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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rabbi Israel Mowshowitz, Hillcrest
Jewish Center, Flushing, N.Y., offered
the following prayer:

Our God and Father, in whom and
through whom we are brothers one to
the other, we thank Thee for this good
and ample land and for the vision of
freedom which founded this Republic,
one nation under God, indivisible, with
liberty and justice for all.

Make us worthy of our goodly heritage.
Guide and inspire us to remove from our
midst the yoke of oppression, the finger
of insolence, and the words of malice.
Make Thou, O Lord, our beloved land
strong with justice, mighty with love,
great with compassion; crown her good
with brotherhood and grant that it be-
come Thy dedicated instrument for the
establishment of world peace. Teach us
to do justly, to love mercy, and to walk
humbly in Thy sight. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings 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 insists upon its amend-
ment to the bill (HR. 4278) entitled
“An act to amend the National School
Lunch Act to assure that Federal fi-
nancial assistance to the child nutri-
tion programs is maintained at the
level budgeted for fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973,” disagreed to by the
House; agrees to the conference asked
by the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. TALMADGE, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. HUMPHREY,
Mr. Curris, and Mr. DoLE to be the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 4278)
entitled “An act to amend the National
School Lunch Act to assure that Federal
financial assistance to the child nutri-
tion programs is maintained at the level
ll)g%z’e'bed for fiscal year ending June 30,
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The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill of the follow-
ing title, in which the concurrence of
the House is requested:

S. 776. An act to authorize the striking
of medals in commemoration of the one hun-
dredth anniversary of the cable car in San
Francisco.

The message also announced that the
Vice President, pursuant to Public Law
84-1028, appointed Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr.
McGEeE, Mr. STEVENS, and Mr. BIDEN as
members, on the part of the Senate, of
the Board of Visitors to the U.S. Mili-
tary Academy.

The message also announced that the
Vice President, pursuant to Public Law
80-816, appointed Mr. NuN~N, Mr. Mox-
TOYA, Mr. MaTtH1As of California, and Mr.
BarTLETT as members, on the part of the
Senate, of the Board of Visitors to the
U.S. Naval Academy.

The message also announced that the
Vice President, pursuant to Public Law
84-1028, appointed Mr. DoMINICK, Mr.
BisrLg, Mr. BErLMoN, and Mr. HASKELL
as members, on the part of the Senate,
of the Board of Visitors to the U.S. Air
Force Academy.

RABEBI ISRAEL MOWSHOWITZ

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

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, I am truly
proud that Rabbi Israel Mowshowitz,
who just delivered the invocation so
beautifully and movingly, is the spiritual
leader of the Hillcrest Jewish Center
located in my congressional district.

Rabbi Mowshowitz’ outstanding rec-
ord of service to his community, State,
and Nation certainly deserves to be hon-
ored by his invitation to lead us in prayer
here today. A graduate of Duke Univer-
sity, he is past president of the New York
Board of Rabbis, the largest body of its
kind in the world. In addition he is an
honoree of the National Conference of
Christians and Jews, the Jewish War
Veterans, and the Federation of Jewish
Philanthropies.

A cofounder and cochairman of Cross-
roads Africa, a study and work camp
project which brought 300 students an-
nually to Africa, Rabbi Mowshowitz has
been honored as a life member of the
NAACP and the Enights of Pythias.

As a representative of American Jewry,
Rabbi Mowshowitz served as spokesman
for the first delegation of rabbis to visit
the Soviet Union in 1956 at the invitation

of the chief rabbi of Moscow and was
the only Jewish representative to be offi-
cially invited as the guest of the Shah of
Iran at the 2,500th anniversary celebra-
tion.

As well as being a great spiritual leader
Rabbi Mowshowitz is a great American.

I yield to my able colleague from New
York (Mr. ADDABBO).

COMMUNICATION FROM THE CLEREK
OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Clerk of the House of Representatives:

MarcH 14, 1973.
Hon. CARL ALBERT,
The Speaker, House of Representatives.

Dear Sm: At noon on this date a repre-
sentative of the Attorney General of the
United States delivered the attached Depart-
ment of Justice letter to the Clerk of the
House dated March 14, 1973 contalning a
Notice of Taking of Deposition of W. Patrick
Jennings, Clerk, U.S. House of Representa-
tives. The Department of Justice letter and
Notlce of Taking of Deposition are in con-
nection with Common Cause, John W, Gard-
ner v. W. Patrick Jennings, Clerk of the
U.S. House of Representatives, and Francis
Valeo, Secretary of the U.S. Senate, Civil
Action No. 2379-72 (USD.C. D. D.C.). Later
in the afternoon on this date, a representa-
tive of Common Cause served on the Clerk
of the House a similar copy of the attached
Notice of Taking of Deposition of W. Patrick
Jennings. The Notice of Taking of Deposi-
tion states that Common Cause will take a
deposition for purposes of discovery tomor-
row at 10:00 a.m. on March 15, 1973, at the
office of the attorney for Common Cause, Mr.
Mitchel Rogovin, 1905 N Street NW., Wash-
ington, D.C. 20036.

This action was instituted against the
Clerk of the House as Supervisory Officer un-
der the Federal Election Campalgn Act of
1971, P.L. 92-225, and was previously trans-
mitted to the Speaker of the House on De-
cember 14, 1972, The Clerk’s letter of Decem-
ber 14, 1972 respectfully advised that during
the adjournment period under House Reso-
lution 9 of the Ninety-Second Congress dated
January 21, 1971, I made arrangements for
my defense as provided for the Officers of the
U.S. House of Representatives under 2 U.8.C.
118. In my December 15, 1972 letter to the
Attorney General of the United States mak-
ing such arrangements I reserved my right
to appoint co-counsel at any time for my
defense as Supervisory Officer as prescribed
by House Resolution 955 of May 3, 1972, now
covered by House Resolution 92 of Janu-
ary 6, 1973.

The Attorney General's letter of March 14,
1973 and its attached Notice of Deposition
Taking, as well as the Notice served on the
Clerk of the House by Common Cause are
herewith attached, and the matter is pre-
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sented for such actlon as the House in its
wisdom may see fit to take.
Sincerely,

W. PaT JENNINGS,
Clerk, House of Representatives.

MarcE 14, 1973.
Hon. W. PATRICE JENNINGS,
Clerk of the House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. JEnnINGs: In accordance with
the telephone conversation between Paul
Wohl of your office and David Anderson and
Bruce Titus of my staff, I am enclosing a
copy of a notice to take your deposition in
the case of Common Cause, et al. v. W. Pat-
rick Jennings, et al, USD.C. D.C. Civil
Actlon No. 2379-72, which was served upon
us yesterday. This notice, issued pursuant to
Rule 30(b) (1) of the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure, was served in accordance with
Rule 5, which provides in subsection (b) that
“[w]henever under these rules service is re-
quired or permitted to be made upon a party
represented by an attorney the service shall
be made upon the attorney unless service
upon the party himself is ordered by the
court.” You should, therefore, consider that
the Notice of Deposition was validly served
upon you yesterday, and you should now take
whatever steps are necessary in accordance
with the procedures of the House of Rep-
resentatives to bring this matter to its atten-
tion.

As discussed with Mr. Wohl, we plan to file
& Motion for a Protective Order today, seek-
ing a postponement of the deposition pend-
ing the disposition of the Motions to Dismiss
which have previously been filed in this liti-
gation. In this connection, we would appre-
ciate being advised as promptly as possible,
of any authority which requires you to ob-
tain a special resolution or any other House
action prior to producing any documents or
testifying at a deposition.

We greatly appreciate your cooperation in
this matter.

Sincerely yours,
HarrLineroN Woob, Jr.,
Assistant Attorney General.
MarcH 14, 1973.
Hon. HarLINGTON WooD, JR.,
Assistant Attorney General, Department of
Justice, Washington, D.C.

Dear M. Woop: This refers to your let-
ter of this date that contained a copy of the
notice to take my deposition in the case of
Common Cause, et al. v. W. Palrick Jen-
nings, et al,, U.8D.C.,, Clvil Action No. 2379-
72 and requested “any authority which re-
quires you to obtain a special resolution or
any other House actlon prior to producing
documents or testifying at a deposition.”

Shortly after receipt of your letter, on this
date, the requested authority was furnished
to Department of Justice attorney, Mr. Bruce
Titus.

You are hereby advised that later in the
afternoon of this date Common Cause serv-
ed a copy of the Notice of Taking of Depo-
sition of W. Patrick Jennings at 10:00 AM.
on March 15, 1973 that was duly transmitted
in the attached letter to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives. The Clerk of the
House is now obliged to awalt such action as
the House in its wisdom may see fit to take
prior to taking any further action on said
Notice of Taking of Deposition.

With kindest regards, I am

Sincerely,
W. PaT JENNINGS,
Clerk, House of Representatives.

[In the U.S. District Court for the District
of Columbia, Civil Action No. 2379-72]
NoTicE oF TARKING OF DEPOSITION OF W. PAT-

RICK JENNINGS, CLERK, U.S. HOUSE oF REP-

RESENTATIVES

Commeon Cause, et al. Plaintiffs v. W. Pat-
rick Jennings, Clerk, U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives, et al., Defendants.
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Notice is hereby given that Plaintiffs will
at the hour of 10:00 am. on March 15, 1973,
at the office of Mitchell Rogovin, 19056 N
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036, take
the deposition of W. Patrick Jennings, Clerk,
U.8. House of Representatives, Washington,
D.C. 20515, as if under cross-examination,
for purposes of discovery, to be read as evi-
dence in the trial of this action, and for all
other purposes allowed under the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure.

The above mentioned Mr, Jennings is here-
by requested to produce the following letters,
correspondence, documents, records or other
writings for inspection and copying:

A. All letters, correspondence, documents,
records or other writings (excluding official
statements of organization and reports of re-
ceipts and expenditures filed under the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971) which
evidence communications to and from the
following organizations and the officers, em-
ployees and agents thereof:

(1) The Machinists Nonpartisan Political
League, an affiliate of the International As-
sociation of Machinists and Aerospace Work-
ers;

(2) The Arkansas Committee on Political
Education;

(3) The David Pryor for Senate Commit-

tee;

(4) The Communications Workers of
America COPE Political Contributions Com-
mittee;

(6) The Banking Professional Political Ac-
tion Committee (Bank PAC);

(6) The Builders Political Campaign Com-
mittee, an affiliate of the National Associa-
tion of Home Bullders;

(7) The General Telephone Employees
Good Government Club;

(8) The Republican Congressional Boost-
ers Club;

(9) The Democratic Congressional Cam-
paign Committee;

(10) The Democratic Senatorial Cam-
paign Committee;

(11) The National Republican Senatorial
Campalgn Committee;

(12) The National Republican Congres-
slonal Committee;

(13) National Committee to Reelect a .

Democratic Congress.

B. All letters, correspondence, documents,
records or other writings, internal or other-
wise, which evidence communications by
and between you and your staff regarding
earmarked contributions.

C. All letters, correspondence, documents,
records or other writings which evidence
communications to and from you, your em-
ployees and agents, and Francls Valeo, Secre-
tary of the Benate, Phillip Hughes, Director,
Office of Federal Elections, U.S. General Ac-
counting Office, and their employees and
agents.

D. All letters, correspondence, documents,
records or other writings which evidence
communications to and from you, your em-
ployees and agents, and any individual or
organization regarding earmarked contribu-
tions.

Mitchell Rogovin, Arnold & Porter, 1806 N
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036; Een-
neth J. Guido, Jr, 2030 M Street, N.W,,
Washington, D.C. 20038; Fred Werthelmer,
2030 M Street, NNW., Washington, D.C. 200386,
Attorneys for Flaintiffs.

[In the U.S. District Court for the District
of Columbia, Otvil Action No. 2379-72]
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Common Cause, et al. Plaintiffs v. W.
Patrick Jennings, Clerk, U.8. House of Rep-
resentatives, et al., Defendants.

I certify that I have caused to be served
coples ' of the foregoing Notice of Taking
Deposition of W. Patrick Jennings, Clerk,
U.S. House of Representatives, by hand
delivering it to the attorneys for Defend-
ants, and upon the Defendants, at the ad-

March 15, 1973

dresses listed below this 13th day of March
1973.

Mitchell Rogovin, Arnold & Porter, 1905
N Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036, At-
torney for Plaintiffs.

Cornelius B. Eennedy, Kennedy & Leigh-
ton, 888 17th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.
20008; Paul E. Treusch, 2617 O Street, NW.,
Washington, D.C. 20007, Attorneys for De-
fendant Francis Valeo.

Bruce E. Titus, Department of Justice,
Room 3337, Washington, D.C. 205630; David
J. Anderson, Department of Justice, Room
3618, Washington, D.C. 20530, Attorneys for
Defendant W. Patrick Jennings.

STATEMENT ON THE INTRODUC-
TION OF A BILL PERMITTING
POSTAL WORKERS THE RIGHT TO
STRIKE UNDER THE POSTAL RE-
ORGANIZATION ACT

(Mr. NIX asked and was given permis-
sion to address the House for 1 minute,
to revise and extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. NIX. Mr. Speaker, the Congress of
the United States has waited patiently
for the Postal Service to make a success
of its new status. We have all received
complaints as to the slowness of mail de-
livery.

There is an additional issue that the
Congress must face and soon. Negotia-
tion of a labor contract has in the past
taken a long time. Time is of the essence
in labor negotiations because the longer
negotiations take, the greater the danger
of wildcat strikes.

Therefore, I think the time has come,
if we are to continue with the Postal
Corporation-type setup, to regularize
postal collective bargaining by providing,
in limited circumstances, for the right to
strike.

We all saw a few years ago that legis-
lation forbidding a postal strike did not
prevent such a strike from taking place.
Legislation providing for the right to
strike at the same time will not guaran-
tee that a strike will take place. It only
means that if a strike occurs, it can be
settled speedily because those with whom
the Postal Service must negotiate will not
be in jail or subject to criminal penalties.

Those who oppose such a measure have
a remedy. They can press for the repeal
of the Postal Reorganization Act and
thus restore Congress role in the setting
of the pay of Government workers. Logic
compels the conclusion that if there is
to be collective bargaining there must be
the right to strike. If there is not to be
collective bargaining in the Postal Serv-
ice, we must restore the role of Congress
in setting pay rates.

My bill, as well as similar bills intro-
duced by members of the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service, fits in a
necessary piece in the postal reorganiza-
tion picture. I hope that the Congress will
support this or a similar measure.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 4278,
TO AMEND THE NATIONAL
SCHOOL LUNCH ACT
Mr. PERKINS submitted the following

conference report and statement on the

bill (H.R. 4278) to amend the National

School Lunch Act to assure that Federal

financial assistance to the child nutri-

tion programs is maintained at the level
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llsgéiageted for fiscal year ending June 30,
ConreReNcE REporT (H. REPT. NoO. 93-78)
The committee of conference on the dis-

agreelng votes of the two Houses on the

amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.

4278) to amend the National School Lunch

Act to assure that Federal financial assist-

ance to the child nutrition programs is main-

tained at the level budgeted for fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973, having met, after full
and free conference, having agreed to recom-
mend and do recommend to their respective

Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same.

CARL D. PERKINS,
Avcustus F. HAWKINS,
Parsy T. MINK,

Lroyp MEEDS,

IKE F. ANDREWS,
WiILLIAM LEHMAN,
AvserT H. QUIE,

JoEN M. ASHEROOK,
ALPHONZO BELL,

EpwiN B. FORSYTHE,
Managers on the Part of the House.
HerMAN E. TALMADGE,

JAMES B, ALLEN,
HueerT H, HUMPHREY,
CARL T. CURTIS,
RoBerT DOLE,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
CoMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House
and the Senate at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
4278) to amend the National School Lunch
Act to assure that Federal financial assist-
ance to the child nutrition programs is
maintained at the level budgeted for fiscal
year ending June 30, 1973, submit the follow-
ing Joint statement to the House and the
Senate In explanation of the effect of the
action agreed upon by the managers and
recommended in the accompanying confer-
ence report:

The Senate amendment would include in
the determination of the shortfall of USDA
commodities for which compensation is to
be provided, commodities delivered under
the authority of section 416 of the Agricul-
tural Act of 1948.

The amount of commodities from all
sources initially programed for donation was
$313.7 million. Subsequently, the Depart-
ment revised the program level to $307.6
million, Of this revised amount, §64.3 mil-
lion was programed from section 6 of the
National School Lunch Act, $86.6 million
was programed from section 32 of the Act of
August 24, 1935, and $156.8 million was pro-
gramed from section 416 of the Agricultural
Act of 1949. The total amount programed was
designed to provide approximately 7 cents
per lunch. As of February 16, 1973, only
$51.5 million worth of commodities had been
donated from section 6, $47.3 million from
section 32, and $100.6 million from section
416. The Senate amendment would assure
that the full $313.7 milllon initially pro-
gramed for donation, and the 7-cents-a-
meal average anticipated by school food
service authorities, will be donated in elther
commodities or cash.

CARL D. PERKINS,

AvcusTUs F. HAWKINS,

Patsy T. MINK,

Lroyp MEEDs,

IKE F. ANDREWS,

WiLLiaAM LEHMAN,

ALBERT H. QUIE,

JOoHN M. ASHBEROOK,

ArLPHONZO BELL,

Epwin B. FORSYTHE,
Managers on the Part of the House.
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HERMAN E. TALMADGE,
JAMES B. ALLEN,
HuUBeErRT H. HUMPHREY,
CaArL T. CURTIS,
RoeerT DOLE,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the conference report on
the bill (H.R. 4278) to amend the Na-
tional School Lunch Act to assure that
Federal financial assistance to the child
nutrition programs is maintained at the
level budgeted for fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
reserving the right to object, will the gen-
tleman from Kentucky tell the Members
what is in the conference report?

Mr. PERKINS. I certainly will.

Mr. Speaker, the bill as passed by the
House was amended by six words in the
other body. These words authorized an
expenditure of funds already budgeted
under section 416 of the Agricultural Act
of 1949. Those funds will now be made
available to the local school boards be-
cause of the inability of the Department
to get the commodities there.

In other words, it is for the purpose of
requiring the Department to spend all
the funds budgeted by it for the pur-
chase of commodities. The local school
boards will now be able to spend all these
funds for the purchase of commodities.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. May I ask the
gentleman further, did the minority
Members of the House agree to the con-
ference report?

Mr. PERKINS. All of them agreed,
without any dissension whatsoever.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Does the con-
ference report add any expenditures as
far as the House version is concerned?

Mr. PERKINS. It does not add any ex-
penditure of funds other than the funds
already appropriated or programed.

Mr. Speaker, the conference report on
H.R. 4278, which is before the House, will
provide during the current fiscal year,
donations in cash, in lieu of U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture commodity dona-
tions to the school food service programs,
if the value of commodity donations dur-
ing fiscal year 1973 is less than 90 per-
cent of the value of commodities budg-
eted and programed. H.R. 4278 passed
the House on March 5 by a vote of 352
to 7, and by a voice vote in the other
body.

This legislation provides for no addi-
tional expenditure of funds beyond the
amount initially allocated in the budget
for commodity purchases by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. This figure for fiscal
1973 was $313.7 million. As of February
16, 1973, donations from three purchase
programs, section 6 of the School Lunch
Act, section 32 of the act of August 24,
1935, and section 416 of the Agricultural
Act of 1949, totaled $205.1 million, a
shortfall of $108 million. H.R. 4278 will
allocate to the States on April 15, the
estimated shortfall that exists on March
15, 1973.

The funds will then be distributed by
the States to the schools to pay for agri-
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cultural commodities and other foods
purchased for use in their food service
programs.

1973 has been an unusual year in agri-
cultural marketing, and schools have not
received such commodities as beef, pork,
cheese, fruits, and vegetables, in amounts
sufficient to aggregate 7 cents per meal
in total commodities. The shortages have
endangered the stability of the school
feeding programs, which have depended
upon the support of 7 cents per lunch in
commodities, an amount that was of-
ficially promised to the schools by the
Department of Agriculture in July 1972.

This is an urgent measure. In the ab-
sence of its passage, school lunch pro-
grams will have to reduce the nutritional
quality of the meals served to children,
increase prices to paying children, and
curtail the service of free lunches to
needy children. I, therefore, urge the
adoption of the conference report.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I withdraw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the request oZ the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
conference report.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

CREATING SPECIAL COMMITTEE
TO INVESTIGATE CAMPAIGN EX-
PENDITURES

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 279 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

H. Res. 279

Resolved, That a special committee of
five members be appointed by the Speaker
of the House of Representatives from
March 1, 1973, through June 6, 1973, to in-
vestigate and report to the House not later
than June 15, 1973, with respect to the fol-
lowing matters:

(1) The extent and nature of expenditures
made by all candidates for the House of
Representatives in connection with their
campalgn for nomination and election to
such office.

(2) The amount subscribed, contributed,
or expended, and the value of services ren-
dered, and facilities made avallable (includ-
ing personal services, use of advertising
space, radio and television time, communica-
tions media, office space, moving picture
films, and automobile and any other trans-
portation facilities) by any individual, in-
dividuals, or group of individuals, commit-
tee, partnership, corporation, or labor union,
to or on behalf of each such candidate in
connection with any such campaign or for
the purpose of influencing the votes cast or
to be cast at any convention or election held
in 1972 and during the period from March 1,
1973, through June 6, 1973, to which a can-
didate for the House of Representatives is
to be nominated or elected.

(8) The use of any other means or in-
fluence (including the promise, or use of
patronage) for the purpose of alding or
influencing the nomination or election of
any such candidate.

(4) The amounts, if any, raised, con-
tributed, and expended by any individual,
individuals, or group of individuals, com-
mittee, partnership, corporation, or labor
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union, including any political committee
thereof, in connection with any such elec-
tion, and the amounts received by any
political committee from any corporation,
labor wunion, individual, individuals, or
group of individuals, committee, or part-
nership.

(6) The violations, if any, of the follow=
ing statutes of the United States:

(a) The Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971.

(b) The Act of August 2, 1939, as
amended, relating to pernicious political
activities, commonly referred to as the
Hatch Act.

(c) The provisions of section 804, chapter
120, Public Law 101, Eightieth Congress,
first session, referred to as the Labor-Man-
agement Relations Act, 1847.

(d) Any statute or legislative act of the
United States or of the State within which
a candidate s seeking nomination or re-
election to the House of Representatives,
the violation of which Federal or BState
statute, or statutes, would affect the quali-
fication of a Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives within the meaning of article
I, sectlon 6 of the Constitution of the
United States.

(6) Such other matters relating to the
election of Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives In 1972 and during the period
from March 1, 1973, through June 6, 1973,
and the campalgns of candidates in con-
nection therewith, as the committee deems
to be of public interest, and which, in its
opinion, will ald the House of Representa-
tives In enacting remedial legislation, or
in deciding contests that may be instituted
involving the right to a seat In the House
of Representatives.

(7) The committee is authorized to act
upon its own motion and upon such infor-
mation as in its judgment may be reasonable
or reliable. Upon complaint being made to
the commitiee under oath, by any person,
candidate, or political committee, setting
forth allegations as to facts which, under this
resolution, it would be the duty of said com-
mittee to investigate, the committee shall
investigate such charges as fully as though
it were acting upon its own motion, unless,
after hearing upon such complaint, the com-
mittee shall find that the allegations in such
complaint are immaterial or untrue. All hear-
ings before the committee, and before any
duly authorized subcommittee thereof, shall
be public, and all orders and decisions of the
committee, and of any such subcommittee,
shall be public.

(8) The Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives is authorized and directed when carry-
ing out assigned responsibilities under the
Federal Election Campalgn Act of 1971 that
prior to taking enforcement action there-
under, to initiate a request for consultation
with and advice from the committee, when-
ever, at his discretion, election campaign
matters arise that are included within sec-
tions (1) through (6) above and may affect
the interests of the House of Representa-
tives.

(9) The committee is authorized and di-
rected to consult with, advise, and act in a
timely manner upon specific requests of the
Clerk of the House of Representatives either
when he is so acting on his own motion or
upon a written complaint made to the Clerk
of the House under oath setting forth alle-
gations of fact under the Federal Campaign
Act of 1971. The committee, or a duly au-
thorlzed subcommittee thereof, when acting
upon the requests of the Clerk shall consult
with him, shall act jointly with him, and
shal! jointly Investigate such charges as
though it were acting on its own motion,
unless, after a hearing upon such complaint,
the committee, or a duly authorized subcom-
mittee thereof, may be either in executive or
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in public sessions, but hearings before the
committee when acting jointly shall be pub-
lic and all order and decislons and advice
given to the Clerk of the House of Repre-
sentatives by the committee or a duly au-
thorized subcommittee thereof shall be
publie.

For the purpose of this resclution, the
committee, or any duly authorized subcom-
mittee thereof, is authorized to hold such
public hearings, to sit and act at such
times and places during the sessions, re-
cesses, and adjourned periods d the
period from March 1, 1973 through June 6,
1978, of the Ninety-third Congress, to em-
ploy such attorneys, experts, clerical, and
other assistants, to require by subpena or
otherwise the attendance of such witnesses
and the production of such correspondence,
books, papers, and documents, to admin-
ister such oaths, and to take such testi-
mony as it deems advisable. Subpenas may
be issued under the signature of the chair-
man of the committee or any subcommittee,
or by any member designated by such chair-
man, and may be served by any person des-
ignated by any such chairman or member,

(10) The committee is authorized and di-
rected, when acting on its own motion or
upon a complaint made to the committee, to
report promptly any and all violations of
any Federal or State statutes in connection
with the matters and things mentioned
herein to the Attorney General of the United
States In order that he may take such offi-
cial action as may be proper. The committee
or & duly authorized subcommittee thereof
is authorized and directed when acting upon
the specific request of the Clerk of the House
to render advice promptly in order to give
the Clerk of the House of Representatives
the prior benefits of its advice and in order
that he may then take such official action
under the Federal Election Campalign Act of
1971 as the Clerk of the House of Repre-
sentatives deems to be proper.

(11) Every person who, having been sum-
moned as a witness by authority of said com-
mittee or any subcommittee thereof, will-
fully makes default, or who, having appeared,
refused to answer any question pertinent to
the Investigation heretofore authorized, shall
be held to the penalties prescribed by law.

That said committee Is authorized and di-
rected to file interim reports whenever in the
Jjudgment of the majority of the committee,
or of the subcommittee conducting portions
of sald investigation, the public Interest will
be best served by filing of said interim re-
ports, and in no event shall the final report
of sald committee be filed later than June
15, 1973, as hereinabove provided.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. Borrine), is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DeL CrawsonN) pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 279
provides for the standard special com-
mittee of the House to deal with certain
problems that may or may not arise for
determination. Its passage at this time is
made very necessary by the fact that
there are two special elections to fill
House vacancies, one in Louisiana on the
20th of March, and one in Illinois on
the 5th of June. The resolution is drawn
to meet the problems that are involved
in those, if any. It is entirely a routine
resc;%ution, and I know of no opposition
to

Ml:. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
genfleman yield?
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Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding..

Will the gentleman please refresh my
memory as to whether this committee
requires an appropriation and whether
it has a staff?

Mr. BOLLING. It may involve a small
expenditure of funds. The distinguished
majority leader has been the chairman
for some time. I served on it once a
long time ago. This committee is brought
into being in June or July of the even
numbered years. It has some staff ex-
penditure, but it is a very limited
amount, and the committee goes out of
existence as soon as it has complied with
its mandate.

There is going to be a new chairman
this time, and I believe they might need
some staff, but it would be a minimal
amount. Frankly, I do not know the
amount involved, but I believe that my
friend, the distinguished majority lead-
er, the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. O'NemLL) might be able to answer
the question.

Mr. O'NEILL. The staff that they had
when the committee went out of exist-
ence was & majority counsel and a mi-
nority counsel, and one girl in the office.
That had been the staff since the com-
mittee went into existence. At any time
they need an investigator, they hire him
on a per diem basis. That has been the
custom of the committee throughout the
years.

Mr. GROSS. There is no requirement
for a large staff; is that correct?

Mr. O'NEILL. And there is daily work
with the committee. Under the law that
we passed last year the Clerk of the
House has to make reports to the com-
mittee. There are at the present time I
do not know how many Members of Con-
gress but many Members of Congress
who have not closed their campaign com-
mittees yet. The law allows them to con-
tinue their filing. Of course, thy must file
once & month, and as they file, it is re-
viewed by the Clerk and the committee so
as to constantly make a record of all
expenditures and things of that nature.

There are pending, I believe, at the
present time many suits that are going
on throughout the Nation since the last
election in which this committee is in-
volved.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
from Missouri as well as the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
California is recognized.

Mr. DELL. CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker,
House Resolution 279 creates the Special
Committee To Investigate Campaign
Expenditures as has been done each elec-
tion year since the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946.

The language is identical to the resolu-
tion adopted in the 92d Congress, House
Resolution 819, except that the dates are
changed.

The special committee will consist of
five members appointed by the Speaker,
from March 1, 1973, through June 6,
1973. They will report back to the House
not later than June 15, 1973.
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The special committee is being set up
at this time to deal with special elec-
tions in Alaska on March 6, Louisiana on
March 20, and Illinois on April 17 and
June 5.

Mr, Speaker, I urge the adoption of
this resolution.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolution.
The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

EXTENDING PUBLIC WOREKS AND
g(g&:;sosmc DEVELOPMENT ACT

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker,
by direction of the Committee on Rules,
I call up House Resolution 295 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 295

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 2246)
to amend the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965 to extend the au-
thorization for a one-year perlod. After gen-
eral debate, which shall be confined to the
bill and shall continue not to exceed one
hour, to be equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Public Works, the
bill shall be read for amendment under the
five-minute rule, At the conclusion of the
consideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the bill
and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, I make the
poirt of order that a quorum is not pres-
ent.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. O'NEILL. 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. 49]

Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, N.Y.
Nichols
O'Brien
Owens

Pickle

Pike

Powell, Ohio
Price, Tex.
Rarick
Rhodes
Rooney, N.Y.
Rosenthal
Rousselot

St Germain
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Thone
Waldie

Wyatt
Young, Fla.

Abzug
Anderson, I11.
Ashbrook
Badillo
Bafalis

Bell
Bergland
Blaggl
Blatnik
Bray
Brotzman
Burke, Calif.
Chisholm
Clark
Collins
Corman

Holifield
Hosmer
Cronin Jones, Okla.
Dellums Earth

Dent King
Dickinson Koch
Dingell Kuykendall
Esch Leggett

Eshleman McEwen
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The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 366
Members have recorded their presence
by electronie device, a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceed.inw“h gs under the call were dispensed

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF
SPECIAL: COMMITTEE TO INVES-
TIGATE CAMPAIGN EXPENDI-
TURES

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of House Resolution 279, 93d Con-
gress, the Chair appoints as members of
the Special Committee To Investigate
Campaign Expenditures the following
Members of the House; Mr. SmitH of
Iowa, chairman; Mr. LEGGETT, of Califor-
nia; Mr. Lonc of Louisiana; Mr. Dick-
mﬁiom of Alabama; and Mr. DeEvINE, of
Ohio.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. GUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I would
like the Recorp to show that I was un-
avoidably detained in my office on busi-
ness and just missed the last quorum call.
I came to the floor immediately follow-
ing the quorum call.

EXTENDING PUBLIC WOREKS AND
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT
OF 1965

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Louisiana is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker,
I yield the usual 30 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from California (Mr.
DeL Crawson), pending which I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr, Speaker, House Resolution 295
provides for an open rule with 1 hour
of general debate on H.R. 2246, which is a
bill to extend the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965 through
fiscal year 1974. The purpose of the act
is to provide Federal assistance, in co-
operation with the States and localities,
to enable areas and regions suffering
economic distress to help themselves to
develop the planning and financial capa-
bility for long lasting economic im-
provement and the creation of perma-
nent jobs.

In October 1972, Congress passed H.R.
16071, which extended the economic de-
velopment programs through fiscal year
1974. The President vetoed this bill sub-
sequent to the adjournment of Congress.

In his 1974 budget message the Presi-
dent has recommended that other pro-
grams such as the urban community
development special revenue sharing
proposal ought to carry out the work now
authorized by the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act. However, this
revenue sharing proposal has not been
acted on by Congress, and even if en-
acted by Congress, could not take effect
until July 1974.

Since authorization for existing eco-
nomic development programs terminates
on June 30, 1973—a full year before rev-
enue sharing might begin—there is obvi-
ously compelling reason to continue the
existing legislation for a year in order
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to retain the momentum of current eco-
nomic development programs and to pro-
vide orderly transition to any new pro-
grams the Congress may establish.

The total funding authorized by H.R.
2246 is $1,222,500,000 for fiscal year 1974.

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of House
Resolution 295 in order that we may dis-
cuss and debate H.R. 2246.

Mr. DEL: CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 295 pro-
vides an open rule with 1 hour of general
debate for the consideration of H.R. 2246
to extend the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965.

The purpose of HR. 2246 which is
made in order by this resolution is to
extend the Public Works and Economie
Development Act for a 1-year period
through fiscal year 1974.

The Public Works and Economic De-
velopment Act was originally enacted
in 1965 to provide Federal assistance to
areas that had lagged behind the growth
of the rest of the Nation and were suf-
fering from high unemployment and un-
deremployment. Authorizations under
the present law terminate on June 30,
1973.

In October 1972, Congress passed H.R.
16071, which extended the economic de-
velopment programs through fiscal year
1974. The President vetoed this bill sub-
sequent to the adjournment of Congress.

The total funding authorized by this
bill is $1,222,500,000 for fiscal year 1974,
the same amount currently authorized
for fiscal year 1973.

By way of comparison, the actual cost
of the economic development program in
the current fiscal year is estimated at
$367,403,000. The Department of Com-
merce, Council of Economic Advisers,
Small Business Administration, and Of-
fice of Management and Budget recom-
mend against enactment of this bill.

The President in his 1974 budget mes-
sage has recommended that other pro-
grams such as the Rural Development
Act, the Small Business Act, the Hous-
ing and Urban Development Act, and
the urban community development spe-
cial revenue-sharing proposal should
carry out the work now authorized by
the Public Works and Economc Develop-
ment Act.

For example, the Rural Development
Act gives the Department of Agriculture
the primary responsibility for rural de-
velopment activities, including water
and other community facility projects
which have represented over half of the
past EDA funding. The President’s 1974

- budget provides $678,000,000 for Agri-

culture’s new activities under the Rural
Development Act, an increase of $348,-
000,000 over the fiscal year 1973 obliga-
tion level.

In addition, communities of all sizes
will be assisted in meeting their waste
disposal needs in 1973 and 1974 through
the additional $5,000,000,000 already
made available for grants for waste dis-
posal facilities, as authorized by the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act Amend-
ments of 1972,

These are just two examples of situa-
tions where EDA programs overlap and
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duplicate other Federal community de-
velopment programs.

In addition to the reasons mentioned
above, the administration is opposed to
this bill because achievements of the
EDA programs have fallen far short of
expectations and EDA programs involve
the Federal Government in local activi-
ties better left to local control.

In the committee report, additional
views were filed by the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. HarsgA), the gentleman from
New Hampshire (Mr. CLEVELAND), and
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
HammerscHMIDT). The gentlemen pre-
sented the administration’s views oppos-
ing enactment of the bill, but conclude
that they support the bill themselves.

They do object to one section of the
committee report as being improper. The
language in question directs the Eco-
nomic Development Administration to
solicit views of Federal agencies, trade
and labor organizations prior to approval
of a loan to any firm or industry under
section 202 of the Economic Develpment
Act. The Members filing additional views
note that this issue was not discussed
by the committee, and conclude that it
“is in violation of the committee’s intent
to take no action in regard to this leg-
islation other than to extend for 1 year
the existing Public Works and Economic
Development Act.”

Given this set of circumstances, the
tremendous increase in authorized
amount over this fiscal year's estimated
costs, an increase of $855,097,000, the
opposition of the Department of Com-
merce, Council of Economic Advisers,
Small Business Administration, and the
Office of Management and Budget, the
President’s message that other agencies
can more efficiently and properly carry
out the work now authorized by the
Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act, the admitted failure of EDA
programs fo meet expectations, and the
desire of the administration, and I would
hope, the desire of the Members of this
body to place local projects under local
control, prompt me to urge every Member
to vote against H.R. 2246, the Public
Works and Economic Development Act.

The rule, however, under which the
legislation is to be considered is in order
and I recommend its adoption.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker,
I have no further requests for time.

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

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to. =

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill {H.R. 2246) to amend the Pub-
lic Works and Economic Development
Act of 1965 to extend the authorizations
for a 1-year period.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MatsunAca) . The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from Ala-
bama.

The motion was agreed to.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill HR. 2248, with Mr.
Apawms in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. JONES)
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
HammerscEMIDT) will be recognized for
30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. JONES).

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, Iyield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, we bring to the House
today H.R. 2246, which amends the Pub-
lic Works and Economic Development Act
of 1965 to extend fthe authorizations for
a l-year period.

This act provides Federal assistance
in cooperaton with the States to com-
munities, areas, and regions in the
United States that have fallen behind
our Nation’s mainstream of economic
growth. The purpose of the act is to assist
areas in economic distress. These are
areas both rural and urban suffering from
high unemployment, underemployment,
and outmigration. The act emphasizes
long-range planning for economiec growth
and provides technical assistance, public
facilities grants and loans, business loans
and guarantees, and other assistance as
tools to implement these plans.

H.R. 2246 simply extends the pro-
grams authorized by the Public Works
and Economic Development Act for an
additional fiscal year beginning July 1
of this year. The moratorium on the de-
designation of redevelopment areas is
also continued through this same period.

Current authorizations of existing
funding are continued for an additional
year as follows:

Section 1: $800 million is authorized
for grants for public works and develop-
ment facilities under title I.

Section 2: $170 million is authorized
for public works and development facil-
ities loan programs under title II.

Section 3: $50 million is authorized for
technical assistance and research under
title IIT.

Section 4: $50 million is authorized for
the growth centers and for bonuses for
economic development districts under
title IV.

Section 5: $152.5 million is authorized
for the Regional Action Planning Com-
missions under title V.

This brings the total funding author-
ized in the bill to $1,222.5 million.

Section 6 extends the moratorium on
the de-designation of redevelopment
areas, thus continuing eligibility for as-
sistance to those areas.

The committee has noted the unre-
liability of the unemployment statistics
used for de-designation of redevelop-
ment areas, We feel investigations now
underway and coming field hearings will
develop better methods for determining
areas eligible for assistance. Until such
methods are developed, it is unfair to
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de-designated areas based on such sta-
tistics.

Our Subcommittee on Economic Devel-
opment of the Committee on Public
Works held 2 days of hearings on Febru-
ary 27-28 at which time a cross-section
of views were obtained from a variety of
witnesses. Testimony was received from
the Secretary of Commerce, Members of
Congress, Governors, mayors, as well as
other State and local officials. The length
of these hearings was shortened because
of the comprehensive hearings held on
this legislation last March and April
when the committee held over 6 weeks of
hearings and heard testimony from 125
witnesses. With the exception of the op-
posing views of the administration, there
was overwhelming and universal support
for the programs established by this leg-
islation.

Consideration of this legislation has
become necessary because of a veto by
the President of H.R. 16071, passed by
the Congress last year. This bill extended
the life of the economic development pro-
grams through fiscal year 1974, made im-
provements in existing programs, author-
ized funding for completed regional
plans, and added new provisions to assist
individuals and businesses who were ad-
versely affected by environmental orders.
The President’s veto came subsequent to
the adjournment of the Congress.

In addition, the President, in his 1974
budget message, has requested that the
programs under the Public Works and
Economic Development Act be phased
out. Under the heading “Economic De-
velopment Assistance,” the budget mes-
sage proposes:

These lower priority programs are being
curtailed in 1973 and terminated in 1974 as
part of the Government-wide effort to reduce
nonessential expenditures. Terminating these
programs now Is required to avoid unneces-

sary inflationary pressures during the next 2
years or more.

The budget suggests incorrectly that
other programs such as the Rural De-
velopment Act, the Small Business Act,
the Housing and Urban Development
Act, and special revenue-sharing pro-
posals can do the same job as programs
now authorized by the Economic Devel-
opment Act. Nothing thus far recom-
mended will replace the programs under
this act. None can as effectively help us
to realize our goal to maintain the na-
tional economy at a high level and avoid
wasting invaluable human resources.

The administration, in thzir statement
printed in the additional views of the
committee report on this bill, indicated
opposition because of their belief that
the economic development programs
have fallen short of their expectations.
They also indicated there is overlap and
duplication.

