but it carried.

Mr. Chairman, in our substitute we
take out this provision for a loca] ad-
visory council. I wish the minority Mem-
bers could have joined the voting against
it. In the substitute I offer we also have
an identical provision to the provision in
the great mandate with respect to co-
ordination with committee action agen-
cies. So, we leave no advisory boards or
local advisory boards in our substitute.
In view of the concern I have heard over
a 5-year extension the substitute I offer
will be cut back to 3 years, 3 years is
more desirable than two, but less desir-
able than five. But if this move will en-
able us to get more Members to vote in
favor of giving this program greater as-
surance of continuity and stability than
2 years would provide this as a desirable
change.

Mr. Chalrman, I know that this
Chamber is not going to be fooled by the
minority substitute which would destroy
the efficiency of the National Defense
Education Act and the smooth working
of titles IT and IIT of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965. The
consolidation of these programs into one
authorization is the only other difference
between the minority substitute and the
one I offer.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
would the gentleman yield?

Mr. PERKINS. In a moment, I will
now read the language in the minority
substitute concerning the State advisory
council which it creaks, and here is what
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the language says—and I am surprised at
the gentleman from Louisiana being
fooled with this provision.

Mr. WAGGONNER. The gentleman is
not and will not be fooled.

Mr. PERKINS. Upon reflection it
would most certainly surprise me. The
gentleman is very astute.

Here is what the language says:

(b) The Commissioner shall not approve
a State plan submitted under section 908
unless it is accompanied by a certification of
the Chairman of the Council that such plan
has been reviewed by the Council. Such
certification shall be accompanied by such
comments as the Council or individual mem-
bers thereof deem appropriate, and shall indi-
cate whether the plan meets with the ap-
proval of the Council and, if not, the reasons
for its disapproval. Upon the disapproval of
a State plan by the Council the Commis-
sioner shall not approve such plan until he
has afforded the Council or its designated
representative an opportunity for a hearing.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Would the gentle-
man yield, Mr. Chairman?

Mr, PERKINS. I do not have time right
at this time.

Now, in connection with the period
of extension proposed in the two versions
of this legislation: The greatest progress
that has been made has been made in the
last 2 years since we gave this bill a 2-
year extension for the first time. A 2-year
extension would mean that we will have
to consider an extension of this legisla-
tion again next year in order not to take
any chance on not having sufficlent
period of authorization for advance
funding. A 3-year extension we have
agreed to in our substitute. I believe that
is the minimum.

Here is the way a neighboring school
superintendent puts it. He says:

Urgently recommend passage of ESEA with
five year authorization for funds and main-

tenance of separate programs as passed by
the committee. Local school districts find
it very difficult to plan and implement good
school program when time and amount of
appropriation are uncertain. It is imperative
that a five year authorization plan be ap-
proved by Congress if local school systems
are to obtain services of good teachers, es-
tablish excellence in teacher training pro-
grams, involve the community in depth, and
ensure commitment of boards of education.

If you want to save Federal dollars
and make Federal dollars spent on edu-
cation more effective in doing the job of
providing quality education for the chil-
dren of this country, a 3-year extension
is certainly the minimum we should set-
tle for today.

I would like for any of you who have
any doubts to look at the four volumes
of committee hearings and see what the
educators in the country said about this
program. I mean look through the hear-
ings. The hearings are conclusive, as to
the need for a long-term extension.

I do not know why our Republican
friends want to try to ditch the library
program under the pretense of saying
they are going to simplify and consoli-
date. I fear that in many States our
cchool library and textbook programs
may be sharply curtailed.

Our schools need the equipment that
title III of the NDEA act authorizes.

In some States this program may well
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diminish to the defriment of quality
education.

The minority substitute should be re-
jected for these reasons alone.

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, I want to
commend my chairman for the very
splendid statement he has made on this
bill.

The gentleman has touched upon
something here that I think should teach
all of the Members here a lesson.

If the Green-Quie substitute succeeds
it would in fact put the educational bill
for the first time into a legal thicket and
church-state tangle.

I was one of those who was with the
gentleman from Kentucky when this bill
first came to life. We settled the long-
standing controversy between the rural
areas and the cities and between the non-
public schools and the public schools.
We did it with the most carefully con-
structed and carefully packaged instru-
ment which included clear-cut carefully
drawn provisions to stay away from this
very tricky question of aid to parochial
schools through direct funding or grant
or property.

Now overnight we see a substitute. We
see for the first time this substitute on
our desks here today which would plunge
us into a controversy on this very ques-
tion of what aid is to be given to the non-
public schools.

As I read the language here, in the
Green-Quie bill we abolish what was set
forth in title II—a State plan for lending
of materials on a library assistance basis
to nonpublic schools. A similar measure
in State law has already had the ap-
proval of the U.S. Supreme Court. We
have gone that far, but no farther—
but where will so-called block grants
lead us or leave us.

This law, as the Perkins substitute has
met the test of time and the test of cus-
tom and usage in the schools and had put
to rest this controversy, which really had
denied the children of the schools aid
for too many years. We depart from its
provisions in new directions at our peril.
We should not move without careful re-
views which is not afforded us in this
overnight substitute never considered by
the committee.

In what the gentleman from Minne-
sota and the gentlewoman from Oregon
propose—if I read the language correctly
in title IIT, NDEA—title IIT, NDEA, would
be transformed into a clear-cut, defi-
nite proposal to lend equipment and all
sorts of aids and instruments in educa-
tion to nonpublic schools, and the lan-
guage has not been studied or reviewed
in the committee. I am certainly not
against giving aid to nonpublic schools,
but I wonder if the gentleman from Min-
nesota can tell us how far back this
would take us in the development of that
program if we renew a battle without
any gain in benefits for anyone.

Mr. PERKINS. It is for that reason
that I cannot understand the logic of
some of the Members who have gone
so overboard, who have complained so
vigorously in committee heretofore.
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Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield briefly to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. CAREY. I just wish to point out
there is a question of how far we are
going to go in giving aid to nonpublic
schools and schoolchildren, because I
want to hold what we have and not start
up again what seems to have now alarmed
the National School Board Association.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Kentucky has expired.

(On request of Mr. O'HARA, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. PERKINS was al-
lowed to proceed for 3 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. O’'HARA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to ask the committee chairman a
couple of questions about the substitute
amendment he has offered. The commit-
tee bill provided for a 5-year extension.

Mr. PERKINS. Correct.

Mr. O'HARA. The substitute offered by
the gentlewoman from Oregon provides
for a 2-year extension. What does your
substitute provide?

Mr. PERKINS. My substitute provides
for a 3-year extension.

Mr. O'HARA. The committee bill pro-
vided——

Mr. PERKINS. For 5 years.

Mr. O'HARA. On another point, if the
gentleman will yield further, the com-
mittee provided for the involvement of
parents in the planning of title I pro-
grams at the local level.

Mr. PERKINS. Our substitute deletes
that completely. That was the Republi-
can amendment that was put in in com-
mittee over my objection.

Mr. O'’HARA. Will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. O'HARA. The committee bill pro-
vided for State advisory committees
under title I. The substitute offered by
the gentlewoman from Oregon deletes
such advisory committees. What does
your substitute provide?

Mr. PERKINS. Our substitutes deletes
advisory committees in title I. All advi-~
sory committees are deleted in our sub-
stitute, The only advisory council re-
maining is the one in their substitute.

Mr. O'HARA. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. GIAIMO, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Connecticut.

Mr. GIAIMO. The gentleman has in-
dicated that in many instances he agrees
with the substitute offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Oregon, which lends
credence to the belief that it must be
a pretty good substitute which the gen-
tlewoman has submitted. Will the gen-
tleman agree?

Mr. PERKINS. I would disagree with
my distinguished friend from Connecti-
cut. This is the Republican substitute.
That is the label I put on it, and that is
the label I will say it has today and say
it has tomorrow. But the reason we are
deleting some of these amendments,
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amendments that our Republican friends
put in and have been trying to accuse
the Democrats as having offered as
Democratic measures because they are in
the bill, we thought it wise, after coun-
seling with a lot of our friends whose
views we respect, to take them out, to
take out all of these advisory committees.
The only advisory committee left is
the one that is in the Republican sub-
stitute.

Mr. GIAIMO. May I ask the gentle-
man one further question?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Connecticut.

Mr. GIAIMO. You have indicated the
areas where you have agreed with the
Green of Oregon substitute. Would you
comment on the areas of difference, the
major areas of difference in your bill,
which would be different from the Green
of Oregon substitute?

Mr. PEREKINS. We certainly do not
agree to destroy title IT, or III ESEA, or
the tried and proven provision of NDEA
dealing with guidance and counseling
and grants for equipment. We feel that
your amendment does not guarantee one
thing for these programs. We feel that
you are placing additional burdens on
State agencies for the simple sake of
saying you had something you could put
a “block grant” label on and at the same
time you are destroying the effectiveness
of the NDEA and ESEA programs. Fur-
ther they are block grants only because
some choose to label them such.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the substitute amendment
offered by the gentleman from Kentucky
(Mr, PERKINS).

Mr. Chairman, it is surely inter-
esting to hear in the debate where
one substitute is unacceptable because it
has not been seen before, and the other
substitute is acceptable even though it
has not been seen before. But even more
interesting is the point that one change
in the substitute offered by the gentle-
woman from Oregon (Mrs. GREEN) and
joined in by three of our colleagues and
myself, would change the requirement
that presently is in the law that com-
munity aection agencies must approve
each title I project. The identical lan-
guage Is in the substitute offered by the
chairman of the committee.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. QUIE. No, Mr, Chairman, I do not
yield now. I have 5 minutes.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. QUIE. I do not yield at the mo-
ment.

So when the chairman of the commit-
tee finds the substitute is so good that
he will use one of the amendments in
our substitute in his own, it looks like
we did pretty well. The fact that this
substitute was really put together and
joined in by not only the gentlewoman
from Oregon, who is well renowned for
her ability in educational legislation,
and also the gentleman from Ohio, the
ranking Republican member on the
Education and Labor Committee, but
also two of our best former members of
the Edueation and Labor Committee,
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. Lan-
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DRUM), and the gentleman from Connec-
ticut (Mr. Giaimo)—and I was glad to
join with them on this. It really shows
we have put together a pretty good pack-
age by people who have studied this for
a long time, and who Members know
from their experience have pretty sound
judgment in education measures.

Members have heard repeated exactly
what this substitute does. It extends the
amended acts for 2 years. We will not
be under the pressure of a 1-year exten-
sion. We propose an extension of 2 years.
‘We will have time to consider studies
that were begun and evaluations that
were made by the previous administra-
tion. The reports have not been brought
to us. We will have time for the new
Commissioner of Education, James Al-
len, to work with this legislation and
come up with recommendations. We
have time to see the Census Bureau’s
new census information.

In that 2 years we should be able to
put together the kind of education bill
for elementary and secondary schools
which will eliminate more of the prob-
lems that exist in the present law and
make that next jump forward for bet-
ter education for this country.

To wait 5 years is not acceptable. In
fact, we should not wait 3 years. Two
years is ample time. We will not be pres-
sured by such an extension, and we can
get the job done.

One of the problems of local schools
is they have access to so many Federal
programs it is hard to keep track of
them. Many districts hire a person just
to keep track of the Federal programs,
because it would be pretty unfortunate
if they missed some Federal money that
was available.

The consolidation in the Green substi-
tute is just to make a first step in con-
solidating programs.

We all know the four consolidated pro-
grams have similar formulas. With the
substitute there would be one formula
and one State plan instead of four State
plans. They are put together in this sub-
stitute offered by the gentlewoman from
Oregon (Mrs. GrReeN). It will cause no
problem but instead will protect the in-
terests of the local schools so they can
spend money in the particular area
where they have need, whether for more
money, or for guidance and counseling,
or for more equipment, or for textbooks
and library resources, or for some new
innovative program limited to title III.
It will enable them to have more flexibil-
ity to do a better job than presently is
the case.

The substitute offered by the chairman
of the committee does not have that in it.
The substitute offered by the gentle-
woman from Oregon (Mrs. GREEN) does.

Mr. PERKINS. My substitute does. My
substitute does have that. In fact, if the
gentleman had offered his substitute in
committee, I would have accepted it
there.

Mr. QUIE. That is interesting. I did
offer the amendment to consolidate in
the committee. It is in our substitute,
and the copy of the substitute offered by
the gentleman from EKentucky—that I
read while the gentleman was speaking—
did not have that in. So I think the gen-
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tleman ought to read his substitute
again. I think the gentleman wants it
correctly. That is not in his substitute.

A third part is to eliminate the ad-
visory committees, which are not neces-
sary. The local school boards and ad-
ministrators can still appoint advisory
committees. They can ask the people to
advise them.

The other part of the Green of Oregon
amendment in the nature of a substitute
provides for what is sometimes called
“combat pay.” It is a bonus to the teach-
ers who do an excellent job in the ghetto
schools but need some recognition for
their ability so they might be retained.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. QUIE was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, the Green
substitute gives a bonus to those excep-
tional teachers who are dedicated and
commit themselves to a thorough job of
reaching the deprived children, in order
that the school can hold them there. Ed-
ucation has long needed that. Now, under
title I, local schools will have the oppor-
tunity of utilizing title I money for that
purpose. We should make some tremen-
dous strides with that amendment.

So I say to my colleagues, Mr, Chair-
man, that we have not changed the
committee bill on impact aid, which is
of great concern to many Members, who
are fearful that an amendment might
hurt their own districts. We have come
up with some recommendations now that
will make the programs function much
better than they have in previous years.

As an Individual who now has worked
on education legislation for 10 years, I
am convinced at this time these are the
kinds of strides we need to make in the
improvement of education, and over the
next 2 years we will be able to study and
come up with further recommenda-
tions, which I think the Members will be
able to approve.

If you will support the amendment
in the nature of a substitute offered by
the gentlewoman from Oregon (Mrs.
GREEN), I believe you will receive the
compliments of the educators in your
distriets when they see how that oper-
ates. I know they are fearful of pro-
grams that have a termination date on
them, but to date we have not reached
the point in elementary and secondary
education aid where we want to make a
permanent program. We are not that
sure of them. The evaluations and
studies are not that sure. Even the com-
mittee came up with a 5-year extension,
and not permanent legislation.

