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Col. Lawrence S. Wright, IFSasedll, Army
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. Kenneth R. Symmes, IEEStecccdll,
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Charles P. Graham, IS8 dll, Army
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. Paul 8. Williams, JrIERErerdll,
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Robert B. Hankins, TS asdll, Army
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. Robert J. Lunn, Army
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. William E. Eicher, IIETSe0@l Army
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. Clyde W. Spence, Jr.IESrerrall,

Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. - Army).

Col. Eugene Kelley, Jr. IIETSreteedll, U.S.
Army.

Col. Harold F. Hardin, Jr. eyl
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Harley F. Mooney, Jr. S avdl.
Army of the United States (major, U.S.
Army).

U.S. Navy

The following-named captains of the Navy
for temporary promotion to the grade of
rear admiral in the staff corps indicated
subject to qualification therefor as provided
by law:

MEDICAL CORPS

Robert G. W. Williams, Jr.

Paul Kaufman.

Robert C. Laning.

Robert L. Baker.

William M. Lukash.
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SUPPLY CORPS
John C. Shepard.
Carlton B. Smith.
Thomas J. Allshouse.
CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS
Kenneth P. Sears.
DENTAL CORPS
Robert W. Elliott, Jr.
IN THE ARMY
Army nominations beginning Anthony J.
Adessa, to be colonel, and ending Sidna P.
Wimmer to be captain, which nominations
were received by the Senate and appeared
in the Congressional Record on May 8, 1973.
Army nominations beginning C. A. Ander-
son, Jr., to be colonel, and ending Peter E.
Zalopany, to be lieutenant colonel, which
nominations were received by the Senate
and appeared in the Congressional Record
on May 8, 1973.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, June 11, 1973

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Open to me the gates of righteousness;
I will go through them and I will praise
the Lord.—Psalms 118:19.

Most gracious God; may we go forth
into the hours of this new day with
eager minds, earnest hearts and enthu-
siastic souls, fortified by faith, strength-
ened in spirit and ready with wit and
wisdom for the duties that demand our
attention.

Grant that in these troubled times
Thy truth and Thy love may be our law
by day and our light by night.

Take the mists from our eyes and the
malice from our hearts as we strive to
remove the barriers which separate peo-
ple and nations and as we seek to bring
them together in the friendly spirit of
an invincible good will.

In Thy holy name we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day’s
proceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

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

H.R. 4443. An act for the relief of Ronald
K. Downie.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with an amendment
in which the concurrence of the House is
requested, bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R. 6768. An act to provide for participa-
tion by the United States in the United
Nations environment program.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
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titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. 645, An act to strengthen interstate re-
porting and interstate services for parents of
runaway children; to conduct research on
the size of the runaway youth population;
for the establishment, maintenance, and op-
eration of temporary housing and counseling
services for transient youth, and for other
purposes; and

S. 1115. An act to amend the Controlled
Substances Act to provide for the registra-
tion of practitioners conducting mnarcotic
treatment programs.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
APPROPRIATIONS TO FILE RE-
PORT UNTIL MIDNIGHT TOMOR-
ROW

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Appropriations may have until mid-
night tomorrow night to file a priv-
ileged report on the bill making appro-
priations for agriculture-environmental
and consumer protection programs for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and
for other purposes.

Mr. SCHERLE reserved all points of
order on the bill.

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

There was no objection.

SNAKE AND SWEETWATER RIVERS
DESIGNATED AS WILD AND
SCENIC RIVERS, WYOMING

(Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
li?is ;'emarks and include extraneous mat-

er.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wpyoming. Mr.
Speaker, today I am introducing two
pieces of legislation which call for studies
looking toward the designation of por-
tions of the Snake River of Teton County
and the Sweetwater River as wild and
scenic rivers.

The Sweetwater bill calls for the study
of about 10 miles of the Sweetwater River
in Wyoming’s Red Desert. This segment

of the river runs through public lands,
and through an area so rich in wildlife
habitat that consideration is being given
to putting the surrounding lands in a
preservation category. The Sweetwater
is near the historic Oregon Trail and in
the area containing segments of the three
major routes to Yellowstone National
Park. It is also a major visiting site for
rockhounds, campers, fishers, hunters,
boaters, snowmobilers, and dune buggy
enthusiasts. The Red Desert enjoys sig-
nificant all-around recreational oppor-
tunities for Wyoming citizens and for
tourists. One of its main rivers, the
Sweetwater, certainly is deserving of in-
clusion in the wild and scenic rivers sys-
tem.

The second river, the Snake, and spe-
cifically that portion beginning at the
southern boundary of Grand Teton Na-
tional Park to the Palisades Reservoir,
includes about 35 miles of meandering
waters whose beauty, serenity, and rec-
reational value should be preserved.
Some of the Snake River may be subject
to gold mining and owners of some of the
claims in this area—and I am one of
these owners—have attempted to dispose
of their claims for several years in a
manner to assure the lasting protection
of that part of the river on which they
are now located.

Pending success in these efforts, how-
ever, the study should nevertheless pro-
ceed to designate the entire Snake River
Valley for wild and scenic river status,
and thus protect the entire area regard-
less of the limitation on property rights
it may impose on me or on anyone else.

H.R. 8578
A bill to amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers

Act of 1968 by designating a section of the

Snake River in the State of Wyoming for

potential addition to the National Wild and

Scenic Rivers System, and for other pur-

poses

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That subsection
(a) of section 5 of the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act (16 U.S.C. 1276) is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following:

“Snake, Wyoming: Beginning at the south-
ern boundary of Teton National Park to the
entrance to Palisades Reservoir.
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That the study shall be completed and re-
ports made thereon to the President and the
Congress, as provided in section 1275 of title
16, United States Code, within two years from
the enactment date of this amendment.

H.R. 8577

A blll to amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers

Act of 1968 by designating a section of the

Sweetwater River in the State of Wyoming

for potential addition to the National Wild

and Scenle Rivers Sysiem

Be it enacted by the Senatie and House of
Representatives of the United Siaies of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That subsection
(a) of section 5 of the Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act (16 US.C. 1276) is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following:

“Sweetwater, Wyoming: The segment be-
tween Wilson Bar downstream to Spring
Creek.”

EMBARGO ON EXPORTATION OF
FEED GRAINS

(Mr, SHUSTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for one
minute.)

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I have
today introduced a bill in behalf of the
American farmer and the American con-
sumer which I believe is long overdue.
My bill provides that beginning 10 days
after enactment, a temporary 120-day
embargo would be imposed on the expor-
tation of certain key feed grains—soy-
beans, corn, and wheat—until an an-
ticipated bumper fall crop is harvested.
The purpose of this bill is to head off an
impending food crisis in this country that
already has caused record high food
prices and threatens to cause terrible
shortages of meat and other protein
products in the coming months. Because
of the current domestic shortage of these
feed grains, aggravated by their export,
our crueial livestock population is being
decimated as farmers are unable to feed
their herds and flocks. These are the
same herds and flocks that will be ex-
pected to produce our beef, pork, poulfry,
milk and eggs long after the current
grain shortage is over. But if they are
slaughtered now, they will not be avail-
able later. Mr. Speaker the main thrust
of my bill is to save this valuable re-
source before it is too late. I urge the
most urgent consideration of this bill
and subsequent adoption.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members failed
to respond:

[Roll No. 200]

Alexander
Anderson, I11.

Blackburn

Blatnik
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Breckinridge

Brown, Calif.

Brown, Ohio
Burke, Callf.
Butler
Camp

Carter
Chamberlain
Chisholm,
Clark
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cohen
Collins, Ill.
Conyers
Cotter
Daniels, N.J.

Davis, Ga.
Delaney
Dellums
Dingell
Donochua
Dorn
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Fish
Fisher
Flynt
Foley
Ford,
William D.
Fraser
Fulton,
Gaydos
Giaimo
Gillman
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Gubser
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hastings
Hawkins

Hébert
Heckler, Mass.
Hogan
Holifleld
Holtzman
Howard
Huber
Jordan
Karth
Eetchum
Kluczynski
Leggett
Lehman
McCloskey
McCormack
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Mayne
Melcher
Metcalfe
Michel
Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
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Murphy, N.Y.
Nedzl

Nix

O'Neill
Patten
Pepper
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Quillen
Railsback
Reid

Rinaldo
Robison, N.Y.
Rooney, N.Y.
Rostenkowski
Roy

Ruppe

Saylor

Sikes

Smith, N.¥.
Steela
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan,
Ullman

Moorhead, Calil Vander Jagt

Mosher
Murphy, Ill.

Waldie
Young, Ill.

The SPEAKER. On this roll call 321
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a quorum.

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

with.

MOTION TO DISPENSE WITH CALEN-
DAR WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a

motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr.

McFaLnL moves that business under

clause 7, rule XXIV, the Calendar Wednes-
day rule, be dispensed with on Wednesday,

June 13, 1973.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

present.

The SPEAKER. Evidenfly a gquorum is

not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members failed

to respond:

Anderson, T11.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Ashbrook
Badillo
Bell
Biaggl
Biester
Bingham
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Ohio
Butler
Camp
Carter
Cederberg
Chamberlain

Cleveland
Cohen
Collins, 111,
Conyers
Cotter
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Davis, Ga.
Delaney
Dellums
Dingell
Donohue

[Roll No. 201]

Dorn
Eckhardé
Edwards, Calif.

Fish
Fisher
Flynt
Foley
Ford,
William, D.
Fraser
Fulton
Gaydos
Glaimo
Gilman
Grasso
Gray
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hansen, Wash.
Hastings
Hawkins
Hébert
Heckler, Mass.
Hinshaw
Hogan,
Holifleld
Holtzman
Howard
Huber
Jarman
Earth
Eetchum
Kluczynski
Leggett
Lehman
McCloskey

McCormack
Marazitl
Martin, Nebr.
Mayne
Melcher
Metcalfe
Michel
Mitchell, Md.
Mosher
Murphy, I1l.
Murphy, N.Y.
Ned=zi

Nix

Obey

O'Neill
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Quillen
Rallsback
Reild
Robison, N.Y,
Rooney, N.Y,
Rostenkowski
Roy

Ruppe
Saylor

Sikes

Smith, N.¥.
Steela
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Ullman,
Vander Jagt
Waldie
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The SPEAKER. On this roll call 329
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

MOTION TO DISPENSE WITH CALENDAR WEDNES-
DAY BUSINESS ON WEDNESDAY NEXT

The gentleman from California (Mr.
McFaLL) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I would ask
the House to vote favorably to dispense
with Calendar Wednesday business on
Wednesday next. The House has a long
schedule for this week. Very important
legislation is scheduled for Wednesday,
the debt limit bill, and a bill on the Na-
tional Foundation on the Arts and Hu-
manities have been set down for Wednes-
day. We have a very busy schedule for the
rest of the week with an appropriation
bill on Friday. As the Members of the
House know, we have an exceedingly full
schedule for the month of June, where
we will be working every available day in
order to get our business completed with
by time for the Fourth of July recess.
Therefore, if it is necessary for us to call
the roll of the committees on Wednesday
next, most probably the entire day will
be spent with Calendar Wednesday busi-
ness.

So, Mr. Speaker, I would ask for a
favorable vote from the Members so
that we might dispense with Calendar
Wednesday business on Wednesday next,

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
would the gentleman from California
yield?

Mr. McFALL. I will be glad to yield to
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr, Geg-
ALD R. Forp),

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, let me indicate that I
agree with the interpretation of the sit-
uation as expressed by the gentleman
from California (Mr. McFaLL). If the
Members will look at the whip notice
they will see that we have a full calendar
all week long, including Friday. If we
are forced to go through the procedure
of Calendar Wednesday business it
means that the reading clerk starts with
the first committee, alphabetically, and
each committee has an opportunity to
bring up any bill that has been reported
out of that committee. So it means, in
effect, that what has been programed for
Wednesday will be preempted. It also
means that this will just add an addi-
tional burden to an already overbur-
dened program for this week.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I urge that a
“yes” vote be cast on the motion offered
by the gentleman from California (Mr.
McFaLL) to dispense with Calendar Wed-
nesday business on Wednesday next.

I think it is appropriate to point out
that in order to dispense with Calendar
Wednesday business under this proce-
dure it is necessary to have a two-thirds
vote. Therefore, again I urge, in order
to conduct our business in a reasonable
and an eqguitable way, with the heavy
schedule confronting us, that dispensing
with Calendar Wednesday business on
Wednesday next is appropriate.

Mr. McFALL. Mr, Speaker, I thank the
gentleman.
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. Gross)
for 5 minutes.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, the issue is
a bill, HR. 2990, which I introduced
early in this session after listening to the
complaints of a great many Members of
the Congress that something ought to be
done about the Postal Service. This bill
provides that the House Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service be given the
power to authorize the appropriation of
some $1 billion a year to the Postal Cor-
poration. Thus giving the committee
some handle on the operation of the
Postal Service. We need the authority to
call them in and ask for justification of
what they were doing to justify that ap-
propriation from the Federal Treasury.

Between 40 and 50 Democrats and Re-
publicans in this House cosponsored that
bill. It was voted out of the Post Ofiice
and Civil Service Committee by a vote of
22 to 1 with only one Republican voting
against it. It went to the Committee on
Rules, and I appeared before that com-
mittee to ask for a rule.

A vote was taken in the Committee
on Rules, a 6-to-5 vote, to defer action
on the bill. That was some 3 weeks to a
month ago. I do not remember the date.
I stand corrected if anyone has any
other recollection of it.

All I have been asking is that the Com-
mittee on Rules vote either up or down on
a rule and let us know where we stand;
that is all.

On last Friday when the request was
made to dispense with Calendar Wednes-
day this week, I objected. Now we have
this motion to dispense with Calendar
Wednesday which, incidentally, requires
a two-thirds vote. Why in the name of
all that is right and reasonable would the
Committee on Rules continue to sit on
this bill—which, and I repeat it was ap-
proved by a vote of 22 to 1, with only 2
absentees in the Committee on Post Of-
fice and Civil Service—I will never be
able to understand.

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the chairman
of the Committee on Rules, the gentle-
man from Indiana (Mr, MADDEN) .

Mr. MADDEN. I thank the gentleman
from Iowa for yielding.

I might state that I have been around
here all last week and the week before,
and the gentleman in the well did not
mention a word to me that he was so
much aroused by this situation when the
bill was before the Committee on Rules.

Mr. GROSS. Just let me interrupt the
gentleman from Indiana to say that the
gentleman well knows I have talked to
him. I appeared before the Committee
on Rules, and I have talked to him pri-
vately about this bill.

Mr. MADDEN. Yes; the gentleman
mentioned it, but I did not think it was
of such super urgency, as the gentleman
from Iowa is stating in the well of the
House now. I will say this, that personally
I have no objection to the gentleman’s
bill, and some members of the Committee
on Rules moved, if I remember cor-
rectly—it might have been 3 weeks ago—

to dé&fer the bill. As far as I am per-
sonally concerned, I had no part in
deferring it at all, because I was more
or less in favor of voting it out.

We meet tomorrow morning at 10:30,
and I will ask the committee to vote it
up or down.

Mr. GROSS. Then it would do no harm
whatever to defeat this motion today to
dispense with Calendar Wednesday busi-
ness, I will gladly accede to dispensing
with the call of Calendar Wednesday if
the Committee on Rules will vote on this
proposition tomorrow.

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to a member of the
Post Office and Civil Service Committee,
the gentleman from New York (M.
HANLEY) .

Mr. HANLEY. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I share his frustration.
Again I want to commend him for his
initiative in moving this legislation, the
intent of which would hopefully make
the U.S. Postal Service somewhat more
responsive to the Congress than it has
been.

Apparently there was a misunder-
standing in the Committee on Rules,
which hopefully has been clarified. I have
made it a point to discuss this thing
with most of the members of the Com-
mittee on Rules.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
California (Mr. McFALL).

The question was taken.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 221, nays 119,
not voting 93, as follows:

[Roll No. 202]
YEAS—221

Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Dellums

Horton
Hosmer
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jordan
Kastenmeier
Kazen

Koch
Euykendall
Kyros
Landrum
Lent

Litton

Long, La.
Long, Md.

McClory
McCloskey
McFall
McEay
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mailliard
Mann
Mathias, Calif.
Matsunaga
Mazzoli
Meeds
Mezvinsky
Milford
Miller

Mills, Ark.
Minish

. Mink
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, Md.

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Annunzio
Arends
Ashley
Aspin
Barrett
Bergland
Boggs
Bolling
Bowen Erlenborn
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley
Flood
Ford, Gerald R.
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Fugua
Gibbons
Ginn
Gonzalez
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harsha
Harvey
Hays

Brasco
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
rotzman

B

Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.

Cl

Collins, Il
Conable
Conte
Corman
Coughlin
Culver
Danielson

Davis, 8.C. Helstoski
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Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead, Fa.
Morgan
Moss
Natcher
Nelsen
Obey
O'Brien
O'Hara
Owens
Parris
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Poage
Podell
Price, 111.
Pritchard
Quie
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle
Roberts

Abdnor
Archer
Armstrong
Bafalis
Baker
Beard
Bennett
Bevill
Bray
Breaux
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Byron
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Cochran
Colller
Collins, Tex.
Conlan
Crane
Cronin
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W.,dr.
Dennis
Devine
Dickinson
Dulski
Esch
Evins, Tenn.
Flowers
Flynt
Forsythe
Fountain
Frey
Froehlich
Getiys

Rodino
Roe

ers
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose

Rosenthal
Roush
Roybal
Ryan
St Germain
Sandman
Sarbanes
Schneebell
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shipley
Slack
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Btark
Steed
Stelger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Studds
Sullivan
Symington

NAYS—119

Goldwater
Goodling
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Hammer-
schmidt
Harrington
Henderson
Hicks
Hillis
Holt
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jones, Tenn,
Eeating
Eemp
King
Landgrebe
Latta
Lott
Lujan
McCollister
McDade
McEwen
McKinney
Mallary
Martin, N.C.
Mathis, Ga.
Mizell
Moorhead,
Calif.
Myers
Nichols
Passman
Pettis
Price, Tex.
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Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.
Thornton
Udall
Vanik
Vigorito
Walsh
Ware
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wolfl
Wright
Wryatt
Wydler
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, I1l.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki

Randall
Rarick
Rinaldo
Robinson, Va.
Roncalio, Wyo.
Rousselot
Runnels
Ruth
Sarasin
Satterfield
Scherle
Sebelius
Shoup
Bhriver
Shuster
Skubitz
Bmith, Iowa
Snyder
Spence
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz,
Stuckey
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Thone
Towell, Nev,

Treen

Van Deerlin
Veysey
Waggonner
Wampler
Whalen
Wilson, Bob
Wylie
Wyman
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, S.C.
Zion

Zwach

NOT VOTING—93

Anderson, Ill.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Ashbrook
Badillo
Bell
Biaggl
Biester
Bingham
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boland
Brademas
Brown, Calif.
Butler
Camp
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chisholm
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cohen
Conyers
Cotter

Daniels,
Dominick V.
Davis, Ga.
Delaney
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Pish
Fisher
Foley
Ford,
William D.
Fraser
Fulton
Gaydos
Giaimo
Gilman
Grasso
Gray
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hastings
Hawkins

Hébert
Heckler, Mass.
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holifield
Holtzman
Howard
Huber

Earth
Eetchum
Eluczynski
Leggett
Lehman
MecCormack
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Mayne
Melcher
Metcalfe
Michel
Mosher
Murphy, Iil.
Murphy, N.Y.
Nedzi

Nix
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O’'Neill Rooney, N.¥.
Powell, Ohio Rostenkowski
Preyer Roy

Quillen Ruppe
Railsback Saylor

Reid Sikes
Robison, N.Y. 8Sisk

So (two-thirds not having voted in
favor thereof) the motion was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Smith, N.Y.
Steele
Thompson, N.J,
Tiernan
Ullman

Vander Jagt
Waldie

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA BUSINESS

The SPEAKER. This is District of
Columbia Day.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. D1cas), chairman of
the Committee on the District of Colum-
bia.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBEIA INSUR-
ANCE ACT

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on the District of
Columbia, I call up the bill (H.R. 4083)
to improve the laws relating to the reg-
ulation of insurance in the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes, and
ask unanimous consent that the bill be
considered in the House as in Committee
of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mich-
igan?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 4083

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled. That this Act
may be cited as the “District of Columbia
Insurance Act”.

TITLE I—DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA POST
ASSESSMENT INSURANCE GUARANTY
ASSOCIATION ACT
Sgc. 101. This title shall be known and may

be cited as the “District of Columbia Insur-

ance Guaranty Association Act”.

8ec. 102. The purpose of this title is to
provide a mechanism for the payment of cov-
ered clalms under certain insurance policies
to avold excessive delay in payment and to
avold financial loss to claimants or policy-
holders because of the insolvency of an in-
surer, to assist in the detection and pre-
vention of insurer insolvencies, and to pro-
vide an association to assess the cost of such
protection among insurers.

Sec. 103. This title shall apply to all kinds
of direct Insurance, except life, title, disabil-
ity, and mortgage guaranty insurance.

Sec. 104, As used in this title—

(1) The term “Commissioner” means the
Commissioner of the District of Columbia or
his designated agent.

(2) The term “covered claim” means an
unpaid claim, including one for unearned
premiums, which arises out of and is within
the coverage and not in excess of the appli-
cable limits of an insurance policy to which
this title applies issued by an insurer, if
such insurer becomes an insolvent insurer
after the effective date of this title and (a)
the claimant or insured is a resident of the
District of Columbia at the time of the in-
sured event; or (b) the property from which
the claim arises is permanently located in
the District of Columbia. Such term shall
not include any amount due any reinsurer,
insurer, insurance pool, or underwriting as-
sociation, as subrogation recoveries or other-
wise.

(3) The term “insolvent Insurer’” means
(a) an insurer authorized to transact in-
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surance in the District of Columbia, either
at the time the policy was issued or when
the insured event occurred, who has been
determined to be insolvent by a court of
competent jurisdiction.

(4) The term “member insurer"” means
any person who (a) writes any kind of in-
surance to which this title applies, including
the exchange of reciprocal or interinsurance
contracts, and (b) Is licensed to transact in-
surance in the District of Columbia,

(6) The term “net direct written premi-
ums"” means direct gross premiums written
in the District on insurance policies to which
this title applies, less return premiums
thereon and dividends paid or credited to
policyholders on such direct business. Such
term does not include premiums on contacts
between insurers or reinsurers.

(6) The term “person” includes individu-
als, corporations, associations, exchanges, and
partnerships.

SEec. 105. There is created a nonprofit un-
incorporated legal entity to be known as
the District of Columbia Insurance Guaranty
Assoclation (hereafter in this title referred
to as the “Association”). All member insurers
shall be and remain members of the Asso-
ciation as a condition of their authority to
transact insurance in the District of Colum-
bia. The Assoclation shall perform its fune-
tions under a plan of operation established
and approved by the Commissioner and shall
exercise its powers through a Board of Di-
rectors (hereafter in this title referred to
a5 the “Board”). For purposes of adminis-
tration and assessment, the Assoclation shall
be divided Into three separate accounts: (a)
the workmen's compensation insurance ac-
count; (b) the automobile insurance ac-
count; and (¢) the account for all other in-
surance to which this title applies.

Sec. 106, (a) The Board shall consist of
not less than five nor more than nine persons
serving terms as established in the plan of
operation. The members of the Board shall
be selected by member insurers subject to the
approval of the Commissioner. Vacancles on
the Board shall be filled for the remaining
period of the term In the same manner as
initial appointments. If no members are
selected within sixty days after the effective
date of this title, the Commissioner may ap-
point the initial members of the Board.

(b) In approving selections to the Board,
the Commissioner shall consider among
other things whether all member insurers
are fairly represented.

(c) Members of the Board may be reim-
bursed from the assets of the Association for
expenses incurred by them as members of
the Board.

Sec. 107. (a) The Association shall—

(1) be obligated to the extent of the cov-
ered claims existing prior to the determina-
tion of insolvency and arising within thirty
days after the determination of insolvency,
or before the policy expiration date if less
than thirty days after the determination, or
before the insured replaces the policy or
causes its cancellation, if he does so within
thirty days of the determination, but such
obligation shall include only that amount
of each covered claim which is in excess of
$100 and is less than $300,000, except that
the Association shall pay the full amount of
any covered claim arising out of a work-
men's compensation policy; except in no
event shall the Assoclation be obligated to
a policyholder or claimant in an amount in
excess of the obligation of the insolvent in-
surer under the policy from which the claim
arises;

(2) be deemed the insurer to the extent
of its obligation on the covered claims and
to such extent shall have all rights, duties,
and obligations of the insolvent insurer as
if the insurer had not become insolvent;

(3) allocate claims paid and expenses in-
curred among the three accounts separately,
and assess member insurers separately, ac-
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cording to subsection (b) of this section,
for each account amounts necessary to pay
the obligations of the Association under
paragraph (1) of this subsection subsequent
to an insolvency, the expenses of handling
covered claims subsequent to an insolvency,
the cost of examinations under section 113
and other expenses authorized by this title;

(4) investigate claims brought against the
Association and adjust, compromise, settle,
and pay covered claims to the extent of the
Association’s obligation and deny all other
claims and may review settlements, releases
and judgments to which the insolvent in-
surer or its insureds were parties to deter-
mine the extent to which such settlements,
releases and judgments may be properly
contested;

(6) notify such persons as the Commis-
sioner directs under section 109(b) (1);

(6) handle claims through its employees
or through one or more insurers or other
persons designated, subject to the approval
of the Commissioner, as servicing facilities,
except such designation may be declined by
a member insurer; and

(7) reimburse each servicing facility for
obligations of the Association paid by the
facility and for expenses incurred by the
facility while handling claims on behalf of
the Association, and pay the other expenses
of the Association authorized by this title.

(b) The assessments of each member in-
surer under paragraph (2) of subsection (a)
of this sectlon shall be in the proportion
that the net direct written premiums of the
member insurer for the preceding calendar
year on the kinds of insurance in the ac-
counts bears to the net direct written pre-
miums of all member insurers for the pre-
ceding calendar year on the kinds of in-
surance in the account. Each member in-
surer shall be notified of the assessment not
later than thirty days before it is due. No
member insurer may be assessed in any year
on any account an amount greater than 2
per centum of that member insurer’s net
direct written premiums for the preceding
calendar year on the kinds of insurance in
the account. If the maximum assessment,
together with the other assets of the Associa-
tion in any account, does not provide in any
one year in any account an amount suffi-
cient to make all necessary payments from
that account, the funds available shall be
prorated and the unpaid portion shall be
paid as soon thereafter as funds become
available. The Association may exempt or
defer, in whole or in part, the assessment of
any member insurer, if the assessment would
cause the member insurer’s financial state-
ment to reflect amounts of capital or sur-
plus less than the minimum amounts re-
quired for a certificate of authority by any
Jurisdiction in which the member insurer is
authorized to transact insurance. Each mem-
ber insurer may set off against any assess-
ment, authorized payments made on covered
claims and expenses incurred in the payment
of such claims by the member insurer if they
are chargeable to the amount for which the
assessment Is made.

(e) The Association may—

(1) employ or retain such persons as are
necessary to handle claims and perform other
duties of the Assoclation:

(2) borrow funds necessary to effect the
purposes of this title in accord with the plan
of operation;

(3) sue or be sued;

(4) negotiate and become a party to such
contracts as are necessary to carry out the
purpose of this title;

(6) perform such other acts as are neces-
sary or proper to effectuate the purpose of
this title; and

(6) refund to the member insurers in
proportion to the contribution of each mem-
ber insurer to that account that amount by
which the assets of the account exceed the
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liabilities, if, at the end of any calendar year,
the Board finds that the assets of the Asso-
ciation in any account exceed the liabilities
of that account as estimated by the Board
for the coming year.

Sec. 108. (a) (1) The Board shall submit to
the Commissioner a plan of operation and
any amendments thereto necessary or suit-
able to assure the fair, reasonable, and equit-
able administration of the Association. The
plan of operation and any amendments
thereto shall become effective upon approval
in writing by the Commissioner.

(2) If the Board fails to submit a suitable
plan of operation within ninety days follow-
ing the effective date of this title or if at
any time thereafter the Board fails to submit
suitable amendments to the plan, the Com-
missioner shall, after notice and hearing,
adopt and promulgate such reasonable rules
as are necessary or advisable to eflectuate
the provisions of this title. Such rules shall
continue in force until modified by the Com-
missioner or superseded by a plan submitted
by the Board and approved by the Commis-
sioner.

(b) All member insurers shall comply with
the plan of operation.

(¢) The plan of operation shall—

(1) establish the procedures whereby all
the powers and duties of the Assoclation
under section 107 will be performed;

(2) establish procedures for handling as-
sets of the Association;

(3) establish the amount and method of
reimbursing members of the Board under
section 106;

(4) establish procedures by which claims
may be filed with the Association and estab-
lish acceptable forms of proof of covered
claims;

(5) establish regular places and times for
meetings of the Board;

(6) establish procedures for records to be
kept of all financial transactions of the As-
soclation, its agents, and the Board;

{7) provide that any member insurer ag-
grieved by a final action or decision of the

Assoclation may appeal to the Commis-
sloner within thirty days after the action or
decision;

(8) establish the procedures whereby
selections for the Board will be submitted
to the Commissioner; and

(9) contain additional provisions neces-
sary or proper for the execution of the powers
and duties of the Association.

(d) The plan of operation may provide
that any or all powers and duties of the
Association, except those under subsections
107(a) (3) and (c)(2), are delegated to a
corporation, association, or other organiza-
tion which performs or will perform func-
tions similar to those of this Association, or
its equivalent, in two or more States. Such
a corporation, assoclation, or organization
shall be reimbursed as a servicing facility
would be reimbursed and shall be paid for
its performance of any other functions of
the Association. A delegation under this sub-
section shall take effect only with the ap-
proval of both the Board and the Commis-
sioner, and may be made only to a corpora-
tion, association, or organization which ex-
tends protection in a manner substantially
similar to that provided by this title.

(e) Notice of claims to the receilver or
liquidator of the insolvent insurer shall be
deemed notice to the Association or its agent
and a list of such claims shall be periodically
submitted to the Association or similar orga-
nization in another State by the receiver or
liguidator.

Sec. 109. (a) The Commissioner shall—

(1) notify the Association of the exist-
ence of an inscolvent insurer not later than
three days after he receives notice of the
determination of the insolvency; and

(2) upon request of the Board provide the
Association with a statement of the net

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

direct written premiums of each member in-
Eurer.

(b) The Commissioner may—

(1) require that the Association notify the
insureds of the insolvent insurer and any
other interested parties of the determination
of insolvency and of their rights under this
title by mail at their last known address,
where available, or by publication in a news-
paper of general circulation, if sufficient in-
formation for notification by mail is not
avallable;

(2) suspend or revoke, after notice and
hearing, the certificate of authority to trans-
act insurance in the District of Columbia of
any member insurer which fails to pay an
assessment when due or fails to comply with
the plan of operation, or levy a fine on any
member insurer which fails to pay an assess-
ment when due, except such fine shall not
exceed 5 per centum of the unpaid assess-
ment per month, except that no fine shall
be less than $100 per month; and

(3) revoke the designation of any servicing
facility if he finds claims are being handled
unsatisfactorily.

{c) All final orders or decisions of the
Commissioner made under this Act shall be
subject to review in accordance with section
11 of the District of Columbia Administrative
Procedures Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1510).

Sec. 110. (a) Any person recovering under
this title shall be deemed to have assigned
his rights under the policy to the Association
to the extent of his recovery from the Asso-
ciation. Every insured or claimant seeking
the protection of this title shall cooperate
with the Association to the same extent as
such person would have been required to co-
operate with the insolvent insurer. The Asso-
ciation shall have no cause of action against
the insured of the inscolvent insurer for any
sums it has pald out except such causes of
action as the insolvent insurer would have
had if such sums had been paid by the in-
solvent insurer. In the case of an insolvent
insurer operating on a plan with assessment
liability, payments of claims of the Associa-
tion shall not operate to reduce the insured’'s
liability to the receiver, liguidator, or statu-
tory successor for unpaid assessments.

(b) The receiver, liguidator, or statutory
successor of an insolvent insurer shall be
bound by settlements of covered claims by
the Association or a similar organization
in another State. The court having jurisdic-
tion shall grant such claims priority equal
to that which the claimant would have been
entitled in the absence of this title against
the assets of the insolvent insurer.

(c) The Association shall periodically file
with the receiver or liquidator of the insol-
vent insurer statements of the covered claims
paid by the Association which shall preserve
the rights of the Association against the as-
sets of the insolvent insurer.

8ec. 111. (a) Any person having a claim
against an insurer under any provision in an
insurance policy, other than a policy of an
insolvent insurer which is also a covered
claim, shall be required to exhaust first his
right under such policy. Any amount pay-
able on a covered claim under this title shall
be reduced by the amount of any recovery
under such insurance policy.

(b) Any person having a claim which may
be recovered under more than one insurance
guaranty association or its equivalent shall
seek recovery first from the association of
the place of residence of the insured except
that if it is a first party claim for damage to
property with a permanent location, he shall
seek recovery first from the association of the
location of the property, and if it is a work-
men's compensation claim, he shall seek re-
covery first from the association of the resi-
dence of the claimant. Any recovery under
this title shall be reduced by the amount
of recovery from any other insurance guar-
anty asscciation or its equivalent.
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Sec. 112. (a) To ald in the detection and
prevention of insurer insolvencies—

(1) it shall be the duty of the Board, upon
majority vote, to notify the Comumissioner
of any information indicating any member
insurer may be insolvent or in a financial
condition hazardous to the policyholders or
the public; and

(2) the Board may, upon majority vote,
request that the Commissioner order an ex-
amination of any member insurer which the
Board in good faith believes may be in a
financial condition hazardous to the policy-
holders or the publie.

(b) An examination may be conducted,
under this section, as a National Assoclation
of Insurance Commissioner examinatlon or
may be conducted by such person as the
Commissioner designates. The cost of such
examination shall be paid by the Association
and the examination report shall be treated
as are other examination reports. In no event
shall such examination report be released to
the Board prior to its release to the public,
but this shall not preclude the Commis-
sioner from complying with subsection (c)
of this section. The Commissioner shall notify
the Board when the examination is com-
pleted. The request for an examination shall
be kept on file by the Commissioner but it
shall not be open to public inspection prior
to the release of the examination report to
the public.

(¢) It shall be the duty of the Commis-
sioner to report to the Board when he has
reasonable cause to believe that any mem-
ber insurer examined or being examined at
the request of the Board may be insolvent
or in a financial condition hazardous to the
policyholders or the public.

(d) The Board may, upon majority vote,
make reports and recommendations to the
Commissioner upon any matter germane to
the solvency, liquidation, rehabilitation, or
conservation of any member insurer. Such
reports and recommendations shall not be
considered public documents,

(e) The Board may, upon majority vote,
make recommendations to the Commissioner
for the detection and prevention of insurer
insolvencies.

(f) The Board shall, at the conclusion of
any insurer insolvency in which the Associ-
ation was obligated to pay covered claims,
prepare a report on the history and causes
of such insolvency, based on the information
available to the Association, and submit such
report to the Commissioner,

Bec. 113. The Assoclation shall be subject
to examination and regulation by the Com-
missioner. The Board shall submit, not later
than March 30 of each year, a financial report
for the preceding calendar year on a form
approved by the Commissioner.

SEC. 114. The Association shall be exempt
from payment of all fees and taxes levied
or collected by the District of Columbia, ex-
cept taxes levied on real or personal prop-
erty.

BEc. 115. The rates and premiums charged
for insurance policies to which this title ap-
plies shall include amounts sufficient to re-
coup a sum equal to the amounts paid to the
Association by the member Insurer less any
amounts returned to the member insurer by
the Association and such rates shall not be
deemed excessive because they contain an
amount reasonably calculated to recoup as-
sessments paid by the member insurer.

SEc. 116. There shall be no liability on the
part of and no cause of action of any nature
shall rise against any member insurer, the
Association or its agents or employees, the
Board, or the Commissioner or his repre-
sentatives for any action taken by them in
the performance of their powers and duties
under this title.

Sec. 117. All proceedings in which the in-
solvent insurer is a party or is obligated to
defend a party in any court in the District
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of Columbia shall be stayed for sixty days
from the date the insolvency is determined
to permit proper defense by the Association
of all pending causes of actlon. As to any cov-
ered claims arising from a judgment under
any decision, verdict, or finding based on the
default of the insolvent insurer or its fallure
to defend an insured, the Association either
on its own behalf or on behalf of such in-
sured may apply to have such judgment, or-
der, decision, verdict, or finding set aside by
the same court or administrator that made
such judgment, order, decision, verdict, or
finding and shall be permitted to defend
against such claim on the merits.

Sec. 118, (a) The Commissioner shall by
order terminate the operation of the District
of Columbia Insurance Guaranty Association
as to any kind of insurance afforded by prop-
erty or casualty insurance policies with re-
spect to which he has found, after hearing,
that there is in effect a statutory or volun-
tary plan which—

(1) is a permanent plan which is ade-
quately funded or for which adequate fund-
ing is provided; and

(2) extends or will extend to District of
Columbla policyholders and residents pro-
tection and benefits with respect to insolvent
insurers not substantislly less favorable and
effective to such policyholders and residents
and the protection and benefits provided
with respect to such kind of insurance under
this title.

(b) The Commissioner shall by the same
such order authorize discontinuance of fu-
ture payments by insurers to the District of
Columbia Insurance Guaranty Association
with respect to the same kinds of insurance,
except assessments and payments shall con-
tinue, as necessary, to liquidate covered
claims of insurers adjudged insolvent prior
to sald order and the related expenses not
covered by such other plan.

(e) In the event the operation of any ac-
count of the District of Columbia Insurance
Guaranty Association shall be so terminated
as to all kinds of insurance otherwise within
its scope, the Association as soon as possible
thereafter shall distribute the balance of
moneys and assets remaining in said account
(after discharge of the functions of the As-
sociation with respect to prior insurer insol-
vencies not covered by such other plan, to-
gether with related expenses) to the insurers
which are then writing in the District of
Columbia policies of the kinds of insurance
covered by such account, and which had
made payments into such account, pro rata
upon the basis of the aggregate of such pay=-
ments made by the respective insurers to
such account during the period of five years
next preceding the date of such order. Upon
completion of such distribution with re-
spect to all the accounts specified in section
105, this title shall be deemed to have ex-
pired.

TITLE II—AMENDMENT OF THE LIFE IN-
SURANCE ACT OF THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA TO INCREASE CAPITAL RE-
QUIREMENTS OF LIFE INSURANCE
COMPANIES
Sec. 201, Chapter 3 of the Life Insurance

Act (D.C. Code, secs, 35-501—35-541) is

amended as follows:

(1) Section 8(a) of such chapter (D.C.
Code, sec. 35-508(a)) is amended (A) by
striking out in the first sentence “$200,000™
and inserting in lieu thereof “$1,000,000”, and
{B) by striking out in the last sentence
“$150,000” and inserting in lieu thereof
“81,600,000".

(2) Section 8(b) of such chapter (D.C.
Code, sec. 36-508(b) ) is amended (A) by in-
serting “or subsequent amendment” im-
mediately after “subsection”, and (B) by in-
serting ‘“‘or the minimum surplus required of
a mutual company” immediately after “stock
company”.

(3) Paragraph 10(b) (ii) of section 35 of
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such chapter (D.C. Code, sec. 35-535 (10) (b)
(ii)) is amended by striking out *$300,000”
and “$150,000" and inserting in lieu thereof
“'$1,500,000" In each such place.

(4) Paragraph (15) (ii) of section 35 of such
chapter (D.C. Code, sec. 35-635(15) (il)) is
amended by striking out *“$300,000” and
“$150,000" and inserting in lieu thereof
*$1,500,000' in each such place.

SEec. 202. The amendment made by this title
shall take eflect thirty days after the date of
enactment of this Act.

TITLE III—AMENDMENT OF THE LIFE
INSURANCE ACT OF THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMEBIA TO INCREASE GROUFP TERM
LIFE INSURANCE AMOUNT LIMITA-
TIONS
Sec. 301. Sections 10(1)(d), 10(3)(d), 10

(4)(d), 10(6) (d), and 10(9)(d) of chapter

V of the Life Insurance Act (D.C. Code, secs.

35-700 (1)(d), (3)(d), (4)(d), (6)(d) and

(9)(d)), are amended (1) by striking out

*'$20,000" and inserting in lieu thereof “$30,-

000"; (2) by striking out “$40,000” and in-

serting In lieu thereof *$100,000"; and (3)

by striking out “150" and inserting in lieu

thereof “300".

Sec. 302, The first sentence of section 11
of chapter V of the Life Insurance Act (D.C.
Code, sec. 35-T11), is amended (1) by strik-
ing out “and” between claises (b) and (c),
(2) by striking out the colon at the end of
clause (c) and inserting in lieu thereof a
semicolon and (3) by inserting immediately
thereafter a new clause (d) as follows: “and
(d) that subject to the terms of the policy
any person insured under a group life in-
surance contract, whether issued before or
after the effective date of this clause, may
make to any person, other than his employer,
an absolute or collateral assignment of any
or all the rights and benefits conferred on
him by any provision of such policy or by law,
including specifically, but not by way of
limitation, any right to designate a bene-
ficlary or beneficiarles thereunder and any
right to have an Individual policy issued
upon termination either of employment or
of said policy of group life insurance, but
nothing herein shall be construed to have
prohibited an insured from making an as-
signment of all or any part of his rights and
privileges under the policy before the effec-
tive date of this clause and, subject to the
terms of the policy, an assignment by an
insured before or after the effective date of
this clause is valid for the purposes of vest-
ing in the assignee all rights and privileges
80 assigned, but without prejudice to the
insurer on account of any payment it may
make or individual policy it may issue prior
to receipt of notice of the assignment:".

TITLE IV—AMENDMENT OF THE FIRE AND
CASUALTY ACT REGULATING THE BUSI-
NESS OF FIRE, MARINE, AND CASUALTY
INSURANCE IN THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA
Sec. 401. Sections 13 and 14 of chapter II

of the Fire and Casualty Act (D.C. Code, secs.

3-1316 and 35-1317), are amended to read as

follows:

§13. Minimum capital and surplus require-

ment

“Every stock company authorized to do
business in the District shall have and shall
at all times maintain a paid up capital stock
of not less than $300,000, and a surplus of not
less than $300,000. Every domestic mutual
company and every domestic reciprocal com-
pany shall have and shall at all times main-
tain a surplus of not less than £300,000, and
every foreign or alien mutual company and
every forelgn or alien reciprocal company

shall have and shall at all times maintain a

surplus of not less than $400,000.

‘‘§ 14, Corporations heretofore formed
“No company shall be exempt from the

provisions of this subsection by reason of its

having been incorporated in the District or
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elsewhere prior to the effective date of this
subsection, except that, in the case of com-
panies authorized in the District on the date
of approval of this subsection and continu-
ously thereafter without any increase of
authority, the minimum capital and surplus
required of a stock company, and the min-
imum surplus required of a mutual or
reciprocal company, or of a Lloyd's organiza-
tlon by the laws of the District heretofore
applicable shall not be increased by this
subsection, and provided also that in the
case of such eontinuously authorized com-
panies the provisions of section 24 relating
to the names of companies, and the provi-
sions of section 25 relating to the amount of
surplus necessary to the issuance of policies
having no provision for contingent liability,
shall not be applicable.”

Sec. 402. Section 25 of chapter II of the
Fire and Casualty Act (D.C. Code, sec. 35—
1329) is amended by striking out “$300,000"
and inserting in lieu thereof “£600,000".

TITLE V—AMENDMENT OF AMOUNT OF
CONTRACT WITH THE GOVERNMENT
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FOR
WHICH A SURETY BOND IS REQUIRED
Sec. 501. The first section of the Act en-

titled “An Act in relation to contracts with

the District of Columbia” approved June 28,

1906 (D.C. Code, sec. 1-805), and the first

section of the Act of August 3, 1968 (D.C.

Code, sec. 1-804a) (relating to contracts

with the District of Columbia), are each

amended by striking out “$2,000" wherever
it appears in each such first section and in-
serting in lieu thereof “$10,000",

With the following committee amend-
ments:

On page 6, line 25, strike out “(2)" and
insert in leu thereof “(3) ",

On page 10, line 17, strike out “(b)" and
insert in lieu thereof “(c)".

On page 20, line 17, insert “each place it
appears” immediately before “and”.

On page 20, linc 18, insert “each place it
appears” immediately before “and".

On page 20, line 19, insert “each place
:t appears” immediately before “and insert-

ng'.

On page 22, line 6, strike out “3-1316" and
insert in lieu thereof “35-1316",

On page 22, strike out line 8 and all that
follows down through line 9 on page 23, and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

“Sec. 13. Minimum Capital and Surplus Re-
quirement.—Every stock company authorized
to do business in the District shall have and
shall at all times maintain a paid-up capital
stock of not less than $300,000, and a surplus
of not less than $300,000. Every domestic mu-
tual company and every domestic reciprocal
company shall have and shall at all times
maintain a surplug of not less than $300,000
and every foreign or alien mutual company
and every foreign or alien reciprocal company
shall have and shall at all times maintaln
& surplus of not less than $400,000.

“Sec. 14. Corporations Heretofore Formed,—
No company shall be exempt from the pro-
visions of this subsection by reason of its
having been incorporated in the District or
elsewhere prior to the effective date of this
subsection, except that, in the case of com-
panies authorized in the District on the date
of approval of this subsection and continu-
ously thereafter without any increase of au-
thority, the minimum capital and surplus
required of a rtock company, and the mini-
mum surplus required of a mutual or recip-
rocal company, or of a Lloyd's organization
by the laws of the District heretofore appli-
cable shall not be increased by this subsec-
tion, and provided also that in the case of
such continuously authorized companies the
provisions of section 24 relating to the names
of companies, and the provisions of section
25 relating to the amount of surplus neces-
sary to the issurance of policies having no
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provision for contingent liability, shall not
be applicable.”