There are probably no other Federal
programs that have been analyzed and
evaluated as extensively as the economic
development programs administered by
the Department of Commerce. Evalua-
tions have been conducted over the last
several years by outside consultants, the
Economic Development Administration,
and the Economic Development Subcom-
mittee. None of the evaluations to my
knowledge have indicated any overlap or
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duplication with other Federal programs.
As to the program’s effectiveness, in his
statement before the committee just last
April, Secretary Robert Podesta advised
that the public facilities grant program
is estimated to have made possible some
330,000 permanent jobs in over 1,460
communities across the country. He esti-
mated that the business loan program
was responsible for locating over 38,000
new direct jobs in distressed areas.

A conservative estimate taking into
consideration the jobs created and
others that had been retained by the
technical assistance program and the re-
gional commission program would bring
the figure to over half a million jobs lo-
cated by these programs since the enact-
ment of this legislation in 1965. In the
face of this strong evidence from these
studies, I would disagree that this has
been an ineffective program in locating
permanent employment in distressed
areas.

The existing development legislation
must be continued until adequate im-
proved legislation can be enacted to fill
the vital job now being performed by this
legislation in assisting communities in
improving their economic environment.
Ths legislation has the bipartisan sup-
port of the Committee on Public Works,
was reported out of committee unani-
mously, and merits the same bipartisan
endorsement of the House.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a question?

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from
Alabama has consumed 5 minutes.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I yield myself
2 additional minutes.

I yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. WYLIE. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

On page 2 of the report which accom-
panies this bill it states:

The results of such evaluations have
proven the effectiveness of these programs
in stimulating the economic growth of the
target areas and promoting permanent jobs
for these areas.

Does the gentleman have an estimate
of how many permanent jobs have been
created as a result of this program?

Mr, JONES of Alabama. The best cal-
culation we have is it has encouraged
some half million new jobs.

Mr. WYLIE. That is commendable.
Are those full-time jobs?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Most of them
have been full-time jobs., They have
varied from area to area, but our calcu-
lations show that they have been full-
time jobs.

Mr. WYLIE. Will the gentleman tell
me how much money has been spent on
the program since its inception?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. We have au-
thorized approximately $7 billion. If the
gentleman will turn to the report, on
page 5, the gentleman will see the total
amounts that were authorized since 1966
are $7,325,000,000. Of that authorization
we have spent $2,433,000,000.

Mr. WYLIE. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, the bill
we are considering today, H.R. 2246,
would extend the Public Works and Eco-
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nomic Development Act of 1965 for 1
year,

The bill provides a simple 1-year ex-
tension of the existing program and
makes no changes in the existing legis-
lation.

It is imperative that the Public Works
and Economic Development Act be ex-
tended for another year. The need for
an economic development effort is ob-
vious in a nation in which the national
unemployment level has been above 5
percent for more than 2% years, and in
which severely distressed areas experi-
ence 20 and even 30 percent unemploy-
ment.

The notion has been advanced that
we should not extend this act because
of a concern for the level of Government
spending. This would be false economy
indeed.

With unemployment and welfare pay-
ments running at about $24 billion per
year, it is obvious that what this Na-
tion needs is greater economic develop-
ment efforts, not less, And this, creating
jobs, is what the Economic Development
Administration and regional commis-
sion programs do.

In fact, evidence presented before the
Public Works Committee during hear-
ings last year indicates that EDA and
the regional commissions have created
more than half a million jobs since they
began work 7 vears ago. The agencies
have created these jobs in areas of high
unemployment—the very toughest areas
to work in—and they have done it with
a relatively small amount of funds.

There can be no question but that EDA
and the regional commissions have done
an effective job of bringing economic
growth and opportunity to people who
have long been denied adequate jobs and
income.

Nevertheless, the President has recom-
mended in his budget that EDA and the
regional commissions be phased out when
existing authorizations expire on June
30 of this year.

The programs the President has rec-
ommended to take the place of EDA and
the regional commissions are simply not
adequate to do the work done by the ex-
isting programs. For example, the Rural
Development Act programs are not yet
operating, and urban community devel-
opment revenue sharing may never even
pass the Congress.

It would be folly to permit existing
programs and agencies to be discon-
tinued when it is very clear that these
programs are greatly needed and that no
satisfactory replacements have been pro-
posed, and there will be no reduction in
Federal spending—the issue is, on a
short-term basis shall we spend to keep
people on relief, or unemployment com-
pensation—pay for not working—or give
them meaningful jobs.

There may well be better ways of stim-
ulating job development than those con-
tained in the existing legislation, and
the Public Works Committee is currently
conducting field investigations in search
or better ways to bring economic oppor-
tunity to the distressed areas of our
Nation.

Our tentative conclusion is that what

7961

we really need is a carefully constructed
set of policies at the Federal, State, and
local levels which can influence the di-
rection and extent of our Nation's
growth,

But such legislation cannot be devel-
oped overnight and, until it is completed,
the valuble work of EDA and the regional
commissions must continue. It is the re-
sponsibility of this Congress to see that
it does. We can best assure that the
much needed economic development ef-
fort continues without interruption by
passing H.R. 2246 immediately.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 5 minutes.

I join with our distinguished chairman
in support of H.R. 2246, to extend for 1
year the Public Works and Economic De-
velopment Act of 1965, as amended. I
support the extension, because this act
has allowed the greatest flexibility of any
Federal program in local decisionmaking
for rifleshot aid to economically dis-
tressed areas of the country. EDA is a
Federal-local partnership in action; this
valuable planning and technical assist-
ance vehicle has proven itself as a re-
sponsible vehicle for delivering the Fed-
eral dollar to meet the local need. It is
totally coordinated with the needs of the
local community.

During this 1-year extension of the
Economic Development Act, the Subcom-
mittee on Economic Development of the
House Committee on Public Works has
planned a series of field investigations
and hearings, to bring Washington to the
people, to seek out ways to improve exist-
ing development legislation. If the sub-
committee determines that the Nation's
communities will be better served by
changes in the existing law, then these
changes will be proposed and considered.

The administration has expressed op-
position to H.R. 2246, stating that such
an extension of the Economic Develop-
ment Act is neither necessary nor desir-
able. The administration wishes to mini-
mize duplication of effort in community
development. While I agree with efforts
to minimize duplication and pursue a
policy of streamlined domestic develop-
ment, it is an error to dismantle one pro-
gram, and to destroy the expertise and
experience of that program, only to re-
implement and matriculate a new fleet of
employees under another program;
namely, the Rural Development Act of
1972. Surely the avoidance of duplica-
tion of personnel will apply here as well.

In testimony before our subcommittee
on February 27, administration spokes-
men gave no evidence to support this
move from economic development to
rural development. Much was said about
minimizing duplication and the elimina-
tion of ineéfficiency; however, the ques-
tion remains unanswered if, indeed,
duplication exists.

On August 17, 1972, during considera-
tion of the conference report on the
Rural Development Act of 1972, H.R.
12931, Senator TaLmApce, chairman of
the Senate Agriculture and Forestry
Committee stated:

We seek here not to duplicate or supersede
these other programs .. . (Small Business
Administration, the Economic Development
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Administration, Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and the Environmental Protection
Agency) ...but to supplement and strength-
en them. The bill specifically provides for co-
operative participation in joint loans and
grants with those other agencles.

Each program has a purpose, each pro-
gram 1is designed to aid in development.

Economic development is a long-term
effort, requiring smooth implementation
of all phases of the brick and mortar
building process and the more compre-
hensive human development beyond the
bricks. We cannot allow these stop-start
gyrations of program switching and
policy changing from one program to
another. Such changes deflates many
years of efforts to bring about economic
vitality to economically lagging areas.
Substituting a loan program for a grant
program will simply not continue aid to
distressed areas.

If I may speak provincially, my State
of Arkansas is a prime example of this
Federal-local partnership at work. The
article appearing in the Washington Post
on Sunday, March 11, 1973, entitled “End
of Ozark's Out-Migration May Signal
National Trend,” clearly tells the success
story of EDA’s efforts on behalf of this
region of the country.

The article notes a changing trend in
the recent migration from the rural to
urban areas of the country. The article
goeson:

Reasons for this changing tide vary by
areas, of course, but the Arkansas expe-
rlence—to examine one dramatic example—
suggests that young people will indeed stay

“down on the farm"” if they can find a job
other than farming.

The biggest jump in the 7.7-percent
increase in population in Arkansas was
in the age group 20 to 24, where a gain of
43.3 percent was recorded.

Experts attribute this reversal to the
location of new industries as well as the
developed tourism business. The location
of new industries is mo accident; they
came because the basic facilities were
available; water-sewer systems, indus-
trial parks—the required social overhead
capital necessary for stimulating fur-
ther development. Much of this aid in
development has come through EDA and
the development districts, authorized
through EDA’'s statutes. I am proud of
the efforts of these development districts
in aiding with planning and implementa-
tion of projects serving these designated
areas, just as I am proud to serve these
able and competent citizens of the con-
gressional district which I represent. I
will make every effort to continue this
type of Federal-local partnership.

I feel that the best interests of the
Nation will be served by the action of the
Public Works Committee to extend this
act for an additional year at the same
authorization level. I, therefore, urge
passage of H.R. 2246.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I yield to
the gentleman from New Hampshire.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I
take the floor today to support a 1-year
extension of the Economic Development
Administration and regional commis-
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sions to assure continuity in Federal sup-
port for organized development activities
in our disadvantaged communities. As a
cosponsor of H.R. 2246, I believe this
extension should give us in the Congress
ample opportunity to review extensively
the program now in operation and to
evaluate any alternatives proposed. In
this way, any changes can be introduced
over & period of orderly transition.

I know this position differs from that
of the administration and regret that
fact. I fully share the administration’s
objective of substituting revenue sharing
for categorical grants, decentralizing de-
cisionmaking and restoring the author-
ity of States and local governments over
their own destiny. But this is not the
alternative offered us here today.

A BIRD IN THE HAND

We are apparently being asked to swap
a bird in the hand for nothing in the
bush.

The administration argues that EDA
should be phased out, because the Rural
Development Act of 1972 transferred re-
sponsibility for development of non-
metropolitan areas to the Agriculture
Department. Presumably economic de-
velopment would be funded by the Agri-
culture Department and other agencies.

I have looked at the budget, examined
the administration’s proposals and ques-
tioned the Secretary of Commerce, Mr,
Dent, when he appeared before our com-
mittee. Following this, I must conclude
that they have not made their case.

The Agriculture Department's pro-
gram, as proposed by the administra-
tion, is almost pure loans.

Proposed funding for fiscal 1974 under
the Rural Development Act is: $200 mil-
lion in business and industrial develop-
ment guaranteed loans; $10 million in
community facility grants; $100 million
in community facility insured loans; $10
million in grants for nonagricultural pol-
lution abatement; $5 million in grants for
extension and research; and $8 million
for land-use inventorying and mon-
itoring.

Contrast this with this year’s EDA ap-
propriation of $367 million, of which
$166.5 million alone goes for title I pub-
lic works and development facilities
grants.

It simply makes no sense to wash out
EDA and its grants. These are absolute-
1y essential to small communities, which
cannot finance needed public facilities
through loans alone.

This was the reason why I recently
voted to restore the Agriculture Depart-
ment's rural water and sewer grant pro-
gram under the Farmers Home Admin-
istration, after the funds were im-
pounded. It is worth noting that the
Rural Development Act raised the sewer
and water grant authorization from $100
to $300 million. That is the same pro-
gram the administration wants to fund
solely through loans while arguing that
the Rural Development Act justifies wip-
ing out EDA.

ECONOMY IS NOT THE ISSUE

Now, I am for economy and can ap-
preciate the administration’'s problem in
keeping spending under control. But
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within overall spending limits at the Fed-
eral level, we must fairly allocate the
limited funds according to need. We must
see that all our people get a fair shake.
The Economic Research Service in the
Agriculture Department last year docu-
mented that fact that the towns, smaller
cities, and rural areas we are dealing with
here get shortchanged on a variety of
Federal programs.
Two years ago, the administration
seemed to recognize the needs we are
trying to meet when the President pro-
posed special rural revenue sharing. He
recommended ending a number of pro-
grams, including EDA, the Appalachian
Reglonal Commission and the other
regional commissions, and water and
sewer grants. But their funding would
have been grouped in special revenue
sharing, with an added $179 million in
new money for a total of $1.1 billion.
RURAL DEVELOPMENT NOT A SUBSTITUTE

The administration now proposes spe-
cial revenue sharing, but not special
rural revenue sharing. I submit that the
Rural Development Act is totally inade-
quate as a substitute for either special
revenue sharing or for existing programs.
Appalachia, of course, continues for an-
other year.

The Rural Development Act was never
intended to. I participated in the House
debate on the Rural Development Act
and there was no suggestion of congres-
sional intent to shift EDA or any other
program to the Agriculture Department.
The bill defined the Agriculture Depart-
ment’s role as:

Leadership and coordination within the
executive branch and . . . rasponsibl.uty for
coordinating a nationwide rural development
program utilizing the services of executive
branch departments and agencles and tbe
agencies, bureaus, offices and services of the
Department of Agriculture in coordination
with rural development programs of state
and local governments,

The intent was equally clear from the
legislative history in the Senate, where
Chairman TarLmapce, of the Agriculture
Committee, stated in presenting the con-
ference report:

Mr. President . . . I wish to point out at
this time that the bill before us does not
duplicate . . . loans and grants available from
Small Business Administration, Economic De-
velopment Administration, Department of
Housing and Urban Development, and the
Enivronmental Protectlon Administration.

We seek here not to duplicate or super-
cede these other programs but to supplement
and strengthen them. The bill cally
provides for cooperative participation in joint
loans and gramnts with these other agencies,

So we find that there is no real sub-
stitute proposed for EDA in terms either
of grant funding or of authority.

TUSDA HAS NO EXPERIENCE

One further point: The Agriculture
Department has absolutely no track rec-
ord in performing the functions now car-
ried out by EDA. While the Agriculture
Department’s Farmers Home Adminis-
tration has proved to be one of the most
cooperative and responsive agencies I
have dealt with in its areas of expertise,
it has none in many EDA-related areas.

In this connection, I was disturbed by
the inability of Secretary Dent to answer
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my questions concerning implementation
of the Rural Development Act which he
was supporting as a substitute before our
committee. There is obviously a lack of
coordination and consultation between
Agriculture and Commerce. Moreover, I
understand that the Agriculture Depart-
ment still has not issued guidelines for
its development program.

It is worth observing, too, that the
Rural Development Act has not yet been
funded for the current fiscal year. Secre-
tary Dent’s testimony listed $300 million
under the Rural Development Act for fis-
cal year 1973. This apparently represents
loans for water and sewer which were
enacted earlier.

It was also distressing to find the en-
tire HUD 701 program of $100 million
listed among “Funds for Rural Develop-
ment” in the Commerce Department
testimony, since the program is not re-
stricted to rural areas.

I supported the original Rural Devel-
opment Act, and sought to strengthen it
on the House floor by offering amend-
ments based on my experience with the
EDA program. There have been problems,
and the regional commissions have been
criticized, though often without justifica-
tlon based on experience in my own
district.

I cosponsored this legislation to pro-
vide time for examination of alterna-
tives, including experience under the
Rural Development Act. I urge that we
enact that legislation so that those alter-
natives can be considered with due delib-
eration.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I yield fo
the gentleman from California.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to take
this opportunity to offer some comments
on the programs of the Economic Devel-
opment Administration based upon both
its activities in my congressional district
and my service on the Public Works
Committee which oversees the EDA.

Historically the First Congressional
District of California has lived on a
boom or bust economy. An economy in
which the “good times” are good but al-
ways contain the possibility that they
cannot last.

We have a comparatively narrow eco-
nomic base. This situation has limited
our ability to stabilize the economy and
tax base for local and all levels of gov-
ernment.

Other factors, such as nearly annual
flooding and natural disaster threats,
have compounded the problem.

Now we are working on a wide variety
of fronts to revitalize and diversify the
Redwood Empire’s economy to lend it
strength and stability. We are trying to
do this in a carefully planned and selec-
tive way in which economic development
is solicited only when it is complemen-
tary to existing job-creating enterprises
and to our bountiful natural environ-
ment.

To say that the Economic Develop-
ment Administration has assisted us to-
ward this goal would be a gross under-
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statement. EDA has provided us oppor-
tunities which simply would not have
existed without its support.

Let me describe two recent EDA proj-
ects in order to make this point “crystal
clear.”

Santa Rosa, Calif., 1s just on the periph-
ery of the San Francisco Bay area. It
faces growing population pressures and
without foresight it could be the victim
of the same urban sprawl which overtook
areas to the south of San Francisco.

However, the city has carefully devel-
oped a master plan to forestall this pos-
sibility and to permit selective, stable
economic growth. Last year Santa Rosa
obtained a grant of $672,000—which was
matched by local funds—to construct
water mains and sewer lines to serve an
area planned for very select industrial
use.
Simultaneously, while seeking the EDA
grant, local officials successfully obtained
a commitment from the Hewlett-Pack-
ard Co. to locate a branch office in the
community just as soon as the public
facilities could be completed.

The city and the company worked to-
gether very closely on a training program
for new employees, on the design of the
company’s buildings, and on the nature
of the facilities provided by the city.

The result of this could be a model for
EDA programs. The city gained 700 jobs
in 1 year at a facility which was care-
fully planned from an esthetic and en-
vironmental standpeint in which unem-
ployed local residents were tralned by the
company for full-time jobs. Further, the
potential for employment is estimated to
be 3,000.

It pays to remember also that these
jobs are in the private sector which gen-
erates income to the community rather
than in the public sector which is subject
to budgetary vagaries and absorbs local
income from taxes rather than creating
it.

The other example of EDA’s effective
work is in Crescent City, Calif., which
faces the same economic problems as in
Santa Rosa but which is geographically
alnd commercially in an opposite situa-
tion. .

Crescent City is isolated by being over
300 miles from a major city so it does
not face population pressures but it is
practically dependent upon a one in-
dustry—forest products—economy.

The people of Crescent City see tourlsm
as a means to bring economic growth to
the area. Crescent City is located near the
Redwood National Park, it is between the
beautiful Smith and Klamath Rivers
which offer unequalled recreational op-
portunities.

When Crescent City applied for an
EDA grant for a cultural and convention
center under the public works impact
program it found that even the 20 percent
matching requirement would have
strained the local budget. Therefore, a
fund-raising campaign was staged In
which the local people voluntarily con-
tributed the entire amount of the match-
ing requirement.

Today the cultural and convention
center is a reality and 84 jobs were pre-
dicted for the construction of the proj-
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ect but they are only the initial return
from the investment. Crescent City will
now have an additional resource with
which to attract tourism. More tourism
will mean more jobs.

Equally as important, however, is the
fact that the community will also bene-
fit greatly from this new facllity for its
own enrichment. Like the investment in
Santa Rosa, EDA program investment in
Crescent City will pay off in something
more than jobs. It will help stabilize the
economy and improve the quality of life
in areas of chronic unemployment.

Five of the six counties in my congres-
slonal district are listed as economically
depressed by EDA. Each has been effec-
tively helped. I could describe other proj-
ects in Mendocino County such as the
juvenile hall in Ukiah or a major busi-
ness loan in Willits. Humboldt County
has benefited greatly from a recent
downtown redevelopment program partly
sponsored by EDA in Eureka. Lake
County is constructing an auxiliary
county courthouse with EDA assistance,

During my service on the Public Works
Committee, T have seen other communi-
ties benefit from these programs and it
is for that reason that I am a cosponsor
of the legislation we have before us today
andt why I urge its overwhelming sup-
port.

While I realize that the Rural Develop-
ment Act of 1972 will help and that the
administration is presenting the com-
munity development special revenue

sharing as a possible alternative, I do
not believe this combination will pro-
vide the type of “rifle approach—shot in
the arm” the EDA program is designed

to handle.

The result of this program experience
has been the development in EDA of
trained personnel who have the special
community leaders in advancing their
plans for strengthening their economies,
Are these specialists to be dispersed to
the four winds?

Another question that has not been
thoroughly explored is the question of
congressional jurisdiction. The House
Public Works Committee is uniquely
qualified to oversee the administration of
economic development legislation. Our
staff and our expertise has been honed
over the many years we have been con-
sidering this subject. We gain additional
knowledge through the fact that we have
subcommittees specializing in transpor-
tation and water resources both of which
are integral aspects of economic devel-
opment. Additionally, the Public Works
Committee is uniquely qualified to inte-
grate EDA programs with our other com-
mittee jurisdiction responsibilities.

Then, too, there is the issue of a na-
tional growth policy. EDA did not pour
its resources into already crowded urban
areas and thereby create even greater
crowding as many Federal agencies do.
Quite properly, in my judgment, EDA
consistently supported development ef-
forts in areas which both needed and
could effectively support quality economiec
growth. This policy has the beneficial
effect of encouraging growth where it
should take place rather than where in-
flationary pressures are so prevalent.
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Mr. Chairman, much has been said
about the need to phase out EDA to avoid
overlap and duplication in Federal pro-
grams and to aid in directing the deci-
sion-making authority to the people at
the local level. It is further stated that
EDA is to be replaced by newer programs
which are now being generated or which
will be proposed.

The budget suggests replacing EDA’s
predominantly grant programs with pre-
domingntly loan programs. The grants
that are eventually to surface in the
economic develorment field are those to
be offered by proposed revenue sharing
plans. The communities of the Nation
cannot develop their economies with pro-
posed programs, and many are not fi-
nancially able to avail themselves of
Federal loans for this purpose.

It is suggested that SBA’s expanded
loan authority will compensate for the
proposed phase out of EDA’s loan pro-
gram. How can this be accomplished
when SBA has a loan ceiling of $350,000
to any one firm while EDA averaged $1.2
million per firm in fiscal year 1971 and
$1 million in fiscal year 1972?

It has also been suggested that the in-
creased funding authority of the EPA
will take up the slack of the proposed
phase out of EDA’s sewer grants. This is
not too promising especially when we are
already getting reports that economical-
ly lagging rural communities have at-
tempted to obtain industrial sewage
treatment grants to help produce badly
needed jobs only to be told by EPA that
currently all sewage treatment grants
are being utilized for the correction of
existing pollution problems and that
sewage treatment grants which will aid
in the creation of jobs must have a low
priority at this time.

Those who have had experience with
the program advise us that one of the
strongest incentives to economic devel-
opment has been the efforts and exper-
tise of the economic development dis-
tricts and the title V commissions. Plan-
ning and administrative money for these
distriets is being funded at a level of
about $5.5 million in fiscal year 1973. The
Commissions have a funding level of
about $44 million for this fiscal year. And
vet we are advised that this $50 million
in fiscal year 1973 is to be replaced by
$10 million in fiscal year 1974.

Thus it is difficult to understand how
an existing grant and locan program with
a proven record of success can be re-
placed by a loan oriented program with
grants proposed to be added at some fu-
ture date when special revenue sharing
proposals are enacted. It would be far
easier to understand how this proposed
transition would take place if the pro-
posed replacement programs were geared
up and implemented.

The current answer is simple. We must
extend the Public Works and Economic
Development Act through fiscal year
1974. The committee needs this time to
complete its review of the EDA programs
and to make recommendations to the
Congress as to future direction. In addi-
tion, perhaps at the completion of this
time, some of the programs proposed to
follow in the economic development field
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will be enacted and implemented and
can then be compared with the role being
played by those programs now admin-
istered by EDA.

Mr, HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GROVER).

Mr. GROVER. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to stress the administration’s opposition
to H.R. 2246, which would extend through
fiscal year 1974 authority for the Public
Works and Economic Development Act
of 1965.

President Nixon’s budget for fiscal
year 1974 provides for the termination
of the Economic Development Adminis-
tration’s programs. The administration
believes that the achievements of the
EDA programs have fallen short of our
expectations. It further believes that
there is currently a wasteful duplication
of effort with the already existing pro-
grams and with EDA.

There is, moreover, a need for direct,
wherever possible, decisionmaking au-
thority to the people in the localities,
communities, and States to help make
Government more responsive to their
needs. There is no need for the strong
Federal decisionmaking role in localized
kinds of projects with which EDA has
been involved.

It is the position of the administration
that EDA programs duplicate other pro-
grams, and that the President’s 1974
budget proposes the initiation or expan-
sion of funding for those other programs
which will provide increased assistance
to States and local governments in meet-
ing their needs. These other programs
include the Rural Development Act,
Water Pollution Control Act, Small Busi-
ness Act, the Responsive Governments
Act—which builds upon HUD's 701 pro-
gram, manpower revenue sharing, and
the proposed education revenue sharing,
and better communities revenue sharing.

The new Rural Development Act is one
program that is in many ways duplica-
tive of EDA activities and which will
provide increased assistance to rural
communities. It gives the Department of
Agriculture the primary responsibility
for rural development activities, includ-
ing water and other community facility
projects. These projects in the past have
represented over half of past EDA fund-

g.

Industrial development loans author-
ized under the Rural Development Act
may be made in communities with a
population of 50.000 or less. All other
prozrams under the act are available to
communities with populations of 10,000
or less. Most of EDA's assistance has
been placed in communities of similar
size. For fiscal years 1966 through 1972,
81.5 percent of EDA’s obligations have
been made for projects located in locali-
ties of 50,000 or less people. Sixty percent
of EDA's obligations went to localities of
10,000 or less.

In fiscal year 1974, under the act,
$345 million will be provided for water
facility loans. These loan programs will
involve significant State and local con-
trol so that funds under them may be
used for various industrial project pur-
poses.

The rural development program will
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be implemented to provide the State and
local officials greater authority in all dif-
ferent project decisions.

The administration contends that
communities of all sizes will be assisted
in meeting their waste disposal needs
in 1973 and 1974 through the additional
$5 billion already made available for
grants for waste disposal facilities, as
authorized by the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act Amendments of 1972. It
is estimated that $2 billion of the $5 bil-
lion will be available for interceptor
Sewers.

The Small Business Administration
programs provide for loans and guaran-
tees similar in many respects to EDA’s
business loan authority. The 1974 budget
proposes a $642 million increase for SBA
programs of which $632 million is for
loan guarantees under the SBA 7(a) and
economic opportunity programs.

In 1974, all planning and management
grants currently under the HUD “701”
program but to be brought under the
proposed Responsive Governments Act
will be made to States, allowing Gover-
nors to make suballocations to local gov-
ernments and other eligible recipients in
accordance with State priorities. The
budget request for this program is $110
million, which is a $10 million increase
over 1973. Because of the increased dis-
cretion and funding to be made avail-
able to the States under the program,
the States will be able, if they wish, to
continue an interstate regional commis-
sion planning program and district
planning efforts previously funded by
EDA. Those States which do not partiei-
pate in regional commissions may decide
to establish commissions. However, there
will be an elimination of the Federal
veto, the Federal staff, and direct Federal
involvement in regional commissions.
The administration has stated that if
the Public Works and Economic Devel-
opment Act is not extended EDA funds
will be provided to district planning or-
ganizations to insure EDA support
through all of fiscal year 1974. Addition-
ally, the administration will continue to
provide amounts equivalent to the Fed-
eral share of administrative expense
funds to operate title V Regional Com-
missions. This will guarantee a smooth
transition for these districts and for ex-
isting regional commissions.

The administration has also stated
that legislation will soon be submitted to
the Congress to enable the Bureau of
Indian Affairs to provide block grants to
federally recognized tribes to carry out
development projects as provided for in
tribally prepared plans. This proposed
program will provide funds usable for
projects similar to those provided under
the EDA program and will represent
approximately the same level of funding.
The President’s 1974 budget request in-
cludes $25 million for this purpose.

Under the administration’s proposed
special revenue-sharing programs, States
and localities will have funds available
for economic development projects.

The better communities bill will soon
be submitted to the Congress. Such bill
will authorize special revenue sharing.
The proposal will involve sharing with
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the States $2.3 billion during the first
full year beginning July 1, 1974.

Under the proposed bill all of the
activities which EDA has previously
funded in both rural and urban areas
would be eligible for funding.

The proposed better communities bill
will be a source of funds for our smaller
communities. The President recognizes
in this proposal the vital importance of
small towns and rural communities to
the future of the Nation.

In addition to the better communities
bill, the administraiton will propose that
the Congress adopt a program of special
revenue sharing for education to begin in
fiscal year 1974. Funding of $2.8 billion
will be requested and will include funds
for the purposes of vocation and adult
education. The States will be able to draw
on these resources to initiate or expand
vocational education programs.

Local comprehensive manpower pro-
grams under manpower revenue sharing
will be phased in beginning July 1, 1873,
under existing authorities. For fiscal
yvear 1974 an appropriation of $1,340
million is requested for such programs as
vocational counseling and skill training.

In summary, it is the administration’s
position that the President’s budget for
fiscal year 1974 terminates EDA pro-
grams to simplify economic development
and eliminate Federal bureaucracy where
it is not needed. Moreover, the added
spending and authorizations for EDA, on
top of the other programs, would in the
administration’s opinion be fiscally un-
wise and improvident.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER).

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I re-
spectfully suggest that it would be useful
in this discussion to identify clearly
what we are talking about and also what
we are not talking about. For example,
we are not discussing here whether or
not to spend. The Administration has
proposed spending even more dollars
through the rural development program
than has been proposed for the Economic
Development Administration. Rather, we
are discussing who will do the spending,
who will do the managing. This is a man-
agement question.

On this point, I would like to observe
that at least as it has worked in my dis-
trict in Pennsylvania, the EDA activity
has been very much a grassroots pro-
gram with the real management deci-
sions being made in the local communi-
ties. In the past 4 years, we have had six
EDA projects. All of them were conceived
and proposed by the local communities.
In no case did EDA turn down a pro-
posal by the local communities. Today,
we are being asked to dismantle EDA
and replace it with a pig in a poke, in
the name of returning decisionmaking
to the people. I find that reasoning de-
fective, since EDA already is a grass-
roots program.

The second item we are not discussing,
Mr. Chairman, is a welfare program. EDA
is an economic development program
which leverages the investment into jobs
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and creates a substantial return to the
treasury. EDA is a pump primer, an in-
vestment in the free enterprise system,
which attacks the welfare problem at the
roots. It is a one-time investment that
produces a refurn to the Federal Treas-
ury year after year so long as that job
remains viable. An $8,000-a-year job cre-
ated by EDA, for example, yields approx-
imately $4,000 a year, each year, to the
Treasury. We can assume tax revenue of
about $1,000 and another $3,000 savings
from welfare. If we spent more money on
EDA-type programs and less on welfare,
I think we would soon be seeing signif-
icant progress in dealing with the welfare
problem.

I think the key here is that EDA money
goes not into food, or rent, or services,
but into capital investment. That creates
economic wealth in the best sense of the
word, and it creates jobs which in turn
creates more wealth for working people.
This, I believe, is the way we are going
to lick the welfare problem, our poverty
problem, our unemployment problem
with perhaps some effect even on our
crime problem.

Some critics have suggested that EDA
should be dismantled because it has not
been an effective creator of jobs. I will
have to disagree. A 1970 study showed
that 77 EDA water and sewer system
projects were creating so-called job
equivalents—that is, $6,500-a-year jobs—
for an investment of $1,425 per job, or a
cost benefit ratio of 1 to 4. In 36 indus-
trial-commercial projects, the figure was
$2,929 per job for a ratio of 1 to 2.3. In
case anyone is suspicious of these figures,
I can tell you that it agrees very closely
with figures from my district where some
1,200 jobs were created for an invest-
ment of $3,404,284 by EDA. That works
out to $2,837 per job. Now I know that
the figures from my district are correct.
Since they agree so closely with the
$2,929 cost-figure from the 1970 national
study, I must conclude that the study is
reliable and the critics are wrong.

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I
urge that the Congress show its faith in
the ability of our people to help them-
selves through the free enterprise sys-
tem. I urge that we pass this bill.

Mr. MARTIN of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I vield to the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
MARTIN) .

Mr. MARTIN of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 2246,
to provide a 1-year extension of the Eco-
nomic Development Act. Let me say at
the outset that I endorse the administra-
tion’s intention of shifting the existing
grant and loan programs of the Economic
Development Administration from the
Department of Commerce to the Small
Business Administration and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. I believe that when
this is accomplished there will be a better
overall perspective for balancing the at
times conflicting interests of development
versus conservation and that it will result
in better coordination of rural develop-
ment programs with other rural pro-
grams in the Department of Agriculture.

A 1l-year extension, however, would
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appear to be necessary to permit an or-

derly transition to the time when the

Rural Development Act can be fully im-

plemented. The budget proposal for fis-

cal year 1974 does not provide hardware
grants for water and sewer systems in the

Rural Development Act and the related

funds provided for the Environmental

Protection Administration would appear

to have highest priority for metropolitan

areas on the one hand and for waste
water treatment plants on the other.

Consequently, unless some adjustment is

made, there would be a pessimistically

low priority in EPA for rural water and
sewer distribution systems.

The business loan assistance of the
Small Business Administration serves a
valuable purpose, but does nct neces-
sarily relate to the overall economic de-
velopment plan developed by the loecal
governments and leadership of the rural
community.

There is not an economic development
distriet in my congressional district, be-
cause it is essentially a metropolitan
region. However, from the -contacts
which I have enjoyed as a former county
commissioner, chairman of a regional
council of governments—COG—and as
former vice president of the National
Association of Regional Councils, I have
had some familiarity with the workings
and uneven success of many economic
development districts across the coun-
try. Generally speaking, they are re-
sponsive to and supportive of the mu-
nic_tpal and county governments of their
regions.

This is attested to by the support for
the 1-year extension voiced by the Na-
tional Governors Conference Executive
Committee, the National Association of
Counties, and the National Association
of Regional Councils. The statement of
policy adopted by the last-mentioned
organization follows:

A RESOLUTION BY THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF REGIONAL COUNCILS SUPPORTING THE
CONTINUATION AND FUNDING or EcoNoMIC
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT FUNCTIONS
Whereas, the Natlonal Administration has

recommended the termination of the Eco-

nomic Development Administration on the
grounds that its functions are being ade-
quately replaced by increased Small Business

Administration activities and the imple-

mentation of the new Rural Development

Act, and
Whereas, the Administration has not pro-

vided for the funding of the planning and
grant sections of the Rural Development Act,
and the Small Business Administration does
not further orderly economic growth
through planning and interagency coordina-
tion and cooperation, and

Whereas, the Congress, recognizing the
need for economic planning and incentives
to guide the allocation of economic activi-
ties, have introduced bills extending the
Public Works and Economic Development
Act of 1966 as amended and have requested
& complete evaluation to determine appro-
priate action in support of a national eco-
nomic development effort.

Now, therefore, the Natlonal Association
of Regional Councils resolves to support the
continuation and funding of economic plan-
ning and development functions until ade-
quate consideration has been given to &
more comprehensive mnational economic
planning and development program, or suf-
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ficlent time has been given for the transition
of present efforts.

Mr. Chairman, I conclude with the
hope that in our zeal to consolidate pro-
grams and reduce duplication we not pre-
maturely reject the established working
system until the new machinery can be
adequately geared up to replace it.

It would be a mistake, in my opinion,
to, in effect, dropkick this program and,
on second down, when with a little pa-
tience and adroit choice of plays we
could reach the goal line with a full
team effort and score more points for
our side.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I yield to
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
COCHRAN) .

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, as a
member of the Committee on Public
Works and its Subcommittee on Eco-
nomic Development, I feel most fortu-
nate in having been able to participate
in the hearings on H.R. 2246 and related
bills for the extension of EDA of an addi-
tional year. I joined with other Members
of the House in introducing this legisla-
tion early in this session.

While I am in agreement with the
President’s efforts to reduce Federal
spending by cutting out wasteful and
unproductive programs, I feel that each
of the proposed program eliminations
should be closely scrutinized by the Con-
gress to properly determine if in fact the
waste and nonproduction does exist.
Scrutiny of EDA fails to disclose lack of
productivity or waste.

At the hearings on this legislation we
received testimony from a wide range of
witnesses who pointed out that EDA
funds have indeed assisted numerous
communities across this country to de-
velop economically. EDA’'s approach to
aiding economically depressed areas has
been one of encouraging and, in fact re-
quiring, local initiative and local par-
ticipation in decisionmaking and financ-
ing toward the worthwhile goal of pro-
viding more and better jobs for all our
people.

The effect of the Economic Develop-
ment Act has been the creation of a pro-
ductive partnership between local and
Federal efforts for economic develop-
ment. The passage of this bill to extend
this partnership will help maintain in
the area of economic development the
authority of local people to decide how
funds are to be spent locally for the
greatest economic benefit to all. Surely
this approach is more desirable than one
that might lead to further arbitrarily
conceived bureaucratic formulas and
regulations which sometimes appear to
have been designed for the sole purpose
of subordinating local incentive and
participation.

I am proud that in my State of Mis-
sissippi, where the lack of economic de-
velopment in the past has surely con-
tributed to a multitude of problems both
social and economic, the Economic De-
velopment Administration has made
some 300 grants and loans to local com-
munities at the specific request of local
people. This has resulted in an invest-
ment of over $100 million toward in-
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creased job opportunities and the result-
ing benefits from increased payrolls.

Perhaps the most poignant testimony
to come before the subcommittee during
hearings on this bill was that of the
Honorable Howard Stafford, mayor of
Pontotoc, Miss. The mayor’s testimony
in behalf of the tremendous benefits
realized in his town as a result of their
partnership with EDA was that of one
who knew firsthand of that which he
spoke. In response to questioning, the
mayor made the following comments:

We were as poor as Job’s turkey, ... a
seven course meal In my town before 1965
was a possum and a six-pack,

He added further that they were ac-
customed to poverty, but that they had
“enjoyed about all we could stand.”

Since 1965, Pontotoc has increased its
industrial jobs fivefold with an annual
payroll of over $17 million. The resulting
increase in the tax base and improve-
ment in the standard of living is ade-
quate testimony in support of EDA’s ef-
fectiveness in Mississippi. The case of
Pontotoc, Miss., is only one of many
which illuminate the need to continue
this valuable program.

Mr. Chairman, I trust that today this
House will act to insure the continuation
of EDA for at least 1 more year to en-
hance the economic development of our
country.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Arkansas
(Mr. ALEXANDER).

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
want to commend the Committee on Pub-
lic Works for its work on this bill to ex-
tend the authority for the operation of
the Economic Development Administra-
tion and add my support for this pro-
posal.

Arkansas has demonstrated success to-
ward finding solutions to the national
problems of the countryside. During the
1950’s the State, nicknamed the “Land
of Opportunity,” was depopulating rapid-
ly. There was a mass exodus from the
rural regions to the glitter of the cities
by the educated young and unskilled
poor. Both groups of people were in
search of an opportunity and a better
life.

During this period families were up-
rooted. Sons and daughters of Arkansas
pulled up stakes and ieft their family
homeplaces for work in faraway places.
Ghost towns appeared in areas that once
had been thriving bustling communities,
Rapid social and economic changes oc-
curred.

Most citizens recognized the need for a
balanced economy and the 1960’s became
a decade of rapid progress. The tide of
outmigration began to change. The pop-
ulation has begun to stablize. Arkansas
has found a way to allow our people to
stay home, where we want to be.

‘What brought about this change in the
depopulation trend?

A recent editorial column in the Wash-
ington Post gave the development of the
Arkansas River credit for providing op-
portunities for checking the flow of out-
migration from Arkansas. This is par-
tially true. But, although the Mississippi
River has been navigable for more than
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a century, people continue to leave the
delta regions.

The establishment of the system of in-
land waterways in this portion of the
United States did give rise to a number
of ports and industries along the Arkan-
sas River. These in turn provided jobs
and economic security for the people of
the area. In addition, the Arkansas River
project and the Corps of Engineers re-
claimed a dirty, stagnant river and
turned its muddy trickle into a clean,
fresh-flowing stream.

However, many other Federal assist-
ance programs were playing important
roles in turning Arkansas around and
heading her in the right direction. One
of these was the Economic Development
Administration.

Limited only by national policies and
availability of funds, the EDA has en-
abled communities to work and plan
their own future by helping them get the
assistance they need in the form of pub-
lic facility grants, business loans, plan-
ning grants, and technical assistance,

Expansion and improvement of water
and sewer systems not only helps keep
local people at home, but attracts new
industry. EDA has assisted in developing
such things as industrial parks, voca-
tional and technical schools, recreation
facilities and airport expansions. Mem-
bers of minority groups, who in earlier
years could see no desirable future for
themselves in the business world, could
get minority business loans. Port studies
were done. Community centers were
opened,

Communities began to feel and act like
communities once again.