Someday we will come to that, similar
to what we have now on the category
(a) of impact aid, and similar to voca-
tional education’s permanent legislation.
Remember, in vocational education last
year we combined the categorical pro-
grams under the George-Barden Act, the
Smith-Hughes Act, and the 1963 amend-
ments, and put them into a comprehen-
sive plan, and every Member of the
House voted for it—every Member.

We believe this consolidation is an-
other step forward.
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose
does the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
ERLENBORN) rise?

Mr. ERLENBORN. To make a parlia-
mentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman.,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. ERLENBORN, Mr. Chairman, is
the Perkins substitute amendment open
to amendment at this point?

The CHAIRMAN. It is.

Mr. ERLENBORN. And is the Green
of Oregon amendment in the nature of
a substitute open to amendment at this
point?

The CHAIRMAN, It is.

Mr. ERLENBORN. So both are open
to amendment at this point?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. ERLENBORN. A further parlia-
mentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Should the Perkins
substitute amendment be voted upon and
adopted, would it then be subject to
amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. No, it would not.

Mr. ERLENBORN. If the Perkins sub-
stitute amendment is voted upon and re-
jected, would the Green of Oregon
amendment in the nature of a substitute
then be open to amendment?

The CHATRMAN. It would be,

Mr. ERLENBORN. A further parlia-
mentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. ERLENBORN, Is title I of HR.
514 subject to amendment at this time?

The CHAIRMAN. It is.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ERLENBORN TO
THE SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR,
PERKINS
Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I

offer an amendment to the Perkins sub-

stitute amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ERLENBORN tO
the substitute amendment offered by Mr.
PEREINS for the amendment in the nature
of a substitute offered by Mrs. GREEN of

Oregon: On page 8, strike out lines 7 through
15 and reletter “(d)" on line 186 as *“(e¢)™.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would delete from the Per-
kins amendment, language which is also
contained in the Green amendment and
in the bill. Probably the easiest place for
reference to it would be H.R. 514, page
13, lines 10 through 15, which is sub-
section (e) of section 108.

Mr. Chairman, I propose by this
amendment to strike out this language
which sets aside one-fortieth of 1 per-
cent of the uppropriations made under
title I of ESEA for the purpose of financ-
ing permanent secretarial, clerical, and
technical assistance for the Council on
ttihe Education of Disadvantaged Chil-

ren.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. ERLENBORN. Yes, I yield to the
chairman.

Mr. PERKINS. So far as I am con-
cerned, I have not consulted with the
committee, but this amendment requires
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one-fortieth of 1 percent to be set aside,

with a new way of funding that amount.

I think there are funds already in other

sections of the bill, but as far as I am

concerned, I have no objection to this
amendment.

Mr. ERLENBORN. I am happy that
the chairman has no objection,

This would establish permanent fi-
nancing for the hiring of people sep-
arate and apart from the civil service
laws without any ceiling on salary. The
chalrman is correct that there are other
ways of financing the kind of clerical
help an advisory council might need, and
with the chairman’s cooperation I hope
we will adopt this amendment.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ERLENBORN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Then this takes out all
the language to which a waliver of a
point of order applied. Is that correct?

Mr. ERLENBORN. The gentleman is
correct. This removes part of the lan-
guage to which the waiver of points of
order applied in the rule, There is also
another part in the bill which is also sub-
ject to a point of order.

Mr. GROSS. But this does remove the
exclusion from provisions of the Class
Act which would have permitted open
end hiring and pay. Is that correct?

Mr. ERLENBORN. The gentleman is
correct.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. ErLENBORN), to the
substitute amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS).

The amendment to the substitute
amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR, COLLINS TO THE
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MRS. GREEN OF OREGON
Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Chairman, I rise to

offer an amendment to the amendment

in the nature of a substitute offered by
the gentlewoman from Oregon (Mrs.

GREEN) .

Mr. Chairman, there are two sections
in this which deal with titles II and III.
For simplicity and in order to consolidate
them, since they are parallel provisions,
I ask unanimous consent to have both of
them considered at the same time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the amendments, as
follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. CoLLINs to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mrs, GREEN of Oregon: Insert after
section 108 on page 5 the following:

“"PROHIBITION ON USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS FOR
CERTAIN PURPOSES

“Sge, 109. (a) Title IIT of the Act of Sep-
tember 30, 1950 (Public Law 874, Eighty-first
Congress), 1s amended by redesignating sec-
tlon 303 as section 304, and by inserting
immediately after section 301 the following
new section:

“ ‘PROHIBITED USES OF FEDERAL FUNDS

“‘Sgc, 303. The Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare shall take such action
as may be necessary to Insure that no funds
appropriated to carry out this act are used
by a local educational agency for the assign-
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ment or transportation of students or teach-
ers in order to meet the provisions of title
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1064,

“(b) Section 301(a) of the Act of Sep-
tember 30, 1050 (Public Law 874, Eighty-
first Congress), is amended by striking out
, or require the assignment or transporta-
tion of students or teachers in order to over-
come racial imbalance’.”

Insert after section 701 on page 12 the
following:

“PROHIBITION ON USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS FOR
CERTAIN PURPOSES

“Sec, 702, (a) Section 805 of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
is amended by inserting ‘(a)' after ‘Sec. 805,
and by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

"“'(b) The Secretary shall take such action
as may be necessary to insure that no funds
appropriated to carry out this Act are used,
whether or not voluntarily, by any local edu-
cational agency for the assignment or trans-
portation of students or teachers in order to
meet the provislons of title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964."

“(b) Sectlon 804 of such Act is amended
by striking out *, or to require the assign-
ment or transportation of students or teach-
ers in order to overcome racial imbalance’.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I make a
point of order against the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Minnesota will state his point of order.

Mr. QUIE, Mr, Chairman, it appears
to me that this is an amendment to
title VI of the Civil Rights Act and its
effect would be to amend title VI of
the Civil Rights Act. Therefore, Mr.
Chairman, it would not be germane to
the bill under present consideration.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Texas desire to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr. COLLINS. I will leave it with the
Parliamentarian, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS) desire to
be heard on the point of order?

Mr. PERKINS. I do not desire to be
heard, Mr. Chairman, on the point of
order,

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Texas now desire to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr. COLLINS. I do not wish to be
heard on the point of order, Mr. Chair-
man.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has ex-
amined the amendment and the Chair
finds that they appear to be amend-
ments to the bill under consideration
and do not appear to be specific amend-
ments to the Civil Rights Act. There-
fore, the Chair overrules the point of
order.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
CoLrLiNs) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. COLLINS asked and was given
permission to proceed for 10 additional
minutes.)

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Chairman, thisis a
nonpartisan amendment. It relates to
neighborhood schools., It simply boils
down to the fact that there will be no
Federal funds available for busing of
students. That is the essence of the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment has for
its purpose the continuance of neighbor-
hood schools, an American tradition from
the first inception of our Government.

Mr. Chairman, in the laws of 1964 and
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1966, Congress very plainly stated its
confidence and belief in neighborhood
schools. But through court interpreta-
tions, Government pressure has been in-
tensified for busing.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment pro-
vides no Federal funds for busing, with
the one exception, for transporting
handicapped children.

There is pressure to bus children from
6 to 13 miles away from home. If an
elementary schoolchild is 10 miles away
from home, he cannot go home if he gets
sick during the day. A girl cannot stay
after school to rehearse school plays; a
teenager cannot take part in athletic
events; a weak student cannot have spe-
cial tutoring in weak subjects because all
would miss the bus, Parents’ attendance
at PTA meetings would be difficult in the
evenings. The long bus ride would im-
measurably lengthen the day for the stu-
dent. In addition to that the cost of
busing could become astronomical.

Mr., Chairman, many statistics show
the unpopularity of this subject of bus-
ing. Nation School magazine, May 1968,
reported a poll that showed that 74 per-
cent of the Nation’s school superin-
tendents did not support busing as a de-
segregation measure. This same survey
showed that the members of the school
boards, by 88 percent, would not person-
ally support a busing program, And, this
is interesting: In Today's Education,
March 1969, an NEA research division
survey showed that 78 percent of the
teachers oppose busing students from one
district to another.

On March 26, 1969—just a few weeks
ago, the New York State Assembly voted
104 to 41 to ban busing of students to
correct racial imbalance in schools. On
February 6, 1969, a proposal to bus chil-
dren from Queens into the Great Neck
School District was defeated 3 to 1. We
should avoid this subject of busing which
will embroil us in extremely bitter local
controversy and by avoiding busing, we
would strengthen this act and improve
its acceptability in every part of our
country.

If local school officials feel they must
transport pupils for any purpose, then
they should do so with local and State
funds. Since nobody has suggested that
Federal funds pay the total cost of edu-
cation, we should reserve these Federal
funds for essential expenditures.

Let me say this at this point: that we
have in many districts, many sections—in
fact, most of us do—there are rural chil-
dren who are brought in from the rural
areas to school, and these sections can
continue to do this. This is done with
local money and State money. All we are
talking about here is Federal funds, and
Federal pressure.

Today the need for funds in education
is tremendous. We need to provide higher
teachers’ salaries, more construction of
buildings, better equipment, smaller
numbers of students per classroom—and
we must eliminate any unnecessary ex-
pense items.

We need a Federal educational pro-
gram based entirely on the concept of
developing superior education; let us pro-
vide higher teachers’ salaries, more con-
struction of bulldings, better equipment,




10068

smaller classes for students—Ilet us build
to strengthen neighborhood schools and
concentrate on education.

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COLLINS. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. WOLFF. I thank the gentleman for
yielding, and I just want to make this
comment, since the gentleman has men-
tioned an area in my district relative to
the Great Neck school, and I just want
to state the facts, that the Great Neck
School Board did sanction the busing of
the schoolchildren, and the vote——

Mr. COLLINS. It was voted three to
one against.

Mr. WOLFF. No, it was not three to one
against it. Unfortunately, there was some
difficulty with the voting machines, and
the full count was never determined.

Mr. COLLINS. Ii was never deter-
mined?

Mr. WOLFF. That is correct.

Mr. COLLINS. I appreciate that con-
tribution.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield for
a question?

Mr. COLLINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Is the real purpose of the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas to
preclude all busing, or is the real pur-
pose of the amendment offered by the
gentleman to preclude the busing in or-
der to obtain integration?

Mr. COLLINS. The purpose of the
amendment is to maintain the neighbor-
hood schools. I will give you two ex-
amples of situations. There is a little
town in Texas of some 90,000 people,
and they closed a school on September
1. Irving is a small town. They do not
have enough schools, but they closed
that school, and they are now busing
children all over town. They need that
school opened. Federal pressure caused
them to close it.

The other situation is in a school in
Houston, and they have suggested that
they take the children out of that school
and transport them 12 miles to another
school. Both of us went to school in our
own neighborhoods, I am sure the gen-
tleman did, like I did. I walked to school
when I grew up.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. If the
gentleman will yield further, most of
the rural oriented schools have been bus-
ing for 35 years, is that not correct?

Mr. COLLINS. That is right.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. We were
busing students long, long before there
was any thought or consideration of the
case of Brad against Board of Education
in 1954.

Mr. COLLINS. That is right.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. It does
not make sense to me to come up at this
point, after we have been busing students
for years and years and years, in order
to get them to school in the rural areas,
and now say that busing is an entirely
irrelevant criteria for a school board.

Mr. COLLINS. In those situations the
busing is being paid for by local and
State funds.
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Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. That is
correct.

Mr. COLLINS. That is the way it will
be done in the future, also, from local
and State funds. What we are seeking
to do is to keep the local and State funds
on the one hand, and the Federal on the
other. We want to continue to do it just
the way we have in the past.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. COLLINS. I yield to the gentleman
from Washington.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, as I un-
derstand the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Texas, there is a very
fine science program which we have
going on in the Seattle area, and in
which outlying schools are joining in,
under title ITI, which is being adminis-
tered under the State education agency,
and funded under the Federal act, and
under the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas this project would no
longer be able to transport students in
from the outlying districts to participate
in this science lab; is that correct?

Mr. COLLINS. If it is paid for by Fed-
eral money that would be the case.

Mr. MEEDS. This would be out the
window.

Mr. COLLINS. In those occasional
cases where we found that to be true.

Mr. MEEDS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLLINS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. RANDALL. In order to clarify the
question of busing, would your amend-
ment affect all busing, or only that in-
tended to correct so-called racial im-
balance?

Mr, COLLINS. If they get any Federal
money to bus.

My colleague from Seattle mentioned
cases where they are getting Federal
money. One-third of the students now
travel to school on buses. This is mostly
provided by local or State funds.

Mr. RANDALL. That is, busing to
rural areas would not be affected?

Mr. COLLINS. Not as long as it is paid
and provided by local, county, or State
funds. This affects only Federal funding
as there will be no Federal money for
busing. Busing is a local and state tax
matter and we need to keep it that way.

Mr. O’HARA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I think one thing
ought to be made clear about the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Texas.

It is not a simple busing amendment.
It would prohibit the use of funds for
either the assignment or transportation
of students and teachers in order to meet
the provisions of title VI of the Civil
Rights Act.

Second, we ought to understand that
it is not limited to so-called racial im-
balance or de facto segregation. It goes
further than that.

It goes to the question of out and out
racial segregation in violation of title VI.

Mr. COLMER. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. O'HARA. I yield to the gentleman
briefly.
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Mr. COLMER. I know that the gentle-
man is familiar with the Civil Rights
Act and I think I know that the gentle-
man is familiar with this bill.

I am wondering if the gentleman from
Michigan and the gentleman from Texas
are both not assuming here something
that does not exist. I know of no law,
and if the gentleman can cite me such a
law, then I will be pleased to have that
knowledge. I know of no law that pro-
vides for the transportation of students
for the purpose of integration or segre-
gation. I would be glad if the gentleman
would enlighten me on that.

Mr. O'HARA, The gentleman is cor-
rect. There is no law that provides pay-
ing for transportation for such purposes.