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the last word.

I should like to commend Mr. STUCKEY,
of the Eighth District of Georgia, the
distinguished chairman of our Subcom-
mittee on Business, Commerce and Taxa-
tion, for his outstanding efforts in putting
this bill together. It was through his un-
dertakings that HR. 4083 was written
and placed before the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

H.R. 4083 is one that is greatly needed
in the District of Columbia, for the pro-
tection of the city’s consumers of insur-
ance. Although the District, in recent
times, has not suffered the problems of
insolvency of its many insurance com-
panies, there still should be adopted some
measure to insure that insolvencies do
not occur in the future.

H.R. 4083 is supported by the District
Government; the Commissioner sub-
mitted the original draft legislation for
the bill on June 1, 1971.

In the 92d Congress, S. 2208, an iden-
tical bill to H.R. 4083, passed the Senate
April 27, 1972. Hearings were held by the
House District Subcommittee on Public
Health, Welfare, Housing, and Youth
Affairs on September 11, 1972; S. 2208
passed the full committee September 11,
1972, The measure did not get to the
House floor in the rush to adjourn. Addi-
tional hearings for the bill were held by
our Subcommittee on Business, Com-
merce, and Taxation on April 5, 1973. The
District Government, Superintendent of
Insurance, Lombard, and Deputy Super-
intendent of Insurance, Wallach, sup-
ported H.R. 4083 at the hearings.

The provisions of H.R. 4083 are as fol-
lows:

Title I establishes a postassessment
insurance property fund to be known as
the District of Columbia Insurance
Guaranty Association. The Association is
obligated, in the event an insurance
company becomes insolvent, to pay all
covered claims of policyholders. Funds
are to be provided through annual as-
sessments to be levied on each member
insurance company; with a maximum
assessment of 2 percent of net direct
written premiums in any one year—life,
title, disability, and mortgage guaranty
companies excepted from this title. Ad-
ditional responsibility includes aiding in
the detection and prevention of insolven-
cies.

Title I is based on model legislation
prepared by the National Association of
Insurance Commissioners; adopted by 47
States, under active consideration in the
other 3. There is presently no protec-
tion for consumers against company in-
solvencies. The District's record is re-
markable regarding insolvencies of com-
panies domiciled here but it is impera-
tive to plan for the possibility of insolv-
encies occurring in a nationwide com-
pany which has District policyholders.

Title IT increases from $200,000 to
$1 million the amount of capital and sur-
plus each domestic stock and mutual life
insurance company is required to have
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in order to transact business in the Dis-
trict.

Forty-six States have higher require-
ments than the District has presently
and this section brings the District law
more in keeping with those of other
States.

Title IT also provides greater protec-
tion to consumers and recognizes the
effects of inflation on capitalization re-
quirements. The capital and surplus re-
quirements for life insurance companies
in the District were last revised in 1964
by Public Law 88-556.

Title III increases the amount of cov-
erage available under group term life in-
surance to maximums of $100,000, or
300 percent of compensation, maximum;
and a $30,000 minimum—presently,
limits are $40,000 or 1'5 percent com-
pensation maximum, and a $20,000 min-
imum. An assignment of rights provision
is included, permitting an individual
covered under a group life policy to ob-
tain an exclusion under Federal estate
laws.

Presently, 27 States have no limits on
amounts of group term life coverage; 19
have higher limits than the District.
Thirty-seven States now have an as-
signment of rights provision.

Title IV amends the Fire and Casualty
Act to increase the amount of capital
and surplus required of all property and
casualty companies licensed under the
Fire and Casualty Act from $300,000 to
$600,000; to increase the surplus require-
ment for domestic mutual companies
from $150,000 to $300,000; and to in-
crease the amount for foreign mutuals
from $200,000 to $400,000. The increased
requirements would apply only to new
companies wishing to be licensed in the
Distriet.

Adjustments included in title IV of the
bill would bring District requirements
in line with most States, and would act
as a safeguard against financially inade-
quate companies entering the local mar-
ket. The :apital and surplus require-
ments under the Fire and Casualty Act
were determined in 1940 and have not
been revised since.

Title V increases from $2,000 to $10,-
000 the amount of the contract with the
District Government without being re-
quired to be bonded in contracts involv-
ing less than $10,000.

In spite of the meritorious impact of
this bill, there would be no cost to the
District or Federal Governments, if the
bill is enacted.

The House Committee on the District
of Columbia urges your early and favor-
able action on H.R. 4083, in view of the
E:r_eait need for the legislation in the Dis-
rict.

Mr. STUCKEY. Mr. Speaker, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

The purposes of the proposed legis-
lation (H.R. 4083), as set forth in House
Report 93-257, are to amend existing laws
in the District of Columbia relating to
insurance in order to provide a greater
degree of protection to consumers from
financial loss due to company insol-
vency,; to increase the limitation on the

amount of group term life insurance
that can be issued in the District, ex-
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pressly permitting the assignment of in-
terest in a group life insurance policy;
and to increase the amount of a con-
tract with the District government for
which a bond is required.

Specifically, the provisions of H.R.
4083, an omnibus bill requested by
the government of the District of Co-
Iumbia, may be summarized as follows:
TITLE I—DISTRICT OF COLUMBEIA POST ASSESS-

MENT INSURANCE GUARANTY ASSOCIATION ACT

Title I: Establishes a postassessment
insurance guaranty fund to be known as
the District of Columbia Insurance Guar-
anty Association, obligated, in the event
an insurance company becomes insol-
vent, to pay all covered claims of policy-
holders. Title I is based on model legisla-
tion prepared by the National Association
of Insurance Commissioners; similar
language has heen adopted by 47 States
with consideration pending in 3.

The funds necessary for the insolvency
plan as well as for operating expenses
will be provided through annual assess-
ments to be levied on each member in-
surance company. The assessment shall
be computed by the proportion of insur-
ance each member company writes in the
District of Columbia. No member com-
pany, however, will be assessed an
amount greater than 2 percent of that
member’'s net direct written premiums
in any one year.

The Association shall be administered
by a Board of Directors chosen by the
member companies and subject to the
approval of the Commissioner of the Dis-
trict of Columbia. The Board shall be au-
thorized to adopt a plan of operation and
procedure which is also subject to the ap-
proval of the Commissioner. If the Com-
missioner shall either disapprove of a
member of the Board or the plan of oper-
ation, the same shall be returned to the
Board of Directors.

The Association’s function is not sim-
ply one of a financial guarantor for pol-
icyholders, it is also vested with the re-
sponsibility of aiding in the detection and
prevention of insolvencies. In exercising
this funetion, the Board, upon majority
vote, will notify the Commissioner of any
hazardous financial conditions of any
member company; request the Commis-
sioner to have an examination conducted
at the Association’s exposure; and make
general reports and recommendations to
the Commissioner on matters relating to
the concerns of the Association.

The Commissioner shall inform the
Association of insolvencies within 3 days
of receipt of a determination of the in-
solvency. The Commissioner will be au-
thorized to require the Association to
notify all the insureds of the insolvent
company of their rights under this title.
The Commissioner shall also report to
the Board of Directors when he has cause
to believe an insolvency is about to occur
among any member company.

The title would provide for the termi-
nation of the District of Columbia In-
surance Guaranty Association in the
event that legislation is enacted creating
a national guaranty fund with benefits
and protections as favorable as those that
would be provided policyholders under
this title, or in the event a voluntary plan
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is created which provides equally favor-

able safeguards to policyholders.

TITLE II—INCEBEASE CAPITAL REQUIREMENTS OF
LIFE INSURANCE COMPANIES

This title increases the capital and
surplus requirements for stock and mu-
tual life insurance companies authorized
to do business in the District of Colum-
bia, Specifically, the title amends the
Life Insurance Act to increase from
$200,000 to $1,000,000 the amount of
paid-up capital each domestic capital
stock and mutual life insurance company
is required to have in order to transact
business in the District of Columbia.

Over the years, the various States have
increased the capital and surplus re-
quirements of life insurers as a further
safeguard to the security of policyhold-
ers, It is particularly important that the
policyholders be protected in the early
years of a company’s operation.

The proposed increases in the capital
and surplus reguirements would bring
the District of Columbia more in line
with the requirements of the various
other States and would provide greater
safety to policyholders of companies au-
thorized to do business in the District
of Columbia, The capital and surplus re-
quirements for life insurance companies
were last revised in 1964 by Public Law
88-556.

TITLE IN—INCREASE GROUP TEREM LIFE INSUE-
ANCE AMOUNT LIMITATIONS

This provision increases the maximum
amounts of group life insurance to the
lesser of $100,000 or 300 percent of com-~
pensation—three times earnings—with a
lower limit of $30,000. Twenty-seven

States currently have no limits on the
amounts of group life insurance while 19
States have higher limits than the Dis-
trict of Columbia; 4 have the same
limits. The proposal contained in this
title would offset the effects of inflation
in the years since the last increase in the
group life insurance limits and it would
bring the limit more in line with those
applicable in other States. Such an in-
crease would permit the full employee
benefits under the Federal income tax
laws which exclude from personal in-
come tax the premiums paid by an em-
ployer for group life insurance up to
$50,000.

The present District of Columbia Code
neither permits nor prohibits the assign-
ment of group life insurance. Section
302 of title III makes it certain that the
proceeds attributable to an interest in a
group life insurance policy which has
been completely assigned by the owner
thereof will be excludable from the as-
signor’s estate for Federal estate tax pur-
poses.

Section 2042 of the Federal Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 provides that there
shall be included in the Federal gross
estate of a decedent proceeds of insur-
ance on his life which are receivable ei-
ther by his executor or, if he possessed
any incidents of ownership in the policy
at his death, by any other beneficiary.
In Revenue Ruling 69-54, 1969-1 C.B.
221, the U.S. Internal Revenue Service
ruled in effect that an insured could not
assign all his incidents df ownership
in group life insurance unless both the
group policy and applicable State law
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permit an absolute assignment of all his
incidents of ownership, including the
right to converf group coverage into in-
dividual insurance upon termination of
employment. The Federal Government
has since lost several court cases which
in effect hold that State law need not
specifically permit such an assignment so
long as it does not prohibit assignment,
and the Internal Revenue Service has an-
nounced its agreement with one of these
cases, However, the Service has not modi-
fied Revenue Ruling 69-54.

In view of the uncertainty in the Fed-
eral estate tax law, 37 States—at latest
count—inecluding Maryland and Virginia,
have passed legislation specifically per-
mitlting the assignment of interests in
group life insurance.

Section 302 of title IIT amends the
proviso in the first sentence of section 11
of chapter V of the Life Insurance Act
(40 Stat. 1145) as amended—District of
Columbia Code 35-T11—by adding a
new clause (d) which provides that, sub-
ject to the terms of the policy, any per-
son insured under a group life insurance
contract may assign any or all of his
rights and benefits under the policy to
any person other than his employer. The
proposed clause (d) makes it clear that
any such assignment is valid whether it
is made before or after the effective date
of the clause. On the other hand, pro-
posed clause (d) protects the insurer on
account of any payment which it may
make or any individual policy which it
may issue prior to receipt by it of notice
of the assignment,

TITLE IV—FIRE, MARINE, AND CASUALTY

INSURANCE AMENDMENTS

This provision amends the Fire and
Casualty Act to increase the amount of
paid-up capital stock and surplus re-
quired of all stock companies licensed
under the Fire and Casualty Act from
$300,000 to $600,000; to increase the sur-
plus requirement for domestic mutual
companies from $150,000 to $300,000;
and to increase the amount for foreign
mutuals from $200,000 to $400,000. The
provision would also increase the surplus
requirement for mutual companies is-
suing nonassessable policies from $300,-
000 to $600,000.

The additional policyholder protection
would apply only to new companies wish-
ing to be licensed in the District and not
to companies continuously transacting
business here provided, of course, there
is no change in the scope of their opera-
tion. The committee believes the changes
are necessary since the capital and sur-
plus requirements under the Fire and
Casualty Act have not been revised since
1940. We hasten to add that the ade-
quacy of capital and surplus require-
ments is essential to the protection of
policyholders.

TITLE YV—AMENDING SURETY BOND
REQUIREMENTS

Title V of H.R. 4083 increases from
$2,000 to $10,000 the amount of a con-
tract with the District Government for
which a bond is reguired. The $2,000 re-
quirement was the amount under the
original statute in 1906. The committee
feels that the $2,000 requirement is un-
necessarily low and that an increase to
$10,000 would be more in line with pres-
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ent costs and also would provide small

contractors with a greater opportunity of

dealing with the District Government

without being required to be bonded in

contracts involving less than $10,000,
HISTORY

Hearings were held by the Subcommit-
tee on Business, Commerce and Taxation
on April 5, 1973 on HR. 4083 and H.R.
5687, similar bills. Representatives of the
District of Columbia Government, do-
mestic insurance companies, national in-
surance associations, and the National
Education Association proviCed testi-
mony in support of the legislation. No
testimony was received in opposition
thereto, nor has any expression of op-
position been received by your Commit-
tee.

COST

The enactment of this proposed legis-
lation will involve no added cost to the
Government of the District of Columbia.

COMMITTEE VOTE

The pending bill, H.R. 4083, was
ordered reported by a voice voie of the
Committee, on June 4, 1973.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia, Mr.
Speaker, I rise to express my support
for the bill H.R. 4083, to improve the pres-
ent laws regulating the insurance busi-
ness in the District of Columbia in a
number of important respects, and to
urge favorable action upon this measure.

The broad purpose of this proposed
legislation is to close certain gaps which
presently exist in the regulation of in-
surance in the District. To a great ex-
tent, these gaps have developed through
vears of increasing inflation since the
present laws in this area were enacted.
The provisions of this bill, by increasing
the levels of capital and surplus require-
ments for all insurers in the District,
both life and property companies, will
serve to further safeguard and protect
innocent policyholders from possible
losses through bankrupt insurance com-
panies.

Title I of the bill will create an unin-
corporated legal entity known as the
District of Columbia Insurance Guar-
anty Association, whose function shall be
to administer a postassessment insurance
guaranty fund. This will create for the
first time an insolvency program in
which all licensed carriers in the District
of Columbia will be required to partici-
pate. Thus, should an insolvency occur
these carriers provide funds through an
assessment out of which claimants and
policyholders of such insolvent insurer
will be compensated. The District of Co-
lumbia Guaranty Association will admin-
ister this plan, with rights, duties, and
obligations similar to those of a com-
pany in regard to adjusting and settling
of claims.

The funding necessary for the opera-
tion of this insolvency protection plan
will accrue from assessments levied upon
each member insurer, to be computed in
proportion to the insurance written in
the District of Columbia by each such
member insurer. However, no member
insurer may be assessed an amount
greater than 2 percent of that member’s
net direct written premiums in any 1
year.

The provisions of this title shall apply
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to all kinds of direct insurance except
life, title, disability, and mortgage guar-
anty insurance. I am advised that the
reason for these exemptions is the fact
that failures have occurred primarily
among companies in the property and
liability field of insurance.

The provisions of this title follow
closely those of the National Association
of Insurance Commissioners’ model bill,
which has been enacted by 47 States,
including Virginia and Maryland. A%
present, therefore, if a company licensed
in any of those 47 States becomes in-
solvent, its policyholders residing in any
of those States are protected against fi-
nancial loss; but policyholders of that
same company who are residents of the
District of Columbia have no protection
whatever.

Further, I wish to emphasize that the
association’s function will not be simply
that of a finanecial guarantor for the pro-
tection of policyholders. It will also be
vested with the responsibility to aid in
the detection and prevention of future
insolvencies.

The financial obligation of the associa-
tion shall be limited to covered claims
unpaid prior to insolvency of the member
insurer, and to claims arising within 30
days after insolvency, or until the policy
is canceled or replaced by the insured,
or expires, whichever is earlier. The basic
principle is to permit policyholders to
make an orderly transition to other com-
panies.

Title IT of the bill will increase the
amount of paid up capital stock required
of domestic capital stock life insurance
companies licensed in the District of Co-
Iumbia from the present $200,000 mini-
mum to $1,000,000. At the same time, the
present requirement that such stock
companies maintain a surplus of at least
50 percent of their stock will remain un-
changed. Thus, the minimum: total com-
bined capital and surplus required of
such companies will be $1,500,000. The
surplus required of domestic mutual life
insurance companies is also increased,
from the present minimum of $150,000 to
$1,500,000.

These minimum capital and surplus
requirements for domestic life insurance
companies in the District of Columbia
were first set at $150,000 for stock com-
panies and $100,000 for mutual compa-
nies, in 1934. The latter was increased to
$150,000 in 1950. While these minimum
requirements may have been adequate
for the protection of policyholders at that
time, this is certainly not the case today.

Over the years, there has been a na-
tionwide trend to increase the minimum
capital and surplus requirement for
stock life insurance companies, as well
as the surplus requirement for mutual
life insurance companies. As of July 1971,
I am advised, only two States had lower
such requirements than those in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and only four States
had minimums equal to those in the Dis-
trict. The other 44 States all had mini-
mum requirements substantially higher
than those prevailing here. H.R. 4083
simply eliminates this situation, for the
protection of policyholders in the domes-
tic life insurance companies in the Dis-
trict, by increasing these minimum capi-
tal and surplus requirements to compar-
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able levels with those in effect in nearly
all the States.

Title IIT will increase the maximum
amount of group life insurance which
an employer in the District of Columbia
may provide his employees from $40,000
or 1.5 times compensation to $100,000 or
3 times compensation. Again, the present
maximum limitation on such group in-
surance is totally unrealistic in view of
the present inflationary trend. I am told
that today 27 States have no limitation
whatever on group insurance coverage,
and 19 States have limits which are
higher than those existing under District
of Columbia law at present.

This title also amends section 35-T11
of the District of Columbia Code to per-
mit the assignment of group life insur-
ance. Actually, the present District of
Columbia law neither permits nor pro-
hibits such assignment. Hence, assign-
ment may be made if contained in a
group life insuranece policy as a contrac-
tual right of the insured -certificate
holder. However, some uncertainty exists
concerning Federal estate fax law with
respect to such assignments, and 37
States, including both Virginia and
Maryland, have passed legislation specifi-
cally permitting the assignment of inter-
ests in group life insurance for this rea-
son. The purpose of this provision in H.R.
4083 is to make certain in the District of
Columbia that the proceeds attributable
to an interest in a group life insurance
policy which has been completely as-
signed by the owner thereof will be ex-
cludable from the assignor's estate for
Federal estate tax purposes.

Title IV amends the District of Colum-
bia Fire and Casualty Act to increase the
minimum amount of paid up capital
stock and surplus required of all stock
companies licensed under the Fire and
Casualty Act from $300,000 to $600,000;
to inerease the surplus requirement for
domestic mutual companies from $150,-
000 to $300,000; and to increase the
amount of surplus required of foreign
mutual companies from $200,000 to $400,-
000. These new limits for additional pol-
ieyholder protection will be required only
of new companies wishing to be licensed
in the District, and not to companies
presently doing business here.

These limits have not been increased
since 1940, and certainly the change in
the value of the dollar during that period
of 33 years justifies these increased re-
quirements. The new amounts will place
the District generally in a comparable
position with the States in this regard,
and also they will have a beneficial effect
upon the present trend of small com-
panies located elsewhere seeking to come
into the District to do business because
of the present extremely low financial
requirements. Some of these companies
are somewhat suspect as to financial
stability.

Title V will increase from $2.000 to
$10,000 the amount of a contract with
the District of Columbia government for
which a bond is required. The present
limit was enacted in 1906, and the pro-
posed higher figure is far more realistic
today. This will provide small local con-
tractors a great opportunity of dealing
with the District government without
the added difficulty of bonding.
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Mr. Speaker, it is apparent that the
present District of Columbia laws regu-
lating the insurance business are badly
in need of modernizing and strengthen-
ing, in the interest of protection for the
policyholders. The various States have
nearly all taken steps in this direction,
and the time for the Congress to protect
the citizens of the District in at least
equal measure is long overdue.

The provisions of H.R. 4083, to raise
the minimum requirements of capital
and surplus for insurance companies
doing business in the ecity, and to create
the District of Columbia Guaranty Asso-
ciation to assure against losses to policy-
holders in the event of insolvency of com-
panies in the property and liability field,
are badly needed steps forward in this
effort.

I earnestly commend this proposed leg-
islation to my colleagues for immediate
and favorable action.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the hill.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER, The question is on the
g:_lngrossment and third reading of the

ill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

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

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 330, nays 0,
not voting 103, as follows:

[Roll No. 203]

YEAS—330

Burleson, Tex. Dickinson
Burlison, Mo. Diggs
Burton Downing
Byron Drinan
Carey, N.Y. Dulski
Carney, Ohioc Duncan
Carter du Pont
Casey, Tex, Edwards, Ala.
Chappell Ellberg
Clancy Erlenborn
Clark Esch
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cochran
Collier
Collins, I11.
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Coughlin
Crane
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert

Abdnor
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Archer
Armstrong
Ashley
Aspin
Bafalis
Baker
Barrett
Beard
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Bingham
Boggs
Bolling
Bowen
Brasco

Bray

Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.

Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Forsythe
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Fuqua
Gettys

Ww., Jr.
Danielson
Dayvis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Devine

Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gross
Grover
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Gubser
Gude
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-

schmidt
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hays

Hechler, W. Va.

Helinz
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks

Hillis
Hinshaw
Holt

Horton
Hosmer
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn,
Jordan
Eazen
Keating
Kemp

Koch
Kuykendall
Kyros
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latia

Lent

McCollister
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McKay
McKinney
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mazzoll

Meeds
Mezvinsky
Miller
Mills, Ark,
Minish
Mink
Minshall, Ohilo
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead,
Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Moss
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
Obey
O'Brien
O'Hara
Owens
Passman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
FPoage
Podell
Price, I11.
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie
Randall
Rarick
Rees
Regula
Reuss
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Roush
Rousselot
Roybal
Runnels
Ruth
Ryan
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebell
Schroeder
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster

NAYS—0
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Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Tows
Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Stark
Steed
Steelman
Stelger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo,
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.

Thompson, N.J.

Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Towell, Nev.
Treen
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Wagrgonner
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
‘Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
‘Wolff
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Fla,
Young, Ga.
Young, Il
Young, S.C.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion
Zwach

NOT VOTING—103

Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, 111,
Andrews,
N. Dak.
Arends
Ashbrook

Blackburn
Blatnik
Boland
Brademas
Brown, Calif,
Butler
Camp
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chisholm
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cohen
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Daniels,
Dominick V.

Davls, Ga.
Delaney
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Fish
Fisher
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,

William D.
Fraser
Fulton
Gaydos
Glaimo
Grasso
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hansen, Wash.
Hastings
Hawkins
Hébert
Heckler, Mass,
Hogan
Holifield
Holtzman
Howard

Huber
Karth
Kastenmeier
Ketchum
King
Klueczynskl
Leggett
Lehman
McCormack
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Mayne
Melcher
Metcalfe
Michel
Milford
Montgomery
Mosher
Murphy, II1.
Murphy, N.Y.
Nedzl

Nix

O'Nelll
Parris
Patman
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
quillen
Railsback

Rangel
Reid
Rhodes
Riegle Saylor
Robison, N.¥Y, Sikes
Rooney, N.Y. Sisk
Rostenkowskl Smith, N.Y.

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced
pairs:

Mr. Dominick V. Danlels with Mr. Gerald
R. Ford.

Mr, Rooney of New York with Mr. Arends.

Mr, Rostenkowski with Mr. Anderson of
Illinois,

Mr. O'Neill with Mr. Rhodes.

Mrs. Chisholm with Mr., Corman.

Mr. Cotter with Mr. Michel.

Mr, Gaydos with Mr. Biester,

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. Fish.

Mr. Sikes with Mr. Ashbrook.

Mr. 5t Germain with Mr. Maraziti,

Mr. EKluczynski with Mr. Martin
Nebraska.

Mr. Tiernan with Mr, Cleveland.

Mr. Donohue with Mr. Huber.

Mr. Dingell with Mr. Cederberg.

Mrs. Grasso with Mr, Mayne.

Mr. Fulton with Mr. Mosher.

Mr, Giaimo with Mr. Steele.

Mr. Boland with Mrs. Heckler of Massa-
chusetts,

Mr. Brademas with Mr. Hogan.

Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Blackburn.

Mr. Delaney with Mr. King.

Mr, Fisher with Mr, Smith of New York,

Mr. Leggett with Mr, Del Clawson.

Mr. Kastenmeier with Mr. Chamberlain.

Mr. Howard with Mr. Railsback.

Mr. Holifield with Mr. Robison of New York.

Mr. Hawkins with Mr. Bell.

Mr. Badillo with Mr. Conyers.

Mr. Rangel with Mr. Riegle.

Mr. Dorn with Mr. Butler.

Mr. Brown of California with Mr. Vander
Jagt.

Mr. Foley with Mr. Cohen.

Mr. William D. Ford with Mr. Ruppe.

Mr. Biaggi with Mr. Hastings.

Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr. Camp.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Hanrahan,

Mr. Murphy of Illinois with Mr. Anderson
of California.

Mr, Hébert with Mr. Parris,

Mr. Metcalfe with Mr. Eckhardt.

Mr. McCormack with Mr. Andrews of North
Dakota.

Mr. Hanna with Mr. Fraser.

Mr. Nix with Mr. Saylor.

Mr. Nedzl with Miss Holtzman.

Mr, Preyer with Mr. Earth.

Mr, Reid with Mr. Lehman,

Mr. Roy witl Mr. Melcher.

Mr. Sisk with Mr. Quillen.

Mr. Ullman with Mr. Powell of Ohio.

Mr. Montgomery with Mr. Milford.

Mr. Waidie with Mr. Young of Alaska.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Roy
Ruppe
St Germain

Steele
‘Tiernan
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Waldle
Young, Alaska

the following

of

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may re-
vise and extend their remarks on the bill
just passed (H.R. 4083).

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Michi-

an?
;i There was no objection.

AMENDING THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA ELECTION LAW

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on the District of Co-
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lumbia.I call up the bill (H.R. 6713) to
amend the District of Columbia Election
Act regarding the times for filing certain
petitions, regulating the primary election
for Delegate from the District of Colum-
bia, and for other purposes, and ask
unanimous consent that the bill be con-
sidered in the House as in the Committee
of the Whole.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

HR. 6713

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United Siates of
America in Congress assembled, That the
District of Columbia Election Act (D.C.
Code, secs. 1-1101—1-1115) is amended as
follows:

(1) Clause (A) of paragraph (2) of sec-
tion 2 of s:ch Aect (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1102)
is amended to read as follows: “(A) who re-
sides or is domiciled in the District and who
does not claim voting residence or right to
vote in any State or territory;”.

(2) Paragraph (1) of subsection (b) of
section b of such Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1105)
is amended by striking out “after the first
Monday"'.

(3) Paragraphs (2) and (3) of subsection
(b) of section 5 of such Act (D.C. Code, sec.
1-1105) are each amended by striking out
“forty five” wherever it appears and insert-
ing In lleu thereof “sixty".

(4) Section 5 of such Act (D.C. Code,
sec. 1-1105) is amended by inserting at the
end of that section the following:

*“(f) Notwithstanding the provisions of
the fourth paragraph under the section
headed ‘Militia’ of the Act of July 7, 1898
(relating to appropriations) (D.C. Code, sec.
1-215), the Board may accept volunteer
services for the purposes of voter education
and registration.”

(5) Clause (C) of paragraph (1) of sub-
section (a) of section 8 of such Act (D.C.
Code, sec. 1-1108) is amended by striking
out “forty fifth” and inserting in lieu there-
of “sixtieth".

(6) Subsection (f) of section 8 of such
Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1108) is amended by
striking out "5 per centum” and inserting
in lieu thereof “1 per centum”, and by In-
serting at the end of that subsection the
following: “The Board shall by regulation
specifly such additional details as may be
necessary and proper to effectuate the pur-
pose of this subsection.”

(7) Subsection (h) of section 8 of such
Act (D,C. Code, sec. 1-1108) is amended by
striking out “or party runoff™.

(8) Subsection (i) of section 8 of such Act
(D.C. Code, sec. 1-1108) is amended (A} by
siriking out “forty-fifth” and inserting in
lieu thereof “sixtieth”, and (B) by striking
out “ninety-ninth”, “ninety-ninth"”, and
“seventieth”, respectively, and by inserting
in lieu thereof “one hundred fourteenth’,
“one hundred fourteenth”, and ‘“eighty-
fifth"™, respectively.

(9) Paragraph (1) of subsection (j) of sec-
tion 8 of such Act (D.C, Code, sec. 1-1108) is
amended (a) by striking out in clause (A)
“forty-fifth”, and inserting in lieu thereof
“sixtieth”, and (B) by striking out “ninety-
ninth", “ninety-ninth", and “seventieth", re-
spectively, and by inserting In lleu thereof
“one hundred fourteenth”, and “one hundred
fourteenth", and “eighty-fifth"”, respectively.

(10) Subsection (k) of section 8 of such
Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1108) is amended by
striking out “or party runofi”'.

(11) Subsection (o) of section 8 of such
Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1108) is amended (A)
by striking out in clause (A) “forty-fifth”,
and by inserting in lieu thereof “sixtieth”,
and (B) by striking out “ninety-ninth" and
“seventleth”, respectively, and by inserting
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in lieu thereof “one hundred-fourteenth" and
“eighty-fifth"”, respectively.

(12) Paragraph (1) of subsection (p) of
section 8 of such Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1108)
is amended by striking out “forty-second day
before the date of the election” and by
inserting in lieu thereof “third day after the
filing deadline for nominating petitions”.

(13) SBubsection (e) of section 9 of such
Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1109) is amended by
striking out “seven" and by inserting in lieu
thereof “ten”.

(14) Subsectlon (g) of section 8 of such
Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1109) is amended by
striking out “‘or party runoff”.

(15) Paragraph (1) of subsection (a) of
sectlon 10 of such Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1110)
Is amended by striking out “after the first
Monday”.

(16) Paragraph (3) of subsection (a) of
sectlon 10 of such Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1110)
is amended by striking out “the first Tuesday
in May of each even numbered year;” and
inserting In lleu thereof “the first Tuesday
in May of each Presidential election year, and
on the second Tuesday in September in each
even numbered non-Presidential election
year;”.

(17) Subsection (b) section 10 of such Act
(D.C. Code, sec. 1-1110) is amended by strik-
ing out “8 o'clock antemeridian” and by in-
serting in 1lleu thereof *“7 o'clock ante-
meridian”.

(18) Paragraph (4) of subsection (a) of
section 10 of such Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1110)
is repealed.

Sec. 2. The amendments made by this Act
shall take effect on and after the date of
enactment of this Act.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert:

That the District of Columbia Election
Act (D.C. Code, secs. 1-1101—1-1115) is
amended as follows:

(1) Clause (A) of paragraph (2) of sec-
tion 2 of such Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1102) is
amended to read as follows: “(A) who re-
sldes or is domiciled in the District and who
does not claim voting residence or right to
vote in any State or territory;".

(2) Subsection (a) of section 5 of such
Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1105) is amended by
(A) striking out “and" at the end of para-
graph (7), (B) redesignating paragraph
(8) as paragraph (8), and (C) inserting im-
mediately after paragraph (7) the following:

“(8) prescribe such regulations as it con-
slders necessary in order to carry out the
purposes of this Act; and™

(3) Paragraph (1) of subsection (b) of sec-
tion 5 of such Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1 105) is
amended by striking out “after the first
Monday".

(4) Paragraphs (2) and (3) of subsection
(b) of section 5 of such Act (D.C. Code, sec.
1-1105) are each amended by striking out
“forty-five” wherever it appears and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “sixty".

(5) Paragraph (8) of subsection (b) of
section 5 of such Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1~-1105)
is repealed.

(6) Subsection (d) of section 5 of such
Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1105) is amended to
read as follows:

“(d) The Board may permit either persons
temporarily absent from the District or per-
sons physically unable to appear personally
at an official registration place to register
for the purpose of voting in any election held
under this Act.”

(7) Section 5 of such Act (D.C. Code, sec.
1-1105) is amended by inserting at the end
of that section the following:

“(f) Notwithstanding the provislions of the
fourth paragraph under the section headed
‘Militia® of the Act of July 7, 1898 (relating
to appropriations) (D.C. Code, sec. 1-215),
the Board may accept volunteer services for
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the purposes of voter education and regis-
tration.”

(8) Paragraph (1) of subsection (a) of
section 8 of such Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1108)
is amended to read as follows:

“{a) (1) Each candidate for election to the
office of national committeeman or alter-
nate, or national committeewomen or alter-
nate, and for election as a member or offi-
cial designated for election at large under
clause (4) of the first section of this Act,
shall be a qualified elector registered under
section 7 of this Act who has been nomi-
nated for such office, or for election as such
member or official, by a nominating petition
(A) signed by not less than five hundred
gualified electors registered under such sec-
tion 7, who are of the same political party
as the candidate, and (B) filed with the
Board not later than the sixtieth day be-
fore the date of the election held for such
office, member, or official.”

(9) Subsection (f) of section 8 of such
Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1108) is amended by
striking out “5 per centum” and inserting
in lieu thereof "1 per centum”,

(10) Subsection (1) of section 8 of such
Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1108) is amended
(A) by striking out “forty-fifth"” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “sixtieth”, (B) by strik-
ing out “ninety-ninth”, “ninety-ninth”, and
“seventieth"”, respectively, and by inserting
in lleu thereof “one hundred fourteenth",
“one hundred fourteenth”, and *“eighty-
fifth", respectively, and (C) by striking out
“The Board may prescribe rules with respect
to the preparation and presentation of nomi-
nating petitions.”.

(11) Paragraph (1) of subsection (]) of
section 8 of such Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1108)
is amended (A) by striking out in clause
(A) “forty-fifth”, and inserting in lieu there-
of “sixtieth”, (B) by striking out “ninety-
ninth”, “ninety-ninth”, and *“seventieth”,
respectively, and by inserting in lieu thereof
“one hundred fourteenth", “one hundred
fourteenth, and “eighty-fifth”, respectively,
and (C) by striking out “The Board may
prescribe rules with respect to the prep-
aration and presentation of such nominating
petitions.”.

(12) Paragraph (3) of subsection (m) of
section 8 of such Act (D.C. Code, section 1-
1108) is amended by striking out “The Board
shall by regulation specify such additional
details as may be necessary and proper to
effectuate the purpose of this subsection.”.

(13) Bubsection (o) of section B of such
Act (D.C. Code, section 1-1108) is amended
{A) by striking out in clause (A) “forty-
fifth", and by inserting in lieu thereof “six-
tieth”, (B) by strlking out “ninety-ninth"
and “seventieth”, respectively, and by in-
serting in lleu thereof “one hundred-four-
teenth"” and “eighty-fifth”, respectively, and
(C) by striking out “The Board may pre=
scribe rules with respect to the preparation
and presentation of nominating petitions.”.

(14) Paragraph (1) of subsection (p) of
section B of such Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1108)
is amended by striking out “forty-second
day before the date of the election" and by
inserting in lieu thereof "third day after the
filing deadline for nominating petitions”.

{15) SBubsection (e) of section 9 of such
Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1100) is amended by
striking out “seven” and by inserting in lieu
thereof "“ten".

(16) Paragraph (1) of subsection (a) of
section 10 of such Act (D.C. Code, sec.
1-1110) is amended by striking out “after the
first Monday".

(17) Paragraph (4) of subsection (a) of
section 10 of such Act (D.C. Code, sec.
1-1110) is amended to read as follows:

“(4) Runoff elections shall be held when-
ever, in any primary election of a political
party for candidates for the office of Dele-
gate, no candidate recelves at least 40 per
centum of the total votes cast in that elec-
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tion for all candidates of that party for that
office. Any such runoff election shall be held
not less than two weeks nor more than six
weeks after the date on which the Board
has determined the results of the preceding
primary. At the time of announcing any
such determination, the Board shall establish
and announce the date on which the runoff
election will be held, if one is required. The
candidates in any such runoff election shall
be the two persons who received, respectively,
the two highest numbers of votes in such
preceding primary; except that if any per-
son withdraws his candidacy from such run-
off election, the person who received the
next highest number of votes in such pre-
ceding primary and who is not already a
candidate in the runoff election shall au-
tomatically become such a candidate.”

(18) Subesction (b) of section 10 of such
Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1110) is amended by
striking out “8 o'clock antemeridian” and by
inserting in lleu thereof “7 o'clock ante-
meridian®,

(19) Subsection (e) of section 10 of such
Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1110) is amended by
striking out “ninety-nine” and inserting in
lieu thereof “one hundred fourteen”,

(20) Subsection (a) of section 11 of such
Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1111) is amended by
striking out “Such recounts shall be con-
ducted In the manner prescribed by the
Board by regulation.”,

SEc. 2. The Act entitled “An Act to fix and
regulate the salaries of teachers, school of-
ficers, and other employees of the Board of
Education of the District of Columbia”, ap-
proved June 20, 1806 (D.C. Code, sec. 31-101
et seq) is amended as follows:

(1) Paragraph (1) of subsection (b) of
section 2 of such Act (D.C. Code, sec. 31-101)
iz amended to read as follows:

“(b) (1) Except as provided in paragraph
(3) of this subsection and section 10(e) of
the District of Columbia Election Act, the
term of office of a member of the Board of
Education shall be four years.”.

(2) Paragraph (3) of subsection (b) of sec-
tion 2 of such Act (D.C. Code, sec. 31-101) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new sentence: “However, the term
of office of a member of the Board of Educa-
tion elected in the general election for mem-
ber of the Board of Education to be held in
1973 and thereafter shall expire at noon of
the thirtieth day after the Board of Elec-
tions certifies the vesults of the electlon, in-
cluding any runoff election, for members of
the Board of Education in the fourth year
of such member's term. The term of a mem-
ber of the Board of Education elected in the
general election to be held in 1977 and there-
after shall begin immediately upon the ex-
piration of the term preceding it.”

Skc. 8. The amendments made by this Act
shall take effect on and after the date of en-
actment of this Act.

Mr. DIGGS (during the reading) . Mr,
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the committee amendment be considered
as read and printed in the REecorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to

the request of the entleman fr
Michigan? - i

There was no objection.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr, Speaker, before pro-
ceeding to consider the bill I should like
at this time to commend the efforts of
the Delegate from the District of Colum-
bia (Mr. FauNTROY) chairman of the Ju-
diciary Subcommittee of the Committee
on the District of Columbia who was pri-
marily responsible for the progress of
this bill. The purpose of H.R. 6713 as re-
ported by the Committee on the District
of Columbia is to amend the District of
Columbia Election Act in a variety of
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ways in order to promote more efficient

and fair elections in the District of Co-

Iumbia. The major provisions of this bill

are as follows:

CHANGING FILING DEADLINES AND RELATED DATES
FOR NOMINATING PETITIONS

Deadlines for filing of nominating pe-
titions for candidates for District of Co-
lumbia elections will be changed from 45
days before an election to 60 days before
an election. Other corresponding dates
are also set back 15 days, in order to al-
low candidates the same amount of fime
as they now have to circulate petitions
and to gather signatures. The additional
time is necessary in order to allow the
Board sufficient time to prepare for an
election, once all nominating petitions
are filed.

DEFINITION OF A QUALIFIED ELECTOR

The 90-day durational residency re-
quirement for voting in the existing law
is eliminated. This change is required to
bring District of Columbia law into line
with the Supreme Court decision in
Dunn v. Blumsiein, (405 U.S. 330
(1972)), in which durational residency
requirements for voting were held un-
constitutional.

AUTHORIZED VOLUNTEERS

The Board of Elections is authorized
to use volunteers in connection with
voter registration drives and nonpartisan
voter education efforts. Existing District
of Columbia law prohibits the District of
Columbia government from accepting
personnel services without compensation.
It is apparent that volunteer help can be
extremely useful in stimulating citizen
participation in the electoral process,

which is a goal of high standing.
REDUCTION OF SIGNATURE REQUIREMENTS FOR
THIRD PARTY CANDIDATES FOR PRESIDENT

The signautre requirements for third
party candidates for President would be
reduced under this bill from 5 percent
of the registered voters to 1 percent.

GENERAL RULEMAKING AUTHORITY

The Board of Elections would be given
authority to enact rules and regulations
to carry out responsibilities and duties
given to it under the Election Act. The
bill centralizes this authority.

TIMETABLE FOR CHALLENGED BALLOTS

The period of time provided by the
Election Act for the Board of Elections to
rule on the validity of challenged ballots
is extended from 7 to 10 days.

OPENING THE POLLS AT T A.M.

Polls in the District of Columbia will
be open on election day at 7 a.m. rather
than 8 a.m., as provided under existing
law. Opening the polls an hour earlier will
provide greater opportunity for voting
early in the day by persons whose work
days begins at an early hour.

LAME-DUCK BOARD OF EDUCATIONAL TERMS

HR. 6713 provides for the term of
newly elected Board members to begin 30
days after the certification of their elec-
tion. This is to replace the present law
wherein there is a potential 4-month gap
between the election of a Board of Edu-~
cation member and the time he takes
office.

TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS

The three changes recommended are

purely technical in nature, and designed
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to resolve inconsistencies or contradic-
tions in the language of the statute. Two
of them relate to the scheduling of the
Presidential preference primary and the
local party elections. The changes are to
ensure that such elections are held on
the same date as the delegate primary.

The other technical amendment refers
to the beginning of the 10-day challenge
period following the filing of nominating
petitions.

DELETION OF GENERAL ELECTION RUNOFFS

The runoff election following the gen-
eral election for the Delegate to Congress
would be eliminated, Under existing law,
there are runoff elections in the event
that a candidate for congressional Dele-
gate fails to secure 40 percent of the vote
after either primary and general election.

Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Speaker, I move
fo strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of H.R. 6713,
as amended and reported (H. Rept. 93—
258) is to amend the District of Colum-
bia Election Act in a variety of ways in
order to promote more efficient and fair
elections in the District of Columbia.

NEED FOR THE LEGISLATION

The District of Columbia Election Act
initially became law in 18955—69 Stat.
699; District of Columbia Code, title I,
section 1101 et seq. The act established
the basis for the first election in the
Distriet of Columbia in over 80 years, by
authorizing the election of certain of-
ficials of local political parties.

In 1961, pursuant to the 23d amend-
ment of the U.S. Constitution, the Elec-
tion Act was amended (75 Stat. 817) to
allow voters in the District of Columbia
to participate in Presidential elections
and to select delegates representing the
District of Columbia to national politi-
cal conventions. Additional changes were
made in 1968 (82 Stat. 103) which set up
the machinery for election for members
of the Board of Education. With the
passage of the District of Columbia Dele~
gate Act in 1970 (84 Stat. 849), further
revisions were made to the Elections Act.
The first overall review of the District
of Columbia Elections Act occurred in
1971, in the course of which Congress
approved the establishment of a prefer-
ential Presidential primary in the Dis-
trict of Columbia (85 Stat. 788).

The District’s experience in carrying
out elections for government office ex-
tends back only to 1968, when the Board
of Education elections were authorized.
The problems of administering an elec-
tion in the District of Columbia have re-
vealed themselves slowly and in a variety
of ways with the unique circumstances
of every election. Problems that seem
solved in one election are exacerbated
under the pressures of the next. Most of
the changes proposed in H.R. 6713 are
technical in nature, but they do cure
some of the problems that the committee
and the D.C. Board of Elections have
identified as arising from existing pro-
visions of the District of Columbia Elec-
tions Act.

PROVISIONS OF THE BILL
CHANGING FILING DEADLINES AND RELATED DATES
FOR NOMINATING PETITIONS

Deadlines for the filing of nominating
petitions for candidates for District of
Columbia elections will be changed from
45 days before an election to 60 days
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before an election. Other correspond-
ing dates are also set back 15 days,
in order to allow candidates the same
amount of time as they now have
to circulate petitions and to gather sig-
natures. The additional time is neces-
sary in order to allow the Board sufficient
time to prepare for an election, once all
neminating petitions are filed. The ex-
isting 45-day time period has proved to
be insufficient for the Board to do a
thorough job of validating petition sig-
natures, processing absentee ballot re-
quests, and printing absentee and sample
ballots. In every election, the Board has
been involved in one or more court cases
resulting from either challenges to nom-
inating petitions or other law suits. The
litigation has often consumed so much
time that the Board has had great diffi-
culty in completing its work within the
45-day time period now provided in the
Election Act.
DEFINITION OF A QUALIFIED ELECTOR

The 90-day durational residency re-
quirement for voting in the existing law
is eliminated. This change is required to
bring District of Columbia law into line
with the Supreme Court decision in
Dunn v. Blumstein (405 U.S. 330 (1972)),
in which durational residency require-
ments for voting were held unconstitu-
tional. Under the court decision in Dunn,
and the District of Columbia election
law, however, the Board will be author-
ized to close voter registration polls 30
days before an election to permit election
officials to process the registration rolls
in preparation for the coming election.