Since the establishment of EDA in
1965, 228 projects have been funded in
Arkansas. They have helped generate
29,000 new or anticipated jobs.

In the 12-county East Arkansas Plan-
ning and Development District—
EAPDD—located in the northeast and
east central regions of the First Con-
gressional District which I represent—23
projects have been funded or partially
funded by EDA since 1968. The district
has assisted counties and local communi-
ties in obtalning Federal assistance for
13 other projects.

The projects which got Federal funds
from EDA only have generated, or are
expected to generate 7,700 new jobs. A
total of $3,736,974 has been allocated to
this planning district’s counties. Mean-
ing that each new job cost less than $500
in EDA funds to create. The people who
hold these jobs are taxpaying citizens.
Each one has paid in more in taxes on
earned income than the Federal Govern-
ment invested in helping create these
jobs. And, not one of them has migrated
to a ghetto to become an anonymous
name on a welfare role.

The case of the revival of Arkansas’
economy is probably not a unique one.
Many areas and States have begun to
have hope for the future thanks to the
operations of the Economic Development
Administration’s programs. Consequently
the Nation as a whole is healthier.

But, the battle has not been won. Only
the opening victories have been tasted.

The major impact of the EDA program
has been in the countryside. Yet, in 1970,
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there were 71,382 families struggling to
survive in rural Arkansas areas on in-
comes below the poverty level.

In Arkansas EDA has proven itself a
worthwhile program. I urge the House to
act to give EDA prolonged life.

Dispersal of economic development,
such as EDA encourages and aids, helps
reduce the congregation of the jobless
and unskilled in the metropolitan areas.
Industries can expand into new areas
thus easing the problems of congestion
and pollution in the heavily urbanized
areas. And, our people will be happier
because they will have a choice of living
places since the prospects of making a
living in the region they call home im-
proves.

A feature article by George C. Wilson
which appeared in the Washington Post
on Sunday, describes the kind of good
things the Economic Development Ad-
ministration programs have been helping
bring about in Arkansas. I would like to
share that article with my colleagues at
this time, by placing it in the REcorb:

END oF OzARKS' OUTMIGRATION MAY SIGNAL

NaTIONAL TREND
(By George C. Wilson)

Timeo, Ark.—Jimmy Driftwood, the bal-
ladeer of the Ozarks, is telling about the big
decision his parents had to make one sum-
mer night when he was a boy growing up In
this northwest section of Arkansas.

As he talks, cows heavy with spring calves
bawl in the pasture out back. A kettle hisses
on the stove Inside the wood-plank kitchen
of the farmhouse.

“One summer, Mr. Leander Carter came
over to our place and said, ‘Jimmy, I'd like to
hire you for the summer to do everything
there is to do on the farm—plow corn, cut
sprouts with the hoe, whatever. If you bring
your dinner, I'll give you 50 cents a day. If
I feed you, I'll glve you 40 cents a day.’

“That night,” Jimmy continues in a voice
tinged with reverence, “my Momma and Dad
talked a long time about what woula be the
most economical thing to do. They finally
decided for me to eat with him, They felt
like what I would take to eat would be worth
more than the difference.”

So Jimmy Morris—his stage name of Drift-
wood came much later, after his country
songs had won a national following—worked
for Mr. Carter in the summer of 1823. He
was happy to be the only boy around with
a paying job.

THINGS ARE BETTER

Today, after lots more summers with few
jobs, things are much better in Arkansas.
So much better, In fact, that Chairman John
L. MeClellan (D-Ark.) of the Senate Appro-
priations Committee and others argue that
the Arkansas experience is the way to stem
the national exodus from farm to city—a
migration that continues to empty out the
Great Plains as people pile up in urban areas.

McClellan and—by last year's count any-
way—at least 39 other senators are pushing
a bill (S-10) to give more federal ald to the
countryside to hold the people there, away
from the cities. That concept is at the heart
of the current budget battle as President
Nixon moves to eliminate several programs
designated to revitalize rural areas.

Beyond the political fight, and probably
more important, lies the question of whether
what is happening In the Ozarks 1s the lead-
ing edge of a new national trend—people
with a choice opting for quality of life even
if it means fewer material possessions.

“There was a major reversal of former
population losses in a non-metropolitan area
extending over northern and western Arkan-
sas, eastern Oklahoma and southwestern
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Missourl,” notes Calvin L. Beale, Agricul-
ture Department speclalist in population
trends, in examining what happened be-
tween 1860 and 1970.

Rural areas in the lower Tennessee Valley,
West Central Kentucky, Pacific Coast of
Washington, western slope of the Rockles
in Colorado and the northern half of Michi-
gan’s Lower Peninsula also made comebacks
in the 1060s in terms of holding people in
the countryside,

Reasons for this changing tide vary by
area, of course, but the Arkansas experi-
ence—to examine one dramatic example—
suggests that young people will indeed stay
“down on the farm” if they can find a job
other than farming.

Census Bureau figures for Arkansas show
that:

The state's total population dropped from
1,940,387 in 1940 to 1,909,611 in 1950 to 1,-
786,272 in 1960 as people went looking else-
where for work. But in 1970 the population
climbed to 1,823,285—an increase of 7.7 per
cent.

Also, the biggest single jump between 1960
and 1970 was in young people, as the number
of people aged 20 to 24 Increased from
99,852 to 143,030—a galn of 43.3 per cent.
The older population increased substantially,
too, as thousands retired to Arkansas—at-
tracted by its low-cost living and pleasant
environment.

On a county-by-county basis, 46 of them
galned population, 28 lost and one stayed
the same between 1960 and 1970. In 1960,
only six of the counties gailned people over
the previous census and 69 lost them.

Personal income climbed sharply, even
though many people in Arkansas are still in
poverty.

In 19569, 14.2 per cent of the families in the
state had incomes of less than $1,000 a year.
This percentage was cut by two-thirds by
1969, to 4.4 per cent.

Looked at another way, the median (half-
way point between the highest and lowest)
income for males in Arkansas over 14 years
old was $2,159 in 1059 and $4,026 in 1969.
This compares to $3,837 and $5,918 for those
two years for the District of Columbia.

THE MINIBOOM

The biggest single reason for this minl-
boom in Arkansas is the industries which
have moved into the state, according to the
specialists. Close behind is the income from
tourists and retirement people. And state
leaders see further economic uplift coming
from the MecClellan-Eerr Arkansas River
Navigation System—providing a water high-
way from the Mississippl to Tulsa. Tonnage
on the 448-mile waterway increased 45 per
cent between 1971 and 1972,

Between 1960 and today, when the popula-
tion flow reversed, an additional 142,492 jobs
were created in Arkansas, according to the
Arkansas Industrial Development Commis-
slon. Of that total, 75,138 jobs were created
by new industry which located in the state
since 1960 and the rest were from expan-
slon of existing companies in Arkansas.

The Development Commission said that
764 companies were newcomers to Arkansas,
with the largest In terms of employees in-
cluding American Greeting Corp., Emerson
Electrie, Georgla-Pacific Corp., International
Paper, Levi-Strauss, Singer Co., Teletype
Corp., Timex, Ward Purniture and Warwick
Electronics.

Arkansas’ congressional delegation, for-
mer Republican Gov. Winthrop Rockefeller,
Democratic Gov. Orval Faubus, the Devel-
opment Agency, and the federal assistance
through the Economic Development Admin-
istration, Farmers Home Administration
and Ozarks Regional Council all are credited
with the state’s economic advancement.

The Ozarks themselves—and land of steep
hills and clear rivers—provided an economic
boost as a growing number of tourists came
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into the state. State leaders are making a
concerted effort to draw In more tourists,
with the Ozarks Folk Center in Mountaln
View a prime example.

Rep. Mills, when Mountain View was in
his district, championed the folk center
which opens next month with performances
by the Rackensack Soclety fiddlers, banjo
players and country singers. The $3.39 mil-
lion center was built under an Economlc
Development administration grant which
pald for B0 per cent of the cost.

LESSON FOR ALL

There is a lesson in all this for the rest
of the United States, according to Arkansas’
two most powerful Democratic politicians,
Chairman McClellan of Senate Appropria-
tions Committee and Wilbur Mills of House
Ways and Means Committee—leaders Presi-
dent Nixon must heed if he hopes to get his
legislative program through Congress.

The lesson, McClellan and Mills state, is
that there s a relatively unexploited middle-
ground between the jobless countiryside and
overcrowded citles.

“The family farms are gone,” says the 77-
year-old McClellan who has studied the prob-
lem for decades. “There is not going to be
any more family farms.

“But,” he adds, “If we get Industry to lo-
cate out in these rural areas, then we can
keep the people there. The man who likes the
outdoors can still do a little farming for him-
self. He stays. He knows he's got a regular
Job to depend on."

“Industry, labor and government should
study what has happened in Arkansas,"” Mills
sald.

“In the long run it will be better for the
country if we can get industry to diversify,”
Mills says. He pushed for numerous small
plants for Arkansas in preference to large
defense industries which lay off thousands of
workers once a contract runs out. Mills con-
tends labor leaders’ fears about losing thelr
grip over workers in Arkansas’ small plants
have not materialized.

Both McClellan and Mills say they agree
with Mr, Nixon that federal spending must
be held down but that eliminating the Eco-
nomie Development Administration and
Farmers Home Administration is not the way
to do it. They are fighting those White House
recommendations. Revenue sharing cannot
work as a substitute, they argue.

“These little rural communities have to
put down the water lines to attract industry
in the first place," McClellan says. “They
just don't have the money and they can't
borrow it. They can’t borrow on some promise
that maybe they are going to get some reve-
nue sharing funds from the government. The
communities must have these grants and
loans, It's much cheaper for the government
than trying to rebuild slums where there are
not enough jobs for the people who live
there.”

While jobs are the big factor in holding
native Arkansans on the land at long last,
other people are coming into the state in
pursult of quality of life—of a better envi-
ronment for themselves and children,

John C. Johnson is one. At age 46, he quit
a well-paying white collar job and a house
in the suburbs for a 290-acre farm he bought
in the hills outside of Mountain Home, Ark.
for about $40,000.

NO SACRIFICE

So far, he does not look upon his new
life as an economic sacrifice—not when you
figure it out. “I probably made a mistake by
not moving here in 1965,” he says during a
respite from putting in fencing for the beef
cattle he has ordered.

“The cost of llving has been going up so
much since 1965 that there was nothing left
of the paychecks I used to get anyhow. You
can't earn enough to keep up—at least in
the business I was in."

Johnson was senlor electrical engineer for
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the Motorola plant in Phoenix, Ariz, He
made close to $20,000 a year, on that job,
worked on the communications for the
Apollo spaceship and lived in the suburb of
Scottsdale.

As he talks of the frustrations of engineer-
ing, his wife, Dee, pours some sassafras tea
she made in her new role as country wife.

“Ninety-nine per cent of my work in the
last 10 years has not been Intellectually
stimulating,” Johnson says. “You're not
making big technical breakthroughs working
for the electronics industry. You can easily
learn all the facts you need to know.”

Bo now Johnson plans to buy 20 pregnant
cows for $400 a head, or a total of $8,000;
sell the calves next year for $300 a head, or
a total of $6,000, to get most of his initial
investment back; then start making a profit
with the next bunch of calves from the same
COWS.

“Back In Scottsdale,” Mrs. Johnson says,

“it was a big deal when my son, Danny,
could fish in the little itty-bitty pond in
the park. Now he fishes In our own stream
out back. This is an answer to a prayer for
me.”
The Johnsons chose Arkansas because the
land, besides being beautiful, is cheaper than
in Colorado, taxes are lower and the climate
is milder than that of the Great Plains where
Johnson grew up.

The conversation In the Johnson living
room touches on some of the drawbacks of
living in the Oszarks. One of the children
needs speclal schooling but there is none
near Mountain View; ice on the roads some-
times cuts off the family from town; stores
are sometimes unable to fill even such simple
needs as a length of two-by-four, and soclal
life is sparse because “when it gets dark
around here, people go to bed.”

But on balance, the Johnsons say they
are happy they moved to Arkansas last
summer. They intend to stay. As a final
word on their new life, they bring out a
placard presented in farewell by Johnson's
fellow employees at Motorola. It concludes:
“All in all, we sure envy you.”

But the Ozarks certainly are not for every-
body. Testifying to this is a nurse inter-
viewed in a glistening corridor of Boone
County Hospital in Harrison, Ark.—popula-
tion 7239 saccording to the sign on the
highway.

“If I were single, I'd never come here,”
says Mrs. John Hangen, 25. She says she
and her hushand moved here from the Erie,
Pa., area “because of the unpolluted lakes
and country living.

NOT FOR SINGLES

“But,"” she adds, “this is for young marrieds
and retired people—not single gals.” She
and her husband are looking for farm prop-
erty but have found prices rising sharply.
“People want the growth to stop. They want
it the way 1t 1s.”

Lewis W. Spencer, administrator of the
133-bed Boone County Hospital, readily ad-
mits that single nurses are not eager to
come to Harrison. “She’'d find darn few single
men when she came to Harrison,” he says.
How she would meet them if she did come
is mnother question. There are no bars in
Harrison—part of a dry county—and almost
no other gathering places for young singles.

In spite of, or because of, this low-key life
in Harrison, Spencer has little trouble in re-
cruiting doctors for his modern hospital in
the Ogzarks. They come for the quality of
1ife, he says.

“Wherever he goes, a doctor knows he is
golng to make a good living. We can offer
him a fine place to raise a family.” The "fine
place” includes nearby rivers and lakes; a
new skl slope and ice skating rink at the
Dogpatch tourist complex outside of town,
and mountains for hunting.

Bpencer's sales pltch works. He says there
are 24 doctors in Harrison now and three
more on the way. With 27 doctors to serve a

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

county population of 19,073, this works out
to one physician for every T06 people. The
national average is one doctor for every 612
people.

The avallability of medical care in Harri-
son and in the Little Rock Medical Center
140 miles to the south is, of course, comfort-
ing to people moving to the Ozarks, espe-
cially the retirees. ‘vhe same is true of lower
hospital costs—32 a day for a semi-private
and $42 a day for a private room in Boone
County Hospital. For comparison Sibley Hos-
pital in the District of Columbla charges $61
a day for a semi-private and 870 for a
private room.

Floating down the Buffalo is indeed a de-
light—at least in March when the water is
high. The river is clear with a sand and
gravel bottom, and small-mouth bass dart
away from the canoe's shadow. On our trip,
a flock of wild turkeys flew out of a green
glade along the swift water.

The sudden growth of the Ozarks and the
changes it is bringing, like turning the Buf-
falo River into a national park, is not uni-
versally applauded, of course. Fred Dirst,
who lives in a traller along the river at
Rush, does not mind saying so.

CHANGE LAMENTED

*You from the Park Service?”
a visitor, who replies in the negative.

“Good, then it’s not open season on you.”
Dirst tells of how much he hated to give up
his riverside farm, but he concedes tourists
will soon be coming down the Buffalo in
such numbers that the land will be too
crowded for his comfort anyway. How about
buying another farm somewhere else?

“I'm 72,"” Dirst says drily, “If you got any
farming to do at that age, you should of done
it already.”

Time after time in interviews with new
arrivals in the Ozarks, one hears complaints
of muggings, pollution and the general raspi-
ness in the citles they left. Beneath these
complaints lles one that is seldom volun-
teered right away. Lots of people are settling
in the lily-white Ozarks of northwest Ar-
kansas to get away from blacks and the strife
they associate with them.

“I'm being very honest with you,” says a
retired life insurance salesman who moved
from Chicago with his wife to Mountain
Home. “What was left for us back in Chi-
cago? You couldn't go into the city at night
without worrying about getting robbed. All
that is left back there is a bunch of boos"—
short for “jigaboos,” a derogatory term for
blacks.

A more polite expression is heard fre-
quently in the Ozarks. “You know, we don't
have the black-white problem around here.”

Native Arkansans when asked about the
lack of blackss in the hills say it's from lack
of jobs rather than prejudice. “What in the
world would they find to do around here?”

In the eyes of former city dwellers and
suburbanites seeking a better guality of life
in the Oszarks, one big fear is that growth
will mean an end to the beauty they came
here to find.

“We would have moved to Washington,
D.C., if we could have found some place se-
cure to live. We didn't have that kind of
money,” says Donald Troyer, 30, a biology
major who worked at Washington’'s Junior
Village before moving to Mountain View.

“I like the out-of-doors and the folk set-
ting. But the more people that come here,
the more diluted it all becomes.”

Political leaders assert they are well aware
of such fears about the Arkansas environ-
ment.

he asks

ORDERLY GROWTH
“We're trying to keep this growth orderly
within the city limits of Harrlson,” says
Mayor Hugh Ashley. “But both the counties
and small towns better go on with their
planning or else there will be a lapse” in
controlling the growth.
“We have no county planning yet that we
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can enforce,” says Boone County Judge James
Roy Eoff, 51, whose job is really that of county
manager rather than magistrate.

“Untll we get our plans for the county
drawn, we can’t do much. We like to see
this growth but we don’t like to feel these
growing pains. We're probably growing faster
than old timers would like to see it. But
there aren’t many old timers.

“As a person, I got all the standing in
line I wanted when I was in the service.
Personally, I would like to see this growth
level off.

“But many people would like to see it keep
growing like it is now. . . . The money-
hungry people are going to win.”

Donald R. Raney, as executive director of
the Northwest Arkansas Economic Develop-
ment District, is charged with worrying full
time about the growth problem troubling
Judge Eoff and others.

The development district helps officials
in nine northwest counties of Arkansas plan
their future, and Republican Rep. John Paul
Hammerschmidt says its operation should be
a model for meshing federal assistance with
local needs. The technique is to apply for
all available federal and state money for the
nine counties and then work up plans with
local officials for spending it.

FEARS NOT SHARED

Raney, himself a native Arkansan, does not
share Eoff's fears about the future., He be-
lieves planning is far enough along to pre-
serve the woods and waters of the Ozarks
even as job-providing growth continues.

Ask Raney for a one-word reason for this
new prosperity in his jurisdiction and he
answers, “Water." Loans and glants financed
waterlines for industry, the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers bullt dams in his northwest
district at three places on the White River—
Beaver, Bull Shoals and Norfork—providing
attractive recreation spots, flood control, and
drinking water.

Now, says Raney, if Arkansas would just
change 1its state constitution to allow realls-
tic taxation to finance such improvements
as roads—and if the federal government
would continue to make grants for provid-
ing and cleaning up water—the new pros-
perity of the Ozarks will keep spreading at
a rapid rate.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chairman,
I have no further requests for time.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I yield to
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. Broy-
HILL).

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to H.R.
2246, which would extend authority for
the continuation of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act through fis-
cal year 1974.

While EDA's programs have done some
good in helping to alleviate conditions
of economic depression in certain areas
of the Nation, I believe they have fallen
short of their expectations—and in the
fight for fiscal responsibility ineffectual
programs should not be carried along by
inertia, which is what this bill does.

I also believe, along with the President,
that it is time to cut the umbilical cord
to Washington, which is what a great
many categorical grant-in-aid programs
have come to represent. The new Federal
response to economic development as re-
flected in the budegets. directs, wherever
possible, decisionmaking authority to the
people in the localities, communities, and
States, and encourages the participation
of the private sector in helping to meet
economic and social needs. There is no
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need for the strong Federal aecisionmak-
ing role in localized kinds of projects with
which EDA has been involved.

Thus, EDA’s program objectives should
be assumed by ofher Federal depart-
ments and agencies exercising less con-
trol from Washington and by State and
local governments themselves with the
assistance of shared revenue. Passing
H.R. 2246 will not accomplish this result.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, I have no further requests for time.

Mr. WYDLER., Mr, Chairman, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count.

The CHAIRMAN. One hundred and
one Members are present, a quorum.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman from Alabama yield for a
question?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume, and I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. WYLIE. The gentleman from New
York (Mr. Grover) said he opposed the
passage of this legislation because there
is duplication in the program or pro-
grams. He referred to overlapping in-
volvement in the Rural Development Act
and the Economic Development Act. I
am not sure I understand the need for
both programs. I wonder if the chair-
man would explain this?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. We expect no
duplication. EDA is basically a grant
program. There would be no duplication.

The Rural Development Act, which we
have just passed, was specific in its rec-
ommendation, so we would not expect
duplication in that area.

Mr. WYLIE. How do the programs dif-
fer? I do not understand that.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I am fearful
that would be too complicated, trying to
go through the agencies, bureaus and
Federal activities, at this time.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I yield to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. WRIGHT. In a nutshell, I believe
it can be said that the rural develop-
ment program consists of a program
basically of loans, and it is dedicated
primarily to the rural economy and to
its revivification, which is desperately
needed.

This program, on the other hand, con-
sists primarily of grants to small com-
munities, and not only to small com-
munities but to economically distressed
medium-sized communities which have
been losing population. These public
works grants are for the purpose of
stimulating the basic infrastructure to
attract private investors, whereby those
small and medium-sized communities
which have been suffering this massive
outmigration can provide locally pro-
duced, privately financed, long-term
jobs in the private sector.

I would say to the gentleman, that
this is the basie difference.

Mr. WYLIE. In other words, the
Rural Development Act is more agricul-
ture or farm oriented, and EDA is more
business oriented. Is that what the gen-
tleman is saying?
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Mr. WRIGHT. I believe that is a fair
summation.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 2 minutes.

Earlier in the debate I was referring
to a statement by the Senator from
Georgia, Mr. TaLMADGE, in the other body,
stating that there is no intention to over-
lap responsibilities of certain other
agencies, including the SBA, the EDA,
and others.

Mr. Chairman, I see the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture on the floor, and I wonder if he
would comment on that?

Mr. POAGE., Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, HAMMERSCHMIDT. I yield fo
the distinguished gentleman from Texas
(Mr. POAGE) .

Mr. POAGE. Mr, Chairman, I would
like to say that I served both in the writ-
ing of this Rural Development Act, pass-
ing it through the committee and passing
it through the House and taking it
through conference, and there was no
suggestion that we were in any wise sup-
planting this EDA program, but, rather,
that we were trying to supplement if.

Mr. Chairman, in order to make sure
that is correct I would like to read to
the Members from the act itself. This is
the Rural Development Act.

Section 118, subsection (d). It says
that—

The Secretary may participate in joint fi-
nancing to facilitate development of private
business enterprises In rural areas with the
Economic Development Administration, the
Business Administration, and the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development.

Mr. Chairman, obviously had we had
any intention that we were going to let
the Rural Development Act take the place
of this program, we would never have put
that provision in the bill specifically au-
thorizing cooperation with this program.
So I think it is fair to say that the Rural
Development Act was passed for a dif-
ferent and enlarged purpose and was
certainly never intended to take the
place of this, any more than it was in-
tended to take the place of the rural elec-
trification program, as some people have
tried to make it seem.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT,. Mr. Chair-
man, I thack the gentleman. I think
that may answer some of the questions
Members of the House may have had.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, as
a cosponsor of the bills which created
and subsequently expanded the Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965, I
strongly support H.R. 2246 to extend
the life of this program for an addi-
tional year beyond its present termi-
nation date of June 30, 1973.

President Nixon's action late last fall
in vetoing the bill passed by Congress
to expand the program was shocking
and incomprehensible to all of us who
have been concerned over the persist-
ence of high unemployment in many
areas of this country. The present bill
is therefore an emergency measure to
prevent the dismantling of the program
before the 93d Congress can devote
the necessary time to hammer out a
new long-range attack on our unem-
ployment problem.

7969

It is ironic that President Nixon has
been sending us in recent years what
he calls “full employment budgets’—
budgets which would, he says, be in
balance if the Nation's work force were
fully employed, but which are obviously
and painfully far out of balance be-
cause of the fact that so many people
who want to work cannot find jobs
People who are unemployed not only
do not pay income taxes, they draw un-
employment compensation and other
benefits which add to the cost of Gov-
ernment. Thus, the budget suffers
doubly—in terms of lost revenues and
higher expenditures—because of per-
sistent high unemployment.

It seems to me that if the President
were serious about his so-called full
employment budget he would be will-
ing to spend funds authorized and ap-
propriated by Congress to help achieve
high employment levels. The Economic
Development Act has been a major tool
available to him in combating jobless-
ness and economic stagnation in those
areas of the country still suffering from
the recession which began with the first
Nixon administration.

I congratulate the chairman of the
Committee on Public Works (Mr. BLaT-
nIk) and the members of his commit-
tee from both the Democratic and Re-
publican sides who have joined in spon-
soring H.R, 2246, and I applaud the
dedicated hard work on this issue also
by the Democratic whip (Mr. McFaLL)
who has been from the beginning the
moving force behind the concept of this
legislation.

I have always favored the idea of
public works to improve the physical
facilities of our communities while also
providing jobs for workers who are
otherwise not able to find them, and
have introduced or sponsored such
legislation since my first term in Con-
gress beginning in 1953. We were then
in a recession resulting in high unem-
ployment, and experienced two more
recessions during the 8 years of the
Eisenhower administration, before be-
ginning 8 years of steadily rising em-
ployment opportunities and lowered
joblessness during the Kennedy and
Johnson administrations. In 1969, the
indexes turned downward once again
and 4 years later we still have more
than 5-percent unemployment.

If the President does not consider
this a serious problem for the American
people, our action on H.R. 2246 should
de_monstrate that the Congress cer-
tainly considers it terribly serious. And
I am sure the people of this country
agree.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, the Eco-
nomic Development Administration has
been one of the most effective and re-
sponsive Federal agencies I have worked
with in my years in Congress. I rise in
support of H.R. 2246, which is identical
to legislation I introduced in the hope
of preserving the important EDA assist-
ance programs now gaing on.

In my district, EDA programs have
been particularly helpful to some of our
smaller towns and to many of the Indian
tribes in western Oklahoma. For in-
stance, the town of Blackwell, hard hit
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by the closing of its major industry, was
designated an EDA redevelopment area
in December and is just now beginning
to feel the impact of this assistance.
City officials have had nothing but the
highest praise for EDA's assistance and
have voiced their deep concern about
the proposed termination of the agency.
In the words of Blackwell’'s mayor:

It boils down to this: we would not care
what title the program had so long as we
knew it was avallable. And, based on past
performances, we believe that a change over
the next 11 months will require an actual
implementation time considerably beyond
our period of need.

I thus submit that an extension of
the Economic Development Administra-
tion is in order so that the continuity of
ongoing programs will not be jeopardized
over the next year. If, in fact, the EDA
is no longer necessary, let us make sure
we have an orderly phaseout.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I fully
support the bill under consideration to-
day to extend the Economic Development
Administration for 1 year. We simply
cannot afford to see this useful agency
killed. In effect we would be saying that
many people who want to help themselves
are to be cast aside in the name of econ-
omy. I am in agrement with efforts
to get the Federal Government out of
areas where it does not belong, but EDA
does not fall in this category. It has
demonstrated that it is a good program
and it has been successful. It is working
and it should be allowed to continue in
operation. Today we propose only stop-
gap legislation to continue the program
for another full year while further stud-
ies can be made on its proper place in
Government. This is the least we can do.

EDA has brought together previously
fragmented and uncoordinated programs
to help rural America. Certainly it is the
most effective agency yet established to
help in the solution of some of the dif-
ficult problems of our Nation. It directs
itself at the problems of employment im-
balance, income gaps, and standard-of-
living improvements, and all of these are
important. This service is needed and
should be provided by our Government.
This is what EDA does and I strongly
urge that it be continued.

Congress has supported this agency
over the years because the work it did
was efficient and its programs beneficial
to the people of more than 1,100 counties
in the United States. As my colleagues
know, I have been critical of many of
the programs conceived by various ad-
ministrations and put forward as hope-
ful experiments in social reform. But I
have not been critical of EDA because
it works. A prime example is in my own
distriet in Florida where EDA functions
primarily through the Northwest Flor-
ida Development Council and Economic
Development District. Some of these
counties are in my district; the others
are represented by my colleague, the
Honorable Dox Fuqua. The fact that this
council crosses county and congressional
district lines is an example of the effec-
tive way it works. This clearly demon-
strates that problems know no geo-
graphic boundary. Area problems must be

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

solved on an area basis, and this is what
is taking place in northwest Florida. If
EDA is allowed to die, some of this
valuable progress will cease. EDA has
assisted my area over the years with
almost $4 million in loans and grants in
addition to the staff assistance and tech-
nical aid which has been utilized to
create 5,000 new jobs for our people. This
is a program which works to help people
help themselves. We have built port
facilities, public buildings, barge termi-
nals and ecity halls. We have conducted
studies on fishing—a vital industry in my
State, and on hardwood, also a major
factor in our economy. We have begun
to develop a master plan for the entire
region and work is going forward on
studies to renovate port facilities.

If EDA is discontinued, work like that
taking place in my area and in hundreds
of other counties across the Nation will
stop. This is an ill-advised move, Mr.
Chairman. It should not take place.

The program has demonstrated its use-
fulness. There is a need for it. If there
are changes which should be made in the
House and Senate, in cooperation with
the administration, we should have the
necessary time to study all phases of the
program and to evaluate the need for
change. A 1-year extension of EDA will
permit this evaluation.

Mrs. GRASSO. Mr. Chairman, it is
essential that the House pass H.R. 2246,
a bill to extend the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965 for 1
year.

This bill continues through fiscal 1974
legislation which has proven its worth
in countless cities and towns throughout
the Nation. Specifically, the bill author-
izes $800 million for public works grants
and supplementary grants, $170 million
for public works and business develop-
ment loans, $50 million for technical as-
sistance and research, $50 million for
growth centers and for bonuses for eco-
nomic development districts, and $152.5
million for regional action planning com-
mission programs. Also, the bill extends
the moratorium on dedesignation of re-
development areas.

This legislation was originally enacted
in 1965 to provide Federal assistance to
those regions of the country which lagged
behind in economic growth or suf-
fered from high unemployment or un-
deremployment. Its effectiveness has
been well documented, and at this time
no comparable program exists to assist
economically distressed areas.

I am especially concerned about the
continuation of the Economic Develop-
ment Administration. The level of unem-
ployment in the sixth district has de-
creased over the last 2 years. EDA has
been an important factor in improving
economic circumstances in many towns
in my district, a district in which more
than half of the towns and cities have
been designated for title I and title IV
funds. Still, unemployment in northwest
Connecticut remains well above the na-
tional average of 5.1 percent. Bristol,
where unemployment reached almost 24
percent in the past, still has a rate of 9.5
percent. Torrington’s situation has also
improved, but retains a level of 9.2 per-
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cent. And New Britain, the largest city
in the sixth distriet, has an unemploy-
ment rate of 7.5 percent.

Last year, towns and cities in my dis-
trict received more than $4 million in
EDA funds. These resources enabled our
communities to create a more viable and
diversified economic base which, in turn,
improves the employment situation in
the town and surrounding area. To help
stimulate the types of economic growth
needed to reverse recent trends, Bristol
received more than $2 million for sewers
and a pumping station. Neighboring
Plymouth received $1.18 million for its
industrial park and $600,000 for a town
hall. Enfield received $400,000 under the
public works impact program for a town
garage, and is counting on up to $2.5 mil-
lion in aid for their planned industrial
park. Regrettably, the applications of
other towns were rejected because EDA
lacked sufficient funds.

Municipal leaders—and local officials—
the people who know the problems and
needs of their areas—value the assistance
EDA has been able to provide. Mr. C.
Samuel Kissinger, town manager of En-
field, Conn., summed it up well in a
recent letter to me:

The Economic Development Administration
has been one of the most productive of all
the Federal Agencies and the local Economic
Development Administration staff headed by
Mr. Charles M. Hammerlund has expended a
considerable amount of dedicated time to
fulfill the intent and philosophy of the exist-
ence of the agency.

In his recent message, the President
noted that American cities are diverse
entities with different priorities and local
needs. EDA has been able to work with
local officials effectively in order to help
create conditions to aid business growth
and create jobs on the local level. Com-
munity participation and cooperation,
along with close coordination among
local, State, and Federal officials have
enabled EDA to develop innovative and
constructive projects which will benefit
these towns and their citizens for years
to come.

Congress has long recognized the im-
portance of EDA, and showed its support
by voting lat: in the 92d Congress to
extend the authorization through fiscal
1974. The bill was vetoed, partly because
the administration considered the pro-
gram ineffective.

To help meet the administration’s ob-
jections, the committee has reduced the
authorization level to the fiscal 1973 fig-
ures. The $1.2 billion would provide bad-
ly needed assistance without sacrificing
either fiscal responsibility or the recovery
of the needy communities.

Because of EDA’s superb record of
achievement, I was appalled to note that
the administration’s fiscal 1974 budget
would transfer EDA’s functions to other
agencies. Despite misleading rhetoric, the
proposed increases in other programs do
not offer satisfactory substitutes for the
expertise and success EDA has given our
cities. Community development revenue
sharing is not the panacea its proponents
claim. It cannot be thought of as an im-
mediate alternative for EDA. First, let us
remember that community development
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revenue sharing must survive the legisla-
tive process and become law, Second, it
offers no guarantee that the economically
needy towns which utilized EDA funds
would receive the necessary revenue
sharing money. Third, and most im-
portant, this program is not scheduled
to become effective until July 1, 1974—a
full year after the proposed termination
of EDA.

Mr. Chairman, EDA is not the first pro-
gram the administration wants to ter-
minate abruptly. However, in this in-
stance we have a new twist—termina-
tion, a year of waiting by needy cities
and towns, and then the beginning of a
new program—if it is enacted into law.

I believe that H.R. 2246 represents the
only logical solution to this problem. The
bill would extend EDA for 1 year. At
that time either community develop-
ment revenue sharing or another pro-
gram would take its place.

The administration’s attempt to dis-
mantle a productive program such as
EDA penalizes those areas which need
the very assistance EDA provides. The
road to economic recovery and develop-
ment varies with each locale, but in so
many instances EDA has managed to
bridge the gap between Federal assist-
ance and local need. It has earned a well-
deserved reputation as a program which
accomplishes its aims with a minimum
of Federal interference in local matters.

I therefore urge by colleagues to give
their overwhelming support to H.R. 2246
and help save EDA.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I
wish to speak in opposition to H.R. 2246
which would extend to fiscal year 1974
the authorization for the Public Works
and Economic Development Act. An au-
thorization level of $1,222 500 has been
recommended by the committee. Al-
though it may appear at first blush that
an expendifure of this scale will have no
effect on President Nixon’s efforts to hold
down taxes and inflation, this is not true.
We are committed to halt the burden of
the taxpayer’s share to fund the number
of grant programs of which the Public
Works and Economic Development Act is
one.

It may be true that this program was
concelved at a time when there was a
need for special attention to distressed
areas in our country. However, much has
been done to evidence concern for that
need and as years have passed, it has be-
come clear that programs such as EDA
have fallen far short of our expectations.
There is currently a wasteful duplication
of effort with already existing programs.

The President’s 1974 budget proposes
the funding of other programs presently
in place and which would provide assist-
ance to States and local governments to
meet their needs more directly than has
been the case with programs such as
EDA. These other programs include the
Rural Development Act, Water Pollution
Control Act, and Small Business Act, and
manpower revenue sharing which will
be phased in beginning July 1973.

The new Rural Development Act is a
program which in many ways duplicates
EDA activities and which will provide in-
creased assistance to rural communities
in keeping with the President’s concept
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that the States should be given discre-
tion to decide where assistance is needed.
Industrial development loans authorized
under the Rural Development Act may be
made in communities with populations of
50,000 or less. All other programs under
the act are available to communities
with populations of 10,000 or less. It is
true that most of EDA’s assistance has
been placed in communities with a popu-
lation of 50,000 or less. In fact, more than
80 percent of EDA’s obligations has been
made for projects located in localities of
50,000 or less people while 60 percent of
EDA’s obligations were for localities of
10,000 or less.

The Small Business Administration
programs provide for loans and guaran-
tees similar in many respects to EDA’s
business loan authority. The 1974 budget
proposes a $642 million increase for SBA
programs.

Furthermore, communities of all sizes
will be assisted in meeting their waste
disposal needs in 1973 and 1974 through
the additional $5 billion already made
available for grants for waste disposal
facilities as authorized by the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act Amend-
ments of 1972. It is estimated that $2
billion of the $5 billion level of funding
will be available for interceptor sewers.

The President’s 1974 fiscal year budget
is keyed both to fiscal responsibility and a
meaningful responsiveness to the prob-
lems of the underemployed and the un-
employed. Therefore, it behooves us to
ask that we get the most for every public
dollar spent. I am constrained to say
that the public is well protected within
the administration’s concern by passage
of H.R. 2246 and I must object to such an
extension of EDA’s programs.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, the Eco-
nomic Development Act is a people-
oriented program. It has provided jobs
and improvements in areas when there
was little other hope for relief. The basic
concept of the EDA is “helping commu-
nities help themselves.” This seems to be
the very philosophy that is demanded in
these times, and yet the administration
endangered the existence of this agency
by vetoing HR. 16071 in the waning
hours of the 92d Congress and now by
threatening this bill with the veto or im-
poundment even in the face of over-
whelming support by the 93d Congress.
H.R. 2246 is cosponsored by 150 Mem-
bers of bipartisan interests and in addi-
tion to this broad bipartisan support en-
joys the significance that this proposal
has been cosponsored by every member
of the House Public Works Committee,
including its chairman, JoEx BLATNIEK,
and its ranking minority member, Wi-
LIAM HARSHA.

We are in accord with the President’s
plan to abolish wasteful, useless, and
nonproductive programs of Government,
but we cannot agree that EDA is in this
category. Undoubtedly there are neces-
sary revisions, but we will not know un-
less the House and Senate are given the
necessary time to study and evaluate
these programs in the l-year extension
of the EDA. The studies can be com-
pleted. We can then act with responsi-
bility to fund those programs which
should be continued, to abolish those
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which should end, and transfer in an
orderly manner those programs which
rightfully should be delegated to other
agencies.

But we cannot simply kill this useful
agency and say, in effect, that many
people who want to help themselves are
to be cast aside in the name of economy.
The EDA has demonstrated that it is
a good program. It has been successful.
It is working and it should be allowed
to continue in operation, at least for
another full year while further studies
can be made on its proper place in
Government.

We are proposing a l-year extension
because that is the time needed to com-
plete studies now underway by the
House and Senate into the operation of
these programs. The additional year is
needed, furthermore, to allow for an or-
derly transition to new programs if
better ways are found to relieve eco-
nomic hardship and unemployment in
our depressed communities.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, the best way
to quickly reduce unemployment is to
provide grants and loans for local gov-
ernment and business construction proj-
ects which create immediate construc-
tion jobs in areas of high unemploy-
ment, and thus, will have highly desir-
able side effects in creating more em-
ployment throughout such areas. This
is the intent of the Economic Develop-
ment Administration and the Publie
Works programs authorized by this bill.
It is for this reason that I believe prompt
and favorable action on H.R. 2246 is
necessary.

Mr. ELUCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
strongly support the 1-year extension of
the Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act contained in H.R. 2246. I know
of no finer program than that of the
Economic Development Administration.
Its work in helping to revitalize the
stockyards area of the city of Chicago
has had tremendous beneficial impact on
the daily lives of the people of that city.

The Chicago stockyards were once the
busiest in the world, supplying animal
products for America and overseas as
well. But with changes in the structure
of the meatpacking industry, the stock-
yards declined in importance. One after
another, the major packers moved west-
ward until, just a few years ago, the
stockyards were virtually empty, aban-
doned relics of an earlier stage in the
g:;relopment of the meatpacking indus-

More important by far than the empty
buildings, however, was the loss of jobs
and income for people who had depended
upon the stockyards for their livelihood.
Literally thousands of persons who had
once made their living in the packing in-
dustry were left with no job, little oppor-
tunity, and even less hope. For many
people, the only solution appeared to be
to move away from the old neighborhood,
from family and friends, and from ties
which in some cases went back for sev-
eral generations.

It was at this point that the Economic
Development Administration stepped in.
I would not say that it has been easy or
quick work, restoring the stockyards area
to its former economic vitality. But I will
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say that EDA and the people of the area
have made tremendous progress, working
together to restore the life of the area.

People have developed new skills, new
businesses have been attracted to the
area based on the natural geographic
and transportation advantages the
stockyards area has always had, and,
even more, based on the economic as-
sistance EDA has been able to offer, the
stockyards have come a long way on
the road back to prosperity.