Mr. COLMER. Yes. So here what the
gentleman is really doing is saying that
the practice that has been used of trans-
porting these students across town un-
authorized, as it may be by the use of
the ESEA Act or any other education act
or the Civil Rights Act—but that the
money is being used for that purpose
nevertheless and he is saying that it
should not be used; is that not correct?

Mr. O'HARA. In no case have title I
funds been used to provide busing un-
dertaken to comply with title VI of the
Civil Rights Act. There are some school
districts, however, which on their own
initiative have undertaken to correct
the effects of racial imbalance, and that
have instituted programs of transporta-
tion of students for that purpose, with-
out being under any order or require-
ment to do so, and have used title I
funds to help carry out such a program.
Only to that extent have such funds
been used in transportation.

Mr. COLMER. What the gentleman is
saying here is that none of the funds
provided here shall be used for that
purpose. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. O’HARA. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to make one final point. As I have
said, the amendment involves a good
deal more than simply the transporta-
tion of pupils to overcome racial imbal-
ance. It involves assignment as well as
transportation. It involves outright
racial segregation as well as racial im-
balance. So for these reasons I oppose
the amendment, even though it was of-
fered as an amendment to the Green
amendment and I am very much op-
posed to the Green amendment. I would
not vote for the Green amendment in
any event. But this issue is bigger than
any partisan difference we might have
on education and I am just as eager to
prevent this amendment from becom-
ing a part of the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from Oregon as I am
to prevent it from becoming a part of
the committee bill or of the Perkins
substitute for the Green amendment.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the Collins amendment.

Mr. RUTH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. RUTH. Mr. Chairman, there is
agreement on both sides of the aisle,
and in the country, on the need for our
society to provide adequate educational
opportunities in the field of education.
Also, these should be available to all chil-
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dren whoever they are and wherever they
live.

I feel very strongly that clarification is
needed with regard to some practices
now being used to follow the guidelines
of HEW. I am referring specifically to
the busing of students to achieve the bal-
ance of integration suggested by the
Government.

Although, as the law now stands, the
Federal Government does not force or
require local schools to bus their students
to achieve integration, many school dis-
tricts have, for all practical purposes,
been forced to do so to meet these guide-
lines. This, I believe, is wrong, and is
creating serious problems for many
school districts, school boards, and par-
ents and children.

Busing of children to schools is not
new to our country. But it has in the past
been used as a service to aid children in
getting to the closest schoolhouse. In
many rural communities it has indeed
been a necessity in getting a student from
his home to a distant school and then
return him home at the close of the
schoolday.

Busing has always been used in the
past to overcome distance and not some-
one's idea of what is moral or right—
two intangible expressions that are diffi-
cult to define with precision. Also, busing
to achieve integration has seriously dis-
rupted social and family relationships.
A mother, in my district, visited me re-
cently and reported with emotion and
disgust that while her 6-year-old daugh-
ter had to board a bus and ride miles to
another school, her two older children
walked a short distance to the neighbor-
hood elementary school. This pattern
could be repeated in many areas and is
causing an adverse reaction and, I feel,
impeding the advance of education.

It is because of this that I rise in sup-
port of Mr. CorrLins’ amendment and
urge its adoption.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I believe it
is the desire of the gentleman from Texas
to eliminate the busing controversy from
this legislation and from the local school
districts which are in his congressional
district and in other congressional dis-
tricts. But as the gentleman from Michi-
gan indicated, it goes much further than
just making a decision on whether these
funds should be used for the transporta-
tion of schoolchildren or not. In fact, it
does have an impact on the effect of title
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. I am
concerned that if we now begin to tam-
per with that language, we may be get-
ting ourselves involved in a controversy
that was laid to rest in the past. At least
for the duration of this act, whatever we
do decide to extend it, it should not be
brought up. So I take the same position
as the gentleman from Michigan. I am
naturally opposed fo it on the Green sub-
stitute because I think it would endanger
it. But I would also be opposed to it if it
were offered to the Perkins substitute,
because we would not then be making a
decision on substitutes before us but
rather on the question of whether we
support busing or not.

It also, as you note here, affects the as-
signment, and whether it is done volun-
tarily or involuntarily, and it is my belief,
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and has been all the time, that the Fed-
eral Government should not require bus-
ing of children. Such is written in sec-
tion 804 of the act, which is proposed to
be repealed by the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Texas, but if we do
go even further than that and prohibit
Federal money being used by a local
school as they want to use it, I think we
are going much further than we intend.
I know there has been some difficulty
with the enforcement of the provisions
of the Civil Rights Act in the past. I hope
that that can be worked out properly in
the future. But I would ask my colleagues,
Mr. Chairmun, that you not support the
Collins amendment at this time.

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. COLLINS. I do not believe we have
any difference of substance. The matter
is local. In your district it is probably
paid by State funds. The laws of 1964
and 1966 clearly state that there is noth-
ing in the bill provided to overcome ra-
cial imbalance. The law of Congress is
very plain. However, in the Green case
the question was ruled on by the court,
and now the Justice Department uses
that ruling as a yardstick. They do not
turn to the Congress for a yardstick but
to the Green case, and the need has
arisen for clarification in the Halls of
Congress.

We are going to let the local school
board be run by local people, and they
can use local and State money for bus-
ing, but for Federal money we want to
eliminate this controversial busing.

Mr. QUIE. I would say to that, Mr.
Chairman, that the proper way would be
to introduce a bill which would amend
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, so we would
consider it in the context of civil rights
itlagislation rather than education legisla-

on.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan,

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD, Mr. Chair-
man, is it not correct that the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, in the language of it,
prohibits any requirement for busing,
thereby leaving the entire matter within
the discretion of local school officials and
free of any interference from Wash-
ington? However, the gentleman’s
amendment now offered specifically au-
thorizes the U.S. Office of Education
to interfere in this exercise of this
discussion, interfere from Washington
and go back to the local level. It is the
reverse of the present situation, and we
would have actually Federal control of
this situation substituted for local
control.

Mr. QUIE. The gentleman is correct. It
repeals a provision in the Education Act
which now prevents the Office of Edu-
cation from assigning pupils to overcome
racial imbalance.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Texas (Mr. CoL-
LINS).

Mr. Chairman, this is merely another
assault on title VI, as has been indicated
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by the distinguished gentleman from
Michigan and the distinguished gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Another way of putting it is that this
is the Whitten amendment that appeared
in the HEW appropriation bill last year,
and which we defeated on the floor of
the House, as Members will recall.

I respectfully oppose both amendments
offered by the gentleman from Texas.
If enacted, these amendments would give
the Federal Government a virtual veto
power over decisions now reserved to lo-
cal school officials and policies. Second,
the amendments would give Federal
funds to some school districts for busing
children and deny the funds to others.
And, finally, there is no demonstrated
need for these amendments,

First, the issue of encroaching Federal
power. The very same section of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act,
which would be amended by these pro-
posals, expresses the intent of Congress
that no Federal directive shall usurp any
of the traditional powers of the local
school officials. At this time the dispersal
of ESEA funds is consistent with con-
gressional intent. If a local school board
wants to use Federal funds for a specific
project, it decides what that project will
be and State education officials simply
approve or disapprove the project. Fed-
eral officials now have no control, no
veto, no direction, and no means to en-
croach on local matters.

But under the proposed amendments,
if a local school board decided that chil-
dren must be bused in order to get max-
imum educational benefits from existing
facilities, it could not use Federal funds
whenever the desegregation of students
were a byproduct of this educational de-
cision. Instead, the Federal Government
would be inserting its veto to prevent lo-
cal school boards from making such a
decision—a decision deemed by local offi-
cials to be educationally sound.

Second, let us view the basic inequities
of the proposed amendments. I believe an
example of how this amendment could
work in actual application will show the
basic inequity. Let us assume that
Berkeley, Calif., decided to use title I or
title IIT funds for the massive cross-
busing of students which is now taking
place there. Because the Berkeley school
system is not in violation of title VI of
the 1964 Civil Rights Act, it does not fall
within the prosecription of these amend-
ments and it could ostensibly use these
Federal funds for its busing program.
But let us assume for this example that
San Antonio or another Texas commu-
nity which is currently not in compli-
ance with title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights
Act decides that busing is the only feasi-
ble way of maintaining high educational
standards while complying with the con-
stitutional requirements. That com-
munity would not be permitted—under
these proposed amendments—to make
any application for Federal funds. And
to make matters even more inequitable,
let us assume that Houston, Tex., which
is desegregating pursuant to a court
order—not title VI—decides that it wants
special title I funds for a busing program.
It would be permitted to make such an
application because it, too, does not fall
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within the proscription of the proposed
amendments.

And we should keep in mind when we
vote on these amendments that they are
more far reaching than the simple “bus-
ing” of children. They actually go into
the entire concept of student assignment,
and, for some reason or another, they
also go into the matter of teacher assign-
ment. When the Federal Government
begins to reach down into these tradi-
tionally local actions, total Federal con-
trol of our school systems cannot be far
behind.

I think that the whole concept of
busing children has become an emo-
tionally charged issue with little rele-
vance to facts. It is a fact that 90 percent
of all school districts bus children in this
country. It is a fact that more than 17
million children are bused by our school
systems and that 230,000 buses are used
to accomplish this. It is a fact that the
desegregation of an unconstitutionally
dual school system more often results in
less busing rather than more busing.

Finally, I would like to ask, indeed, to
challenge the proponents of the pro-
posed amendment to tell me of one school
distriet which has used or applied for
Federal funds in order to bus its children
to meet the requirements of title VI of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964. I am sure
that a quick check of the list of school
districts that have used Federal funds
for busing projects in the past year or
more will reveal not a single school
district that has bused in order to comply
with the requirements of title VI.

My objections to the proposed busing
amendments include other points, but
those already mentioned are the most
important: First, they would allow un-
precedented Federal control into the
local management of our public schools;
second, they would result in an in-
equitable distribution of Federal funds;
and third, they are not relevant to any
extant problem. For these reasons I
would urge my colleagues to vote against
the amendments proposed by the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I should like to call
the attention of the House to the fact
that apparently the dedication of some
people in Texas to the neighborhood
school is recently acquired, because
in 1966 a sult was filed to stop the prac-
tice of busing white students 12 miles to
an all-white school yet refusing admis-
sion to Negro children who lived within
100 yards of that school.

In the past few years this Nation has
been moving toward a soclety that pro-
vides true equality for all its citizens, no
matter what the color of his skin—a
movement that is vitally essential to the
future well-being of the Nation.

The American people have awakened
to the need for equality for all its citi-
zens. We have recognized that in order
to have a decent, orderly society, it must
be one soclety—not two polarized against
each other. The basls for such a soclety
is a single, desegregated educational sys-
tem in which every American child has
equal opportunity to learn to the extent
that he is capable. The Supreme Court
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gave the Nation this mandate in 1954
;hen it handed down the Brown deci-

OIl.

The Congress must not and cannot in
any way—by any amendment to any
legislation—impede the progress of de-
segregating the Nation’s school systems.
The Congress must support every effort
in the direction of eliminating racial
diserimination in public education.

Mr. Chairman, we have taken the first
steps down a long and difficult path. We
must not stop now.

I urge that the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Texas be stricken.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, the pend-
ing amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. CoLLINs), is an-
other in a series of amendments offered
on the floor of the House since the en-
actment of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
which would attempt to frustrate and
nullify title VI of that act.

The Collins amendment provides that
no funds appropriated to carry out the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act shall be used by a local education
agency for the assignment or transpor-
tation of students or teachers in order
to comply with title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964.

In other words, if a local school dis-
trict assigns students or teachers, or
transports them, in order to desegregate
its schools, then Federal funds cannot be
used for that purpose. This is a blatant
effort to discourage and prevent local
school districts from obeying the man-
date of the 1954 Supreme Court deseg-
regation decision and title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964.

The practical effect of this amend-
ment would be that school districts,
which are in compliance with the pro-
visions of title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, would continue to be able to use
Federal funds for pupil assignment and
for busing, while precisely those districts
which might elect to utilize pupil assign-
ment and busing as a means of achiev-
ing racial balance in their schools would
be unable to use funds for that purpose.
As the law now stands, school districts
may or may not elect to use busing in
order to bring about racial balance. But
the Federal Government may not require
the transportation of students in order to
promote racial balance. In short, school
districts now have the freedom to decide
what means they will employ to achieve
racial balance in their schools, including
busing if they so elect. That freedom
would be curtailed by this amendment.

The ESEA and HEW appropriations
bills have always been vehicles for
amendments designed to weaken or even
nullify the requirements of title VI of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964. In 1967
the Fountain and Whitener amendments
were offered in order to frustrate the
effectiveness of school desegregation. In
1968 it was the Whitten amendment.
This year Representative Rura offered
an amendment in committee to exempt
the ESEA entirely from title VI.

The pending amendment would under-
mine the progress which has been made
in desegregating public school facilities
and thereby increasing educational op-
portunities for long denied minority
groups. Moreover, it would effectively
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block the future action which is needed
to achieve racial balance in our schools.

Statistics furnished by the Office of
Education show that school desegrega-
tion has yet to be completed. Although
the Supreme Court outlawed the “sepa-
rate but equal” doctrine 15 years ago,
almost 80 percent of black children in
the 11 States of the Deep South still
attend segregated schools. The need for
more vigorous efforts, including effective
enforcement of title VI, to complete de-
segregation 1is clear. The approval by
Congress of any amendment which would
weaken that effort would be nothing less
than a betrayal of the policy and pur-
pose of the 1964 Civil Rights Act.

Any amendment, which would ham-
string Federal efforts to expand educa-
tional opportunities through desegrega-
tion, and to increase aid to educational
needs at the primary and secondary
level, must be defeated. This legislation,
as it has been recommended by the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor, is essen-
tial to build on past efforts to upgrade
and broaden educational opportunities
for the disadvantaged children of this
Nation. The introduction of Federal
funds and resources into this country’s
educational system has brought signifi-
cant progress even with the limited
amount of money which has been appro-
priated. This progress must continue so
that equal educational opportunities are
available for all children.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. CorLrins) to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by the gentlewoman from Ore-
gon (Mrs. GREEN).