AUTHORIZED VOLUNTEERS

The Board of Elections is authorized
to use volunteers in connection with voter
registration drives and non-partisan
voter education efforts. Existing District
of Columbia law prohibits the District
of Columbia government from accepting
personnel services without compensa-
tion. It is apparent that volunteer help
can be extremely useful in stimulating
citizen participation in the electoral
process, which is a goal of high standing.
REDUCTION OF SIGNATURE REQUIREMENTS FOR

THIRD PARTY CANDIDATES FOR PRESIDENT

The signature requirements for third
party candidates for President would be
reduced under this bill from 5 percent of
the registered voters to 1 percent. Re-
quiring the signatures of 5 percent of the
registered voters—approximately 15,000
signatures—for the nominating petitions
of minor party potential candidates for
President places unreasonable burdens
upon both potential candidates and the
Board of Elections. Not only is it very
difficult for candidates to gather such a
large number of valid signatures, it is
also difficult for the Board to validate the
signatures within the time allowed.
Moreover, 42 States (as of 1968) require
third parties to obtain the signatures of
only 1 percent or less of the electors in
order to appear on the Presidential
ballot. This suggests that the 1 percent
required proposed by H.R. 6713 is entirely
reasonable.

GENERAL RULEMAKING AUTHORITY

The Board of Elections would be given
authority to enact rules and regulations
to carry out responsibilities and duties
given to it under the Election Act.

While the existing election law appears
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to give the Board broad rulemaking au-
thority, legal arguments have been made
calling for an extremely narrow con-
struction of the Board's rulemaking au-
thority. Accordingly, in order to make
the Board's responsibility clear, the com-
mittee has approved a broad grant of
rulemaking authority to the Board re-
lating to all aspects of the Election Act.
H.R. 6713 also deletes from the existing
Election Act most of the specific rule-
making grants given to the Board under
the District of Columbia Elections Act.
A small number of references to rule-
making are retained in the act where the
context seems to warrant it.
TIMETABLE FOR CHALLENGED BALLOTS

The period of time provided by the
Election Act for the Board of Elections
to rule on the validity of challenged bal-
lots is extended from 7 to 10 days. The
existing T-day time period does not al-
low the Board a sufficient amount of
time to process a large number of ballots
challenged in District elections. It is the
committee’s information that 5,000 bal-
lots were challenged in the last election,
and the Board had to make a decision
with respect to the validity of each.

OFENING THE POLLS AT 7 A.M.

Polls in the District of Columbia will
be open on election day at 7 a.m. rather
than 8 a.m., as provided under existing
law. Opening the polls an hour earlier
will provide greater opportunity for vot-
ing early in the day by persons whose
work day begins at an early hour. Since
many offices and businesses in the Dis-
trict begin work as early as 7:30 a.m.,
many potential voters are unable to vote
before going to work. In addition to pro-
viding greater opportunities for voting,
this change would have the effect of pre-
venting the formation of long lines of
voters late in the day, as now occurs.

LAME-DUCK BOARD OF EDUCATION TERMS

Under existing law, there is a potential
gap of almost 4 months between the
election of a Board of Education mem-
ber and the time he takes office. Since a
majority of the members of the Board of
Education can be elected in a single elec-
tion, it is possible that a lame duck ma-
jority can make significant and far-
reaching decisions during the 3 months
they remain in office. There seems to be
no compelling reason why the time lag
should be as great as it is.

H.R. 6713 provides for the term of
newly elected Board members to begin
30 days after the certification of their
election. The 30-day period would begin
to run after the certification of all Board
of Education elections including runoffs.
Because the members of the existing
Board were elected to 4-year terms by
statute, the provision would only go into
effect with respect to the end of terms
of members of the Board elected or re-
elected after 1973.

TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS

The three changes recommended are
purely technical in nature, and designed
to resolve inconsistencies or contradic-
tions in the language of the statute. Two
of them relate to the scheduling of the
Presidential preference primary and the
local party elections. The changes are to
insure that such elections are held on
the same date as the delegate primary.

The other technical amendment re-
fers to the beginning of the 10-day chal-
lenge period following the filing of nom-
inating petitions.

DELETION OF GENERAL ELECTION RUNOFFS

The runoff election following the gen-
eral election for the Delegate to Congress
would be eliminated, Under existing law,
there are runoff elections in the event
that a candidate for congressional Dele-
gate fails to secure 40 percent of the vote
after either primary and general elec-
tion. This creates the potential of four
elections within a 6-month period.

Thirty-nine States have no runoff re-
quirements whatsover with respect to
congressional elections. In 12 States,
there are runoff elections after party pri-
maries in the event that a candidate fails
to receive a specified percentage of the
vote. Only one State and the District of
Columbia have runoffs after both the
party primary and the general election.

This is costly and burdensome both to
the candidate and to the Board. In this
period of ever-increasing election costs,
a reduction in the number of possible
election campaigns that a candidate
must face is strongly in the public
interest.

HISTORY

A public hearing was held by the Judi-
ciary Subcommittee on this proposed
legislation on May 10, 1973, at which
time testimony in favor thereof was sub-
mitted both by the Board of Elections,
the District of Columbia Democratic
Central Committee, the District of Co-
lumbia Republican Committee, the Dis-
trict of Columbia Statehood Party, and
the District of Columbia Board of Edu-
cation. The bill reported reflects several
amendments proposed and considered at
such hearing and adopted by the sub-
committee.

COST

The committee is informed by the Dis-
trict of Columbia Board of Elections that
there will be a cost of $5,000 per election
resulting from enactment of this legis-
lation. This cost is attributable to open-
ing the polls at 7 a.m. rather than 8 a.m.
as is now required. Under the bill as pro-
posed, there is the potential for two
elections (for Board of Education and
possible runoff) at $10,000 additional
cost, in odd-numbered years: and three
elections (delegate primary, possible
runoff, and general election) at $15,000
added cost, in even-numbered years.

VOTE

H.R. 6713 was approved and ordered
reported to the House by voice vote of
the committee on June 4, 1973.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I urge favor-
able consideration of this bill at this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion on the bill to final passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the committee amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time,
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The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill.

The question was taken;

and the

Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.
Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum is
not present and make the point of order
that a quorum is not present.
The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is

not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent members.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 330, nays 12,
not voting 91, as follows:

Abdnor
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Annunzio
Archer
Armstrong
Ashley
Aspin
Bafalis
Baker
Barrett
Beard
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Bingham
Blackburn
Boggs
Bolling
Bowen
Brasco
Bray
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byron
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cleveland
Cochran
Collier
Collins, I11.
Conlan
Conte
Conyers
Coughlin
Crane
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Danielson
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Dickinson
Diggs
Downing

[Roll No. 204]

YEAS—330

Drinan
Duncan
du Pont
Edwards, Aln.
Eilberg
FErlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn,
Fascell
Findley
Flood
Flowers
Forsythe
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Fugua
Gettys
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa,
Griffiths
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hamlilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heinz
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks
Hillis
Holt
Horton
Hosmer
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo,
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn,
Jordan
Kazen
Keating
Kemp
King
Koch
Euykendall
KEvros
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lent
Litton
Long, La.

Long, Md.
Lott

Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McCOollister
MeDade
McEwen
McFall
McKay
McKinney
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga,
Matsunaga
Mazzoli
Meeds
Mezvinsky
Milford
Miller
Mills, Ark.
Minish
Mink
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Moss
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
Obey
O'Brien
O'Hara
Owens
Parris
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Poage
Podell
Price, 111,
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reuss
Riegle
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.¥.
Rooney, Pa.
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Rose Steelman
Rosenthal Steiger, Ariz.
Roush Stelger, Wis.
Roybal Stephens
Runnels Stokes
Ruth Stratton
Ryan Btubblefield
8t Germain Stuckey
Sandman Studds
Sarasin Sullivan
Sarbanes Symington
Satterfield Symms
Schneebell Talcott
Schroeder Taylor, Mo.
Bebelius Taylor, N.C.
Seiberling Teague, Callf. Wright
Shipley Teague, Tex. Wyatt
Shriver Thompson, N.J. Wydler
Shuster Thomson, Wis. Wyman
Skubitz Thone Yates
8lack Thornton Yatron
Smith, Iowa Towell, Nev. Young, Alaska
Snyder Treen Young, Fla.
Spence Udall Young, Ga.
Staggers Van Deerlin Young, Ill.
Stanton, Vanik Young, 8.C.
J. William Veysey Young, Tex.
Stanton, Vigorito Zablockl
James V. Waggonner Zion
Stark Walsh Zwach
Steed Wampler
Steele Ware

NAYS—12

Fountain
Froehlich
Gross Scherle
Landgrebe Wylie
NOT VOTING—81
Edwards, Calif. Mayne
Fish Melcher
Fisher Metcalfe
Foley Michel
Ford, Gerald R. Mosher
Ford, Murphy, Ill.
William D. Murphy, N.XY.
Fraser Nedzi
Fulton Nix
Gaydos O’'Neill
Giaimo Powell, Ohio
Grasso Preyer
Hanna Quillen
Hansen, Wash. Railsback
Hastings Reid
Hawkins Rhodes
Hébert Robison, N.Y.
Heckler, Mass. Rooney, N.¥.
Hinshaw Rostenkowski
Hogan Roy
Holifield Ruppe
Holtzman Saylor
Howard Shoup
Huber Sikes
Earth Bisk
Kastenmeier Smith, N.Y.
Eetchum Tiernan
Kluczynski Ullman
Lehman Vander Jagt
McCormack Waldle
Dulskl Maraziti
Eckhardt Martin, Nebr.

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
Mr. Rooney of New Jersey with Mr. Gerald
R. Ford.
Mr. Dominick V. Daniels with Mr. Arends.
Mr. Hébert with Mr. Anderson of Illinois.
Mr. Holifleld with Mr. Rhodes.
Mr. Rostenkowski with Mr, Michel.
Mr. S8ikes with Mr. Hogan.
Mr. Waldie with Mr. Del Clawson,
Mr. Donohue with Mr. Roy.
Mr. Delaney with Mr, Hastings.
Mr. Blatnlk with Mr. Andrews of North
Dakota.
Mr. Dingell with Mr. Huber.
Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. William D. Ford.
Mr. Cotter with Mr, Chamberlain.
. Dulski with Mr. King.
. Fulton with Mr, Preyer.
. Gaydos with Mr. Biester.
. Hawkins with Mr. Melcher.
. Giaimo with Mr. Eckhardt.
Mr. Howard with Mr. Butler.
Mrs. Grasso with Mr. Cohen.
Mr. Kastenmeler with Mr. Ashbrook.
Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Ullman,

Whalen
‘White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,

Rarick
Rousselot

Andrews, N.C.
Collins, Tex.
Devine

Flynt

Anderson, II1.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Arends
Ashbrook
Badillo
Bell
Biaggl
Blester
Blatnik
Boland
Brademas
Brown, Calif.
Broyhill, Va.
Butler
Camp
Chamberlain
Chisholm
Clawson, Del
Cohen
Conable
Corman
Cotter
Daniels,

Dominick V.
Davis, Ga.
Delaney
Dingell
Donochue
Dorn

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. Tiernan with Miss Holtzman.

Mr. Bisk with Mr, Martin of Nebraska.

Mr. Reid with Mr. Conable.

Mr. O'Nelll with Mrs. Heckler of Massachu-
setts,

Mr.

Mr,

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Nix with Mr. Maraziti.
Murphy of New York with Mr. Fish,
Biaggli with Mr. Brown of California.
Brademas with Mr. Mayne.
Murphy of Illinois with Mr, Mosher,
Metcalfe with Mr. Badillo.
Hanna with Mr. Hinshaw.
Mr. Corman with Mr. Bell.
Mr. Dorn with Mr. Broyhill of Virginia.
Mr. Edwards of California with Mr. Fraser.
Alr. Boland with Mr. Robison.
Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Vander Jagt.
Mr. Fisher with Mr. Quillen.
Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr, Say-
lor.
Mr. Foley with Mr. Railshack.
Mr. Karth with Mr. Shoup.
Mr, Lehman with Mr. Smith of New York.
Mr. McCormack with Mr. Powell of Ohio.
Mr. Nedzi with Mr. Ruppe.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
permission to revise and extend their
remarks in explanation of the bill just
passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mich-
igan?

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING CERTAIN DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA PROGRAMS AND
ACTIVITIES

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on the District of Co-
Iumbia, I call up the bill (H.R. 8250)
to authorize certain programs and activi-
ties of the government of the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes, and
ask unanimous consent that the bill be
considered in the House as in the Com-
mittee of the Whole.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 8250

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

EXPENDITURES FOR EMERGENCIES

SecTioN 1. When required by the public
exigencies to meet conditions caused by
emergencies such as riot, pestilence, public
insanitary conditions, flood, fire, storm, and
similar disasters, the Commissioner of the
District of Columbia, pursuant to regula-
tions prescribed by the District of Colum-
bia Council, is authorized to expend such
amounts as may be necessary without regard
to advertising provisions of section 3709 of
the Revised Statutes (41 U.S.C.5).

OFFICIAL USE OF MOTOR VEHICLES

Sec. 2. All passenger motor vehicles and
watercraft owned by the District of Colum-
bia shall be operated and utilized in con-
formity with section 5 of the Act of July
16, 1914, as amended by section 16 of the
Act of August 2, 1946 (31 U.S.C. 638a), and
ghall be under the direction and control of
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the Commissioner of the District of Colum-
bia. The Commissioner 1s authorized to alter
or change the assignment or direct the al-
teration or interchangeable use of any pas-
senger motor vehicles or watercraft by offi-
cers and employees of the District of Colum-
bia except as otherwise provided in such Act.
Limitations on the officlal use of passenger
motor vehicles, as set out in section 5§ of such
Act, shall not apply to the Commissioner or,
with the approval of the Commissioner, to
officers and employees of the District gov-
ernment the character of whose duties make
such transportation necessary.
FUNERAL AND BURIAL SERVICES

Sec. 3. (a) The Commissioner of the Dis-
trict of Columbia is hereby authorized, pur-
suant to regulations prescribed by the Dis-
trict of Columbia Council, to provide for the
payment of reasonable funeral and burial
expenses of indigent residents of the District
of Columbia and of persons under the care
and custody of the District of Columbia gov-
ernment institutions.

(b) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued as repealing or in any way modify-
ing any provision of the Acts approved April
29, 1802 (D.C. Code, secs. 2-201 through 2-
209) and April 20, 1906 (D.C. Code, secs, 27—
129 through 27-131), or of the District of
Columbia Public Assistance Act of 1962 (D.C.
Code, sec. 3-201 et seq.).

PAYMENTS TO PATIENTS

Sec. 4. The Commissioner of the District
of Columbia, pursuant to regulations pre-
scribed by the District of Columbia Counecil,
is authorized to furnish cash payments to
needy patlents in hospitals operated by or
under contract (relating to the care of needy
patients) with the District of Columbia in
such amounts and at such times as he may
determine.

CARE OF PATIENTS IN SECTARIAN AND NONSEC-
TARIAN INSTITUTIONS

Sec. 5. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the Commissioner of the District
of Columbia, pursuant to regulations pre-
scribed by the District of Columbia Council,
is suthorized from time to time to enter into
contracts with institutions under sectarian
and nonsectarian control, and to make pay-
ments to such institutions, for the care of
indigent and medically indigent patients in
hospitals and for the care and maintenance
of persons who are a responsibility of the
District of Columbia. The Council shall, in
determining the level of payment to sec-
tarian and nonsectarian institutions, take
Into consideration average costs in caring
for like persons in area institutions, and in
no event shall such payment for medical
services exceed reasonable costs as deter-
mined under the District of Columbia medic-
ald program.

STIPENDS FOR PATIENTS

Sec. 6. The Commissioner of the District
of Columbia is authorized, pursuant to regu-
lations prescribed by the District of Colum-
bia Council, to provide for the payment of
stipends to patients and residents employed
in institutions of or under programs spon-
sored by the government of the District of
Columbia as an ald to their rehabilitation
or for training purposes. Nothing contained
herein shall be construed as conferring em-
ployee status on any person covered by this
section.

BENEFITS FURNISHED WORKERS IN DISTRICT
FACILITIES

Sec. 7. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the Commissioner of the Dis-
trict of Columbia is suthorized to furnish,
pursuant to regulations prescribed by the
District of Columbia Council, subsistence,
living quarters and laundry in lieu of salary
to persons authorized by the Commissloner
to work in facilities of the government of
the District of Columbia for the purposes
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of securing training and experience in their
future vocations., Nothing contained herein
shall be construed as conferring employee
status on any person covered by this section,
nor as superseding the requirements of sec-
tions 5352 and 5353 of title 5, United States
Code, relating to student employees specified
therein who are assigned or attached to a
hospital, clinic, or medical or dental labora-
tory.
FIRE PROTECTION SERVICES

Sec. 8. The Commissioner of the District
of Columbia is authorized to make provi-
slons and payment for the furnishing of fire
prevention and fire protection services to
District of Columbia government institu-
tions located outside the District of Colum-
bla.

FUNDS FOR THE PREVENTION AND DETECTION

OF CRIME

SEec. 9. The Chief of Police of the Metropoli-
tan Police Department is authorized, with
the approval of the Commissioner of the
District of Columbia and within the limits
of appropriations therefor, to make expendi-
tures for the prevention and detection of
crime under his certificate. The certificate of
the Chief of Police for such expenditures
shall be deemed a sufficient voucher for the
sum therein expressed to have been expended.

ATTENDANCE AT PISTOL MATCHES

Sec. 10. The Commissioner of the District
of Columbia is authorized to pay the ex-
penses of officers and members of the Metro-
politan Police Department and the Depart-
ment of Corrections for attending pistol
matches, including entrance fees, and is
further authorized to permit officers and
members to attend such matches without
loss of pay or time.

PAYMENT OF REWARDS

Sec. 11. The Commissioner of the District
of Columbia, pursuant to regulations pre-
scribed by the District of Columbia Council,
is authorized to provide for the payment of

rewards for the capture, or for information
leading to the apprehension, of fugitives
from District of Columbia penal, correction-
al, and welfare institutions and of condi-
tional release and parole violators. Funds
appropriated pursuant to this section shall be
apportioned and expended in the discretion
of, and upon such conditions as may be im-
posed by, the Commissioner of the District of
Columbia. No reward money shall be paid to
any officer or employee of the Metropolitan
Police Department, or any penal, correction-
al, or welfare institution, or any court, legal
agency, or other agency closely involved in
the criminal justice system.
DISCHARGE AND RELEASE PAYMENTS

Sec. 12, The Commissioner of the District
of Columbia is authorized to furnish each
prisoner upon his release from a penal or
correctional institution under the jurisdic-
tion of the government of the District of
Columbia with suitable clothing and, in the
discretion of the Commission, a sum of mon-
ey, which shall not exceed $100.

CONSTRUCTION SERVICES WORKING FUND

Sec. 13. (a) There is established in the
Treasury of the United States a permanent
working fund, without fiscal year limitation,
to be known as the Construction Services
Fund, Department of General Services, Dis-
trict of Columbia. The Commissioner is au-
thorized to transfer to such fund from capital
outlay appropriations for public building
construction such amounts as he may deem
necessary to carry out the purposes of this
section, and, subject to subsequent adjust-
ment, advances and reimbursements may be
made to such fund from appropriations for
services to other departments and agencies
of the District government, without reference
to fiscal year limitations on such appropria-
tions. The fund shall be avallable for ex-
penses incurred in the initial planning for
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construction projects, for work performed
under contract or otherwise, including, but
not limited to, preliminary planning and re-
lated expenses, surveys, preparation of plans
and specifications, soll investigation, ad-
ministration, overhead, planning design, en-
gineering, inspection, and contract manage-
ment.

(b) The District of Columbia shall annual-
ly review the budget of the Construction
Services Fund within ninety days after the
annual District of Columbia Appropriations
Act is enacted into law.

(c) The District of Columbia Council, the
Board of Higher Education, the Board of
Voeational Education, the Board of Educa-
tion, the Public Library Board, and the Ex-
ecutive Director of the District of Columbia
Court System shall be kept fully advised, at
least semiannually, of the status of projects
and activities within their respective areas
of concern which are financed from the
Construction Services Fund.

SNOW AND ICE REMOVAL

Sec. 14. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Highways and Traffic and the De-
partment of Environmental Services of the
government of the District of Columbia shall
be available for purposes of snow and ice re-
moval when so ordered by the Commissioner
of the District of Columbia.

FEDERAL~-AID HIGHWAY PROJECTS

Sec. 15. The Commissioner of the District
of Columbia is authorized to enter into con-
tracts in connection with projects under-
taken as Federal-ald highway projects under
the provisions of the Federal Aid Highway
Act of 1944 in such amounts as shall be ap-
proved by the Federal Highway Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation.

GRADE-CROSSING ELIMINATION PROJECTS

Sec. 16. The Commissioner of the District
of Columbia is authorized to construct
grade-crossing elimination and other wholly
District construction projects or those au-
thorized under section B of the Act of June
16, 1936 (49 Stat. 1521), and section 1(b) of
the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1938, in ac-
cordance with the provisions of such Acts.
Pursuant to this authority, the Commis-
sioner may make payment to contractors and
payment for other expenses in connection
with the costs of surveys, design, construc-
tion, and inspection pending reimbursement
to the District of Columbia by the Federal
Highway Administration, Department of
Transportation, or other parties participat-
ing in such projects.

CIVIL DEFENSE MATCHING FUNDS

8ec. 17. Section 3(h) of the Act entitled
“An Act to authorize the District of Colum-
bia government to establish an Office of Civil
Defense, and for other purposes”, approved
August 11, 1950 (D.C. Code, sec. 6-1203(h)),
is amended by striking the semicolon and
inserting in lieu thereof a comma and the
following: “and, when authorized by the
Commissioner, appropriations available to
the District of Columbia may be used to
match finanecial contributions made by any
department or agency of the United States
to the government of the District for the
purchase of civil defense equipment and
supplies;”.

ACQUISITION OF LAND FOR WASHINGTON
AQUEDUCT

Sec. 18. Appropriations are hereby author-
ized for the acquisition, by gift, dedication,
exchange, purchase, or condemnation, of
land or rights in or on land or easements
therein for the Washington agueduct by
the Chief of Engineers, Corps of Engineers,
United States Army, or his designated
agents.

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES OF WORKMEN'S

COMPENSATION LAW

Sec. 19. The Act entitled “An Act to pro-

vide compensation for disability or death
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resulting from injury to employees in certain
employments in the District of Columbia,
and for other purposes”, approved May 17,
1928 (D.C. Code, secs. 36-501, 502), is
amended by renumbering section 3 as section
4 and by inserting the following new sec-
tion immediately after section 2:

“Sec. 3. There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary to
pay the expenses incurred by the United
States Department of Labor in the adminis-
tration of this Act.”

DRIVER EDUCATION PROGRAM

SEec. 20. The Board of Education is author-
ized, within the limits of appropriations
therefor, to accept, on a loan basis, and to
maintain and provide for insurance of motor
vehicles, for use in the driver education pro-
grams of the public schools.
SUBSISTENCE AND TRANSPORTATION FOR

ICAPFED CHILDREN

Sec. 21. The Board of Education is author-
ized to provide for the furnishing of subsist-
ence supplies and transportation for severely
handicapped children attending special edu-
cation schools or classes established for their
benefit in the public school system of the
District of Columbia.

SUMMER SCHOOL COMPENSATION

Sec. 22. Compensation payable to personnel
employed in the summer school program of
the public school system of the District of
Columbia is hereby authorized to be charged
to the appropriation for the fiscal year in
which the pay periods end.

SUMMER EMPLOYMENT OF DISTRICT SCHOOL
TEACHERS

SEc. 23. Subsection (e) of section 5533 of
title 5, United States Code, is amended (a)
by inserting *“(1)" immediately following
“(e)"; and (b) by adding the following new
paragraph:

“(2) Subsection {(c) of this section does not
apply to pay received by a teacher of the pub-
lic schools of the District of Columbia for
employment in a position during the summer
vacation period.”.

SCHOOL CEREMONIAL EXPENSES

SEc. 24. The President of the Federal City
College, the President of the Washington
Technical Institute, the President of the
District of Columbia Teachers College, and
the Superintendent of Schools are hereby
authorized to utilize moneys appropriated
for the purposes of this section for such ex-
penses as they may respectively deem neces-
sary to conduct such official ceremonial, rep-
resentational, and graduation activities as
are normally associated with the programs of
educational institutions.

AMENDMENT OF LAWS RELATING TO ADVERTISING

Sec. 25. (a) The second sentence of the first
section of the Act approved February 28, 1808
(D.C. Code, sec. 47-1001) , is amended to read
as follows: “The notice of sale and the delin-
quent tax list shall be advertised according to
regulations prescribed by the District of Co-
lumbia Council. Competitive proposals shall
be invited by the Commissioner of the Dis-
trict of Columbia from the wvarious daily
newspapers published in the District for pub-
lishing such delinquent tax list.”.

(b) Section 7 of the Act approved Febru-
ary 28, 1808 (D.C. Code, sec. 47-1008), is
amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 7. The expenses of advertising the
notice of sale and delinquent tax list for real
property taxes, water charges, sanitary sewer
service charges, and special assessments in
arrears together with penalties and costs,
shall be reimbursed to the District by a
charge to be fixed annually by the Commis-
sioner and assessed against each lot or piece
of property advertised. The amounts so re-
ceived shall be deposited to such fund of
the District as the Commissioner shall from
time to time determine.”

(e) The first sentence of section 5 of the

HAND=-
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Act approved June 11, 1878 (D.C. Code, sec.
7-601), is amended by striking “and if the
total cost shall exceed $5,000, then in one
newspaper in each of the cities of New York,
Philadelphia, and Baltimore also for one
week,” and Inserting in lieu thereof: "but
not elsewhere, unless the need for advertising
outside the District shall have been specifi-
cally approved by the Commissioner”.

(d) Appropriations authorized by this Act
or any Act of Congress shall be available to
the Commissioner for general advertising au-
thorized by law, and for the publication of
notices of public hearings, orders, regula-
tions, amendments of orders and regulations,
tax and school notices, and similar matters
of public interest, in the District of Columbia
Register, and except as otherwise provided
by law, in such newspapers, legal periodicals,
trade journals, and other printed media at
such times and in such places as may be
approved by the said Commissioner,

OFFICIAL FUNDS

Sec. 26. The Commissioner of the District
of Columbia, the Chairman of the District
of Columbia Council, the Superintendent of
Schools, the President of the Federal City
College, the President of the Washington
Technical Institute, and the President of the
District of Columbia Teachers College are
hereby authorized to provide for the ex-
penditure, within the limits of specified an-
nual appropriations, of funds for such pur-
poses as they may respectively deem neces-
sary. Their determination thereof shall be
final and conclusive, and their certificate
shall be sufficient voucher for the expendi-
ture of appropriations made pursuant to
this section.

TAXI SERVICE STUDY

Bec. 27. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the Public Service Com=-
mission of the District of Columbia is au-
thorized and directed to conduct a study of
the adequacy of service and regulation of
the taxicab industry in the District of Co-
lumbia. The study shall include the feasibil-
ity of allowing the installation of meters in
taxicabs in the District of Columbia,

(b) Within six months following the date
of enactment of this Act, the Public Service
Commission shall transmit the final report
of the results of such investigation and
study, including its finding and recommenda-
tions, to the Commissioner of the District of
Columbia and the District of Columbia Coun-
cil, and the District of Columbia govern-
ment shall within ninety days consider the
same, and transmit its recommendations
and the final report of the Public Service
Commission to the Congress.

AUTHORIZATIONS

Seec. 28. Appropriations to carry out the
purposes of this Act and the amendments
made by this Act are hereby authorized.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

On page 6, line 4, strike out “DistriCt"” and
insert in lieu thereof “District”.

On page 6, line 15, immediately before
“any” insert “of".

On page 6, line 16, immediately before
“any" insert “of".

On page 7, line 21, immediately after
“Columbia” insert “Counecil™.

On page 12, line 16, strike out “prescribe”
and insert in lien thereof “prescribed”.

The committee amendments were
ugreed to.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the last word.

I would like to commend the Honor-
able Tromas M. ReEs, Congressman from
the 26th District of California, for his
distinguished work as chairman of the
Subcommittee on Revenue and Financial
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Affairs which promptly considered the
bill now before us.

The purpose of HR. 8250 is to provide
authorization for 26 activities previously
authorized only by language in annual
appropriation acts for the District of Co-
Iumbia, and to authorize the study of the
adequacy of taxicab service in the Dis-
trict. These programs, activities, limita-
tions, and legislative provisions are con-
sidered necessary for effective operation
of the District government. These items
have been included in the city’s budget
for a number of years—in one instance,
going back as far as 1883—and annual
appropriations have been made by Con-
gress for these various programs and ac-
tivities. Since none of the provisions in
the proposed legislation has a basis in
substantive law, each of them is subject
to the raising of a “point of order”
against its inclusion in subsequent ap-
propriation acts. This bill, introduced at
the request of the District government,
would thus provide the necessary legis-
lative authorization for these activities,
many of which are technical in nature.
The funding and the determination of
the justifications for these activities
would, of course, be a matter for final
determination by the Appropriations
Committees.

Authority is not contained in H.R. 8250
for any completely new programs or ac-
tivities, except with respect to the ex-
pansion of the program provided in sec-
tion 5, for care of indigent and medically
indigent patients. Hence, approval of
the District’s proposed bill does not mean
increased expansion or new appropria-
tions over and above those already con-
tained in the District of Columbia appro-
priation acts.

Similar legislation to authorize the
programs and activities set forth in sec-
tions 1 to 26 inclusive passed the Senate
(8. 2204) in the last Congress but was not
acted upon in the House.

Also, hearings were held by the Sen-
ate District Committee in the last Con-
gress on legislation authorizing a study of
the feasibility of installing taxicab me-
ters, but no action was taken thereon.

In several of the sections of H.R. 8250
regulatory powers are given to the Dis-
triet of Columbia Council to prescribe the
necessary regulations for operation of
these activities. These include such activ-
ities as emergency provisions, providing
burial for deceased indigents, employ-
ing patients to assist in hospitals, and
in defining the amount of payments to
be made to sectarian and nonsectarian
hospitals for care of indigent patients.

Because many sections in this deal with
activities of a technical nature already
authorized by Congress in appropriation
acts, I will not attempt to describe each
section in detail. They are described in
the report accompanying this bill. How-
ever, I call your attention to two im-
portant items. .

Section 5 of H.R. 8250 specifies three
measures concerning the care of indigent
and medically indigent patients in hos-
pitals and the care and maintenance of
persons who are a responsibility of the
District of Columbia;

First. It allows the Distriet of Colum-
bia to enter into contracts with institu-
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tions under sectarian control since 1903.
The District currently has approximately
$3.5 million in such contracts.

Second. It provides that contracts to
all institutions, including rates and eli-
gibility, shall be pursuant to regulations
adopted by the District of Columbia
Council, except in instances such as the
public assistance or District of Colum-
bia medicaid program where regulations
already exist; and

Third. It expressly states that in ap-
proving payment rates the District of
Columbia Council shall take into con-
sideration the reasonable cost of pro-
viding such services, with rates for medi-
cal services not to exceed those of the
District of Columbia medicaid program.
At the present time, inpatient and out-
patient services under the District of Co-
lumbia medical charities program, which
provides care for approximately 15,000
persons in the District are $38 and $6 per
day visit respectively—about one-third to
one-half of actual cost. It is the opinion
of the committee that the District of Co-
lumbia Council should carefully consider
questions of eligibility, utilization, and
the public service responsibility of hospi-
tals and other institutions in arriving at
amounts to be paid, as well as current
medicaid costs.

In addition, representatives of the
Hospital Council of the National Capital
Area have assured us that such a provi-
sion would guarantee that any indigent
patients would receive prompt and com-
plete hospital care and ask unanimous
consent to place the letter in the REec-
orp—exhibit A in your file. The addi-
tional cost of this provision is estimated
at $3 million.

Section 27 directs the District of Co-
lumbia Public Service Commission to
undertake a 6-month study of the ade-
quacy of service and the regulation of
the taxicab industry in the District. Fol-
lowing that study the District of Colum-
bia will forward to the Congress its views
and recommendations. I would stress
that the bill involves only a study by re-
sponsible local officials in this matter and
does not mandate any change in the
manner in which taxicabs are regulated
or in which service is to be provided.

Taxicab service has been a subject of
frequent complaints. Hearings on this
bill, together with previous discussions
with representatives of the taxicab in-
dustry, the District of Columbia govern-
ment, and the District of Columbia Pub-
lic Service Commission, have indicated
the need for an indepth study of taxi-
cabs, due to the complexity of current
regulatory procedures, and of proposals
for improving the quality of service. Un-
der the language of this section, the
results of the study, including the rec-
ommendations and the final report will
be transmitted to the Congress for ulti-
mate determination and action.

Since it is expected that the District of
Columbia budget for fiscal year 1974 will
soon be considered, the House Subcom-
mittee on District of Columbia Appropri-
ations, as well as my committee on the
District of Columbia, have joined the
District of Columbia govermment’s re-
quest for early action since this legisla-
tion is a matter of high priority for the
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Liistrict government. I urge your favor-
able action on H.R. 8250.

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr, Speaker, the purpose of H.R. 8250
as reported (H. Rept. 93-256) is to pro-
vide authorization for 26 activities pre-
viously authorized only by language in
annual appropriation acts for the Dis-
trict of Columbia. These programs, activ-
ities, limitations, and legislative provi-
sions are considered necessary to effective
operation of the District government.
These items have been included in the
city’s budget for a number of years—in
one instance, going back as far as 1883—
and appropriations have been made for
the various programs and activities au-
thorized only by appropriations lan-
guage.

The District government has not re-
quested, and authority is not contained
in H.R. 8250 for any completely new pro-
grams or activities, except with respect
to the expansion of the program pro-
vided in section 5, for care of indigent
and medically indigent patients, as set
forth hereinafter. Hence, approval of the
District’s proposed bill does not mean
increased expansion or new appropria-
tions over and above those heretofore
contained in the Distriet of Columbia
appropriation acts, except in section 5.

The bill also, in section 27, directs the
District of Columbia Public Service
Commission and the District of Colum-
bia government to conduct a study of
the adequacy of service and regulation of
the taxicab industry in the District and
to report to the Congress within 9
months their recommendations.

NEED FOR THE LEGISLATION
POINT OF ORDER AUTHORIZATIONS—SECTIONS 1
TO 26, INCLUSIVE

For a number of years, provisions have
been included in the District’s budget
requests and incorporated into District
appropriation acts to authorize various
expenditures, to permit certain excep-
tions to existing law, to limit the use of
funds, and for other purposes. District
appropriation acts prior to 1962 carried
an individual listing of departments, and
specific appropriations and limitations
were shown for each of these depart-
ments. The District of Columbia Appro-
priation Act of 1962 (75 Stat. 460)
consolidated or eliminated many of these
individual items and categories, and
added a new general provision, section
15, which carried over into fiscal year
1962 the limitations and legislative pro-
visions contained in the 1961 Appropria-
tion Act. All subsequent appropriation
acts for the District of Columbia, includ-
ing the act for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973, have contained a similar
general section.

This bill, initially introduced at the
request of the District of Columbia gov-
ernment, contains, in 26 separate sec-
tions, substantive legislative authority to
permit the continuation of these various
activities, exceptions, and limitations.
Since none of the provisions in the pro-
posed legislation has a basis in substan-
tive law, each of them is subject to the
raising of a “point of order” against its
inclusion in subsequent appropriation

acts.
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Since it is expected that the District
of Columbia budget for fiscal year 1974
will soon be considered, the House Sub-
committee on D.C. Appropriations have
supported the District of Columbia gov-
ernment’s request for early action, as this
legislation is a matter of high priority
for the District government.

TAXICAB STUDY—SECTION 27

Taxicab service has been a subject of
frequent complaints to members of the
committee. Hearings on this bill, together
with previous discussions with repre-
sentatives of the taxicab industry, the
District of Columbia Government, and
the District of Columbia Public Service
Commission, have indicated the need for
an indepth study of taxicabs, due to the
complexity of current regulatory proce-
dures, and of proposals for improving
the quality of service.

The study of the taxicab industry, di-
rected by section 27 of the bill, involves
a 6-month study by the Public Service
Commission. Following that study, the
District of Columbia Government will
forward to the Congress its views and
recommendations on the study so that
the Congress will be in position to take
further action to improve taxicab serv-
ice should this appear warranted. As
stated, the bill involves only a study by
responsible local officials in this matter
and does not mandate any change in the
manner in which taxicabs are regulated
or in which service is to be provided.

PROVISIONS OF THE BILL
SECTION-BY~-SECTION ANALYSIS

Each of the 28 sections of the bill is
summarized below. The estimated cur-
rent financial impact of each section,
together with the year in which the ac-
tivity or program described therein was
first specifically authorized by appro-
priation language, is noted in each sec-
tion.

EMERGENCY EXPENDITURES—NO ADDITIONAL

COST

Section 1: The Commissioner is au-
thorized, when required in times of
emergencies, to make public expendi-
tures, as prescribed by the District of
Columbia Council, without observing all
procurement regulations. Funds used
would normally be those already appro-
priated to the city—1883.!

OFFICIAL USE OF MOTOR VEHICLES—NO ADDI-
TIONAL COST

Section 2: Makes applicable the rele-
vant Federal requirement—official pur-
poses—concerning use of passenger cars
owned by the District of Columbia Gov-
ernment and gives the Commissioner au-
thority to make limited exemptions from
these requirements for officials on con-
stant call—1946.

FUNERAL AND BURIAL SERVICES—$22 000

Section 3: Provides for payment, pur-
suant to District of Columbia Council
regulations, of funeral and burial serv-
ices for indigents and wards of the city.
Present law authorized only such pay-
ments for persons receiving public assist-
ance. In fiscal year 1274 the city expects
to be financially responsible for the
burial of 590 persons at a cost of $224,000.
Approximately 10 percent of this num-

3 Date that the provision first appeared in
D.C. Appropriation Act.
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ber represents those for whom the only
legislative authorization is in appropria-
tion language—19317.

CASH PAYMENTS TO NEEDY PATIENTS—51,000

Section 4: Provides small cash pay-
ments, as prescribed by the District of
Columbia Council regulations, to needy
patients in District hospitals or hospitals
under contract with the District. A small
average sum of $2 per month is used by
the patient for incident personal ex-
penses—1955.

CATE OF PATIENTS IN SECTARIAN AND NONSEC-
TARIAN INSTITUTIONS—UP TO $6,500,000
Section 5: This section specifies three

measures concerning the care of indigent

and medically-indigent patients in hos-
pitals and the care and maintenance of
persons who are a responsibility of the

District of Columbia:

First, It allows the District of Colum-
bia to enter into contracts with institu-
tions under sectarian control—1903. The
District currently has approximately
$3.5 million in such contracts.

Second. It provides that contracis to
all institutions, including rates and eligi-
bility, shall be pursuant to regulations
adopted by the District of Columbia
Council, except in instances such as the
public assistance or D.C. medicaid pro-
gram where regulations already exist.

Third. It expressly states that in ap-
proving rates the District of Columbia
Council shall take into consideration the
reasonable cost of providing such serv-
ices, with rates for medical services not
to exceed those of the District of Colum-
bia medicaid program. At the present
time, inpatient and outpatient services
under the District of Columbia medi-
cal charities program which provides
care for approximately 15,000 persons in
the District, are $38 and $6 per day—
visit—respectively—about one-third to
one-half of actual cost. The District
Committee is of the opinion that higher
rates are warranted for services ren-
dered, but believes that the District of
Columbia Council should carefully con-
sider questions of eligibility, utilization,
and the public service responsibility of
hospitals and other institutions in arriv-
ing at amounts to be paid. Precise cost
estimates of this provision are difficult
to determine, since higher rates may be
at least partially offset by fewer patient
days. The additional cost of this provi-
sion is estimated at $3 million.

STIFENDS TO PATIENTS—$125,000

Section 6: Provides funds for payment
of stipends to patients and residents of
District institutions who perform serv-
ices as part of their rehakilitation. Pa-
tients are paid for such jobs as escort
aides in physical, occupational, and
speech therapy programs, and work in
nursing service and commissaries—1944.

BENEFITS FURNISHED WORKERS IN DISTRICT

FACILITIES—NO ESTIMATE

Section 7: Provides living quarters and
expenses of persons working in District of
Columbia institutions such as medical or
dental interns, student nurses, and stu-
dent chaplains. These persons who have
finished academic training gain experi-
ence in District institutions while provid-
ing services beneficial to the District of

Columbia—1954,
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FIRE PROTECTION SERVICES—$1,200

Section 8: Authorizes funds for fire
protection service provided to District of
Columbia institutions located outside the
District. At the present time the District
of Columbia makes a small payment to a
volunteer fire department in connection
with the provision of fire services at
Glenn Dale, Md., Hospital—19517.

FUNDS FOR THE PREVENTION AND DETECTION OF
CRIME—$200,000

Section 9. Authorizes confidential funds
for the chief of police for the prevention
and detection of crime. The funds, sim-
ilar to funds provided chiefs of police in
other cities, do not require an itemized
voucher, but are subject to audit—1908.

ATTENDANCE AT PISTOL MATCHES—$200

Section 10. Provides authorization for
payment of expenses for Metropolitan
policemen and correction officers at pis-
tol matches, including entrance fees,
without loss of pay. The Distriet of Co-
lumbia government feels that such ex-
penses are not covered under general
provisions regarding professional gather-
ings—1940.

PAYMENT OF REWARDS—NO EXPERIENCE IN

FISCAL YEAR 1974

Section 11. Authorizes the payment of
rewards by the Commissioner, pursuant
to regulations prescribed by the District
of Columbia Council, for information
leading to the capture of fugitives from
Distriet correctional institutions. Author-
ity sought is similar to that accorded the
Attorney General of the United States
for capture of fugitives from Federal
prisons. Employees of any agency in-
volved in the criminal justice system
would not be eligible for such awards—
1903.

DISCHARGE AND RELEASE PAYMENTS—$75,000

Section 12. Authorizes the Commis-
sioner to furnish suitable clothing and
money—not to exceed $100—to released
prisoners sentenced under District of
Columbia law. This is comparable to the
authority of the Attorney General of the
United States with respect to prisoners
convicted under Federal law released
from the District of Columbia Depart-
ment of Corrections—1968.

CONSTRUCTION SERVICES WORKING FUND—
APPROFRIATIONS UP TO $13,000,000 PER YEAR

Section 13: Provides advances from
funds appropriated for construction
projects, without fiscal year limitations,
for financing the planning, design, con-
tract supervision, and other administra-
tive and engineering expenses of public
building construction in the District of
Columbia. The fund is established and
maintained by appropriations of a per-
centage—currently 10 percent—of the
total cost of each construction project—
1925.

Because of the relatively large size of
the Construction Services Working
Fund—balance of $18.1 million at the
beginning of fiscal year 1973—and of
the importance of the quality of the ad-
ministration of the substantial public
building construction program, the com-
mittee bill provides that the District of
Columbia Council shall annually review
the status of the Construction Services
Fund within 90 days after the budget of
the District of Columbia is enacted. No
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such annual review of the operations of
the Fund as a whole is currently con-
ducted. Council recommendations as a
result of this review would be advisory in
nature.

The Commissioner of the District of
Columbia is currently responsible for
constructing facilities for use by agencies
not under the direct control of the Com-
missioner. To facilitate coordination and
to assure full flow of information to such
agencies and to the District of Columbia,
the bill recommends that appropriate re-
ports be provided, at least semiannually,
to the District of Columbia Council, the
Board of Education, the Board of Higher
Education, and Board of Vocational Ed-
ucation, the Public Library Board, and
the Executive Director of the District of
Columbia Court System.

SNOW AND ICE REMOVAL—$425,000

Section 14: Authorizes the Commis-
sioner to use other funds, appropriated
to the Department of Highways and
Traffic and the Department of Environ-
mental Services, for snow removal in
the event that the amount—$825,000—
specifically appropriated for that purpose
is insufficient because of the unpredict-
ability of weather conditions. (1905),
The amount indicated—$425,000—is
needed to supplement that appropriated,
since these expenditures have averaged
almost $1.3 million over the last 5 years.

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION
PROJECTS—$24,363,000

Section 15: Authorizes the Depart-
ment of Highways and Traffic to obligate
funds for the full cost of Federally-aided
highway construction and maintenance
projects in advance of receiving reim-
bursement from the Federal Govern-
ment. Without this provision the District
of Columbia is in technical violation of
the Anti-Deficiency Act which prohibits
obligating funds in excess of District of
Columbia appropriations—1947,

GRADE-CROSSING ELIMINATION PROJECTS

Section 16: Similar to section 15. Pro-
vides the same authority for a different
type of Federal-aid highway project,
namely, grade-crossing elimination—
1951.

CIVIL DEFENSE MATCHING FUNDS—NO ESTIMATE

Section 17: Authorizes the Commis-
sioner to use funds appropriated to
other District of Columbia departments
for matching purposes purchase civil de-
fense equipment and supplies—1952.
WASHINGTON AQUEDUCT, ACQUISITION OF LAND—

NO EXPENDITURES EXPECTED IN FISCAL YEAR

1974

Section 18: Provides substantive law
for acquisition by gift, dedication, ex-
change, purchase, or condemnation of
land for the Washington Aqueduct to
meet future needs. Major projects would
be subject to normal authorization;
appropriation and public hearing proce=-
dures—1949.

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES OF WORKMEN'S COM-
PENSATION LAW—$549,000

Section 19: Provides permanent au-
thority for the transfer of funds from
District appropriations to the Depart-
ment of Labor for reimbursement of the
administrative costs of workmen’s com-
pensation. By law, the administration of
District of Columbia workmen's com-~
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pensation is vested in the U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor—1928,
DRIVER EDUCATION PROGRAM—%8,500

Section 20: Provide authority for the
Board of Education to acquire motor
vehicles on a loan basis for driver edu-
cation program and to maintain and in-
sure such vehicle—1969.

SUBSISTENCE AND TRANSPORTATION FOR HANDI-
CAPPED CHILDREN—5343,840

Section 21: Authorizes the Board of
Education to provide subsistence $61,-
900 and transportation—$281,940—for
physically and mentally handieapped
children attending special education
classes and schools in the public school
system of the District of Columbia—
1918.