There is no doubt in my mind that
EDA has done similarly outstanding
work in the hometowns and districts of
other Members of Congress as well. So I
think it would be a very grave error to
allow this program to end now, when it is
doing so very much for the people of our
NMation. I plan to vote in favor of H.R.
2946, and I urge other Members of the
House to do the same.

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to join with more than 100 of
my colleagues in this bipartisan effort
to continue the Economic Development
Administration for the fiscal year 1974.
H.R. 2246 proposes extension of the EDA
authorization for another year and was
reported out of committee with unani-
mous support. This action speaks for
itself.

The Econoraic Development Act has
demonstrated over time to be one of
this country’s most successful instru-
ments in helping localities to help them-
selves. I find it especially poignant that
today when many sections of the Nation
are plagued by excess unemployment,
the President should choose to discon-
tinue a program that has shown itself
effective in reducing unemployment.

I have been a consistent and active
supporter of EDA, yet I have felt some-
what uninspired by the past legislation.
Because EDA is a proven combatant of
unemployment and a proven stimulant
to economically depressed areas, legis-
lation is in order to expand, not re-
duce, the capabilities of the act. Indeed,
jncreased appropriations upon next ex-
amination of the EDA, may again be
desirable.

Tuesday of this week, I testified before
the Joint Study Committee on Budget
Control to endorse reassertion of legis-
lative control over the budget process
and to present proposals to accomplish
this. The legislation before us today is,
I believe, a reiteration of this desire to
establish spending and program priori-
ties as the Congress determines, under
the power vested in it by the Constitution.

As we stand in concerted opposition
to this cutback, let it serve to signal the
Executive of our intention to assert our-
selves in other areas of budget formula-
tion and priority establishment.

The State of Tennessee is only one
example among many of what a program
well conceived and well executed by
the EDA can accomplish. During fiscal
vear 1972, the last year for which data
is complete, the Tennessee EDA pro-
grams were funded more than $62 mil-
lion. These moneys went toward public
works, business development, and techni-
cal and planning assistance.

These projects have helped many citi-
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zens of my State not only to find work,
but to maintain gainful employment.
In addition to the immediate effect of
boosting area economy, EDA projects
produce long-term ongoing benefits.
Many projects would not be otherwise
initiated if municipalities had to under-
write the full cost.

The rationality and desirability of the
EDA programs speak for themselves.
This Nation must take positive action to
relieve the detrimental effects of wide-
spread unemployment. Helping individ-
uals to help themselves is the keynote of
any useful social welfare legislation. In
this worthy effort, EDA has been virtu-
ally a beacon in a sea of darkness.

The President is correct when he ar-
gues that wasteful, ineffectual programs
must be pruned from the growing na-
tional budget. Yet he has chosen to
include in his effort a program of proven
worth. His is a significant oversight
which I am hopeful the Congress will
rectify. I urge all Members to join in
this effort.

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to join in urging my colleagues
to support H.R. 2246 to extend the Public
Works and Economic Development Act
authorizations 1 year to June 30, 1974.

The Economic Development Adminis-
tration has been one of the most
imaginative experiments Congress has
launched in recent years. Its wide lati-
tude of operation and approach has
resulted in some noteworthy successes
and also some failures.

EDA has some T or 8 years’ experience
behind it to permit an evaluation and
an objective look and judgment to be
made by Congress. But the administra-
tion wants to kill EDA like a horse with
a broken leg whose owner decides to put
out of its misery. The administration’s
proposal for immediate dismantling or
execution does not fit the case. Rather
the great successes for individuals, com-
munities, and Indian reservations should
be emphasized. Congress must drastically
demonstrate through overwhelming pas-
sage of this bill that extension of eco-
nomic development programs are urgent-
ly needed.

I cannot emphasize enough how sig-
nificant EDA’s contributions have been
to our rural problems in Montana. About
one-half of Montana's 56 counties, which
historically suffer from outmigration,
high unemployment, low per capita in-
come levels, and lack of economic diver-
sity are EDA designated areas along with
seven Indian reservations.

Since its origins, EDA has planted some
$15 million in seed money in Montana
in more than 100 projects covering eco-
nomic planning, technical assistance,
public works, and business development
loans. It has supported the excellent
Center for Industrial Development at
Montana State University, which has
tackled such tasks as tourism on In-
dian reservations, livestock-woodland
waste, recreational development, elec-
tronies manufacturing, trout develop-
ment, fiberboard manufacturing, in-
creased tomato produection, underground
mushroom farming, and others. Expira-
tion of the authorization also means the
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end of financial support to several re-
gional economic development commis-
sions and possibly their demise. Montana,
Wyoming, Nebraska, and the Dakotas
only recently formed the Old West Re-
gional Commission to combat common
problems. With the task barely begun,
ending EDA would knock out the props.
We cannot allow that.

The administration has not proved its
case that the functions and thrust of
EDA will be assumed by the Agriculture
Department, Small Business Administra-
tion, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

EDA has offered some new hope, some
new direction in otherwise hopelessly
depressed areas. EDA has been that little
extra boost when there was no other
way. EDA’'s helping hand has been not
only financial but psychological at crit-
ical turning points.

My instincts as a veterinarian tell me
EDA is a horse worth curing and send-
ing out to do more productive work.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to associate myself with the
remarks of the distinguished gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. JonEs) and others
in strongly endorsing and supporting
H.R. 22486, a bill to extend the Economic
Development Administration and its
programs for one year.

As a cosponsor of this bill, I want to
say that certainly this is a reasonable
bill and assuredly the great work of EDA
in industrial development in rural areas
and small towns should be continued.

I am advised that more than 1,100
counties have been declared eligible for
EDA assistance in the form of business
development loans, public works grants,
technical assistance, and other vital and
important assistance which this Agency
can provide.

I have seen the impact of this program
in the Fourth Congressional District of
Tennessee, and in many counties of Ten-
nessee, where business and industrial de-
velopment have been assisted and accele-
rated with resulting increases in employ-
ment.

The life and work of the EDA should
be extended—I urge support of this bill.

Mr. WON PAT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the bill now before the
House, H.R. 2246, which authorizes the
continuation of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act for a 1-year
period.

Since Congress enacted the original
program in 1965, thousands of our citi-
zens have been provided jobs through
public works projects—jobs which they
mitght not have had were it not for this
act.

Although the territory of Guam is
thankfully an area of low unemployment,
I agree with my fellow cosponsors of
identical legislation that there are many
areas of this country which continue to
suffer from a high unemployment rate.
With unemployment continuing to run
over 5 percent on a national level, it is
imperative that Congress act now to con-
tinue funding this worthwhile program.

During today’s debate, many of our
colleagues have attested to the effective-
ness of the economic development pro-
gram. Should my own district of Guam
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ever suffer the misfortune of having large
numbers of our people out of work, it is
comforting to know that Congress had
the foresight to enact the Public Works
Act.

Last year, Congress labored long and
hard to pass another extension of the
Public Works Act, only to have it re-
jected by the administration as sup-
porting a program which was “ineffec-
tive.” I trust that this revised version
will be accepted in lieu of any future
special revenue-sharing package which
the President might wish to present to
Congress. To let this legislation die would
be denying local governments the ability
to provide needed public works projects.

I therefore urge each of my colleagues
in the House to give their wholehearted
support to H.R. 2246, a bill which will
continue to show the unemployed workers
of America that Congress cares about
them.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, I urge
the passage of H.R. 2246, to extend the
life of the Economic Development Ad-
ministration for another year.

Many of those speaking today have
outlined the national impact of the Eco-
nomic Development Administration since
its inception in 1965. EDA has indeed
created many jobs nationally and should
continue in this role. But more impor-
tant to me is the immediate impact EDA
has had on my constituents and the
economy in the Puget Sound area of
Washington State.

Despite high-placed claims of rampant
prosperity, the number of unemployed
in the Puget Sound area remains at an
unacceptable level. In the three main
counties of my congressional district,
Snohomish, Skagit, and Whatecom, un-
employment was recently estimated at
more than 8, 13, and 9 percent, respec-
tively.

EDA has granted more than $15.5
million in job-creating grants or loans
in these three counties since 1965. These
Federal grants have helped start indus-
tries, improve water systems and roads,
expand ports and prepare for economic
development. Among the outstanding
projects were an expansion at the Port
of Everett, water projects to aid indus-
trial development in Anacortes, Everett,
La Conner, Mountlake Terrace, and by
the Skagit County PUD; key business
loans in the Everett area and pioneering
work on the Lummi aguaculture project
in Whatcom County.

To lop off EDA at the end of June,
as President Nixon's proposed fiscal 1974
budget proposes, would be destructive
folly. I find it hard to follow a logic that
says economic development should be
stopped at a time of high unemployment.
This is one of the most discouraging
examples of false economy I have ever
seen. It is adding insult to injury to de-
mand that the agency go out of business
in a few months without proper transfer
of functions to other departments.

There are more than $1 million in ap-
plications for EDA grants now pending
from my congressional district that
would likely be lost in the shuffle of a
bureaucratic turnover. Included in these
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pending applications is the vital Norton
Avenue Street project in Everett,
planning grants for the Swinomish In-
dustrial Park and loans in the discussion
stage to help other job-creating projects.

EDA is needed to build a better eco-
nomic future in the Nation and Second
Congressional District. It is for that rea-
son I am a cosponsor of HR. 2246 and
urge its passage by the House.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I
support the extension of the 1965 Pub-
lic Works and Economic Development
Act because I feel that it is essential to
the economic well-being of this Nation.
This is especially true when general reve-
nue sharing is only in its trial period,
when the prospects for special revenue
sharing legislation are uncertain at best,
and when the Rural Development Act
cannot be fully implemented for a num-
ber of months.

Our economy is at a critical stage in
its recovery from the 1970 recession. In-
flation and unemployment have dealt
severe blows to industry and labor from
which both are still recovering. The re-
cent devaluation of the dollar indicates
that we still have a long way to go to
restore prosperity to our economy.

Continuity in our economic policies is
vital because of the delicate balance ex-
isting between demand and supply, be-
tween labor and business, and between
the major production, distribution, and
consumption sectors of our society. Ter-
minating a major development program
like the 1965 Public Works and Develop-
ment Act could prove so disruptive that
not only would we lose all the gains we
have achieved but the ultimate result
could be another major recession. This
is not the time to again risk recession. It
is a time to bolster our economy and to
assure continued growth in the months
and years ahead.

Two of the major industries in my con-
gressional distriet, the shoe and fishing
industries, are experiencing severe eco-
nomic problems. As a result, they have
become dependent to a large extent on
the funds they receive from the Federal
Government through programs estab-
lished under the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act.

Termination of these programs would
place a tremendous financial burden on
the people of my district in two ways:

First, increased unemployment; and

Second, higher taxes caused by a
shrinking tax base and decreasing Fed-
eral assistance.

Last year alone, my district received
$650,000 from the Economic Develop-
ment Administration. These are funds we
cannot afford to lose at a time when un-
employment in Massachusetts still ex-
ceeds 7 percent and when our recovery
from the 1970 recession is lagging sadly
behind the rest of the Nation.

Many areas of my district are depend-
ing heavily for economic improvement on
continued assistance from the Economic
Development Administration.

For example, the city of Haverhill has
an unemployment rate of 9 to 11 percent
versus a national rate of only 5 percent.
Haverhill desperabely needs a larger tax
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base and is working to attract new indus-
tries to the area.

Land has been set aside for an indus-
trial park. Plans for a water supply and
a pollution abatement system have been
completed. Funds for the installation of
the water system are being supplied by
the city of Haverhill and a grant for the
pollution abatement system is being pro-
vided by the Environmental Protection
Agency. The city of Haverhill has com-
pleted all the necessary requirements for
a vital EDA grant, including an environ-
mental impact statement.

This industrial park cannoft be built,
however, without an EDA grant. The city
simply does not have the resources to go
it alone. It needs the partnership of the
Federal Government. And without the
park, Haverhill will be set back several
years on its road to economic recovery.

The budget asserts that EDA programs
will be picked up by the Farmers Home
Administration under the new Rural De-
velopment Act and by the Small Busi-
ness Administration. However, only $10
million in grant funds were requested
under the rural industrialization program
as contrasted to nearly $140 million in
public works grants made by EDA in
fiscal year 1973. RDA does not authorize
technical assistance activity of the type
previously funded by EDA, and EDA has
not provided loans to businesses eligible
for SBA services for years. Preference
for community development corporation
in EDA programs mandated by law last
vear becomes meaningless with the dis-
appearance of EDA.

Regionalism is a necessary and prac-
tical method that must be used in our
ficht to solve the economic difficulties
that face us now and in the future.

I previously testified on the New
England Regional Commission before the
Special Subcommittee of Economic De-
velopment Programs of the House Public
Works Committee on February 27, 1973.
The New England Regional Commission
has had some problems in the past, but
I feel that, with the reforms suggested in
my testimony, the Commission can be an
effective and vital instrument in our
economic development. I would like at
this time, Mr. Chairman, to submit for
the Recorp excerpts from my statement.
EXCERPTS OF STATEMENT oF Hown. MICHAEL J.

HARRINGTON BEFORE THE SPECIAL SUBCOM-

MITTEE ON EcoNomic DEVELOPMENT Pro=-

GRAMS OF TEE House PuBLIC WorKS Com-

MITTEE o FEBRUARY 27, 1973

Mr. Chairman, I would like to express my
gratitude to the Committee for allowing me
this opportunity to present my views at these
hearings.

I appreciate this chance to testify because
I feel that the extension of the Public Works
and Economic Development Act is espe-
clally essential to economic growth since
general revenue sharing is only in its test
period, special revenue sharing legislation
is uncertain, and the Rural Development Act
cannot be fully implemented for a number of
months.

The section of the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act that is of special
importance to me is Title V, which estab-
lished the New England Regional Commis-

slon.
Yet it has become clear that the New Eng-
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land Reglonal Commission has falled totally
to accomplish any of its objectives.

High unemployment, aging industries and
astronomical energy costs are only a few
examples of the problems that have not been
solved. The Commission is riddled with over-
paid employees who were appointed to its
staff with no thought given to their experi-
ence or competency. The Commission has be-
come a convenient vehicle for the handing
out of expensive rewards for political favors.

However, I feel that regionalism is an
excellent and viable concept In ellminating
the economic difficulties which face us today.

The problems of New England are not
restricted to any one state. They are unique
to the region as a whole. Therefore, I belleve
the New England Regional Commission can
solve this fundamental crisis which con-
fronts us if the following changes are made:

(1) the Executive Committee should also
be required to approve all grants and pro-
grams of the Commission and all executive
staff appointments ($10,000 or more in
salary).

(2) monthly meetings of Executive Com-
mittee and quarterly meetings of Commis-
sion be mandated.

(3) all staff appointees must pass appropri-
ate civil service exams and shall be pald in
accordance with civil service salaries.

(4) the public, political and business com-
munities must become aware of and accept
the basic concepts on which the Commission
was formed.

(5) Congressmen from New England must
become more involved in the activities of
the Commission.

I would now like to present the background
of the Commission, why it falled, and ex-
pand on what can be done to improve the
situation.

BACKGROUND

The New England Regional Commission
(NERC) was established under Title V of
the 19656 Public Works and Economic De-
velopment Act. The regional commissions
are charged with developing long-range, com-
prehensive programs for the region, coor-
dinating Federal and State economic activity,
and increasing private investment. Action is
required by law in two areas—legislation and
planning. According to the NERC 1972 An-
nual Report, programs are chosen on the
basis of three main concepts:

First, preference is given to programs that
are regional in nature and respond to the
common problems of the six states;

Becond, programs are stressed which have
a direct impact on employment and income
of New England residents, and which make
significant improvements in the services and
facilities to support development; and

Finally, the Commission tries to use its
resources as a catalyst for new ideas and
programs.

They have falled in all three areas.

WHY THE FAILURE?

As of last November, NERC had the largest
staff (38) and pald the highest salaries (the
average i1s $19,000) of all the regional com-
missions. Yet the Commission is a fallure.
It has failed totally in two areas where. ac-
tlon 1s required by law—legislation and
planning.

We owe a debt of gratitude to the Boston
Globe Spotlight Team for uncovering some of
the glaring failures of NERC and expanding
our knowledge of the problem.

According to the Globe, the commission
has spent less than one percent of its Fed-
eral funds on business development and this
program called the New England Industrial
Resource Development (NEIRD) had falled
by October of 1972 to produce one new com=-
pany or job.

Most of the money has gone to ongoing
programs which are initiated by other agen-
cles and have little or no regional impact.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

For example, the publication of “Venture
Capital” by the New England Industrial Re-
source Development. The publication costs
$59,000 and contains information on 100
firms which are in the business of lending
money to prospective entrepreneurs. There
was & similar book by a Chicago firm called
“Guide to Venture Capital Sources” which
had listed 86 of the 100 firms in ‘“Venture
Capital.”

The Commission has been run sporadically
by the six governors of New England. They
have not run sporadically by the six gover-
nors of New England. They have not exer-
cised any real control over the Commission.
Referring to the lack of oversight, Governor
Licht of Rhode Island said, “I have a feeling
that many things are belng studled to death”,
(Providence Journal account of a meeting
held July 7 at Mystic, Connecticut.) This
situation has been corrected, but we must be
watchful and make sure past problems do
not recur.

There are only three staffl members with
backgrounds in economiecs or planning.

All technical problems and research are
done by highly priced outside consultants.
There is no civil service exam requirement
with the result that there is no staff ex-
pertise. The Commission had to spend $100,-
000 to have its long overdue five-year eco-
nomic plan drawn up by four outside consult-
ants. A review of the Commission prepared
for the U.8. Commerce Department by A. D.
Little, Inc., found uniformly negative results
stemming from token Federal funding, rapid
staff turnover, blurred lines of authority and
mutual indifference between Commission and
federal funding agencles. The review found
the Commission’s programs have little or no
follow up.

Of all the regional economic development
plans in the country, NERC was the last one
completed. This long overdue Economic Plan
is filled with Inaccuracles and Inconsisten-
c¢les. The Plan called for 127,000 new workers
which must be immigrated into New Eng-
land before econmoic development can be-
gin and then later in the report sald that
labor force is sufficlent to handle any eco-
nomiec expansion.

The Plan asks for $1.5 billlon for the next
five years. This is an Increase of 5,000 per-
cent,

WHAT CAN BE DONE?

Blame for the fallure of the Commission
lies in two places. One 1= with the Executive
branches of both the Federal and state gov-
ernments. NERC has never been taken seri-
ously by either of these groups. It is just a
high level political payoff, a sophisticated
pork barrel. NERC, it seems to me, was never
considered an important tool to use in solv-
ing the major problems of the region.

Responsibility for NERC's faflure also rests
with Congress, especlally with the members
of our New England delegation. We offered
little leadership or guldance—set no priori-
tles. By lgnoring the Commission, we al-
lowed it to deterlorate into the kind of or-
ganization it became.

It would be a mistake to simply abandon
NERC. New England's problems call for the
kind of reglonal solutions that NERC can
help coordinate. In my view, one of the most
important functions for the Commission is
to encourage the attraction of growth indus-
tries to New England. The First National
Bank of Boston has already laid the ground-
work by identifying the kinds of industries
that would contribute to the reglon’s eco-
nomic health. The Commission should work
toward creating an economic climate that
would encourage the attractlon of these
industries.

This effort should include programs de-
signed to make the cost of energy In the
region more competitive with other regions
of the country; and a job bank with job
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placement and manpower tralning programs
to coordinate and provide the kinds of skills
needed by new industries. Other ideas the
Commission might concern itself with would
include a regional development bank, equal-
izing rail rates as compared to other areas
of the country, strengthening the New Eng-
land Energy Policy Staff, and legislation to
offer tax breaks for firms which locate In
severely depressed areas,

A second equally important area the Com-
mission should devote its resources to is a
reglonwide land wuse policy, especially a
coastal zone management policy. One of
New England’s greatest assets, both from an
esthetic and economic viewpoint, is its sea-
coast. Any program of economic expansion
must go hand-in-hand with an equally well-
developed program of environmental protec-
tion and land management.

Last March, I testified before your Com-
mittee on the New England economy. At that
time, I stressed the need for an agency—like
NERC—one that could coordinate the activi-
ties of numerous Federal, State, local, and
private groups toward the attalnment of
specific goals.

I still belleve we need that kind of agency
in New England. New England's economic
problems are unigue. We are at a natural
economic disadvantage In such areas as
climate, location and lack of resources.

For example, all States shared in the Nixon
recession of 1970 and most are now recover=
ing rapidly. New England’s economic recovery,
however, is proving laggardly at best.
Although the national unemployment rate in
December declined to around five percent, it
was 5.7 percent in Connecticut, 6.4 in Maine,
43 in New Hampshire, 5.8 in Rhode Island,
and 6.1 in Vermont. Massachusetts has the
highest of the New England States at a 7.1
unemployment rate.

New England has the highest electrical
costs in the country. Our area is making gains
in mew durable industries (i.e., electrical
machinery, sclentific instruments) at a rate
only one-half as much as the rest of the
country and most of these are on the pre-
carlous base of Federal purchases,

But New England can and must be helped.
A recent study by the First National Bank
of Boston pointed out that right now New
England enjoys a comparative advantage in
the fields of pollution control devices, bio-
medical technology, and the computer
peripheral industry.

These industries have one thing in com-
mon—They are unlike traditional manu-
facturing industries which manufacture
goods primarily bought by the individual
consumer for their individual needs. The
products they help produce are called social
goods in that they benefit the whole society
rather than an Individual consumer.

New England is an ideal candidate for
regional development. It is a microcosm of
the U.8. Three states are heavily metro-
politan, three states are characterized by
small towns In a rural setting. The reglon
suffers from all of the problems that affect
the nation as a whole. Its air and water are
polluted in many areas. Its infrastructure
is growing obsolete—new roads, rapid
transit systems, port facilities, electric gen-
erating units all are badly needed. There is
room avallable for the creation of new towns
to relleve urban congestion. And most im-
portant, there is a highly skilled labor force
that can adapt to meet these new priorities.

Only an intergovernmental body, operating
with a broad and flexible mandate, will be
able to coordinate the activities of many di-
verse agenciles, governments and industries,
to achieve meaningful results.

However, I believe that it is necessary to
make certain structural changes in the man-
agement and operation of the Commission
for it to be truly worthwhile. The principal
fault with the NERC has been a lack of
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supervision and direction from the New
England governors and the Congressional
delegation. These groups must play a more
active role in the day-to-day operations of
NERC.

We must devise a mechanism to permit
and encourage Congressional input into
Commission policy; this would have the ef-
fect of strengthening the Commission’s posi-
tlon with the Committees of Congress re-
sponsible for its authority and appropria-
tion.

Finally, all staff appolintees must pass ap-
propriate civil service exams and shall be paid
in accordance with civil service salaries. This
reform should increase the technical quali-
fications of the staff and make their pay
more reasonable and more in line with the
pay of similar professionals elsewhere in so-
clety—thus making the Commission staff &
less appealing political payoff.

The reforms I have suggested will not solve
the problems of the Commission in and of
themselves. To reserve the downward trend
of New England's economy it is necessary
that public, political and business commu-
nities become aware of and accept the basie
concepts on which the Commission was
formed. But the reforms I offer will create
the opportunity of a more productive
Reglonal Commission which we all recognize
as something that is sorely needed.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I urge all of my colleagues to
rise in favor of H.R. 2246, the extension
of the Public Works and Economic De-
velopment Act of 1965. In these days of
big government it is indeed refreshing
to know that some programs are working
and certainly the Economic Development
Administration is one of these. During
public hearings on this bill a cross section
of America rose to testify. What legisla-
tion currently before Congress can boast
of the support of the National League of
Cities, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the
AFL-CIO, the National Association of
County Officials, the Navajo, and Haida
Indians, those from the banking, busi-
ness, and consumer establishments and
a Council of Governors? Very few, if any.
It is significant that this bill received
unanimous and bipartisan support from
the subcommittee on Economic Develop-
ment. Clearly H.R. 2246 has the support
of almost every sector of our country but
may I say that reasons for its passage do
not end there.

The Economic Development Adminis-
tration has a reputation for being one
of the least bureaucratic agencies in
America today. Current administration
plans would disperse its duties and re-
sponsibilities to other Federal agencies,
the result being its assignments, espe-
clally revival of depressed areas, getting
lost in the shuffle to more generalized
agencies and programs. The EDA has
been functioning well on its limited ap-
propriation and its long history of suc-
cess seems to merit an increase of funds,
not a cutback. Much of the EDA assist-
ance is not found anywhere else in Fed-
eral or State agencies. There have been
mistakes in the administration of EDA,
no one will deny this, but H.R. 2246 takes
this into account by extending it for 1
yvear and provides a time for study of al-
ternative means of stimulating economic
development. The price tag of $1.22 bil-
lion is a comparative bargain when the
effects of a substantial increase of un-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

employment and loss of business produc-
tivity is considered. The administration
already plans an end to the emergency
employment program authorized by the
Emergency Employment Act of 1971.
This alone is estimated to add 200,000 to
the unemployment rolls and will also re-
sult in an increase in our already over-
burdened welfare program. Couple this
with planned massive cutbacks in Fed-
eral agency employment and there will
be an increasing need to stimulate em-
ployment and business activity in eco-
nomically depressed areas.

H.R. 2246 would also extend the life
of the regional commissions. I need not
remind my colleagues of the laudable
concept these commissions are based
on—stimulating and implementing eco-
nomic development. The New England
Regional Commission—NERCOM—re-
cently released its annual report for fiscal
year 1972. It detailed the sad state of the
New England economy, a $50 billion en-
terprise annually. The NERCOM has
tried to implement a comprehensive eco-
nomiec plan for New England but suffi-
cient funds have never been available. If
the EDA is allowed to die, the progress
the regional commissions have made will
be forgotten. The NERCOM report itself
5ays:

Metropolitan central cities, smaller metro-
politan and non-metropolitan areas will all
have continuing and severe problems of in-
dustry mix, unemployment and low incomes
unless forceful public action is taken.

I believe H.R. 2246 is a small step in
this direction. I say small because when
the state of our economy, especially New
England and my own 11th Congressional
District of Massachusetts is detailed, it
becomes apparent what an enormous job
is before us.

In recent decades, New England and
the 11th Congressional District have ex-
perienced the exodus and/or decline of
two major industries; textiles and shoes.
It has encountered fierce competition
from more favorably endowed resource-
intensive regions. It has felt the force
of discriminatory fuel and energy poll-
cies. Its North Atlantic fishing grounds
have been invaded and its fisheries har-
vest diminished. There is a diminishing
demand for low-skill and blue-collar
jobs. A financial crisis at local and State
levels of government limits levels of gov-
ernment services for both employment
and investment. Unemployment rates
are high; 5.1 percent nationally, 7.1 per-
cent for the State of Massachusetts, 6
percent for the Boston standard metro-
politan statistical area—SMSA. The
city of Quincy and the Brockton SMSA,
both in my district, are suffering from
unemployment rates of 8.9 and 8.7 per-
cent respectively. Economic growth is
lagging. A particularly alarming figure
is the number of manufacturing jobs that
have left Massachusetts in the last 5
years, 100,000, To bring the Massachu-
setts unemployment rate down to a “re-
spectable” 4.5 percent, 98,000 jobs a year
for the next 3 years would have to be
created. Sadly enough, the actual num-
ber of jobs created last year was esti-
mated at 6,000.

In the face of these depressing facts,
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to propose elimination of EDA would be
farcical. But the administration feels our
economy is vibrant enough to render
EDA unnecessary. The facts are that
EDA is needed now more than ever. Our
economy is making noises as if it is
starting to come to life. Investment is
creeping up. Unemployment is high, too
high, but shows signs of decreasing. Now
is the vital time to give the boost our
economy needs. When a child's wounds
begin to heal, do you peel the bandage
off and expose them? No, it could lead
to infection. Are we to leave our econ-
omy open to infection when its wounds
are just beginning to heal? I would
hope not, Mr. Chairman. The EDA is
helping to heal our economy’s wounds,
To discontinue its work could have dis-
astrous implications. I am proud to be a
cosponsor of H.R. 2246 and urge all of
my colleagues to pass this legislation
with an overwhelming vote. We must
take small steps before we can run, Our
economy is starting to come to life. Let
us give it all the help we can. Mainte-
nance of a national economy at a high
level is vital to the best interests of the
United States.

Mr. McSPADDEN. Mr. Chairman, one
of the strongest boosts to eastern Okla-
homa's economy in recent decades has
been that of the Ozarks Regional Com-
mission. Created in 1965, Ozarka, as it
is known in Oklahoma's Second District,
has had a full impact on practically
every phase of economic and social life.

Where previously, outhouses were in
use, now there are flush toilets.

Where previously, water was hauled
in tanks, housewives have fresh potable
water on tap.

Where once vocational training was
nonexistent, now students toil in the
classroom and on the job having learned
a useful, productive skill.

Where once air traffic was a rarity,
now daily commuting is commonplace
from airports which have been built or
expanded in Oklahoma through Eco-
nomic Development Administration and
Ozark Regional Commission.

EDA is not a boondoggle; EDA brings
funds to broaden the economic base of
the rural areas to make a better life in
rural America and try to help bring a
stop to outflow from rural to urban
areas—a goal of the President.

I urge extension of the EDA program
and that my colleagues join in breathing
new life into regional commissions, such
as Ozarka, which will breathe new life
into rural America.

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, here we go
again. President Nixon has once again
attempted to eliminate an effective and
beneficial program of importance to
areas which are economically depressed.
Here we are at a time when the unem-
ployment figures have just taken a jump
and the President has proposed the elim-
ination of the Economic Development
Administration which has authority over
programs designed to reduce the suffer-
ing associated with substantial and per-
sistent unemployment and underem-
ployment. I must once again assert that
the President has shown an unfortunate
disregard for the needs of the American
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people and has set forth a most un-
healthy list of priorities for our citizens.

Federal financial assistance through
grants for public works and development
facilities to communities and industries
is greatly needed to revitalize these eco-
nomically depressed areas and I strongly
urge support for the legislation we are
considering today. I am a cosponsor of
this measure and feel strongly that it
should be passed. This 1-year extension
of the EDA programs is essential so that
studies can be completed which are now
underway by the House and Senate. It is
also necessary that we have an ade-
quate transition period to transfer obli-
gational authority if it is shown that
better ways can be developed to relieve
economic hardship and unemployment in
our economically depressed communities.

It is important, however, to remember
that the Congress must make this deter-
mination. If the President wants to
recommend that the Economic Develop-
ment Administration be abolished, I urge
him to contact the appropriate House
and Senate committees and make his
views known. I am not prepared to stand
by, however, while the President arbi-
trarily and unilaterally dismantles an
agency which has been as important to
the economy of my congressional district
as has EDA.

The legislation we are considering
today would have a most beneficial im-
pact on those areas with a large con-
centration of low-income persons, sub-
stantial and continued unemployment, or
actual or threatened unemployment as
a result of closing or curtailment of a
major source of employment. Planning
assistance grants, technical assistance
grants, and public works grants and
loans from the Economic Development
Administration have contributed some
$4 million and assisted in the creation of
5,000 new and permanent jobs in an 11-
county area represented by my good
friend and colleague, the Honorable Boe
Sixes, and myself. Of equal importance,
the EDA program to authorize and es-
tablish multicounty districts under local
leadership to develop and implement
programs for economic progress in rural
America has been highly successful in
bringing together previously fragmented
and uncoordinated efforts for rural de-
velopment. The Northwest Florida De-
velopment Council and Economic Devel-
opment District was the first designated
Economic Development District in the
State of Florida and has been an im-
portant catalyst in efforts to improve the
quality of life for citizens within its 11-
county jurisdiction.

Unemployment and underemployment
is a critical problem in our rural areas.
In my congressional district the figures
are cause for great concern. The State
of Florida Department of Commerce has
recently released Basic Labor Market
Information on the counties in Florida.
My home county of Calhoun had unem-
ployment of 13.3 percent in March 1971.
In March 1972, the figure was still a
dramatic 7.7 percent. In March 1972,
Franklin County was experiencing unem-
ployment of 9 percent. Gadsden County
had an unemployment rate of 13.1 in
March 1971, and 9.3 in March 1972.
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Liberty County showed an unemploy-
ment rate of 7.9 in March 1972. Calhoun,
Franklin, Gadsden, Jefferson, Madison,
Suwannee, and Wakulla Counties were
all qualified and eligible for EDA assist-
ance in some form.

As of January 8, 1973, various EDA
programs have provided assistance to
eligible communities in my district. A
planning grant was approved for the
Northwest Florida Development Couneil;
a public works project was approved for
Wakulla County; a water and sewer proj-
ect application is pending for the city
of Monticello; and a feasibility study
under the technical assistance program is
being funded by EDA for Madison
County, Fla. These programs make sense.
They have demonstrated an effectiveness
and stability which must not be sacri-
ficed.

One of the most rewarding of all EDA
projects in my district was the approval
of a $1,100,000 loan to help reopen a
wood-processing plant and create 87 jobs
in Calhoun County, Fla. This plant will
soon be producing insulation board used
as sheathing in the home-building in-
dustry. The firm will purchase waste-
wood chips and shavings from mills in
the area. In addition to creating job
opportunities for the unemployed, the
insulation-board plant will provide job
opportunities for area residents who are
now commuting to jobs in distant places.
The Calhoun County Industrial Develop-
ment Corp. is lending $110,000 in the
project, and Abitibi Florida Corp. will
provide $990,000 to complete the $2,200,-
000 total cost. The EDA loan is repayable
in 17 years at annual interest rate of
633 percent. The funds will enable
Abitibi Florida to install new machinery
and equipment at the plant which has
been shut down for about 3 years. This
is but one example of the outstanding
services EDA has provided our citizens
and I am not about to stand by while
this agency is destroyed. Improving the
quality of life in our rural areas and
eliminating the blight of our major cities
should be priority items before this Con-
gress. The need for national healthecare
insurance, an equitable highway pro-
gram, a reasonable minimum wage,
workable consumer protection legislation
are all being held hostage by the admin-
istration as the Congress must con-
tinually combat ‘executive arrogation of
congressional prerogatives. I want to be
able to tell my constituents that I am
working on new and innovative programs
to make their lives more enjoyable and
fruitful and not have to tell them that I
spend every day fighting for the life of
this program or that one which has tradi-
tionally provided effective and much-
needed assistance. The irony of this
whole thing is that the President—and 1
do not think that this can be said often
enough—has cloaked these unfortunate
cutbacks in domestic programs under a
veil of fiscal responsibility.

The facts must be gotten to the Amer-
ican people that the President is at least
as much to blame as the Congress for
runaway Federal spending. I am a fiscal
conservative and I challenge the Presi-
dent to demonstrate the same. The Pres-
ident has requested and signed into law
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appropriations bills adding over $100 bil-
lion to the national debt since he entered
the White House. We are now spending
something over $24 billion a year just on
interest on the national debt. Yet, Presi-
dent Nixon has requested budgets with
greater deficits than the combined def-
icits requested by Presidents Eisen-
hower, Kennedy, and Johnson. The
President has not demonstrated a will-
ingness to cut Federal spending but only
a willingness to eliminate Federal spend-
ing in a few select areas which have been
most effective in meeting domestic needs.

Are we going to allow the welfare rolis
to grow and grow until we are completely
overwhelmed? Congressman JouaN Mc-
Farr, who has been a primary mover in
economic development legislation, has
pointed out that the President's proposal
wotld add hundreds of thousands to the
unemployment and welfare rolls. The
administration’s plan to end the PEP
program authorized by the Emergency
Employment Act of 1971, of which I was
a cosponsor, would add approximately
200,000 employees to these rolls.

I reject the President’s budget request
for EDA which is just enough to cover
the administrative expenses of closing
down the program. Here again, the Pres-
ident has gone beyond the constitu-
tionally questionable activity of im-
pounding appropriated funds and has
taken the absolutely unconstitutional ac-
tion of abolishing Federal programs and
agencies established by the Congress.
How many times must we remind the
President that he has a constitutional
responsibility to see to the faithful
execution of the laws? I am concerned
that the President takes the word “exe-
cution” to mean “kill.” I hope that we are
all in agreement that the original
framers of the Constitution meant that
the President was to faithfully carry out
the laws. And this does not mean carry
them out of existence.

As a cosponsor of this legislation, I en-
courage you to join with me in asserting
the very proper responsibilities of this
body and insure that our constitutional
power as designer of national priorities
is not usurped by a heavy-handed exec-
utive. The concept of the EDA pro-
grams—helping communities to help
themselves—is sound and must not be
eliminated summarily without the con-
sent of the Congress.

Mr, CASEY of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
we are here once more to sponsor an ex-
tension of the Economic Development
Administration. The speakers who have
already expressed their support of the
Economic Development Administration
do no more than urge the Congress to
continue its traditional concern for the
less-privileged sections of our country
and society.

This measure is no new, untried idea.
In the past, this legislation has success-
fully aided many areas of the country,
raising them out of economic depression.
We are here to enable the Economic De-
velopment Administration to continue
these programs of helping the people.

In an age when change is a constant
feature of life, the Economic Develop-
ment Administration can prevent and
restore the damage left in the “back-
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wash” of progress. Progress can take ad-
vantage of human resources or seemingly
shunt them aside. The EDA programs
will help us to utilize these human re-
sources—our most important resource—
to their greatest extent.

This legislation has proven its value
as an aid to local areas and I urge the
extension of EDA authority for another
vear. By doing so, the Members of Con-
gress will maintain their stand in favor
of the less-privileged and the depressed
areas of our country. Once this bill is
passed, however—as I am sure it will
be—we must not abandon it. In the
months to come the Congress must shield
it against the cuts and impoundings
which the administration undoubtedly
contemplates for the EDA.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to be one
of the cosponsors of HR. 2246; I urge
its speedy adoption and implementation.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I was
a cosponsor of the original bill which
set up the Economic Development Ad-
ministration in 1965. At the present
time I wish to register my strong sup-
port of H.R. 4822, which would continue
this act for another year.

As you are aware, the Second Con-
gressional District of West Virginia,
which I have the privilege of represent-
ing, is a part of the Appalachian area
suffering from persistent unemployment.

In the last year or so the district has
made significant strides forward. A num-
ber of small industries have established
themselves throughout the area. They
have absorbed a part of the unemployed,
but the rate of unemployment had been
so high that there is still g large reser-
voir of unemployed, most of them com-
petent in some useful skill. We need more
jobs, quickly.

The loss of even one job has a fright-
ening effect on the small communities
which are characteristic of our area.
Gloom replaces optimism. Small busi-
nesses fear to expand in a falling mar-
ket. We could lose what we have gained.

On the other hand, the prospect of
new jobs and of community improvement
through public works may be just what
is needed to nudge us across the border-
line between depression and prosperity.
The bill under consideration is designed
to give us that push. The resources and
the spirit are there. I sincerely hope we
can utilize these invaluable assets.

The measures proposed by this legis-
lation are free from the charge of being
“made work.” Public works projects
which will be activated are improve-
ments which must be made in any event.
The sooner they can be completed, the
greater the advantage to the community.
No Government subsidy offered previ-
ously has ever served the public better.

My West Virginia distriet has a num-
ber of projects planned and ready for
acceptance. Immediately after announce-
ment of this proposed legislation was
first made, I had a number of requests
asking for help on water and sewer proj-
ects, pollution abatement, and so forth.
I am confident numerous others will be
submitted the moment the legislation be-
comes public law.

Among all the proposals to deal with
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public problems, especially unemploy-
ment, it is my opinion that this is the
most practical one on the list.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, the
Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act of 1965 has created two agen-
cies which have done outstanding work
for the people of our Nation—the Eco-
nomic Development Administration and
the title V regional commissions.

The activities of EDA and the re-
gional commissions are all aimed toward
a single goal—creating long-term jobs
for people who have no jobs now and
who suffer from the problems of low and
uncertain income. This is a commenda-
ble goal, and it is one which the com-
missions and EDA regularly attain.

I have personally seen the results of
EDA and the regional commissions’
work, and I have heard a great many
witnesses over the years who have as-
sured me that the excellent work done
by these agencies is not found only in
Louisiana. EDA and the regional com-
missions work in the most depressed
areas of our Nation—the most difficult
areas one can imagine in which to create
job opportunities—and they consistently
are able to bring economic opportunity
and hope to the people of these regions.

Testimony presented last year made
clear that EDA and the regional com-
missions have been responsible over the
years since their inception for locating
more than half a million jobs in dis-
tressed areas of our Nation. This is a
tremendous contribution to the overall
prosperity of our people—it represents
fully 10 percent of our current unem-
ployed population.