The amendments to the amendment in
the nature of a substitute were rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TEAGUE OF TEXAS

TO THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A

SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BEY MRS. GREEN OF ORE-

GON

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I have an amendment to offer to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by the gentlewoman from Oregon
(Mrs. Green) and I should like to ask
unanimous consent that the amendment
be considered at the same time as a per-
fecting amendment to the substitute
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The amendments
would have to be considered separately.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. They cannot
be considered together under unanimous
consent?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman asks
unanimous consent that an amendment
which he is offering be considered both
in respect to the substitute amendment
and the amendment in the nature of a
substitute; is that correct?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I make that unanimous-consent request.

The CHAIRMAN., Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer the amendment to the
Green of Oregon amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:
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Amendment offered by Mr. Teacue of
Texas to the amendment in the nature of &
substitute offered by Mrs. GrReeN of Oregon:
On page 13, after section 802, insert the fol-
lowing:

“RESTRICTION ON COUNTING CHILDREN WHOSE
PARENTS PAY REAL PROPERTY TAXES

“Sec. 803. (a) Section 3 of the Act of
September 30, 1950 (Public Law 874,
Eighty-first Congress), is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following:

“i(f) Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this title, in computing the amount
to which a local educational agency is en-
titled for a fiscal year under this section,
the Commissioner shall not count any child
who resides with a parent on real property
on which he pays real property taxes.'

“(b) Section 5 of the Act of September 23,
1950 (Public Law 815, Eighty-first Congress),
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following:

“*‘(g) Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this Act, in determining under this
sectlon the payments which may be made
to a local educational agency, the Commis-
sloner shall not count any child who resides
with a parent on real property on which he
pays real property tax." **

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Texas is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, this is a very simple amendment.
This amendment merely says that any
Federal employee anywhere in our coun-
try who owns his home and pays his
taxes and has children going to school,
that that school district will not receive
additional money through the impacted
area section of this bill. That is all there
is to the amendment and, Mr. Chairman,
I ask for a vote on it.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I will be glad
to yield.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I think this is an amendment that
ought to be very carefully considered by
the Members of this House. I just heard
one of my colleagues, who is one of the
most ardent opponents of the substitute
bill offered by five of us, say that this,
you know, is a good amendment—sup-
port it—because if this amendment is
attached to the Green substitute, the
people will not dare vote for the substi-
tute bill on a recorded vote. I ask you
to consider it and weigh it very care-
fully. I will say to the gentleman from
Texas that I completely agree with him
on the inequity in the formula of the
Federal impact law. I think it is the most
unfair formula of any bill that has been
passed by the Congress. That is one of
the reasons why I support only a 3-year
extension—a 2-year extension of the au-
thorization plus the 1 year we have. In
other words, I support a 2-year extension
which is offered in my substitute so we
can really look at all of the formulas
and make some sense out of them so that
there will be equity in the districts. I
give my pledge to the gentleman from
Texas that I will lend every single bit of
effort I can and any influence I might
have on the committee to try to change
the formulas. However, Mr. Chairman, I
wish to point out one additional thing.
This amendment is only limited to those
people who pay property taxes. There
are a lot of people in districts who live
in apartment houses who also work for
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private contractors with Federal con-
tracts. They are counted as federally im-
pacted people. Really a person living in
an apartment house has no more right
under these circumstances to be included
in the Federal impact than the person
paying a real property tax. So I regret to
say that I am forced to oppose this
amendment in view of the arguments
raised at this time. I would hope that
the occasion will present itself in the
very near future when we can closely
examine all of the formulas and espe-
cially the Federal impact formula.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. The gentle-
woman well knows that this is the most
conservative and the simplest thing to
be offered in this field. This is a broad
field and a lot needs to be done in it, but
I do not see how any body can disagree
with this part of it, because it is some-
thing where you just do not take the
benefits both ways, taking it from some-
body who pays his taxes where most of
it goes to the school district but at the
same time, with other taxpayers they
draw more money because the parent is
employed by the Federal Government.
If this substitute is adopted to the gen-
tlewoman’s amendment, I intend also to
offer it to the Perkins substitute.

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. If this
amendment is accepted by the House,
we will find ourselves in this situation
in my district. There has been over 80,-
000 acres of land removed from school
districts for Fort Carson, on which taxes
had been previously paia for schools.
We have over 20,000 to 30,000 people
being trained at this fort, which land
was in this school district, and we have
Federal employees employed there as well
as troops. The valuation of the remainder
of the land in the school district has gone
down continually, and the number of
impacted children in the area has gone
up continually.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. This amend-
ment does not deal with the military
people on the post.

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Thousands
of these people do not live on the fort
but do live in the district and live in very
modest homes. These impacted children
in this district account for about 20 per-
cent of the operational funds of the
school district and your amendment
would slash these vitally needed funds.
And there are not enough.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. There are
those who rent and there are those who
own their own homes.

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. The gentle-
man from Texas should know the eval-
uation of the remaining land in this
district does not begin to be enough to
support this school.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yleld?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. RANDALL. Does the gentleman’s
amendment apply only to those parents
who own real estate and on which these
owners pay real estate taxes? What if
parents are not owners but rent a home?
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Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. What does
the gentleman from Missouri mean?

Mr. RANDALL. Apparently they
would be paying the taxes.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. This applies
to the owners of the homes who live
in that home and pay the taxes.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, what about
all of category B who live in trailers?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. I think the
committee ought to go into this and
straighten it out.

Mr. RANDALL. But does your amend-
ment apply to those living in trailers?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. If the trailer
is a home and they tax it as a home, I
think it would be covered.

Mr. RANDALL. Notwithstanding the
fact that a housetrailer is regarded as
personal property?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Texas has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas to
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentlewoman from
Oregon (Mrs. GREEN).

The amendment to the amendment in
the nature of a substitute was rejected.

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, my purpose in rising
at this time is to try to help clarify
in the minds of the members of the
Committee what course we follow if
we adopt one amendment or another.
The important deeision here involves two
questions, The first consideration 1is
whether it is responsible to extend for 2
years now or for 3 years, which is the
term of the Perkins substitute. In my
opinion the 3-year period is a responsible
course of action to take for the following
reason: The proposal to extend the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act
for 2 years on the assumption that this
would allow sufficlent time to use new
census data for the title I formula is
completely misleading for two basic
reasons:

First. The timing of the receipt of
1970 census data by the Office of Edu-
cation is at this point indefinite and can-
not be relied upon for consideration of
formula and revisions of legislation to
take effect in fiscal year 1973. It is im-
possible for the data to be ready at such
time.

Second. The advance funding provi-
sions of title I of ESEA requires that 2
years from now the Office of Education
should be making allocations for fiscal
yvear 1973 and it is impossible for that
data to be ready in such time for the allo-
cations.

I have checked with members of the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
jce who are conducting the hearings on
the census legislation and I notice that
one member of that committee is present
on the floor here at this moment. There-
fore, I ask the gentleman to confirm the
fact that such data will not be avallable
by 1971, as would be required by the
two-year extension?

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CAREY. I yleld to the gentleman
from California.
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Mr. WALDIE. The committee staff has
just advised me a few moments ago that
the law requires the enumerators to com-
mence no later than April 1970 and they
will not complete the enumeration for
any meaningful purposes or any program
involving census figures for a period of 3
to 6 months, thereby making September
the very earliest date in 1970 for which
any figures would be available and they
would only be minimal figures which
would not cover the entire spectrum of
the census data.

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, this date
is too late to rely upon the 1970 census
data, for fiscal year 1972 allocations. It
is absolutely too late to provide for ad-
vance funding for fiscal year 1972, and
probably too late for advance funding of
fiscal year 1973.

The 1970 census is certainly to produce
a sizable shift in population throughout
the country both in terms of urban-rural
populations between regions of the
country. The shifting of funds that will
take place as a result of population
changes calls for careful consideration of
the effect of shifts in formula funds.

Mr. Chairman, Congress should not be
placed in the position of a pistol being
held to its head 2 years from now in view
of this act in the face of the major
changes in the formula and allocation
of funds. The amendment that is being
offered would force us to make a decision
2 years hence without knowing the im-
pact of that decision and without provid-
ing for advance consideration of the im-
pact of the formula and the ways
in which individual States would be
affected.

Moreover, the Office of Education will
be placed in the untenable position of
making advance allocations for fiscal
year 1973 on the basis of the 1970 census
without knowing what the formula base
will be for the final allocations.

‘We need, therefore, a 3-year extension
of the legislation:

First, to provide ample time for com-
pletion of the 1970 census.

Second, full congressional considera-
tion of its effects on funding, beginning
with fiscal year 1973.

Third, an orderly transition to the new
formula without the expiration pistol
pointed at the temples of the Members of
the House,

Finally, there are two courses available
for us. The responsible course is the Per-
kins amendment, and I say “responsible”
for this reason: What is the Perkins
amendment, basically? The Perkins
amendment is the law which has been
operating since 1965. It was a carefully
constructed compromise which led to the
greatest historical advancement in edu-
cation, as heralded by President John-
son, in all of his experience, both in the
Congress and in the Presidency. It is the
thing that the school men want. It is the
bill that has been working. The language
before you is a simple amendment, it
would extend for 3 years the law, and it
is recommending changes which have
come from the school men of the country
and the school people of the country, as
is reported in those four volumes of the
hearings. The other amendment is an
unknown quantity at its very best. It has
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four people who are sponsoring it, and
there is not a witness that was for it in
any one of the entire volumes of the
hearings which have been placed in the
committee record.

Let me point out one simple thing
about the Green amendment, which has
not even been heard in any hearing held
by the committee. For the first time we
hear about combat pay for teachers. That
is a principle under which every nickel
or dime funded could be used to give
bonuses to teachers to teach in what are
supposed to be dangerous districts. 1
want the Members to know how mis-
chievous this could be in terms of a great
city. For instance, right now the teach-
ers union in New York City is conduct-
ing negotiations, and the teachers union
leadership would have to ask for these
funds—which they have long opposed in
principle.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from New York has expired.

(On request of Mr. Perkins, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. CAREY was al-
lowed to proceed for 3 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. CAREY. Practically and logically,
all the teachers union would have to do on
the basis of this new principle in title I
would be to tell the school superintendent
“We want combat pay for 90 percent of
the teachers in the school district, be-
cause 90 percent of the schools have dis-
advantaged children,” and they would get
an automatic increase in pay beyond the
capacity of the local school district to pay
or with which other schools could com-
pete.

Therefore in title I, money which is be-
ing used for new curriculums, for deserv-
ing innovations for remediation, would
now be turned into a teacher’s pay
amendment without a day of hearing.

If this is the way the House wants to
go, then let us have it so heard, but first
let us have the teaching people come for-
ward and tell us so. Let us have the edu-
cation people come forward and tell us
this. Let us have the school superintend-
ents tell us what they want to do, before
we vote for it or against it, but for good-
ness' sake do not let us do it now. Let this
Congress make the decision after due
deliberation.

Certainly this flies in the face of local
control. This says you have to have com-
bat pay in a school district.

I have heard it said again and again
that we should never in this Congress
transfer control out of the local admin-
istration in the school district, but yet in
this very provision we are saying that
from here on in, under title I, money shall
be used and can be used for increasing
the salaries of teachers in the local school
districts. Are we going to say that because
of the action of Congress this must hap-
pen? Is this not a local decision? Local
taxes pay the teachers now.

Are these teachers going into a non-
public school going to get combat pay as
well? Will there be a difference in scale
between the two teachers? These are
implications of this bill which have not
been considered by this great commit-
tee.

Do not march in the dark. None of us
on this side, and none of you on that
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side, with the exception of four people,
really know what is in the Green amend-
ment, if we vote on it.

You do know what is in the Perkins
amendment. There is a 3-year exten-
sion in the Perkins amendment, and
there is the elimination of the Finch
amendment which was put in at the in-
stance of the minority to give local au-
thority in the school district.

This is the choice you have before
you. Let us have a show of confidence
in the basic idea that was advanced in
1965, and give it a 3-year extension, and
let us come back and give consideration
to the changes recommended by the
gentlewoman from Oregon, after due
consideration and hearings on the evi-
dence. That would be far better than
adopting the substitute offered by the
gentlewoman from Oregon at this time,
That is the way to legislate. If we do it
in no other bill, let us in this bill con-
tinue to vote the confidence of this Con-
gress in the greatest legislation ever
passed for schoolchildren, the ESEA,
the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act of 1965. It is worth 3 years of
our time to wait until it is right. We will
begin hearings on any provisions recom-
mended to our committee just as soon
as we get this bill forward and get going
in the poor school distriets. This is cer-
tainly not the way to legislate, dealing
with a substitute, You heard the gentle-
man from Minnesota say of the Quie-
Aiken substitute:

I did not want to show it to you because
it might be defeated.

It therefore should be defeated.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard several
times this afternocon that we should not
legislate in the dark. We have heard
some say they had not seen the substi-
tute offered by the gentlewoman from
Oregon (Mrs. GREEN) until we proceeded
under the 5-minute rule today. I know
that a number of people did not, but I
simply say to you that if a Member of
the U.S. House of Representatives is to
have any part in writing this legislation,
then we must do it here on the floor of
the House, because some of us are not
members of the committee and this is
the only opportunity which is ours to
say something about the course and the
direction that this bill will take.

The distinguished chairman and my
dear friend, the gentleman from Ken-
tucky, the chairman of the full commit-
tee, referred earlier to telegrams in his
pocket protesting any changes in the
bill. T have received some of those tele-
grams myself. I called up one of my
friends who sent me one of the tele-
grams and asked him if he knew what
was in the bill. He said, “No.” I asked
him why he sent me the telegram and
he said that he had a call from Wash-
ington asking him to do that.

Now let us talk for a minute on what
this substitute does, since we are getting
down close to the time to vote.

The substitute does several things.
The substitute, at least the one that has
been offered by the gentlewoman from
Oregon (Mrs. GREEN), does several
things which the substitute offered by
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the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. PEr-
Kins) does not do. I think the gentleman
who preceded me spoke with a great deal
of truth when he said that basically the
substitute offered by the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. PErxINs) was a contin-
uation for 3 years of what we have been
doing. I think that is correct.