SUMMER SCHOOL COMPENSATION—NO ADDI-

TIONAL COST

Section 22: Simplifies payroll proce-
dures by providing that compensation to
personnel employed in summer school
programs of the public school system
may be charged to the fiscal year in
which the summer school ends—1951.
SUMMER EMPLOYMENT OF DISTRICT SCHOOL

TEACHEES—NO ADDITIONAL COST

Section 23: Negates a section of the
United States Code that prohibits per-
sons from receiving two paychecks when
one is from the Senate or House of Rep-
resentatives. This would allow District
teachers who are paid on a 12-month
basis to work in congressional offices dur-
ing their summer vacation period—1969,

SCHOOL CEREMONIAL EXPENSES—$10,000

Section 24: Authorizes the president of
Federal City College—$4,500—Washing-
ton Technical Institute—$3,000—Dis-
trict of Columbia Teachers College—
$1,000—and the Superintendent of
Schools—$1,500—to expend funds for of-
ficial ceremonial and graduation exer-
cises. Such funds, comparable to those
available at similar institutions around
the country, have been used for gradua-
tion ceremonies, ground-breakings,
awards, transportation to special events,
and informational exhibits. Funds for
this item were previously reprogramed
from grants.

AMENDMENTS OF LAWS RELATING TO ADVER-
TISING—PRESENT COSTS: $50,000

Section 25: First. Allows the District of
Columbia Council to prescribe regula-
tions concerning the manner in which
the annual notice of sale and delinquent
property tax list shall be published.

Second. Authorizes the Commissioner
to fix annually a charge for each lot ad-
vertised for tax sale and to designate the
fund in which the moneys shall be de-
posited. The District of Columbia Code
now fixes the charge at $0.50 per prop-
erty, while the actual cost has increased
to $1.40.

Third. Eliminates the requirement that
the city must advertise in New York,
Philadelphia and Baltimore papers of
highway, sewer, public works’ repair and
construction projects when their cost
exceeds $5,000. Such advertising in the
future will be done at the discretion of
the Commissioner.

Fourth. Authorizes funds available to
the Commissioner to be used for general
advertising as authorized and required
by law and for publishing public hearing
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notices, regulations, amendments, or-

ders, tax and school notices and similar

matters i1 the public interest—1898.
OFFICIAL FUNDS—$9,000

Section 26: Authorizes expenditures of
a confidential nature requiring no de-
tailed voucher by the Commissioner of
the District of Columbia—$2,500—
chairman of the District of Columbia
Council—$2,500—Superintendent of
Schools—$1,000—Presidents of Federal
City College—$1,000—Washington Tech-
nical Institute—$1,000—and District of
Columbia Teachers College—$1,000.
These funds are used for a variety of
reasons including receptions, gifts, flow-
ers, expenses of guests, hosting meetings,
dues in professional organizations, and
emergency items not budgeted for—1931.

TAXICAB SERVICE STUDY—3$25,000

Section 27: First. Authorizes and di-
rects the Public Service Commission to
conduct a study of the taxicab industry
in the District of Columbia. The study is
to include the adequacy of service and
regulations, and the feasibility of install-
ing meters.

Second. Within 6 months following en-
actment of this act, the Public Service
Commission is required to deliver a final
copy of its study with recommendations
to the Commissioner of the District of
Columbia and to the District of Colum-
bia Council. The District of Columbia
Government must transmit its recom-
mendations and final report to Congress
within 90 days thereafter.

COSTS

H.R. 8250 being an authorization bill,
the costs hereof are entirely within the
determination of the D.C. Appropriations
Subcommittee.

Current appropriations or projected
costs of the items or projects authorized
by the various sections of the bill are set
forth above.

Enactment of the reported bill does not
require or anticipate any increased ex-
penditures or new appropriations, ex-
cept, first, the additional cost, estimated
at $3 million, for medical services re-
ferred to and authorized in Section 5;
and second, the costs of the taxicab study
estimated at $25,000 referred to and
authorized in section 27.

VOTE

H.R. 8250 was approved and ordered
reported by voice vote of the committee
on June 4, 1973.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the last two words.

Mr. Speaker, I take this time to ask
the gentleman a question or two con-
cerning this $25,000. Why can this
study not be carried on by personnel
within the District City Council, or
other areas in the District government
that can carry on a study of the taxicab
situation in the District of Columbia? As
a matter of fact, the taxi cab situation
in Washington has been studied ever
since I came to Congress,

Mr. REES. The feeling of the commit-
tee was the study should be made specif-
ically by the Public Service Commission
and the feeling was expressed in the
letter we had from the District of Co-
lumbia that there would have to be some
authorization for appropriation for the
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study. We have a letter on that and they
feel a $25,000 authorization would take
care of this. This is not the appropriation,
it is an authorization, and it does not
mean they will spend the $25,000, but if
this is needed for outside counsel or for
the department staff for the Public Serv-
ice Commission, that is the authorization
for $25,000.

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman have
any idea how :nany studies have been
made on this subject?

Mr. REES. There have been studies but
each of them seemed to me to be of just
part of the taxi service.

The purpose of this study is to look at
the overall concept of the taxi service
and how it should be improved. The
other aspect is that taxi service should
be part of the comprehensive transpor-
tation system of the District of Columbia
and I do not think there has been a study
since the Metropolitan Transportation
Agency went into business. There might
have been a study but no action was ever
taken on any studies.

Mr. GROSS. This, too, could result in
another study with no action taken. They
could spend this $25,000 and still have no
action. I understand that $25,000 is not
the largest amount of money this Con-
gress will deal with in respect to the
District of Columbia or any other area
within the purview of the Federal Gov-
ernment, but as hard up as the District
of Columbia pretends to be on all oc-
casions I simply cannot understand why
there should be another $25,000 spent for
this purpose. If somebody can give me a
logical reason I will vote for it, but I just
cannot understand why another $25,000
should be spent for a study as to whether
there ought to be meters in taxicabs.

Mr. REES. I hope this would be the
last study and I would hope sometime in
the future we might get things like taxi-
cab regulations in the District of Colum-
bia regulated.

Mr. GROSS. I will say to my friend, the
gentleman from California, those are
famous last words around here: I hope
this will be the last authorization for
thus and so and thus and so and thus and
s0,

Mr. REES. I hope I will still be here so
I can take action on this the next time
this request is made for taxicab service
studies.

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I suppose
there are many other cities that have
taxicabs as part of an approved trans-
portation service, Has any other city had
& study made like this to make a deter-
mination as to what would be the best
service and the most feasible way to op-
erate taxicabs on the public streets? I
know of none. Does the gentleman know
of any?

Mr,. REES. I do not know of any. I have
not planned to go out and find out if
there were other studies. This is about
the District of Columbia and why should
the District of Columbia not have its
own system. Also the District of Colum-
bia operators are independent and own
their own cabs. Most of the time during
rush hours one cannot find a cab. We
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have the problem of three different agen-
cies in the city government plus the
Congress of the United States regulat-
ing taxis, There are many problems in the
District of Columbia which are unigue
to the District of Columbia and they are
not common to the other places, In Cali-
fornia we have a different system, The
problems here are unique.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Speaker, it has to be mentioned
in this bill there are items identified that
the Appropriations Committee formerly
appropriated money for and they felt the
authorization should be provided for in
this bill in order to avoid points of order
on these items when we consider the
District of Columbia appropriation bill,
I am in thorough agreement with the
prineipal thrust of this bill. It is be-
lieved to be needed by the District of
Columbia Appropriations Subcommittee.

I want to make it clear that one of our
Members, the gentleman from California
(Mr. KercHum) could not be here today
and he is very muech opposed to this
study of the taxi industry which is a
provision contained in this bill, but again
here we have here an omnibus bill that
contains some provisions unacceptable
in part of in totality by some of us.

Of course, it would have to be stricken
by amendment if it were taken out of this
bill, but it does require, of course, a study
that comes back to Congress. Frankly, T
would have preferred that it not be in the
bill, but by and large, I think the bill is
& good bhill in that it is sought by the
District of Columbia Appropriations
Subcommittee and is one that on bal-
ance can be supported.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. M.
Speaker, I wish to express my support
for the bill, HR, 8250, the principal pur-
pose of which is to provide authorization
for certain programs and activities of the
government of the District of Columbia.
Actually, the Distriect Government has
been carrying out all of these functions
for some years. The problem, however,
is that they have been “authorized” only
through inclusion in District of Colum-
bia appropriation legislation—and, as
my colleagues are aware, any such legis-
lative authorization in an appropriation
bill is subject to a point of order when
brought before this body for approval.

I recall that, several years ago, it came
to our attention that there were more
than 90 such unauthorized activities
which were being funded annually in
District of Columbia appropriations bills.
Since that time, all but 26 of these items
have received proper authorization. Now,
at the request of the House Subcommit-
tee on Distriet of Columbia Appropria-
tions, we are seeking to remedy this re-
maining part of the problem.

The programs and activities of the
District of Columbia Government for
which authorization is sought in this
bill are relatively minor in nature, and
do not involve large amounts of money.
They include such items as funeral and
burial expenses for indigent persons, fire
protection services for District of Colum-
bia institutions located outside of the
District, discharge and release payments
to released prisoners, snow, and ice re-
moval from the ecity's streets, and Civil
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Defense matching funds. There is no
question whatever that these activities
are all necessary, and there is no reason
why they should not receive the proper
authorization to assure their continu-
ance and the appropriation of the nec-
essary funds.

Section 27 of H.R. 8250 authorizes and
directs the District of Columbia Public
Service Commission to conduct a study of
the taxicab industry in the District of
Columbia, including the feasibility of
permitting meters in the cabs. The Com-
mission is further directed to transmit its
final report and recommendations to the
District of Columbia Commissioner angi
the District of Columbia City Council
within 6 months of the date of enact-
ment of this legislation. The city govern-
ment, in turn, is directed to consider the
Commission’s report and findings and
then transmit its own recommendations
as well as the final report of the Commis-
sion to the Congress within 90 days there-
after.

The question of taxicab meters in the
District, as opposed to the present zone
system, is a highly controversial one,
as some of the large taxicab companies
operating in the city have sought
the installation of meters for some years,
while the smaller companies and the in-
dependent cab operators have generally
opposed such a measure.

The present taxicab zone system in
the District was instituted in the early
1930's by an act of Congress, and at
about the same time a rider on a District
of Columbia appropriation bill forbid the
use of appropriated funds for any study
or consideration of a return to the former
meter system. I recall also that in about
1956, the House Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia conducted very exten-
sive public hearings on this question, and
concluded that the zone system is more
suitable for taxicab operation in the
District.

Despite these former findings by the
Congress, however, I can see no objection
to the Public Service Commission study-
ing this and other matters pertaining
to the overall operation of the taxicab
industry in the Nation's Capital, inas-
much as any recommendations which
they or the city government may make
as to the meter question must be sub-
mitted back to the Congress for legisla-
tive consideration. At the same time,
however, I wish to emphasize that my
support for section 27 of this bill is in
no way to be construed as approval on
my part for the return to the meter sys-
tem for taxicabs in the District of Co-
lumbia. That issue is not before us at
this time, and with that understanding
clearly established, I am pleased fo sup-
port the passage of the bill H.R. 8250.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the bill.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

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

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, I ob-

ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not pres-
ent.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members:

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 268, nays 84,
not voting 81, as follows:
[Roll No. 205]

YEAS—268
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Gunter
Guyer
Hamilton
Hammer-

schmidt
Hanley
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Barrett
Bennett
Bergland
Bingham
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Brasco

Parris
Passman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Poage
Podell
Price, I1l.
Pritchard
Quie
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reuss

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Winn
Wolft
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler

Abdnor
Alexander
Archer
Armstrong
Bafalis
Baker

Beard

Bevill
Blackburn
Brinkley
Burleson, Tex.
Carney, Ohlo
Casey, Tex.
Clancy
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Conlan
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Davis, Wis.
Dennis
Devyine
Dickinson
Duncan
Edwards, Ala.
Eshleman
Flowers
Flynt
Froehlich
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Young, 1.
Yates Young, Tex,
Yatron Zablocki
Young, Alaska Zion
Young, Ga. Zwach

NAYS—84

Gilman
Ginn
Goldwater
Goodling
Gross
Haley
Hanrahan
Hays
Hillis
Hudnut
Hunt

Wyman

O'Brien
Price, Tex.
Randall
Rarick
Rinaldo
Roberts
Rousselot
Runnels
Ruth
Satterfield
Scherle
Jarman Sebelius
Jones, Tenn. Shuster
Kemp Sisk
King Spence
Landgrebe Steiger, Ariz.
Long, Md. Stubblefield
Lott Symms
Lujan Teague, Tex.
McCollister Thone
Mathis, Ga. Towell, Nev.
Milford Treen
Minshall, Ohlo Waggonner
Mizell Wilson,
Montgomery Charles, Tex.
Moorhead, Wylle

Calif. Young, Fla,
Myers Young, 85.C.
Nichols

Bray
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo,
Burton
Byron
Carey, N.Y.
Carter
Cederberg
Chappell
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cleveland
Cochran
Collins, 1.
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Danielson
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Derwinski
Digegs
Downing
Drinan
Dulskl
du Pont
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn,
Fascell
Findley
Flood
Forsythe
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Fuqua
Gettys
Gialmo
Gibbons
Gonzalez

Hechler, W. Va.
Heinz
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks

Hogan

Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Hungate
Hutchinson
Ichord
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jordan
Kastenmeler
EKazen
Eeating

Koch
Kuykendall
KEyros

Latta

Legzett

McCloskey
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McKinney
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Matsunaga
Mazzoli
Meeds
Mezvinsky
Miller

Mills, Ark.
Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.X.
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher

Moss
Natcher

Riegle
Robinson, Va.
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
ERoncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Roush
Roybal
Ryan
St Germain
Sandman
Sarasin
Barbanes
Saylor
Schneebell
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shipley
Shriver
Slack
Smith, Towa
Snyder
SBtaggers
Stanton,
J. William
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steed
Steele
Stelger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thornton
Tiernan
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
White
‘Whitehurst
Whitten
‘Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
‘Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.

NOT VOTING—81

Fish Melcher
Fisher Metcalfe
Foley Michel
Ford, Gerald R. Murphy, I1l.
rd, Murphy, N.Y.
Willlam D, Nedzi
Fraser Nix
Fulton O'Neill
Gaydos Patman
Grasso Powell, Ohio
Hanna Preyer
Hastings Quillen
Hawkins Rallsback
Hébert Reid
Heckler, Mass. Rhodes
Hinshaw Robison, N.¥.
Holifield Rooney, N.Y.
Howard Rostenkowski
Huber Roy
Karth Ruppe
Eetchum Shoup
Kluczynski Sikes
Landrum Skubitz
Lehman Smith, N.¥.
McCormack Steelman
Dorn Maraziti Ullman
Eckhardt Martin, Nebr. Vander Jagt
Edwards, Calif. Mayne Waldie

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. O'Neill with Mr. Gerald R. Ford.

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Arends.

Mr. Dominick V. Daniels of New Jersey with
Mr. Anderson of Illinois.

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Rhodes.

Mr. Holifield with Mr. Michel.

Mr. Rostenkowski with Mr. Rallsback.

Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Eckhardt.

Mr. Cotter with Mrs. Heckler of Massa-
chusetts.

Mr, Delaney with Mr. Quillen.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Andrews of North
Dakota.

Mr. Fulton with Mr. Shoup.

Mr. Gaydos with Mr. Biester,

Mr. Howard with Mr. Mazzoli.

Mr, Eluczynski with Mr, Powell of Ohio,

Mr. Melcher with Mr. Skubitz.

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. Conable.

Mr. Nedzi with Mr. Ruppe.

Mr. Waldie with Mr. Del Clawson.

Mr. Murphy of Illinois with Mr. Smith of
New York.

Mr. Badillo with Mr. Metcalfe.

Mr. Reid with Mr, Fish.

Mr. Hawkins with Mr. Biaggl.

Mrs. Grasso with Mr. Cohen.

Mr. Brademas with Mr. Ashbrook.

Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Steelman.

Anderson, Ill.
Andrews,

N. Dak,
Arends
Ashbrook
Badillo
Bell
Biaggi
Biester
Elatnik
Brademas
Butler
Camp
Chamberlain
Chisholm
Clawson, Del
Cohen
Conable
Cotter
Daniels,

Dominick V.
Davis, Ga.
Delaney
Dingell
Donohue
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Mr, Dingell with Mr. Huber.

Mr. Donohue with Mr. Robison of New
York,

Mr. Hanna with Mr. Bell.

Mr. Karth with Mr, Martin of Nebraska.

Mr. Dorn with Mr. Butler,

Mr, Sikes with Mr. Hinshaw.

Mr. Ullman with Mr. Camp.

Mr. McCormack with Mr. Chamberlain,

Mr. Edwards of California with Mr, Vander
Jagt.

Mr. Foley with Mr, Hastings.

Mr. Fisher with Mr. Mayne.

Mr, Nix with Mr. Fraser.

Mr. Landrum with Mr. Lehman.

Mr. Roy with Mr. Patman.

Mr. William D. Ford with Mr. Preyer.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr., DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have permission to revise and extend
their remarks in connection with the bill
just passed.

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

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA COUNCIL TO REGU-
LATE RENTS

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Commitiee on the District of Co-
Ilumbia, I call up the bill (H.R. 4771) to
regulate fhe maximum rents to be
charged by landlords in the District of
Columbia and ask unanimous consent
that the bill be considered in the House
as in Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mich-
igan?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill as follows:

HR. 4771

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be clited as the “District of Colum-
bia Rent Control Act of 1873".

STATEMENT OF FINDINGS

Sec. 2, The Congress hereby finds—

(a) that a serious emergency exists in the
District of Columbia by reason of the short-
age of leased or rental residences which has
caused serious overcrowding and increasing
rents which are contrary to the public health,
safety, and general welfare of the tenant
and the District of Columbia; and

(b) that unless rents for these leased or
rental residences are stabilized, disruptive
practices and abnormal conditions in the
leased or rental residence market will occur
which will produce serious threats to the
orderly function of the housing market and
the economy in the District of Columbia.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 3. As used in this Act, the following
terms shall mean and include the following
unless the context shall require another
construction:

(a) “Commission” shall mean the Tem-
porary District of Columbla Housing Rent
Commission created by this Act.

(b) “Rent" shall mean the entire amount
of money, money’s worth, bonus, benefit, or
gratuity demanded, received, or charged by
the lessor or landlord to a lessee or tenant as
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a condition of occupancy and use of a resi-
dence and its related facilities including, but
not limited to, charges for parking and util-
itles and the use of recreational facilitles if
provided.

(c) “Person” shall mean an individual, cor-
poration, partnership, association, joint ven-
ture, or any other organized group of individ-
uals or the legal successor or assigns or rep-
resentatives of the foregoing.

(d) “Residence’” shall mean a room, apart-
ment, efficiency, group of rooms, or a single
family dwelling or other resident rented,
leased, or offered for rent or lease for dwell-
ing purposes as a unit in a constructed unit
used or which may be used as a dwelling
place located in the District of Columbia.

(e) “Landlord” shall mean an owner, les-
sor, sublessor, assign, or other person receiv-
ing or entitled to receive the rents or bene-
fits thereof for the use or occupancy of any
residence as herein defined and it shall also
mean the agent of the foregoing.

(f) *Tenant” shall mean & tenant, subten-
ant, lessee, sublessee, or other person en-
titled to the possession or to the use or oc-
cupancy or the benefits thereof of any resi-
dence is herein defined.

COMMISSION

Sec. (4). (a) There i- hereby created a
Temporary District of Columbia Housing
Rent Commission for the District of Colum-
bia to be composed of nine members, one of
whom shall be designated Chairman, to be
appointed by the District of Columbia Com-
missioner with the advice and consent of the
City Council in such manner as to assure
that at least two members shall represent the
interests of the landlords in the District of
Columbia and that at least two members
shall represent the interest of tenants in the
District of Columbia. All of the members
shall be residents of the District of Columbia.
The terms of office for each individual shall
expire at the end of two years, unless that
individual shall have been removed for cause
and the place filled with another who shall
serve for the unexpired term.

(k) Each member of the Board shall be
pald compensation of 850 per day while per-
forming duties under this Act, except that
no compensation under this Act shall be
paid to an employee of the government of the
District of Columbia or of the United States.

{c) The Commission shall have power to
adopt, promulgate, amend, or rescind such
rules, regulations, or orders as it may deem
and find to be necessary or proper to effec-
tuate the purposes of this Act. In addition,
the Commission shall employ such personnel
or consultants as are necessary at such rates
of compensation as may be fixed by the Com-
missioner of the District of Columbia. Upon
the request of the Chairman of the Commis-
sion, each department of the District of Co-
lumbia is further authorized to furnish such
assistance or information as may be necessary
for the Commission to effectively carry out
this Act.

Sec. 5. (a) Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, with respect to any lease of or
implied contract for occupancy of a resi-
dence, it shall be unlawful for any person to
demand, charge, accept, or recelve from any
tenant any rent for the use or occupancy
of a residence at a rent greater than the rent
which exceeds the highest monthly rent pre-
viously charged prior to January 11, 1973, for
the same residence plus—

(1) 2.5 per centum thereof with respect to
each consecutive twelve-month period be-
ginning at the end of the preceding period of
cccupancy provided that the residence shall
meet all of the rules, regulations, or orders
which may be issued pursuant to the District
of Columbia Housing Regulations; and

(2) the actual amount of any Increase in
tax, fee, or service charge levied by the Dis-
trict of Columbia or the United States after
the beginning of the preceding period of oc-
cupancy (and not previously charged to any
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lessee) and allocable to that residence: Pro-
vided, That the residence shall meet all of the
rules, regulations, or orders which may be is-
sued pursuant to the District of Columbia
Houslng Regulatlons; and

(3) a sum equal to 1.5 per centum per
month or its prorated equivalent for other
rent payment Intervals of that part of the
costs of any capital improvement completed
on or after January 11, 1973, that is allo-
cable to that residence until the costs of the
improvement has been fully recovered or un-
til the Improvements ceases to benefit the
tenant: Provided, That in no event shall the
sum charged in this subsection exceed 7.5
per centum of the base rent which was
charged at the end of the preceding period of
occupaney: And jurther provided, That in no
event shall there be any charge or allocation
for any expenditures made to assure com-
pliance with the District of Columbia Hous-
ing Regulations.

(b) In cases where operation of the fore-
going subsection (a) would cause serious
financial hardship to a landlord, exceptions
therefrom may be granted by the Commis-
slon upon application of any person claiming
such hardship. Any tenant or other affected
person shall be entitled to submit relevant
evidence to the Commission in connection
with an application made by a person pur-
suant to this section. Exceptions granted by
the Commission shall be within guldelines
which shall have been set down pursuant to
public hearings and approved by the City
Council, No exceptions shall be granted ex-
cept after notice of a hearing shall have been
published and the tenants of the affected
residence been effectively noticed of such a
request. The Commission shall provide for
such rules and regulations as will assure the
effective implementation of this section; but,
no notice shall be effective if given In less
than ten days. Such proceedings shall be ac-
corded “contested case” treatment under the
District of Columbla Administrative Proce-
dures Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1509) .

() In the case of any residence not leased
for occupancy at any time during a twenty-
four month period immediately preceding
the entering into of a lease or implied con-
tract for occupancy of such residence, the
rent charged during the term of occupancy
provided in such lease or implied contract
shall not exceed the falr market value of
rental for comparable facilities,

(d) Where a landlord and a tenant shall
have agreed to pay an increased rent which
Is in excess of the amounts sef forth in this
Act, it shall be the duty of the landlord to
refund the difference and adjust the rental
rate, whether or not there shall have been
any written or implied contract or lease,
without demand upon him by the tenant.

SEc. 6. (a) No landlord shall take any re-
taliatory action against any tenant who
exercises any right conferred upon him by
this Act or by any rule, regulation, or order
issued pursuant thereto. For purposes of this
subsection, retaliatory action shall include,
but not be limited to, any action or proceed-
ing to recover possession of a residence or
action which would increase rent, decrease
services, increase the obligations of a tenant,
or bring an undue or unusual inconvenience,
violation of privacy, harassment, or reduc-
tion in the quality or quantity of service or
be any form of threat or coercion.

(b) Neither shall any landlord reduce any
service customarily heretofore provided by
him to tenants unless such reduction shall
result in an affirmative reduction of rent
over that which was paid during the preced-
ing period of occupancy and shall not un-
duly result in an inconvenience to the
health, safety, or general welfare of the
tenants.

REMEDIES

Sec. 7. (a) Any aggrieved person or class
of persons Including the Commission
through the Commissioner of the District of
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Columbia may commence a clvil action
against any person who is alleged to have
violated this Act or any rule, regulation, or
order issued pursuant thereto in the Su-
perior Court of the District of Columbia to
require compliance therewith. In any action
under this paragraph, the Commission,
through the Commissioner of the District of
Columbia, if not already a party shall have
the right to intervene.

(b) The court, in issuing any order, in any
ection brought pursuant to this section, shall
award costs of litigation (including reason-
able attorney and witness fees) to any suc-
cessful plaintiff or plaintiff intervenor,

CRIMINAL PENALTIES

Sgc. 8. Any person who willfully violates
this Act or any rule, regulation, or order
promulgated pursuan® thereto shall be fined
not more than $5,000 for each such violation.

TERMINATION

Sec. 9. The life of this temporary Com-
mission shall terminate two years from the
date of enactment unless it shall have been
decided after public hearing, by a majority
of the members of the City Council that the
findings of fact as set forth In section 2 of
this Act continue to exist and shall require
the continuation of this Commission. Any
such extension shall be valid for one year
unless additionally extended for periods not
to exceed one year. Appointments of mem-
bers for the extended terms shall be as set
forth in section 4(a) of this Act except that
the terms shall be for one year.

With the following committee amendment;
Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert:

That this Act may be cited as the "“District
of Columbia Rent Control Act of 1973".
DEFINITIONS

Sec. 2. As used In this Act—

(a) The term “rent” means the entire
amount of money, money's worth, bonus,
benefit, or gratuity demanded, recelved, or
charged by the lessor or landlord to a lessee
or tenant as a condition of occupancy and
use of a residence and its related facilities
including, but not limited to, charges for
parking and utilities and the use of rec-
reational facilities if provided.

(b) The term "residence” means a room,
apartment, efficiency, group of rooms, or a
single family dwelling or other residence
rented, leased, or offered for rent or lease
for dwelling purposes as a unit in a struec-
ture used or which may be used as a dwell-
ing place located in the District of Columbia.
This term shall not include any room or
space rented, leased, or offered for rent or
lease which is located in a hotel, motel, or
other unit used for transient occupancy.

(¢) The term “landlord” means an owner,
lessor, sublessor, assign, or other person re-
ceiving or entitled to receive the rents or
benefits thereof for the use or occupancy
of any residence as herein defined and it
shall also mean the agent of the foregoing.

{d) The term *“tenant” means a tenant,
subtenant, lessee, sublessee, or other person
entitled to the possession or to the use or
the occupancy or the benefits thereof of any
residence as herein defined.

(e) The term *“Council” means the Dis-
trict of Columbia Council established un-
der Reorganization Plan Numbered 3 of 1967.

(f) The term “person” means an individ-
ual, corporation, partnership, association,
joint wventure, or any organized group of
individuals or the legal successor or assigns
or representatives of the foregoing.

POWERS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
COUNCIL

SeC. 3. (a) Within sixty calendar days after
the date of enactment of this Act, and there-
after at such times as the Council deems
necessary, the Council shall hold public hear-
ings to determine whether a situation exists
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in the District of Columbia by reason of
the shortage of leased or rental residences
which is causing serious overcrowding or
increasing rents which are contrary to the
public health, safety, and general welfare
of the tenants and the District of Columbia.
If the Council makes such a determination
then the Council is authorized to adopt such
rules as it determines necessary and appro-
priate to regulate and stabilize rents in the
District of Columbia, including rules re-
garding - retallatory action specifically pro-
hibited under section 5 of this Act. Such
rules may be terminated at any time by a
majority vote of the Council.

(b) With respect to any hearing held un-
der this section, the Council shall afford in-
terested persons an opportunity to partici-
pate in such a hearing through submission
of written data, views, and arguments, with
an opportunity to present oral testimony.
The record and findings made In such hear-
ings shall be the basis for the adoption of
such rules by the Council.

THE COMMISSION

SeC. 4. (a) In the event the Council adopts
rules under section 3 to stabilize and regulate
rents, the Council is authorized to establish
a temporary District of Columbla Housing
Rent Commission (hereinafter referred to as
the “"Commission') for the District of Co-
lumbia to carry out and enforce such rules.
Such Commission shall terminate on the
forty-fiith day after the date of termina-
tion of the rules adopted by the Council
under section 3. Such Commission shall be
composed of nine members, appointed by the
Commissioner of the District of Columbia
with the advice and consent of the Council.
No more than two members appointed to the
Commission shall be appointed from among
persons who are representative of the inter-
ests of the landlords in the Distriet of Co-
lumbia. No more than two members shall be
appointed from among persons who are rep-
resentative of the interests of tenants in the
District of Columbia. All members of the
Commission shall be residents of the District
of Columblia. Each member shall serve until
the termination of the Commission, or for
one year, whichever is shorter. The members
shall select a chairman of the Commission
from among the members of the Commis-
sion.

(k) Each member of the Commission shall
be paid compensation of $50 per day while
performing duties under this Act, except that
no compensation under this Act shall be paid
to an employee of the government of the Dis-
trict of Columbia or of the United States.

(¢) The Commission shall have power to
adopt, promulgate, amend, or rescind such
rules or orders as it may deem and find to
be necessary or proper to effectuate the pur-
poses of this Act. In addition, the Commis-
slon shall employ such personnel or consult-
ants, including legal counsel, as are neces-
sary, at such rates compensation as may be
fixed by the Commissioner of the District
of Columbia. Upon the request of the Chair-
man of the Commission, each department of
the District of Columbia is authorized to fur-
nish such assistance or information as may
be necessary for the Commission to effectively
carry out this Act.

(d) In addition the Commission shall be
authorized to—

(1) receive and review complaints by ten-
ants in the District of Columbia with respect
to any violation of the rules of the Council
adopted under section 3, or of any rule or
order of the Commission with respect to the
enforcement and the administration of such
rules; and

(2) In cases where operation of the rules
adopted by the Council would cause serious
financial hardship to a landlord, grant ex-
emptions therefrom upon application of any
landlord claiming such hardship, except no
exemptions shall be granted until after notice
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of a hearing with respect to tne application
for such an exemption shall have been pub-
lished and the tenants of the affected resi-
dence shall have been afforded an opportunity
to submit relevant evidence to the Commis-
sion in connection with such application.
RETALIATORY ACTION

SEc. 5. No landlord shall take any retalia-
tory action against any tenant who exercises
any right conferred upon him by this Act or
by any rule or order issued pursuant thereto.
For purposes of this subsection, retallatory
action shall include, but not be llmited to,
any action or proceeding to recover posses-
sion of a residence or action which would in-
crease rent, decrease services, increase the ob-
ligations of a tenant, or bring an undue or
unusual inconvenience, violation of privacy,
harassment, or reduction in the quality or
quantity of service or be any form of threat
or coercion.

JUDICIAL REVIEW

SEc. 6. (a) Any person or class of persons
aggrieved by any decision of the Commission,
or by any fallure on the part of the Commis-
slon to act, may seek judicial review of such
decision or failure by filing a petition for re-
view in the Superior Court of the District of
Columbia. The Commission on its own initia-
tive, may commence a civil action to enforce
the rules of the Council or of the Commis-
sion. Such an action brought by the Com-
mission shall be brought in the Superior
Court of the Distriet of Columbia.

(b) The Superlor Court, in issuing any or-
der in any action brought under this section,
shall award costs of litigation (including a
reasonable attorney and witness fee) to any
successful plaintiff,

CRIMINAL PENALTIES

Sec. 7. Any person who willfully violates
any provision of this Act, or any rule pro-
mulgated by the Council under section 3, or
any rule or order of the Commission, shall be
fined not more than $5,000 for each such vio-
lation.

TERMINATION

Sec. 8. The provisions of this Act, and all
rules, orders, and requirements thereunder,
shall terminate at the end of the one-year
period beginning on the date of enactment of
this Act, except that as to offenses committed,
or rights or llabilities incurred, prior to such
explration date, the provisions of this Act,
and such rules, orders, and requirements,
shall be treated as still remaining in force
for the purpose of sustaining any proper suit,
action, or prosecution with respect to any
such right, liability, or offense.

EMERGENCY RENT CONTROL ACT REPEALED

Sec. 9. The District of Columbia Emer-
gency Rent Act of 1951 (D.C. Code, secs. 45-
1601—45-1611) is hereby repealed.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to commend the distinguished Represent-
ative from the Third District of Ken-
tucky (Mr. MazzoL1) for his perseverence
and leadership as the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Labor, Social Services
and the International Community of the
Committee on the District of Columbia,
The principal provisions of the bill are
as follows:

The bill transfers to the District of
Columbia City Council the authority,
after holding public hearings to deter-
mine the need to adopt such rules as it
deems appropriate to regulate and sta-
bilize rents in the District of Columbia,
and to enforce the provisions of section
5 prohibiting retaliatory actions. The
council is directed to hold such public
hearings within 60 days of enactment of
the bill, and thereafter at such time as
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it deems necessary while it remains in
effect.

The bill also authorizes the District
of Columbia Council, in the event that it
adopts rent regulations, to establish a
temporary District of Columbia Housing
Rent Commission to carry out and en-
force such regulations. The Commission
is to consist of nine members, appointed
by the Commissioner subject to Cecuneil
approval, and is to include no more than
two representatives of landlord interests
and no more than two representatives of
tenant interests. The Commission is
empowered to promulgate such rules or
orders as it deems necessary to carry
out the purposes of the legislation and
the rules adopted by the District of
Columbia Council, under the legislation.
The Commission is authorized to receive
and review complaints by tenants with
respect to violations, and to grant ex-
emptions to landlords who show proof
that the Council’s rent regulations would
cause serious financial hardship.

Landlords are forbidden to take re-
taliatory action of any kind against
tenants as a result of actions taken un-
der this legislation. Retaliatory action is
defined to include such steps as eviction,
harassment, and reduction of services.

Persons aggrieved by decisions of the
Commission, or failures of the Commis-
sion to act, may seek judicial review in
the District of Columbia Superior Court.
It also provides that the Commission, on
its own initiative, can commence a civil
action to enforce rules promulgated here-
under. It directs the superior court to
award costs of litigation to any success-
ful plaintiff.

This bill establishes penalties of up to
$5,000 for each violation of any provision
of this legislation or rule promulgated
hereunder.

Termination of all provisions of the
bill 1 year after the date of enactment.

Mr. Speaker, I vield to the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. Mazzorr) who has
supervised the hearings on this impor-
tant subject before our committee.

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker. H.R.
4771, as amended, is very simply a meas-
ure giving D.C. City Council a limited
authority to establish rent controls in
the District of Columbia.

Let me refer the Members to pages 2,
3, and 4 which in a brief and readable
way sets forth the principal provisions
of this bill.

H.R. 4771 is permissive in nature. It
grants to the D.C. Council—for a 1-
year period only—the power to invoke
rent controls if—on the basis of public
hearings—the Council determines such
a course of action to be necessary and
appropriate.

The only mandatory feature of HR.
4771 is the requirement that the District
of Columbia Council hold hearings
within 60 days of the enactment of this
legislation to make a determination as to
whether rent stabilization measures are
needed.

In today’s debate, you will hear this bill
described as several things it is not.

For example, the press calls this bill a
major test of D.C. home rule.

Certainly, H.R. 4771 does grant stand-
by authority to local government. It does

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

shift decisionmaking from Congress to
local government.

In this respect, it is similar to the
philosophy of some home rule bills now
pending.

But, in other respects, it's a different
situation altogether.

H.R. 4771 transfers rent control au-
thority only for 1 year. Ultimate rent
control power remains with Congress.
After 1 year, all this comes to a “‘screech-
ing halt” unless Congress acts to extend
the grant of authority.

I also believe here is a distinct dif-
ference in transferring authority to local-
ly appointed officials and in transferring
authority to locally elected officials.

In my opinion—one who intends to
vote against home rule could vote for
H.R. 4771.

Some will attack HR. 4771 as being
unnecessary or redundant. Because the
D.C. Council under its general police
powers, already possesses authority to in-
voke rent controls.

Let me stress that your subcommittee
early in the consideration of this meas-
ure sought to get a firm answer to that
question.

The answer we got, both from the City
Council and the Mayor-Commissioner,
was unanimous. We were told the legisla-
tion is both needed and desired by the
District government because it does not
now have this power.

I quote from Mayor Walter Washing-
ton's letter which is printed on page 7
of the committee report accompanying
H.R. 4771:

I endorse the position taken by the City
Council in its testimony that the District
government needs and should have authority
to initiate and administer a local program
rent control.

Elsewhere in the same letter, Mayor
Washington states:

The District government is of the opinion
that it would be advisable for the Congress to
delegate to the city standby authority over
rents.

Mr. Speaker, this is precisely what HR.
4771 does.

It does not impose rent controls, It
simply gives the District government
standby authority to do so.

Spoken for local landlord and real
estate groups told the subcommittee that
they have not met total success in their
attempts to get all apartment operators
to voluntarily agree to keep rent in-
creases within the industry’s suggested
guidelines.

A majority of the D.C. committee felt
that some action is necessary to provide
the “stick in the closet” necessary to
make voluntary controls succeed.

My colleague and a valued member of
my subcommittee, the gentleman from
Idaho (Mr. Symms), has written mi-
nority views in the committee report.

He is against the bill and cites the re-
lationships he feels exists between rent
controls and unacceptable numbers of
abandoned rental units. For example, in
New York City.

Let me just say—students of the New
York situation seriously question whether
rent controls cause abandonment.

Surveys have shown that other factors,
such as the age of the abandoned units
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and neighborhood changes play sig-
nificant roles as well.

And, abandonment is a serious prob-
lem in many cities which do not have rent
controls. Thus, I believe it is hard to pin
the spectre of abandonment on rent con-
trol.

In this regard, under H.R. 4771, if the
D.C. Council elects to impose rent con-
trols, it would be authorized to establish
a temporary commission to carry out the
rules and regulations.

The commission would also have au-
thority to grant exceptions to landlords
faced with serious financial hardship.
Thus, any landlord legitimately facing
the prospect of abandonment because of
rent controls could lay his case before the
temporary commission and possibly re-
ceive relief.

One final objection might be men-
tioned.

That is the contention that rent con-
trols, once imposed, are impossible to re-
move. Since the authority granted under
H.R. 4771 expires 1 year after the date of
enactment, there is no danger of the
community being locked into long-term
controls. We, here in Congress, retain full
control.

In conclusion, let me state that our
committee received widespread evidence
of severe rent increases in the District of
Columbia since the end of January 11 of
phase 2.

But, we were of the opinion that the
imposition of rent controls was a deci-
sion best reached by local officials.

This is what our bill does. I ask your
support for it at this point, I wish to
further describe H.R. 4771.

The purpose of this legislation (H.R.
4771) as set forth in House Report 93—
259 is to authorize the District of Colum-
bia Council to adopt such rules as it
deems necessary and appropriate to reg-
ulate and stabilize rents in the Distriet. of
Columbia, and to require that the Coun-
¢il hold public hearings within 60 days
after the enactment of this bill to deter-
mine whether such regulations are
needed.

NEED FOR THE LEGISLATION

The committee, during its hearings,
received detailed testimony as to the
tightness of the housing market in Wash-
ington, D.C., and the exceptionally low
vacancy rate among rental units. Refer-
ence was made to a June 1972 report
from the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development, which shiowed
the vacancy rate in the District of Co-
Iumbia was only 1.8 percent for all resi-
dences and 2.6 percent for apartments.
By comparison, the committee was told
that the nationwide vacancy rate is 5.6
percent.

Testimony from tenants’ groups in-
cluded allegations of widespread rent in-
creases in the District of Columbia since
the termination of phase 2 economic sta-
bilization controls. A number of these re-
ported increases were in excess of 20 per-
cent. One list submitted to the committee
contained the names of some 70 District
residents reporting rent increases since
January 11 averaging 13.7 percent. The
committee was advised of one instance
involving a rent increase of nearly 100
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percent; namely, from $77 a month to
$145 a month, as of March 1, 1973.

In addition, the committee received
from the District of Columbia govern-
ment the results of a telephone survey,
encompassing 497 completed interviews,
which showed that 65 percent of the
respondents had received rent increases
since January 1, 1973. Nearly 40 percent
of the households contacted in the survey
had experienced rent increases of 5 per-
cent or more. Six percent of the respond-
ents in the District government's survey
reported rent increases of 10 percent or
more.

In view of the representations as to the
area’s abnormally low vacancy rate, and
the reported rent increases, the commit-
tee agreed that rent control authority is
needed by the District of Columbia gov-
ernment as a necessary tool for the pro-
tection of the general welfare in a resi-
dentially impacted area.

The committee also tock note of the
fact that adjacent jurisdictions in Mary-
land have seen fit to implement rent
controls this year.

PRINCIPAL PROVISIONS OF THE BILL
SECTION 3-DISCRETIONARY POWERS OF THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COUNCIL

First, to identify the need for rent
controls: In view of the somewhat
gketchy statistical information on recent
rent increases which was made available
to the committee, the committee believes
that the Distriet of Columbia Council
should hold further fact-finding hear-
ings before reaching a determination as
to the appropriateness of rent controls at
this time. The committee decided against
defining in the bill any specific condi-
tions under which rent controls should
automatically be imposed or “triggered.”
The committee decided that strong con-
sideration should be given fo such fae-
tors as overcrowding and the unavail-
ability of rental alternatives, as reflected
in such measurements as vacancy rates.
The committee however, chose to leave it
up to local officials to devise the best
methods for determining such condi-
tions, and to make the decision as to
whether conditions have become so crit-
ical as to require relief.

Second, to define the scope of rent
controls: Similarly, the committee be-
lieves that the District of Columbia
Coungcil, if it so desires, should be able to
exercise full discretion as to the scope of
its rent regulations, if it deems such ac-
tion necessary. The Council should be
able to choose whether it wants to im-
pose across-the-board regulations, or
whether it wants to tailor regulations to
meet specific problems or relieve specific
hardships.

The committee noted that other juris-
dictions, in enacting rent centrol regula-
tions, have established various excep-
tions, such as high-priced rental units,
newly constructed or converted unmits,
owner-occupied homes, educational and
charitable institutions. The committee
made no fixed judgements about these or
other possible exceptions, but believes
the Council should have sufficiently flex-
ible authority to make such judgments
on the basis of its hearings.

Third, to determine levels for setting
maximum rent regulations: The com-
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mittee is of the view that full latitude
should be given to local authorities, in
this instance, the District of Columbia
Council. Whether the Council chooses
to establish a cost-justification formula,
to roll back rents to a specified date, or
to allow increases within a fixed per-
centage, is a public policy determination
best reached at the local level. The com-
mittee is of the opinion, however, that
maximum rental rates should, to the
extent possible, be determined in such a
way to yield landlords a fair net oper-
ating income.

Fourth, to establish safeguards against
retaliatory action: It is the opinion of the
committee that the District of Columbia
Council should also have the opportunity
to adopt rules regarding retaliatory ac-
tions, which are specifically prohibited
under section 5 of the bill.

Fifth, to approve appointments to the
temporary District of Columbia Housing
Rent Commission: The committee, in
authorizing the establishment of the
Commission to carry out and enforce any
rent regulations which the Council may
adopt, provided that members of the
Commission be appointed by the District
of Columbia Commissioner, with the ad-
vice and consent of the District of Co-
Iumbia Couneil.

SECTION 4.—DISCEETIONARY POWERS OF THE
COMMISSION

First, to receive and review tenant’s
complaints: The committee’'s bill as re-
ported, gives the Commission full au-
thority to receive and review complaints
by tenants with respect to any violations
of rent regulations adopted by the Coun-
cil and any violations of the prohibitions
against retaliatory action. The commit-
tee believes that the Commission should
function as a first avenue of relief for
aggrieved parties.

Second, to grant hardship exemptions
for landlords: In cases where the rent
regulations adopted by the Couneil would
cause serious financial hardship to a
landlord, the Commission is empowered
to grant exemptions. The committee ap-
proved a requirement that such exemp-
tions should not be granted, until notice
of the hearing is given and affected ten-
ants have been afforded an opportunity
to submit evidence concerning the appli-
cation for an exemption.

HISTORY

As originally introduced, the proposed
legislation set forth a formula for the di-
rect imposition of rent controls in the
District of Columbia for a 2-year period,
following which the District of Columbia
Council would be empowered to extend
controls for periods not to exceed 1 year
each.

The Subcommittee on Labor, Social
Services, and the International Commu-
nity in its study of this legislation, con-
ducted 2 days of public hearings, April
16 and 19, 1973, during which testimony
was taken from both landlord and tenant
representatives about rent increases in
the District of Columbia since January
11, 1973, when phase II, economic stabi-
lization controls were terminated.

Representatives of the District of Co-
lumbia government also testified to the
effect that the District government does
not presently have legal authority to
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enact rent control regulations. Both the
Commissioner and the District of Colum-
bia Council requested congressional ac-
tion to transfer such authority, on a
standby basis, to the District of Colum-
bia government.

The testimony taken by the subcom-
mittee revealed that no definitive study
of the current rental situation in the
District of Columbia exists.

LEGISLATIVE BACHKGROUND

Research shows that rent controls for
the District of Columbia have in the past
been established by act of Congress, but
such authority has never been transfer-
red to the District of Columbia govern-
ment.