If EDA and the regional commis-
sions, working on the severely limited
budgets they have had, can account for
enough jobs to lower the unemployment
rate to such a significant degree, then
I think there is no question but that
their work should continue. HR. 2246
should be passed by the Congress, and
by such an overwhelming margin as to
make clear both to the people of our
Nation and to the administration that
the Congress firmly intends that the eco-
nomic development work of these pro-
grams will be continued.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, the Economic Development
Administration—EDA—created by the
Public Works and Economic Development
Act of 1965, has done an excellent job of
bringing jobs and economic opportunity
to the distressed areas of our Nation, both
rural and urban.

Nevertheless, the administration has
proposed that EDA be phased out when
its current authorization expires on
June 30, 1973. This action would be a
tragic error.

EDA has proved over the years that
they provide effective means of bringing
jobs to people who have long suffered the
effects of unemployment, low-family in-
come, and lack of the economic oppor-
tunities enjoyed by their fellow citizens.

In my own second congressional dis-
trict 'of California, Economic Develop-
ment Administration funds in excess of
$25 million have made possible a host of
projects which have made possible new

7977

and improved water and sewer systems,
public buildings, including hospitals, and
other necessary facilities which in the
final analysis has resulted in creation of
many, many permanent jobs through the
expansion of this facility.

In place of these tested existing pro-
grams, the administration has suggested
a number of untested and even not yet
existent new programs. These adminis-
tration proposals are far from satisfac-
tory.

For example, the administration’s pro-
posed Urban Community Development
Revenue Sharing program—if it were
passed by the Congress, which is by no
means certain—could not possibly go
into effect until fiscal 1974. Even the
President’s budget recognizes this. This
would leave a gap of a full year between
the termination of EDA and the begin-
ning of a new program. This alone is cer-
tainly a compelling reason to continue
the current programs for another year.

For areas such as that which I rep-
resent here in Congress, we face a fur-
ther problem in that most of the water
and sewer projects and many of the other
public facility projects, such as libraries
and hospitals, and so forth, are built,
operated, and administered by special
public districts, utility districts, water
districts, hospital districts, and sanitary
districts and the like. Neither county nor
municipal government offer this type of
service to the rural areas and there is
certainly grave concern that any revenue
sharing program would be broad enough
in scope to help these local districts of
which there are thousands in the State
of California.

The assistance offered for public fa-
cilities under the Rural Development
Act, another proposed substitute for ex-
isting programs is predominantly loan
assistance. This is not a satisfactory re-
placement for the grants which EDA can
make to communities.

Typically, under the Farmers Home
Administration loan program, the size of
the project, a water line, for example, is
determined by the amount of monthly
revenue which can be raised from users.
In a small town, say 1,000 families, each
paying $10 per month, the total annual
revenue available for amortization and
interest would be $120,000.

Obviously, this amount of money dic-
tates a small project—for example, a 4-
inch waterline. No industry will come to
a town which offers this size waterline
and the town is, in effect, locked into a
no-growth situation. To get an employer
of meaningful size to come in, the town
would have to lay a new, larger, water
system, something they could have done
in the first place had they received a
grant such as EDA can make instead of
a loan.

Looking at the Farmers Home Admin-
istration statistics from the Second Con-
gressional District of California, there
are pending some 14 applications for as-
sistance for water and sewer programs.
These projects would involve around $6.5
million in Federal assistance, loans and
grants, with about $2.7 million of this
grant money required to make the proj-
ect feasible.
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In other words, if the grant program
is not available none of these proj-
ects which would in the final analysis
serve approximately 17,000 people, would
be constructed. We have been told, of
course, that on sewer projects these dis-
tricts should turn to the EPA for grants.
Under the restrictions which have been
imposed upon that agency, contrary to
the will of Congress, the fiscal limitations
are such that the EPA probably will not
fund through grants the construction of
collection systems. It was the intent of
Congress in the Clean Water Act which
was passed overwhelmingly, even over
the President’s veto, that the project as
a whole, including the collection systems,
would be considered in any funding of
the proposal. I ask, Mr. Speaker, what is
the point of having a fine new treatment
plant if there is no way to get the effluent
to it?

The Small Business Administration,
which the President says can take over
EDA'’s business loan function, has a limit
of $350,000 on loans to small businessmen
who can operate in any part of the Na-
tion. EDA, on the other hand, focuses on
large-scale job development only in dis-
tressed areas. The average EDA loan has
been in excess of $1 million, and these
loans have focused only in areas of the
Nation with severe unemployment prob-
lems.

In short, SBA simply does not have
the legislative mandate or the tools to
carry out the job development goals of
EDA.

Finally, the administration has pro-
posed that $10 million in the Housing
and Urban Development Act’s section
701 planning program can replace the
existing $43 million regional commis-
sion program. It seems evident that $10
million of planning money spread na-
tionwide cannot do the work of the cur-
rent $43 million in planning and project
funds which are ‘focused entirely on the
economically distressed areas of 29
States.

In short, the administration is asking
us to accept untried—in fact, nonexist-
ent—programs in place of methods
which have proved themselves over a
period of years.

To accept the administration’s pro-
posals when it is obvious that they can-
not fill the great need identified in the
existing legislation would be nothing
short of disastrous for the people who
live in the distressed areas of our Nation.
These people need the Public Works and
Economic Development Act programs,
and the Congress should extend this act
for an additional year without delay.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, it is a
pleasure fo be able to join once again
in supporting constructive Ilegislation
aimed at strengthening America. I co-
sponsored legislation identical to H.R.
2246, the measure being considered to-
day, and commend the chairman and
Members of our House Public Works
Committee for moving so quickly to
bring this essential legislation to the
House floor for a vote. Like so many
others in this Chamber who have wit-
nessed the remarkable progress made
possible by EDA and its predecessor,
ARA, I know how much this program
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means to our country and particularly
to rural areas and to communities with
high levels of unemployment. I know this
bill will be approved today and only
hope that the margin of victory will be
so great that those who make up the
wrecking crew will get the message loud
and clear that the 93d Congress has the
same commitment to progress and a bet-
ter life for our people that has fostered
the tremendous growth and prosperity
which has come to pass. We must have
cooperation at a regional level, as we
have been achieving through local Eco-
nomic Development Districts, and we
must continue to strengthen local pub-
lic facilities such as water distribution
and sewerage treatment systems. Fi-
nally, we must continue to promote the
development of new industries so that
every American will have an opportunity
to find a decent job.

There is surely nothing new about
these goals and it is my sincere hope that
this Congress will vote overwhelmingly
for this highly successful program so
that we can continue to move forward
in the months and years ahead.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend the Committee on Public Works
for its recommendation that the Public
Works and Economic Development Act
of 1965 be extended for another year.
Current authorization is due to expire
on June 30, 1973, and this legislation is
deserving of our immediate attention.

In his budget message for fiscal 1974,
the President has suggested that the ac-
tivities now administered by EDA in the
Department of Commerce be diffused
into several programs. He has proposed
a $2 billion annual urban community
development revenue sharing program
to become effective in fiscal 1975. How-
ever, this proposal has only recently
been delivered to the Congress. It has
not yet been acted upon, and there is a
chance that it may never be acted upon.
The committee has concluded that we
cannot afford a full year's lapse in these
programs, and I concur with the com-
mittee. B

The Economic Development Act em-
phasizes long-range planning for eco-
nomic development in distressed areas.
Its purpose is to help local officials to
develop the plans and financial stability
necessary for the establishment of last-
ing economic improvement and a
steady rate of employment. Current ef-
forts by the Federal Government to as-
sist these areas have been successful be-
cause EDA used what was learned from
the economic development programs en-
acted in the early sixties. These early
programs fostered the Economic De-
velopment Act of 1965 and EDA. The
staff of EDA is to be commended for the
tremendous job it has done in maintain-
ing and, more importantly, developing
the momentum necessary for the success
of these programs.

To permit EDA to expire as of June
30, 1973, to create at least a 1 year
hiatus, would only serve to drive a wedge
into any new economic development pro-
grams that the Congress may approve.
I urge approval of this legislation.

Mr. STAREK. Mr. Chairman, I speak
today as one of the cosponsors of the
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Amendments to the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965. As
the Representative of a district which
has benefited immeasurably from many
excellent projects sponsored by the Eco-
nomic Development Administration, I
have firsthand knowledge of its value to
communities struggling with severe un-
employment, and threatened by general
economic decline. It is the best of the
economic development programs I have
seen, and I have seen a lot in my years
as businessman, bank president, and
commercial developer. My interest in the
development of the poorer sectors of the
country for the benefit of their members
has been strong; once I was even awarded
a commendation by President Nixon for
my work with minority enterprises. I
only wish Mr. Nixon's feeling for the
needs of the underprivileged had per-
sisted.

Because of its chronically depressed
economic condition, Oakland was selected
as one of the early targets for EDA as-
sistance. The first major projects were
designed to provide Oakland, situated
on one of the best harbors in the world,
with first-rate transportation facilities,
in order that it might better use lis
natural advantages. In 1966 the board
of port commissioners in Oakland re-
ceived nearly $12 million for a marine
terminal and industrial park, and nearly
$9 million for airport facilities and
hangars. This timely and well-planned
assistance has helped to transform Oak-
land from the obscure little stepsister
of internationally famed San Francisco
into the bustling commercial center it is
today. Both the port authority and the
airport employ directly about 1,000 peo-
ple each, and indirectly support many
thousands of other jobs. The shipping
business brought into the city by the port
has stimulated and spawned innumer-
able independent industries. The easy
accessibility provided by that port and
the airport is an open invitation to na-
tional and international businesses to
locate plants, offices,. and operations
there.

Still other EDA programs have pro-
vided the East Bay Area with health
services and centers, residential centers,
small business development, and some of
the most effective employment programs
in the country. The nationally known
Opportunities Industrialization Centers,
which have been so successful in reach-
ing and retraining the hard-core unem-
ployed, have received nearly a quarter
of a million dollars in support of Oakland
projects from the EDA. Projects specif-
ically designed to assist hard-pressed
minorities received critical support from
EDA, including the East Bay Spanish
Foundation, a Mexican-American eco-
nomic development program.

TheE DA has been the most success-
ful among the many recent attempts to
eliminate unemployment and stimulate
economic growth. And as the committee
report points out, it is the only one of its
kind.

This is not a handout program. Its
function has been simply to initiate and
support well-designed attempts to make
communities self-supporting and pros-
perous, and it has had outstanding suc-
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cess in reaching its goals. The experi-
ments started under its auspices have
been overwhelmingly successful in pro-
viding permanent jobs and initiating de-
pendable economic development.

There is not one shred of evidence to
support Nixon'’s claim that EDA has been
inefficient or ineffective. All the evidence
in fact proves precisely the opposite. This
blatant disregard for the truth is still
one more example of the President’s of-
fensive and arrogant conviction that, by
simply lying with a straight face, he can
continue to rob our people of their birth-
rights, and deceive their leaders into
acquiescence.

The Public Works Committee’s rec-
ommendation of this program is a par-
ticularly strong one, and I request per-
mission at this point to insert portions
of it into the Recorp. I urge you all to
read it. Its message is loud and clear:
This is a good program, an effective one,
and of vital importance to the Nation.

BACKGROUND OF THE ACT

Because this legislation was a new and ex-
perimental means of stimulating economic
growth, numerous and continuing evalua-
tions have been conducted over the last sev-
eral years to determine the effectiveness of
programs established under the Act in en-
couraging economic development in lagging
areas. These evaluations have been made by
the Economic Development Administration,
by outside consultants, and by the Subcom-
mittee on Economic Development of the
House Committee on Public Works. The re-
sults of such evaluations have proven the ef-
fectiveness of these programs in stimulating
the economic growth of the target areas and
promoting permanent jobs for these areas.
In addition, there is currently no other Fed-
eral program that assists economically dis-
tressed areas in overcoming their economic
problems in this manner.

With the exception of the opposing views
of the Administration, as stated by Secre-
tary Dent, there was overwhelming and uni-
versal support for the programs established
by this legislation.

Since nothing recommended thus far can
satisfactorily replace the programs estab-
lished by the Public Works and Economic De-
velopment Act, the Committee recommends
prompt action by the Congress to extend
this legislation for one year, to June 30, 1974.

The Committee recommends enactment of
this legislation. The Committee believes that
the programs under the Public Works and
Economic Development Act are of vital im-
portance to economically distressed areas and
to the entire Nation and should be continued
until other improved legislation is developed
to fill this national need.

Mr. BOWEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this authorizing legislation for
the Economic Development Administra-
tion. This will enable the program to op-
erate at the same level as during the cur-
rent year.

I am dismayed at the administration’s
attitude toward EDA and their apparent
intention to shut it down.

The charge has been leveled by the
Secretary of Commerce that the Agency
which he administers is duplicative and
wasteful. I believe this is more rhetoric
than fact.

EDA’s overall goal is a dual one, crea-
tion of jobs for the jobless and underem-
ployed, as well as the delivery of much
needed services to our society. This is an
extremely important fact which is often
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overlooked by those trying to kill EDA.
The administration, in addition, has
argued that the programs of the Eco-
nomic Development Administration can
be handled by other Federal agencies.

It is true that a few of the services of
EDA could conceivably be handled by
other Federal agencies, but those agen-
cies are not concerned with the stimula-
tion of the economies of depressed areas
in America. In most instances no alter-
natives are available at all, as in the EDA
public works area, where some 480,000
jobs have been created by EDA invest-
ments throughout the Nation.

No other Federal agency exists, for ex-
ample, to construct access roads and rail
spurs to industrial parks or other job
sites, and what real likelihood is there
that the Environmental Protection
Agency will invest its funds in sewer and
water systems for industrial parks? This
has not been the practice of EPA in the
past. Why should it be in the future?

Even where sewer and water systems
have been provided by EDA for residen-
tial communities to enhance economic
development, their services certainly do
not duplicate those of the Environmental
Protection Agency. In fact, the EPA must
review and approve of EDA sewer and
water projects.

As for EDA’s business loans which have
done so much to stimulate business de-
velopment, creating more than 38,000
jobs nationally, there is no Government
alternative to the kind of loans which
EDA has made. The Small Business Ad-
ministration has a much more limited
mandate in terms of the size of its loans.
SBA loans currently cannot exceed
$350,000, and the bulk of EDA’s loans
have been over that amount.

At the same time, 90 percent of the
regular business loans of SBA have been
guaranteed loans, which are not avail-
able at less than the market rate, There
are even loans on the books of the Small
Business Administration at almost 12
percent. EDA loans, on the other hand,
are direct loans based upon the cost to
the Government of the money borrowed,
currently 57% percent.

The administration proposal to shift
planning grants for districts from EDA
to HUD and other agencies could have
damaging consequences for orderly plan-
ning by the development districts at the
local level, where area problems and as-
pirations are best known and realistic
goals can best be set.

The Planning and Development Dis-
tricts of cur State have pulled together
counties, communities, and people,
elected officials, minority groups, busi-
ness, labor, and agricultural groups to
serve on county and district boards to
oversee the operations of EDA. They have
developed a sense of unity, purpose and
vigor. Old suspicions, doubts and differ-
ences have been put aside and our people
have been encouraged to work together
in raising the economic level of all our
people,

There are two points in this area which
need emphasis, Mr. Chairman. First,
the Office of Management and Budget,
through its circular A-95, requires re-
view and comment of Federal grant pro-
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grams to be conducted by planning and

development districts, which are funded

with EDA money in most States. Second,

other Federal agencies such as HUD,

HEW, and Labor, which have been iden- -
tified as funding sources for these dis-

tricts, have goals which are too narrowly

drawn to be useful for more than the

specific needs of the granting agencies.

Only EDA’'s planning grants provide
the kind of versatile funding which these
districts so badly need to enable them
to do the job OMB has demanded of
them; namely, to reduce waste, duplica-
tion, and overlapping in the administra-
tion of Federal grant programs.

Who will take up the slack when and if
EDA is gone?

The real problem lies in the fact that
these districts have been established at
the insistence of the White House and
the Office of Management and Budget.
They have built up a significant image
within the States and a significant role.
Now, the only funding source to provide
staffing for these districts is proposed to
be eliminated by the administration.

In Mississippi alone, EDA has invested
more than $90 million in economic de-
velopment over the past 6 years. It has
played a crucial role in helping our com-
munities and areas develop their human
and economic resources.

Translated into jobs—gainful employ-
ment for the poor, underskilled and de-
prived—this EDA investment in Missis-
sippi’s development has meant over 40,-
000 new jobs.

Following Hurricane Camille, which
devastated the Mississippi gulf coast
area with its terrible death and destruc-
tion, a number of Federal agencies at-
tempted to provide assistance, but none
with more success than EDA, which got
the gulf coast economy moving again.
EDA pumped $20 million in and is help-
ing create over 15,000 jobs, jobs that pro-
vided essentials such as food, clothing,
and shelter for hurricane-ravaged coast
families.

In the Delta area of my own second
district, one planning and development
district serves as a regional housing au-
thority, and with EDA help, has provided
decent housing for hundreds of strug-
gling families.

In my district, there are many ex-
amples of cities and communities who
could not obtain financing for job-crest-
ing projects—could not; that is, until
they turned to their planning and de-
velopment districts and to EDA.

With EDA’s money, industry moved in
and provided jobs that previously did not
exist. These are not boondoggles. They
are valuable and needed public works
and business developments,

Throughout the Second Congressional
District, the facts are the same. EDA has
been a very significant factor in provid-
ing economic uplift for thousands of citi-
zens in dozens of communities.

I have been working closely with the
programs of EDA for more than 4 years,
and in my opinion EDA has been an out-
standing success story among Federal
programs. It deserves extension for an=
other year, and I urge the House to
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give this program an overwhelming vote
of confidence.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, as a
sponsor of the bill offered by my dis-
tinguished colleague from California
and majority whip, Mr. McFaLL, I see
this legislation as a chance for Congress
to regain support and respect of the
working people of this Nation.

Unlike many public policies dealing
with unemployment, it directly and im-
mediately opens up employment op-
portunities and is designed to assist
communities with matching grants to
build direly needed public facilities. The
Seventh District of California—as does
the district of every Member of this
body—needs these facilities and the em-
ployment they generate. For example,
through this aect, a crucially needed
child care facility was built in the Sev-
enth District.

As we know, President Nixon thinks
very little is good about these programs.
Last year—when he vetoed the Public
Works and Economic Development Act,
a measure I sponsored and for which
superb leadership was developed by my
friend, Mr. McFaLL—President Nixon
termed these programs “ineffective.”

Yet, according to study after study,
the same programs labeled “ineffective”
by this administration, have shown to
be very effective in creating jobs and
meeting the increasing demand for pub-
lic facilities.

But, of course, Mr. Chairman, this
administration has not been remiss in
insuring that certain powerful and rich
factions in our society have been pro-
tected from current economic disloca-
tions. We must now provide those per-
sons affected by Nixonomics at the most
basic levels—persons whose loss of em-
ployment has made it difficult, if not
impossible to feed and clothe their fam-
ilies—with assurance they will no
longer suffer from this administration’s
distorted views of economic priorities.

For so long the working person bore
the burden of our insane, immoral, and
illegal adventurism in Southeast Asia—
and, now, once again, it is the working
man who bears the brunt of the Nixon
budget meat ax. It would be cynical if
Congress remains insensitive to the
needs of the working person.

Therefore, I urge passage of this im-
portant legislation.

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 2246, legislation to ex-
tend the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965 through June
30, 1974,

Enactment of this legislation is neces-
sary to continue to provide jobs and
progress in communities of high unem-
ployment across the country. The suc-
cess of EDA has been striking, and I feel
more than justifies continuation as a
separate program.

This program strives to provide peo-
ple with the opportunity to help them-
selves. It creates new employment op-
portunities and permits Americans to
work, in the creation of vitally needed
public facilities, instead of going on
welfare.

I deeply regret that the President
vetoed our 1972 amendments, which
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passed the House by a vote of 285 to 92.
Nevertheless, to meet his objections as
to cost of the program, the authoriza-
tion contained in H.R. 2246 has been
significantly reduced. This legislation
now seeks only to authorize funding at
the level for fiscal years 1972 and 1973.

Specific authorizations include $800
million for public works grants; $170
million for. public works and business
development loans; $50 million for tech-
nical assistance and research; $50 mil-
lion for growth centers and economic
development districts; and $152.5 million
for regional action planning commission
programs.

These programs extended by the bill
provide Federal assistance, in coopera-
tion with the States, to enable those
areas and regions suffering economic
distress to develop the planning and
financial capability for economic im-
provement and the creation of perma-
nent jobs. These programs have been
solidly supported by Governors and other
officials as well as by unanimous action
of the House Committee on Public Works
in approving H.R. 2246.

Among the programs extended is the
“Mink amendment” which guarantees
that there shall be at least one program
in each State regardless of whether any
area of the State meets the criteria for
assistance otherwise required. The area
designated is the one most closely ap-
proaching such criteria. Therefore, en-
actment of this legislation will have a
beneficial impact on employment in
every State.

Another important provision is to ex-
tend the moratorium on designation of
redevelopment areas. This will prevent
unilateral administrative action to ter-
minate programs under the 1965 act.

In view of the continuing high un-
employment situation in the United
States, particularly in severely impacted
areas, I feel that the Federal Govern-
ment should make every effort to co-
operate with the States in putting these
citizens back to work. We can help do
that through enactment of H.R. 2246,
and I urge its adoption.

Mr. DORN, Mr. Chairman, I strongly
support the extension of the Public
Works and Economic Development Act
of 1965. I urge every Member of this body
to join me in this vote as a signal to
distressed communities all across the Na-
tion that they are not being abandoned
by their elected Representatives in the
Congress.

This is not a partisan issue, Mr. Chair-
man. Responsible leaders on both sides
of the aisle support this legislation; so
do the Governors, mayors, and county
officials who have come to Washington
in the past few weeks to tell us how es-
sential it is to their home States and
communities.

One of the most eloquent witnesses to
appear before the Public Works Com-
mittee in support of H.R. 2246 was the
distinguished Governor of my own State
of South Carolina, the Honorable John
C. West. Governor West has experienced
at first hand, as have I, the solid worth
of the EDA program and its impact on
the lives of our fellow-Carolinians.

For example, Piedmont TEC, a tech-
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nical education center built partly with
EDA funds near my hometown, has been
training people for jobs. Through these
facilities, people who had only unskilled
part-time or temporary jobs are learning
the skills they need to find good-paying
permanent employment. And, these
people are not only finding good jobs,
but they are finding them right there
in Piedmont, S.C.

Because of the locating of this train-
ing facility we have found new employers
willing and even eager to come to our
area because we can now supply them
with the skilled labor force they needed.

So, everybody has benefited from this
EDA project, and this is not an unusual
situation—Iit is typieal. In distressed
areas all around the Nation, EDA and
the Regional Commissions are doing
similar work, creating jobs for people
who have never had good jobs before and,
in a very real sense, creating hope for
many of these people for the very first
time.

EDA and the Regional Commissions
have brought good jobs, steady income,
and more security than they have ever
had before to thousands of families in
South Carolina. And this is an important
point—the jobs have been available to
people in the areas where they grew up.

People have not had to move to Chi-
cago or New York or some other far-off
big city to find employment. In fact,
because of the many new jobs brought
to our area by our Economic Develop-
ment District, people who had left our
area in search of better job opportunities
have even been able to return to good
jobs in their original home towns.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot abandon
this program at a time when it is so
badly needed to bring jobs, and payrolls,
and industry into areas that have not
shared in our general prosperity, areas
where unemployment is far above the
national average.

At a time when we are spending $2
billion a month, $24 bhillion a year, for
public assistance and unemployment
compensation—$24 billion of unproduc-
tive public spending—it is false economy
to shrink from spending one-twentieth
of that sum to put men and women to
work in productive, permanent jobs.

I ask the House to approve H.R. 2246.

Mr. STEELE. Mr. Chairman, the pur-
pose of the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965 was to offer
economic assistance in areas of persist-
ent high unemployment. In few areas
of the country has this act been more
needed and more successful than in Con-
necticut. The need was certainly there.
As I am sure you know, Connecticut’s un-
employment has been persistently higher
than the rest of the country’s.

Until a few years ago, the economic
conditions of my own district, the sec-
ond, had remained much the same as in
the 1950’s when the textile industries
left the area. The people of the area had
to seek defense-oriented jobs in south-
eastern Connecticut, where defense em-
ployment is more than 10 times the na-
tional average and 4% times the average
for Connecticut. This ratio only com-
pounded for the district the uncertainty
associated with defense employment,
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Other people had to commute long dis-
tances to jobs in larger cities. In 1970,
some 6,000 persons from the Norwich
community drove 80 miles a day to and
from work in Hartford. And still others
left their communities altogther for
supposed opportunities in the city.

This last alternative was not only a
loss of manpower and skills for the small
urban areas, but also greatly contributed
to the central city problems of today.
Yet through EDA, and particularly
EDA’s public works and business loan
programs, we have been able to stop
this trend by offering people both jobs
and faith in their own commumnity. To
show how this depressing picture has
been turned around through EDA assist-
ance, let me turn to one specific town,
Norwich.

EDA’s first move was to build, through
a $195,000 public works grant, roads, and
utilities for a 117-acre industrial park
on the outskirts of Norwich. EDA, along
with the Small Business Administra-
tion—SBA—followed up on this task by
providing business loans fo two of the
businesses that later located in this park.
None of these six companies were defense
oriented, therefore, they helped create
a diversified economy offering 750 per-
manent jobs.

EDA itself has often referred to Nor-
wich as a “modern miracle.” The U.S.
State Department has sent visiting South
American businessmen to Norwich to
view the industrial park. But the park
was most important to the people of
Norwick. To help finance the expense
of the park, the people of Norwich took
out timple 5 percent, 10-year bonds.
Now, they are undertaking a 4-block
commercial redevelopment in the cen-
ter of the city which will cost something
in the vicinity of $20 million. Men who
have participated in the park develop-
ment view it as a “classic example of
cooperation between Government and
private enterprise.”

The project was such a success that in
May 1971, EDA approved a $909,000 grant
for a 180-acre expansion to the original
park. But it is with much regret that I
must note that this expansion, with a
potential for offering 1,165 jobs by at-
tracting 20 businesses, may not meet with
similar success. At this moment, EDA
has a business loan application on file
from a company wishing to locate in
this proposed new section of the park. If
EDA does in fact go down the drain,
who will help finance this loan? The sup-
posed $600 million planned to go to SBA
for business loans will, in fact, only be
for guarantees. And, more important, the
higher interest this company will be
forced to pay to the private sector could
severely hurt the company’s growth po-
tential.

An additional badly needed form of
assistance EDA has offered eastern Con-
necticut is planning. In 1967, EDA
granted $25,000 to the Southeastern
Connecticut Reglonal Planning Agency
to review how communities have adjusted
to sudden and massive cutbacks in em-
ployment, something eastern Connecti-
cut has experienced its share of. And
more recently, in 1972, EDA granted
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$90,000 to help form the Eastern Con-
necticut Development Council, which is
designed to assist in the economic de-
velopemnt of the entire 60-town region.

As was the case with Norwich, most of
the towns in eastern Connecticut need
an updating of their zoning, a compiling
of an industrial inventory, and a develop-
ment of as economic direction.

In coneclusion, I am sure that the case
of “modern miracle” Norwich, which is
only one of many towns receiving assist-
ance in Connecticut, was not an excep-
tion in EDA's history.

Furthermore, as many have pointed
out, there is no unnecessary Federal in-
volvement with EDA operations wit-
nessed by the fact that the processing
time of grants and loans is considerably
shorter with EDA than with other Fed-
eral bureaucracies.

Decentralization is not a new phenom-
enon to EDA. As seen in the case of
Norwich, EDA only helped stage the ini-
tial recovery; citizen participation and
local decisonmakng took over at this
point. Most important, if other cities
across the country are going to recover
as did Norwich, or if Norwich itself is
going to fully recover, they will need sus-
tained economic assistance of this type.

We need good planning both economi-
cally and environmentally with sustained
economic assistance so as to assure our
citizen security in their jobs and faith
in their country. If we truly want to de-
velop local initiative and create new jobs,
we must continue EDA.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I most
earnestly urge and hope that the House,
in full recognition of the priority na-
tional interest addressed by the measure
now before us, will speedily and over-
whelmingly approve this legislative pro-
posal, H.R. 2246, the extension of Public
Works and Economic Development Act
of 1965.

In simple summary, this legislative
measure is principally designed to stim-
ulate economic growth in our various
communities and States and to promote
and encourage the creation of permanent
jobs for our American workers. The bill
permits continued Federal assistance, in
cooperation with the States, for the pur-
pose of enabling the areas and regions
across the country which are presently
laboring under the heavy burden of eco-
nomic distress and unacceptably high
rates of unemployment, such as those
in my own home State of Massachusetts,
to continue developing the plans and
financial capability necessary for meet-
ing their particular problem and real-
izing both economic improvement and
meaningful and sustaining employment
opportunities. Specifically, the measure
provides continued authorization of
funds for public works grants, for public
works and business development loans,
and for technical assistance and research
assistance programs.

Mr. Chairman, I very earnestly be-
lieve that by providing our communities
with the necessary funds for continuing
the programs under the Public Works
and Economic Development Act, we are
projecting a fully constructive and for-
ward-looking program of economic ac-
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tion. We are also providing our communi-
ties and States with a wholly prudent
and humane legislative program which
offers assistance in replacing public wel-
fare and unemployment compensation
with wholesome and vitally important
sustaining and productive employment.
And I further believe that by reasonably
continuing these programs, we demon-
strate our legislative commitment to see-
ing that our communities and States are
permitted the opportunity to revitalize
their sagging economies and complete
construction on the great backlog of ef-
fective and substantial public works
projects which we all recognize as essen-
tial to the wholesome well-being of both
the American public and their respective
communities throughout this country.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the 1972
amendments, after passing both the
House and the Senate, by substantial
margins were vetoed by the President. In
an effort to accommodate the objections
of the President, the new measure sig-
nificantly reduces the authorizations of
the 1972 measure and extends the basic
public works programs only through
fiscal year 1974. Since it is authorita-
tively established that the programs
under the bill have proved effective in
stimulating economic growth and pro-
moting permanent jobs, and since it
would certainly appear that this measure
will assist in meeting the essential needs
of economically distressed areas across
the Nation, I urge the House to resound-
ingly approve the measure without fur-
ther delay.

Mr. CONTE., Mr. Chairman, today I
rose to vote for H.R. 22486, a bill to extend
the life of the Economic Development
Act for 1 year.

Unless we were willing to forfeit the
futures of hundreds of economically de-
pressed towns and cities throughout the
United States, this bill had to be passed.

The Economic Development Act helps
those towns and cities that are, as they
say in the fight game, “on the ropes.”
The act is like the round bell in a box-
ing match. It gives the dazed and beaten
fighter a chance to catch his breath, re-
cover his strength, remap his strategy,
and go back into the ring with new vigor.
Without extension of this act, the fight
would have been over and our munici-
palities would have lost a great comeback
opportunity.

I am glad that the House stood up and
rang the bell before the knockout punch
to EDA was delivered.

I have a lot of fighters in my district
that need a boost. I am talking about
towns like Greenfield, North Adams,
Pittsfield, Great Barrington, Holyoke,
and Ware, These are all established New
England towns that need an economic
break.

For many years, they have watched
their textile, shoe, and manufacturing
industries take some bad punches from
foreign competition. New adversities
arise with numbing regularity: Factories
closed, jobs lost, people moving away.

I was disappoined to learn that the
administration opposed a proposed 1-
yvear extension of the Economic Develop-
ment Act on the grounds that the line
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had to be held on Federal spending and
that EDA programs were ineffective,
wasteful, and overlapping.

I cannot agree. I have not seen any
evidence that EDA programs are dupli-
cating other Federal projects.

The goals for which the Economic De-
velopment Act was passed are quite dif-
ferent from the goals of the Rural De-
velopment Act, the Federal Water Pol-
lution Control Act or the Small Business
Administration’s loan guarantee pro-
gram. These programs were not intended
to supersede EDA but to supplement and
strengthen it. Tearing apart the EDA
program and parceling out the pieces
among similar programs in various agen-
cies is not necessarily an efficient method
to follow in consolidating Federal pro-
grams.

Nor can I agree that revenue-sharing
programs would adequately replace EDA.
General revenue-sharing funds were not
intended to compensate for the loss of
EDA. And special revenue-sharing funds
for community development probably
will not be implemented before July 1,
1974, if at all.

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, today,
we are considering a simple 1l-year ex-
tension of the Economic Development
Act. Many of the programs included in
this act are the main hope left for cities
suffering from severe unemployment and
a depressed economy. Much of the as-
sistance available under the EDA is not
available in other Federal or State pro-
grams, and will no longer be available
at all if the administration’s proposal
to abolish this program is accepted.

When our committee held its hearings,
the Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Dent,
claimed that many of the EDA pro-
grams would be continued under the
Rural Development Act. But the fact is
that act is new and untried, and provides
predominantly loans, not grants.

The Secretary of Commerce claimed
that the administration proposes to have
local governments transfer the urban
programs funded by EDA to urban com-
munity development special revenue
sharing. That bill has most certainly not
passed the Congress yet, and the ad-
ministration is proposing that it not start
until July 1, 1974.

In summary, what the administration
is asking us to do is to terminate the
economic development programs we have,
to let our decaying cities and towns and
our people without jobs wait for a year
or more before any replacement for these
programs is effectively operational.

If the administration is serious when
it says that it does not want to end
economic development programs, but to
transfer them to other agencies and other
means of financing, then I say what we
are doing today is absolutely necessary
to accomplish that purpose. If we fail
to pass this bill, there will be no ongoing
programs left to transfer after the other
machinery is functional.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of this bill.

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, the
bill we are considering today, HR. 2246,
would extend the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965 for 1
year.
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The bill provides a simple l-year ex-
tension of the existing program and
makes no changes in the existing legisla-
tion.

It is imperative that the Public Works
and Economic Development Act be con-
tinued for another year. The need for an
economic development effort is obvious
in a nation in which the national unem-
ployment level has been above 5 percent
for more than 2% years, and in which
severely distressed areas experience a
20-percent and even 30-percent unem-
ployment.

The notion has been advanced that we
should not extend this act because of a
concern for the level of Government
spending. This would be false economy
indeed.

With unemployment and welfare pay-
ments running at about $24 billion per
year, it is obvious, that what this Nation
needs is greater job creation effort, not
less. And this, creating jobs, is exactly
what the Economic Development Ad-
ministration and regional commission
programs do.

In fact, evidence presented before the
Public Works Committee during hear-
ings last year indicates that EDA and
the regional commissions have created
more than half a million jobs since they
began work T years ago. The agencies
have created these jobs in areas of high
unemployment—the very toughest areas
to work in—and they have done it with
a relatively small amount of funds.

There can be no question but that EDA
and the regional commissions have done
an effective job of bringing economic
growth and opportunity to people who
have long been denied adequate jobs and
income.

Nevertheless, the President has recom-
mended in his budget that EDA and the
regional commissions be phased out
when existing authorizations expire on
June 30 of this year.

The programs the President has
recommended to take the place of EDA
and the regional commissions are simply
not adequate to do the work done by the
existing programs. For example, the
Rural Development Act programs are not
yet operating, and urban community de-
velopment revenue sharing may never
even pass the Congress.

It would be folly to permit existing
programs and agencies to be discon-
tinued when it is very clear that these
programs are greatly needed and that no
satisfactory replacements have been pro-
posed.

There may well be better ways of stim-
ulating job development than those con-
tained in the existing legislation, and
the Public Works Committee is currently
conducting field investigations in search
of better ways to bring economic oppor-
tunity to the distressed areas of our
Nation.

Our tentative conclusion is that what
we really need is a carefully constructed
set of policies at the Federal, State, and
local levels which can influence the direc-
tion and extent of our Nation’s growth.

But such legislation cannot be de-
veloped overnight and, until it is com-
pleted, the valuable work of EDA and the
regional commissions must continue. It
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is the responsibility of this Congress to
see that it does. We can best assure that
the much needed economic development
effort continues without interruption by
passing H.R. 2246 immediately.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, the ad-
ministration’s efforts to gut the economic
development program will exacerbate
unemployment in the Cleveland area. In
1970, 748,825 workers were employed in
the—SMSA—Cleveland area. Between
1970 and 1971, total employment in the
area dropped by over 40,000. Unemploy-~
ment for the metropolitan city of Cleve-
land at that time soared to 11.8 percent.

Over the past 10 years Cleveland has
lost 45 manufacturing firms and at least
25,000 jobs. The economic development
program has already provided funds for
job development in the past—but Cleve-
land is now faced with industries closing
plants and taking these needed jobs to
other areas of the country.

The exodus of industry from Cleveland
has been caused, in part, because Cleve-
land-based companies could not acquire
sufficient, reasonably priced land to ex-
pand. This exodus of industry will con-
tinue to press Cleveland into an even
greater urban crisis in the 1970's,

The passage of the Economic Develop-
ment Extension Act today could provide
an opportunity for Cleveland to receive
Federal funds as part of a package for
the development of industrial parks in
Cleveland.

A land bank system would permit the
city of Cleveland to develop industrial
parks and seek Federal aid from EDA to
provide new sewers, water lines, and
other necessary services to prepare land
for industrial development. There are
several locations that could be consid-
ered in Cleveland for an industrial park.
Recent newspaper articles examined a
number of sites, including:

First. About 100 acres owned by the
Penn-Central Transportation Co., east
of West 130th Street. The railroad no
longer uses this land.

Second. A 64-acre site on West 150th
Street. The property is owned by the
American Agricultural & Chemical Corp.,
which is one of those companies which
packed up and moved in recent years.

One of the great problems in develop-
ing these industrial parks is that land is
still more expensive in the eity than in
the suburbs—but Federal funds from
EDA could make the city sites extremely
attractive.

Industrial land banks have been de-
veloped in Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, and
Milwaukee, and are presently being un-
dertaken in New York, Chicago, and St.
Louis. These developments have saved
thousands of jobs and potentially will
create thousands more in the future. It
is time that Cleveland proceeded in the
development of such a project.

EDA presently has the authority to
provide aid and assistance to Cleveland
for developing parks—it is my hope that
these types of funds will be provided.

Thousands of Americans have been out
of work so long that their unemployment
compensation benefits and other sources
of income are drying up. Opportunities
for industry are also evaporating. It is
time we acted. Cleveland is part of the
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industrial backbone of America—the
economy needs Cleveland.

The Economic Development Adminis-
tration is the program that can provide
the needed push to revitalize this in-
dustrial heartland of the Midwest—and
the passage of this bill is a step in that
direction.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, someone
much the wiser than any of us here pres-
ent—and I must admit that is a great
deal of wisdom—once said, “Experience is
the greatest teacher of mankind.” The
experience which this Congress and the
people of this Nation have had with the
Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act has been rich and rewarding;
and the benefits will accrue for genera-
tions yet unborn. I see no other course
for the House to take today other than
the extension of this multi-faceted pro-
gram, and I have thus joined my col-
leagues in sponsorship of a bill to do just
that.

There are two aspects of this matter
which deserve examination. On the one
hand the administration has proposed
the phasing out of EDA and indeed has
even threatened to veto this measure be-
fore us today. Though the threat of such
action by the President is not unex-
pected.

And secondly, and on the other hand,
we have assembled here the representa-
tives of the people urging the continua-
tion of a program which has proven itself
time and time again; and which will
continue to prove itself beneficial to all
Americans in the future; because this
Congress is going to pass this bill and
send it downtown; and if that veto is
exercised, it will be overriden.

Mr. Speaker, the first aspect of this
matter which I mentioned above, the ad-
minstration’s execution of the Economic
Development Administration, begs the
question, “If no EDA, what then?” All
the Congress has been told is that the
Economic Development Act is no longer
needed; that money for water and sewer
projects, for technical assistance, for
harbor and airport projects, for con-
struction of public buildings and recrea-
tional facilities, and so on, will be found
somewhere. In fact we—the Congress
which is the elected representative of the
people—have been told virtually nothing
as to where these desperately needed and
enormously successful projects will re-
ceive money.

Perhaps all of the vague talk of special
revenue sharing funds for rural develop-
ment will take care of some of these
programs, but who can say? Is it in any
way proper procedure to cut off an on-
going and successful program; a program
highly popular with this Congress; and
offer as a substitute nothing. I think not.