But now the Green substitute, which
substitute is also sponsored by others,
does first of all reduce the period of
time that this bill is to be alive—from
b years to 2 years.

The Perkins substitute reduces that
period of time from 5 years to 3 years.

The Green substitute abolishes State
and local advisory commissions or com-
mittees which were made mandatory by
the committee amendments. I readily ad-
mit that the Perkins substitute does
that. These committees absolutely must
go.

This has been a bone of contention
with some of us—yes, from the South,
whom the gentleman my friend from
Kentucky referred to earlier as being
taken in. But we have not been taken in.

Now the Green substitute does pro-
vide for block grants for four titles in
this bill, two titles under the NDEA leg-
islation, title III(a) and title V(a). Title
II1(a) of the NDEA legislation is that ti-
tle having to do with equipment.

Title V(a) is that title of the NDEA
legislation having to do with guidance
and testing.

The other two titles consolidated un-
der the so-called block grant approach
are titles II and III of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act.

Title IT of ESEA is that title having to
do with aid to libraries.

Title IIT is that title of ESEA having to
do with supplemental grants to State de-
partments of education.

Now nobody argues really about con-
solidating, but some people say a dan-
gerous precedent is established here by
having a State advisory council for those
four titles.

Let me call your attention to the fact
that that advisory council already exists
for title III of ESEA. The wording is
somewhat different. For example, elect-
ed State boards of education do appoint
advisory councils, but they appoint edu-
cators. It is spelled out. The council has
no veto authority over any plan devised
by a State board of education of a State
plan. The council appointed does not
require Commissioner approval in Wash-

n.

It is true that if the council disagrees
with the plan submitted to the U.S. Com-
missioner of Education by a State board
of education, the Commissioner will
grant them a hearing if they want it and
he can, indeed, veto that State plan if
he desires to after a hearing. But I sub-
mit to you that the U.S. Commissioner of
Education can veto plans now and does
veto plans now.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana has expired.

(On request of Mr. PERKINS, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. WAGGONNER was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. WAGGONNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. I would like to ask my
distinguished colleague if there is pres-
ently any advisory council provided in
the law, in title II, the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act?

Mr. WAGGONNER. No, and I did not
indicate there was. I said there was a
council provided for only in title III,
ESEA. I did not make mention of III(a),
Vi(a), of NDEA, or title IT of ESEA. I said
specifically it exists now only for fitle
oI

Mr. PERKINS. Neither is there any
advisory council provided in the law pres-
ently for the equipment title, title
III(a)?

Mr. WAGGONNER. I just got through
saying that. I said I agree with you.

Mr. PERKINS. But your substitute,
or the Republican substitute——

Mr. WAGGONNER. Let us get one
thing straight right here.

This is one man who stands in this
well not talking about a Democratic bill
or a Republican bill. I am talking about a
bill to help education. I do not care who
you are or where you are from.

Mr. PERKINS. The Republican sub-
stitute does contain a provision for an
Advisory——

Mr. WAGGONNER. I do not know that
this is a Republican substitute. I think
I have had something to do with it.

Mr. PERKINS (continuing). Council
for Testing, Counseling, and Guid-
ance——

Mr. WAGGONNER. Even though my
name does not appear on it. This is a
substitute offered by some of us who
want some changes.

Mr. Chairman, if I may proceed, I
should like to ask the gentlewoman from
Oregon (Mrs. GReeN) if I have correctly
described the congressional intent, as the
sponsor of this substitute, with regard
to the advisory council, which has appli-
cation to the four titles I have discussed.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. If the gentle-
man will yield, I think he is absolutely
correct. In the substitute bill which I of-
fered there is one less advisory council
on the State level than there was in the
committee bill. And if the gentleman will
yield further, in the analysis which I
have in my hand, and I am sure many
other Members have, which I believe was
prepared at the direction of the chair-
man of the full committee, the statement
is made that the title I State Advisory
Council proposed by the minority side—
language which I also take exception
to—gives the State advisory council, or
appears to provide a veto power over the
entire State plan.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana has expired.

(On request of Mrs. GrREEN, by unani-
mous consent, Mr. WAGGONNER was al-
lowed to proceed for 3 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. WAGGONNER. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Oregon.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. In the analy-
sis that has been distributed there is the
statement that this amendment appears
to have a veto power over the entire State
plan, and then it quotes—
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The disapproval of the State plan by the
council shall constitute prima facle evidence
that it does not comply wtih the require-
ments of this title.

May I state to my colleagues in the
House the language that is quoted here is
not even in the substitute bill, and I
really am sorry that there is this kind
of misinformation about it. I know that
the Chairman did not have hours to study
it, but the amendment which is a substi-
tute bill which five of us are presenting—
this amendment in regard to the State
advisory committee for the combined
titles was specifically drawn up at my
request by the counsel of the majority
staff. This is not any partisan bill. I tried
to say that in my opening remarks. This
is a bipartisan bill. There are lots of
Democrats in this House that have had
a major say in the drafting of the substi-
tute bill.

It was drawn up by the staff, here on
the Hill, with amendments. It was not
drawn up downtown. I join my colleague,
the gentleman from Louisiana, in saying
education in this country is for over 49
million boys and girls, and action that is
taken by this House today is too im-
portant and ought to be considered on
its merits, on the merits of the bill, and
not be labeled by some party. Please do
that: Consider it on the merits. That is
all I would ask.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WAGGONNER. I yield to the
gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I want
to make it clear that not under any cir-
cumstances would I ever put out any
propaganda or any analysis I believe is
incorrect. But the analysis that my good
friend, the gentlewoman from Oregon is
talking about is an analysis that was
made on the Republican amendment of
last night, of which I had a copy, and
that is the Republican substitute, and it
did contain the phrase that if the ad-
visory council’s wishes were thwarted at
the local level, that it was prima facie
evidence.

But, today, in this substitute the only
difference is they delete that terminology,
“prime facie evidence.” So the effect of
it is still the same. It is still prima facie
evidence and they are entitled to the
hearing.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman,
if T may proceed to talk about the dif-
ferences in this bill, I will be happy to.
Let us talk about another difference, an
important and vital difference we have
not heard much about, and put it in
proper perspective as between the sub-
stitutes offered by the gentlewoman from
Oregon (Mrs. GREEN) and the gentleman
from Eentucky (Mr. PERKINS) .

Even though I respect and admire as
a dear friend the gentleman from Ken-
tucky, he has said that the present act
does not have guidelines requiring con-
currence or agreement by the poverty
program people to administer any part of
title I. I hold in my hands the guide-
lines for administering title I of ESEA,
the program which we enacted in 1965,
and I turn to page 2.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Kentucky has expired.
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(On request of Mr. PErkins, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. WAGGONNER Was
allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
read from page 2, which says, under
“Related Statutes—Economic Opportu-
nity Act of 1964":

In any area where a community action
program under title IT of the Economlic Op-
portunity Act of 1964 Is in effect, any proj-
ect under title I of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act must be developed In
cooperation with the public or non-profit
agency responsible for the communlity action

program.

I hold here in my hand a form from
the U.S. Office of Education which re-
guires compliance to get that approval,
and they must have approval by the
CAP people before title I funds of ESEA,
so related, can be expended. So this does
remove that requirement from the ini-
tial program.

Mr. PERKINS, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WAGGONNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I take
it the gentleman knows that the coor-
dination language with the local com-
munication action agency—for which all
of these guidelines were written by the
department, and I personally feel the
department went overboard myself—is
completely out of our bill now. Our bill
is the same as that offered by the gentle-
man in that respect. It is completely
out.

Mr. WAGGONNER. It is in the orginal
bill.

Mr. PERKINS. It is not in our sub-
stitute. It is out of the substitute.

Mr. WAGGONNER. The substitute
took no cognizance of removing that.

Mr. PERKINS. Yes. It removes it in
toto. In fact, every word of it is re-
moved.

I am sorry we did not make that clear
to the gentleman, but every word of the
coordination amendment, to coordinate
with local community action agencies, is
removed. That is in our substitute.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I
want to reply to the allegation that the
requirement for distribution of title I
funds of ESEA has been changed. Again,
it has not been changed. We hear again
the bugaboo over the church-state issue.
Let me tell Members that plain language
is in the substitute allowing any teach-
ing aids or materials to be utilized by
the local schools.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana has again expired.

(On request of Mr. DELLENBACK, and
by unanimous consent, Mr. WAGGONNER
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mrs. GreeN, of Oregon, re-
quires that where utilization of these
materials is effected and brought about
by parochial schools, title must be vested
in some public authority. It has an ab-
solute prohibition against using these
materials for purposes of religious
worship.

But remember this above everything
else: This bill, for these 2 additional
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years, does not do what some people are

talking about, to which I object also, on

the part of the present administration.

It does not cut the request for authoriza-

tions. It would authorize the same money

what we have been spending.

Surely, the President in his revised
budget for fiscal year 1970 recommended
some cuts. But this bill does not recom-
mend cuts for these 2 additional years.
It is up to us to decide whether or not
we want to authorize, and if we author-
ize whether we will appropriate all the
money we have authorized. That is a
decision for us. So this does not cut the
money.

My f{riends, this bill does not have
what I want, but it has a part of what I
want, and I am standing here today giv-
ing you a first. If we adopt the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute offered
by Mrs. GreeN, of Oregon, JoE Wac-
GONNER is going to vote for this aid to
education measure, because education is
in trouble.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ERLENBORN TO
THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUB~
STITUTE OFFERED BY MRS. GREEN OF OREGON
Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I

offer an amendment to the amendment

in the nature of a substitute offered by

Mrs. GrReeN of Oregon.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ERLENBORN tO
the amendment in the nature a substitute
offered by Mrs. GrReeN of Oregon: On page 5,
amend section 107 by striking out subsection
(c) and by relettering subsection (d) as sub-
section (c).

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is a conforming amendment.
It is the same amendment that I offered
to the Perkins substitute amendment. It
was accepted by Chairman PERKINS.

I believe this is acceptable to the gen-
tlewoman from Oregon (Mrs, GREEN), a8
an amendment to her amendment, and I
yield to the gentlewoman from Oregon.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Yes. I believe
this amendment does conform, and I am
very glad to aceept it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ERLENBORN) to
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentlewoman from
Oregon (Mrs. GREEN).

The amendment to the amendment in
the nature of a substitute was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Illinois has expired.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, QUIE. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. GIAIMO. I would like to give an
answer to the question posed by the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

He is correct that the local school
agency would have to go to the State ad-
visory board, but if you will look at the
past track record in education, you will
find quite clearly that he will get a bet-
ter shake at the State level than he is
getting presently at the Federal level.

And it is about time that some of us
realized in the non-Southern part of this
country it is necessary to wake up to
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what is happening in the field of edu-
cation in all parts of the country where
we have poured in hundreds of millions
of dollars into our schools and look at
our schools at the present time in view
of the expenditures of this type of
money. They are doing many things. One
thing, however, they are not doing is
teaching. We had better get education
back into the realm of State responsi-
bility, back to local responsibility and
back to those who are educators and let
them work with this problem.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIAIMO. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
Quie) has the floor.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I cannot
yield to the gentleman from Illinois at
this time because I want to use some of
the time myself.

The gentleman from Illinois did not
state the facts accurately when he stated
that the money for any of those four
titles is distributed among schools within
States according to population under ex-
isting law. The money goes to the States
and the States submit a State plan and
the State decides how it is going to be
distributed to schools within the State in
all of these four programs. This does not
change that at all. There is no change in
the present law in that case. All it does
is to consolidate these four programs into
one plan and would permit this local dis-
trict to have some flexibility as to how it
spends the money. The gentleman from
Illinois is just raising a strawman in an
effort to try to confuse the members of
the committee.

With respect to the State advisory
council, it would be purely advisory,
would not even consider applications
from local school districts, and would
have no veto power over a State plan.
The amendment makes this perfectly
clear on its face.

Mrs. CHISHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

My fellow colleagues in this Chamber,
I have stayed here this afternoon and
listened to this voluminous debate on this
entire ESEA Act. I have listened to the
fact that there were persons who are re-
nouned educators and persons who have
knowledge in this area, but permit me to
say briefly that in my opinion there is
not anyone who is really attuned any
more to the entire educational process
than I, because I am the most current
educator and have been for the past 15
years, and furthermore, as a member of
the New York State Legislature, I served
on the committee which dealt with. the
matter of education and conducted hear-
ings thereon up and down the entire State
of New York. Let me say that this is no
time to play partisan politics. It is the
lives of the young people in this country
who will be guiding the future, because
many of us will be out of the picture
within the next 10 years or so.

Mr. Chairman, what we have to recog-
nize is what has happened in terms of
the implementation of the ESEA pro-
gram. What has happened? What has
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been done? Of course, there have been
some errors and some failures but no
kind of new program is going to be
termed completely successful until you
have gone through a number of years of
operation. We need this time in order to
evaluate the program and work out the
problems.

Mr. Chairman, what we have to do
when enacting laws dealing with educa-
tlon is to take into consideration the fact
that the educators and teachers and
other persons in this country concerned
with the current crisis in education, have
undeniably and unequivocally stated that
this program has been helpful to the chil-
dren in the various States.

I think what we are becoming so
bogged down in is a lot of technicalities
and are not looking at what and how
much has been done and exactly what
good has been accomplished since this
program has been implemented—though
it has not yet been fully implemented.

Mr. Chairman, once again, you are
about to play a sort of hoax upon the peo-
ple of the country who have been given
the feeling that perhaps there is some
purpose, perhaps there is some real prob-
ability that education is the key to every-
thing and that perhaps now our Govern-
ment has begun to realize for the first
time in a very realistic sense that educa-
tion is the key whereby we can help peo-
ple to acquire the type of educational
background and training that is neces-
sary to help them move out into the
mainstream of American society.

Mr, Chairman, no bill is perfect. No
legislation is perfect. But, what we must
do is to look at the results.

What is the use of these volumes of
hearings, and the columns of statistics
that we receive from persons who are in
the educational field, who come and testi-
fy before the committee, unless you are
going to use this information in order to
move the country forward; in order to
give it the kind of approach and the kind
of services that are necessary? Why have
public hearings? Why have testimony
if you are not going to use it? The oppor-
tunity to come before the committee is of
no use unless the committee is going to
consider and use the proposals presented.