The first legislation dealing with rent
control in the District of Columbia ap-
pears to have been Public Resolution 31
(40 Stat. 593) enacted by the 65th Con-
gress, second session, on May 31, 1918,
which, in effect, froze rents in the District
“until a treaty of peace” was concluded
between the United States and Germany.

Public Resolution 31 was superseded by
title II “The Food Control and District of
Columbia Rents Act,” Public Law No. 63,
66th Congress, first session, (41 Stat.
298), which was enacted on October 22,
1919, and provided for a commission ap-
pointed by the President, with consent
of the Senate, to set fair and reasonable
rents in the District of Columbia. As
enacted, this statute was to terminate
“two years from the date of passage.”
However, the act was extended in 1921,
1922 and 1924 and remained in effect
until May 22, 1925.

The latest rent control legislation for
the District of Columbia was enacted by
the T7th Congress, first session, as Pub-
lic Law 327, on December 2, 1941, (55
Stat. 788) . The 1941 enactment provided
for an “office of Administrator of Rent
Control” with the administrator ap-
pointed by the Commissioners of the Dis-
trict of Columbia and authorized to ad-
just the maximum-rent ceiling, initially
set at the January 1, 1941, level, appli-
cable to housing accommodations in the
District. Initially, this legislation was to
terminate on December 31, 1945, but was
extended, generally for one-year periods,
in 1945, 1946, 1947, 1948, 1949, 1950, 1951,
1952 and 1953, until July 31, 1953. This
legislation, although expired, remains on
the books. Section 9 of H.R. 4771 repeals
this act.

COSsT

As of the date of filing of this report,
no estimate of cost of this proposed leg-
islation has been received by the commit-
tee from the District government.

However, it is anticipated that the
enactment of HR. 4771 will involve little,
if any, additional costs to the District.

VOTE

HR. 4771 as amended was approved
and ordered reported by voice vote of the
commitiee on June 4, 1973.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the
pending legislation. I hate to find myself
in disagreement with the statement made
by my friend, the gentleman from Ken-
tucky, but this legislation is superfluous
and therefore unnecessary. The Eco-
nomic Stabilization Act of 1970, as




June 11, 1973

amended, gives authority to the Cost of
Living Council to set rent controls na-
tionwide, by region, or in any particular
community, Many of the area repre-
sentatives met with Dr. Dunlop, of the
Cost of Living Council, talking about the
matter of rent increases in the area, and
we were assured by him that he had the
legal authority to impose rent controls
in any section of the metropolitan area
of Washington.

The Council is constantly compiling
information to determine whether or
not it is necessary to impose rent con-
trols on any section of this country.

I submit, therefore, Mr. Speaker, that
this legislation is redundant and un-
necessary.

Second, Mr, Speaker, the hearings on
this legislation certainly showed that
there was no preponderance of evidence
that rent control is necessary here in the
Distriet of Columbia. Here is what the
Assistant to the Commissioner for Hous-
ing Programs said to the committee, and
I quote:

A case for rent controls in the District of
Columbia is not reflected in the relatively
few letters complaining about rent increases
recelved by the Mayor and the City Counecil
in recent months.

Here is what the Director of the D.C.
Office of Planning and Management said
to the committee, in part:

We haven’'t been flooded by letters about
rent increases.

A spokesman for the Building Owners
and Managers Association reported to
the committee that after a series of tele-
vision ads and newspaper ads asking
that complaints by aggrieved tenants be

written in or phoned in to their office,
they received only 81 complaints in total
up to the end of the month of April; and
75 of those complaints were from ten-
ants in one apartment project.

Then, the committee report refers to
a survey that was taken by the statisti-
cal systems group asking what rent in-
creases have been experienced in the
District since January 11; 497 interviews
were made, the committee report says,
And 65 percent said that they had re-
ceived some sort of rent increase since
January 11. However, 35 percent of those
interviewed said they had not received
any rent increase; and of the 65 percent
who did, 26 percent had received less
than a 5-percent increase; 33 percent had
received from a 5- to 10-percent increase,
and only 6 percent, Mr. Speaker, had
received a rent increase since January 11
in excess of 10 percent. Does that indi-
cate any need for an additional author-
ity for rent control to be imposed here
in the Nation's Capital?

I was very glad to hear the gentleman
from Kentucky point out that this bill
had nothing to do with home rule.

Certain newspaper articles on this pro-
posed legislation have stated that our
action on this bill will be a test of senti-
ment for home rule in the District of
Columbia. I want to say that this state-
ment is preposterous, and that this meas-
ure has nothing whatever to do with
home rule. The only issue involved here
today is whether we should give the Dis-
trict government a superfiluous authority
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to act on the single subject of rent con-
trols in the Nation’s Capital.

By all means let us not confuse the
issue by any ridiculous references to
home rule,

That brings up an interesting question,
Mr, Speaker. Why transfer the authority
to impose rent control from one presi-
dentially appointed group to another
presidentially appointed group?

We now have experts in the Cost of
Living Council working on this subject,
and if rent control here in the Nation's
Capital is needed I can assure the Mem-
bers, as we have been assured by the
Council, that such controls will be im-
posed. So why delegate this aushority to
another appointed group that is not as
competent to deal with the subject as
the group that already has the authority?

Mr. Speaker, I urge that this bill, this
superfluous bill, this ridiculous bill be
voted down.

Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Speaker, I move
te strike the last word.

Myr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
bill as amended by the committee. I
also want to express my appreciation for
the fine work of the gentleman from
Kentucky who has devoted so much time
to this bill to assure that the will of the
Congress and the needs of the people of
this city are met and reconciled. He has
done an admirable job and his patient
guidance and consideration should not
be overlooked in these hours of debate
on this bill.

As most of you know, the past several
months have seen the rate of rent in-
creases in Washington rise drastically. In
some instances, increases were as high as
160 percent. Indeed, in a survey con-
ducted by the city government, it was
determined by 65 percent of the sample
had experienced some rent increase. Un-
fortunately, many of these increases were
not reasonably related to increases in
costs. Rather, they were the result of
two principle factors:

One. The rapid removal of the phase 2
constraints without any transition of ef-
fective prohibition against a landlord
who would raise rents to recover lost
excess profits from the controls; and

Two. The very low vacancy rate which
tends to drive prices upward. We in the
District have an overall vacancy rate of
1.8 percent as opposed to the national
average of 5.6 percent. Thus, we have not
only a sellers' market; we have a captive
market because there is no place to where
one can move even if he wanted and had
the funds to do so.

This problem is not confined to the city
alone. It is one which affects the entire
Washington metropolitan area and it has
been addressed by every jurisdiction in
one form or another. Maryland, for ex-
ample, has a State-enacted rent control
law. Montgomery County enacted an
even stiffer local law. The Virginia coun-
ties have, with some degree of success,
negotiated an agreemnt with some land-
lords; but, they did it only after success-
fully threatening the imposition of rent
controls. It is not totally effective; but.
it is nonetheless more than the District
of Columbia is now able to do. The city
government does not believe that the ex-
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isting statutes provide an adequate basis
upon which to promulgate rent controls.
Consequently, the city has no bargaining
power with the landlord groups and it
has no ability to impose any kind of reg-
ulation which may tend to ameliorate the
rent increases.

Now, frankly, I would have preferred
that the committee and that this House
adopt my original bill which would have
imposed control. The prevailing wisdom
of the committee, however, persuaded the
adoption of enabling legislation much
along the line of that which Dr. Dunlop,
Chairman of the Cost of Living Council,
recommended in a meeting with members
of the Washington area delegation. At
that time, he indicated that there was
not enough evidence to justify a national
rent control bill; but, that the situation
in the Washington area could justify the
exercise of the local option for control.
Your committee, after 2 days of very
complete hearings, felt that they did not
want to directly impose the controls.
Rather, they wanted the city government,
which is closer to the problem, to make
that determination in conjunction with
some guidelines. The bill does require the
city to hold hearings for a determination
of whether controls should be imposed;
but, the bill does not impose the control.
If they city elects to have control, they
will run for only 1 year unless we pass
another bill to extend them or allow the
city to extend them,

One year is far too short in my estima-
tion. I am hopeful that we will not need
an extension; but, if we do we can come
back to the Congress and make our case,
which if it is persuasive, will give rise to
another bill. I settled for this compro-
mise because rent control is not a pana-
cea to the housing ills. Indeed, if one is
not careful, it ean become a scourge. This
bill recognizes that fact and provides
control only for the purpose of allowing
some relief in uncontrolled and unjusti-
fied rental increase.

I suspect that some Members believe
that enabling legislation and the fact are
one and the same. That is not correct.
The city government, when it appeared
before our committee made it quite clear
that they would consider and support
rent control only after it was exceedingly
evident that this was the only mecha-
nism by which relief could be provided.
It seems to me that this city’s leadership
is as capable of making a forthright and
honest determination as any other
body—including the Congress. Conse-
quently, I again urge support for this
bill which, like the other bills which are
before you, is innocuous.

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the approval of the
House on H.R. 4771. The gentleman from
Kentucky has done an admirable job
in holding hearings, in markup and in
steering this legislation through the Dis-
trict of Columbia Committee.

Mr. Speaker, enactment of this legis-
lation for the District of Columbia is a
vital step. It is one which is fully in
keeping with the position. of administra-
tion spokesmen, particularly Dr. John
Dunlop, Director of the Cost of Living
Council, who have urged that the prob-
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lem of excessive rent increases since the
lifting of phase II controls be addressed
and solved by local authorities. County
governments in the neighboring jurisdic-
tions of Prince Georges County, Md.,
under the leadership of Bill Gullett,
county executive, and my home district
of Montgomery County, under the lead-
ership of County Executive James Glea-
son, have taken strong leadership with
respect to this problem in those sections
of the metropolitan area. I urge that we
in Congress convey authority to the local
officials, in the District of Columbia to
take similar action if deemed necessary
upon further investigation.

And I wish to add here that both the
Mayor-Commissioner and the Council
have expressed the opinion that the Dis-
trict needs and should have authority to
initiate and administer a local program
of rent control on a standby basis. Let us
now grant this to them.

We must also take into consideration
the nature of the housing market in
Washington, and in particular, the low-
vacancy rate in this city, hovering
around 1 to 2 percent, as compared to 5.6
percent nationwide. We truly have a
seller's market in Washington. Informal
surveys taken in this area have revealed
rent increases in the past months rang-
ing up to 50 percent, with the average
hovering around 12 percent. Dr. Dunlop,
in speaking for the administration states
that the Washington area, along with
other major metropolitan areas, particu-
larly in the northeastern section of the
United States, is experiencing a particu-
lar problem in this regard.

Lastly, Mr. Speaker, let me make one
point very clear. The authority granted
to the City Council under HR. 4771 is
for a 1-year period only. We in the com-
mittee do not believe permanent rent
controls to be wise public policy. This is
a crucial point, Furthermore, while I be-
lieve strongly that we must transfer au-
thority to act if deemed necessary by the
Council, I believe we should confine our-
selves to the immediate problem in view
of the fact that the Government Opera-
tions Subcommittee of the District Com-
mittee is now considering selfi-govern-
ment legislation and the reorganization
of the District government in light of
the recommendations of the commission
headed by the distinguished gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. NEeLsen). We
should not constrain them in any sense
in their efforts along these lines. Thus
I favor the 1-year transfer.

T urge prompt and favorable action on
H.R. 4771, if we are to insure that the
residents of the Nation’s Capital receive
equitable treatment in these inflationary
times, as determined by those closest to
the situation—local officials. Let me say,
finally, if my Demaocratic colleagues will
pardon me, that this grant is in the very
best tradition of Republican philosophy
of local self-determination. I urge my
colleagues to give H.R. 4771 their full

support.
Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, will the

gentleman yield?

Mr. GUDE. I yield to the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr, MazzoLl).

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.
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I would like to point out, in keeping
with what is said and in eonsonance with
his statements, the senior Senator from
Texas, in his minority views on the Eco-
nomic Stabilization Act (S. 398) earlier
this year, stated that there are a few
areas of very tight housing markets such
as Washington, D.C., and he mentions
northern New Jersey as well, in which the
increases have been extensive.

In those minority views, the Senator
from Texas asserted that in such areas
where local conditions may indicate that
rent controls are needed, tction should
be taken by local officials.

That is exactly what the bill before
us today attempts to do. It is completely
in keeping with the Senator’s views as
published in the Senate's committee re-
port on 8. 378.

The Senator goes on to suggest in this
report of his that there is a need for a
local authority to handle the situation
as it deems to be advisable after it makes
its own scrutiny of the situation and
makes its own examination.

That is simply all that this bill (H.R.
4771) does, and I believe it is a good bill,

Mr. GUDE. This bill in no way puts
rent controls on the Distriet of Colum-
bia, as the gentleman points out. It leaves
it up to the local officials. Their authority
expires in 1 year, and then they would
have to come back to the Congress.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

(Mr. SYMMS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Speaker, I think the
issue has been joined and examined
well by both sides, and I commend the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. Maz-
zorl) for his statement and the way he
handled this matter in subcommittee.

I should point out to you that this bill,
which we are discussing here today, is
much better than the one that was first
considered by the committee and was
amended in the subcommittee.

However, I believe we are being naive
if we do not realize that this bill will
bring rent control into the District of
Columbia no matter whether or not we
cloud that issue by giving the District
Council the authority to study the issue
and then set up rent control.

Because I am concerned about the
long-range situation here in the District
of Columbia as it relates to housing, I
consider that I must oppose this bill.

We can use many other examples, but
I recall that in France in 1918 they put
rent controls on temporarily to ease the
shortage of housing and high rent situa-
tion, and they are still in effect. That
has been over 50 years ago.

In Germany they have not had rent
controls since the end of World War II,
and the rent is lower in Germany than
it is in France, and Germany is a much
more attractive a market for developers
than is France.

We have also seen a similar situation
happen in New York City, where tem-

porary rent controls have lasted 30 years.

I read in the Washington Post this
morning that builders of the Distriet of
Columbia area are interested in coming
back into the District of Columbia from
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the Maryland and Virginia suburbs, be-
cause of the water and sewerage problems
and the moratoriums that exist in those
areas. The District is just now becoming
an attractive market and we are effec-
tively undermining that prospect with
this bill. If we step in now and give per-
mit controls to be placed in effect in the
District of Columbia, we will be detract-
ing from the incentive of people to come
here and build badly needed units and we
do that at the first time in years when
developers, the real estate industry and
builders are showing interest in the Dis-
trict.

I should like to peint out that in 1972,
the cost of fuel oil increased by 60 per-
cent, the cost of water went up 42 per-
cent, the cost of electricity went up 21
percent, and the cost of labor went up 40
percent. Some of these costs are “pass-
ons” which will be added to rent even
under controls—but many cannot be
passed-on.

If we arbitrarily try to freeze rents, or
delegate the authority to do that, we will
really be slowing down the process of
inereasing the number of housing units
in the District. The circumstances are
now ripe and the money is now available
for the first time in years, let us not
thwart this opportunity by passing rent
control. We must recognize that a free
market is the best way to solve the prob-
lems of lower rent by permitting money
to come into the District of Columbia to
provide adequate housing in a variety of
price ranges.

In my statement appearing in the re-
port accompaning this bill I pointed out
that historically rent controls have re-
sulted in a waste of space. Thus rent
controls make the problem more acute—
spacewise—at the time we claim we are
trying to correct it.

If we will look down the road for 10
years from now, we will see we will really
hurt the people in the District of Colum-
bia who need apartments and rental
properties the most.

These are the reasons, among others,
why I oppose the bill. I insert at this
point my minority view which appears
in the report accompanying H.R. 4771,
as amended:

MinoriTY VIEW OF CONGRESSMAN STEVEN D.
SymmMms

HR. 4771, as amended, which would allow
the imposition of rent controls on the Dis-
trict of Columbia by action of the District
Council, will, in my view, have disasftrous
effects on the housing situation in this city
if such controls go into effect.

Although this bill is well-intentioned, all
experience with rent control laws in other
cities and countries, would lead us to expect
that the end result will be less housing,
lower quality housing and more expensive
housing, especially for those who are least
able to pay and who are in greatest need.

I understand that in New York City, for
example, where rent controls have had 30
years to demonstrate their true effects, over
700,000 usable apartment units have been
abandoned simply because owners could no

longer afford the prohibitive costs of main-
taining them. When so many units go off

the market, the result is obvious: the rents
on the remaining units must go still higher
or else they too will be abandoned. This is
the major reison why rents in uncontrolled
apartments in New York City are now 250%
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higher than similar apartments in Washing-
ton, D.C.

When rents are controlled, but the costs
(such as pass-ons of the order of water and
sewerage fees) of maintaining and improving
housing are not kept down, no other result
is possible. The apartment industry in this
city has in fact just come through 16 months
of rigid federal rent controls which failed
to allow adequate rent increases to offset
increases in operating costs. I am informed
that in 1872 in the District of Columbia, the
cost of fuel oil increased by 60%, sewer and
water costs went up by 427%, electricity costs
219, and labor costs rose by 40%.

If property owners cannot expect to meet
their costs, much less receive a fair return
on their investment, we the Members of
Congress in acting on this bill should ask
ourselves—where is the capital to finance new
buildings going to come from? Yet, it is
policies such as these which worsen the hous-
ing shortage and divert Investment from
housing, where it is sorely needed, to other
sectors of the economy.

More fundamentally, government rent con-
trol is simply nothing more or less than a
particular form of price control; its conse-
quences, therefore, are essentially the same
as those of government price control in gen-
eral. Optimists believe that rent controls
can “protect’” tenants from rising prices,
while at the same time, not have a harmful
effect on landlords and not discourage the
new housing construction.

What actually happens, however, mainly
adversely affects housing and housing de-
mand. Wasteful use of space is encouraged.
People in the market for, or seeking, housing
are discriminated against in favor of those
who already have housing. As rent control
continues, historically It appears that the
effects uniformly become worse. New hous-
ing is not built because of the lack of in-
centive (in fact, because of positive discour-
agement!). Because of wasteful use of space
and the abandonment of many bulldings, the
rents in remaining buildings tend to be
forced up to a level higher than they would
have been in a free market. (As a eoncession
to the marketplace, governments usually end
up exempting certain apariments from rent
control; these rents then go sky high. This
has already happened in New York City.)

Many apartments will also inevitably
deteriorate in quality. Pressed by rising costs,
landlords may either have to skimp on repairs
or ultimately abandon their houses alto-
gether. A very rigid building code (such as I
understand we now have in the District of
Columbia) also contributes to this result by
imposing higher and higher costs on land-
lords. Certainly we ecan expect no lavity in
this regard given rent controls.

If the free market were allowed to operate
on the other hand, property-owners would
be allowed to earn a fair profit and more
people would be encouraged to invest to in-
crease our housing supply. As more houses
are built, and supply comes close to or ex-
ceeds demand, then the relative prices of
rents will come down and more people will
be able to afford more and better housing.
Those tenants who for one reason or an-
other have low incomes and cannot afford
to pay market rents can be helped in other
ways as Individuals in need without dis-
torting the market process.

Experience in nearby Virginia, where a
pact has been brought into existence to in-
sure voluntary rent econtrols, will show, I
predict, that such an approach will operate
more fairly and equitably and have a less
harmful effect on the housing situation, both
near term and long term, than this bill which
we take up today on the Fleoor. I know that
the bill, as amended, authorizes the District
Couneil to study the situation refore putting
rent controls into effect; but let us not fool
ourselves, gentlemen, this {s merely the first
step toward rent control. If we did not con-
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template rent control, we would not be tak-
ing this first step. I hope that none of us
are so nalve as to contemplate that six
months from now, we will not see rent con-
trols in effect in the District of Columbia.
In my view, there is not sufficient evidence
that rent increases in the District have on
the whole been economically unrealistic or
unfair. Until such evidence is forthcoming,
I believe we should heed the experience of
New York and other cities and avold the de-
bilitating effects on the ¢city of Washington
which rent controls would inevitably create.

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

Mr. SYMMS. I yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. TREEN. What will be the situation
after the first year is over? I understand
the authority in the enactment of this bill
would be for only 1 year. What would
happen to rents then? Assuming con-
trols were imposed, because of market
pressures being up—and that would be
the only reason one would impose rent
controls—what would happen at the end
of the year? Is there any thought that
the pressures would not be there then?
What type of increase would we have
at the end of the year?

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Speaker, compared
with other areas, this marked pressure
will be worse next year than it is now
if we impose rent controls, so the pres-
sure will be right back on the House to
act on the measure. The pressure will be
such that we cannot discuss this issue as
objectively as we do today.

I think the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. Treen) makes a good point. The
pressure will be there next year, and if
the rent controls are taken off, then rents
will skyrocket and the pressure will come
right back into the House.

Mr. TREEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. SYMMS. I yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. TREEN).

Mr. TREEN. Mr. Speaker, I noticed
from the report that it has been indi-
cated the estimate of cost could not be
made, but there is expected to be very
little cost. Yet I notice in the bill itself,
in section 6, that anyone aggrieved by
any decision of the Commission may seek
judicial review and any successful plain-
tiff may be awarded attorney’s fees.

I will ask the gentleman, is there any
provision made to recover these costs by
every plaintiff who is successful to get
attorney’s fees? Does the gentleman
know, are there any other instances
where a governmental body, as the de-
fendant, has to pay out attorney fees?

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Speaker, in answer to
the gentleman’s question, no, I do not
know of any.

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

Mr. SYMMS. I would be happy to yield
to the chairman of the subcommittee,
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. Maz-
ZOLI) .

Mr., MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, in an-
swer to the question of the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. Treen) in these
situations, the defendant would pay.
Now, in those unusual occurrences where
the gevernment itself is a defendant, pos-
sibly then the government would have to
pay, but we do not envision that would
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be the commenplace situation. More fre-
quently, it would be a common defendant
who, if such defendant were found to be
in violation of the law as passed by the
Distriet, would have to pay, or such de-
fendant would have to pay the reason-
able attorney fees in that respect.

Mr. TREEN. Mr, Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, along that line,
we do not suggest this bill to state that
the Government itself must pay attorney
fees, but we point out the explicit lan-
guage of the bill that it could be antici-
pated that the Government as defendant
could be forced to pay.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Speaker, first, may I compliment
the chairman of the subcommittee, who,
I think, did a very good job in amending
the original bill so as to put this measure
in acceptable form for consideration by
the House.

The original bill would have put per-
centage increases that were allowable
and generally would have had us legis-
late a rent control bill, set in concrete
as it were, for the District of Columbia.
An odd approach for a home rule advo-
cate. Under the revised bill legislative
oversight and review are carefully pre-
served in the Congress while delegated
some considerable authority to the Dis-
trict Council. The revised bill moves in
the direction of sensible harnessing of
local authority within prescribed limits
that I believe you the Members of Con-
gress will go along with. To move to a
related subject for a moment, I want
to make some further remarks, regard-
ing a disposition to tie this type of leg-
islation to the home rule legislation. The
subcommittee chairman, (Mr. MazzoL1)
has effectively denied and decried this
action.

However, I must admit that there
seems to be a disposition in our commit-
tee generally to try to wrap up the Nelsen
Commission study recommendations with
the home rule issue. I regret this. Both
should be able to stand or fall on their
own merits. I want to point out that when
we passed the Little Hoover Commission
legislation late in the 91st Congress—
which later came to be known as the
Nelsen Commission—we kept the two is-
sues separate because we did not want
to confuse the two. In fact, many who
today are trying to use those recom-
mendations to sell home rule earlier op-
posed the Nelsen Commission because
they feared it would become a charter
commission. Why cannot they both stand
on their own feet and be examined on
their own merits?

I want to say, as Chairman of the Nel-
sen Commission, that the approach in
this bill utilized by Chairman MazzoLrz is
in accord with the Nelsen Commission
approach. I assure you that there are
many, many necessary changes for the
city government that should and ean be
enacted into law that should not be sunk
by virtue of tying too many controversial
things together.

I regret that that is the way we seem
to be going. I kept the home rule and
little Hoover Commission measures sepa-
rate earlier, feeling that if we did not, we
could not get the greatly needed com-
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mission study. Now I am afraid the tables
are turned so that some of the needed
legislative recommendations in the study
may be in jeopardy because of getting too
many things involved in an omnibus
home rule bill.

I noticed in the press a story that I
wanted to dribble the legislation out that
gave legislative effect to our commission’s
recommendations. It did not give at-
tribution to the source of the rumor, but
I hope we do not get into a situation of
quoting rumors but that we attribute
statements backed up by identified au-
thors. I do not have a large staff—in fact
one professional. And, we are drafting
our bills as fast as we can. Since I am the
only one doing it—it takes time.

Those of us who serve on the District
of Columbia Committee from way out in
Midwest are trying to make our con-
tribution to improving the city govern-
ment. The Nelsen Commission report did
that. I hope our efforts do not become
bogged down in controversial provisions
of bills charged with emotional issues so
that if one fails they all fail.

At this point I wish to go into some of
the details and background of the bill, I
shall try not to repeat matters I discussed
earlier.

H.R. 4771, as amended by the commit-
tee, does not directly impose rent con-
trol in the District of Columbia, but in-
stead it authorizes the District of Colum-
bit Council for only a l-year period to
conduct a study. In the event the Council
adopts rent control regulations, it is au-
thorized to establish a temporary District
of Columbia Housing Rent Commission
to carry out and enforce such regulations.
The Commission as established by the
Council would be authorized to receive
and review complaints by tenants with
respect to violations and to grant ex-
ceptions to landlords who establish proof
that the Council’s rent regulations would
cause them serious financial hardship.

I am not a strong advocate of rent con-
trols, especially in the District of Colum-
bia where we have had difficulties in the
past in enticing construction money and
development money into the community.
There is one view, as one of the minority
Members expressed in the report accom-
panying this bill, that rent controls could
act as a depressant on an already de-
pressed and unfavorable housing situa-
tion in the District of Columbia,

However, the subcommittee chairman,
Congressman Mazzori, has vastly im-
proved upon the bill referred to the com-
mittee with the amendments that he has
submitted to change and alter H.R. 4771.

First, the bill provides for the ter-
mination of all provisions of this bill 1
yvear after the date of enactment. Now
Congress can extend it, if they wish, but
the measure still has to come back to
Congress so that determination can be
made, even assuming the District Coun-
cil were to hold their hearings and, in
fact, imposed rent controls during the
yvear from the date of enactment to 1
year later.

This approach, I might add, is one
which I believe the Congress endorses—
the concept of limiting the effective date
where there is any transfer of authority
to the District Council to give the Con-
gress an opportunity to review how the
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act is being administered and whether,
in fact, they want to continue it. The
approach is one which I endorsed in the
Nelsen Commission recommendations in
areas where there was transfer of au-
thority from the Congress to the Coun-
cil. I perceived that the majority of Con-
gress agrees with this.

This is probably as good a time to point
out that some say this bill is a test for
home rule. I disagree with those who
make that appraisal and so does the sub-
committee chairman.

Second, this bill repeals the District
¢z Columbia Emergency Rent Act of 1951.
I might point out at this time that the
authority we transfer to the District
Council is similar to that delegated by
the Congress to the three-member Board
of Commissioners in 1941. It is written
a little differently, but the delegation of
authority is not much different. As a mat-
ter of fact, this bill, inasmuch as it does
not provide for rent control but merely
for a study and permits the Council to
implement a rent control system, does
not, in fact, go as far as the 1951 enact-
ment. However, I do believe that the
committee is doing again what I en-
dorsed in the Nelsen Commission report
when they call up and repeal pieces Jf
legislation which no longer are serving
any useful purpose and should be revised,
amended, or repealed. This piece of leg-
islation would effect that desired resuilt.

The first legislation dealing with rent
control in the District of Columbia ap-
pears to have been Public Resolution 31
(40 Stat. 593) enacted by the 65th Con-
gress, second session, on May 31, 1918,
which, in effect, froze rents in the Dis-
trict “until a treaty of peace” was con-
cluded between the United States and
Germany.

Public Resolution 31 was superseded
by title II “The Food Control and Dis-
trict of Columbia Rents Act,” Public Law
No. 63, 66th Congress, first session (41
Stat. 298), which was enacted on Oc-
tober 22, 1919, and provided for a com-
mission appointed by the President, with
consent of the Senate, to set fair and
reasonable rents in the District of Co-
Iumbia. As enacted, this statute was to
terminate “2 years from the date of
passage.” However, the act was extended
in 1921, 1922 and 1924 and remained in
effect until May 22, 1925.

The latest rent control legislation for
the District of Columbia was enacted by
the T7th Congress, first session, as Pub-
lic Law 327, on December 2, 1941, (55
Stat. 788). The 1941 enactment provided
for an “office of Administrator of Rent
Control” with the Administrator ap-
pointed by the Commissioners of the Dis-
trict of Columbia and authorized to ad-
just the maximum-rent ceiling, initially
set at the January 1, 1941, level, appli-
cable to housing accommodations in the
District. Initially, this legislation was to
terminate on December 31, 1945, but was
extended, generally for 1-year periods,
in 1945, 1946, 1947, 1948, 1949, 1950, 1951,
1952, and 1953, until July 31, 1953. This
legislation, although expired, remains on
the books. Section 9 of the bill repeals
this act.

As originally introduced, the pro-
posed legislation set forth a formula for
the direct imposition of rent controls
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in the District of Columbia for a 2-year
period, following which the District of
Columbia Council would be empowered
to extend controls for periods not to ex-
ceed 1 year each.

The Subcommittee on Labor, Social
Services, and the International Commu-
nity in its study of this legislation, con-
ducted 2 days of public hearings, April
16 and 19, 1973, during which testimony
was taken from both landlord and ten-
ant representatives about rent increases
in the District of Columbia since Janu-
ary 11, 1973, when phase II, economic
stabilization controls were terminated.

Representatives of the District of Co-
lumbia government also testified to the
effect that the District government does
not presently have legal authority to
enact rent control regulations. Both the
Commissioner and the District of Co-
lumbia Council requested congressional
action to transfer such authority, on a
standby basis, to the Distriet of Colum-
bia government.

The testimony taken by the subcom-
mittee revealed that no definitive study
of the current rental situation in the
District of Columbia exists. However, the
Commissioner did submit findings based
on a telephone survey involving 497 com-
pleted interviews. There was substantial
testimony indicating that recent rent in-
creases in the District of Columbia may
have resulted in widespread hardship.
The subcommittee was informed that
the Cost of Living Council has identified
the Washington, D.C., area as one of the
Nation’s tightest housing markets.

The committee decided against legis-~
lation to directly impose rent controls

in the District of Columbia, and voted
instead to transfer authority to the Die-
trict of Columbia Council for a 1-year
period.

Again, I want to say to Mr. MazzoLl
that the original bill we had was totally
objectionable, His efforts moved in a sen-

sible direction, and I want to com-
pliment him for the fine work he did in
the committee.

Mr, BROYHILL of Virginia, Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. I want to
join with the gentleman in commend-
ing the chairman of the subcommittee
for making a vast improvement over the
original bill.

But the gentleman from Minnesota has
also pointed out that this bill was un-
necessary and that there was ample ex-
isting authority for the imposition of
rent control in the District of Colum-
bia if it is defermined to be necessary.

Mr. NELSEN, In answer to the gen-
tleman, I will say the original bill was
so totally unacceptable that we felt re-
lieved when this measure came along, be-
cause it is really consistent with the
transfer of authority recommendation
contained in the Nelsen Commission
report and would appear to be something
that the Cost of Living Council has au-
thority to do under existing law.

I thank the gentleman.

I will yield to the gentleman from
Idaho (Mr. SymMmMs).

Mr. SYMMS. Would the gentleman
agree that if this bill does encourage
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rent controls and we still have a short-
age of housing 5 years from now, the
pressure will then be on for more pub-
lic housing in the District?

Mr. NELSEN. That is a possibility.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. NELSEN
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. NELSEN. But I want to mention
that we must also consider the law, if
any on the subject, in the adjoining juris-
dictions. Maryland has rent controls, Vir-
ginia does not. We should not put into
law anything that would stand in the
way of development in the District of
Columbia as opposed to what is taking
place in the corresponding communities
around us, such as Virginia and Mary-
land. The bill was modified, I would say,
so as to have much more acceptable
provisions in it, in my judgment. But
what you suggest is a distinet possibility.

(By unanimous consent, at the request
of Mr. Gupg, Mr. NELSEN was allowed to
proceed for 2 additional minutes.)

Mr. GUDE. One brief question to the
gentleman. I see the gentleman from
Washington is here. Let me say there
was no intention in the committee to try
to deal with the Nelsen provisions on a
piecemeal basis. There is a problem with
rent contrel in the District, and it hap-
pens that the vehicle the committee de-
vised to deal with that problem coincides
with it.

Mr, NELSEN. I understand, but he
misunderstands me. I was referring fo
home rule legislation. I was not referring
to the rent control bill.

Mr. GUDE. So there was no effort to
do that.

Mr. NELSEN. Not as to the rent con-
trol bill, I thank the gentleman.

Mr. ADAMS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. I am most happy to
yield.

Mr. ADAMS. I was most pleased to
hear the gentleman’'s remarks compli-
menting the chairman of the subcom-
mittee, and I agree with him. We are
doing everything we ecan to implement
portions of the Nelsen Commission re-
port regarding organization of the Gov-
ernment. I was hopeful the gentleman’s
remarks where he indicated that this ef-
fort might be sunk by attaching it to
home rule did not mean the gentleman
was opposed to having some type of
elected officials here in combination with
the structural reports, because I thought
we were both in agreement that this
might be a good way to proceed.

Mr. NELSEN. I do not think that that
is quite an aeccurate statement of my
position. I have always taken the view
that the recommendations of the eom-
mission report should stand on their own
feet legislatively. I think they have merit
enough on their own to insure their en-
actment. An omnibus home rule bill ap-
proach—a little of this and that, much
of which may be controversial—and also
containing our commission recommenda-
tions is a hazardous path for our hard
work and over $700,000 in cost to ecom-
plete our commissien studies. I am con-
fident the House Members prefer it the
way I suggest and Subcommittee Chair-
man MazzoLr's action in disassoclating
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home rule from this rent eentrol bill does,
I submit, enhance its chance of pas-
sage. The margin will not be as great as
if the issue was not raised but now I think
it will pass.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentle-
man from Minnesota has again expired.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Speaker, I might say to the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. NELSEN) so0
that we can be clear about this, that we
have tried, and I would ask the gentle-
man if this is not true, to implement as
many of the portions of the report as are
presently available, and that all these are
being considered. We simply have not
been able to receive drafts of all of them,
and as soon as we receive drafts we will
either include them in separate legisla-
tion or within the bill itself.

So I would ask the gentleman once
more if he sees any incompatibility with
proceeding to work on as many of these
recommendations on the determination
of the Government within certain areas,
if the gentleman feels it really is incom-
patible because the Commission report
has stated that it should not be involved
with any hesitatiton in our going for-
ward with the election of loeal officials?
I would say if that is not true, then
I have been operating under a miseon-
ception.

Mr. NELSEN. The Congress, it Is
true—and I do not want the Commission
report damaged because it had too many
things to be carried out by it, and con-
sidered. Your elected official proposition
in my judgment should have been a
separate piece of legislation. And that is
about as far as I would discuss it at this
time.

Mr. ADAMS. I will diseuss it more
later, but I did want to indicate to the
gentleman that our problem is that por-
tions of the legislation were not avail-
able on the Nelsen Commission imple-
mentation, and that becomes inextrica-
bly intertwined when you start to deter-
mine what agencies will go in the De-
partment and who will be charged with
appointing the people that are geoing to
be put in.

I want to point out that we are trying
to follow the Commission recommenda-
tions with all due consideration in want-
ing to go ahead, and I hope that the gen-
tleman from Minnesota will be with us.

Mr. NELSEN. As Mae West used to say,
“Come up and see me some time.”

Mr. ADAMS. I will do so again, as I
have in the past.

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

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Kentucky.

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me, and I
appreciate the kind comments made by
the gentleman. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to remind the Members of the House,
since we are about to get a motion on the
previous question, I would like to remind
the Members of the House as to what we
are voting on today. It is not a vote upon
home rule, and it is not upon reorganiza-
tion as my good friend, the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. NELSEN) I am sure
Enows, and it is not upon the broad ques-
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tion again, I say, of home rule, but what
we are voting on here in HR. 4771 is a
very simple thing, and that is to allow
the loecal government to, if it sees fit, fol-
lowing public hearings, to make a simple
declaration that the matters retained
within its sphere are against the public
health and welfare, and that, accord-
ingly, some kind of rent control, sgme
kind of stabilization should be invoked.
That is all that we have before us. We do
not have the Byzantine question of home
rule, we simply suggest that they may
go forward with this matter should they
see it is necessarily fit to do so.

So I would hope that all the Members
of the House keep that in mind when
they are ecalled upon to vote on this
measure.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the bill and the
committee amendment.

The previous gquestion was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
committee amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
gx}}%mssment and third reading of the

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

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

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present,

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 210, nays 144,
present 1, not voting 78, as follows:

[Roll Ne. 206]
YEAS—210

Clancy Gibbons
Gilman
Gonzalez

Gray

Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Grover

Gubser

Gude

Gunter
Hamilton
Hanley
Hansen, Wash,
Harrington
Harsha
Hechler, W. Va.
Heinz
Helstoskl
Hicks
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Hungate

Hunt
Johnson, Callf.
Jones, Okla.

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,

Danielson
Davis, 5.C.
de la Garza
Dellums
Dent

Diggs
Drinan
Dulski
Duncan
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Burke, Calif. Fascell Jordan
Burke, Fla. Findley Kastenmeier
Burke, Mass. Flood Hazen
Burlison, Me, Forsythe King
Prelinghuysen Koch
Frenzel Kyros

Prey Leggett
Getiys Lent
Giaimo Long, La.

Bennett
Bergland
Bingham
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brasco
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Erotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Buchanan

Chappell
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MecCloskey
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McKinney
Macdonald
Madden
Mallliard
Mann
Matsunaga
Mazzoli
Meeds
Mezvinsky
Miller
Mills, Ark.
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
Obey
Owens
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Peyser
Podell

Abdnor
Andrews, N.C.
Archer
Armstrong
Bafalis
Baker
Beard
Bevill
Blackburn
Bowen
Bray
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burgener
Burleson, Tex.
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Clausen,
Don H.
Cochran
Collins, Tex.
Conlan
Crane
Cronin
Daniel, Dan
Danlel, Robert
W.,Jdr.
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Downing
Edwards, Ala.
Flowers
Flynt
Fountain
Froehlich
Fuqua
Ginn
Goldwater
Goodling
Green, Oreg.
Gross
Guyer
Hammer-
schmidt

Price, Ill.
Pritchard
Quie
Rangel
Rees
Reuss
Riegle
Rinaldo
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Roush
Roybal
Ryan
St Germain
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shipley
Shriver
Sisk
Slack
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Stark
Steele
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton

NAYS—144

Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harvey
Hays
Henderson
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Hudnut
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala,
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Keating
Eemp
Kuykendall
Landgrebe
Latta
Litton
Long, Md.
Lott
Lujan
McClory
McCollister
McSpadden
Madigan
Mahon
Mallary
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calilf.
Mathis, Ga.
Michel
Milford
Minshall, Ohio
Mizell
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Myers
O'Brien
O'Hara
Parris
Passman
Pettis
Pickle
Pike
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Stubblefield
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex,

Thompson, N.J.

Thornton
Tiernan
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Walsh
Ware
Whalen
White
Widnall
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif
Wolft
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, Ga.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zwach

Poage
Price, Tex.
Randall
Rarick
Regula
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Rose
Rousselot
Runnels
Ruth
Sandman
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebeli
Sebelius
Shuster
Skubitz
Smith, Iowa
Snyder
Spence
Steed
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Towell, Nev.
Treen
Waggonner
Wampler
Whitehurst
Whitten
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wrylie
Young, Alaska
Young, Ill.
Young, 8.C,
Zion

ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1

Haley

NOT VOTING—T78

Anderson, Ill,
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Arends
Ashbrook
Badillo
Biaggl
Biester
Blatnik

Brademas
Broomfield
Butler

Camp .
Chamberlain
Chisholm
Clawson, Del
Cohen
Conable

Cotter
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Davis, Ga.
Delaney
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
du Pont

Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Fish

Howard
Huber
Karth
Fisher Eetchum
Foley Kluczynski
Ford, Gerald R. Landrum
Ford, Lehman
Willlam D. McCormack
Fraser Maraziti
Fulton Martin, Nebr.
Gaydos Mayne
Grasso Melcher
Hanna Metcalfe
Hastings Murphy, Ill.
Hawkins Murphy, N.Y.
Hébert Nedzi
Heckler, Mass. Nix
Holifield O’'Neill

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. O'Neill for, with Mr, Dorn against.

Mr. Rooney of New York for, with Mr.
Fisher against.

Mr. Cohen for, with Mr. Hébert against.

Mr, Maraziti for, with Mr. Landrum
against.
Mrs.
against.

Mr. Dominick V. Daniels of New Jersey for,
with Mr. Camp against.

Mr. Robison of New
Huber against.

Mr. Gaydos for, with Mr. Martin of Ne-
braska against.

Mr. Holifield for, with Mr. Quillen against.

Mr. Murphy of Illinois for, with Mr. Butler
against.

Mr. Nix for, with Mr. Ashbrook against.

Mr. Rostenkowski for, with Mr. Shoup
against.

Until further notice:

Mr, Metcalfe with Mr, Hanna,

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. Gerald
R. Ford.

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Arends.

Mr. Brademas with Mr. Rhodes.

Mr. Hawkins with Mr. Smith of New York.

Mr. Cotter with Mr. Anderson of Illinois.

Mrs. Grasso with Mr. Biester.

Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Chamber-
lain.

Mr. Dingell with Mr. Fish.

Mr. Edwards of California with Mr. Del
Clawson,

Mr. William D. Ford with Mr, Broomfield.

Mr. Reid with Mr. Conable.

Mr. McCormack with Mr. du Pont,

Mr. Melcher with Mr. Andrews of North
Dakota.

Mr. Nedzi with Mr. Hastings.

Mr. Donohue with Mrs. Heckler of Massa-
chusetts.

Mr, Roy with Mr. Mayne.

Mr. Sikes with Mr. Powell.

Mr. Delaney with Mr. Rallsback.

Mr, Foley with Mr. Ruppe.

Mr. Fulton with Mr, Vander Jagt.

Mr. Fraser with Mr. Earth,

Mr. Lehman with Mr. Ullman.

Mr. Waldie with Mr. Preyer.

Mr. Eckhardt with Mr. Badillo.

Mr, Kluczynski with Mr. Biagei.

Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Quillen
Rallsback
Reid

Rhodes
Robison, N.Y,
Rooney, N.¥.
Rostenkowski
Roy

Ruppe
Shoup

Sikes

Smith, N.Y.
Steelman
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Waldie

Chisholm for, with Mr. Steelman

York for, with Mr.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to authorize the District of Co-
lumbia Council to regulate and stabilize
rents in the District of Columbia.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr, DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may be
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permitted to revise and extend their
remarks on the bill HR. 4771.

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

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. MITCHELL of New Y¥York. Mr.
Speaker, on Friday, June 8, it was neces-
sary for me to be in my district to fulfill
a longstanding commitment to address
the legislative study group of the Rome,
N.Y., Council of Church Women United.
As a result, I was not present when the
House agreed to the conference report on
H.R. 2246, to extend the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965.

I have been an advocate of EDA for a
number of years and had I been present,
I would have voted in favor of the con-
ference report. I was pleased to leamn
that it passed 276 to 2.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, had I been
present Friday for the vote on H.R. 7670,
I would have also voted in favor of that
measure to authorize appropriations for
certain maritime programs of the De-
partment of Commerce. I was pleased to
see the measure approved by the substan-
tial positive vote of 266 to 10.

I would like to point out, in closing,
that when I made the pledge to appear
in my District on Friday, June 8, it was
the general understanding of the House
not to have Friday sessions, That under-
standing was changed at the last minute.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. GILMAN, Mr. Speaker, on Friday,
June 8, 1973, I was called to New York
on district business and regrettably was
unable to attend the legislative session.
If I had been present I would have voted
as follows:

H.R. 7670, authorizing appropriations
for fiscal year 1974, for certain maritime
programs—aye

Conference report on HR. 2246,
amending the Public Works and Econom-
ic Development Act of 1965, to extend
the authorizations for a 1-year period—
aye

EDUCATION AND NATIONAL UNITY

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

Mr. LANDRUM. Mr. Speaker, Dr. Ru-
fus Carrollton Harris, formerly president
of Tulane University, New Orleans, La.,
and as well a former dean of its school
of law, an intimate friend and counselor
of our beloved friend, the late Hale
Boggs, and his charming widow, LiNpy,
is now president of Mercer University.

Dr. Harris has never been afraid to
disclose his opinions and convictions on
issues of national interest, and his con-
cern for the dangers inherent in some of
our Washington capers was described
last week to the graduating class of Mer-
cer University in a profound and articu-
late speech entitled “Education and Na-
tional Unity.” The entire speech follows,
and I hope you will read it:
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EDUCATION AND NATIONAL UNITY
(By Rufus Carrollton Harris)

LADIES AND GENTLEMEN: The god Janus
in Roman religion was custodian of the uni-
verse. He was able to see at the same time
both ahead and behind him. He was thus rep-
resented with two faces suggesting wisdom
and vigilance, depending on what he saw
when looking backward, or what he foresaw
when looking ahead. I shall allude briefly to
the contemporary educational and national
endeavor and to portions of their future di-
rections, lLe., looks forward and backward at
the same time—almost!