This reads like a bad dream—the peo-
ple in the cities want this program; the
people in small communities want this
program; the people in rural areas want
this program; the mayors want this pro-
gram; the Governors want this program;
the Congress wants this program—but
the administration says let us phase it
out. When he signed the Reorganization
Act of 1969, the President announced his
desire to increase the degree of coordina-
tion in the “system through which the
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Government provides important social
and economic services.” when that state-
ment was made, no one thought that the
delivery of social and economic services
would be encumbered by the destruction
of the Public Works and Economic De-
velopment Act.

The other side of the coin is a much
prettier picture; that is, the continuing
and ongoing success of the Economic De-
velopment Act. EDA began its operations
in 1965 which was a period of rapid eco-
nomic expansion and growth; however,
the growth was neither equitably dis-
tributed geographically or among the
people. Disadvantaged areas and groups
tend to be the first to suffer in periods of
restricted economic activity and the last
to benefit during periods of expansion.

Even a dramatic acceleration in the
pace of the national economy will have
only a minor impact on some areas unless
there is a coordinated effort to stimulate
local energies and to direct public and
private resources into lagging areas. For
these reasons, the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act was drafted in
1965, and for these reasons I was a spon-
sor of that bill and steadfastly pressed
for its enactment.

Mr. Speaker, is this bill—as some
would have it—an enormous amount of
money down the drain? Three hundred
and twenty-five million. Three hundred
and twenty-five million dollars in fiscal
year 1973. When even the most cursory
examination is made of where this money
went, the amount is far from enormous.
A water supply distribution system in
Nevada County, Calif.; a waste water
treatment plant in Berryville, Ark.;
wharf construction in Seward, Alaska;
a sewage treatment plant in Waverly,
Ohio; a voeational-technical school in
Dallas County, Mo.; and these are only
the development facilities examples. The
list goes on and on, and not one project
listed is in any way frivilous or unwar-
ranted. In addition there are planning
grants, technical assistance grants, loan
programs; and all of them are directed
to community-wide or regional improve-
ment.

This bill is one of those rare matters
where the choice before the Congress is
clear. Either we maintain and sustain
a highly successful, highly popular, and
much needed social and economic pro-
gram which has proven itself time and
again; or we can ratify the administra-
tion’s wish to see the end of this program
and the elimination of its noble func-
tions. I, for one, will have no trouble
making that choice.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
express my strong support of H.R. 2246,
which would extend for 1 year the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965. As a member of the Public Works
Committee and its Subcommittee on Eco-
nomic Development, I have had the
opportunity over the last 215 years to
learn a great deal about the economic
development program and to see how
successful it has been. In addition, I have
had economic development program
activity in my congressional district, and
have there too seen its great possibilities.

The purpose of this act, as stated in the
committee report on this bill is—

7983

To provide federal assistance, in coopera-
tion with the States, to the economically
distressed areas and regions of our nation
suffering from a high rate of unemployment
and underemployment, to enable these areas
and regions to help themselevs in developing
long lasting economic improvement. The act
emphasizes long range planning for economic
growth and provides technical assistance,
public facility grants and loans, business
loans and guarantees and other assistance as
tools to implement these plans.

The 7 years of operation of EDA have
been remarkably successful ones. Even
Commerce Secretary Dent, speaking for
the Nixon administration, admitted be-
fore our subcommittee that EDA “has
done some good,” and studies undertaken
by less biased individuals have indicated
that it has been immensely successful
and could do far better if it received its
full suthorized funding.

A major component of the administra-
tion’s attack on categorical grant pro-
grams has been the alleged lack of co-
ordination among them. EDA is an ex-
cellent example of a program which
coordinates numerous projects being
conducted within a given target area, in-
cluding public works and facilities con-
struction, loans and loan guarantees to
small businesses, and the creation of
employment.

The administration claims that it is
transferring the rural aspects of EDA to
other departments, particularly the De-
partment of Agriculture, though grave
doubts as to the veracity of this claim
were raised by some of my Republican
colleagues during Secretary Dent’s ap-
pearance. As to the urban aspects of the
EDA program, aspects which both Re-
publican and Democratic members of the
Public Works Committee have in the
past agreed should be greatly expanded,
not even the pretense of continuation is
put forward. Mr. Dent spoke of some
vague form of “urban community devel-
opment revenue sharing,” despite the
fact that urban officials and many Mem-
bers of Congress seem quite disinclined
to enact any more revenue sharing after
seeing how they were tricked by Mr.
Nixon on general revenue sharing.

What we should be doing—and what
Mr. Nixon should be doing if he really
cares about our cities—is expanding the
Economic Development Administration’s
work, especially in urban areas. My bill,
H.R. 237, would increase funding for title
I of EDA to $1 billion per year up to and
including fiscal 1977. Only with such
guaranteed funding on a fairly long-
range basis can EDA make the kind of
long-range planning and long-range
commitment that means coordinated and
well-targeted programs.

Only with enough money to do the job
in enough places will EDA reach the full
potential of its powers.

EDA will not have to balloon into any
superagency with vast new respon-
sibilities. Instead, my bill provides only
some tools for the existing EDA frame-
work to exercise; new muscles, if you will,
for this agency to flex in the cities.

Let me now tell you what my bill does:

To allow more flexible targeting, H.R.
237 would permit a new designation: one
of urban areas impacted by rural mi-
grants and therefore suffering from sub-
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stantial unemployment—described under
section 111 of the bill. Rural residents
who leave home for lack of a job or pros-
pects weaken their small towns by leav-
ing. At the same time they create prob-
lems in the cities because their lack of
skills often makes it hard for them fo
find a job in urban areas. The new desig-
nation would simply make the central
city areas where these people concentrate
eligible for EDA attention.

We have heard in our hearings from
many able spokesmen for urban areas
that a major problems for people in these
impacted areas is transportation—trans-
portation to and from possible places of
employment. My bill would set aside
$150 million for grants to such areas for
transportation development and other
purposes. It is my position that such an
investment would be more than repaid
by the increased productivity of the
people involved.

er, my bill would increase the
options available to EDA in another
direction. At present, when the Secre-
tary determines an applicant for aid is
unable to raise the money for its share
of a project fund—usually a 20-percent
share—then EDA can do one of two
things. It can either reduce the amount
the applicant must pay or eliminate the
non-Federal share altogether. In practice
these things rarely happen and some
worthwhile projects are stalled for very
long periods while the applicants work
to come up with ready cash to pay their
20 percent of the cost.

My bill would provide a third alterna-
tive.

It would allow EDA in effect to loan
the applicant this 20 percent of the fund-
ing costs, the non-Federal share, at no
interest, providing EDA gets in return a
binding commitment that the share will
be paid at a future date. This way the
much-needed project can receive its
initial funding and get started while
the applicant is raising his share of the
bill. I might point out that this pro-
vision will make it easier for rural and
urban areas alike to get their projects oft
the ground.

Other changes I am proposing are the
more technical ones. They include pro-
vision of increased interest subsidies,
mortgage insurance for commercial and
industrial use; and, for the first time,
lease guarantees so that businesses could
rent space backed by the Federal Gov-
ernment rather than having to buy it.

That latter provision would involve
shopping center uses too—lease guaran-
tees for multitenant facilities are in-
cluded.

In determining aid needed, EDA for
the first time would be able to aggregate
the business loan need of all tenants of
a building rather than have to deal with
each one separately as is now the case.
And my bill would extend the term of
loan guarantees from 25 to 30 years, be-
cause that would make the effective term
40 years—with the normal 10-year ex-
tension—and 40 years is the standard
property depreciation term used in most
other business calculations.

These are changes in the EDA Act
of the kind that make progress but rare-
ly make news. They would provide some
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of the weapons EDA could use for an
attack on city problems, an attack as
necessary as the one EDA has already
mounted in the area of rural develop-
ment.

And the increased funding I have in-
cluded in my bill will make it possible
for EDA to address itself to development
problems in rural areas as it has been
doing, with increased funding there—
and for the first time also to the devel-
opment of city areas.

To pass the bill now before us—and to
repass it over a veto, if need be—is the
least we should do with respect to EDA.
This is the kind of program which should
be expanded, not killed, and the admin-
istration has yet to present one single
worthwhile argument to support its op-
position of this bill.

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of HR. 2246 which authorizes
$1.2 billion for a 1-year extension of the
Economic Development Act.

EDA has proved itself to be a success-
ful weapon in aiding economically de-
pressed areas provide public works and
other improvements to attract industry.
The record of achievement of this pro-
gram since its inception is impressive
indeed. Since 1965, EDA has produced
almost 500,000 permanent jobs in our
country’s worst unemployment and un-
deremployment areas. Many of these
areas have experienced 20~ to 30-percent
unemployment and only a commitment
by the Federal Government can break
the unemployment spiral.

At the same time that EDA has pro-
duced jobs, it has led to the establish-
ment of businesses and capital assets
that are sorely lacking in these com-
munities. EDA emphasizes long-range
planning for economic growth and pro-
vides technical assistance, public facili-
ties grants and loans, business loans and
guarantees, and other assistance as tools
to implement these plans. These types of
capital assets are necessary if the com-
munity is going to develop a commercial
and industrial base necessary for con-
tinued prosperity and ultimate self-
sufficiency.

Last year Congress passed H.R. 16071
which would have extended the life of
EDA through fiscal year 1974, However,
President Nixon vetoed the bill after Con-
gress adjourned and thereby jeopardized
the life of the entire program. This year
the President’s budget indicated that the
program would not be funded again. The
administration contends that the pro-
gram is duplicative of a number of other
programs and that special revenue shar-
ing could be used by local governments
to continue selective programs.

The administration contends that the
Rural Development Act, the Small Busi-
ness Acf, and the Housing and Urban
Development Act accomplish the same
purposes as EDA. The committee has
looked into this contention and found
it lacked merit. EDA covers many pro-
grams that have never been and could
never be funded under any other act.

Second, special revenue sharing is not
the answer to programs presently funded
by EDA. Special revenue sharing has not
been passed by the Congress and even if
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it is it will not become effective until
July 1974. EDA will expire June 30, 1973,
unless we act today. This would mean
programs would have to be dismantled
and then restarted a year later. This is
fiscal waste at its worst.

For the past 3 years unemployment
has been over 5 percent. It costs this
country more in terms of dollars and hu-
man dignity to put a man on the relief
rolls than it does to give him a job. EDA
has proved itself an effective device at
curbing unemployment in the hardest hit
parts of our country. I believe we need
programs like EDA and hope all of my
colleagues will support it.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 2246 to extend the life
of the Economic Development Adminis-
tration.

As many Members of the House of
Representatives know, I am not an advo-
cate of increased social legislation and
creation of jobs paid for by the American
taxpayer that end when the Federal
money is cut off. The Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965, as
the successor to the Public Works Ac-
celeration Act, changed the direction of
the APW program and established a pro-
gram based on what I consider to be
sound principles—creation of jobs in the
private sector.

A considerable number of counties in
my congressional distriet have at one
time or another been designated as eli-
gible to participate in EDA programs. As
a result, a number of jobs in the private
sector—not Government handouts—have
been created. The key to what I consider
to be the success of EDA is the word
“creation.” Jobs in private industry have
been created in joint efforts by Govern-
ment and industry in areas where private
capital is not available in sufficient
amounts to totally underwrite the cost of
establishing such ventures.

Recipients of such jobs are not paid
by Federal money; they are an integral
part of our free enterprise system paid
by the profits of industry and returning
a portion of their wages to their respec-
tive governments in the form of taxes.

Mr. Chairman, I have had consider-
able dealings with EDA personnel in re-
cent years, and I have always found
them to be very knowledgeable, eficient,
and helpful. They are professionals who,
as a rule, know their mission and ac-
complish that mission with a high degree
of effectiveness.

In the Second Congressional District
of Alabama, some 1,740 jobs have been
created as a direct result of programs of
the Economic Development Administra-
tion. EDA has funded 39 projects in my
district amounting to a total of $11.3
million. $10.6 million went into the es-
tablishment or expansion of publiec facili-
ties to accommodate industrial growth
and for interest-bearing industrial loans
for construction of new or expanded in-
dustrial plants. These projects were ap-
proved on the basis of their importance
in creating immediate new jobs in pri-
vate enterprise and in providing long
term opportunities for employment in
the area. Most of the project funds go-
ing into the public works projects were




Mareh 15, 1973

in the form of grants made to local gov-
ernments for such necessities as water
and sewer facilities, access roads and
streets, etc., to help meet the require-
ments for the location of new industrial
plants and the expansion of existing in-
dustry.

The following is a list of the commu-
nities in my district where EDA projects
are located with an estimate of the new
jobs which were expected to be created
by them. Such job estimates were made
by local government and industrial lead-
ers and have generally been found to be
conservative:

Community:

Evergreen
Union Springs
Montgomery
Greenville
Brundidge

Midway

EDA programs have helped to provide
many jobs in private enterprise to the
citizens of my district, the State of Ala-
bama and the country as a whole. There-
fore, I urge the subcommittee to act fa-
vorably on H.R. 4819 or a similar bill and
renew EDA.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I am glad
to be a cosponsor of the economic de-
velopment extension bill.

In my mind, the work of the Economic
Development Administration has meant
jobs. What better goal for the Federal
Government is there beyond helping pri-

vate enterprise bring jobs to economi-
cally depressed areas?

I say there is none, for with meaning-
ful work, an individual is not a drag on

the economy, but a productive con-
tributor.

To hold the position that welfare
spending must be reduced and to elim-
inate simultaneously an agency designed
to help people help themselves is illogi-
cal in my mind. In a nutshell, however,
this is what the administration is doing
when it proposes the abolition of EDA.

My stand is with Mr. Jones of Ala-
bama and the many members of the
Public Works Committee who support a
1-year extension of EDA.

No program is perfect. EDA is not
perfect. Every project funded has not
been a winner.

But to strike for 100-percent success
with every lean and every grant was not
the purpose of EDA. EDA was not estab-
lished to be a bank which refuses to
take the chance with a loan in an Indian
area, the small rural county, or the heart
of the ghetto. EDA was established to
do what private investment could not
afford to do—to put money into the un-
developed areas, the financially shakey
areas.

Rhetoric is cheap, but EDA can be sup-
ported by more than rhetoric. I think
that I have some facts and examples to
prove this point.

The major city in my district, the
Tenth District of Texas, is Austin, Tex.
The Southwest Regional Office of EDA
has its headquarters in Austin.
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This office serves the five States of
Arkansas, Louisiana, New Mexico, Okla-
homa, and Texas.

Since EDA was started in 1966, there
have been 935 projects funded in the
five-State region. Of these 935 projects,
168 have been planning grants, those
vital tools which allow people to de-
velop a battle plan for economic de-
velopment,

The other 767 projects have been pub-
lic works grants, business development
loans, and technical assistance programs.

Many public works grants have been
to develop industrial parks for industry
to locate in the undeveloped communi-
ties.

The remote and economically de-
pressed community often cannot support
a new manufacturing plant because the
community cannot afford to lay the
water and sewer lines necessary for
modern industry.

There is a root problem. An EDA
planning grant has laid down a battle
plan, but the proper tools to implement
that plan are needed. The proper water
and sewer facilities are those tools. With-
out them, no one can run the modern
business of today.

Also, the public works grant is used
to help the community provide the nec-
essary training facilities. These facilities
equip the local population with the labor
tools needed for sustaining jobs.

There have been 503 public works
grants in the five-State Southwest EDA
region.

With the planning grant and public
works grant the foundation is laid for
job creation and economic development.

The next step is locating a suitable
business in the community. This is per-
haps the most delicate of all the EDA
tasks.

The business loan guarantee cannot be
a giveaway. By definition, though, the
biggies, such as GM, United States Steel,
Standard ©Oil of New Jersey, are not
seeking these EDA loans, and quite
rightly would not qualify for one if they
did. Instead, EDA often assists the busi-
nesses that can create 50, 100, or 200
jobs. EDA wants a new business to suc-
ceed for sure, but the business must also
be willing to take a chance in a loca-
tion where the labor force may be un-
sure, transportation poor, and local capi-
tal nonexistent.

The EDA business loan guarantee helps
the private business to take these risks.
In the five-State EDA Southwest area,
50 business development loans have been
made. The amount of these loans is over
$33 million.

In the last quadrant of EDA work is
the technical assistance program.

Technical assistance, or TA, smooths
out these knotty problems that the un-
developed area faces as it struggles up
the road to economic stability.

In the five-State EDA Southwest re-
gion, 214 technical assistance grants
have been made.

All in all, the 935 EDA projects in the
Southwest represent an investment of
nearly $250 million in redeveloping areas
which are some of the poorest in
America.
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The number of projects and the
amount of money are impressive. They
are not, however, the complete story.

Taking a sample number of these 935
projects, 81,400 jobs were created. Pro-
jecting these samples to all EDA projects,
over 112,000 jobs could be created by
EDA investments in the Southwest.

Some of these projected jobs will be
down the road. In an undeveloped area,
the leadtime from planning to economic
stability is several years.

An example of an EDA success story
can be found in Marlin, Tex.

There a $500,000 EDA public works
grant enabled a carpet mill to move into
the area. Today the mill hires 180 peo-
ple, and paid an income tax of $400,000
last year. In this town of 6,000, 180 jobs
means a great deal, and it is easy to see
that the Federal Government will receive
back its $500,000 investment many times
OVer.

I could name many more examples,
Mr. Chairman, but will not take the time
of this body any longer.

At this time, I urge passage of H.R.
2246.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senaie and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
first sentence of section 106 of the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965, as amended, is amended by striking
out “and June 30, 1973."” and inserting in
lieu thereof the following: “June 30, 1973,
and June 30, 1974.” and the last sentence
of such section 105 is amended by striking
out “and June 30, 1973, and inserting in
lieu thereof the following: “June 30, 1973,
and June 30, 1974,".

Bec. 2. Subsection (c) of section 201 of
the Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act of 1965, as amended, is amended
by striking out “1973” and inserting in lieu
thereof “1974".

SEc. 3. Sectlon 302 of the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 19885, as
amended, i1s amended by striking out “and
June 30, 1973.", and inserting in lieu thereof:
“June 30, 1973, and June 30, 1974.,”.

Sec. 4. Subsection (g) of section 403 of
the Public Works and Economic Development
Act of 1965, as amended, is amended by
striking out “1973” and Inserting in lieu
thereof “1974".

Sec. 5. The first sentence of subsection (d)
of sction 509 of the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965 is amended
by striking out the period at the end thereof
and inserting in lieu thereof a comma and
the following: “and for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974, to be avallable until expended,
$152,500,000.".

Sec. 6. (a) Section 2 of the Act of July 6,
1970, as amended (Public Law 91-304), is
amended by striking out “1872'" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “1974",

(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) of this section shall take effect May 31,
1972, and any area designated as a redevelop-
ment area for the purposes of the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965, as amended, on or before that date and
which has had such deslgnation terminated
or modifled in accordance with section 402
of such Act of 18965 on or before the date of
enactment of this Act shall, for the purposes
of such Act of 1065, be held and considered
as a desginated redevelopment area during
such period and shall continue to be desig-
nated as a redevelopment area until other-
wise terminated or modified In accordance
with the provisions of section 402 of such
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Act of 1965 and section 2 of the Act of
July 6, 1970, as amended by this Act (Public
Law 91-304).

Mr. JONES of Alabama (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be considered
as read, printed in the Recorp, and open
to amendment at any point.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama?

There was no objection.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words.

Mr. Chairman, in the last several weeks
we have had a number of bills brought
from several committees in instances
where there could have been an honest
difference of opinion as to whether the
authorization legislation should be ex-
panded in dollars, whether there should
be a duplication or an expansion of cate-
gorical grant programs. I, as well as
others, have taken the position that in all
of those cases the legislation should be
defeated for good reasons in our judg-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, this proposal before us
today is on weaker ground than any of
those what have come before us in the
recent past.

Let me tell you why.

This EDA extension legislation, if
funded, more or less predicated on the
funding for the current fiscal year, would
call for the obligation or appropriation
of roughly $1,200,000,000 in different
categories. Now, if the Administration
were totally oblivious to the need for some
programs covered by EDA in fiscal year
1974, I think the Members could argue
that maybe we ought to extend EDA.

But, Mr. Chairman, the truth is that
in place of EDA, the administration in
other basic programs has recommended
funding for fiscal year 1974 of roughly
$1,400,000,000, either in loans or grants.
I concede there is an emphasis on loans
either direct on guaranteed.

So, Mr. Chairman, I just cannot un-
derstand the need or necessity for an ad-
ditional authorization of $1,200,000,000
in EDA, in addition to $1,400,000,000 in
various budgeted programs for the next
fiscal year.

Now, somebody might challenge
whether the budget for the next fiscal
year does include $1.4 billion. I have
brought the fiscal year 1974 with me so
that you can see the evidence for your-
self. Here is the document for fiscal year
1974. Let me refer you to the page and
to the specific item.

On page 112 of the budget for the next
fiscal year there is for the rural develop-
ment grants and technical assistance a
$20 million increase. That is under rural
development program enacted in August
1972. Under rural development research,
again under RDA, which we passed last
year, in this instance there is a $2 million
increase. Under the rural development
education program on page 129 of the
budget there is another $2 million in-
crease. For rural development water and
community facility loans on page 182
we find an increase of $45 million in
addition to the $300 million which the
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administration utilized for the fiscal year
we are now in. For rural development
industrial development loans there is an
extra $200 million. For rural develop-
ment community facilities there is an ex-
tra $100 million. The total increases un-
der the Rural Development Act in sub-
stitution of the existing EDA legislation
are a total of $369 million.

Why do you have to have the existing
EDA plus $369 million under the Rural
Development Act? It just does not make
sense.

Now, if you go to another item, the
administration has asked for an addi-
tional $630 million under Small Business
Administration loans to help as a substi-
tute for the existing legislation currently
before us.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GERALD
R. Forp was allowed to proceed for 5
additional minutes.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Let me reiter-
ate. the administration primarily in the
loan area, loan guarantees or direct
loans, is making more money available
in different programs than was available
under EDA in the current fiscal year.
Why do you want to add another $1.2
billion in round figures to the existing
proposed $1.4 billion in the budget that
the President submitted?

Let us talk about what happened last
year. On August 16, 1972, we had the
EDA legislation before us in this body.
By a vote of 285 to 92 the legislation
was passed. It went to conference and a
conference report came back. By a vote
of 155 to 64 on October 14 the legislation
was approved. On August 16, 92 Members
voted against it; on October 14, when
we had many absentees, 64 Members
voted against it. I do not think there was
one political casualty among those who
voted against it in 1972, if you want to
look at the pure, cold, hard politics of
of the proposition.

So I suggest to anyone who has any
apprehension or concern about politics
or about the next election that a “no™
vote on this legislation will not make
one iota of difference. You can always
argue, and argue effectively, that there
is $1.4 billion in the budget for 1974 in
place of a program that was in this
fiscal year funded at the rate of about
$1.2 billion. The basic difference -is that
in 1974 it will be guaranteed loans, or
direct loans, with a lesser interest rate
instead of direct grants out of the tax-
payer’s pockets.

Mr. GROVER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. GROVER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I would ask
the gentleman if I am correct in the
fact that any ongoing programs or fully
planned programs will not be in any way
interfered with under the administra-
tion's proposal?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. That is my
understanding. Any program that has
been properly funded which is an on-
going program will continue to be fund-
ed by the administration. But in order
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to do away with duplication, to get the
new programs under the loan guarantee
program, rather than grants, they are
moving the money into EPA in greater
amounts, into the rural development
program in a greater amount, and into
the SBA in greater amounts. From my
viewpoint that makes sense, and I recom-
mend the defeat of this legislation, and
a “no" vote on this bill.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I think the first thing
we need to recognize is that the EDA pro-
gram which this House approved last
year in an almost identical bill, by some
285 to 92, or about 3 to 1, is the only
ongoing program in the United States
addressing itself to the severely depressed
communities. It is the only one we have.

The regional commissions covered un-
der this authorization are the only exist-
ing activities directed precisely toward
relieving the economic distress in those
seven hard-hit, high-unemployment re-
gions of the country.

These are the only ongoing programs
addressed to that precise problem.

The question we face today is: Do we
want those programs to die?

It has been suggested by the distin-
guished minority leader that at some
future time there might be some other
type of program to take their place. Very
well, let us entertain that possibility—
but no such alternate program exists
today. Congress may or may not author-
ize and fund such other programs. Until
we make the determination of whether
we are going to supplant this program
with something equally as good or better,
it seems to me it would be folly to de-
stroy this program.

Let me make clear what this does——

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-"
man, would the gentleman yield?

Mr. WRIGHT. Of course, I yield to my
friend, the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman I think is creating
a wrong impression. The Small Busi-
ness Administration does exist, has ex-
isted for a long time, and they are get-
ting over $600 million more for the
substitution of EDA in these areas which
have been affected.

A year ago we passed the Rural De-
velopment Act. I can remember the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on Agriculture pointing out the benefits
that would flow from that legislation.
The administration said it is good. They
have recommended $369 million to be
used under the Rural Development Act.
Why continue a program where you have
other programs substituted?

Mr. WRIGHT. I was happy to yield
to the distinguished minority leader, for
whom I have great respect, and I do
hope that, as I attempt to answer the
questions he has raised, the gentleman
may assist me in getting some extra time
if I need it.

I would simply say this with respect
to the Small Business Administration:
That is an entirely different program. It
was instituted to replace the old Recon-
struction Finance Corporation in 1953.

Unlike the EDA, the SBA has a pre-
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cise dollar limitation on each loan. Some
of its loans are earmarked for minority
enterprises. Some of them go to busi-
nesses in thriving communities. It makes
neither loans nor grants to municipali-
ties for infrastructural water, sewer and
utility services which are necessary to
attract new business endeavors to dying
communities. It is a different program
entirely. It serves a different purpose.

The Small Business Administration
addresses itself not to the question of
distressed communities but to the ques-
tion of distressed individual businesses
wherever they may exist; and it is
needed.

I would join with the gentleman in
supplying more money for the Small
Business Administration, but it does not
come to grips with the singular question
of the shriveling on the vine and dying of
old communities throughout the United
States. I dare say the gentleman has
them in his State; I have them in my
State.

Look with me, if the Members will, to
the future which will surely face us if
something is not done to revivify, to re-
vive, to revitalize these small communi-
ties that have been the backbone of
America. If the present trend in popula-
tion is allowed to continue until 1990
unchecked, by that year it is anticipated
that we will find 80 percent—80 per-
cent—of the American people living in
just four sprawling megalopolitan areas:
one along the Great Lakes, one along
the gulf coast, and one each on the east-
ern and western seaboards. The rest of
the Nation, comprising some 3,000 com-
munities and some 94 to 95 percent of the
land area, will provide homes and busi-
ness opportunities for less than 20 per-
cent of the American people.

That prospect just does not make sense
logistically, sociologically, environmen-
tally, economically, criminologically, or
in any other way we want to look at it.
This trend of people moving away from
the small towns because there no longer
is a local mode by which they can em-
ploy themselves—crowding in ever great-
er numbers into ever more congested
cities—has increased every social prob-
lem from crime to human incivility to
psychosomatic illness to pollution. Every
known problem that is plaguing us today
is to some degree——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

(By unanimous consent the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. WricHT) was allowed
to proceed for 5 additional minutes.)

Mr. WRIGHT. Every known social
problem that has our big cities by their
throats today is to a large degree the
product of population density, and this
is fed by the dying on the vine of the
small communities.

I have visited some of these commu-
nites that have experienced revitaliza-
tion and a new birth of opportunity as a
result of this EDA program all through-
out the United States. I have seen new
hope born in those communities. I have
seen a community in North Carolina
where one fellow told me that 53 people
graduated from his high school class,
and all of them left the county in search
of work, and now with two new local
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plants stimulated by the EDA, some of
them are coming back.

I have seen the flowering of opportu-
nities in little towns like Livingston,
Ala., which had lost population for the
last three decades, and now because the
EDA has moved in and provided the
basic framework for private business to
come in and give people jobs and hold
local people at home, it has at last begun
to regain population. I think this is im-
portant nationally. This is not just im-
portant to those particular communities.

I happen to represent a community
that does not qualify for EDA, and thank
God it does not. I am glad that my peo-
ple are not so economically distressed
that our area would legally qualify. How-
ever, that does not relieve me of the re-
sponsibility to see to it that these other
communities throughout our country do
have some program that will permit
them to offer private jobs in the private
sector—organisms of employment that
will permit them to thrive and regain
their lost growth. If we allow this pro-
gram to die, and with it the hopes of
these communities—and if as result we
accelerate the crowding of our people
into fewer and larger and motre con-
gested cities, I do not know what it is
going to be, but it is not going to be
America as we have learned to think of
it.

The President has suggested, in addi-
tion to the thought that some other pro-
gram which we might at some later time
fashion could take over, that this au-
thorization might be inflationary. Well,
let us look at that.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. On the
specific point of whether or not there
are in being other programs that would
be capable of filling the need in this
area, the information that I have is
that—and these are EDA figures—for
fiscal years 1970 to 1972, 46 percent of
title I project money was allocated for
water and sewer projects.

Would the gentleman have us believe
that there are not a number of other
Federal programs?

Mr. WRIGHT. I respect the gentle-
man from Illinois, and he is a great
man. He should recognize that these
particular water projects under EDA are
related directly to the capacity of each
recipient community to make use of such
a project to attract industry or some
commercial enterprise that would pro-
vide employment in that hard-hit com-
munity. That is the test we have got to
meet.

We do not just have a makework
project here. The purpose of this pro-
gram is not just to make the immediate
jobs in public employment. The purpose
of this program is to provide infrastrue-
ture which will create an attraction to
private job-producing investments. We
have got to prove that it will in order to
qualify a project. The purpose is that
private business will come into these
hard-hit communities and provide op-
portunities in the private sector. That
is the object. It has done that in several
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thousand communities throughout the
United States. We need to continue it.

Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentleman
from New Hampshire.

Mr. CLEVELAND. For the purposes of
clarification there has been some talk
about other programs that take care of
some of the problems in the EDA area.
I do not think the gentleman has made it
quite clear in his remarks that one of
the purposes of these economic develop-
ment grants is to give the poor commu-
nity a little bit more of the matching
funds, or supplemental grants as they are
referred to, so that they can qualify for
these other grant programs that people
are talking about. As an example, sup-
pose the matching formula was 60-per-
cent Federal money and communities had
to provide 40 percent to match that.
We have found in our experience that
some communities were so disadvantaged
and their prospects were so poor they
could not raise their share of matching
funds in such a situation or with some
of these other programs which have been
mentioned.

Mr. WRIGHT. The gentleman is ex-
actly correct. This is supplemental to
other programs. It does not duplicate
them. And no other existing program
could take its place. What we ask is a
l-year simple extension of this act so
we can see if there is some other pro-
gram the administration wants to offer.
% hc;(; not see how anybody can object to

Mr. CLEVELAND. If the gentleman
will yield further. The type community
I described is one which cannot even get
up the matching money for one of these
ongoing Federal programs and certainly
that community would not be able to
borrow the full sum they might need.

Mr. WRIGHT. And without this pro-
gram the other programs would be use-
less to them.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Correct. The essence
of this program we are talking about is
to give the seriously disadvantaged com-
munities a direct grant so that they can
participate in some of these ongoing Fed-
eral programs to refurbish their com-
munities and make it possible for them to
support an industry and otherwise de-
velop their economics.

Mr. WRIGHT. I think the gentlema.n
is exactly correct.

I would ask the Members on my left
to read in the committee report the
comments of the minority members on
our committee—Mr. HArsHA, Mr. CLEVE-
LAND, and Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT—where-
in they very carefully and fairly printed
the objections of the administration and
then proceeded to point out that they
did not agree with those objections and
that certain of those objections were
totally invalid in this instance.

Some of the President’s comments un-
doubtedly contain some validity. The
President expressed concern that the
accelerated public works program “as
presently carried out is encumbered by
too long a leadtime between inception
and execution of a project. This is in
my judgment a valid criticism. But we
certainly do not put people to work miore
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guickly, nor expedite the completion of
these projects, by simply killing the pro-

gram.

The President apparently regards
spending for EDA and regional com-
mission programs as inflationary. By re-
verse logic, you would have to say that
the way to fight inflation is to maintain
a large body of unemployed. In fact,
these programs operate in areas of the
Nation which have economies which are
very far from overheating, and which
have large resources of unused labor.
Putting & man on a productive job, in-
stead of on welfare or unemployment, is
in reality just about the opposite of in-
flationary spending. Price infiation is
directly and inversely related to pro-
ductivity.

On the CBS morning news yesterday,
Secretary Weinberger of HEW said that
the solution to our Nation's economic and
welfare problems is to find meaningful
long-term employment for the unem-
ployed welfare recipients. That is exact-
ly the role of EDA and the regional com-
missions—to create permanent employ-
ment in areas of severe economic distress,
where unemployment and welfare bene-
fits are substantially higher than in
other parts of the Nation.

So I urge you to join me in voting to
extend this program.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Texas has expired.

(On request of Mr. Gross, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. WRIGHT was al-
lowed to proceed for 1 additional min-
ute.)

Mr. GROSS, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. On page 6 of the report
is a map that is light with respect to
some States and darkened with respect
to others. There is no indication in the
report as to what that means. What does
it mean?

Mr. WRIGHT. That map shows the
existing regional commissions. For ex-
ample, Iowa is just east of the line of
the Old West Commission and unfortu-
nately Iowa is just north of the line of
the Ozarks Commission. So those par-
ticular commissions do not cover Iowa,
I am sorry to say to the gentleman. They
do not apply to those particular States
that are not darkened. But I would say
to the gentleman that the EDA program
applies anywhere in the United States to
any community that is losing population
and has underemployment. So there are
many communities in the gentleman'’s
State, as there are in my State, which
are not covered by one of the regional
commissions here but which communi-
ties in the gentleman’s State and in my
State do qualify for and do receive mean-
ingful help in trying to hold their owm
and provide jobs for their people.

Mr. GROSS. Then light means a State
is out and dark means it is in?

Mr. WRIGHT. Insofar as the regional
commissions are concerned, the gentle-
man is correct. But insofar as the EDA
program is concerned, all States are in.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to expand
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a little bit on something the gentleman
from New Hampshire (Mr. CLEVELAND)
said because I think my kind of district
is the kind of district he is talking about,
that really will not benefit very much
just from loans. My district has an un-
employment rate of about 50 percent or
more above the national average.

About 40 percent of the families in my
district have incomes of less than $6,000
per year. That compares with about 21
percent as a statewide average.

The population in my district is less
now than it was in 1910 on a county
basis, Over 15 percent of the population
in my district is over 65. Over 20 percent
of the people derive their income from
social security. In portions of my district,
we have one doctor for every 2,000 plus
people. That ratio is as bad as Brazil or
Nicaragua.

I just do not believe that this kind of
district is going to be able to get along
with just loans. That is why we need
this program, even though, as the dis-
tinguished minority leader, the gentle-
man from Michigan, said, even though it
does come out of the pockets of the tax-
payers, so that the areas of this country
that have been left behind economically
will have a little better chance than they
have today to play catch-up.

I think that is what this bill does today.
I would like to commend the committee,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. WRIGHT)
and especially my neighbor across the
bridge, the chairman of the full com-
mittee (Mr. Bratnig) for their foresight
in bringing this bill to the floor.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to register
my full supvort for the bill before us to-
day, H.R. 2246, and for the programs of
the Economic Development Administra-
tion—EDA-—and the regional action
planning commissions, which this bill
would extend through June 1974. The
programs it authorizes are vital in help-
ing people in economically depressed
areas of the country, like northwestern
Wisconsin, help themselves to a more
equitable share of this Nation’s abun-
dance.

Mr. Chairman, my neighbor from Min-
nesota (Mr. BLaTNIK) is to be commend-
ed for the leadership he is providing Con-
gress in the fight to save EDA and the
regional commissions from the Presi-
dent’s misguided ax.

I urge all Members to stand firm be-
hind the committee’s proposal and clear-
ly show the Executive that its callous dis-
regard for people living in chronically de-
pressed areas of our Nation will not be
shared by Congress.

Last December, when I first learned
that the administration planned to dis-
mantle EDA, I immediately wrote to
President Nixon urging him to reconsider
his decision. I pointed out that EDA pro-
grams have provided permanent private
sector employment in many of the poor-
est areas of our country and that without
their continuation it is unlikely that the
cycle of chronic depression will be broken.

As we all know, these and similar pleas
from around the country fell on deaf
ears at the White House.

Whether the White House and OMB
care to face it or not, economic stagna-
tion or decline exists in many regions of
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the country today. The development po-
tential that exists in these areas has
never been tapped by adequately funded
development assistance programs. The
northwestern part of Wisconsin is such
an area. I would like to cite again a few
facts which will indicate the nature of
our economic problems in that area and
the need for expansion, rather than ter-
mination, of the economic development
programs of EDA and the regional com-
missions.

As I indicated before, in northwestern
Wisconsin:

The unemployment rate has been
about 50 percent above the U.S, average
since 1966;

Forty percent of the families have
total income of under $6,000 compared
to 21 percent at this income level in the
State as a whole;

Population: declined annually by 0.2
percent during the 1960’s and is now less
than the 1910 population;

Over 14 percent of the population is
65 years or clder;

Twenty percent of the people derive
most of their income from social se-
curity;

There is one doctor for every 2,065 peo-
ple, compared to a State average of 1 to
919. I might add that 1 to 2,065 is about
the same as the ratios for Nicaragua and
Bragzil.

Since their inception in 1966, the EDA
and the Upper Great Lakes Regional
Commission have provided $7.7 million
in economic development assistance to
northwestern Wisconsin communities, Of
course, this amount of money is “pea-
nuts” compared to the needs of the
region. To expect such resources to be
sufficient to reverse a trend of economie
decline that has been going on for
decades is unrealistic. Yet, these funds
have triggered substantially larger in-
vestments by local communities, the
State and the private sector. As a result,
these Federal funds have been high
powered dollars and have had a multi-
plier effect throughout the region.,
The new jobs and business activity
promoted by the infusion of this capital
has reduced the rate of decline in some
parts of northwest Wisconsin and ac-
tually resulted in increased growth in
others.

Three cases from northwestern Wis-
consin will demonstrate that these
economic programs do produce a sub-
stantial “bang for the buck.”

EDA provided a business loan of about
$700,000 to Jeno’s Ine. in late 1970 to
enable them to open a new manufactur-
ing facility in northwestern Wisconsin.
This investment, which EDA participa-
tion made possible, has resulted in nearly
200 full-time direct manufacturing jobs
in northwestern Wisconsin.

The Memorial Medical Center, Ine., in
Ashland, Wis.,, has received a $900,000
public works grant from EDA for a new
hespital. This grant has created 100 direct
jobs and 150 related ones in northwest-
ern Wisconsin. It has also enabled an
area with severe medieal service short-
ages to create a regional medical center
with a wide service area in mnorthern
Wisconsin.

The Upper Great Lakes Regional Com-
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mission is providing $50,000 for the de-
velopment of an economic development
program for the Duluth/Superior area.
This has enabled Douglas County and the
city of Superior to hire a full-time
economic planning expert. Given recent
unemployment levels in this area, such a
program is extremely important.

Many additional examples could be
cited. I could also note an even larger
number of projects that have had to be
turned down by these organizations be-
cause of lack of funds. These projects
could have kept existing jobs in this
economically depressed area and created
additional employment opportunities as
well.

When one understands the needs of
these areas and the effectiveness of these
programs given the limited funding, it is
hard to see how the President could call
them “lower priority” in his budget. Can
they be “lower priority” than loans to
big business, grants to foreign military
dictators, space technology research,
more weapons purchases? I think not.

While abolishing EDA and the regional
commissions, the administration pro-
vided “substitute” programs that it
claimed will be more effective in meeting
the same needs. These proposed pro-
grams are totally inadequate. Not only
is the proposed funding miniscule when
compared to the funds available from
EDA and the regional commissions in the
past, but the programs have no focus.
The new programs proposed by the
White House would be available to rich
and poor communifies on an equal basis.
The President's budget, in effect, aban-
dons some of the poorest areas of the
United States with a lecture on “self re=
liance” and ‘“equal treatment for all
Americans.”

The frequent White House harping on
these two themes reminds me of some-
thing Will Rogers once said about “equal
treatment.” He said:

It all depends upon what you mean by
equality. For instance, the poor and the rich
get the same amount of ice, but the poor
gets theirs in the wintertime.

The bill we are considering today, H.R.
22486, is in my opinion, far less than what
is required for the balanced economic
growth of the most economically de-
pressed rural areas of our Nation. A
sharp rise in economic development
funds and assistance to workers and
businesses facing new environmental reg-
ulations is needed, in my judgment, and
needed fast.