Another thing is to judge the program
in terms of progress.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. CHISHOLM. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr, CONYERS. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend the
gentlewoman from New York on her
statement. I agree that there is a great
problem here concerning what kind of a
bill this House comes forth with, but be-
tween the two proposals would not the
gentlewoman agree that the Perkins
substitute is the best thing we have go-
ing at the moment?

Mrs. CHISHOLM. There is no doubt
about it. In fact, I would have liked to
have seen that substitute extended for a
5-year period, but, realizing the politics
of the situation, I will support a 3-year
extension. What is needed is reassess-
ment, evaluation, and a pulling together
of the kind of information that is needed
to judge a program. It takes time to
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assess a program, and a 3-year extension
would assist in doing this.

Do not take any program overnight
and think that you are going to be able
to assess it. The educators have been tell-
ing us things, and I believe that we are
overlooking what the educators have
been telling us. Let us forget about the
political ramifications. I do not care if a
Republican or a Democrat has anything
to do with the measure; the things we
must look at are the results. And there is
no doubt that the results of this program
have been most meaningful to the chil-
dren and to the educators.

I would strongly urge that this body
support the Perkins amendment, and
reject all other amendments, if they are
truly concerned about the equality of op-
portunity of our children, so that every
child can have the right to move up fully
in American society.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STEIGER OF WIS~

CONSIN TO THE SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT

OFFERED BY MR. PERKINS

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment to the
substitute amendment offered by the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. PEr-
KINS) .

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SteEiceEr of Wis-
consin to the substitute amendment offered
by Mr. PErinNs for the amendment in the
nature of a substitute offered by Mrs, GREEN
of Oregon: On page 18, after line 3, insert
the following:

“FEDERAL ASSISTANCE TO BE CONSIDERED IN AS-
CERTAINING ABILITY OF SCHOOL DISTRICT TO
PROVIDE MINIMUM EDUCATION
“Sec. 803. Paragraph (2) of section 5(d)

of the Act of September 30, 1950 (Public Law
874, Elghty-first Congress), is amended by
striking out the perlod at the end thereof
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘except that in
the case of a State which, in its State aid
program, provides for a minimum educa-
tion program which must be provided for
each pupil and bases a portion of the amount
of State aid to local educational agencies on
the financial abillity of such agencles to pro-
vide that minimum education program, that
State may consider payments under this title
as payments in lieu of local taxes for the sup-
port of education In ascertaining the ability
of an individual local educational agency to
provide such a minimum education program
from local sources.'”

And renumber the sections which follow
accordingly.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chalrman, while I offer this amendment
to the Perkins substitute amendment,
were it to be adopted I will not support
the Perkins substitute amendment, and
will continue to support the Green
amendment in the form of a substitute,
and would intend to offer this amend-
ment to that amendment as well.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment comes
as a result of the fact that there are now
19 States in this country which, because
of the Vocational Education Act amend-
ments of 1968, are having some problems
as a result of the amendments that were
adopted to Public Law 874 by the Con-
gress at that time.

May I say to my colleagues on the com-
mittee that the amendment which I am
proposing was one that was not consid-
ered by the House at the time of the
Vocational Education Act.

It was an amendment that was offered
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in the other body and was adopted by
the conference committee and the con-
ference report was adopted by the House.
I served on that conference committee
and speaking for myself, did not quite
fully understand the impact.

Mr, Chairman, Congress for a number
of years has been concerned that school
districts receiving impact aid under Pub-
lic Law 874 should not be discriminated
against in the distribution of State aid
for education. The theory was that the
impacted districts, if eligible for State
aid, should be treated like all other dis-
tricts because we want the best possible
schools for the children of Federal mili-
tary and civilian personnel.

The theory is fine if not taken too
far, but the last Congress added a re-
quirement to section 5(d) of Public Law
874 that has proved to be too sweeping
in its provisions. The new provision went
beyond the point of saying that States
could not discriminate against impacted
districts and required a discrimination
in their favor.

The new provision prohibits the States
from taking impact aid into account in
any fashion for the purposes of deter-
mining State aid. What this has meant
in practice in a number of States is that
when the State attempted to assure a
minimum level of financial support in
its school districts, bringing the poorest
up to a minimum level of expenditures for
each pupil, it could not do so without
at the same time pouring money into
the impacted districts which, in many
cases, are among the highest expendi-
ture school districts. In short, under the
act as it stands, a State must treat the
impacted funds as though they were not
being spent.

My amendment is identical to the lan-
guage of Senate bill 1396, cosponsored
by Senators AnpErson and MonTova of
New Mexico, now pending hefore the
Senate Committee on Labor and Publie
Welfare.

The amendment I propose continues
to protect impacted areas from State
discrimination, while alleviating the un-
desirable consequences of the existing
law. It permits the State to take into
account the impacted funds only to the
extent of determining whether the dis-
trict meets the minimum level of ex-
penditures per pupil guaranteed by State
law—and then only with respect to that
portion of the State-ald program de-
gigned to assure that minimum expendi-

ure.

The gentleman from Arizona who
sent you a letter indicated their concern
about this provision. I have talked with
a number of Members on the floor, both
yesterday and today. Among the 19
States which have been affected, at least
one State, Washington, I understand in
its legislative session this year took care
of the problem by amending the State’s
basic formula. .

But I would suggest to the Members of
the Committee here that the amend-
ment I have proposed is one which would
help to alleviate one of the problems
which at least the House had not fully
considered at the time of the adoption
of the Vocational Education Act Amend-
ments of 1968.

It is for that reason and on behalf of
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members of the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor and on behalf of the
other Members who have this problem
that this amendment is offered.

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr., EVANS of Colorado. I commend
the gentleman for bringing this to our
attention at this point, but I do have
a question to ask the gentleman.

It is my understanding the amendment
would not reach the other end of the
problem where it would go through to
the impacted school district which gets
up to a level that is so well financed that
the State thereafter cannot recognize
that and decline State aid without the
entire State losing all of its Public Law
874 funds; is that correct?

In other words, the gentleman's
amendment does not reach the other
end of the problem.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. The
gentleman from Colorado is correct; yes.

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. If your
amendment passed, beyond those bound-
aries, it so touches, it would not change
laws that now exist which means if a
State reduced its State aid because of
the Public Law 874 money, the entire
State would lose its funds except for
those funds used as your amendment
provides; is that correct?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. My an-
swer to the gentleman would be, “Yes.”
I believe he is correct in his interpreta-
tion of the amendment.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Wisconsin, cer-
tainly in good faith, and supported by
other Members of the House in good
faith, actually attempts to undo com-
pletely what this House by unanimous
vote last year did and what the other
body by unanimous vote last year did,
and that simply was to prevent States
from in any way decreasing the aid which
was given to impact areas or districts by
the Federal Government by decreasing
the amount of State aid which the State
would then give.

The gentleman is correct. There are
19 States doing this—18 now, for the
State of Washington, to my knowledge,
has changed its law and is no longer
doing this.

The problem that the gentleman over-
looks is that 874 funds are meant for two
purposes: First, to replace lost tax base
in the areas affected; second, to provide
quality education for the children of fed-
erally connected people.

This law, 874, was passed specifically
for the purpose of putting money in those
districts—not in those States—in those
districts which were affected by fed-
erally connected people, and the law is
very clear on that point. The language
of the committee, in its initial considera-
tion of this legislation, made it very
clear—and I am quoting from the report
of 1950—when they considered this ques-
tion:

The effect of the payment provided for in
this section is to compensate a local educa-
tional agency for loss of local revenue. There
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is no compensation for loss of any State
revenues,

This is precisely what the law has al-
ways stood for. These payments go di-
rectly to the school districts affected, and
if the State is taking money from what
it otherwise would be providing those
districts, what it is doing is taking the
Federal funds and spreading those across
all the educational districts in the State
and not allowing us at the Federal level
to put our funds into the problem we
seek to confront—impact from federally
connected people.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MEEDS. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. RHODES. Would it not also have
the effect, if the present law remains in
effect, that impacted areas would actu-
ally get a benefit because of State aid
plus the impact money that the non-
impacted districts do not get, whether or
not there is a basis of need?

Mr. MEEDS. It may well be that these
districts—and certainly this is the inten-
tion of Congress—that these specific dis-
tricts will get some aid that other dis-
tricts do not get, but that is precisely
what this law is about. We are trying to
pass a law which will provide federally
affected people with quality education,
and not to provide a State-equalization
formula. This is our purpose. The State
must take care of its problems and not
ask us, and not use our funds, which they
are doing now, to supplement other pro-
grams in the State.

I should like to continue, and then I
will be happy to yield to the gentleman,
The amendment which the gentleman is
proposing—and here is the real mischief
in it—the amendment which the gentle-
men are proposing provides for a mini-
mum education program which must be
provided for each pupil. What a State can
do is provide for a minimum education
program of $100, and make the federally
impacted area count everything it gets
from the Federal Government. It has
provided then under the terms of this
amendment for a minimum program.

What if we are putting in some $300,
or $269, as we are in many impacted dis-
tricts in the United States? The actual
effect of this is that the extra $169 that
we at the Federal level are putting in is
being spent across that State for allevia-
tion of other school problems. I know
they need the money, but here we have a
specific act intended for a specific pur-
pose, and we are diluting it and actually
flying in the teeth of the intent of the
act.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Washington has
expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MEEDS
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, what we
are doing is actually flying in the teeth
of every major education program which
we have enacted in this Congress since
1965. That, in effect, is to say that the
funds we provide—and this is in ESEA,
in higher education, and in vocational
education—will be so used as to sup-
plement and to the extent practical to
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increase the level of State and local
funds.

If this amendment were adopted, we
would be doing exactly the opposite of
that. We would be allowing the use of
Federal funds to supplant what the
States should be doing in supporting
their own minimal education programs.
Even in the language of the law itself,
this provision is shown. This is precisely
why last year we unanimously adopted
this amendment.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MEEDS. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, the gentleman from Wash-
ington has made the point on the ques-
tion of the minimum education program,
but am I not correct in saying what hap-
pens today, given what we did in 1968, is
that a State can say the minimum edu-
cation program is one that requires $300
per pupil expenditure in that school dis-
trict?

What has happened is that under the
law as it stands now, impact aid cannot
be counted, so the district itself can only
raise $200. The State under its minimum
education program, therefore, says, “We
will give you $100 additional to make it
$300,” so the effect is that when we then
add this to the impact aid and the local
school distriet is enjoying preferential
treatment which the Congress, I do not
believe, intended it to enjoy.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Wisconsin is correct
with his figures but incorrect in con-
clusion.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Arizona for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I can say that no matter
how much talk there is in opposition to
this amendment, it seems to me it is just
commonsense. Everyone who really
wants to understand the intent and pur-
pose of the Congress ought to support
this amendment. There are inequities in
the Federal impacted areas program, and
this attempts to modify one of the more
glaring inequities.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Illinois for his con-
tribution.

Mr. Chairman, I have no great desire
to bring up a matter involving the for-
mula under Public Law 874, but I would
be derelict in my duty if I did not do
what I can to inform the House about a
serious inequity which was put in the
law in the last Congress, which involves
distribution of Public Law 874 money.

Public Law 874 was enacted in order to
put the Federal Government in the posi-
tion of a real-property-tax payer in a
school distriet in which a Federal impact
had occurred. This is the way the law is
to operate.

If a private institution came into a
school distriet and built a plant, it would
pay taxes. The Federal Government
comes in and builds a plant and does
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not pay taxes. So the Federal Govern-
ment is trying to put itself vis-a-vis the
school district in the same position as
a private enterprise would find itself.

This was the way this legislation de-
veloped. This is the way it operated prior
to last year. Before then, the States
would be able to take into account the
fact that Federal money under Public
Law 874 went into a district, and the
State’s aid to that district could be re-
duced accordingly.

Naturally, if private enterprise owned
property, the tax money paid would go
to pay the costs of educating children in
the district. Certainly, funds paid by the
Federal Goverment should go also to pay
the total costs of education, along with
whatever the State paid. Yet under the
present law Federal money is different.

This law last year actually created a
preference in districts with federally
impacted children.

As an example, if Arizona pays each
pupil $400 as State aid then, according
to this law, Arizona must not only pay
the impacted districts the $400 but the
district also gets the amount of the Pub-
lic Law 874 money in addition. The other
school districts in the State of Arizona
which are not impacted would only get
the $400.

I say this is an inequity because there
is no way of knowing whether or not
the impacted school districts are those
which are the most needy. There is no
test of need. Some of the more wealthy
districts actually get the Public Law 874
money, and some of the poor districts
get none.

All I am trying to do is to let the States
decide for themselves what they want
to do about State aid. If they want to
pay the State aid on top of the Public
Law 874 money they would be able to do
it under the formula offered in the
amendment of the gentleman from Wis-
consin, If they do not want to they do
not have to. Let us permit the States to
decide for themselves.

This is not only Federal money we
are talking about; we are talking about
State funds, too, and a State’s right to
decide whether or not it wants to allow
discrimination between districts on some
basis other than need. I do not believe
they should.

I believe the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin is very
proper, appropriate, and should be
adopted.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr, Chairman, I believe it is very im-
portant to recognize that although the
language which is now the subject of the
amendment was actually put into the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act as an amendment to the Vocational
Education Act last year, it came as a
result of about 2 years of study by
the committee, including very lengthy
hearings, which produced evidence of the
fact that in 19 States various devices
were used in setting up the State aid
distribution formula, so that funds re-
ceived by a school district from Public
Law 874 were charged against the dis-
triet in distributing State educational
funds. The net effect was that if the dis-
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trict were receiving, let us say, $100,000
of Federal funds under Public Law 874
the State deducted that $100,000 from
the money it would otherwise have given
that school distriet for that year of oper-
ation, under the deductible millage
formula or whatever formula for distri-
bution they had. In some cases it was a
100-percent penalty. In some instances
there was a sliding scale.

The State of Washington, represent-
ed by the gentleman who spoke against
this amendment, established a four-
step program, through the State legis-
lature, which ultimately represented an
80-percent penalty to the impact dis-
trict.