Throughout much of the period of the
1960's, education was criticized, abused and
scorned. The critics were not all bad, but
were nearly always too Olympian, too un-
realistie, too ill-tempered and too imprecise.
In spite of those extensive attacks and ten-
slons, the educational arrangements in
America were carried on, even though tim-
idly. They were driven chiefly to emphasize
procedures and means rather than substance
and ends. Today they must be advanced
courageously, and must relate to ultimate
values. This requires eonsideration of several
questions.

(1) Did the polemical tempests and zones
in the educational reform literature of the
1960's obscure the differences between goals
and fantasies? A goal is an intention to
achieve by purposive action a preferred out-
come, stated in advance. In a fantasy no in-
tervention of thought is allowed because of
imposed intrinsic restraints. This suggests
the necessity of posing the purposes of liberal
education, and what we may do to achieve
them.

(2) What is there, if anything, in educa-
tion's long tradition which should be per-
petrated? What, in other words, is the con-
tent of our loyalty to the university ideal?
What obligations has education cherished
toward contemporary soclety which we de-
sire to continue? What are the prospects that
two important loyalties—one to a traditional
university ideal, the other to the soclety in
which we live—can be reconciled?

Our concept of guality education, which
term is generally fouled by the politicians,
means guality in the transmission, enlarge-
ment and discovery of knowledge. In that
process the element of tradition which we
wish to preserve chlefly is the continuous
polishing of one mind by another, the basic
formula for this is simple. The essential in-
gredients are a reflective, disciplined and
learned man willing to teach; an intelligent,
motivated student willing to learn. Given
these ingredients, the university ideal of
quality can be realized whatever other short-
comings there may be, but without them no
institution can realize the ideal. It is the
quality of teaching which we chiefly seek
to preserve.

(3) Is the basic notion of education OK?
The question is not as absurd as it sounds.
This question does not merely raise such is-
sues of whether the present generation of
students are a group of unruly, impolite,
spolled youngsters, or that college professors
are fuzzy-minded theorists. The gquestion is
much more fundamental. Most Americans
probably believe that education is sanitary,
wholesome and reinforcing of traditional
values, but they have some uneasiness that
it may not be solely any of these. They assert
that it may not be safe! It is all right they
say as long as it does not get young people
peeping or inquiring into things they shouild
not know about.

There is a strong Impulse in everyone to
make sure that children remain as innocent
as possible. We are fond of asserting that
“a little learning is a dangerous thing,” and
what we don't know won't hurt us. St. Au-
gustine said this as well as anyone when he
advised innocence or ignorance for the faith-
ful, asserting that "it is not necessary that
the Christian probe into the nature of things,
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nor be alarmed lest he should be ignorant of
the force and number of the elements; that
it is not necessary that he understand the
form of the heavens, the species of animals,
plants, stones, rivers and mountains. It is
enough for him to know that the only cause
of all created things, whether heavenly or
earthly, is the goodness of . .. God. .. ."”
For St. Augustine education was definitely
not OK. He probably would not have sent his
children to college if he had any. He knew
that if the church fathers wanted the mass
of humanity to accept unguestioningly what
they were told about the nature of things,
they should not let people get involved with
education. Those who are really serious
about it are willing always to push the props
from under things which many people would
wish to remain stable. We grow by the clash
between childhood ways and adult patterns
which age forces on us. Even though educa-
tion is by definition a process by which the
truths of the past are preserved, it is also a
process that constantly tests asserted truths
to see if they really are that way. Learning,
though exciting, is a hazardous process, and
it is not for people who are afraid of having
their minds changed.

(4) And why is mind changing so difficult?
And so important? Should education be ex-
pected to ease this condition? Such difficulty
is not always a matter of ignorance. It is not
always refusals to hear new evidence. In
most instances it is a matter of hearing only
that which fits an already committed belief.
But it is worth asserting over and over again
that it i1s not so difficult for the intelligent
person to accept what experience confronts
him with. Such persons have observed too
often how old appearances fade before new
discovery. But there are some who are un-
willing to receive anything which they dis-
like—or which their prejudices reject. This
suggests why so many Americans are racists.
If a free people cannot change its mind and
action, how long can it remain free? Or how
long cherish any value in a democratic so-
clety? This is why the Wategate exposures
have been so difficult.

It is important that we understand cyni-
cal and immoral efforts to undermine our
constitutional processes. The American pub-
lic should comprehend that Watergate is not
just another political scandal, but part of
an immoral and sinister assault on consti-
tutional government. It is not just more
dirty polities. It is doubted that there has
been such bribing, talling, jailing, tapping,
harassment, vituperation, and lying in our
history.

The fact that so many of the White House
men were not bent on personal enrichment
but were conspiring in a power grab to sub-
vert our constitutional processes is not ade-
quately realized. Corruption is no stranger to
American politics, but that which makes this
case particularly dangerous is that the cor-
ruption was not greed but the subversion of
the American political process. The specific
criminal acts, the knowledge of such acts, the
cover-ups of the acts, the fraudulent con-
spiracies to conceal them; the perjury; the
subornations of perjury; the cynical at-
tempts and temptations at bribery, some-
times direct and sometimes indirect; the use
of the FEI, the CIA and other secret police;
the power ploys to put away or to imprison
adversaries and even friends, to prevent them
from testifying—all reveal new understand-
ings of the White House moral and ethical
boundaries. The frame of mind of many of
the Watergate conspirators Is almost as
alarming as their deeds. I refer to their un-
gquestioning submission to the presumed
voices of authority. None of the actors
bothered to ascertaln If their acts really had
the backing of the White House, even though
they knew that their acts were illegal.

While “Divinity doth hedge a king,” it does
not do as much for a President. That is a
difference between the two offices. In recent
weeks we have heard the expression “the
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sacred office of the Presidency.” In our Con-
stitution there is no such thing, He can-
not override the law. Any action taken by the
President in the name of the American gov-
ernment which will not bear the scrunity
of Congress has no justification constitu-
tionally. There is not enough understanding
of this. If authority commits burglary, we
must not be willing to help authority cover
it up; if authority prefers lies, we must not
decry the news media for telling us the truth.
It was by such means that the Nazis made
Auschwitz acceptable; they made it easy to
ignore. The mark of a free people is inquisi-
tive surveillance. Any other course is the real
subversion of a free soclety.

Prosecution of the gulilty is of course im-
portant at Watergate, but it is not chiefly
80. The more important items are: (1) not to
permit Watergate to be taken as mere con-
firmation of a melancholy resignation to ac-
cept it as more dirty wrong doing in Wash-
ington; (2) not to permit the politicians in
the White House or elsewhere to employ the
force of their position and power to smother
an awakening of the national conscience and
to escape the great retribution which they
have earned; (3) not to permit them to force
us to remain the intellectual prisoners of
Watergate. The national unity will remain in
shreds until we can find the way to correct
the danger Watergate thrust upon us.

Critics of the American colleges suggest
that they should be converted into instru-
ments for direct social reform; or trans-
formed into continuing experiments on the
conditions of the good life; or changed into
supermarkets where educational effort is de-
termined by consumer preference. Liberal
arts colleges cannot be ordained in behalf
of a desired national unity. That must flow
incidentally. There is no point to inquiries
about the purposes of liberal education un-
less there is confidence in the worth of the
university as a social institution, and unless
there is a preference of some types of edu-
cation over others. Indiscriminate diversity
will offer little for our needs. This does not
mean that there is any denial of proper em-
phasis on the concept of variety. Since peo-
ple vary, so must education. But at the same
time this insight often has been debased be-
cause it has rested on political compromise.
The disparagement of intellect in the name
of social reform, existential meaning, or ped-
agoglical innovation rests on the thesis that
thought is only a mask for emotion; that
ideas must be superimposed on power; that
books are only substitutes for experience.
Against that the college stance asserts that
the urge to know, to understand, to indulge
curlosity is important to basic human im-
pulses; and that perception of fact and pat-
tern and the cultivation of tastes, sensibili-
ties and competence are public treasures as
well as private joys.

The transfer to students of responsibilities
that were formerly held in loco parentis, and
the new structure of campus governance pro-
vide added opportunities for moral growth.
Since the students themselves establish pa-
rental rules, dormitory regulations and cam-
pus demeanor, they are now charged to pon-
der the elusive character and requirements of
the concept of “community.” They must
come daily to reflect on what are the rights
and burdens of a citizen in organized social
life, for the college years are now marked by
declining authoritarianism, dogmatism, and
prejudice. Students will learn to accommo-
date mindless and imperious wants to the
requirements of community existence. The
ethos of campus democracy will require an
equality of concern for all constituencies.

The University as an institution has no
partisan ethical message excepting only its
fidelity to the wvalues of freedom without
which scholarship cannot prosper, It assumes
endless competition. But like the metaphor
of the marketplace applying to ideas and
values, it expects no final victors. The intel-
lectual equivalent of monopoly is totali-
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tarianism; both destroy the possibility of
choice. Since all provisional commitments
must compete with the heritage of the past
and the still unimagined formulations of the
future, it would be presumptuous and
arrogant to “settle” questions, to arrive at
“ultimate™ solutions, to dispose of issues, in
ways which pre-empt the intellectual pre-
rogatives of future generations. If the his-
tory of ideas 1s likewise the history of error,
it 1s always conceivable that today's law 1s
tomorrow’s folly. Only one who sees all, like
Janus, could tell us the judgment of history
while it is yet unknown.

“Ladies and Gentlemen of the Graduating
Classes; Your Alma Mater has sought to
direct your attention both to soclal and to
individual goals. Her success may be
measured in part by how closely and in
what ways they are aligned. You possessing
personal integrity, breadth and depth of
learning, civility, compassion, and commit-
ment to democratic wvalues and justice,
simultaneously honor the educational goals
of a university, and the broader purposes ol
soclety.

“Ours now has become a dangerously
fragmented soclety. The personal qualities
of leaders in American government, com-
merce and Industry, and the professions are
a legitimate source of general concern. The
belief and actions of a relatively small num-
ber of persons in our society exert an in-
fluence beyond their number. The decisions
that shape men's lives are increasingly made
in secret chambers, and those decisions are
moved by special knowledge which is with-
held from the ordinary citizen.

“Your Alma Mater expects you to be use-
ful to your time. From our present difficul-
ties, you will attempt to establish a new
unity of the people, one demanding not only
more integrity in government, but also more
candor. The young people in this nation
have earnestly sought to speak to our cul-
ture about public deceit, only to be clubbed

and decried as knuckleheads or idealists. They
may be listened to now with more respect.

You are needed in determined eflorts to
eliminate corruption in politics and to
strengthen ethics in government,

“Our public happiness now rests, in part,
upon the reality of national power being
exercised responsibility; that it will be uni-
formly restrained; and that it will be con-
trolled by civilized wvalues—values which
were learned first in the academy—yes, in
the academies everywhere. May God be with
you."

THE FINAL RITES OF HARRY S TRU-
MAN: A BROTHER BY ADOP-
TION—COMPANION BY CHOICE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr, Maz-
zor1). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Missouri (Mr,
RawparL) is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr, RANDALL. Mr, Speaker, as I have
recently observed on this floor, the
spring 1973 issue of the Freemason, of-
ficial publication of Grand Lodge AF. &
A.M. of Missouri, contains a wealth of
detailed information, not only about the
longtime service of President Truman
to his masonic fraternity, but also an
account of the elaborate plans which had
been carefully and painstakingly made
for the funeral of a President.

In the publication referred to, there
appears an article which reveals the fact
that Mr. Truman had personally re-
quested a masonic service as well as a
religious service at his funeral,

Of the six close friends who resided
in the Kansas City area previously
named to assist in overseeing the plans
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for the funeral, only Brother H. Roe
Bartle, former mayor of Kansas City
survived.

It was my high honor, accompanied
by Mrs. Randall, fo be admitted to the
small but beautiful Truman auditorium
on the afternoon of December 28, 1972,
for the final rites.

At the conclusion of the Truman ma-
sonie service, consisting of a funeral ora-
tion presented by most worshipful
brother W. Hugh McLaughlin, the grand
master of the Grand Lodge of Missouri.
I distinctly recall Mayor Bartle, the only
survivor of the group of six leaning for-
ward and whispering to Governor—and
brother—Warren E. Hearnes, saying:

It makes you proud that you are a mason
and can reall_v share in this moment.

I read into the Recorp at this time an
account of those final rites as it appears
at page 50 of the Freemason for Spring
1973 as follows:

THE FINAL RITES OF HARRY S TruUMAN: A
BROTHER BY ADOPTION—COMPANION BY
CHOICE

The detalls of President Truman’s funeral
had been planned many yvears in advance. He
had requested a Masonic service as well as re-
ligious. Six close friends in the Kansas City
area had been named to assist in overseeing
the plans. Only Bro. H. Roe Bartle, former
mayor of Kansas City, survived. While not
in the best of health, Brother Bartle shared
ar . worked closely with the Truman family
and the military in carrying out the former
President’s requests.

The Grand Lodge of Missourl was offi-
clally represented by Grand Master W. Hugh
McLaughlin. He was accompanied by Deputy
Grand Master Walter L. Walker and Past
Grand Master Martin B. Dickinson.

The Masonic portion of the service on De-
cember 28, 1972 was presented by M. W.
Brother McLaughlin and was delivered from
the stage of the small auditorium in the
beautiful Truman Library and Museum in
Independence. The services were broadcast
and telecast nationally and internationally
reaching milllions and millions of people
throughout the world, Many of them had
been touched and uplifted by the spirit of
brotherly love exemplified in both the public
and private life of Missouri’s most distin-
guished native son and lifelong resident.

BARTLE COMMENT

Brother Bartle, Grand Orator of Missouri
in 1954-556 and an intimate friend of Tru-
man’s for nearly 40 years, Joined with thou-
sands and perhaps millions of other Free-
masons in expressing unstinting praise of
the presentation made by M. W. Brother Me-
Laughlin.

“It was superb, eloguent in its simplicity,
dignified. He captured the true spirit and
meaning of the fraternity. I have never felt
as proud of being a member of the masonic
fraternity as I did at the conclusion of the
grand master's remarks,” said Bartle. “I
leaned forward and tapped Gov. (and Bro.
Warren E.) Hearnes on the shoulder and I
told him ‘that was a magnificent presenta-
tion. It makes you proud that you are a
mason and can really share in the moment.'”

M'LAUGHLIN

M.W. Brother McLaughlin prepared the
masonic service under a great deal of pres-
sure. The masonic portion of the service was
first "off” and then “on,” and “off and on”
agaln before it was finally confirmed the day
before the service. Finally, the grand mas-
ter was told he would have only five minutes
and that the limitation on time must be
strictly observed. The grand master tallored
the service for the time allotted, writing and
rewriting. His work speaks for itself.
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REGARDING HOUSE CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION 157, AND OTHERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Louisiana (Mr. TREEN), is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. TREEN. Mr. Speaker, this morn-
ing I had the opportunity to testify be-
fore the Fish and Wildlife Subcommit-
tee of the Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries on House Concurrent
Resolution 157, and others. This resolu-
tion which I introduced, with 54 cospon-
sors, expresses a national policy with
respect to support of the U.S. fishing
industry and it reads as follows:

Whereas the position of the United States
in world fisheries has declined from first to
seventh place among the major fishing na-
tions;

Whereas there has been a continuing de-
cline in domestic production of food fish and
shellfish for the last five years;

Whereas our domestic fishing fleet in many
areas has become obsolete and inefficient;

Whereas intensive foreign fishing along
our coasts has brought about declines in
stocks of a number of species with resulting
economic hardship to local domestic fisher-
men dependent upon such stocks:

Whereas assistance to fishermen is very
limited as contrasted to Federal aid to in-
dustrial, commercial, and agricultural in-
terests;

Whereas United States fishermen cannot
successfully compete against imported fish
products in the market because a number of
foreign fishing countries subsidize their fish-
ing industry to a greater extent:

Whereas some 60 per centum of the sea-
food requirements of the United States is
being supplied by imports;

Whereas the United States fisheries and
fishing industry is a valuable natural re-
source supplying employment and income to
thousands of people in all of our coastal
States;

Whereas our fisheries are beset with almost
unsurmountable production and economic
problems; and

Whereas certain of our coastal stocks of
fish are being decimated by foreign fishing
fieets: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That it is the policy
of the Congress that our fishing industry be
afforded all support necessary to have it
strengthened, and all steps be taken to pro-
vide adequate protection for our coastal fish-
eries against excessive foreign fishing,

Sec. 2, The Congress also recognizes, en-
courages, and intends to support the key
responsibilities of the several States for con-
servation and scientific management of fish-
eries resources within United States terri-
torial waters; and in this context the
Congress particularly commends Federal pro-
grams designed to improve coordinated pro-
tection, enhancement, and scientific man-
agement of all United States fisheries, both
coastal and distant, including presently suc-
cessful Federal ald programs under the Com-
mercial Fisheries Research and Development
Act of 1964, and the newly developing Fed-
eral-State fisheries management programs.

LIST OF COSPONSORS

Mr. Teen, Mr. Blackburn, Mr. Bowen, Mr.
Burgener, Mr. Casey of Texas, Mr. Cohen,
Mr. Robert W. Daniel, Jr.,, Mr. Dellenback,
Mr. Derwinski, Mr. Downing, Mr. Drinan,
Mr. Fisher, Mr. Harrington, Mr. Huber, Mr.
Ketchum, Mr. Pritchard, Mr. Rarick, Mr,
Sikes, Mr., Waggonner, Mr, Whitehurst, Mr.
Won Pat, Mr. Young of Alaska, Mr. Anderson
of California, Mr. Breaux, Mr. Burke of
Massachusetts, Mr. Cronin, Mr, de Lugo, Mr.
du Pont, Mr. Edwards of Alabama, Mr. Fu-
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qua, Mr. Grover, Mr. Gunter, Mr. Haley, Mrs.
Holt, Mr. Jones of North Carolina, Mr. Eemp,
Mr., Kyros, Mr. Leggett, Mr. Long of Louisiana,
Mr. Matsunaga, Mr. Mocakley, Mr. Murphy
of New York, Mr. Passman, Mr. Pepper, Mr.
Podell, Mr. Sarasin, Mr. Stubblefield, Mr.

Studds, Mr. Talcott, Mr. Teague of California,
Mr, Wyatt and Mr. Young of South Carolina.

I was very pleased with the support
I received from my colleagues on the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Commit-
tee when I festified and I am optimistic
about the adoption of the resolution.

For the over 50 colleagues who sup-
ported me on this resolution I am at-
taching my statement so that they may
have the opportunity to read it:
STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN Davip C. TREEN
(Regarding H, Con. Res. 157, et al; to express

a national policy with respect to support

of the U.S. fishing industry)

Mr. Chalrman and members of the Sub-
committee—The subject before you this
morning is not only one of the most impor-
tant issues facing the American fishing in-
dustry today, but it is also an issue which
will have much impact on the future of our
nation as a whole. As such, the need for a
healthy and vital United States commercial
fishing industry must concern each and
everyone of us.

As a member of the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries Committee, I have become Increas-
ingly aware of the great potentlal of our
American commercial fishing industry—and
of the inadequate attention which govern-
ment has paid to developing that potential.

I am not one of those who believes that
every worthwhile cause must have a lot of the
taxpayer's dollars thrown at it, and I have
observed with dismay the tendency of some
industries to pay more attention to procur-
ing Federal support than to running com-
petitive enterprises. I do feel, however, that
when a domestic industry has legitimate
interests which may be affected by nego-
tiations between the United States and
other governments, those interests cught to
be protected. American citizens engaged in
international commerce have a right to look
to their Government to mitigate the adverse
effects of actions by other nations.

Equally, there are domestic problems, re-
search and development for example, con-
fronting our fishermen and states which de-
mand regional, or national solutions, And I
believe the Federal Government can be in-
strumental in helping the states to coordi-
nate programs designed to encourage a strong
fishing industry.

‘We have known for some time the almost
unlimited possibilities offered by the sea as
a source of food for the world’s growing pop-
ulation. It has been estimated that the pres-
ent annual world catch, which has doubled
in the last 10 years, could be trebled again
without depleting future world resources.

What is lacking is the technology and the
industrial muscle to realize the full potential
of these resources, Where technological ad-
vances have been made, it has frequently re-
sulted from the efforts and the scientific ex-
pertise of Americans. But all too frequently it
has been the commercial fisheries of other
nations—Peru, Japan, the Soviet Union,
Mainland China and others—who have capi-
talized on the American discoveries, with the
enthusiastic and magnificent backing of their
governments. Meanwhile the United States
has dropped to sixth in worldwide produc-
tion of fish products, yet our consumption
has increased along with our balance-of-pay-
ments deficit.

In 1971, the United States catch of Fish,
Crustaceans, Mollusks, and other Agquatic
Plants and Animals ranked a poor sixth in
millions of pounds of live weight. In terms
of Dollar Value our country ranks an equally
poor fifth.
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Catch of fish, crustaceans, mollusks, and
other aquatic plants and animals—1971

A. In million of pounds (live weight)
: 7 23, 394

B. In value—millions of dollars

1. Japan
~ Mainland China

5. United States

In addition to our decline in the ranking
of world fisheries, there has also been a con-
tinuing decline in the domestic production
of food fish and shellfish in terms of volume.

U.S. LANDINGS OF FISH AND SHELLFISH

Total!

Million
dollars

Human feod
Million
pounds  dollars

pounds

468 60
492 3
565 .
595

2658 y

2,347

! Total includes landings for human consumption and for
industrial products (processed into meal, oil, fish, solubles,
shell products, bait, and animal food).

2 Although these figures represent a record value in dollar
fnlt.cllmdna there has been a decline in the number of pounds
anded.

If these figures seem startling to you there
is little immediate amelioration to the prob-
lem in sight. According to the Natlonal Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration's re-
port entitled “Need to Establish Priorities
and Criteria for Managing Assistance Pro-
grams for U.S, Fishing-Vessel Operators,”
about 60% of the vessels in the U.S. com-
mercial fishing fleet are more than 16 years
old, and 279 have been in service for more
than 26 years. With the substantial advances
in fishing technology in recent years many
of the vessels are considered economically, if
not physically, obsolete.

The Marine Resources Panel of the Com-
mission on Marine Science, Engineering and
Resources further reported that:

“., . . the UB. fishing fleet lagged behind
competitive foreign fleets in vessel design,
fishing gear, fish detection equipment, pro-
pulsion systems, and harvesting methods.
This lag is made more serious by the fact
that U.S. fishermen are in constant competi-
tion with foreign fishermen at fishing
grounds where U.S. vessels had operated ex-
clusively in the past and for markets in the
United States.”

The report continues:

“, . . even though the world catch has
more than tripled in volume and the num-
ber of vessels in the U.S. has increased over
509, the U.S. fleet’s fish catch has remained
generally stable since 1945. Also from 1945
to 1970 fish utilization in the U.S. more
than doubled. This Increasing demand was
met by imports which rose over 824 percent
since 1945 and which accounted for nearly
60 percent of the total U.S. fish supply in
1970."

Gentlemen, the United States’ fishing in-
dustry is one of our nation’s most valuable
resources. In my own state of Louisiana, for
example, the fishing industry is not only an
integral part of the economy, but it is also
clearly tied to the culture and history of the
state. The waters of the Louisiana coast have
achieved the recognition of producing some
of the greatest shrimp breeding in the world.
In 1969 Louisiana was the first state in the
history of the nation to produce more than
one billilon pounds of fishing products. In
1971 Louisiana led all the states In volume
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of landings with 1,071 million pounds, fol-
lowed by Virginia 664 million pounds, Cali-
fornia 640 million pounds, and Alaska 380
million pounds.

I believe strongly in the concept of home
rule and I oppose the trend toward a strong
centralized government in Washington. And
indeed, our fishing industry has operated
with an absolute minimum of federal as-
sistance in the past. However, the problems
confronting the fishing industry today de-
mand what we, in the U.S. Congress, give
formal recognition to the fact that this na-
tion wants and needs a healthy commercial
fishing industry. And it is this recognition
we will give our fisheries if this resolution is
adopted.

It makes no sense to approach problems of
the magnitude I have discussed on a piece-
meal, catch-as-catch-can basis. I believe we
need more than an aspirin, or band-aid ap-
proach to help the industry. What we need
is a unified approach to meet the problems
of the industry. In short, we need a policy
of national scope.

I think the importance of this resolution
is illustrated by the wide variety of support
the resolution has recelved—Iirom environ-
mentalists, from the AFL-CIO Maritime De-
partment, from state governments—Maline to
California—Ifrom the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration and most im-
portantly from those who derive their liveli-
hood from the fishing industry itself.

The Atlantic State Marine Fisheries Com=-
mission, the Gulf States Marine Fisherles
Commission and the Pacific Marine Fisheries
Commission, whose membership represents
nearly every state with a sea boundary, also
fully support this resolution. It is with the
help of these associations that we can reach
out to all segments of the industry to de=-
termine what needs to be done to bring
about the healthy revitalization the indus-
try needs.

I wish to emphasize that this resolution
does not supplant legislation which other
Congressmen have introduced and will be
introducing to address more specific prob-
lems; nor does it endorse a hand-out approach
to this or any other industry. It does, how-
ever, formally establish a national policy in
favor of a strong fishing industry. This will
raise to the level of official policy that which
has always been in line with the national in-
terest; the recognition of our commercial
fisheries as an indispensable national re-
source, which can play a key role in solving
international economic problems, and those
just interests must be a factor in our do-
mestic and foreign policies.

In conclusion, let me point to the wide
bipartisan Congressional support this reso-
lution has received. Senator Eastland’s 8. Con.
Res. has 44 Senate sponsors. On the House
side, this resolution has 54 sponsors (16 of
whom are members of our own Merchant
Marine and Fisheries Committee) from 22
states, Guam and the Virgin Islands. Thus
98 members have indicated their support for
this resolution with their sponsorship.

I would like to thank the distinguished
members of this subcommittee for their in-
terest and will try to answer any questions
you may have concerning this resolution.

LAW ENFORCEMENT TOOL FOR THE
DISTRICT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Maryland (Mr, HogaN) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, on June 7
I introduced a bill to provide for the Dis-
trict of Columbia to enter into the Inter-
state Compact for the Supervision of
Parolees and Probationers. Since the in-
ception of the District of Columbia Crime
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Act, major erimes in our Nation’s Cap-
ital have been cut in half while rates con-
tinued to climb in most areas of the
country. The enactment of this bill will
provide an important law enforcement
tool which will enable the District of
Columbisa to cooperate with surrounding
jurisdictions.

For decades law enforcement and cor-
rectional agencies throughout the coun-
try have been concerned with interstate
crime. In 1934, Congress passed the
Crime Control Consent Act. This act per-
mitted two or more States to enter into
agreements or compacts for cooperative
effort and mutual assistance in the pre-
vention of erime, and for other purposes.
In September 1937, 25 States joined to-
gether and drafted a uniform law de-
signed to strengthen law enforcement,
The Interstate Compact for the Super-
vision of Parolees and Probationers has
today been approved by all 50 States.

Mr. Speaker, the Interstate Parole and
Probation Compact is the first formal
interstate agreement to have been rati-
fied uniformly throughout the Nation.

This compact enables the States to act
as each other’s agents in the supervision
of persons on probation or parole, and
provides an efficient method for permit-
ting such persons to leave one State and
take up residence in another. The orig-
inal State is kept well informed of each
individual’s progress and whereabouts by
the receiving State. The compact also
provides for the return of serious viola-
tors to court or prison without expensive
and time consuming extradition pro-
ceedings. Thus, a parolee or probationer
can be sent to another State with the
assurance that he will be adequately
supervised there.

The Interstate Parole and Probation
Compact gives the probationer and pa-
rolee better opportunities for adjust-
ment, with full protection to society.
However, certain basic criteria are in-
volved, In the great majority of cases,
the probationer or parolee should be a
resident of the receiving State, or should
have family ties in that State, or should
be able to obtain legitimate employment.
While these criteria are basic, transfer of
supervision from State to State may be
obtained for other reasons through mu-
tual agreement of the compacting States.
One of the essential ingredients of the
compact is the agreement by the State
to exercise the same care and treatment
for incoming individuals as it provides
for its own probationers and parolees.

Prior to the adoption of the Interstate
Parole and Probation Compact, only very
incomplete probation and parole statis-
tics were available. Figures on the inter-
state movement of these persons are now
compiled on an annual basis by the
Council of State Governments. Such
statistics are still somewhat incomplete.
However, statistical reports prepared by
the council within recent years show that
more than 15,000 adult cases annually are
handled under the compact by all signa-
tory States. This in itself, is proof that
the compact has focused attention on
the desirability of maintaining erime con-
trol.
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Crime problems transcend State
boundaries. A giant step forward was
taken by the States when they adopted
the Interstate Parole and Probation
Compact. From its inception in 1937, the
compact has established an impressive
record. It has demonstrated its worth
and effectiveness in dealing with com-
mon probation and parole problems on
a nationwide basis. Its provisions have
helped the States and the Federal Gov-
ernment to render the service which is
expected of them by the public.

SHOCKING DEVELOPMENTS
IN THE FPC

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. Vanix) is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, yesterday I
was shocked to read a report in the
Washington newspapers that an official
of the Federal Power Commission or-
dered the destruction of records which
purported to document a nationwide
shortage of natural gas. Less than 2
weeks ago, the Commission, citing a crit-
ical drop in reserves, approved an in-
crease of 73 percent in the wellhead price
of natural gas produced by three firms—
Texaco, Tenneco, and Belco Petroleum.
These increases will be passed on di-
rectly to the consumer in higher costs.

Such blatant tampering with public
documents represents an outrageous
fraud on the American consumer. An im-
mediate investigation should be launch-
ed to determine who was responsible for
this reprehensible act.

Unfortunately, this incident is not iso-
lated. The entire drift of Commission
activity in the last 4 years has been to
neglect increasingly the interests of the
American consumer. The Commission is
populated now by “industry men"—offi-
cials who are sympathetic to industry
and seem to believe that what is best for
big oil is best for the Nation as well.

For this reason, the nomination of
Robert Morris to the FPC is a particular
disappointment. As I testified before the
Senate Commerce Committee, Mr, Mor-
ris' nomination would only serve to in-
sure complete and total industry dom-
inance of the Commission. Mr. Morris
is a lawyer from San Francisco whose
clients have included Standard Oil of
California. What is disappointing about
his nomination is the total exclusion on
the Commission of any representative
of the consumer. Because of this exclu-
sion, the Commission has become mere-
lv a soundbox for petroleum interests.
The destruction of public records only
reinforces the necessity to appoint at
this time one individual unguestionably
committed to preserving and promoting
the public interest.

The role of the Commission in our pres-
ent energy mess is critical, Our root
problem has been the shortage of natural
gas. Last winter, when gas became more
prevalent utilities and industries began
to shift to oil as an alternative fuel. The
excessive demand for oil triggered the
shortage of fuel oil. As the refiners
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strained late into the winter to meet this
demand, they neglected to build up their
gasoline stocks. So now we are facing
spot gasoline shortages which may
spread to nationwide rationing.

The vital question is whether or not
the natural gas shortage is real. The pro-
ducers claim that government regulation
has discouraged the exploration for new
gas. They maintain that regulation only
hinders production and reduces supplies.

This argument is reasonable only on
the assumption that the market is com-
petitive. In this industry there is ample
evidence that the market is not free—
that it is controlled by a small number
of large firms. It is important to note
that there is growing dissension within
the Federal Power Commission staff on
the direction of recent Commission de-
cisions. The power of monopoly is the
power to control supply. If the supply
shortage is merely a manifestation of
monopoly power, the only ones to suffer
will be the consumer. With no restraint
on the level of prices, the consumer will
be bilked of billions of dollars each year
in higher gas prices.

Accurate information on reserve levels
is absolutely essential to the develop-
ment of a rational policy of regulation.
Up to now the Commission has relied on
unsubstantiated claims of the American
Gas Association and secret reports filed
by producers. It is the responsibility of
the Commission to verify the accuracy of
these reports, but it has refused to ful-
fill this responsibility. In doing so it has
trampled the public trust.

The destruction of public documents
has dealt a crippling blow to public con-
fidence, The Commission can work to
restore confidence only by making a full
and complete disclosure of reserve sta-
tistics, indicating how they have been
gathered and the criteria for evaluation.
It is time to call a halt to the lies and
distortions that have plagued the recent
history of the FPC's mission. I call on
Chairman Nassikas to cooperate fully
with the Congress in attempting to clear
the air, The response of the Commission
to its lawful responsibilities to protect the
consumer is only as adequate as the Com-
missioners decide. It is time Congress
and the Commission fully realize these
responsibilities. We must prevent anv
further degradation of the Commission.
At the same time the public trust must
be restored by the publication of facts
relating to production and reserves so
that the American people can proceed to
understand and to solve our energy
problems.

THE DETERIORATING SITUATION
IN THE MIDDLE EAST

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Indiana (Mr. HamiLToNn) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, the
Middle East appears on the brink of more
hostilities. T rise not as an alarmist but
to urge and encourage our Government
to try in the next several weeks to defuse
the Middle East “powder keg” and give
peace prospects some of the momentum
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they had 2 years ago, but have been los-
ing steadily in the last few months. This
is not time for inaction or for waiting for
others to act.

In addition to the grave situation in
Lebanon, there are signs that Egypt,
frustrated by the no-war, no-peace stale-
mate, may undertake some military ac-
tion in Sinai in the near future, Whether
the breaking of the ccase-fire and the
resumption of hostilities between Egypt
and Israel will be accompanied by any
Libyan, Syrian, or Iragi participation or
the cutting off or reduction of oil produe-
tion by some or all of the oil-rich states
can only be a matter of conjecture today.
But they remain real possibilities which
we all should seek to aveoid. The recent
trip to the Arabian peninsula by an
Egyptian military leader comes at a time
of increased Egyptian efforts to coordi-
nate Arab policies in the event of re-
newed hostilities and at a time of explicit
Saudi Arabian warnings that in the event
of any armed conflict its options may be
severely reduced and it may not be able
to meet Western or American, fuel needs.

Mr. Speaker, such threats should not
be dismissed lightly. The Egyptian Gov-
ernment may well be aware that more
destruction and more defeats will be suf-
fered in renewed hostilities with Israel
and that the Government itself might be
weakened or toppled. But the Egyptians
seem to hold the belief that renewed
fighting may also force new and, from
their viewpoint, more favorable diplo-
matic efforts by the great powers. Even
the certain failure of an apparently
desperate military venture may not dis-
suade the Egyptians from resort to the
military option.

For the United States, the year 1973
may be the “Year of Europe,” but it
might be well to think also in terms of
new, imaginative and vigorous diplo-
matic efforts in the Middle East this year.
If the interim settlement idea we have
proposed is now dead and the Rogers
plan proposed in December 1969 no
longer viable in its stated form, perhaps
the United States should suggest other
lines for the parties to reach some ac-
commodation and thereby avoid further
conflict.

Two such lines might be worth pursu-

First, we might try to develop a phased
settlement approach rather than the in-
terim settlement idea. Such a time-re-
lated, phased-withdrawal peace plan be-
tween Israel and Egypt, for example,
might involve a concession by Israel to
return Sinai to Egyptian sovereignty the
moment Egypt signs a formal peace with
it. Israel would then proceed to withdraw
by stages that would go hand in hand
with a defined progression from formal
peace to normal neighborly relations and
be contingent upon such a progression.
Such concepts could help build peace,
step by step, might be self-enforcing and
do not demand single steps greater than
the present capacity of states in the re-
gion to undertake at any given time.

Second, we might encourage a Geneva-
type conference on the Middle East in
which Israelis, Palestinians, Egyptians,
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Jordanians, and Syrians and their inter-
national friends convene to discuss the
terms of peace. The success or failure of
past Geneva conferences on other inter-
national disputes are not criteria for re-
jecting or accepting this conecept.

The gravity of the situation in the
Middle East is such that each and every
possible alternative should be pursued
in order to bring the various parties to
the conference table and away from un-
easy cease-fire lines.

PEOPLE'S (COMMUNIST) PARTY OF
PANAMA MANIFESTO SUPPORTS
PRO-RED REVOLUTIONARY GOV-
ERNMENT OF PANAMA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. Froop) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr, FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, in the course
of many addresses in the Congress, I have
stressed the long-range U.S.S.R. strategy
to secure the control of strategic water-
ways, including the Suez Canal and
Panama Canal. The Suez Canal is al-
ready under effective Soviet domination
through its nationalization in 1956 by
Egypt and since 1967 has been closed.
Since 1964 the Panama Canal has been
the subject of diplomatic negotiations
between the United States and Panama,
an announced objective of which on the
part of officials in the executive branch
of our Government is the surrender of
control over the U.S.-owned Canal Zone
to Panama allegedly to secure “better
treaty relationships” with that country.
To many of our more thoughtful and
knowledgeable citizens such action on
the part of our officials is absolutely in-
credible,

Recently, I received a copy of the
March 16, 1973, Manifesto of the Peo-
ple’s “Communist” Party of Panama of
which Ruben Dario Sousa is the secre-
tary general of its political bureau, which
is most significant. This manifesto—

Denounces the “U.S. colonial enclave”
of thz U.S.-owned Canal Zone;

Distorts Panamanian history by ignor-
ing vital facts such as U.S. support of the
secession of Panama from Colombia, the
U.S.-guaranty of Panamanian independ-
ence, and the transformation of the isth-
mus from the pest hole of the world into
a model of tropical health and sanita-
tion;

Demands the termination of U.S.
sovereignty over the Canal Zone;

Charges falsely that the United States
is responsible for the “backwardness in
Panama;"”

Ignores the fact that the Panama
Canal and U.S. agencies in the Canal
Zone have brought enormous benefits to
Panama giving it the highest per capita
income in Central America and making
Panama the greatest single beneficiary
of the Canal;

Demands the removal of the U.S.
southern command from the Canal Zone
and surrender of that U.S. territory to
Panama,;

Reveals that the U.S. Ambassador to
Panama recently publicly stated that
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Panama is the “sovereign power” in the
Canal Zone, which is erroneous; and

Calls for abolition of the U.S. Canal
Zone.

In view of the pro-Cuban and pro-
Soviet attitude of the present Panama
revolutionary government and the Red
infiltration of it by Communist agents,
the objectives set forth in the manifesto
are not surprising. Furthermore, it docu-
ments the fact that the real issue at
Panama is not U.S.-control over the
Panama Canal versus Panamanian but
continued U.S. sovereignty over the
Canal Zone versus U.S.S.R. control. This
is the issue that must be faced.

Because of the importance of the in-
dicated manifesto being known to all
Members of the Congress, responsible
officials of the Executive, editors and
writers on the canal question, I quote a
translation of it as part of my remarks.

[Source: Panamanian pamphlet, dated

Mar. 16, 1973]
THE PEOPLE'S PArTY MANIFESTO

The hour has come to put a stop to the U.S.
enclave in Panama,

The session of the U.N. security council in
Panama is a further step in our struggle for
national liberation.

At the request of the Panamanian Govern-
ment and in accordance with the majority
of the members of the Security Council this
important organ of the United Nations is
now holding its sessions In the city of
Panama.

Vis-&-vis this unique occurrence, the Peo-
ple’s party, the Marxist-Leninist Party that
represents the working classes of Panama,
the Party that has inherited the anti-im-
perialist banner of the Communist Party
during the 30's when the tenants' struggles
were Tought and in which workers, farmers
and men like Cristobal Segundo and Jose
Del Carmen Tunon toock part, once more
wishes to manifest that it is solidly sup-
porting the patriotic position of the Pana-
manian Chancellery that has denounced the
existence of the U.S. colonial enclave in our
territory and requested the Security Coun-
cil during its present meeting to totally
eliminate it.

We Panamanian Communists who have
frankly supported the most logical positions
adopted by the present government and, in
particular, the struggle of the Chancellery
for a more independent international policy
as far as the denunciation of Imperialism
and colonialism is concerned, consider that
Panama is now living in a new historical
era in view of the fact that some of the
most important slogans which the Pana-
manian proletariat, headed by the People's
Party, had put on its banner a few decades
ago and for which its most outstanding lead-
ers had been jailed, exiled or put to death,
are acknowledged today by the large masses
including the national government.

THE PANAMANIAN REPUBLIC—NOT A
YANKEE INVENTION

The history of our country will guickly
be enriched by another culminating point
in the life of our nation which is the bril-
liant realization of the common objective
of the country's large worker masses, that
is, the materialization of the goal aspired
by the Panamanian soclety during the 19th
and 20th century, namely an independent
State. Let us not forget that it is the workers,
the farmers, the middle democratic and pro-
gressist strata, the intellectuals, the students
and the sensible military confronted with
imperialism as well as the elements of the
national bourgeoisie that constitute the nu-
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cleus of those forces that will insure the
successful end of this large trajectory.

The Panamanian people have been known
for their specific characteristies since the lat-
ter part of the Spanish colonial period and
when the nation obtained its independence
on November 28, 1821, it decided by its own
free will to join the powerful state that
Bolivar was creating at that time (Colombia,
Feuador, Venezuela). Yet, that nation was
condemned to fali on account of the land-
holding oligarchy which, at that time, was in
control of the government, In the Isthmus of
Panamsa autonomist and independent tend-
encies developed. They always sought to pro-
ject forward what we may consider was the
historical personality of the Panamanians.
The separatist and autonomist movements of
1820, 1840 and 18565 testify to that.

As a result of the great crisis that occurred
after the construction works at the French
Canal site were suspended and due to the
devastating war of the 100 Days (1890-1202),
the Panamanlans were faced with the prob-
lem of shaping their own destiny and the
necessity to establish their own state. Yet,
when on November 3, 1903 Panama finally be-
came separated from Colombia, the United
States iniguitously benefited from that situ-
atlon and imposed with the Panama-U.S.
treaty of that day its control over the country
thereby converting it into a semi-colony or a
puppet state.

The land-owning and mercantile oligarchy,
loyal to Its class iuterests and antagonistic
to national concerns, agreed to the United
States seftlement and thus contributed to
Panama’'s conversion into a semicolony.

Yet, immediately, the popular forces vivid-
1y felt the effects that hurt their interests.
Already since the first years of the Republic
they started a tenacious struggle whose alm
was to shake the imperialist yoke.

And this state of condition which for many
decades has been testifying to the indomi-
table spirit and sacrifices of the people of
Panama is now to culminate in the creation

of the independeni national state.

END OF THE COLONIAL ENCLAVE
GO HOME

YANKEE

The Canal Zone (1,432 square kilometers)
(563 square miles) Is a typical colonial en-
clave that has been imposed on us. It di-
vides our country in two parts. The existence
of this Yankee colony in Panama has ob-
structed the consclidation of our nation,
slowed down our economic development,
brought under U.S. control our political de-
velopment and attacked our culture.

The Canal Zone with its “governor,” its
U.S. laws, its educational system, its Eng-
lish language and its own university, through
its adherence to customs that are alien to
our way of life, with its discriminatory racial
and antisocial methods, its power to expulse
Panamanian citizens from her area of “juris=-
diction” (that is, from our own territory)
constitutes, therefore, sort of a colony within
our Republic which is something that is in
open contradiction to our existence a:r an
independent and sovereign ation and con-
trary to the U.N. Charter. Therefore, the time
has come to put an end to this colonial en-
clave.

THE CANAL ZONE AND THE CANAL ARE SUCKING

THE BLOOD OF THE PANAMANIAN PEOPLE

U.8. propaganda supported by th. repre-
sentatives of those forces in favor of back-
wardness in Panama have always desired that
Panama a8 an economic entity exclusively
belong to the Canal Zone, For this reason
we have a certain degree of development, cul-
ture and hyglene. According to fthem our
“manifest destiny”™ is to depend on the
Americans. The imperialists and local tral-
tors who have carried forward this false
thesis have forgotten that the United States
thanks to the Canal has saved billions of dol-
lars as far as her merchant and war ships
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are concerned, that by the fact of not raising
the tolls she has saved many more billions
of dollars with which we Panamanians have
subsidized the Yankee monopolies.

As a matter of fi.ct, the United States owes
Panama billions of dollars for all the timber
it has taken out of the Canal Zone, for the
water of the Chagres river used for hydro-
elecirical power, for her population, for the
operation of the locks, for the ships that pass
through the Canal and likewise for export to
other countries, To thic we have to add the
+ usiness she makes through the sale of U.S.
postage stamps in the Zone and the fact that
she has illegally used our geographic posi-
tion for the establishment of military bases
for which she has obtained benefits that go
into billions of dollars.

OUT WITH THE YANKEE MILITARY BASES

Imperialist power, on the one hand, and
the surrender of past oligarchic governments
on the other hand enabled the Americans to
establish a military complex for which no
provisions exist in the absurd 1903 treaty.
The Canal Zone was converted into a stra-
tegic base where, much to the dishonor of
the Panamanians, there exlst today the
Southern Command and centers of military
preparedness for the training of Latin Amer-
lcan soldiers, as for Instance Fort Gulick.
Their alm is to intervene when changes oceur
in Latin America. From this point of view
Panama vis-a-vis the United States is merely
an extension of a military and strategic area.
Our country, therefore, has thus bheen
changed into a typical Latin American
country.

For some time the United States main-
tained that the military bases were necessary
for the defense of the Canal in case of war.
Then she came up with the expression that
such a military power was for "the continen-
tal defense of democracy and the free world.”
Thus she made of the Zone part of her ag-
gressive military strategy exposing in this
manner Panama to the devastating effects
of a possible military confrontation. Panama,
a peace-loving country, that has been strug-
glin: for her national liberation, does not
want to be a peon in U.S. militant policy.
Under no cireumstances will she allow its
territory to be used for the leveling and sub-
jugation of other ecountries.

For this reason, the people of Panama have
been shouting: “Out with the Yankee mili-
tary bases. Out with the so-called school of
‘The Americas.""”