However, as a result of the President’s
action, it is essential that we pass legisla-
tion immediately or EDA and the
regional commissions are dead. There-
fore, in the interest of salvaging some-
thing, I support the simple extension of
these programs as proposed by the Pub-
lic Works and Economic Development
Committees.

I urge all Members who share my con-
cern for the well-being of people living
in the most economically distressed rural
areas of our country to vote for H.R. 2246.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I move fo
strike the requisite number of -words.

Mr. Chairman, it is well known that
I seldom take this floor unless I speak
in support or in connection with the bills
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coming from my Committee on Approp-
riations; very, very rarely indeed. The
Members of the House are lucky.

But, in this case, as most of the senior
Members here would know or most of
them have heard—and the Members will
not mind my being parochial for this
purpose, although I plead to that as do
all of us—but if there ever was exhibit A
for the continuation of this bill, unfor-
tunately, my district is that exhibit.

To compound the difficulty, an act of
God—Agnes. Remember? Oh, dear God,
I hope we do not forget Agnes. To com-
pound all of this, there is no bill; there
is no law that can do for my district and
for most of the Southern States what can
be done by this program.

When I came here in 1945, to show you
what a dynamic and strong and effective
Congressman I was, I lost 100,000 peo-
ple—100,000 people moved out of my dis-
trict in 20 years after I was elected, to
get away from me, I suppose—a hundred
thousand.

This was the worst economic distress
in the Nation. Remember the Flood-
Douglas bill, Appalachia, all these
things?

Now, not by largesse, not by handouts,
but by Operation Bootstrap, up by our
own boots we pulled ourselves up and up
from 19.7 percent unemployed—19.7
percent—up until today just about 9
percent. But, we helped ourselves.

The Members know the people I come
from; race, color, creed, religion in the
hard coal fields. You name it, I have it.
We do not stand there with our hats in
our hands, with tin cups. We are as good
as anyone. We need help, we admit that.
We help ourselves, but we need you to
help us.

We will make out both economically
within a few years to the national level
of unemployment, and even now out of
the mud and the slime of this terrible
disaster, we are coming back.

This bill—1 more year; 1 more year.
There should not be, Mr. Chairman,
there cannot be—I know there cannot be
a 100 votes today against this bill. There
cannot be 100 votes.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time not
in any way to indicate that I do not
believe there has been some progress
under the Economic Development Ad-
ministration or that they have not done
some good things, but it just seems to
me that we are showing daily in this
Congress we are afraid of change, that
everything we have done in the past is
the best way to do it. I do not happen to
believe that is true.

What we are trying to do, as I under-
stand it, in the new budget, is to provide
funds in a more orderly way, by increas-
ing funds for rural development, eco-
nomic development in rural areas, by
providing additional funds to the Small
Business Administration and HUD,
rather than having it in EDA, with all of
its administrative costs.

EDA, as Members know from working
with this program, has amounted to hav-
ing so much taken from EDA and so
much from other departments, and then

putting it in a package. As a result, it
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has become an administrative men-
strosity and this must be corrected.

That is all we are trying to do. We all
want to accomplish the same objectives.

All of our subcommittees of the Appro-
priations Committee are holding hear-
ings right now on the President's 1974
budget. In that budget, as I believe it has
been pointed out before, are increases to
take care of the funds that were formerly
in EDA. As we carry on these hearings
we are probably going to have to make a
decision. Should we cut the President’s
budget for rural development? Should we
cut the request for SBA? Should we cut
the increase requested for HUD? Those
are funds that are supposed fo take over
the same job EDA is doing now.

No, some Members will not do that.
They will vote for the increase, for the
authorization, for the extension of EDA
and then, increase the other items as
well, thereby having it both ways. We
cannot have any sensible fiscal manage-
ment under that kind of an operation.

I also sit as a member of the Joint
Committee on the Budget, between the
House and the Senate. We were charged
by an overwhelming vote of the House
and the Senate, to come out with a pro-
posal that would bring back to the Con-
gress its responsibility in controlling
budgetary affairs. Before we have had
even an opportunity to kold our hear-
ings or to come out with what is a
recommended spending ceiling all of
the committees are going ahead, increas-
ing authorizations over and above those
requested and extending programs
which are not even in the budget. Yet,
as I have stated, we have not had the
opportunity to present our proposal at
all—and, I might say, this not only ap-
plies to the Appropriations Committee,
but it also applies to all of the author-
izing committees.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CEDERBERG. I yield to the
minority leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Let us be
factual.

In August of 1972, the Congress passed
the Rural Development Act, and it was
praised from this body to the other body.
I believe it is probably good legislation.

In the budget for the next fiscal year,
page 182, under that legislation, there is
listed water and waste disposal loan
obligation proposed, $345 million; under
industrial development loan obligation,
$200 million; and under community
facility loan obligation, $100 million.

We passed that legislation last year.
The administration wants to fund it.
Why do we have to perpetuate a program
which we started a number of years ago,
when we can substitute newer and better
legislation, as we did under the Rural
Development Act?

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CEDERBERG. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wyoming.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. I have
answers to the questions asked by the
minority leader.

Point 1: The operation of the Rural
Development Act is a long way off.

Point 2: Implementation of the other
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programs voted upon, such as revenue
sharing, will not come until July 1974.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CEDERBERG. Yes, I yield to the
distinguished minority leader, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. GErRALD R.
Forp).

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr, Chairman,
I did not mention the better community
legislation. I talked about a piece of leg-
islation that is on the statute books now
that was enacted August 30, 1972. If all
the administration wants to do is fund
that program as Congress recommended
and discontinue the EDA, which was
originally considered to be a temporary
piece of legislation, that is another mat-
ter.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CEDERBERG),
has expired.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 2
additional minutes.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chairman,
reserving the right to object, in regard
to the next request, I am going to resist
any extension of the 5 minutes of time.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, I
really do not want to prolong this.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CEDERBERG) is recognized
for 2 additional minutes.

Mr., JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chairman,
I withdraw my reservation.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to ask the gentleman from
Alabama, or the gentleman from Arkan-
sas a question.

My subcommittee handles the appro-
priations for EDA and there is nothing in
the budget for this program. Does the
gentleman intend to put an amendment
onto the appropriation bill to put money
in for this program?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I have no
idea, but I would expect the gentleman
from Michigan to be generous when we
pass this bill to see that the action is
taken.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman, that
is not my question.

The question is: There is no money in
the budget now. Can we anticipate an
amendment to add the money?

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, if we pass this bill, we will cer-
tainly be solicitous enough of the gen-
tleman to put the money in and do a
better job than has been done in the
past, because we have authorized $7
billion in the law, and we have been giv-
en $2 billion.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman,
that raises another question.

If we put the money in, will the gen-
tleman then support reductions in the
budget in the other areas such as rural
development, small business, and HUD
or will he be for both of them?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman ylield?

Mr. CEDERBERG. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. HAMMER-
SCAMIDT) .
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Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT., As to the
billion and a quarter dollars that has
been talked about here, that is the au-
thorization figure. The Appropriations
Committee has really only been funding
at approximately 30 percent of the au-
thorization level or a little over $350
million; I think this point should be
made clear. Additionally, of the amount
that has been appropriated for fiscal year
1973, $11.4 million has been impounded.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Well, Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman has not answered my
question.

My question is: Are the Members go-
ing to support both increases or cut one?
What are they going to cut?

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I think, of
course, we will get the chance to study
the various aspects of the legislation
which is requested by the administra-
tion. Review of these proposals is part of
the need for this extension; to give the
committee needed time to review exist-
ing economic development legislation in
light of these proposals and make legis-
lative changes, if changes are necessary.

Mr. CEDERBERG. So I would point
out again, Mr. Chairman, nobody knows
whether we want to go down one road
or down both roads or consider cuts in
rural grants or increases in EDA.

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, during my years in
the Congress, I have witnessed the in-
itiation of many Federal programs de-
signed to meet many specific needs. The
test of time proved some of these pro-
grams fto be worthwhile, some not-so-
worthwhile, and some questionable.

Surely there has never been any ques-
tion about the merits of the Economic
Development Administration’s track rec-
ord. Sometimes, one must look back in
order to tell where they have been and
where they are headed. Did they stay on
course? Did they accomplish their goals?
Was the trip necessary? What were the
strengths and weaknesses as they jour-
neyed into the unknown?

In order to make an intelligent evalua-
tion of the success or failure of the Eco-
nomic Development Administration, I
believe we must look back and examine
the “Congressional Findings and Pur-
poses” of the Public Works and Develop-
ment Act of 1965. I wish to cite title 42,
paragraph 3121 of the United States
Code which reads as follows:

The Congress declares that the mainte-
nance of the national economy at a hlgh
level Is vital to the best interests of the
United States, but that some of our re-
glons, counties, and communities are suffer-
ing substantial and persistent unemployment
and underemployment; that such unemploy-
ment and underemployment cause hardship
to many individuals and their families, and

waste invaluable human resources; that to
overcome this problem the Federal Govern-

ment, in cooperation with the States, should
help areas and reglons of substantial and
persistent unemployment and underemploy-
ment to take effective steps in planning and
financing their public works and economic
development; that Federal financial assist-
ance, Including grants for public works and
development facilities to communities, indus-
tries, enterprises, and Individuals in areas
needing development should enable such
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areas to enhance the domestic prosperity by
the establishment of stable and diversified
local economies and improved local condi-
tions, provided that such assistance is pre-
ceded by and consistent with sound, long-
range economic planning; and that under
the provisions of this chapter new employ-
ment opportunities should be created by
developing and expanding new and existing
public works and other facilities and re-
sources rather than by merely transferring
jobs from one area of the United States
to another.

The administration has made it clear
it wishes to dismantle many social pro-
grams designed to help people. This is
true in housing, sanitation facilities,
rural development, programs for the
poor, the public employment program,
education and others. But I cannot be-
lieve the President intended to cut off
opportunities for people to help them-
selves. Community leaders in high un-
employment areas will attest to the suc-
cess of EDA.

Lest we lose sight of the meaning of the
term “Economic Development” I would
suggest that the Office of Management
and Budget confer with Governors of
Appalachia, city managers in Michigan,
county administrators in California,
mayors in New England, and, last but
not least, the EDA regional directors.
Ask these directors—appointed by the
present administration—to “tell it like it
is.” Query these directors and their aides
as to the effectiveness of EDA. They have
known the sense of pride that is associ-
ated with a successful Federal program.

I believe the results of such a survey
would lead to expansion of the present
EDA program.

Mr, Chairman, I am glad to be one of
the 150 cosponsors of H.R. 2246 which is
designed to extend the life of EDA for
1 year and I urge the Members of this
body to pass this legislation with an over-
whelming vote.

Mr. RUPPE. Mr. Chairman, I move fo
strike the last word.

Mr, Chairman, I wholeheartedly sup-
port the continuation of the economic
development program under title V of
the Public Works and Economic Devel-
opment Act of 1965, the Regional Com-
mission program and the Economic De-
velopment Administration.

As a Representative from northern
Michigan, I have come to know first-
hand just how valuable these programs
are to the growth of rural areas of our
Nation. My congressional district com-
prises over one-fourth of the land area
of the Upper Great Lakes Region. Michi-
gan’s 11th District also includes five eco-
nomic development districts under EDA.

To begin with, I want to reafirm my
support for the regional concept upon
which the title V programs are based.
The President himself has emphasized
the importance of tackling the problems
of economic and population imbalance
between the urban and rural areas. It
will be difficult enough to rebuild the
cities to accommodate their present pop-
ulations; it will be impossible if the pop-
ulation flow continues. Therefore, it is
imperative—not just from the rural
standpoint, but from the urban view as
well—that we create the jobs and re-
vitalize the communities of rural Ameri-
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ca as part of a balanced effort to improve
the Nation's well-being.

The regional commissions and EDA
are vital parts of that balanced effort.
In the 11th Congressional District of
Michigan, for example, the Upper Great
Lakes Regional Commission in fiscal
year 1972 alone provided some $1,513,476
in grant moneys that contributed to local
development projects totaling over $11.4
million. Some of these projects might
have been accomplished without the
Commission’s assistance. However, I
think it is safe to say that the vast ma-
jority were completed because the Com-
mission provided needed funds to com-
munities so they could avail themselves
of matching assistance from other Fed-
eral sources. In effect, under the able
leadership of Cochairman Tom Schwei-
gert, the Upper Great Lakes Regional
Commission has acted as a catalyst for
numerous projects whose financial ele-
ments would never have come together
but for its efforts.

Likewise, EDA has contributed sub-
stantially to northern Michigan’s eco-
nomic growth. In fiscal year 1972, EDA
injected into the 11th Congressional Dis-
trict over $5,400,000 for a wide variety of
job-producing public projects, business
loans and planning studies. Last week,
EDA announced the approval of a $2.5
million loan for a manufacturing firm
in Menominee, Mich.—a company whose
new facilities will be located in the
Menominee Industrial Park, also built
with EDA funding. This new plant will
create 385 new jobs in an area which
has experienced an unemployment rate
of 10 to 15 percent. It is EDA-assisted
projects such as this which are giving
new life to small communities across
northern Michigan and the Nation.

If we are ever going to overcome the
population and economic imbalance be-
tween urban and rural America, we must
continue to provide this loan and grant
assistance. In its proposed fiscal 1974
budget, the administration argues that
the functions of EDA and the Regional
Commissions can effectively be carried
on by loan programs under the Rural De-
velopment Act, special revenue sharing
programs, and increased business loan
guarantees under the Small Business
Administration.

I am skeptical about these arguments
on two counts. First, the Small Business
Administration and the Rural Develop-
ment Act are primarily geared to provide
loan guarantees—not direct grants,
These loan policies alone will not be fully
adequate in overcoming the peculiar
problems of developing rural America.
Even with the availability of loan guar-
antees, rural areas cannot easily obtain
the full amount of private capital neces-
sary to finance costly projects such as
water delivery systems, airport construc-
tion, community facilities, and industrial
parks. Therefore, the direct grant
moneys provided by the Regional Com-
missions and EDA still will be desperately
needed to compensate for the shortage of
capital in small rural communities.

Second, the funding of the Rural De-
velopment Act and the special revenue
sharing programs is by no means an ac-
complished fact. While these proposals
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may eventually provide the necessary
Federal assistance for the development of
rural America, I do not believe that we
can afford to let the grant moneys and
delivery systems under title V lapse while
we wait for the implementation of sub-
stitute programs.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge that the
Regional Commission and EDA be con-
tinued during Fiscal 1974. These pro-
grams have served northern Michigan
and all of rural America well. They de-
serve the continued support of the
Congress.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-

man.
Mr, MAZZOLI. Mr. Chairman, I am
proud to represent Kentucky which has
benefited so greatly from the pioneer-
ing work in the area of concentrated
economic development performed by the
Appalachian Regional Commission.

Today, I am speaking in favor of H.R.
2246, however, by events which are closer
to me and my home district than Ap-
plachia.

For nearly 2 years, officials and civic
leaders of my home community, Louis-
ville, Ky., have been working tirelessly
to develop a proposal which was solicited
and encouraged by officials of the present
national administration.

The objective of this proposal was to
have the Economic Development Ad-
ministration designate a low-income
area of Louisville as a special impact area
or SIA.

As one of EDA’s special target areas,
this section of Louisville would then be-
come the site for a concentrated, well-
coordinated, and thoroughly compre-
hensive effort to bolster the economy and
obtain useful, productive employment for
its 127,000 residents.

If I might paraphrase the recent words
of the President, the designation as a
special impact area would provide a great
many unemployed and underemployed
Louisvillians with an opportunity to “do
something for themselves.”

To make a long story short, Mr. Chair-
man, the efforts of the Louisville officials
working through the office of Maj. Frank
W. Burke and through the Louisville
Economic Development Council, Inc.,
were successful. Louisville met the cri-
teria imposed by the Federal officials in
Washington. It won the coveted designa-
tion as one of EDA’s special impact
‘areas.

But now comes the kicker.

One week before the Commerce De-
partment announced Louisville's victory,
the Presidential budget had been released
announcing the intention to do away
with the Economic Development Admin-
istration.

Thus, after all of the effort and the
considerable expense which went into de-
veloping the Louisville proposal, after
meeting all the standards set by officials
of this administration, Louisville now has
been told that there would not be an
Economic Development Administration
to carry out the special impact. program.

The leaders back home in my district—

7991

and all of the others which have worked
to cooperate with EDA’s special impact
program—are suddenly told that their
effort may have been in vain, or that it
may only partially prove worthwhile.

By passing this bill (HR. 2246) today,
Mr. Chairman, I think we can tell the ad-
ministration that the people of this coun-
try do want to something for themselves.

In my district, the people do want to
bring in new industry and commerce to a
9,728-acre inner-city area of economic
stagnation.

They do want to see new vocational
training centers established so that the
job skills of the unemployed and under-
employed can be upgraded.

In essence, I think these are the kind
of priorities shared by the great majority
of the people in all of the congressional
districts of this great country.

I urge all of my colleagues to cast their
vote today in favor of increasing the self-
sufficiency of our less fortunate citizens
by voting in favor of this bill. I thank you.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
as a sponsor of H.R. 2246, the Public
Works and Economic Development Ex-
tension Act, I firmly believe this measure
to be one of the most important that
the House will consider this year.

I say this because of what is at stake.
We are talking about jobs; we are talking
about human beings having the oppor-
tunity of working to support themselves
and their families and funectioning as
productive citizens. To me there is no
higher priority than strengthening the
economic well-being of our people.

The administration wants to kill off
a number of programs under the guise of
improving governmental efficiency. 1
have no quarrel with this objective but
let us not kid ourselves with a lot of talk
about improving the utilization of Fed-
eral resources by dismembering agencies
that do not happen to fit the administra-
tion’s new federalism scheme. Let us
face it, there is a more basic issue at
hand. The administration is faced with
a mounting deficit and a tax increase
because of economic mismanagement.

To worm its way off this fiscal hook
the administration wants to dump the
blame on the Congress by criticizing us
for excessive spending and pointing a
finger at us for a tax increase to pay for
these programs. Well, I think this ap-
proach is full of holes for the simple
reason that the programs involved, in-
cluding those of the Economic Develop-
ment Administration, are designed to
create additional tax revenues because
they put people to work.

I am all for controlling excessive
spending. In the past 4 years the Con-
gress has cut unnecessary Presidential
spending requests by over $20 billion. The
cuts have been made in areas where they
should be made.

They have not been made in programs
that are beneficial to the people of this
country.

The administration has attempted to
justify the dismantling of EDA on the
basis of improving the Federal Govern-
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ment and strengthening local and State
government. In this instance the justifi-
cation is fallacious. First of all, the pur-
pose of the Public Works and Economic
Development Act is to provide Federal
assistance, in cooperation with the States
and localities, to economically depressed
areas to help themselves. These areas
develop their own plans for economic
development and the creation of jobs. At
the present time, there is no other Fed-
eral program that assists economically
depressed areas in this manner.

Improvement of intergovernmental re-
lations through special revenue sharing
is broached as a reason for scuttling the
Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act. Even if special revenue shar-
ing is enacted it would not become effec-
tive until fiscal year 1975, a year after
EDA is abolished. There would be no
program to fill the gap and our depressed
areas would be left holding the bag.

The administration has cited the Ru-
ral Development Act as a replacement
for the legislation we are considering to-
day. Unfortunately, the administration
fails to point out that the Rural Develop-
ment Act is basically a rural loan pro-
gram. On the other hand, the public fa-
cility program under EDA is a grant pro-
gram for both urban and rural areas.
The loan program is no substitute for
the grant program. Distressed areas need
grants, not loans.

The programs of the Small Business
Administration are mentioned as substi-
tutes for EDA programs. While SBA can
complement EDA, it is not an adequate
substitute because it is more of a mecha-
nism to assist small businessmen and
does not have the legislative wherewithal
to carry out economic development ac-
tivities authorized by the Public Works
and Economic Development Act. Specifi-
cally, SBA can make direct loans of up
to $350,000 to assist small business; EDA
through its business development pro-
gram makes loans in excess of $1 million
to create permanent jobs in areas of
high unemployment and underemploy-
ment.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I would like
to note that the unemployment rate has
gone up again. This is no time to kill
off programs that are designed to create
employment.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I per-
sonally feel we are going to make a mis-
take here that we have made so often
in the past if this legislation is not ap-
proved. I have no doubt about the pas-
sage of this legislation today, but if we
fail to fund it we are going to see a pe-
riod where nothing is going to be done
in the way of economic development in
the most distressed areas of America.

The Small Business Administration is
no substitute for the EDA. Neither is the
Rural Development Administration. The
Farmers Home Administration is no sub-
stitute. That legislation operates in areas
that are not in great need, but the EDA
has performed exemplary work in areas
like Appalachia. In eastern Kentucky and
West Virginia and other sections of the
country, SBA is not serving those com-
munities with small resources, because it
was not set up to cope with Appalachia’s
peculiar and unique problems.
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The SBA, the RDA, and the Farmers
Home Administration have different
orientations entirely. They do their own
jobs well but they are just not designed
to handle massive areawide problems
such as we have in Appalachia.

The only program, the only ongoing
program, we have in the poorest of the
poor communities are the programs of
the Economic Development Administra-
tion. I would hate to see the work pre-
viously undertaken by EDA abandoned
on the theory that other governmental
agencies will take over. If other govern-
mental agencies are going to take over
rural development, it will require a tran-
sition period or at least 1 year, and pos-
sibly several.

I cannot see why this Congress would
go along with any proposal which would
leave the most economically disadvan-
taged sections of the entire country with-
out hope or succor for at least another
year.

Passage of this legislation is the least
that we can do. If we are going to hold the
people in these rural communities such
as those I represent, it would take $50
million for the next year for water and
sanitation facilities alone. The same
thing is true in many of the West Vir-
ginia communities, and throughout the
Appalachian area. It takes a long time to
get a program like the Economic Devel-
opment Administration into operation,
and it has taken several years to bring
it to its present level. If the President is
determined to dismantle the Economic
Development Administration, Congress
should serve notice that here is where
the line is to be drawn. We should say in
a loud voice that the only act that we
have in existence to serve the poorest of
the poor communities in this country
will not be destroyed. We must serve no-
tice that we intend that this act should
continue to serve these communities, and
continue its task of improving the life of
rural America.

I am hopeful, Mr. Chairman, that the
vote will be overwhelming on this, and
that the necessary funds will be appro-
priated to carry it out to the full intent
of the American people and the Congress
that represents them.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from EKentucky has expired.

Mr. MATHIAS of California. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate having the
opportunity to express my strong support
rural area—an area that has a histori-
for legislation which provides for a 1-
year extension of Economic Development
Administration at its present level of
funding.

While I am in full accord with the
President’s goal to hold the line on taxes
and inflation by eliminating those pro-
grams which have proven to be ineffi-
cient or ineffective, I cannot agree that
EDA falls into this category.

By ending the EDA program now,
many areas in California, particularly
the 18th Congressional District, would
be unable to cope with unemployment
which continues to be a severe problem.
The most recent Department of Labor
figures for the counties I represented
during my first three terms in office show
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that the average unemployment rate in
1971 for Kern County was 6.3 percent
and for Tulare County—7.3 percent. This
alarming high rate of unemployment at-
tests to the fact that the need for pro-
grams like EDA has not diminished.

Both counties desperately need Federal
assistance to stimulate employment. The
EDA program, which assists communities
in attracting industry and, in turn,
creates jobs in the area, is a vital neces-
sity in combating the unemployment
problem.

Several of the communities in my dis-
trict, particularly hard-hit by unemploy-
ment, have relied on EDA’s assistance.
The city of Delano can testify to the im-
portance of the program. The city has
laid dormant over an 8-year period; the
tax base gained from property sales and
other limited sources was so low that a
reduction in staff was necessary; no
capital improvement programs were pos-
sible; and an unemployment rate of 9.4
percent to as high as 23 percent made
the city’s future bleak.

One of the projects approved by EDA
for Delano was the construction of sewer
and water facilities in conjunction with
the establishment of a 61-acre industrial
park at the site of the Delano Airport.
This project has the potential for creat-
ing more than 1,300 new jobs in Delano.
As the city manager of Delano, James
Peel, stated:

The EDA program has enabled the city of
Delano to help themselves and it has pro-
vided the stimulus to change the future of
our community.

In Porterville, EDA assistance provided
funds for the construction of capital im-
provement projects which resulted in
new employment opportunities in this
rural area—an area that has a histori-
cally high unemployment rate. Ed Valli-
ere, the city manager told me that Por-
terville’s participation in the EDA pro-
gram during a time of stress has proven
to be a catalyst for the continued indus-
trial growth and economical stabilization
of the community.

EDA assistance has been especially
helpful to the minorities living in Visalia.
The grants from EDA have opened up job
opportunities for Mexican-Americans
who, having been displaced by the mech-
anization of agriculture would be on the
welfare rolls. Another important benefit
is that there now exists suitable jobs for
the young people of this community.

I think worthy of note is a statement by
Lynn Dredge, the city manager of Tul-
are. In referring to the grants the city
has received, he states that—

The EDA funds have been the most pro-
ductive grant-in-aid dollars which have been
provided this community in terms of long-
range development and provided employment
opportunities for under-employed and un-
employed people. When considering the fact
that our community has a 5% to 6% un-
employment rate, our new industrial park
and its first industry will have an immeas-
urable impact for good on Tulare.

Not only has EDA been effective in
aiding industrial growth of cities in my
district, it has provided substantial bene-
fit to the Tule River Indian Reservation.
As a result of EDA’s grant. a community
services building has been constructed,
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providing employment for 26 residents of
the reservation, as well as serving as the
hub for tribal activities.

I think it is clearly understood, from
the above examples, that the benefits re-
sulting from these EDA grants have been
of paramount importance. It certainly
shows that economically depressed com-
munities have legitimate needs for EDA
funds.

I believe that the best way to quickly
reduce unemployment is to provide
grants and loans for local government
and business construction projects which
create immediate construction jobs in
areas of high unemployment and, thus,
will have highly desirable side effects in
creating new employment throughout the
area.

It has been my experience that EDA
has been one of the most functional and
expedient agencies that I and my staff
have had an opportunity to deal with.
EDA is the most effective mechanism yet
devised to help in the solution of some of
the difficult problems of our Nation.
Therefore, I recommend, strongly, that
legislation to extend this program be
given full support by the Members of the
House of Representatives.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, despite some good
results from the projects accomplished
under the Economic Development Act,
in my judgment the time is now ripe for
EDA to terminate.

EDA was essentially an emergency
public works kind of program. Some
even call it a make-work program. It
could be justified at a time of wide-
spread economic distress, but it is less
relevant now when the economy is mov-
ing ahead well.

EDA could still be justified, and be
needed if there were no alternative pro-
grams. But we have been told today that
the proposed administration budget will
provide $1.4 billion in loans and grants.
For instance, nearly half of the funds
expended under EDA are for sewer and
water projects. We have lots of compet-
itive programs through other agencies
for sewer and water. Other agencies like
SBA, Rural Development, HUD, and so
forth, also have funds or loans for similar
projects.

As the economy gets stronger, and
because there are alternatives, EDA be-
gins to look like just another, sometimes
redundant, grant-giving agency. Sure it
does good things. But so do other agen-
cies. How many programs do we need?
In 1970, a town in Minnesota built a
sewer plant. It received funds from
FWPCA, EDA, FHA, HUD, and the
Upper Great Lakes Development Com.
mission. I say it is time for a little con-
solidation.

The CEA has also recommended ter-
mination of EDA. I hope we concur here
today. An extra $1.2 billion, as provided
by H.R. 2246, will surely wreck the
budget. Most of us have expressed in-
terest in holding down expenses this
year. We have a good opportunity to do
so by voting down H.R. 2246.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr., MaTsU-
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NAGA) having resumed the chair, Mr.
Apams, chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 2246) to amend the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965
to extend the authorizations for a 1-year
period pursuant to House Resolution 295,
he reported the bill back to the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is ordered.

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.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. GROVER

Mr. GROVER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. GROVER. I am, Mr. Speaker, in
its present form.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. GrovEr moves to recommit the bill
H.R. 2246 to the Committee on Public Works.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is
ordered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The motion to recommit was rejected.

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

Mr. JONES of Alabama. 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 278, nays 108,
not voting 46, as follows:

[Roll No. 50]
YEAS—278

Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Cronin
Culver
Danlels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, S.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Diggs
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Dulski
Duncan

du Pont

Eckhardt Helstoskl
Edwards, Calif. Henderson
Eilberg Hicks

Evans, Colo. Holtzman
Evins, Tenn. Horton

Fascell Howard

Fisher Hungate
Flood Johnson, Calif.
Flowers Jones, Ala.

Abdnor
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,

Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Baker
Barrett
Beard
Bevill
Biester
Bingham
Blatnik
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Brasco
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.

Foley
Ford,
William D.
Fountain
Fraser
Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Glaimo
Ginn
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Gunter
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hannsa

Hanrahan
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Hastings
Hawkins

Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
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Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
EKarth
Eastenmeler
Kazen
Eeating
Eemp
Kluczynski
Kyros

Landrum
Lehman
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott

Lujan
McCloskey
McCormack
McDade
McFall
McEay
McKinney
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Mallary

Mann
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Miller

Mills, Ark.
Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mizell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan

Moss
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.Y.
Mpyers
Natcher
Nedzi

Nix

Anderson, Il
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Bennett
Blackburn
Broomfield
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Clancy
Clawson, Del
Collier
Collins
Conable
Coughlin
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Davis, Wis.
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn

Esch
Findley

Obey
O'Hara
O'Neill
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettls
Peyser
Poage
Podell
Preyer
Price, Il1.
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Reid
Reuss
Riegle
Roberts
Robison, N.Y.
o

Roe

Roncalio, Wyo.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rostenkowski
Roush

Ryan

8t Germain
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Scherle
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes

Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.¥.
Snyder
Spence
Staggers

NAYS—108

Frenzel
Frey
Gilman
Goldwater
Goodling
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gude

Guyer
Hansen, Idaho
Hillis

Hogan

Holt

Huber
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Ketchum
Landgrebe
Latta

Lent
McClory
McCollister
Madigan
Mahon
Mailliard
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Mayne

Flynt
Ford, Gerald R. Michel

Forsythe
Frelinghuysen

Milford
Mills, Md.
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Stanton,
J. William
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steed
Steele
Stephens
Btokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Studds
Sulllvan
Symington
Taylor, Mo.

Vander Jagt
Vanik
Veysey

Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.

Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

‘Wolff

Wright

Wyman

Yates

Yatron

Young, Alaska

Young, Ga.

Young, 8.C.

Young, Tex.

Zablockl

Zion

Zwach

Moorhead,
Calif.
Mosher
Nelsen
Parris
Rallsback
Regula
Rinaldo
Robinson, Va.
Rogers
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rousselot
Sandman
Satterfield
Saylor
Schneebell
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.

Symms
Talcott
Teague, Calif.
Towell, Nev.
Treen

‘Ware
Whitehurst

NOT VOTING—48

Ashbrook
Badillo
Bafalls
Bell
Bergland

Carney, Ohio
Chisholm
Conlan
Dickinson
Eshleman
Fish

Gettys
Gibbons
Griffiths

Harsha
Harvey
Hinshaw
Holifield
Hosmer
Jones, Okla.
King

Eoch
Euykendall
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Rosenthal
Teague, Tex.
Waldie
Winn
Young, Fla.

Pickle

Pike
Powell, Ohio
Price, Tex.

Rhodes
Rooney, N.Y.

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr, McEwen for, with Mr. Eshleman

Mr, Dickinson for, with Mr, Conlan against.

Mr. Mitchell of New York for, with Mr.
Young of Florida, against,

Mr. Pickle for, with Mr. Rhodes agalnst.

Mr. Holifleld for, with Mr, King against.

Mr. Nichols for, with Mr. Price of Texas

Mr. Rooney of New York for, with Mr.
Bafalls against.

Mrs, Chisholm for,
agalnst.

Until further notice:

Mr. Gettys with Mr. Ashbrook.

Mr. Brooks with Mr., Harsha.

Mr. Bergland with Mr. Brotzman,

Mrs. Grifiths with Mr. Bray.

Mr. Eoch with Mr, Harvey.

Mr. Biaggl with Mr. Fish.

Mr, Badillo with Mr. Leggett.

Mr, Teague of Texas with Mr. Minshall of
Ohlo.

Mr. Waldie with Mr. Bell.

Mr, Pike with Mr. Hinshaw.

Mr. Gibbons with Mr, Kuykendall.

Mr. Owens with Mr. O’Brien.

Mr. Rosenthal with Mr. Powell of Ohlo.

Mr. Rarick with Mr. Winn.

Mr. Carney of Ohio with Mr, Jones of
Oklahoma.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

with Mr. Hosmer

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Mr. Arrington, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate agrees to the
amendment of the House with an
amendment to a bill of the Senate of the
following title:

8. 7. An act to amend the Vocational Re-
habilitation Act to extend and revise the
authorization of grants to States for voca-
tional rehabilitation services, to authorize
grants for rehabilitation services to those
with severe disabilities, and for other pur-
poses,

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may revise and extend their re-
marks on the bill just considered, and
to include therein extraneous matter
and that all Members may have 5 legisla-
tive days in which to extend their re-
marks on the bill, and that I may revise
and extend the remarks I made in the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama?

There was no objection.

REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973

Mr. BRADEMAS, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the

Speaker’s desk the bill—S. T—to amend
the Vocational Rehabilitation Act to ex-
tend and revise the authorization of
grants to States for vocational reha-
bilitation services, to authorize grants
for rehabilitation services to those with
severe disabilities, and for other pur-
poses, with a Senate amendment to the
House amendment thereto, and concur
in the Senate amendment to the House
amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amendment
to the House amendment, as follows:

In lleu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the House engrossed amendment
insert:

That this Act, with the following table of
contents, may be cited as the “Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1972",
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DECLARATION OF PURPOSE

SEc. 2. The purpose of this Act Is to provide
a statutory basis for the Rehabllitation Serv-
ices Administration, to establish within the
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare an Office for the Handicapped, and to
authorize programs to—

(1) develop and implement comprehensive
and continuing State plans for meeting the
current and future needs for providing voca-
tional rehabilitation services to handicapped
individuals and to provide such services for
the benefit of such individuals, serving first
those with the most severe handicaps, so
that they may prepare for and engage in
gainful employment;

(2) evaluate the rehabilitation potential
of handicapped individuals;

(3) develop, implement, and provide com-
prehensive rehabllitation services to meet the
current and future needs of handicapped in-
dividuals for whom & vocational goal is not
possible or feasible so that they may improve
their ability to llve with greater independence
and self-sufficiency;

(4) mssist in the construction and im-
provement of rehabllitation facilitles;

(5) develop new and innovative methods
of applying the most advanced medical tech-
nology, scientific achievement, and psycho-
logical and social knowledge to solve reha=-
bilitation problems and develop new and in-
novative methods of providing rehabilitation
services to handicapped individuals through
research, special projects, and demonstra-
tions;

(6) initiate and expand services to groups
of handicapped individuals (including those
who are homebound and institutionalized)
who have been underserved in the past;

(7) direct the conduct of various studies
and experiments to focus on long neglected
problem areas;

(8) promote and expand employment op-
portunities in the public and private sectors
for handicapped individuals and to place
such individuals in employment;

(9) establish client assistance pilot proj-
ects;

(10) provide assistance for the purpose of
increasing the number of rehabilitation per-
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sonnel and increasing their skills through
training; and

(11) evaluate existing approaches to archi-
tectural and transportation barriers con-
fronting handicapped individuals, develop
new such approaches, enforce statutory and
regulatory standards and requirements re-
garding barrier-free construction of public
facilities and study and develop solutions to
existing housing and transportation barriers
impeding handicapped individuals.

REHABILITATION SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

8Ec.3 (a). There shall be in the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare a
Rehabilitation Bervices Administration
which shall be administered by a Commis-
sioner (hereinafter referred to as the “Com-
missioner”). The Commissioner shall carry
out and administer all programs and direct
the performance of all services for which au-
thority is provided under titles I through
IV of this Act.

(b) There shall be within such Adminis-
tration a Division of Research, Training, and
Evaluation, which shall be responsible for
carrying out programs and projects under
title IV of this Act. There shall be within
such Division a Center for Technology Assess-
ment and Application, which shall be re-
sponsible for developing and supporting, and
stimulating the development and utilization
(including production and distribution of
new and existing devices) of, innovative
methods of applying advanced medical tech-
nology, sclentific achlevement, and psycho-
logical and soclal knowledge to solve rehabil-
itation problems, and for administration of
the activities described in section 402(b) (2).
Such Division shall be directed by an Assist-
ant Commissioner, who shall be responsible
to the Commissioner and shall be a pesson
of outstanding scientific and technological
achievement and learning and shall carry
out his responsibilities in consultation with
the National Science Foundation and the
National Academy of Sclences, and shall be
assigned at least ten full-time positions, five
of which shall be filled by professionals of
qualifications similar to the Assistant Com-
missioner.

(c) The Secretary shall take whatever
action is necessary to insure that funds ap-
propriated pursuant to this Act, as well as
unexpended appropriations for carrying out
the Vocational Rehabilitation Act (29 U.S.C.
31-42), are expended only for the programs,
personnel, and administration of programs
carried out under this Act.

(d) In order to carry out the purposes of
this Act, the authorized level of full-time
personnel, or the equivalent, assigned to the
Rehabilitation Services Administration to
carry out duties related to the administra-
tion of this Act, is increased by sixty.

ADVANCE FUNDING

Sec. 4. (a) For the purpose of affording
adequate notice of funding available under
this Act, appropriations under this Act are
authorized to be included in the appropria-
tlon Act for the fiscal year preceding the
fiscal year for which they are avallable for
obligation.

(b) In order to effect a transition to the
advance funding method of timing appro-
priation action. the authority provided by
subsection (a) of this section shall apply
notwithstanding that its initial application
will result in the enactment in the same year
(whether in the same appropriation Act or
otherwise) of two separate appropriations,
one for the then current fiscal year and one
for the succeeding fiscal year.

JOINT FUNDING

Sec. 5. Pursuant to regulations prescribed
by the President, and to the extent consistent
with the other provisions of this Act, where
funds are provided for a single project by
more than one Federal agency to an agency
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or organization assisted under this Act, the
Federal agency principally involved may be
designated to act for all in administering the
funds provided, and, in such cases, a single
non-Federal share requirement may be es-
tablished according to the proportion of
funds advanced by each agency. When the
principal agency involved is the Rehabilita-
tion Services Administration, It may walve
any grant or contract requirement (as de-
fined by such regulations) under or pursuant
to any law other than this Act, which re-
quirement is inconsistent with the similar
requirements of the administering agency
under or pursuant to this Act.
CONSOLIDATED REHABILITATION PLAN

Sec. 6. (a) In order to secure increased

flexibillty to respond to the varying needs
and local conditions within the State, and
in order to permit more effective and interre-
lated planning and operation of its rehabili-
tation programs, the State may submit a con-
solidated rehabilitation plan which includes
the State's plan under section 101(a) of
this Act and its program for persons with
developmental disabilitles under the Devel-
opmental Disabllities Services and Facilities
Construction Amendments of 1970: Provided,
That the agency administering such State’s
program under such Act concurs in the sub-
mission of such a consolidated rahabilitation
plan,
(b) Such a consolidated rehabilitation plan
must comply with, and be administered in
accordance with, all the requirements of this
Act and the Developmental Disabilities Serv-
ices and Facilities Construction Amendments
of 1870. If the Secretary finds that all such
requirements are satlsfied, he may approve
the plan to serve in all respects as the sub-
stitute for the separate plans which would
otherwise be required with respect to each
of the programs included therein, or he may
advise the State to submit separate plans
for such programs.

(¢) Findings of noncompliance in the ad-
ministration of an approved consolidated re-
habilitation plan, and any reductions, sus-
pensions, or terminations of assistance as a
result thereof, shall be carried out in accord-
ance with the procedures set forth in sub-
sectlons (¢) and (d) of section 101 of this
Act.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 7. For the purposes of this Act:

(1) The term *““‘comprehensive rehabilita-
tlon services” means vocational rehabilita-
tion services and any other goods (including
alds and devices) or services provided with
funds under titles II, III, or IV of this Act
that will make a substantial contribution in
helping a handicapped individual to improve
his ability to live independently or function
normally with his family and community.