The entire reason for this impact leg-
islation was that the specific school
district which was feeling the impact of
a Federal activity in the form of addi-
tional children to be educated by that
school district should receive the addi-
tional funds that would provide for that
additional burden.

As the gentleman from Arizona just
indicated, what he wants to do in his
State is not take the money into the
specific school district within the State
that has the children but to put it into
the general pot of Arizona and let the
legislature divide it up and spend it any
place it wants.

As a matter of fact, there is a sub-
stantial amount of money, as he indi-
cated, I gather from the Indian reserva-
tions. I understand, from what he said,
he wants to be able to spend that money
somewhere else.

If we are going to appropriate money
here through the impact formula for
school districts educating children who
are there because of something the Fed-
eral Government is doing, then we should
see to it that the money goes to the dis-
tricts where the children go to school.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It occurs to me
if one can apply this principle to im-
pacted school districts one could also ap-
ply it to the other programs under the
different titles of ESEA and thereby wash
out all the specific requirements that are
written into ESEA.

The principle is a bad one to estab-
lish, because we can apply it to the poor
or ghetto districts, the districts which
need to get Federal funds through ap-
propriate titles.

Mr, WILLIAM D. FORD. I agree with
the gentleman.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman,

Mr. RHODES. Of course, it was not my
intention at all to substitute these funds.
The way the thing should work, of course,
is that if the State puts in its money,
then there should be credit given for
Public Law 874 money, because the school
district gets the same amount no matter
who pays it. I do not think we ever in-
tended to give impacted districts an ad-
vantage, which is what the law does now
as it is written. I want them to be treated
the same as other districts, but I do not
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believe they should be preferred unless
they are needy.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. I disagree
with the gentleman. He is exactly wrong.
‘We do intend to give them an advantage,
but we try to give them money on top of
the amount which they are receiving be-
cause of Federal activities going on in
their area. If we allow them to dilute the
Federal assistance, we in effect penalize
the district by giving money to the State
that would have gone to someone else,
and you are wiping out the effect of the
intention of Congress.

Mr. RHODES. The gentleman seems to
be changing the philosophy of Public
Law 874. We intended to make the im-
pacted district whole because of Federal
participation in activities in those dis-
tricts. Now you say that there should be
an advantage which is to be given to
these impacted districts not just equality.
These impacted districts are not neces-
sarily needy. They may be, but not neces-
sarily so.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. I would like
to correct the gentleman, The theory of
it is a replacement of tax revenue which
is theoretically lost by the putting in of a
Federal installation of one kind or an-
other, but more importantly, on an edu-
cational view, it is based on providing
funds to allow for an adequate education
in a school district that becomes over-
crowded when we bring in a military ac-
tivity near it, or a Federal activity.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The point has to
be established that the loss of revenues
because Federal property is not taxable
is not the only impact which originally
stimulated this law, but impact is also
from the number of added pupils brought
into the area. These additional pupils
may be in the district where the tax
revenue is lost, but they also may be in
another district down the way where
there is no impact from the loss of tax
revenues because of Federal installations
ta.kmg taxable real estate.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the Steiger amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I had not intended to
speak on this bill or on this amendment,
but because the amendment applies di-
rectly to my State of New York, and
could have such a damaging effect on
so many school districts in our State, it is
necessary for me to say a few words.

This sounds like a very plausible
amendment. The gentleman from Wis-
consin made it appear to be a very simple
and reasonable change. But in plain
terms this amendment would repeal the
whole impacted area program. It would
gut the program as it applies in New York
State and as it applies elsewhere. In fact,
it would transform impacted areas into
a program that would not help impacted
school districts at all but would only ease
the budget problems of the State. New
York tried 2 or 3 years ago to pull
this kind of stunt on the impacted areas
of our State: it directed that if a district
got money from the Federal Government
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as an impacted area, then they would
reduce their previously scheduled State
aid by a corresponding amount, so that
the school districts we were trying to help
ended up with less money than they had
had the year before. In fact, the impacted
aid moneys they had been using for years
and had been counting on and program-
ing for in the individual school districts,
the very thing that made the impacted
area program such a valuable one, was
suddenly taken away by New York State.
Fortunately, this House and the other
body acted last year to prevent this kind
of short changing of local school dis-
tricts, and this nullification of a long-
standing Federal program.

If this amendment goes through, it
really means that the impacted area pro-
gram as this House has known it over
the years, and has supported it over the
years, and has fought for it over the
years, would be destroyed. Instead of giv-
ing aid to individual school and individ-
ual schoolchildren, we would then be
giving aid to State budget directors,
which is certainly what we never in-
tended to do, and certainly do not want
to do. I hope the amendment will be
defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Wisconsin to the substitute
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS) .

The amendment to the substitute
amendment was rejected.

Mr. D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, the principal part of
the bipartisan substitute that we have
before us was before the committee in
the form of an amendment offered by
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
Quie) and that is the proposal which
is contained in this legislation calling for
the consolidation of four ESEA educa-
tion titles into a single title.

Mr. Chairman, people around this floor
today have been talking about the fact
that these would be block grants.

I would like to take just a moment
here to talk about what the committee
amendment proposes to do and does not
do, especially for the benefit of those of
us who have been led to believe that
somehow the nature of these programs
is going to be changed by this proposal
from a Federal program controlled at
the Federal level to a State program con-
trolled at the State level and that, in
faect, there will be less restraint upon the
uses of the money than there is at the
present time. First, all the programs that
the Republicans would merge are all
now State administered programs.

Second, I call the attention of the
members of the committee to page 22 of
the substitute where they will see enu-
merated as the specific purposes for
which the funds that will be appropriated
under this section can be used for exactly
the same purposes that are now con-
tained in the law for each of the four
titles.

Under paragraph (b) you will find
they call it “library resources.” That is
exactly title IT of the present Elementary
and Secondary Education Act. They also
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included the equipment in that section,
which is title ITII(a) of the NDEA—title
II of the Elementary and Secondary Ed-
ucation Act which you will remember
last year became a State program in toto
and was transferred to the States for ad-
ministration and is a State program to-
day. It is covered in paragraph No. 1.
And, the purposes covered by title III are
identical with title V of NDEA covered in
there as No. 3.

The only thing in addition to the pres-
ent authorized usage of the money that
could be done under these alleged block
grants would be to spend some money for
what? Look over on page 23 and you will
find the statement:

(1) Proper and efficlent administration of
the State plan;

(2) Obtaining technieal, professional, and
clerical assistance and the services of ex-
perts and consultants to assist the advisory
council authorized by this title in carrying
out its responsibilities; and

(3) Evaluation of plans, programs, and
projects, and dissemination of the results
thereof.

But there is no language in this
amendment that will expand by 1 inch
the latitude that is given to State and
local officials to use the money that
has heretofore been funneled to them
through State programs under the exist-
ing titles of the present program.

If you will look at the proposal now
pending before us you will find that
there are five full pages of specific pow-
ers reserved to and given to the Com-
missioner of Education and I would like
for you to listen to the kind of strong
language that is used. It says that he
can require in such detail as the Com-
missioner deems necessary—and that
means the Commissioner of Education
here in Washington—assurances satis-
factory to the Commissioner that the
money is going to be used for these pur-
poses and provides again and again and
again in eight separate instances in
these four pages specific references to
the power of the Commissioner to be
absolutely sure that the enumerated
purposes set forth in this act and only
those purposes are the subject of the
spending of this money,

So anyone who here believes that this
is in fact a block grant proposal that
is going to give money to the State and
local agencies without any strings at-
tached, as some people have been trying
to peddle it around this floor, is being
misled.

And if there is a member of the Com-
mittee who is advocating this legislation
who would like to disagree with the as-
sertion and show us one single additional
purpose for which this money could be
spent, I wish they would stand up now
and tell us about it.

Mr. EARTH. Mr. Chairman, would the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD, I yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. EARTH. Mr. Chairman, I want to
commend the gentleman in the well, the
distinguished gentleman from Michigan,
for talking about this block grant con-
cept.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

(On request of Mr. McCorMACK, and
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by unanimous consent, Mr. WirLLiam D.
Forp was allowed to proceed for 5 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield further to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. KARTH. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, a great deal can and
should be said about block grants. Let
me give an example of our experience in
Minnesota with this concept.

The 90th Congress enacted the Omni-
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
of 1968. During the debate on that im-
portant legislation, the matter of block
grants to the States was discussed. De-
spite the position of many of us that the
Federal Government should deal directly
with the local communities in allocating
funds under Public Law 90-351, the de-
cision in the Congress favored grants to
States.

Therefore, I want to bring to the at-
tention of this Congress the facts on
what has happened as a result of what
I consider to be an unfortunate action
by that body in choosing the State route
to distribute Federal moneys. At that
time I warned that in the State of Min-
nesota such moneys would be siphoned
off by the creation of a new State bu-
reaucracy.

I am sorry to report that my predic-
tion was correct and much of the badly
needed help for our urban communities
has instead been budgeted into a new
and burgeoning agency in State govern-
ment.

According to the planning applica-
tion submitted to the law enforcement
assistance administration by the Gov-
ernor's Commission on Crime Prevention
in Minnesota, some 43 percent of the
funds will ultimately find its way to the
various communities that need the help.
Out of a total budget for the Governor's
commission only $70,000 is allotted to
planning area “G” which is the seven-
county Twin Cities metropolitan area.
Minneapolis and St. Paul happen to be
the very areas where the need for Fed-
eral help is most desperate. Thus only
$70,000 out of a total budget of $383,000
ends up in the metropolitan areas of great
need.

Other aspects of the proposed budget
of the Governor’s erime commission that
should be of interest to the Congress are
these. There will be 12 employees with
a total wage and fringe benefit cost of
$154,000. This would include three secre-
taries and even a grant administrator.
Added to this total are the amounts of
$10,300 for consultation fees, $15,500 for
travel, and $18,500 for “other” expenses.
Therefore, only $185,000 is ultimately al-
lotted to local law enforcement agencies,
while almost $200,000 is gobbled up by
the State bureaucracy.

There is a lesson to be learned from
this example of the creation of a bu-
reaucracy where none previously existed
with the result that badly needed money
does not reach the problem areas as it
was intended by this body.

In the future let us not heed the siren
call of State block grants when the re-
sult will be as described above. It is one
thing to work within the State structure
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when there is an existing State vehicle
to administer programs. It is wasteful,
however, of our Federal funds when the
States set up new bureaucracies that did
not exist previously.

We have a system of local law enforce-
ment in our Nation and I feel the Con-
gress meant in its wisdom to help the
local law enforcement agencies. I feel
that this intent of the Congress has been
frustrated by the State block grants ap-
proach of Public Law 90-351, the Omni-
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act.
I trust we will not make the same mis-
take in the important field of education.

Again I want to commend the gentle-
man in the well for pointing this up.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to close by just calling
attention to one other matter, and I am
looking at the formula for distribution
devised by these five sponsors—and I
suppose as a person from Michigan I
could be selfish and vote for this, because
Michigan is one of 14 States that will
be authorized to receive more money un-
der this proposal than it currently
receives under the existing law—but she
will receive it, along with those 14 States,
at the expense of 36 other States. And
for my friends right straight up the aisle
here I would like to point out that it is
going to cost Alabama $752,649, just for
openers, if you vote for this proposal.
Georgia is going to lose $239,256. And
one of the sponsors here who spoke so
eloquently a few moments ago should
know that Louisiana is going to lose
$57,000.

I believe I have given the Members
some idea of the pattern that is involved
in the Quie formula that is incorporated
in this legislation. The 36 losing States
are revealed in the table I insert at this
point:

STATE ALLOCATIONS

Under the Republican consolidation amend-
ment, the four distribution formulas now
contained in the Titles to be consolidated
would be replaced by a distribution formula
based on school age population. Assuming
that equal amounts® were distributed under
the Minority-sponsored distribution formula
and under the distribution formulas it re-
places, the 36 following states would lose the
amounts indicated If the Green-Ayres

formula were applied:

Amount of loss

Alabama 8752, 649
513,213
15,323

87, 216
175, 161
249, 850
210,372
872, 761

50,012
207, 475
150, 9989

82,395
4009, 004
268, 708
563, 223
822, 599

1,348,120

North Carolina
North Dakota .
Oklahoma ___

Oregon ...
Pennsylvania
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Amount of loss—Continued
Rhode Island

Wisconsin
Wyoming
District of Columbia
* The authorization for the consolidation
program in the Green Substitute.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE. What the gentleman said
here is not true, because the consolida-
tion provides that no State would receive
less money than they would receive
under the present law.

The gentleman was absolutely correct
that this adds no new purposes to it;
it only adds consolidation to the pro-
grams.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. The gentle-
man is playing sleight of hand with
words. We have an appropriation that
amounts to 43 percent of the authoriza-
tion and what you distribute is the
authorization—you do not distribute the
appropriation. The only thing you pro-
tect them in is the level of expenditure
for last year—and all new funds will
be distributed under the formula as you
have now written it, may I say to the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. QUIE)
and the end rcsult where we reach the
level of the full fund, it results in an
annual loss to those States.

Mr. QUIE. The gentleman is wrong. I
am not speaking of the authorization. I
am talking abcut the appropriation.
There is protection here under the ap-
propriation that no State will receive
less money.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. You do not
protect any State or anything except the
amount of money they received last year
when we appropriated 43 percent of the
authorization.

Mr. QUIE. I am not talking about that
provision alone. There is the protection.
I also have the appropriation, whatever
it is, that they will not receive less than
the appropriation that has been made
under the formula.

Mr. WILLILAM D. FORD. The formula
used in your substitute is less favorable
to 36 States I have mentioned than the
four formulas it replaces.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY ME. HATHAWAY TO THE
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MRS. GEEEN OF OREGON
Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I

offer an amendment to the amendment

in the nature of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HATHAWAY to
the amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mrs. GReEN of Oregon: Strike sec-
tlons 803 and 804, beginning on page 13.

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment sirikes the so-called im-
pacted aid for children in public housing.
It is an amendment to the substitute
amendment offered by the gentlewoman
from Oregon (Mrs. GREEN).
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Let me say first that I am in favor of
the Perkins substitute and if this amend-
ment prevails, I will also apply it to the
Perkins substitute amendment.