IN THIS NEW ERA OF WORLD HISTORY THERE
WII NOT BE SMALL COUNTRIES. VIETNAM IS
A GOOD EXAMPLE

Today is not 1926 when an oligarchic gov-
ernment requested US. intervention to
smash the tenants' movement. In his speech
at the beginning of the present session of
the Security Council, General Omar Torrijos,
Chief of the Panamanian government, said
without beating about the bush: “We have
never been, we will never be an Assoclate
state, a colony or protectorate and we won't
neither add an additional star to the flag of
the United States.”

Today the domestic situation is quite dif-
ferent; people's awareness has strengthened
on account of the tremendous struggles of
the past. All the experience the people of
Panama have gathered in those battles is
now being utilized. The government’s anti-
imperialist military and civilian forces, the
working classes, the farmers, the students
and the enlightened sectors of the middle
class and those of the national bourgeoisie
are marching toward their goal which is to
remove once and for all the oligarchy from
its positions of political and economic power.
This march takes place in a new epoch in
world history when imperialism is in its de-
cline and unable to do any longer those
things it did in 1903. The important factor
at that time was the existence of the so-
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cialist camp that has liberated approximately
half of the world population from the capi-
talist yoke, that is, the socialist camp in
which the Soviet Union has principally dis-
tinguished herself for her outstanding help
to those people that have been fighting for
their liberation and economic development.

The socialist camp reached the shores of
America thanks to the unequalled Cuban
revolution. In this new epoch in world his-
tory the movement for the national libera-
tion of the peoples has likewise distinguished
itself by the fact that it has almost totally
eliminated colonialism in the world in addi-
tion, it plays an important role in advanced
capitalist countries where workers are en-
gaged in the liguidation of moenopolies.

Within this worldwide political framework
little Panama can do her share to contribute
to the success of the Security Council that is
holding its sessions in our beautiful capital.
Our party, the People's Party highly appre-
ciates this new world situation which made
possible the triumph of the people’s forces
in Vietnam, the accomplishments of the be-
loved Cuban revolution, the progress of the
people of Chile and Peru and their antl-
monopolistic and antioligarchic measures
and the triumph of all the people whu are
fighting against imperialist oppression.

The more Panama learns how to use imore
resolutely the favorable conditions of this
new epoch the quicker she will achieve total
liberation. Therefore, one of the measures to
be taken after the holding of the Security
Council’s meetings is an immediate expan-
silon of our International relationships so
that they will comprise all the countries of
the world.

THE CANAL ZONE MUST BE RETURNED TO THE
REPUBLIC

The order of the day and something our
Chancellery has always been stressing is the
total incorporation of the Canal Zone into
the Republic, that is, the complete liguida-
tion of the so-called colony known as Canal
Zone,

The Panamanian society has already suffi-
clently matured to be able to run the entire
infrastructure that exists in the Zone. The
Panamanian working class according to its
own statement is in a position to take care
of all the economic operations there and to
handle those that may come up in the future.
Panama, for her part, can successfully direct
the social aspect of the economy and ad-
ministration in the Canal Zone. Let us not
forget that our people have not fought for
the return of the Canal Zone to Panama to
help certain sly individuals of the so-called
private property class appropriate the Zone
for their own ends so that they will play the
role of new colonists.

As far as the Canal itself or another canal
is concerned and apart from the fact that
the people will not give up their claim to
become its owners not after a century is com-
pleted but within a relatively short time, its
status can be negotiated with the United
States as soon as the colonial anachronistic
enclave is abolished.

Of course, we must under no conditions
perpetually mortgage the country. We must
not allow the existence of large or small
Canal zones in any part of the country. This
is the decision of the people of Panama who
are ready to die for its defense if need be.
As long as the Panamanian government
stands to this decision and as long as unity
with the popular forces and the international
movement is maintained, the present genera-
tion will reap the fruits some day in the
future.

UNITY OF ALL THE PEOPLE. THE WORKING CLASS
IN THE LEAD

The People's Party believes that the suc-

cess of the U.N, Security Council's meeting in

Panama will be a great triumph for the

Panamanian government. It 1s a milestone

in the long battle for liberation. We know
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that the struggle will be harder as the days
go by and that it will be full of risks of every
kind. We know that Yankee imperialism will
not give us our total freedom as a favor and
that imperialism in its essence has not
changed. What has changed is its way of at-
tacking. For this reason, Mr, Sayre, U.S. Am-
bassador to Panama, has tried to throw sand
in our eyes when he cautiously declared that
he acknowledged that we are “the sovereign
power” in the Canal Zone.

We understand that in order to achieve
the total objective of our political, economic
and social freedom and to establish a society
without exploiters we must not only avail
ourselves of the existing forces, The Pana-
manian masses must heighten their aware-
ness and increase their organizational ca-
pabilities. For this reason, the more pro-
gressed sectors of the government must with
greater determination support the popular
movement and state with more detail the
requirements for the revolutionary changes
in the Panamanian soclety.

People of Panama: we are in the midst of
a battle. In the struggle for sovereignty we
must not overlook important aspects within
the political process in which Panama is
envolved: we have to make an all-out attack
against the agrarian reform; we have to put a
stop to our economic dependence on imper-
ialism; we have to change education; we have
to Instill new spirit into our public adminis-
tration; we have to revolutionize our cul=-
ture; we have to educate the masses, con-
solidate and develop the social aspects of our
state and cooperative economy. To tie these
objectives into our struggle for the elimina-
tion of the colonial enclave is what we con-
sider the lever that will bring about that
change.

In this climate the main objective which
we must derive from the meeting of the
Security Council in Panama Is the maximum
effort that we have to make for the estab-
lishment of a formidable anti-imperialist
Front composed of workers and farmers and
of all other popular forces, that are mnot
pledged to imperialism and oligarchy, forces
that perhaps follow different ideologies but
that march in closed ranks with the civilian
and military sectors of the government, that
is, those who have made this change in the
Panamanian political situation possible. A
wide, popular, democratic and patriotic Front
that will get ready and that, furthermore,
will make Panama safe from those recent
imperialist threats.

The People's Party, first in the ranks, is
shouting: "Here"”

Long live Panama. Long live solidarity
among all nations of the world. Abolish the
Canal Zone.

For the Political Bureau of the People's
Party.

RuBEN DARIO SoUSsA,
Secretary General,
Panama Crty, March 16, 1873.

WAGE-PRICE FREEZE WITHOUT
ROLLBACK THREATENS ECO-
NOMIC DISASTER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. O’'Hara) is rec-
ognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, the Nixon
administration, which has practiced eco-
nomic brinksmanship ever since it came
to power, is daily driving the Nation’s
economy toward a disaster of unprece-
dented proportions.

Every indicator published by the ex-
ecutive branch makes it perfectly clear
that the American economy is in deep
trouble—and that the situation grows
worse with each passing day.
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Consumer prices are rising at an an-
nual rate of 9 percent. Wholesale prices
are rising at an annual rate of 23 per-
cent—which means that the prices con-
sumers pay are going to go upward at an
even faster rate than they have in the
past few months. The wholesale price
of food is now 29.1 percent higher than
it was a year ago—and in the last 3
months, these prices have advanced at an
annual rate of 43.4 percent.

All of these unconscionable price in-
creases have taken place under an ad-
ministration which came to office on the
promise that it was going to curb “run-
away” inflation. Far from curbing infia-
tion, this administration has achieved
the unenviable record of having estab-
lished new inflationary records, and
each month the old records tumble as
consumer prices continue to shoot up-
ward.

When the Nixon administration took
office, the unemployment rate in the Na-
tion was 2.6 percent. Today it is 5 per-
cent—and for 35 consecutive months the
jobless rate has been 5 percent or higher.
In pursuit of its alleged anti-inflationary
goal, this administration has succeeded
in doubling the ranks of the unemployed,
without in any way dampening the fires
of inflation in the process.

For those lucky enough to have jobs,
the situation is also grim. Fantastically
inflated prices for food and other neces-
sities are eroding their earnings—and
their earnings are being held under a
tight rein by this administration, which
apparently sees something wrong in the
average American family being able to
afford the goods and service which are
available in the marketplace. In fact, the
working men and women of America are
taking home less today in real wages
than they were 6 months ago.

Of course not all Americans are suffer-
ing under the Nixon economic program.
The banking industry is not suffering—
the prime interest rate has now shot
up to 714 percent, which means that the
lenders are enjoying higher profits as the
cost of borrowing money continues to
climb. Corporate America isn’t suffer-
ing—corporate profits are running at a
record annual rate of $113.1 billion, be-
fore taxes, up 26 percent from a year ago,
as the big companies grow fat while
prices continue their upward spiral.

In the face of these grim statistics,
there is a growing demand that the ad-
ministration reimpose a wage-price
“freeze,” and many of my colleagues in
the Congress are looking backward, al-
most wistfully, on the “good old days” of
phase 2.

But by all rights, any freeze at this
point in history must be accompanied by
a rollback of prices, profits, interests and
rents to levels which existed at least a
year ago—and the freeze must be one
that extends across the board, so that
the wealthy and the corporate interests
will not be allowed to profit at the ex-
pense of the American consumer.

From the outset, this administration’s
economie policies have been unwise, un-
workable, and unfair. They have worked
to the advantage of the wealthy and the
corporate interests who financed the
Nixon election campaigns; they have
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worked to the disadvantage of the aver-
age American family, whose interests
have never ranked very high in this ad-
ministration’s scale of priorities. This
administration never should have been
given a blank check by the Congress to
control the economy, for it has demon-
strated its inability to administer any
economic program fairly and equitably.
We never should have extended that au-
thority, as we did a few weeks ago, in
the face of the abysmal failure of this
administration on the economic front.

If we are to continue down the road
of controls, then the Congress should
drastically amend the Economic Stabili-
zation Act by making its provisions man-
datory, by making them applicable to all
sectors of the economy, and by rolling
back prices, profits, interests, dividends
and rents—so that the American con-
sumer is able to feed, clothe and house
his family within the limitations on his
income which have been imposed from
the start of phase 1.

THE CASE FOR CHEMICAL EXPORT
CONTROLS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. RANGEL) is rec-
ognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, one of the
profoundly disturbing and dangerous
legacies of American involvement in the
Indochina war may be the advent of
the age of chemical warfare. For 8 years,
until 1970, the United States employed
the new infamous “Agent Orange,” a ter-
atogenic herbicide, in Southeast Asia.
Besides inflicting immediate damage
upon the land and people of Indochina,
Agent Orange may very well have caused
genetic damage to the Vietnamese people
for generations to come.

Now we learn of the increasing use of
toxic herbicides by North and South Viet-
namese forces since the cease-fire ac-
cords.

Recent newspaper accounts clearly il-
luminate this fast-developing pattern of
chemical aggression and destruction:
[From the New York Daily News, May 4,

1973
Cameo ReeELs Use Toxic Gas To Taxe
PostT

The exact type of “toxic gas™ used by the
rebel forces was not disclosed. However, it
was believed to be one of the varieties of
tear gas, which has been used widely by
the allies and fairly frequently by the Com-
munists in South Vietnam.

[From the New York Times, May 9, 1973]
VIETCONG SAY SAIGON SFRAYED CHEMICALS
The Vietcong charged today that Saigon
troops fighting in a Communist-held area
had sprayed toxic chemicals that “ruined”
more than 1,500 acres of land and caused
serious illness to “large numbers of persons.”
[From the New York Times, Apr. 6, 1973]
CONTAMINATION oF VIETNaM River Fisa
Lam To DEFOLIANT
Two Harvard biochemists have found that
a component of a defoliant chemical used
by United States forces in South Vietnam
has contaminated fish and shellfish in Viet-
namese waters and they say it may pose long
term hazards for the human population.
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[From the New York Daily News, May 2,
1973
SovuTtH ViEr SHRIMP CALLED TAINTED BY
DEFOLIANT

Japanese newspapers have quoted a South
Vietnamese botanist as saying that marine
life in the South China Sea has been contam-
inated by defoliant chemicals dropped on
forests by American planes during the Viet-
nam Wwar.

have
the

Tragically, the Vietnamese
learned quickly and thoroughly
American way of war.

USE OF U.S. HERBICIDES BY PORTUGAL AND THE
REPUBLIC OF SOUTH AFRICA

It has recently come to my attention
that the excessive amount of chemical
herbicides that the U.S. Government and
private business sell to Portugal and
South Africa is being used to continue
and intensify the colonial warfare in the
Portugese colonies of Angola and Mo-
zambique.

It appe:crs that Portugese and South

frican airplanes are perpetrating a
massive spraying of food crops, partic-
ularly cassava, to stifie support for the
liberation movement that is rapidly
growing amongst farmeis and peasants
in Angola and Mozambique.

A recent interview with members of the
Angola liberation movement dealt with
these tactics of chemical warfare:

The Portugese began dropping bombs this
year (1970)—in April. Chemicals were
dropped first on the EBelds—mainly cassava
fields, but also other crops, whatever was
visible, After the chemicals were dropped,
destroying sweet potatoes and other crops,
the Portugese continued dropping chemicals,
and bombs, which affected the people. About
30 persons have died as a result of these
chemicals, This was the first time we saw
such airplanes. Some of the airplanes came
low, and others flew above. They sprayed
something over the fields. The next morning
we discovered our cassava plants were dried
out; they were rotten.

More recently, on August 23, 1972, the
Times of Zambia reported that approxi-
mately 1,300 Angolans had fled across
the border into Zambia seeking food after
the poisonous destruction of their crops.

African-interest groups such as the
Washington Office on Africa have sought
to document and publicize this horrid
affair. In their November 1972 news-
letter, the group reported American in-
volvement in the supplying of these
chemicals for use in the African war.

Though we have been peddling herbi-
cides to the governments of Portugal
and South Africa since 1965, Depart-
ment of Commerce figures show a sharp
increase in sales since 1969:

U.S. sale of herbicides
[In dollars]
1069:

Republic of South Africa

Portugal
1970:

Republic of South Africa

Portugal
1971:

Republic of South Africa

Portupgal oo

Value
$1, 200, 516
57, 330

2, 735, 596
343, 980

3, 623, 896
114, 660
It is interesting to note that this rise

in chemical sales paralleled the relaxa-

tion of export regulations pertaining to
2.4.5-T herbicide. For in 1970, this herbi-
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cide was taken from the contro! of the
Office of Munitions Controls in the State
Department and placed within the pur-
view of the Department of Commerce, as
a civilian commodity.

As we were beating our swords into
ploughshares, the Portugese and South
Africans were planning and implement-
ing the reverse.

QUESTIONS OF LAW

I am not only incensed about U.S. in-
volvement in this African war on moral
and ethical grounds, but it is also clear
to me that our chemical sales violate the
precepts of international law.

Though the herbicides in question were
shortsightedly removed from the muni-
tions list three years ago, the 2, 4, 5-T
sales are clearly transgressing the 1961
embargo of military material to Portugal
and South Africa established under the
Kennedy administration.

We are also violating the spirit and in-
tent of the embargo created by the Secur-
ity Council of the United Nations on
August T, 1973 which “solemnly calls
upon all States to cease forthwith the
sale and shipment of arms, ammunition
of all types and military vehicles to South
Africa.”

According to article 6 of the 1961
North Atlantic Treaty Organization—
NATO—Agreement, the Portugese Gov-
ernment must submit written assur-
ance to the United States that any muni-
tions purchased will be employed ex-
clusively in NATO areas. Angola and
Mozambique are not members of NATO—
remember too that in 1961, 2, 4, 5-T her-
bicide was on the State Department’s
munitions list.

The past 50 years, immediately follow-
ing World War I, have seen a prolifera-
tion of protocols and resolutions adopted
condemning the involvement, in any
form, of nations in chemical aggressions.
Included among these are the Wash-
ington Conference Resolutions of 1972
and the Geneva Protocol of 1925. The
United States, by supplying the weapons
of war to racist nations such as Portugal
and South Africa, is unquestionably vio-
lating the meaning and intent of these
and other declarations.

Most interesting and

insightful is
United Nations Resolution 2603A (XXIV)
adopted by the U.N. General Assembly on
December 16, 1966, which declares chemi-
cal warfare as being “contrary to gener-

ally recognized rules of international
law.” The resolution was agreed to by a
vote of 80 to 3. The three dissenting na-
tions were Australia, Portugal, and the
United States—Australia was involved in
chemical aggression in Indochina.
CHEMICALS TO SOUTH AMERICA?

In the supposed interests of developing
markets and improving our balance of
payments, the U.S. Government has been
considering selling or giving away its sup-
ply of Agent Orange to South American
governments, according to a recent
article in Science Magazine, the publica-
tion of the American Association for the
Advancement of Science. One of the na-
tions especially interested in obtaining
these cans of chemicals is Brazil, which
is presently conducting “clearing” opera-
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tions and relocating natives in the north-
western part of the country. Obviously,
the herbicides will assist the Brazilian
Government in its operaticns, considered
to be “paramilitary” by an unnamed
herbicide expert.

CHEMICALS CONTROLLED: AT HOME

In the spring of 1970, decisive steps
were taken by the Department of Agri-
culture in relztion to the use of 2,4,5-T
herbicides.

In its notice to manufacturers, formu-
lators, distributors, and registrants, the
Department of Agriculture said:

Recent studies by the National Environ-
mental Health Service of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare have shown
that the subcutaneous administration of
high concentrations of the purest samples of
2,4,5-T that are practical to manufacture at
the present time produce a significant num-
ber of fetal abnormalities in mice.

. the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare has advised the Secretary of
Agriculture that exposure to this herbicide
may present an imminent health hazard to
women of child-bearing age.

On this basis, 2,4,5-T products were
banned for use, first, in lakes, ponds, or
on ditch banks; second, around the hom.e,
recreation areas, and similar sites; and
third, on food crops intended for human
consumption.

Last May the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency banned the dumping of
Agent Orange and other chemical sub-
stances in the ocean.

Chemicals unfit for use in this country
should not be peddled abroad. When the
chemicals are used as instruments of
violence, it is clearly time for decisive
action.

In a March 13 letter, I sought to ap-
prise President Nixon of how American
chemicals are being put to use in south-
ern Africa. I called upon the President to
order the immediate cessation of all sales
of herbicides to Portugal and South
Africa. No action has, as yet, been taken.

It is clear to me that letters and eries
of public outrage will not affect current
policy.

LEGISLATION BEFORE CONGRESS

That is why I have introduced two
pieces of legislation in the House of Rep-
resentatives designed to halt the exporta-
tion of poisonous chemicals.

The Herbicide Export Control Act of
1973 will prohibit the exportation of
2,4,5-T herbicide.

The Chemical Warfare Prevention Act
of 1973 will immediately ban the sale of
herbicides to Portugal and the Republic
of South Africa.

Obviously, the chemicals that are be-
ing exported are no more than a drop
in the enormously large bucket of Amer-
ican trade and foreign commerce,

But to the citizens of Angola and
Mozambique, these chemicals are the
fodder for the brutal aggression being
waged against them. To the concerned
and caring members of the world com-
munity, these exports stain the good
name and reputation of the United
States.

By allowing and continuing the ex-
portation of dangerous chemicals that
are only effective and useful in war, we
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are fast leading our planet toward physi-
cal and moral degradation.

It is clearly time to assert sanity and
compassion in American economic and
foreign policy. It is clearly time to blunt
the reality that is, and the potential that
exists for chemical warfare. It is to this
end that my legislative endeavors and
proposals are aimed.

TO FAITHFULLY EXECUTE THE
LAWS?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. Aszuc) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Ms. ABZUG, Mr. Speaker, on January
20, 1969 and again on January 20, 1973,
Richard Nixon took the following oath of
office:

I, Richard Nixon, do solemnly swear that
I will faithfully execute the Office of Presi-
dent of the United States, and will to the
best of my ability preserve, protect and de-
fend the Constitution of the United States.

In July 1970, at Mr. Nixon's direction,
the White House prepared a top secret
program of action to further “domestic
intelligence.” The plan included an elab-
orate docket of illegal activities that
suggest wholesale disregard of our Con-
stitution and the principles upon which
our Nation was founded. Among the
acts directed by Mr. Nixon against
“suspect” Americans was spying by
means of undercover agents and sophisti-
cated electronic devices, opening their
mail, burglarizing their homes and of-
fices and direct spying on Americans liv-
ing or traveling abroad.

As the distinguished Mr. Anthony
Lewis of the New York Times points out,
the parallels between President Nixon's
involvement in the 1970 illegal ‘“national
security” program and President Tru-
man’s actions in seizing America’s steel
mills to prevent a strike during the
Korean war are pertinent. In both in-
stances the President has claimed “in-
herent power” under the Constitution
to prevent a national “catastrophe.”

The full statement by Mr. Lewis pre-
sents an enlightening bit of historical
comparison:

In THE NAME OF SECURITY
(By Anthony Lewis)

BosTON, June 10.—To prevent a crippling
strike during the Korean War, President
Truman seized the country’s steel mills.
There was no law authorizing the seizure.
But when the steel companiles sued to get
their plants back, Government lawyers sald
the President had inherent power under the
Constitution to prevent such a national
“catastrophe."”

Then the trial judge, David A. Pine, put &
question to the Government counsel, Holmes
Baldridge: “If the President directs [some-
one] to take you into custody, right now,
and have you executed in the morning, you
say there is no power by which the court
may intervene?"

Mr. Baldridge had some difficulty with that
question, and the judge gave him overnight
to think it over. The next day Judge Pine
changed to what he termed an earlier ques-

tion: If the President ordered Mr. Baldridge's
home seized, would the courts be powerless
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because the President had ‘“declared &an
emergency”?

“I do not belleve any President would
exercise such unusual power,” Mr. Baldridge
said, “unless In his opinion there was a grave
and extreme national emergency existing.”

“Is that your conception of our Govern-
ment?"” Judge Pine asked . . . “is it not your
conception that it is a Government whose
powers are derived solely from the Constitu-
tion?"

The question drove Mr. Baldridge to say
that the Constitution gave only limited,
specified powers to Congress and the courts—
but gave the President “all of the executive
power.” Judge Pine observed dryly, “I see.”
Soon thereafter he rejected that claim of
unrestricted executive power and ordered
the steel mills returned to their owners.

The danger that Judge Pine so shrewdly
exposed by his questions—the danger of a
President governing by decree in the name
of national security—is with us now in much
more alarming form. President Truman's
selzure order was a public act, subject to
political debate and judicial testing. Presi-
dent Nixon used his vision of national secu-
rity to cover secret orders that have been
brought to light only by lucky accident.

On July 15, 1970, the White House pre-
pared a Top Secret memorandum of deci-
sions on the new program of “domestic intel-
ligence.” The New York Times published the
memorandum last week. It will go down as
one of the most chilling documents in
American history.

Mr. Nixon directed intelligence operatives
to intensify wiretapping and bugging of
Americans deemed threats to the “the inter-
nal security,” to open their mail, to break
into their homes. He authorized security men
to listen in to all overseas telephone calls and
ordered the C.I.A. to increase its “‘coverage”
of Americans traveling or living abroad.

The President did all that despite direct
advice that some of the steps he ordered
were lllegal. Quite apart from what the pres-
ent inquiries may show about his involve-
ment in the Watergate crimes, those direc-
tives should disqualify him from office.

But the point of the 1970 memorandum is
broader than Richard Nixon. It shows how
vulnerable we are to the doctrine that those
in power may violate the law in the name of
what they consider “national security.” Even
a man then so highly regarded as Richard
Helms of the CJI.A. apparently supported
the 1870 program. Only J. Edgar Hoover
dogged opposition forced Mr. Nixon to drop
it.

One of the curious things about the
United States is that again and again, we
ask our judges to tell us the obvious—to tell
us, for example, that the Constitution does
not give Presidents power without limit.
But then, as a great judge sald, we need
education in the obvious.

To restore in this country the sense of
legitimacy that has been so shattered by
Watergate we may once more need to have
our judges speak some lasting American
truths. When they do, they will find power-
ful support in the Supreme Court opinions
affirming Judge Pine in the steel seizure case
and rejecting the idea that a President may
act as he wishes to meet what he defines
as an emergency.

“Not so long ago,” Justice Frankfurter
wrote, “it was fashionable to find our system
of checks and balances . . . outmoded—too
easy. The experience through which the
world has passed in our own day has made
vivid the realization that the framers of our
Constitution were not inexperienced
doctrinaires.

“These long-headed statesmen had no il-
lusion that our people enjoyed blological or
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psychologlcal or soclological immunities from
the hazards of concentrated power . . . the
accretion of dangerous power does not come
in a day. It does come, however slowly, from
the generative force of unchecked disregard
of the restrictions that fence in even the
most disinterested assertion of authority.”

IMPOUNDMENT AND FOREIGN AID

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. DANIELSON) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, like
many other Members of Congress, I re-
ceive a great deal of mail from my con-
stituents asking why so much taxpayers’
money is being spent for foreign aid,
when we have such pressing domestic
problems at home. This is a sentiment
which I share.

This morning, in festimony before the
House Committee on Foreign Affairs, I
proposed an amendment to the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1973 that would require
the implementation of domestic pro-
grams as a condition precedent to for-
eign aid expenditures. Since impound-
ment is an issue of deep concern fo
Members of Congress, I would like to
share with my colleagues this proposal
which would provide a solution to the
impoundment problem. My testimony is
as follows:

IMPOUNDMENT AND FOREIGN AID
(Statement by Hon, GeEorRGe E. DANIELSON)

Mr. Chairman, and Members of the For-
elgn Affairs Committee, I wish to thank you
for this opportunity to appear before you
and express my thoughts on a matter which
is not unigue to our Foreign Aid program, but
it is shared in common by &ll of the pro-
grams and activities of the Federal Govern-
ment. I am convinced that the Foreign Ald
Program and this Committee can play a very
important role in solving that problem,
namely, the problem of impoundment.

My purpose in appearing here today is to
respectfully suggest to this Committee that
language be included in the Forelgn Assist-
ance Act which will effectively solve the
problem of Executive impoundment of funds
which have been appropriated by the Con-
gress, in laws which have been approved by
the President (or passed into law over his
veto), and are now a part of the duly enacted
laws of the land.

PROPOSED ANTI-IMPOUNDMENT BILLS ARE

INEFFECTIVE

The shortcoming of the proposals that have
been offered so far to counteract impound-
ment is that they would not prevent the
Executive from impounding—they simply
tell him, “Thou shalt not impound.”

There Is nothing new in this. The present
laws of the land, in effect, say the same thing,
for the Executive has no constitutional right
to impound, no statutory right to impound,
and no inherent right to impound. The Con-
stitution specifically places on the Executive
the absolute duty to “. . . take care that the
laws be faithfully executed, ..."?

And that means all of the laws of the land,
not just some of them. That means appro-
priation laws as well as all other laws. The
Executive does not have the right to selec-
tively choose—cafeteria style—those laws
which he will execute and those laws which
he will not execute.

Footnotes at end of article.
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Suppose the Congress should pass one of
the pending anti-impoundment proposals.
Will the President veto it? If he does, will
we pass it over his veto? And, if we do, will he
still impound?—And if he does, what do we
do then?

Buppose we pass such an Act and the Presi-
dent signs it, and it become the law of the
jand, but the President nevertheless con-
continues to impound. Wha do we do then?
Congress could pass a resolution saying, “Nol
Stop impounding! We disapprove!" But will
he continue to impound? If he does, what
do we do then?

The most that can happen under this ap-
proach Is that—if there is an impound-
ment—someone who has standing to sue will
sue, and in 2 or 3 years the court will issue
a judgment ruling that the impoundment
was, indeed, illegal, and directing the appro-
priate government agency to release the
funds. Meanwhile, the evil effects of im-
poundment will have prevailed, Government
policy will have been frustrated, and the pur-
poses of the law in question will have been
nullified.

And what if the funds are not released
despite the decision of a court? We must re=
call the words of President Andrew Jackson
who saild, “John Marshall has made his decl-
sion: now let him enforce 1t!"=

The fatal fallacy of this approach to the
impoundment question is that it does not ad-
dress itself to the real problem, namely, the
Executive's power to impound. We all know
that the Executive does not have the right to
impound, but it is obvious to us all that
nevertheless he does have the power to do so.
He has the power to impound in any given
instance by simply not using the money for
its intended purpose,

I respectfully submit that there is only one
effective way to solve the impoundment prob-
lem, and that is to take away the Executive’'s
power to impound by making it literally im-
possible for him to do so. This would reach
the heart of the problem. The Congress can
easily do this by wording the language of
authorization and appropriation bills so that
the use of the funds provided in a given ap=-
propriation bill would be conditioned upon
the corresponding use of the funds provided
in other appropriation bills. Thus the Execu-
tive could not selectively execute and carry
out his favorite government programs and
activities unless he would also execute and
carry out the other government programs
and activities. He would truly be compelled
to “. . . take care that the laws be faithfully
executed, . . .”

THE FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1973 AND

IMPOUNDMENT

The Foreign Assistance Act of 1973 is an
ideal wvehicle for statutory language which
would help bring an end to arbitrary lm-
poundment by the Executive.

We are all familiar with the old saying,
“Charity begins at home,” which accurately
reflects the feellngs of many Members of
Congress and tens of millions of American
citizens and taxpayers.

I propose that language be included in the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1973 to provide
that the use of U.8. Treasury funds for For-
eign Aid would be conditioned upon the
Executive also obligating or expending com-
parable appropriated funds to meet our
critical domestic needs.

The language I propose is as follows:

Sec. —. (a) Unless the Congress shall pro-
vide otherwise in language expressly made
applicable to this section, at any time during
the fiscal year 1974, the amount obligated
or expended pursuant to this Act for any
program or activity authorized by this Act,
expressed as a percentage of the amount

Footnotes at end of article.
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appropriated for purposes of such program
or activity, shall not be more than (-..10__.)
percentage points greater than the amount
obligated or expended at that time for any
other program or activity authorized by Act
of Congress, expressed as a percentage of the
amount appropriated by the Congress for
purposes of such other program or activity
for the fiscal year 1974.

(b) For purposes of this section, the term
“other program or activity” shall include any
program or activity administered by or under
the direction of the Department of Agricul-
ture, the Department of Commerce, the De-
partment of Labor, the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, the Department
of Health, Education and Welfare, the En-
vironmental Protection Agency and the Vet-
erans' Administration.

The above language is similar to a pro-
vision which was included in the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1971, except that the above
proposal would (1) provide for the con-
current and orderly execution of all affected
government programs and activities; (2)
provide for a reasonable and necessary
amount of flexibility in the execution of
different programs; and (3) provide a simple
and effective procedure for changing the for-
mula of expenditure in order to conform to
changing circumstances.

The basic “working language’ in the above
proposal is that portion which reads,

“, .. at any time during the fiscal year
1974, the amount obligated or expended pur-
suant to this Act for any program or activity
authorized by this Aet, . . . shallnotbe . . .
greater than the amount obligated or ex-
pended at that time for any other program
or activity authorized by Act of Con-
gress. . .’

This language, standing alone, would
achieve the basic purpose of my proposal,
namely, to compel the concurrent execution
of all of the specified government programs
and activities as a condition precedent to
the execution of any of the programs and
activities authorized by this Act, the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1973, The Executive
could not execute the programs provided for
by this Aet unless he also executed the pro-
grams referred to in subsection (b) of the
proposed language. The basic language
would be too rigid, however, and would not
provide the flexibility which is required, as
a practical matter, in Implementing the
many different programs and sactivities
which would be affected.

FLEXTHILITY

Recognizing that all government pro-
grams do not and can not move at exactly
the same pace, it Is necessary to build flex-
ibility into the proposed section. That flex-
ibility is provided by the language which, in
the example, permits a 10 percent variance
in the rate of obligation and expenditure of
funds appropriated for the several different
programs and activities. I have used the
figure of 10 percent arbitrarily; it could be
a greater or lesser figure, as this Committee
in its judgment may decide.

CHANGING CIRCUMSTANCES—CHANGE OF
FORMULA

The proposed language recognizes that
circumstances can change and that it may
be necessary or desirable to change the vari-
ance formula to accommodate those changes.
The first clause of the section provides:

“Unless the Congress shall provide other-

wise in language expressly made applicable
to this section....”

Thus, the Executive and the Congress,

working together (as they should) can
quickly and easily vary the formula to ad-
just to changing needs resulting from chang-
ing circumstances, Whenever the Executive,
in the management of the Government's
business, might determine that money could
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be saved, all he would have to do is notify
the Congress, and by resolution the Congress
could provide for an appropriate change in
the rate of expenditure—or could terminate
it altogether. The Congress and the Execu-
tive could economize whenever a mneed is
lessened or removed, or could accelerate ex-
penditure whenever a need is increased. All
the Executive has to do, if he finds a need
to change the formula, is to send a message
to the Congress asking for a variance in the
formula and the Congress, by resolution, can
quickly provide it.
EFFECTIVENESS OF PROPOSAL

My proposal would effectively prevent the
executive from impounding appropriated
funds contrary to the law and the will of
Congress simply because he would be de-
nied the use of appropriated funds for those
programs he favors if he did not also use ap-
propriated funds for those programs which
he does not favor. This Is because he would
have no access to Treasury funds for one pur-
pose if he did not also use them for the other
specified purposes.

Article I, Section 8, clause 7 of the Con-
stitution provides:

“No money shall be drawn from the Treas-
ury, but in consequence of appropriations
made by law; . . ."

To implement this constitutional provi-
sion the Congress has provided by law that—

“The Treasurer shall receive and keep the
moneys of the United States, and disburse
the same upon warrants drawn by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, countersigned in the
General Accounting Office, and not other-
wise, . . " (31 U.8.C. 14T)

These provisions require the General Ac-
counting Office to determine that the con-
ditions of an appropriation law are met be-
fore a warrant for the disbursement of money
from the Treasury can be countersigned.

FROPOSAL DOES NOT RECOGNIZE IMPOUNDMENT

While most other proposed “anti-impound-
ment” measures tacitly grant the Executive
the right to impound, subject to veto or rati-
fication by the Congress, my proposal dces
not recognize that the Executive has any
such right to impound, and thereby fully
preserves the separation of powers. I re-
spectfully submit that this distinction must
be preserved, for if there were a right of im-
poundment, the Executive would have, for
practical purposes, a line-item veto. That
concept is repugnant to our Constitution.
We must remember that tacit approval
grows strong as it becomes rooted in time.
WHY LINKE IMPOUNDMENT TO THE FOREIGN

ASSISTANCE ACT?

As I mentioned before, charity begins at
home, We have many urgent and unmet
needs right here at home. These are suflered
by a broad segment of our society and our
economy. They affect farmers and agricul-
ture, the unemployed and wage earners,
youth searching for summer jobs, medical
care, hospitalization, housing, the elderly,
education, our environment, veterans and a
host of other groups, interests, and activities.
While the desire to help the unforfunate in
other lands is a commendable one, I am con-
vinced that our first duty is to the people of
the United States, our fellow citizens, and to
our own country. I feel that we should com-
mit our resources to solving our own prob-
lems before we send our substance abroad.

IMPOUNDMENT—A THREAT TO OUR
CONSTITUTION

My purpose here today is not to carry a
brief for those programs which have been
nullified by current impoundments, As I
suspect is the case with most of the Members
of this Committee, I support some of those
impounded programs, and I am not enthusi-
astic about others. My purpose today is to
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continue my effort to preserve and protect
our Constitution by protecting the status of
the Congress as a full and co-equal branch
of our Government, and by trying to pre-
s wve the just and proper separation of
powers. The separation of powers under our
Constitution is the foundation of American
Government. We must preserve and protect
it.

This is not a personal matter:; I am not
aealing in personalities. This is not a par-
tisan matter: I am not distinguishing polit-
ical parties. I have been informed that other
Presidents, at other times, and of other polit-
ical parties, have impounded funds from
time to time.

Presidents come and Presidents go. Con-
gressmen come and Congressmen go. Major-
ities come and majorities go. And with each
change the burdens and responsibilities of
government shift from one to another. But
our Constitution and the representative
self-government which it provides must not
go. It has served us well for nearly 200 years
and, God willing, it can serve America for
200 years yet to come. The threat of im-
poundment is a threat to our Constitution
and to our entire structure of Government.
We must meet and end that threat, and this
is the way to do it. There is no other choice.

FOOTNOTES

! Constitution of U.S., Article II, Section 3,
clause 3.

2 Andrew Jackson, as President, referring
to the Supreme Court decision in Worces-
ter v. Georgia, 3 Mar., 1832,

*Public Law 92-226, the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1971. “Sec. 6568. LIMITATION ON
USE OF FUNDS.—(a) Except as otherwise
provided in this section, none of the funds
appropriated to carry out the provisions of
this Act or the Foreign Military Sales Act
shall be obligated or expended until the
Comptroller General of the United States
certifies to the Congress that all funds pre-
viously appropriated and thereafter im-
pounded during the fiscal year 1971 for pro-
grams and activities administered by or un-
der the direction of the Department of
Agriculture, the Department of Housing
and Urban Development, and the Depart-
ment of Health, Education and Welfare have
been released for obligation or expendi-
fure, & 9 wiF

THE BETTER SCHOOLS ACT

(Mr. PERKINS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)
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Mr. PERKINS. Mr, Speaker, last Fri-
day the U.S. Office of Education an-
nounced that it had abandoned its in-
sistence that special revenue sharing for
education, the Better Schools Act, must
be enacted by Congress for the upcoming
school year or there would be no Federal
funding for any of the present programs.
This recognition by the administration
that the Better Schools Act will not be
passed soon is long overdue. During the
course of 32 days of hearings on educa-
tion before the Committee on Education
and Labor, we heard testimony from ap-
proximately 250 witnesses and none of
these witnesses, with the sole exception
of the administration, supported special
revenue sharing for education. Every
witness, except for the administration,
endorsed an extension of the present
Federal programs, although many sug-
gested modifications and improvements.
Therefore, I believe that the administra-
tion has only recognized reality when it
has abandoned its position that it is the
Better Schools Act or nothing for fiscal
1974,

Their new position though raises seri-
ous questions about the administration’s
commitment to education. According to
the press release which I will insert after
my remarks, HEW will only fund those
programs which it wanted continued in
one form or another under the Better
Schools Act and it will refuse to fund
those programs . hich it wanted to aban-
don under enactment of the Better
Schools Act. This means that HEW will
not pay any State Federal funds for
school libraries, college libraries, or pub-
lic libraries.

It also means that there will be no
funding for “b" children in impact aid
school distriets. There will also be no
Federal funds made available to
strengthen State departments of educa-
tion nor will there be aid for classroom
equipment or minor remodeling.

In other words, what the administra-
tion is doing is trying to squeeze the
present programs into the meld which
they sought to cast in the Better Schools
Act. This will mean that there will be at
least one-half billion dollars less spent
on elementary and secondary education.

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION PROGRAMS
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This action by HEW makes all the
more important swift congressional
enactment of the Labor HEW appropria-
tions bill. It also makes urgent the enact-
ment of a continuing resolution which
sets out a specific funding level for Fed-
eral education programs until the final
passage of the Appropriations Act.

The confusion which has arisen be-
cause of the administration’s insistence
on special-revenue sharing is wide-
spread throughout the country. Two
weeks ago I sent a questionnaire to all
18,000 school districts in the country and
the responses paint a grim picture of
threatened teacher lay-offs and curtail-
ment of programs due to the uncertainty
of Federal funds. I would now like to
insert in the REcorp several remarks.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
Washington, D.C,, June 8, 1973,

DEAR , As you know, the Administra-
tion has proposed the Better Schools Act to
combine into five broad categories some 32
existing categorical grant programs, The
President’s Budget for Fiscal Year 1974 also
proposed a funding level of $2.5B for selected
elementary and secondary education pro-
grams, or $2.8B including the School Lunch
Program. Unfortunately, the Congress has not
acted on the Better Schools Act, which we
firmly belleve to be a much improved means
of financing Federal support for elementary
and secondary education. At the same time,
we are clearly mindful of the dificulties
which the delay in enactment of this legis-
lation has created, particularly as the end of
the current fiscal year approaches.

It is certainly not the intent of the Execu-
tive Branch, nor, we believe, of the Congress
to produce a result in which there is no Fed-
eral funding for education programs after
July 1, and we are confident that this out-
come will be avoided,

Accordingly, we are working with the Con-
gress to resolve the funding problem for the
1873—4 school year and also to obtain enact-
ment of the essential concepts contained in
the Better Schools Act in time to become
effective for the 19745 school year. There-
fore, we think it safe to advise that you be
guided by the amounts listed for the old
programs as outlined in Attachment A, and as
contained in the President's budget for 1974.

Please take such measures as you judge ap-
propriate to share this information with the
school districts within your jurisdictions.

Sincerely,
JOHN OTTINA,
U.S. Commissioner of Education-designate.

Appropriation/activity

1973 1974

Elementary and secondary education:
Educationally deprived children (ESEA 1) .. _____

(a) Local educational agencies.

(b) Handicapped children. ___

(c) Neglected and delinquent_

(d) Migratory children_...___

(&) State administration___

(1) Incentive grants

(g) Grants for high concentration of poor.
(h) Advisory committee_.______________

Supplementary services (ESEA 111)

(a) State grant program Handicapped:
Handicapped (15 percent). __
Other (85 percent)

(b) Special projects:
Handicapped (15 percent)
Other (85 percent)_____

(c) State Administration. . .

(d) Advisorycommittee___

School assistance in | lly affected areas:
Maintenance and operations (Public Law 874):

at
(a) P to local

Section 3(a) and Indians_.._____ o .
€ handicapped: State grant program (EHA, part B,

tion for th

$1, 585, 185, 000 $1, 585, 185, 000

1, 362, 172, 431
75, 962, 098
20,704, 524
72,772,187
17, 105, 195
8,219, 629

28, 063, 936
185, 000

"146, 393, 000

1,362,172, 431
75, 967, 098

8,219,629
28, 063, 936
185, 000

146, 393, 000 146,393,000

17, 085, 683
56, 818, 872

3,015, 120
17, 085, 684 17,074,791
12, 242, 641 12, 248, 082

145, 000 225, 000

17,074,789
96, 757, 140

3,013,198

17,074, 789
96,757, 140

3,013,198
17, 074, 791
12, 248, 082

225,000

189, 335, 000
37, 500, 00O

227, 150, 000
37, 500, 000

232, 000, 000
37, 500, 000
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ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION PROGRAMS—Continued

Appropriation/activity

tional, vocational, and adult education:
rants to States for vocational education:
(a) Basic vocational education programs:
(1) Annual appropriations (VEA, part B)..

Occu

Handicapped (10 per:ent)
Disadvantaged (15 peraent)
Postsecondary (15 perneui)._

Other (60 percent) .. - oo e

(2) Permanent appropriation (Smith-Hughes Act). . o e

$376, 682, 000
, 668, r|‘.0

$376, 682, 000

37,668, 200

5. 502, 300 56, 502, 300
502, 300 56, 502, 300

26, 009, 200 ?25 00’9 200

7,161,455

$376, 682, 000

27,668, 200
56, 502, 300
56, 502, 300
226, 009, 200

~ 7,161,455

Handicapped (10 percamt). . oo oioooma s sl

Disadvantaged (15 percent)..

Postsecondary (15 percent)

Other (60 percent) 2
(3) National Advisory Commiltee.

(b) Programs for students with special needs:
(VEA, pt. B).

() Consumer and homemaking education (VEA, [ 5

d) Work-study (VEA, pt. H)
ée) Cooperative education (VEA, pt. G).
ﬁl) State advisory councils (VEA, pt. &)
Vocational research:
(a) Innovation (VEA, pt. D):
Grants to States_ __ A
(b) Research—Grants to States (VEA, pt. €3
Grants to States_ .

Adult education

(a) Granis o States_
(b) Mational Advisory Committee

Grant total, Better Schools Act of 1973

A school superintendent from an Ohio
school district wrote to me saying that
his school district could lose $900,000
which it has been using to employ 79 full-
time and 78 part-time teachers and other
personnel for educational programs. He—
unlike many other superintendents—has
not told them as yet that they may not
have jobs in September, and I would like
my colleagues to read his reasons for not
doing so. I believe they point out the di-
lemma faced by many school adminis-
trators.

He said:

We have not notified any of our Federally
funded certified and non-certified personnel
of termination of employment although they
are aware of funding uncertainties. Our local
funds cannot carry them beyond their Fed-
erally funded period. However, due to the
fact that to terminate employment of the
high caliber of certified and non-certified
employees we have been able to gather
around us would be absolutely impossible to
re-assemble due to the feeling of insecurity
and instability a termination would impose.
The young children would suffer irrepalrable
damage.

We realize, due to State law, etc. we may
be acting naively in this. However, we cannot
believe that our Congressmen would allow
these programs to come to such a chaotlc
end. Our parents have been much concerned
and are doing, in their limited way, all they
can to impress local people and their Con-
gressmen of their feelings. We sincerely ask
you and your committee to continue your ef-
forts to see that these programs and their
funding are continued.

We have both subjective and objective evi-
dence that the money is being well spent
from the standpoint of good business prac-
tices and more importantly from the stand-
point of student gains,

He reported that the education of 15,-
904 students is jeopardized.

In my own congressional district,
Sheldon Clark, superintendent of the
Martin County School District, re-
sponded that $462,754 in Federal funds
was spent for educating Martin County
schoolchildren during the 1971-72 school

716, 146
1,074,218
1,074,218
4,296, 873

330, 000

20, 000, 000
25, 625, 0G0
6, 000, 000

6, 000, D00
18, 500, 000 19, 500, 000
2, 690, 000 2,690, 000

?lﬁ 145
1,074, 218
1,074,218
4,296, 873

330, 000

20, 000, 000
25,625, 000

8, 000, 000
9, 000, 600
51, 30ﬂ I]{]lD.
51, 134, 000
166, 000

8, 000, 000
9, 000, 000
51, 300, CIOU

51 13-1 FK}I'I
168, 166, 000

2,497, 016, 455 2, 522, 516, 455 2, 527, 366, 455

, 134, 000
000

yvear, and that 62 teachers and other per-
sonnel were hired.