Impact aid generally, I think, has a
very questionable basis. It was enacted
at a time when there was no general Fed-
eral aid to education whatsoever. Since
that time we have enacted the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act which
is designed to help those people, which
these two sections purport to help under
what is called impact aid.

As a matter of fact, I would be glad to
see all of the children who live in public
housing be counted under title I of ESEA
which is the provision of this law to help
poor children get an education—but the
fact that poor children live in public
housing is no impact to the community.
It means that instead of living in the
homes that they are living in now, they
would be living in different houses. So
as a matter of fact, what this amend-
ment is going to do is to allow those areas
which have a lot of public housing, and
which are mostly in the large cities of
this country, an extra amount of money
for educating their poor children where-
as in areas that do not have a large
amount of public housing which are still
not getting much of any taxes out of the
shacks that these poor children live in—
not to get this money.

These children will be helped—or the
schools will be, at the rate of one-half
of per pupil cost which is the same as the
category (b) children.

At the present time under the Housing
Act in order to compensate the school
districts for the tax losses they do get
$11 per pupil.

Furthermore, as a result of the build-
ing of public housing in many of these
areas the value of the surrounding prop-
erty is increased so the tax base of the
ichool district is greater than it was be-

ore.

Furthermore, if, and we can reasonably
believe it will happen, the impact area
aid sections of the act will not be fully
funded, this will dissipate the amount of
funds that will go into the (a) and (b)
categories.

We have, as I mentioned earlier, title
I, principally, of the ESEA designed to
help the very children here that we are
trying to have helped in addition to that,
and I think the formula therein stated
does the job a lot more equitably than
what is proposed in sections 803 and 804.

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I ask
that my amendment be sustained.

Mr. PUCINSEKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment. I think
every Member has received a letter from
the committee explaining the amend-
ment. I remember having received the
letter saying what this amendment would
mean to each congressional distriet.
There are 361 districts in this country
which today have very serious problems
in their local school districts because of
the impact of non-tax-producing public
housing in their communities. This would
in no way upset category A or B. It can-
not be funded until A or B are funded. I
believe the amendment is most meri-
torious.

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. PUCINSKL I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr, AYRES, I thank the gentleman for
yielding. I think it should be pointed out
to the Members of the Committee that
the so-called Pucinski amendment was
in the original committee bill. It was in-
cluded in the bill got together by Demo-
crats and Republicans and known as the
Green substitute, and it was also in the
Perkins substitute.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I might also advise
the Committee that the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Mr.
Finch, was asked about this amendment,
and that while he said he did not have
the details and was not fully familiar
with it, he would have no objection to the
amendment. I hope the amendment will
be voted down.

Mr. Chairman, the committee, in ap-
proving the amendment, went beyond a
simple extension of these two laws. By a
vote of 28 to 2, with broad bipartisan sup-
port, the committee initiated a major
new program which would extend the
benefits of the impacted aid laws to chil-
dren residing in public housing projects.
Under this new program, local school
districts would be reimbursed approxi-
mately one-half of the local cost of edu-
cation for each public school pupil who
lives in a public housing unit.

The committee, however, reduced this
reimbursement by the amount of the
payment in lieu of taxes which is used for
education. The committee felt that there
should be this reduction since this money
was presently being used for the educa-
tion of these children from public hous-
ing. But the committee realized that by
writing the amendment in this form it
will cause some initial problems. Most
particularly, in those cities where the
board of education is a separate taxing
body, a specified amount of the pay-
ments in lieu of taxes goes directly to the
board of edueation, but in those cities
where the school system is an integral
part of the municipality there is no pres-
ent determination of the amount being
expended for education.

Consequently, it would seem on the
face of it that a city which has a separate
board of education would receive a lesser
amount proportionately under this
amendment than a city which does not
presently determine how much of the
payment in lieu of taxes is used for edu-
cation. But the committee intended that
the Office of Education require that in
the latter situation a determination be
made of the amount of the payment in
lieu of taxes which is being used for edu-
cation and that this amount be reduced
from the payment under this amend-
ment.

A total of 381 congressional districts
would receive direct benefits for their
local schools because these congressional
districts actually have public housing
in their districts. But even those few
districts that do not have public hous-
ing would benefit by bringing more
school funds into their States.

Under the amendment to Public Law
81-874 this aid would not be earmarked
for any specific programs, rather it
would go into the general operating
budget of the local school distriet. I be-
lieve that this type of aid is vitally
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needed now if our school systems are to
survive.

Under the amendment to Public Law
81-815 this aid would be earmarked for
construction, but the local school dis-
trict would have the sole discretion to
determine how this money is to be spent.
As under the present Public Law 81-815,
a school district could use the money for
the construction of any school buildings
it desires and in any location it desires,
not just in the areas affected by the fed-
erally impacted children.

The committee added this amendment
to the impacted aid laws because it be-
lieved that the Federal Government has
unintentionally created a severe impact
in many school districts through the pub-
lic housing laws. These housing acts have
as their purpose the guaranteeing of a
decent home for every American regard-
less of income. As a direct consequence,
today more than 670,000 families occupy
low-rent housing constructed with the
financial assistance of the Federal
Government.

But this Pederal housing policy has
also resulted in inadvertently.placing a
crushing burden upon many school sys-
tems. Frequently, the existence of this
attractive low-rent housing has lured
poor, uneducated families from rural
areas into our cities, large as well as
small. While the results of this migration
are frequently most dramatically seen in
our larger cities, they are, nonetheless,
also present in the semirural areas of
Alabama, North Carolina, and almost all
other States, offen causing a greater
strain on these schools because of the
more limited tax bases. Thus, many of
our school systems across the Nation
have been weighted with large numbers
of disadvantaged children drawn into the
school districts by the construction of
federally financed public housing,

Since Federal laws exempt all public
housing from State and local taxation,
schools serving children from public
housing are deprived of tax revenue
which would provide funds for an
adequate education for these children.
Recognizing this gross inequity uninten-
tionally caused by the housing acts, the
Federal Government presently makes a
token payment in lieu of property taxes
to the local school districts.

The national annual average of this
Federal payment in lieu of taxes is only
$11 per child for each school year. This
amount is shamefully inadequate to off-
set the revenue lost by exempting pub-
lic housing from State and local taxa-
tion. The results of this insufficient com-
pensation by the Federal Government
are inadequate educations for all chil-
dren within the school districts affected
and an excessive burden placed upon the
property owners within these school dis-
tricts.

The Federal Government must as-
sume a greater financial responsibility
for the education of these children from
public housing projects. Testimony pre-
sented before the General Subcommittee
on Education, which I chair, has shown
that enrollments in certain surveyed
areas have doubled with the construec-
tion of federally financed public hous-
ing. This sudden concentration of large
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numbers of disadvantaged students has
placed a great stress on already strained
school systems.

Testimony has also shown that the
property tax revenue per nonpublic
housing pupil attending public schools
averages $415 and that if the payment
in lieu of taxes per low-rent housing
pupil were deducted, an amount of $404
would be needed to close the gap between
the cost of education per public housing
student and the revenue produced by
the housing projects. This difference of
$404 per child is now being borne by
other property owners in the school dis-
tricts causing an excessive burden on
these property owners.

Testimony presented before the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor has
shown wide support from a great number
of witnesses for this amendment.

These witnesses have demonstrated the
urgent need for this legislation. The lead-
ing national educational associations
have also endorsed my amendment, These
associations include the following: The
National School Boards Association, the
Chief State School Officers, the National
Education Association, the National As-
sociation of State Boards of Education,
the American Association of School Ad-
ministrators, the National Congress of
Parent-Teachers Associations, the Re-
search Council of the Great Cities.

I would like to thank especially the
National School Boards Association for
its early and continued support for this
amendment. The association and Mr.
August Steinhilber, director of Federal
relations deserve a great measure of
credit for this amendment. The Research
Council of the Great Cities also deserve
praise for their valuable assistance.

Some may argue that although the
principle of this amendment is worthy, it
should not be included under the im-
pacted aid laws. I think that I have
demonstrated that the Federal housing
policy has indeed created an impact in
many school districts. In fact, this im-
pact in many instances is much greater
than that caused by other Federal activ-
ity in the same community.

But let me emphasize that this amend-
ment creates a new authorization of
funds for public housing children. This
separate authorization will insure that
the appropriations for “A" and “B” chil-
dren under the present laws will in no
way be decreased.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. HatHAWAY), to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by the gentlewoman from Oregon
(Mrs. GREEN).

The amendment to the amendment in
the nature of a substitute was rejected.
AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. PICKLE TO THE

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR,

PERKINS

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I offer
amendments to the substitute amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS).

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. PickLE to the
substitute amendment offered by Mr. Per-
KINs: On page 13, after line 23, insert the
following:
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“PROHIBITION ON USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS FOR
CERTAIN PURPOSES

“Sec. 110. (a) Title III of the Act of Sep-
tember 30, 1950 (Public Law 874, Eighty-
first Congress), is amended by redesignating
section 303 as section 304, and by inserting
immediately after section 301 the following
new section:

““ '‘PROHIBIT USES OF FEDERAL FUNDS

** ‘Sgc. 303. The Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare shall take such action as
may be necessary to insure that no funds ap-
propriated to carry out this Act are used by
a local educational agency for the transpor-
tation of students or teachers in order to
meet the provisions of title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964."

“(b) Section 301(a) of the Act of Septem-
ber 30, 1950 (Public Law 874, Eighty-first
Congress) is amended by striking out °, or
require the transportation of students or
teachers in order to overcome raclal imbal-

ance’.”

On page 22, after line 6, insert the fol-
lowing:
“PROHIBITION ON USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS FOR
CERTAIN PURPOSES

“Sgc. T03. (a) Section 805 of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
is amended by inserting ‘(a)’ after ‘Sec.
805" and by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“‘(b) The Secretary shall take such action
as may be necessary to insure that no funds
appropriated to carry out this Act are used,
whether or not voluntarily, by any local edu-
catlonal agency for the transportation of stu-
dents or teachers in order to meet the provi-
slons of title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964.

“(b) Section 804 of such Act is amended
by striking out ‘, or to require the transpor-
tatlon of students or teachers in order to

overcome racial imbalance’.

Mr. PICKLE (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendments be considered as
read and printed in the Recorp, so that
I may explain them.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, this is an
amendment similar in many respects to
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. CorLLiNs) when he
offered an amendment to the Green
amendment. This is an amendment to
the Perkins amendment.

What it does in effect is to prohibit
the use of Federal funds in the trans-
portation of students. It makes this im-
portant change, and I hope you keep this
in mind. The amendment that was of-
fered previously stated that no Federal
funds shall be used by a local education
agency for the assignment or transpor-
tation of students or teachers, or to re-
quire the assignment or transportation
of students to overcome racial imbalance,
in connection with title VI of the Civil
Rights Act. It makes the same prohibi-
tion in the field of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act.

My amendment would remove the
wording “assignment or” so that the pro-
vision will simply read that no funds
can be used, whether or not voluntarily,
by a local educational agency for the
transportation of students or teachers in
order to meet the provisions of title VI
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, or sec-
tion 804 of the same act. What I have
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done is to remove the word “assign-
ment.” The word ‘“assignment” conjures
worries, fears, and apprehensions,
whether they are justified or not in
some areas, and I say that what we pro-
pose to do is to take that word out and
simply say that we cannot use Federal
funds for the transportation of students
or teachers.

Now, this goes to the heart of what I
think is an effort to cure the problems
attendant on busing students. I think
this is a worthwhile amendment. I be-
lieve most of you would support this,
some on either side of the aisle. Perhaps
one of the reasons the amendment was
not agreed to earlier with respect to the
Green amendment was that you just did
not want it to clutter up this particu-
lar bill. I think this is where it ought
to go, in the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act. I do not think it brings
up again all the fears that you have here
in connection with the transportation of
students. I think it is sound. I think it
is helpful. There is no authority in the
country for the busing and transportation
of students; so I urge that you support
this amendment.

Mr. O'HARA, Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, may I ask the gentle-
man from Texas if I may have a copy of
the amendment he offered?

Mr. PICKLE. I will give the gentle-
man a copy, yes.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. Chairman, if the amendment did
what the gentleman intended it to do, the
practical effect would be that if a school
district were required by a Federal court
order or by a threatened cutoff of funds
under the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act to change some school at-
tendance areas in a way that would
require busing, they would have to use
their own money to do it. They could not
use Federal money. I do not know what
good this does any school district that is
put under a court order to transport
pupils in order to comply with title VI
of the Civil Rights Act, because all it does
is deny them the use of Federal funds to
meet that requirement.

In fact, no school district is now
using Federal funds for the purpose of
providing busing to implement a plan
of desegregation that they must imple-
ment in order to comply with title VI
of the Civil Rights Act.

Under the amendment as intended
they would not be able to in the future.
They would have to reach into their own
pocket to get the money to pay for that.

But the gentleman goes further and
attempts to amend the language already
in the act by striking out the word
“assignment.” I do not know what we
would have left there, because the sec-
ond part of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. COLLINS)
which the gentleman leaves in there,
would not in its altered form remove all
the language that is presently in the act.
It would leave the words “assignment or”
imbedded in there somewhere, I do not
know what the effect of that would be,
and I do not think anyone else knows.
‘While this amendment probably does not
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do the harm I feared from the Collins
amendment, it certainly doesn't do any-
one any good. I would hope the amend-
ment will be defeated.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. O'HARA. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, under
the amendment the words “assignment
or” are removed. The word “assignment”
is removed. The gentleman is not cor-
rect when he says I have left some of
it in there. I wish the gentleman would
look over the amendment and see if
that is correct.

Mr. O'HARA. That is correct, but he
also removes it from the language he
proposes to strike.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I would
want to say further with respect to the
statement of the gentleman, if a Fed-
eral court would actually order a school
district to transport students, the only
thing left would be for them to use
their own funds. It seems to me that is
an invitation for the Federal court to
order this and for the school districts
to use their own funds. We are trying to
say to the court that they cannot use
Federal funds.

Mr. O'HARA. Then the gentleman is
saying they would have to use their