But he has already had to tell 18 peo-
ple that they may not have jobs during
the coming school year, because of the
uncertainty of Federal funding. And that
means the education of 1,575 children in
Martin County would be affected.

The questionnaires are still coming in,
so I do not want to give totals, but I do
want the House to hear some of the com-
ments we are getting.

Here is a comment from a superin-
tendent in Michigan:

I can report to you, and we can so festify
if you like, that the Saginaw schools, as a
result of Federal funds, have increased test
scores significantly in our inner-city areas.

We have made a steady gain as a result
of carefully and clearly developed compensa-
tory education programs.

We feel very strongly that the President
is wrongfully overlooking the success that
has been achieved as a result of the Con-
gressional appropriatlions of the 1960s and
early 1970s.

A Missouri superintendent wrote:

Our major program is ESEA (1971-1972),
but with the completion of our Area Voca-
tional School, the situation could become
even more desperate. Our Title I programs
have been very productive and we believe
the Vocational School will help us to reduce
many additional needs of our students and
the students in the school districts near us.
The uncertainty from year to year and the
multitude of guidelines are our biggest prob-
lems.

A superintendent from an Ohio school
district said:

The most lmportant funds are Title I
ESEA, Title II ESEA DPPF, and Vocational.
If these were curtalled we would be without
remedial reading, school nurse and elemen-
tary library materials. We approciate all the
help.

An Jowa school superintendent com-
mented:

The deletion of Title I money will both
affect our students who need extra help and
those at the local parochial school. Remedial

reading and summer programs in reading
and mathematics will have to be drastically
curtailed.

We are also In dire need for aid to voca-
tional education. Money in Iowa is very
limited and our people cannot keep pace
with inflation.

And from New Mexico a superintend-
ent wrote:

Our school district has definite need of
continued Federal funding by virtue of the
fact that the assessed valuation is low. For
example, 38.64% of the district’s land area
comprises non-taxable Indian lands. Of the
total school population, 30.64% of our stu-
dents come from low-income families, fur-
ther our school population is one of the
fastest growing pupil populations in the
state. Under P.L. 874 we have an enrollment
of 523 (b) pupils, which with the lack of
proper funding, our district would lose a
minimum of $82,000 on this one count alone,
which we can ill afford.

A New Jersey school superintendent
indicated:

These programs are greatly appreclated
by local districts, The only problem is the
stability of them and the rapid changes in
funds available. It is very hard to organize
and schedule the regular running of a school
and get a Federal program passed after the
opening of school and change your plans, I
hope future announcements of these can be
done for the future.

From Oklahoma a superintendent
writes:

‘We have no plans to employ any more than
the one certified employee we have remain-
ing. We will employ only teacher aldes or
other non-professional people who can be
fired with a two week notice.

What has happened In federal funding for
education thls year should never have been
allowed to occur. If the President is going
to dictate the whole program perhaps we
don’t need a Congress.

Commented another
from Ohio:

This federal money has been a very greal
benefit to the educational program in our
school district. It represents about two (2)
mills of our operating budget. Without the

superintendent
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federal money we will have to curtail our
program because it will be nearly impossible
to ralse this amount locally. We have tried,
but, due to the federal income tax, the peo-
ple of our district can 1ll afford the extra
burden. Locally our people are exerting ex-
treme effort. These are just average wage
earners but more, by far, is being paid by
them than is being received in benefits, this
is true especially as it concerns the federal
government.

And, a superintendent from Pennsyl-
vania says:

We feel that the continuance of federal
funding is vital to our future educational
planning endeavors, Enclosed you will find a
brochure of our 1872-73 ESEA Title I pro-
gram., Without future federal funding these
programs will not be able to continue within
our local budget.

We sincerely hope that future funding will
continue to be available to supplement our
existing educational program.

HAIG—THE PRESIDENT'S
POLITICAL GENERAL

(Mr. MOSS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, the continued
assignment of Gen. Alexander Haig, Jr.,
as Chief of White House Staff constitutes
a most serious compromise of both civil-
ian and military institutions of our Fed-
eral Government.

The Chief of Staff of the President’s
White House establishment is a political
function, and, under precedents followed
for many years by Presidents of both
major political persuasions, a partisan
political function as well. Nothing in the
character of this administration would
justify the conclusion that the post is
not partisan to at least the same degree
as most prior administrations.

Mr. Speaker, I am also confident the
general cperates in violation of statute,
and I cite section 973(b) of title 10 of the
United States Code in objecting to Haig's
serving as Presidential assistant while
still Vice Chief of Staff of the U.S. Army:

Except as otherwise provided by law, no
officer on the active duty list of the regular
Army, regular Navy, regular Air Force, regu-
lar Marine Corps or regular Coast Guard may
hold a civil office by election or appointment
whether under the United States, a territory
or possession or a state. The acceptance of
such a civil office or the exercise of Its func-
tions by such an officer terminates his mili-
tary appointment.

A recent White House announcement
informs us that General Haig will retire
from active duty on August 1. He will
then, we are informed, be appointed to
the position of assistant to the President.
Meanwhile, he will in the interim con-
tinue to perform his present duties,
which will remain his responsibility
after retirement from active duty. We
already know he has been Haldeman's
de facto replacement, with all that this
connotes.

Such an announcement grievously
compounds the injury already inflicted
upon the traditional principle of sepa-
ration of the military from civilian func-
tions. General Haig has already occupied
his present questionable legal status for
upward of 2 months, and as of this day
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serves as a four-star general on active
duty. That dual questionable status is
slated to be maintained for another 2
months. One excuse offered is that this
will enable him to get enough time in
his present four-star rank to retire in
that same grade. No matter whose con-
venience is served, and constitutional
rules are not to be shunted aside to pro-
vide for anyone’s well-being, in the proc-
ess more violence is being done to hon-
ored principle while setting into semi-
permanence one of the most perilous
precedents confronting democratic gov-
ernment. One, I might add, which no
democracy, cherishing its status as such,
dares allow.

The very announcement of his antic-
ipated new status is a public admission
by the President that General Haig's
present post is inconsistent with pro-
visions of Federal law. Here is an arbi-
trary assertion by the executive branch
of a selective right to enforce those sec-
tions of a statute it finds convenient,
while evading enforcement of those it
finds inconvenient. Legality and intent of
the Nation's founders are simply ad-
Jjourned, a process not new to this incum-
bent.

On page 3395 of the Congressional
Globe of May 12, 1870, we find an illumi-
nating, highly prophetic statement dur-
ing debate over the measure now at issue
in regard to Haig's status. Senator Ly-
man Trumbull, Republican of Illinois
and close friend of Lincoln, almost ap-
pears to be discussing what well may
happen as the ultimate end of the pres-
ent situation. He stated:

But the difficulty will be that if you allow
officers upon the retired list to hold eivil
offices, the law will be evaded. Persons will
be placed on the retired list for the purpose
of giving them appointments ., . I think
that this government is a clvil government.
It should be administered by civilians. The
Army is subject to the civil authorities of
the country; and I do not believe in having
the civil offices of the country administered
by the military authorities,

So here we encounter further evasion
and an exacerbation of an insufferable
compromising situation enveloping the
Nation's professional Military Establish-
ment. Already, the veracity of Generals
Cushman and Walton has been publicly
and repeatedly questioned. Those pro-
fessional organizations they were and
are associated with have in the process
been compromised to an intolerable ex-
tent.

One further note in the June 7 Wash-
ington Post is worth noting. I quote from
Michael Getler’s story:

His lingering service in the White House
was also causing some concern among a few
generals, and had he stayed in the job and
on active duty much longer, his clout com-
ing back to the service might have been
reduced, especially in a new administration.
Halg can be recalled from retired to active
duty status by the President in the future.

More than purely legal points are in-
volved in the question of General Haig's
status. What is really at issue is how
much blurring of that long-established
dividing line between the professional
military and ecivilian authority, the Na-
tion, and Congress will allow. Civil con-
trol of the military is jeopardized when
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professional military people, no matter
how competent, are allowed to partici-
pate in and influence vital civil govern-
mental processes, while retaining their
career military status. This is what Haig
is now doing.

This hallowed doctrine of mutual ex-
clusion has been one of the main bul-
warks supporting and guaranteeing rep-
resentative government in this republic.
It is a certainty that Haig’s present dual
status, if allowed to continue unchai-
lenged and unchanged, encourages the
breaching of this traditional, essential
barrier. Every military professional in
our establishment is at least aware of
his rise through the political system while
remaining cloaked in military symbols,
Many a free society has been compro-
mised because its civil institutions were
breached by its professional military in
times of stress in such a manner.

American history is studded with ref-
erences to this subject, always empha-
sizing exclusion of military professionals
from our political process.

George Washington was never a party
candidate and never acknowledged any
party, although he was identified with
the Federalists.

James Buchanan, losing the Demo-
cratic nomination in 1852, attacked the
Whig candidacy of General Scott in
these words:

What fatal effects would it not have on
the discipline and efficiency of the Army to
have aspirants for the Presidency among its
principal officers? How many military cliques
would be formed?

By bringing an officer like Haig into
his present compromising position, we
encourage exactly what Buchanan so
presciently foresaw. We also allow a
tortuously twisting path, complete with
unacceptable hazard to democracy, to be
broken for other ambitious professional
soldiers to follow in future times,

In other days, Attorneys General did
not allow such appointments to even
partially achieve legitimacy. In 1870,
Gen. George C. Meade, victor of Gettys-
burg and a greatly honored soldier, was
told he could not even exercise the func-
tions of a park commissioner of the city
of Philadelphia without vaecating his
military commission. The Attorney Gen-
eral indicated that the office of park
commissioner had been established by an
act of the State legislature., That act
designated mode of appointment, term
of office, and functions to be performed.
Those were of a civil nature. Hence the
distinguished general was barred from
the office.

In 1873, the Attorney General held
that Gen. William T. Sherman could not
hold the position of Secretary of War,
even temporarily, without vacating his
commission as General of the Army.

Some generals, unlike General Haig,
understood the principles involved, and
did not allow themselves to be placed in
a partisan political position. One such
was perhaps our finest professional sol-
dier of this century, Gen. George C.
Marshall, who squelched a political
boomlet for himself in World War II. In
1947, he said:

I will never
matters.

be involved in political
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Woodrow Wilson, in a letter to Secre-
tary of War Lindley M. Garrison, in
August 1914, wrote:

My DEAr SECRETARY: I write to suggest that
you request and advise all officers of the serv-
ice, whether active or retired, to refrain from
public comment of any kind upon the mili-
tary or political situation on the other side
of the water . . . It seems to me highly un-
wise and improper.

Contrast this with the actions of Gen-
eral Haig on the night of Wednesday,
May 23, 1973. Appearing before the
Fordham University Club, dressed in
civilian clothes and in his capacity as
the President’s replacement for H. R.
Haldeman, he delivered himself of a
speech which, conveniently, the White
House press office has no available
copies. Here is the first paragraph of one
news story on that speech, appearing in
the Washington Post:

General Alexander Haig, the new chief of
staff at the White House, ignored the prob-
lems that Watergate has created for the
President last night and instead gave a
detailed account of how the Nixon Doctrine
can help solve the problems of the world.

Today the Nixon doctrine is fraught
with explosive political considerations,
It asserts full support of previous alleged
American commitments, stating that
external assistance to an insurgency, as
well as overt conventional attack, may
lead to involvement of U.S. general pur-
pose forces.

Implications of this doctrine, partic-
ularly after Vietnam and in light of the
Cambodian situation, are obvious. Yet
there was General Haig, in a totally po-
litical role, explaining it in civilian guise
while holding the top White House polit-
ical staff job. Yet he is now and was
then, a four-star general on active duty
holding the position of Vice Chief of
Stafl of the U.S. Army.

Contrast this recent astonishing ex-
hibition with President Lincoln’s words
to Gen. Joe Hooker, when he appointed
him to command the Army of the
Potomac:

I also believe you do not mix politics with
your profession, in which you are right.

More recently, Secretary of Defense
Robert McNamara, made a similar point
in no uncertain terms:

It is inappropriate for any members of
the Defense Department to speak on the
subject of foreign policy.

Harry Truman, no-nonsense defender
of representative democracy that he was,
had blunt words and orders on the sub-
ject, even prior to dismissing General
MacArthur:

Until further notice from me, I wish that
each one of you would take immediate steps
to reduce the number of public speeches
pertaining to foreign or military policy.

President Kennedy plowed that same
furrow even more deeply in 1962:

The United States military, due to one of
the wisest actions of our Constitutional
founders, have been kept out of politics, and
they continue their responsibilities, regard-
less of the changes of Administration. . . .
There is no desire to restrain or prevent any
military man from speaking. What we are
concerned about, however, always is that they
not be exploited for any partisan purpose.
And I think, basically, it is for their own pro-
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tection as well as for the protection of the
country.

Yet Wednesday night, May 23, this
four-star general on active duty acted as
a political spokesman for this adminis-
tration, no matter how this may be dis-
claimed. In the process, he became a po-
litical tool of this President, compromis-
ing the entire American Military Estab-
lishment and violating its most honored
traditions.

I have queried the Pentagon’s acting
general counsel about Haig’s status, and
have received in return a rather unique
answer. I include an excerpt from it here
in my remarks:

Admiral Leahy served from 1942 to 1949
as Chief of Staff to the Commander-in-
Chief, then President Roosevelt. Major Gen-
eral Wilton D. Persons, USA, Retired, served
President Eisenhower as Chief of the White
House Stafl. Brigadier General Andrew Good-
paster served President Eisenhower as Staff
Secretary. General Maxwell Taylor served
President Kennedy as Military Adviser to the
President.

First, I would like to go on record as
commending the late Admiral Leahy for
his outstanding loyalty in serving Presi-
dent Roosevelt until 1949, especially in
light of the fact that FDR departed this
world in early 1945.

Leahy was recalled in a military capac-
ity to serve as Chief of Staff in time of
war. Persons was on the retired list, un-
like Haig, who had publicly stated his
intention of remaining on active duty
status with the Army. Goodpaster was
relegated to military duties. Taylor was
on the retired list when he served as
official military representative to the
President. He returned to active duty
only when he subsequently became
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
I commend to the Acting General Coun-
sel of the Department of Defense the
study of history. It has a salutory effect
upon accuracy at certain times.

Only the Goodpaster appointment may
be termed similar to the Haig matter,
and it involved a failure to observe the
law. Therefore, there are no grounds to-
day for justifying the Haig appoint-
ment, unless by citing, as the Counsel
does, a previous illegal action.

When Presidential Press Secretary
Ziegler announced the Haig appoint-
ment, he used the following words:

In his role as assistant to the President,
General Halg will assume many of the re-
sponsibilities formerly held by H. R. Halde-
man. These responsibilities include coordi-
nation of the work of the White House staff
and administration of the immediate office
of the President.

The position of Assistant to the Presi-
dent previously held by Haldeman is a
civil office within the meaning of 10
U.S.C. 973(b), in that it is specifically
created by law and has or may have du-
ties imposed upon it which involve exer-
cising some portion of the sovereign
power.

I am not aware of any law which con-
stitutes an exception to 10 U.S.C. 973(b)
so as to authorize an officer on the active
list of the Regular Army to accept that
office or exercise its functions without
immediately terminating his military ap-
pointment.
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A flimsy excuse has been offered by the
Pentagon; that Haig has not yet been
actually appointed as one of the assist-
ants to the President authorized by 3
U.S.C. 106. They also note that Haig’s
duties more nearly resemble the duties of
thef of Stafl to the President, a posi-
tion authorized under 10 U.S.C. 3531 to
be ﬁ]}ed by a general officer of the Army
appointed by the President, by and with
the advice and consent of the Senate.

If indeed he is to fill that role, then he
must be confirmed by the Senate first.
When queried, the White House responds
that Haig is still in some kind of limbo.
Hc has no official title. I submit that this
is an intolerakie situation, Illegal on
its face.

Yet even a cursory reading of Ziegler’s
original announcement reveals that
Haig is now fulfilling Haldeman'’s daily
sensitive functions. Let us further ex-
amine some of Haig’s recent activities.
One of his recent duties has been to urge
upon certain reporters and commenta-
tors the view that domestic surveillance,
wiretapping, and related measures the
President has confessed to instituting in
1969 have nothing to do with overall
Watergate scandals in which these activ-
ities have become enmeshed,

Joseph Kraft, in a Washington Post
column of May 29, refers to this role. So
does John Osborne in the New Republic’s
June 9 issue. The latter indicates Haig
has been justifying these actions in the
name of national security, that all-pur-
bose cover so much in vogue these days
af the White House. Haig’s performance
makes him by definition a participant
and abettor of the President’s transpar-
ent effort to offer national security as an
excuse for unprecedented lawbreaking by
the executive branch.

fI'he New York Times of May 29 con-
tains a story by John Herbers which in-
cludes the following ominous note:

General Alexander Halig, Jr., the new Chief
of Stafl on an interim basis, is running the
staff with military assistants. ... He is In

daily contact with Mr. Nixon almost as much
as was Mr. Haldeman.

I am informed that at least two pro-
fessional Army officers on active duty
status are functioning in the capacity
described above. One is a Lt. Col. Fred
Brown. The other is a Major Joulwan.
So as of latest notice, the most sensitive
office in the White House staff setup is
being manned by professional military
officers on active duty. Is this legal by
any stretch of the imagination? Should
this be tolerated by a free government?
By what right do these men occupy such
places?

Yet it is when we place the Haig situa-
tion into a larger picture that the omi-
nous aspects in our perspective emerge
most clearly. Since World War II, there
has been enormous expansion of the
military into activities hitherto per-
formed by civilians or not performed in
our political system at all.

Increasing reliance by American Pres-
idents on the National Security Council
and its staff, instead of on the State De-
partment, means that an organization
with strong military orientation has re-
placed an overwhelmingly civilian insti-
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tution as the central advisory organ for
American foreign policy.

Overseas, nearly half of recent Amer-
ican foreign aid has taken the form of
military assistance. Domestic intelli-
gence gathering by our military has been
brought to light, colored in the most
menacing, negative tones. Massive spying
on civilians who dissent has become a
fact of life, carried out by our Military
Establishment.

Increasingly, military units have been
trained in performance of domestic mis-
sions. War has forced a growing alliance
between the executive branch of Gov-
ernment and the military. Military offi-
cers did not necessarily seek these tasks.
Rather, civilian authority, because it
shirked its own responsibilities, pressed
such new duties and roles upon them.
However, once involved, the military
plunged in with both feef. The Haig mat-
ter is only the latest, most vivid illustra-
tion of this cumulative erosion of the
barrier separating political roles and
military professionals.

We invite catastrophe for representa-
tive democracy by allowing this. By ac-
quiescence in Haig’s illegal status, we en-
able the President to accelerate the re-
lease of unexpected negative forces with-
in our political system. At this moment
of strain, our system is particularly vul-
nerable to such encroachments and vio-
lations. All the more reason for us to be
doubly vigilant and even more jealous of
our priceless liberties.

New trains are being brought into play
on the traditional conception the pro-
fessional military man has of his role.
After Vietnam, this is doubly perilous for
America. Once such new authority and
capability for involvement are acquired
by any group of military professionals,
there is a deep natural reluctance to
yield it back, whether or not the original
need still exists.

Military men as a group tend to think
in solely military terms insofar as alter-
natives are concerned. In some future
crisis, either Haig or some other officer
like him could be at a President’s side,
taking the most pessimistic view of
events and focusing undue emphasis on
force as opposed to negotiations.

General Haig hails from a hierarchical
rather than an egalitarian organization.
He is oriented to a group rather than to
rights of individuals. He stresses obe-
dience and discipline rather than free-
dom of expression. While I am sure he is
a decent, honorable man, the President,
by placing him in the most de facto po-
litical position in Washington, has ele-
vated those very virtues that are the
blatant negation of what this nation and
our society stands for.

Our entire professional military estab-
lishment itself should be profoundly dis-
turbed by the President’'s action and
Haig’s present position. Military partici-
pation in the policy process involves a
degree of political activity inconsistent
with nonpartisan tenets of their tradi-
tional professionalism. Haig is compro-
mised as a military man, and in the
process has compromised not just the
Army, but all the services. At this point
in time, after Vietnam and Watergate
revelations, this is the last course our
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military should wish to pursue or be

identified with in the congressional and

public eye.

President Nixon has done a grievous
disservice to the Nation at a critical junc-
ture in our history. He has raised ques-
tions that must be resolved.

In furtherance of the effort to effect
an early resolution of the issues raised I
have on this date sent the following let-
ter to the Comptroller General and urged
in conversation his prompt ruling:

Hon. ELMER B. STAATS,

Comptroller General of the United States,
General Accounting Office, Washingion,
D.C.

DEAr Mg. StaaTs: I am in receipt of your
letter of May 30, 1973, regarding the status
of General Alexander Hailg, Jr., at the White
House. Your response to my letter leaves
much to be desired in terms of explaining
the General’s legal status.

In seeking to define his legal position at
the White House, the General Accounting
Office accepted the White House explanation
that legal advice from the Pentagon was
relied upon. I also have queried the chief
legal officer there and have received a totally
unsatisfactory and even Inaccurate answer.
Here are some guotes from his response to
my guery, which may probably be the same
answers he sent to you, and which you may
have sincerely accepted on their face.

“Admiral Leahy served from 1942 to 1949
as Chief of Stafl to the Commander-In-Chief,
then President Roosevelt. Major General
Wilton B. Persons, USA, Retired, served Presi-
dent Eisenhower as Chief of the White
House staff. Brigadier General Andrew Good-
paster served President Eisenhower as Staff
Secretary. General Maxwell Taylor served
President Eennedy as Military Adviser to the
President.”

How enlightening to discover that Leahy's
loyalty transcended the death of FDR in
early 1945. Leahy was recalled in military
capacity to serve as chief of staffl in wartime.
Persons was on the retired list, unlike Halg,
who had indicated publicly his intention to
remalin on active duty status. Goodpaster’s
was a totally illegal appointment, and even
g0, his were strictly military duties. Taylor
was on the retired list when he served as
official military representative to the Presi-
dent. He returned to active duty only when
he subsequently became chalrman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.

The Pentagon's chief legal officer's advisory
to you and me obviously lacks substance and
detailed precedents, making it a thoroughly
unreliable document, and certainly not one
on which to base any legal determination of
so important a question.

The recent announcement that General
Haig will retire from active duty on August
first and then will be appointed as an acsist-
ant to the President only compounds the
injury already done to our traditional prin-
ciple of separation of the military from ecivil-
ian functions.

He remains on duty at the White House
while serving as an active duty four-star gen-
eral for another two months, apparently vio-
lating the law every moment he maintains
illegal dual status. The very announcement
of his anticipated new status is a public ad-
mission by the Administration of Halg's pres-
ent illegal status.

Here is an arbitrary assertion of a selective
right on the part of the executive to enforce
what section of law is convenient and to
evade what portions are inconvenient. In
the process, legality and precedent are ad-
journed.

Here again is public evasion of statutory
responsibility, compounding the already
compromising situation enveloping America’s
professional military establishment. The
Comptroller General should rule and is
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hereby requested to rule that this contem-
plated move in fact and legality cannot be
carried through under existing law.

Haig's recent activities raise further ques-
tions, making it all the more imperative for
you to render a swift, decisive opinlon.

General Haig is allegedly fulfilling a num-
ber of political roles. A prominent political
columnist, Joseph Kraft, noted on May 29,
that Haig is leaking privileged information
about wiretapping. The Washington Post
noted that he has made what can only be
termed a blatantly political speech on the
“Nixon Doctrine” at the Fordham Club re-
cently, dressed in civilian clothes and in his
capacity as a top White House functionary.
Here is the first paragraph of that story from
the May 24 issue of this paper:

“General Alexander Halg, the new chief
of staff at the White House, ignored the
problems that Watergate has created for the
President last night and Instead gave a de-
tailed account of how the Nixon Doctrine
can help solve the problems of the world.”

It has also become known that Haig has
brought a group of professional military of-
ficers, presently on active duty status, with
him to the White House, and is running Hal-
deman’s operation with these professional
military personnel., One is a lieutenant col-
onel, the other is a major. Plus, there may
be others we have not yet had brought to
public notice.

The New York Times of May 29 carried a
public mention of this situation in a story by
John Herbers. Here is the appropriate quote:

“General Alexander M. Haig, Jr., the new
chief of stafl on an interim basis, is running
the staff with military assistants. . . . He
is in daily contact with Mr, Nixon almost as
much as was Mr. Haldeman."

Repeated querles to the White House as
to the official status of General Halg met
with the response that he has no title.

I am requesting specific responses from
your office to the following questions, which
at the very least should be answered deci-
sively before your office advises on the true
legal status of a four-star general in admin-
istrative limbo. He seems to be both military
and civilian at this point in time. In any
event, his position is clearly unique and
must be clarified.

Your ruling is called for on the following
Questions:

Is he presently a civil officer of the gov=-
ernment or is he a military officer?

In the event of misconduct, who would he
be answerable to, military or ecivil law?

Who is now the vice chief of staff of the
United States Army, or who is the acting
vice chief of staff?

Is he still chargeable to the Pentagon's
budget at a rate of pay for a four-star gen-
eral, including the perquisites of the office
of the vice chief of staff, or is he now being
maintained on the White House budget?

Is he exercising the functions of a civil
office or not?

In view of the increasing number of ques-
tions surrounding his status and the func-
tions he is allegedly performing, your an-
swers will hopefully be swift.

Sincerely,
Jouxn E, Moss,
Member of Congress.

PROTECT THE WHALE

(Mr. BINGHAM asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous madtter.)

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, in the
92d Congress I introduced House Con-
current Resolution 387, a resolution catl-
ing upon the Secretary of State to nego-
tiate a 10-year international mora-
torium on the commercial killing of all
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whales and porpoises. That measure
passed the House on November 2, 1971,
and a similar bill passed in the Senate.
This action reflected the increased
American consciousness and awareness
of the need to protect our world environ-
ment.

Subsequent international protest ac-
tivity focussed attention upon the plight
of the whale, which has been badly over-
hunted by nations who refuse to heed
their responsibilities and obligations to
preserve the resources of the seas for all
mankind. Gradually, increasing pres-
sures were exerted upon the often in-
effective International Whaling Com-
mission to reduce the quotas of permitted
catches and the number of huntable
species.

This month, the International Whal-
ing Commission will hold its annual
meeting in London, and I trust that the
U.S. delegates to that conference will
bear in mind the position which both
Houses of Congress have taken on the
need for a flat 10-year moratorium on
whaling. Unless a decisive step of this
nature is taken now, there soon may be
no whales left for us to worry about.

The Washington Post recently pub-
lished a fine editorial on the topic of the
annual meeting of the International
Whaling Commission and I include it to
be reprinted in the Recorp at this point:

AN OrpPoRTUNITY TO PROTECT WHALES

It is & known fact that the many and
persistent pressures brought by the American
wildlife and conservation movement are be-
ginning to have an effect. This is not only
true in the United States but worldwide. On
few issues is this more evident than on the
matter of protecting whales. One of the
largest animals that has ever lived (the blue
whale is at least 25 times the size of an
elephant), whales are majestic and intelli-
gent creatures. Yet, perversely, man h_as
hunted and slaughtered them, many species
to the point of near extinection. It is to the
credit of the government—including the De-
partments of State, Interior and Commerce,
plus the Council on Env ironmental Quality—
that determined efforts are now being made
to protect the remaining whales of the sea.

A current goal of the United States is to
obtain a 10-year moratorium on commercial
whaling, except for hunting by aboriginal
peoples. The United States has closed all its
whaling stations and has banned the im-
portation of whale products, with no adverse
consequences. But other nations, mainly Ja-
pan and Russia, are still killing whales on
the high seas, These species include the fin,
sperm and sel. The whales are used for such
frivolous purposes as dog, cat and mink
food, automobile lubricants and cosmetic
and food additives; all these uses have
readily avallable substitutes, as the United
States has proven.

This month in London, 14 mnations will
gather for the annual meeting of the Inter-
pational Whaling Commission. Aside from
the United States, Japan and Russia, these
include Argentina, Australia, Canada, Den-
mark, France, Iceland, Mexico, Norway, Pan-
ama, South Africa and Britain. What is
needed goes beyond a mere declaration of
“econcern.” Instead as the United States will
urge, we need firm and specific measures that
will lead to a 10-year moratorium. This is
hardly a bold position; last year, at the
Btockholm conference on the environment,
the moratorinm idea was approved by the
attending nations by a 53-to-0 vote.

This month's meeting may offer one of the
last opportunities for effective action. Only
s0 many whales are left. Enough destruction
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has been done already—not only to the
whales but also to the delicate balance of
nature, of which, lest it be forgotten, man is

also a part.

LIBERALIZE SOCIAL SECURITY BEN-
EFITS FOR DEPENDENT PARENTS

(Mr. BINGHAM asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing legislation aimed at im-
providing the status of surviving depend-
ent parents who receive social security
benefit payments on the basis of the
earnings records of their deceased chil-
dren.

The Social Security Administration es-
timates that a total of 26,000 parents of
deceased workers are receiving benefits
on this basis. New York City, approxi-
mately 1,200 parents are in this benefit
category.

Existing social security law provides
that benefits to surviving dependent par-
ents will be paid at the rate of 821 per-
cent of the deceased worker’s primary
insurance amount. If two parents draw
benefit payments on the basis of their
deceased child’s earnings record, each
parent receives 75 percent of the worker’s
primary insurance amount. Last year’s
H.R. 1 raised widow’s benefits to the full
100 percent of a deceased worker-
spouse’s primary insurance amount, but
dependent parents’ benefits were not
similarly raised. For many elderly de-
pendent parents, social security bene-
fits constitute the sole source of income,
and the oversight of the Congress in not
raising the benefits of a single surviving
dependent parent to the same 100 per-
cent status which widows enjoy causes
them considerable financial disadvan-
tage.

The legislation which I am introducing
provides that when a social security-in-
sured worker dies, leaving a sole surviv-
ing dependent parent, if no other sur-
viving dependents are actually or poten-
tially entitled to benefits on the worker’s
wage record, then, beginning at age 65,
social security benefits will be paid to the
surviving parent at the rate of 100 per-
cent of the worker’s primary insurance
amount. If the worker dies, leaving other
dependents in addition to the dependent
parent, the parent’s benefits will continue
as provided under present law, in order
to avoid reductions in benefits paid to
dependent widows and children under
the family maximum provisions. As at
present, dependent surviving parents
would still be eligible to begin receiving
benefits at age 62 at the rate of 8215
percent of the deceased worker’s primary
insurance amount.

Mr. Speaker, the dent which this pro-
posed provision would make in the mas-
sive social security trust fund is insig-
nificant in comparison to the improved
conditions which it would provide for el-
derly dependent parents who outlive
their children. T urge the Congress to give
it serious consideration.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

June 11, 1978

Mr. CoHEN (at the request of Mr. Ger-
ALD R, Forp), on account of official busi-
ness.

Mr. DomiNick V. Dawiers (at the re-
quest of Mr. McFaLL), for today through
June 20, on account of official business.

Mr. ErLENBORN (at the request of Mr.
GeraLp R. Forp), for June 12 through
June 18, on account of official business.

Mr. Gaypos (at the request of Mr. Mc-
Faun), for today through June 12, on
account of death in family.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. DenT, for 30 minutes, June 13, 1973.

Mr. Gaypos, for 30 minutes, June 13,
1973.

Mr. Ranparr, for 15 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Jounson of Colorado) to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. TreEN, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. HogaN, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Kemp, for 10 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MoakLEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extrane-
ous matter:)

Mr. VanIg, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. HamrvTon, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLez, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Froop, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. O'Hara, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. RanceL, for 20 minutes, today.

Ms. Aszuc, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. DanieLson, for 15 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. SHUSTER.

Mr. RanparL in three instances and fto
include extraneous matter.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Joanson of Colorado) and
to include extraneous matter:)

Mr. DERWINSKI in two instances.

Mr. RiNaLpo in two instances.

Mr. CONTE.

Mr. Wyman in two instances.

Mr. LUuJaN.

Mr. KEATING.

Mr. RoncaLro of New York,

Mr. QUIE.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT.

Mr. BAKER.

Mr. HoeaN in two instances.

Mr. Steicer of Wisconsin.

Mr. AsHBROOK in three instances.

Mr. Kemp in three instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. McakrLey) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. CoNYERS in 10 instances.

Mrs. Hansen of Washington in 10
instances.

Mr. ALEXANDER in five instances.

Mr. FisHER in four instances.

Mr. GonzALEZ in three instances.

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

Mr. Long of Maryland.

Mr. MoorHEAD of Pennsylvania in 10
instances.
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Mr, SISK.

Mr. WiLLiaM D. Forp.

Mr. THoMPsON of New Jersey.
Mrs. SULLIVAN.

Mr. O’Hara in two instances.
Mr. Burke of Massachusetts.
Mr. TayLor of North Carolina.
Mrs. MINK.

Mr. BRINKLEY.

Mr. SEIBERLING in 10 instances.
Mr. BincHAM in three instances.
Mr. Durski1 in six instances.
Mr. VAN DEERLIN.

Mr. LITTON.

Mr. THORNTON.

Mr. HARRINGTON.

Mr. Anprews of North Carolina
Mr. DAN DANIEL.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker's table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

S. 645. An act to strengthen interstate re-
porting and interstate services for parents
of runaway children; to conduct research on
the size of the runaway youth population;
for the establishment, maintenance, and
operation of temporary housing and coun-
seling services for transient youth, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

8. 1115. An act to amend the Controlled
Substances Act to provide for the registration
of practitioners conducting narcotic treat-
ment programs; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED
Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on

House Administration, reported that that
committee had examined and found truly
enrolled a bill of the House of the follow-
ing title, which was thereupon signed by

the Speaker:
H.R. 4443. An act for the relief of Ronald

K. Downie.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee did on June 8th, 1973 present
to the President, for his approval, bills
of the House of the following titles:

H.R. 2246. An act to amend the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 to extend the authorizations for a
one-year perlod; and

H.R. 4704. An act for the relief of certain
former employees of the Securities and Ex-
change Commission.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; according-
ly (at 3 o’clock and 26 minutes p.m.),
the House adjourned until Tuesday, June
12, 1973, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1018. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Installations and
Housing), transmitting notice of the loca-
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tion, nature, and estimated cost of various
construction projecis proposed to be under-
taken for the Naval Reserve, pursuant to 10
U.S.C. 2233a(1); to the Committee on Armed
Bervices.

1019. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of State
transmitting copies of international agree-
ments, other than treaties, entered into by
the United States, pursuant to Public Law
92-403; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.
Recevep FrRoM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL.

1020. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on the examination of the financial
statements of the Student Loan Insurance
Fund for fiscal yearc 1971 and 1972, pursuant
to section 106 of the Government Corpora-
tion Control Act and the Higher Education
Act of 18656 (H. Doc. No. 83-113) ; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations and
ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS&

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. EDWARDS of California: Committee
on the Judiciary. HR, 689. A bill to amend
section 712 of titie 18 of the United States
Code, to prohibit persons attempting to col-
lect their own debts from misusing names
in order to convey the false impression that
any agency of the Federal Government is in-
volved in such collection; with amendment
(Rept. No. 93-768) . Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BINGHAM:

H.R. 8563. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to increase the amount of
& parent's insurance benefit from 821, to 100
percent of the primary insurance amount of
the individual on whose wage record such
benefit is payable in any case where the par-
ent has attained age 65 at the time he or
she files application for such benefit and
there are no other persons actually or poten-
tially entitled to benefits on the same wage
record; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. CONABLE (for himself and Mr,
FRELINGHUYSEN) :

H.R. 8564. A bill to amend sectlion 4941(d)
(2) (G) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CRONIN (for himself and Mr.
GILMAN) :

H.R. 8565. A bill to amend the National
Emission Standards Act to provide for the
establishment of standards with respect to
fuel consumption; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. EVINS of Tennessee:

H.R. 8566. A bill to provide for the con-
tinued supply of petroleum products to in-
dependent oil marketers; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. FLOOD:

H.R. 8567. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act so as to liberalize the
conditions governing eligibility of blind per-
sons to receive disability insurance benefits
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. FRASER (for himself, Mr.
Dices, Mr. Howarp, and Mr. ANDER-
son of Illinois):

H.R. 85668. A bill to amend the United Na-
tions Participation Act of 1945 to halt the
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importation of Rhodesian chrome and to re-
store the United States to its position as a
law-abiding member of the international
community; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr, KEATING:

H.R. 8569. A bill to provide for compliance
with improved fire safety conditions in multi-
family housing facilities designed for occu-
pancy in whole or substantial part by senior
clitizens, and to authorize Federal assistance
in financing the provision of more adequate
fire safety equipment for such facilities; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. MOSS (for himself, Mr. DEL-
LuMs, Mr. EckHARDT, Mr. LEGGETT,
Mr. LonG of Louisiana, Mr, NEpz1, Mr.
PEPPER, Mr, ROSENTHAL, Mr. STARK,
Mr. CrarLEs H. WiLson of California,
Mr. WricHT, and Mr, VAN DEERLIN) :

H.R, 8570. A bill to amend the Federal Avia-
tion Act of 1958 to provide a definition for
inclusive tour charters, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. O'HARA:

H.R. 8571. A bill to amend the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act by designating certain
rivers in the State of Michigan for potential
additions to the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. RANGEL:

H.R. 8572. A bill to amend title 28, United
States Code, to provide more effectively for
bilingual proceedings in certain district
courts of the United States, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the judiciary.

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself, Ms. AB-
zuG, Mr, BINGHAM, Mrs. CHISHOLM,
Mr. CownyeErs, Mr. DeLLums, Mr.
Dices, Mr. DriNaN, Mr. Epwarps of
California, Mr. EILBERG, Mr. HaR-
RINGTON, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr, MoOAK-
LEY, Mr. OBeY, Mr, PopgELL, Mr. ROoY-
BAL, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr, SEIBERLING,
Mr. STARK, and Mr, TIERNAN)

H.R. 8573. A bill to prevent the exportation
of certain substances and herbicides from
the United States; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself, Ms. AB-
zuc, Mr. BiNcHAM, Mrs. CHISHOLM,
Mr. ConNYERS, Mr. DeLLums, Mr.
Dicgs, Mr. DriNaN, Mr. Epwarps of
California, Mr. EILBERG, Mr. Har-
RINGTON, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. MoAK-
LEY, Mr. PopeLr, Mr. RoveaLn, Mrs,
SCHROEDER, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr.
Stark, and Mr, TIERNAN):

H.R. 8574. A bill to prohibit the exporta-
tion of herbicides from the United States to
Portugal and South Afrieca; to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. RARICK:

H.R. 8575. A bill to designate the Joseph H.
Hirshhorn Museum and Sculpture Garden
as the “Andrew Jackson Center”; to the
Committee on Public Works,

By Mr. RHODES:

H.R. 8576. A bill to allow a credit against
Federal income taxes or a payment from the
U.S. Treasury for State and local real prop-
erty taxes or an equivalent portion of rent
paid on their residences by individuals who
have attained age 65; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming:

H.R. 8577. A bill to amend the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 by designating a
section of the Sweetwater River in the State
of Wyoming for potential addition to the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

H.R. 8578. A bill to amend the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 by designating a
section of the Snake River in the State
of Wyoming for potential addition to the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs,
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By Mr, SHUSTER:

H.R. 8579. A bill to establish a temporary
embargo on the exportation of certain live-
stock feed grains; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. RHODES (for himsel, Mr,
UbaLy, and Mr. CONLAN) :

HJ. Res. 607. Joint Resolution au-
thorizing the President to proclaim Septem-
ber 28, 1973, as "National Indian Day"; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GRAY:

H. Con. Res. 246. Concurrent resolution to
commend the U.S. Capitel Police force and
the Capitol Police Board on the occasion of
the 100th anniversary of the designation of
the Bergeant at Arms of the Senate, the
Sergeant at Arms of the House of Repre-
sentatives, and the Architect of the Capitol
as the governing body of the Capitol Police
force; to the Committee on Public Works.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

245. By the SPEAEER: A memorial of the
Legislature of the State of Louisiana, request-
ing Congress to propose an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States guar-
anteeing the right of the unborn human to
life throughout its development; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

246. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Nebraska, requesting Congress to
propose an amendment to the Constitution
of the United States concerning abortion; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

247, Also, memorial of the Senate of the
State of West Virginia, requesting Congress
to propose an amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States guaranteeing the
right to life to the unborn, the i1, the aged or
the incapacitated; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.
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248. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of California, relative to the defini-
tion of tax effort under the State and Local
Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

236. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the
council of the county of Maui, Hawall, rel-
ative to a Federal subsidy program for di-
versified farming in the State of Hawaii; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

237. Also, petition of the board of trustees,
town of Westcliffe, Colo.,, relative to a fuel
shortage; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

AGRIBUSINESS GOT A FAIR
SHAKE

HON. PETE V. DOMENICI

OF NEW MEXICO
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Monday, June 11, 1973

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, last
week while we were considering the Agri-
culture and Consumer Protection Act of
1973, I received a telegram from a con-
stituent of mine expressing great con-
cern. He asked me:

Why is the American Farmer, the food and
fiber producer, looked upon as a lower class
citizen in the American economic structure?

I felt this a very justified concern and
a very good question. When we consider
the disparity between what our Nation
demands from its agriculture sector and
the rewards that sector receives from
meeting this demand, maybe we have
treated our farmers as second-class citi-
zens.

However, I sincerely believe that the
passage of the Agriculture and Con-
sumer Protection Act of 1973 will mark
a change in direction for our farming
communities. I hope that the new pro-
visions embodied in this legislation cou-
pled with increasing demand and pro-
duction give the farmer for the first time
in years an equal share in the increase
in our national wealth.

This is the first comprehensive farm
program which is geared to expand the
supply of food and fiber to meet the ever-
increasing domestic and foreign demand.

The Secretary of Agriculture has al-
ready released an additional 43 million
acres for production which puts a total
of over 380 million acres in crop pro-
duction for what he calls “the greatest
production effort in the history of U.S.
agriculture” to meet new areas of de-
mand.

New markets have been opened up
with new trade agreements with foreign
countries. Old markets have expanded
with a worldwide elevation of the stand-
ard of living, causing a spiraling demand
for higher protein food, particularly in

the form of meat. In fact, meat con-
sumption has doubled in Japan in the
last decade and it is expected to double
again this decade. Western Europe’s
market has expanded its meat consump-
tion by 20 percent in the last few years.
Most dramatic is the increase in per
capita consumption of beef in the United
States, an increase from 56 pounds in
1952 to approximately 116 pounds today.

The United States raises more meat
animals and raises more of the feed
grain to fatten these animals than any
other country. Also, the highest protein
supplement for meat is the soybean, of
which 70 percent of the world’s supply
is grown in the United States. Since the
rest of the world is not topographically
or climatically suited to the growing of
soybeans, the United States will continue
to be a world supplier of this highly de-
manded feed supplement used to meet
gw continued increase in meat consump-

0n.

What does this all mean to us? It
means that the American farmer is the
best producer of food in the world. One
farmer produces enough to meet the
needs of 51 people as compared to only 16,
25 years ago. With only 4.5 percent of
our Nation’s population our farm com-
munity has been able to not only produce
enough to feed its fellow Americans, but
it has produced enough to export suffi~
cient food and fiber to whittle down our
ever-growing balance-of-trade deficit.
U.S. agriculture exports have almost
doubled in the last decade and are con-
tinually contributing cash surpluses to
our balance of trade. It is estimated that
1973 exports will be at $11.1 billion and
will contribute a $3.3 billion cash sur-
plus and that by 1980 our exports will
be up to $18 billion. This ability of our
agriculture sector to be a continuing
strong net exporter is an invaluable asset
to our international trading posture. In
fa.cg‘. it may be the only real reliable re-
maining economic leverage the United
States has in terms of international
trade.

The new farm program gives the farm
community the financial incentive and
protection to continue to be the largest

producer of food and fiber in the world.
We have asked America’s farmers to
plant more acreage in the crop of their
choice than ever before in history. We
have further asked them to place their
crop on the open market to receive their
fair share of the market's wealth. We
have asked the farmer, “With your great
producing capacity, produce more than
you ever have in history so that your
Nation can take advantage of worldwide
demands and help diminish our balance-
in-trade deficit.”

Mr. President, I submit that in view
of all we have asked our farmers, we must
accept our responsibility to provide
them a means of protection in times of
crises situations such as overproduction.
By means of this legislation, we will
provide this protection through the “tar-
get price” concept. By our action on S.
1888, we have told the farmer that if
market prices rise above the target
prices, they will receive a just reward
for their productive capacity to the bene-
fit of the entire world since there will be
enough food and fiber to meet world
needs at no cost to the taxpayer. If
market prices fall below the target price,
we, the taxpayers of America, will share
in the risk we asked farmers to take in
paying only the difference between mar-
ket price and the target price.

Since this bill is designed to promote
production and economic parity in the
agriculture sector, an obvious addition-
al benefit will be a greater share of the
Nation’s wealth going to our farm com-
munities . This additional wealth will
have a strengthening effect on our rural
communities by eliminating wvarious
problems. It is my hope that the increase
of money inflow to these communities
will help stop the continued migration of
people from our farm communities to the
urban areas by enabling farmers to share
their increased income with farmwork-
ers and others who depend upon them.
In short, there should be an increase in
the quantity and quality of agriculture
and agriculture-related employment
opportunities.

Mr. President, it i1s my basic belief
that it is the right of every American
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