(2) The term “construction™ means the
construction of new bulldings, the acquisi-
tion, expansion, remodeling, alteration, and
renovation of existing buildings, and initial
equipment of such buildings, and the term
“cost of construction” includes architects’
fees and acquisition of land in connection
with construction but does not include the
cost of offsite improvements.

(3) The term “eriminal act” means any
crime, Including an act, omission, or posses-
slon under the laws of the United States or
a Btate or unit of general local government
which poses a substantial threat of personal
injury, notwithstanding that by reasons of
age, insanity, intoxication or otherwise the
person engaging in the act, omission, or pos-
session was legally Incapable of committing
a crime.

(4) The term “establishment of a rehabil-
itation facility” means, the acquisition, ex-
pansion, remodeling, or alteration of exist-
ing bulldings necessary to adapt them to re-
habilitation facllity purposes or to increase
thelr effectiveness for such purposes (sub-
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Jject, however, to such limitations as the
Commissioner may determine, in accordance
with regulations he shall prescribe, in order
to prevent impairment of the objectives of,
or duplication of, other Federal laws pro=-
viding Pederal assistance In the construction
of such facllities), and the initial equipment
for such buildings, and may include the ini-
tial staffing thereof.

(6) The term “evaluation of rehabilita-
tion potential” means, as appropriate in
each case—

(A) a preliminary diagnostic study to de-
termine that the individual has a substantial
handicap to employment, and that voca-
tional or comprehensive services are needed;

(B) a diagnostic study consisting of a com-
prehensive evaluation of pertinent medical,
psychological, vocational, educational, cul-
tural, soclal, and environmental factors
which bear on the individual's handicap to
employment and rehabilitation potential
including, to the degree needed, an evalua-
tion of the indlvidual's personality, intel-
ligence level, educational achlevements, work
experience, vocational aptitudes and inter-
ests, personal and social adjustments, em-
ployment opportunities, and other pertinent
data helpful in determining the nature and
scope of services needed;

(C) an appraisal of the individual's pat-
terns of work behavior and ability to ac-
quire occupational skill, and to develop work
attitudes, work habits, work tolerance, and
social and behavior patterns suitable for
successful job performance, including the
utilization of work, simulated or real, to
assess and develop the individual’s capacities
to perform adequately in a work environ-
ment;

(D) any other goods or services provided
for the purpose of ascertaining the nature
of the handicap and whether it may reason-
ably be expected that the individual can
benefit from vocational rehabilitation serv-
ices or comprehensive rehabilitation services;

(E) referral;

(F) the administration of these evaluation
services; and

(G) (1) the provislon of vocational reha-
bilitation services or the provision of com-
prehensive rehabllitation services to any in-
dividual for a total period not In excess of
eighteen months for the purpose of deter-
mining whether such individual is a handi-
capped individual, & handicapped individual
for whom a vocational goal is not possible or
with section 102(c)), or neither such in-
dividual; and (ii) an assessment, at least
once in every ninety-day period during which
such services are provided, of the results of
the provision of such services to an individual
to ascertain whether any of the determina-
tions described in subclause (i) may be
made. :

(6) The term “Federal share'” means 80
per centum, except that that term means 90
per centum for the purposes of part C of title
I and title II of this Act and as specifically
set forth In section 301: Provided, That with
respect to payments pursuant to part B of
title I of this Act to any State which are
not used to meet the costs of construction
of those rehabilitation facilitles identified
in section 103(b) (2) in such State, the Fed-
eral share shall be the percentages deter-
mined in accordance with the provisions of
section 301(b)(3) applicable with respect
to that State and that, for the purpose of
determining the non-Federal share with
respect to any State, expenditures by a polit-
ical subdivision thereof or by a local agency
shall, subject to such limitations and con-
ditions as the Commissioner shall by regula-
tion prescribe, be regarded as expenditures
by such State.

(7) The term *“handicapped individual”
means any individual who (A) has a physical
or mental disability which for such .in-
dividual constitutes or results in a substan-
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tial handicap to employment and (B) can
reasonably be expected to benefit from voca-
tional rehabilitation services, or compre-
hensive rehabilitation services provided pur-
suant to title II, III, or IV of this Act.

(8) The term “local agency” means an
agency of a unit of general local government
or of an Indian tribal organization (or com-
bination of such units or organizations)
which has an agreement with the State
agency designated pursuant to section 101
(a) (1) to conduct a vocational rehabilita-
tion program under the supervision of such
State agency in accordance with the State
plan approved under section 101. Nothing
in the preceding sentence of this paragraph
or in section 101 shall be construed to pre-
vent the local agency from utilizing another
local public or nonprofit agency to provide
vocational or comprehensive rehabilitation
services: Provided, That such an arrange-
ment is made part of the agreement specified
in this paragraph.

(9) The term “nonprofit”, when used with
respect to a rehabilitation facility, means a
rehabilitation facility owned and operated by
a corporation or association, no part of the
net earnings of which inures, or may lawfully
inure, to the benefit of any private share-
holder or individual and the income of which
is exempt from taxation under section 501 (c)
(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954.

(10) The term "public safety officer” means
a person serving the United States or a State
or unit of general local government, with or
without compensation, in any activity per-
taining to—

(A) the enforcement of the criminal laws,
including highway patrol, or the maintenance
of civil peace by the National Guard or the
Armed Forces,

(B) a correctional program, facility, or in-
stitution where the activity is potentially
dangerous because of contact with criminal
suspects, defendants, prisoners, probation-
ers, or parolees,

(C) a court having criminal or juvenile
delinquent jurisdiction where the activity is
potentially dangerous because of contact with
criminal suspects, defendants, prisoners, pro-
bationers, or parolees, or

(D) firefighting, fire prevention, or emer-
gency rescue missions.

{(11) The term “rehabllitation facility"”
means a facility which is operated for the pri-
mary purpose of providing vocational reha-
bilitation or comprehensive rehabilitation
services to handicapped individuals, and
which provides singly or in combination one
or more of the following services for handi-
capped individuals: (A) vocational and com-
prehensive rehabilitation services which shall
include, under one management, medical,
psychological, social, and vocational services,
(B) testing, fitting, or training in the use of
prosthetic and orthotic devices, (C) prevo-
cational conditioning or recreational therapy,
(D) physical and occupational therapy, (E)
speech and hearing therapy, (F) psychologi-
cal and social services, (G) evaluation of re-
habilitation potential, (H) personal and work
adjustment, (I) vocational training with a
view toward career advancement (in combi-
nation with other rehabilitation services),
(J) evaluation or control of specific disabili-
ties, (K) orientation and mobility services to
the blind, and (L) extended employment for
those handicapped individuals who cannot be
readily absorbed in the competitive labor
market, except that all medical and related
health services must be prescribed by, or un-
der the formal supervision of, persons li-
censed to prescribe or supervise the provision
of such services in the State.

(12) The term “Secretary”, except when
the context otherwise requires, means the
Becretary of Health, Education, and Welfare.

(13) The term “severe handicap"” means
the disability which requires multiple serv-
ices over an extended period of time and re-
sults from amputation, blindness, cancer,
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cerebral palsy, cystic fibrosis, deafness, heart
disease, hemiplegia, respiratory or pulmonary
dysfunction, mental retardation, mental ill-
ness, multiple sclerosis, muscular dystrophy,
neurological disorders (including stroke and
epilepsy), paraplegla, quadriplegia and other
spinal cord conditions, renal failure, and any
other disability specified by the Commis-
sioner in regulations he shall prescribe.

(14) The term "State” includes the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the Virgin Islands, Puerto
Rico, Guam, American Samoa, and the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, and
for the purposes of American Samoa and the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, the ap~
propriate State agency designated as pro-
vided in section 101(a) (1) shall be the Gover-
nor of American Samoa or the High Com-
missioner of the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands, as the case may be.

(15) The term “vocational rehabilitation
services” means services identified in section
103 which are provided to handicapped In-
dividuals under this Act.

ALLOTMENT FPERCENTAGE

Sec. 8. (a) (1) The allotment percentage
for any State shall be 100 per centum less
that percentage which bears the same ratio
to 50 per centum as the per capita income of
such State bears to the per capita income of
the United States, except that (A) the al-
lotment percentage shall in no case be more
than 75 per centum or less than 3315 per
centum, and (B) the allotment percentage
for the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico,
Guam, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa,
and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands
shall be 75 per centum.

(2) The allotment percentages shall be
promulgated by the Commissioner between
July 1 and September 30 of each even-num-
bered year, on the basis of the average of the
per capita incomes of the States and of the
United States for the three most recent con-
secutive years for which satisfactory data
are available from the Department of Com-
merce. Such promulgation shall be conclu-
sive for each of the two fiscal years in the
period beginning on the July 1 next suc-
ceeding such promulgation.

(3) The term “United States” means (but
only for purposes of this subsection) the
fifty States and the District of Columbia.

(b) The population of the several States
and of the United States shall be deter-
mined on the basis of the most recent data
available, to be furnished by the Department
of Commerce by October 1 of the year pre-
ceding the fiscal year for which funds are
appropriated pursuant to statutory au-
thorizations.

AUDIT

Sec, 9, Each reciplent of a grant or contract
under this Act shall keep such records as the
Secretary may prescribe, including records
which fully disclose the amount and dis-
position by such reciplent of the proceeds
of such grant or contract, the total cost
of the project or undertaking in connection
with which such grant or contract is made
or funds thereunder used, the amount of
that portion of the cost of the project or un-
dertaking supplied by other sources, and
such records as will facilitate an effective
audit. The Secretary and the Comptroller
General of the United States, or any of their
duly authorized representatives, shall have
access for the purpose of audit and exami-
nation to any books, documents, papers, and
records of the recipient of any grant or
contract under this Act which are pertinent
to such grant or contract.

NONDUPLICATION

Sec. 10. In determing the amount of any
State's Federal share of expenditures for
plannirg, administration, and services in-
curred by it under a State plan approval
in accordance with section 101 cor for the
purposes of providing comprehensive rehabil-
itation services pursuant to title II of this
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Act, there shall be disregarded (1) any por-
tion of such expenditures which are financed
by Federal funds provided under any other
provision of law, and (2) the amount of any
non-Federal funds required to be expended
as a conditin of receipt of such Federal funds.
No payment may be made from funds pro-
vided under one provision of this Act relat-
ing to any cost with respect to which any
payment is. made under any cost with re-
spect to which any payment is made under
any other provision of this Act.

TITLE I—VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION
SERVICES

PART A—GENERAL PROVISIONS

DECLARATION OF FURPOSE, AUTHORIZATION OF
APPROPRIATIONS

Bec. 100. (a) The purpose of this title is
to authorize grants to assist States to meet
the current and future needs of handicapped
Individuals, so that such Individuals may
prepare for and engage in gainful employ-
ment to the extent of their capabllities.

(b) (1) For the purpose of making grants
to States under part B of this title to assist
them In meeting ccsts of vocational re-
habilitation services provided in accordance
with Btate plans under section 101, there
is authorized to be appropriated $700,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and
$800,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974.

(2) For the purpose of making grants un-
der section 120, relating to grants to States
and public and nonprofit agencles to assist
them in meeting the costs of projects to ini-
tiate or expand services to handicapped in-
dividuals (especlally those with the most
severe handicaps) there is authorized to be
appropriated $50,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973, £60,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974, and $75,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975.

STATES PLANS

Sec. 101. (a) For each fiscal year in which
a State desires to participate in programs
under this title and pursuant to title II of
this Act, a State shall submit to the Commis-
sloner for his approval an annual plan for
vocational and comprehensive rehabilitation
services which shall—

(1) (A) designate a State agency as the
sole State agency to administer the plan, or
to supervise its administration by a local
agency, except that (i) where under the
State’s law the State agency for the blind
or other agency which provides assistance or
services to the adult blind, is authorized to
provide vocational and comprehensive re-
habilitation services to such individuals, such
agency may be designated as the sole State
agency to administer the part of the plan
under which vocational and comprehensive
rehabilitation services are provided for the
blind (or to supervise the administration
of such part by a local agency) and a separate
State agency may be designated as the sole
State agency with respect to the rest of the
State plan, and (ii) the Secretary, upon the
request of a State, may authorize such agen-
cy to share funding and administrative re-
sponsibility with another agency of the State
or with a local agency in order to permit
such agencies to carry out a joint program
to provide services to handicapped individ-
uals, and may waive compliance with respect
to vocational rehabilitation services fur-
nished under such programs with the re-
quirement of clause (4) of this subsection
that the plan be in effect in all political sub-
divisions of the State;

(B) provide that the State agency so des-
ignated to administer or supervise the ad-
ministration of the State plan, or (if there
are two BState agencies designated under
subelause (A) of this clause) to supervise or
administer the part of the State plan that
does not relate to services for the blind, shall
be (i) a State agency primarily concerned
with vocational rehabilitation, or vocational
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and other rehabilitation, of handicapped in-
dividuals, (ii) the State agency administer-
ing or supervising the administration of edu-
catlon or vocational education in the State,
or (iii) a State agency which includes at
least two other major organizational units
each of which administers one or more of
the major public education, public health;
public welfare, or labor programs of the
State;

(2) provige, except in the case of agen-
cies described in clause (1)(B)(i)—

(A) that the State agency designated pur-
suant to paragraph (1) (or each State agency
if two are so designated) shall include a
vocational rehabilitation bureau, division, or
other organizational unit which (i) is pri-
marily concerned with vocational rehabilita-
tion, or vocational and other rehabilitation,
of handicapped individuals, and is respon-
sible for the vocational rehabilitation pro-
gram of such State agency, (1) has a full-
time director, and (iii) has a staff employed
on such rehabilitation work of such organiza-
tional unit all or substantially all of whom
are employed full time on such work; and

(B) (1) that such unit shall be located at
an organizational level and shall have an
organizational status within such State
agency comparable to that of other major
organizational units of such agency, or (ii)
in the case of an agency described in clause
(1) (B) (i1), either that such unit shall be so
located and have such status, or that the
director of such unit shall be the executive
officer of such State agency; except that,
in the case of a State which has designated
only one State agency pursuant to clause (1)
of this subsection, such State may, if' it so
desires, assign responsibility for the part of
the plan under which vocational and compre-
hensive rehabilitation services are providéd
for the blind to one organizational unit of
such agency and assign responsibility for the
rest of the plan to another organizational
unit of such agency, with the provisions of

this cause applying separately to each of such
units;

(3) provide for financial participation by
the State, or if the State 80 elects, by the
State and local agencies to meet the amount
of the non-Federal share;

(4) provide that the plan shall be In
effect in all political subdivisions, except
that in the case of any activity which, in the
judgment of the Commissioner, is likely to
assist in promoting the vocational rehabilita-
tion of substantially larger numbers of
handicapped individuals or groups of handi-
capped individuals the Commissioner may
walve compliance with the requirement here-
in that the plan be in effect in all political
subdivisions of the State to the extent
and for such period as may be provided in
accordance with regulations prescribed by
him, but only if the non-Federal share of the
cost of such vocational rehabilitation serv-
ices is met from funds made avallable by a
local agency (including to the extent per-
mitted by such regulations, funds contrib-
uted to such agency by a private agency,
organlzation, or individual);

(6)(A) contain the plans, policies, and
methods to be followed in carrying out the
State plan and in its administration and
supervision, including & description of the
method to be used to expand and improve
services to handicapped individuals with the
most severe handicaps; and, in the event
that vocational rehabilitation services can-
not be provided to all eligible handicapped
individuals who apply for such services, show
(1) the order to be followed in selecting in-
dividuals to whom vocational rehabilitation
services will be provided, and show the order
to be followed In selecting individuals to
whom comprehensive rehabilitation services
will be provided, and (ii) the outcomes and
service goals, and the time within which
they may be achieved, for the rehabilitation
of such individuals, which order of selection
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for the provision of vocational rehabilita-
tion services shall be determined on the
basls of serving first those individuals with
the most severe handicaps and shall be
consistent with priorities in such order of
selection so determined, and outcome and
service goals for serving handicapped Indi-
viduals, established In regulations prescribed
by the Commissioner, and

(B) provide satisfactory assurances to the
Commissioner that the State has studied and
considered a broad variety of means for pro-
viding services to individuals with the most
severe handicaps;

(6) (A) contain the plans, policies, and
methods to be followed in providing com-
prehensive rehabilitation services pursuant
to title IT of this Act, and

(B) provide satisfactory assurances that
no such comprehensive rehabilitation serv-
ices shall be paid for with funds under title
II of this Act unless maximum efforts have
been made to secure grant assistance, In
whole or in part, from other sources to pay
for such services;

(7) provide for such methods of adminis-
tration, other than methods relating to the
establishment and maintenance of personnel
standards, as are found by the Commissioner
to be necessary for the proper and efficlent
administration of the plan;

(8) contain (A) provisions relating to the
establishment and maintenance of person-
nel standards, which are consistent with
any State licensure laws and regulations, in-
cluding provisions relating to the tenure,
selection, appointment, and qualifications of
personnel, and (B) provisions relating to
the establishment and maintenance of mini-
mum standards governing the facilities and
personnel utilized in the provision of voca-
tional and comprehensive rehabilitation
services, but the Commissioner shall exer-
cise no authority with respect to the selec-
tion, method of selection, tenure of office,
or compensation of any individual employed
in accordance with such provisions;

(9) providing, at a minimum, for the pro-
vision of the vocational rehabilitation serv-
ices specified in clauses (1) through (3) of
subsection (a) of section 103, and the remain-
der of such services specified in such section
after full conslderation of eligibility for simi-
lar benefits under any other program, except
that, in the case of the vocational rehabili-
tation services specified In clauses (4) and
(6) of subsection (a) of such section, such
consideration shall not be required where it
would delay the provision of such services to
any individual;

(10) provide that (A) an individualized
written rehabilitation program meeting the
requirements of section 102 will be developed
for each handicapped individual eligible for
vocational or comprehensive rehabilitation
services under this Act, (B) such services will
be provided under the plan in accordance
with such program, and (C) records of the
characteristics of each applicant will be kept
specifying, as to those individuals who apply
for services under this title or pursuant to
title II 'of this Act and are determined not
to be eligible therefor, the reasons for such
determinations;

(11) provide that the State agency will
make such reports in such form, containing
such information (including the data de-
scribed In subclause (C) of clause (10) of
this subsection, perlodic estimates of the
population of handicapped individuals eli-
gible for services under this Act in such
State, specifications of the number of such
individuals who will be served with funds
provided under this Act and the outcomes
and service goals to be achieved for such
individuals In each priority category speci-
filed in accordance with clause (5) of this
subsection, and the service costs for each such
category), and at such time as the Com-
missioner may require to carry out his func-
tions under this title, and comply with such
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provisions as he may find necessary to as-
sure the correctness and verification of such
reports;

(12) provide for entering into cooperative
arrangements with, and the utilization of the
services and facilities of, the State agencies
administering the State’s public assistance
programs, and public employment offices,
individuals, veterans programs, Inanpower
programs, and public employment offices,
and the Social Security Administration of
the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, the Veterans' Administration, and
other Federal, State, and local public agencies
providing services related to the rehabilita-
tion of handicapped individuals;

(13) provide satisfactory assurances to the
Commissioner that, in the provision of voca-
tional rehabilitation and comprehensive re-
habilitation services, maximum utilization
shall be made of public or other vocational
or technical training facilities or other ap-
propriate resources in the community;

(14) (A) provide that vocational rehabill-
tation and comprehensive rehabilitation
services provided under the State plan shall
be available to any civil employee cf the
United States disabled while in the per-
formance of his duty on the same terms
and conditions as apply to other persons, and

(B) provide that special consideration will
be given to the rehabilitation under this
Act of a handicapped individual whose
handicapping condition arises from a dis-
ability sustained in the line of duty while
such individual was performing as a public
safety officer and the proximate cause of such
disability was a criminal act, apparent crim-
inal act, or a hazardous condition resulting
directly from the officer’s performance of
duties in direct connection with the enforce-
ment, execution, and administration of law
or fire prevention, firefighting, or related
public safety activities;

(15) provide that no residence requirement
will be imposed which excludes from services
under the plan any individual who is pres-
ent in the State;

(16) provide for continuing statewlde
studies of the needs of handicapped indi-
viduals and how these needs may be most
effectively met (including the State’s needs
for rehabilitation facilities) with a view to-
ward the relative need for services to signifi-
cant segments of the population of handi-
capped individuals and the need for expan-
slon of services to those individuals with the
most severe handicaps;

(17) provide for (A) periodic review and
reevaluation of the status of handicapped
individuals placed in extended employment
in rehabilitation facilities (Including work-
shops) to determine the feasibllity of their
employment, or training for employment, in
the competiiive labor market, and (B) maxi-
mum efforts to place such individuals in such
employment or training whenever it is deter-
mined to be feasible;

(18) provide that where such State plan
includes provisions for the construction of
rehabllitation facilities—

(A) the Federal share of the cost of con-
struction thereof for a fiscal year will not
exceed an amount equal to 10 per centum of
the State's allotment for such year,

(B) the provisions of section 313 shall be
applicable to such construction and such
provisions shall be deemed to apply to such
construction, and

(C) there shall be compliance with regu-
latlons the Commissioner shall prescribe de-
signed to assure that no State will reduce
its efforts in providing other vocational re-
habilitation services (other than for the es-
tablishment of rehabilitation facilities) be-
cause its plan includes such provisions for
construction:

(19) provide satisfactory assurances to the
Commissioner that the State agency desig-
nated pursuant to clause (1) (or each State
agency if two are so designated) and any
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sole local agency administering the plan in
a political subdivision of the State will take
into account, in connection with matters of
general policy arising in the administration
of the plan, the views of individuals and

thereof who are reclplents of voca-
tional or comprehensive rehabilitation serv-
ices (or, in appropriate cases, their parents
or guardlans), working in the fleld of voca-
tional rehabllitation, and providers of voca-
tlonal and comprehensive rehabilitation
services; and

(20) provide satisfactory assurances to the
Commissioner that the continuing studies
required under clause (16) of this subsec-
tion, as well as an annual evaluation of the
effectiveness of the program in meeting the
goals and priorities set forth in the plan,
will form the basis for the submission, from
time to time as the Commissioner may re-
quire, of appropriate amendments to the
plan.

(b) The Commissioner shall approve any
plan which he finds fulfills the conditions
specified in subsection (a) of this section,
and he shall disapprove any plan which does
not fulfill such conditions. Prior to such
disapproval, the Commissioner shall notify
a State of his intention to disapprove its
plan, and he shall afford such State reason-
able notice and opportunity for hearing.

(¢) Whenever the Commissioner, after rea-
sonable notice and opportunity for hearing
to the State agency administering or super-
vising the administration of the State plan
approved under this section, finds that—

(1) the plan has been so changed that it
no longer complies with the requirements of
subsection (a) of this section; or

(2) in the administration of the plan there
is a fallure to comply substantially with
any such provision,
the . Commissioner shall notify such State
agency that no further payments will be
made to the State under this title (or, in his
discretlon, that such further payments will
be reduced, in accordance with regulations
the Commissioner shall prescribe, or that
further payments will not be made to the
State only for the projects under the parts
of the State plan affected by such failure),
untll he is satisfled there is no longer any
such fallure. Until he is so satisfied, the
Commissioner shall make no further pay-
ments to such State under this title for
shall limit payments to projects under those
parts of the State plan In which there Is
no such fallure).

(d) If any State is dissatisfied with the
Commissioner's action under subsection (b)
or (c) of this section, such State may appeal
to the United States district court for the
district where the capital of such State is
located and judiclal review of such action
shall be on the record In accordance with the
provisions of chapter 7 of title 5, United
Btates Code,

INDIVIDUALIZED WRITTEN REHABILITATION

PROGRAM

Segc. 102. (a) The Commissioner shall in-
sure that the individualized written rehabili-
tation program reqguired by section 101(a)
(10) in the case of each handicapped individ-
ual is developed jointly by the vocational re-
hablilitation counselor or coordinator and the
handicapped individual (or, in appropriate
cases, his parents or guardians), and that
such program meets the requirements set
forth in subsection (b) of this section. Such
written program shall set forth the terms
and conditions, as well as the rights and
remedies, under which goods and services will
be provided to the individual.

(b) Each individualized written rehabilita-
tion program shall be reviewed on an annual
basis at which time each such individual (or,
in appropriate cases, his parents or guard-
ians) will be afforded an opportunity to re-
view'such program and renegotiate its terms.
Sueh' program shall include, but not be
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limited to (1) a statement of long-range re-
habilitation goals for the Individual and in-
termediate rehabilitation objectives related
to the attainment of such goals, (2) a state-
ment of the specific vocational or compre-
hensive rehabilitation services to be provided,
(3) the projected date for the initlation and
the anticipated duration of each such serv-
ice, (4) objective criteria and an evaluation
procedure and schedule for determining
whether such objectives and goals are belng
achieved, and, (5) where appropriate, a de-
tailed explanation of the avallability of a
client assistance project established in such
area pursuant to section 112,

(¢) The Commissioner shall also insure
that (1) in developing and carrying out the
individualized written rehabilitation program
required by section 101 in the case of each
handicapped individual primary emphasis is
placed upon the determination and achleve-
ment of a vocational goal for such individual,
(2) a decision that such an individual is not
capable of achieving such a goal, and thus
not eligible for vocational rehabilitation
services provided with assistance under this
part, is made only in full consultation with
such individual (or, in appropriate cases, his
parents or guardians), and only upon the
certification, as an amendment to such
written program, that the evaluation of re-
habilitation potential has demonstrated be-
yond any reasonable doubt that such indi-
vidual is not then capable of achieving such
a goal, and (3) any such decision shall be
reviewed at least annually in accordance with
the procedure and criteria established in this
section.

SCOPE OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION SERVICES

Sec. 103. (a) Vocational rehabilitation
services provided under this Act are any
goods or services necessary to render s handi-
capped individual employable, including, but
not limited to, the following:

(1) evaluation of rehabilitation poten-
tial, including diagnostic and related serv-
ices, incidental to the determination of eligi-
bility for, and the nature and scope of, serv=-
ices to be provided, including, where appro-
priate, examination by a physician skilled in
the diagnosis and treatment of emotional
disorders, or by a licensed psychologists in
accordance with State laws and regulations,
or both;

(2) counseling, guldance, referral, and
placement services for handicapped individ-
uals, Including follow-up, follow-along, and
other postemployment services necessary to
assist such individuals to maintain their
employment and services designed to help
handicapped individuals secure needed serv-
ices from other agencles, where such services
are not avallable under this Act;

(3) vocational and other tralning services
for handicapped individuals, which shall in-
clude personal and vocational adjustment,
books, and other training materials, and
services to the familles of such individuals
as are necessary to the adjustment or reha-
bilitation of such individuals: Provided, That
no training services in institutions of higher
education shall be pald for with funds under
this title IT of this Act unless maximum ef-
forts have been made to secure grant assist-
ance, in whole or in part, from other sources
to pay for such training;

(4) physical and mental restoration serv-
ices, including, but not limited to, (A) cor-
rective surgery or therapeutic treatment
necessary to correct or substantially modify
a physical or mental condition which is
stable or slowly progressive and constitutes
a substantial handlcap to employment, but
is of such nature that such correction or
modification may reasonably be expected to
eliminate or substantially reduce the handi-
cap within a reasonable length of time, (B)
necessary hospitalization in connection with
surgery or treatment, (C) prosthetic and
orthotic devices, (D) eyeglasses and visual
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services as prescribed by a physlclan skilled
in the diseases of the eye or by an optom=
etrist, whichever the individual may select,
(E) special services (including transplanta-
tion and dialysis), artificial kidneys, and
supplies necessary for the treatment of in-
dividuals suffering from end-stage renal dis-
ease, and (F) diagnosis and treatment for
mental and emotional disorders by a physi-
clan or licensed psychologist in accordance
with State licensure laws; e

(5) maintenance, not exceeding the esti-
mated cost of subsistence, during rehabilita-
tion;

(68) interpreter services for the deaf, and
reader services for those individuals deter-
mined to be blind after an examination by
a physician skilled in the diseases of the eye
or by an optometrist, whichever the indi-
vidual may select;

(7) recruitment and training services for
handicapped individuals to provide them
with new employment opportunities in the
fields of rehabilitation, health, welfare, pub-
1lic safety, and law enforcement, and other ap~
propriate service employment;

(8) rehabilitatlon teaching services and
orientation and mobility services for the
blind;

(9) occupational licenses, tools, equipment,
and initial stocks and supplies;

(10) transportation in connection with the
rendering of any vocational rehabilitation
service; and :

(11) telecommunications, sensory,
other technological alds and devices.

(b) Vocational rehabilitation services,
when provided for the benefit of groups of
individuals, may also include the following:

(1) in the case of any type of small busi-
ness operated by individuals with the most
severe handicaps the operation of which can
be improved by management services and su-
pervision provided by the State agency, the
provision of such services and supervision,
alone or together with the acquisition by
the State agency of vending faclilitles or other
equipment and initial stocks and supplies;
and

(2) the construction or establishment of
public or nonprofit rehabilitation facilities
and the provision of other facilities and serv-
ices which promise to contribute substan-
tially to the rehabilitation of a group of in-
dividuals but which are not related directly
to the individualized written rehabilitation
program of any one handicapped individual.

NON-FEDERAL SHARE FOR CONSTRUCTION

Sec. 104. For the purpose of determining
the amount of payments to States for carry-
ing out part B of this title, the non-Federal
share, subject to such limitations and condi-
tions as may be prescribed in regulations by
the Commissioner, shall include contribu-
tions of funds made by any private agency,
organization, or individual to a State or local
agency to assist in meeting the costs of con-
struction or establishment of a public or
nonprofit rehabilitation facility, which would
be regarded as State or local funds except for
the condition, imposed by the contributor,
limiting use of such funds to construction or
establishment of such faecility.

PART B—BAsSIC VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION
SERVICES
STATE ALLOTMENTS

Sec. 110. (a) For each fiscal year, each
State shall be entitled to an allotment of an
amount bearing the same ratio to the amount
authorized fo be appropriated under subsec-
tion (b) (1) of section 100 for allotment un-
der this section as the product of (1) the
population of the State and (2) the square
of its allotment percentage bears to the sum
of the corresponding products for all the
States. The allotment to any State (other
than Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin
Islands, and the Trust Territory of the Pa-
cific Islands) under the first sentence of this

and
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subsection for any fiscal year which is less
than one-quarter of 1 per centum of the
amount appropriated under section 100(b)
(1), or 2,000,000, whichever is greater, shall
be increased to that amount, the total of the
increases thereby required being derived by
proportionately reducing the allotments to
each of the remaining such States under the
first sentence of this subsection, but with
such adjustments as may be necessary to
prevent the allotment of any such remaining
States from being thereby reduced to less
than that amount.

(b) Whenever the Commissioner deter-
mines that any amount of an allotment to
a State for any fiscal year will not be utilized
by such State in carrying out the purposes of
this title, he shall make such amount avail-
able for carrying out the purposes of this title
to one or more other States to the extent he
determines such other State will be able to
use such additional amount during such year
for carrying out such purposes. Any amount
made available to a State for any fiscal year
pursuant to the preceding sentence shall,
for the purposes of this part, be regarded as
an increase of such State’s allotment (as
determined under the preceding provisions
of this section) for such year.

PAYMENTS TO STATES

Sec.111. (a) From each State’s allotment
under this part for any fiscal year, the Com-
missioner shall pay to such State an amount
equal to the Federal share of the cost of
vocational rehabilitation services under the
plan for such State approved under section
101, including expenditures for the adminis-
tration of the State plan, except that the
total of such payments to such State for
such fiscal year may not exceed its allotment
under subsection (a) of section 110 for such
year and such payments shall not be made
in an amount which would result in a viola-
tion of the provisions of the State plan re-
quired by clause (18) of section 101(a), and
except that the amount otherwise payable to
such State for such year under this section
shall be reduced by the amount (if any) by
which expenditures from non-Federal sources
during such year under this title are less
than expenditures under the State plan for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, under
the Vocational Rehablilitation Act.

(b) The method of computing and paying
amounts pursuant to subsection (a) shall be
as follows:

(1) The Commissioner shall, prior to the
beginning of each calendar quarter or other
period prescribed by him, estimate the
amount to be paid to each State under the
provisions of such subsection for such period,
such estimate to be based on such records of
the State and information furnished by it,
and such other investigation, as the Com-
missioner may find necessary.

(2) The Commissioner shall pay, from the
allotment available therefor, the amount so
estimated by him for such period, reduced or
increased, as the case may be, by any sum
(not previously adjusted under this para-
graph) by which he finds that his estimate
of the amount to be pald the State for any
prior period under such subsection was
greater or less than the amount which should
have been paid to the State for such prior
period under such subsection. SBuch payment
shall be made prior to audit or settlement by
the General Accounting Office, shall be made
through the disbursing facilitles of the
Treasury Department, and shall be made in
such installments as the Commissioner may
determine.

CLIENT ASSISTANCE

Bec. 112. (a) The Commissioner shall set

aside out of funds appropriated under sec-
tlon 305 for special projects and demonstra-
tions up to $2,5600,000 but no less than §1,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending on June 30,
1973, and up to $5,000,000 but no less than
$1,000,000 each for the two succeeding fiscal
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years to establish in no less than 10 nor more
than 20 geographically dispersed regions
client assistance pilot programs (hereinafter
in this section referred to as “projects”) to
provide counselors to inform and advise all
clients and cllent applicants in the project
area of all available benefits under this Act
and to assist them in their relationships with
projects, programs, and facilities providing
services to them under this Act.

(b) The Commissioner shall prescribe reg-
ulations which shall include the following
requirements:

(1) All employees of such projects shall
not be presently serving as staff, consultants
or receiving benefits of any kind directly or
indirectly from any rehabilitation project,
program or facility.

{2) The staff of such projects shall be af-
forded reasonable access to policy-making
and administrative personnel in State and
local rehabilitation programs, projects, and
facllities.

(8) The project shall submit an annualre-
port, through the State agency designated
pursuant to section 101, to the Commissioner
on the operation of the project during the
previous year, including a summary of the
work done and a uniform statistical tabula-
tion of all cases handled by such project.
A copy of each such report shall be sub-
mitted to the appropriate committees of the
Congress by the Commissioner, together with
a summary of such reports and his evalua-
tion of such projects, including appropriate
recommendations.

(4) Each State agency may enter into co-
operative arrangements with institutions of
higher education to secure the services in
such projects of graduate students who are
undergoing clinical training activities in re-
lated fields. No compensation with funds ap-
propriated under this Act shall be provided
to such students.

(6) Reasonable assurance shall be given
by the appropriate State agency that all cli-
ents or client applicants within the project
area shall have the opportunity to receive
adequate service under the project and shall
not be pressured against or otherwise dis-
couraged from avalling themselves of the
services avallable under such project.

(6) The project shall be funded, adminis-
tered, and operated directly by the State
agency designated pursuant to section 101.
PART C—INNOVATION AND EXPANSION GRANTS

STATE ALLOTMENTS

Bec. 120. (a) From the sums avallable pur-
suant to section 100(b)(2) for any fiscal
year for grants to States to assist them in
meeting the costs described in section 121,
each State shall be entitled to an allotment
of an amount bearing the same ratio to such
sums as the population of the State bears
to the population of all the States. The al-
lotment to any State under the preceding
sentence for any fiscal year which is less than
$50,000 (or such other amount as may be
specified as & minimum allotment in the Act
appropriating such sums for such year) shall
be increased to that amount, and for the
fiscal years ending June 30, 1973, and June 30,
1974, no State shall recelve less than the
amount necessary to cover up to 90 per
centum of the cost of continulng projects
assisted under section 4(a)(2)(A) of the
Vocational Rehabilitation Act, except that
no such project may receive financlal assist-
ance under both the Vocational Rehabilita-
tion Aet and this Act for a total period of
time in excess of three years. The total of
the increase required by the preceding sen-
tence shall be derived by proportionately
reducing the allotments to each of the re-
maining States under the first sentence of
this section, but with such adjustments as
may be necessary to prevent the allotment
of any of such remaining States from thereby
being reduced to less than $50,000.

(b) Whenever the Commissioner deter-
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mines that any amount of an allotment to a
State for any fiscal year will not be utilized
by such State in carrylng out the purposes
of this section, he shall make such amount
available for carrying out the purposes of
this section to one or more other States which
he determines will be able to use additional
amounts during such year for carrying out
such purposes. Any amount made available
to a State for any fiscal year pursuant to the
preceding sentence shall, for purposes of this
part, be regarded as an increase of such
State's allotment (as determined under the
preceding provisions of this section) for such
year.
PAYMENTS TO STATES

8ec. 121. (a) From each State's allotment
under this part for any fiscal year, the Com-
missioner shall pay to such State or, at the
option of the State agency designated pur-
suant to section 101(a) (1), to a public or
nonprofit organization or agency, a portion
of the cost of planning, preparing for, and
initiating special programs under the State
plan approved pursuant to section 101 to
expand vocational rehabilitation services, in-
cluding programs to initiate or expand such
services to individuals with the most severe
handicaps, or of special programs under such
State plan to initlate or expand services to
classes of handicapped individuals who have
unusual and difficult problems in connection
with their rehabilitation, particularly handi-
capped individuals who are poor, and re-
sponsibility for whose treatment, education,
and rehabilitation is shared by the State
agency designated in section 101 with other
agencies. The Commissioner may require that
any portion of a State's allotment under this
section, but not more than 50 per centum of
such allotment, may be expended in con-
nection with only such projects as have first
been approved by the Commissioner. Any
grant of funds under this section which will
be used for direct services to handicapped in-
dividuals or for establishing or maintaining
facilities which will render direct services
to such individuals must have the prior ap-
proval of the appropriate State agency des-
ignated pursuant to section 101.

(b) Payments under this section with re-
spect to any project may be made for a period
of not to exceed three years beginning with
the commencement of the project as ap-
proved, and sums appropriated for grants
under this section shall remain avallable for
such grants through the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1976. Payments with respect to any
project may not exceed 90 per centum of the
cost of such project. The non-Federal share
of the cost of a project may be in cash or
in kind and may include funds spent for
project purposes by a cooperating public or
nonprofit agency provided that it is not in-
cluded as a cost in any other federally fi-
nanced program.

(c) Payments under this section may be
made in advance or by way of reimburse-
ment for services performed and purchases
made, a8 may be determined by the Com-
missioner, and shall be made on such con-
ditions as the Commissioner finds necessary
to carry out the purposes of this section.

TITLE II—COMPREHENSIVE REHABILI-
TATION SERVICES
DECLARATION OF PURPOSE; AUTHORIZATION OF
APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 200. (a) The purpose of this title is to
authorize grants (supplementary to grants
for vocational rehabilitation services under
title I of this Act) to assist the several States
in developing and implementing continuing
plans for meeting the current and future
needs of handicapped individuals for whom
a vocational goal is not possible or feasible,
including the assessment of disability and re-
habilitation potential, and for the training
of specialized personnel needed for the pro-
vision of services to such individuals and
research related thereto.
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(b) In order to make grants to carry out
the purposes of this title, there is authorized
to be appropriated $10,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1973, 25,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and 850,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1975.

STATE ALLOTMENTS

Sec. 201. (a) From sums appropriated to
carry out the provisions of this title for each
fiscal year, less the amounts reserved by the
Commissioner for projects under section 204,
each State shall be entitled to an allotment
of an amount bearing the same ratio to such
sums as the product of (1) the population of
the State, and (2) its allotment percentage
bears to the sum of the corresponding prod-
ucts for all of the States. The allotment to
any State under the preceding sentence for
any fiscal year which is less than $150,000
shall be increased to that amount, the total
of the increases thereby required being de-
rived by proportionately reducing the allot-
ments to each of the remaining States under
the preceding sentence, but with such ad-
justments as may be necessary to prevent the
allotment of any such remaining States from
being thereby reduced to less than that
amount,

(b) Whenever the Commissioner deter-
mines that any amount of an allotment to a
State for any fiscal year will not be utilized
by such State in carrying out the purposes of
this sectlon, he shall make such amount
avallable for carrying out the purposes of
this section to one or more other States to
the extent he determines such other State
will be able to use additional amounts during
such year for carrying out such purpose.
Any amount made available to a State for
any fiscal year pursuant to the preceding
sentence shall, for the purpose of this title,
be regarded as an increase in the State's
allotment (as determined under the preced-
ing provisions of this section) for such year.

(c) In any fiscal year for which appro-
priations pursuant to this section do not ex-
ceed $20,000,000, the Commissioner, subsec-
tions (a) and (b) of this section and section
202(a) to the contrary notwithstanding and
subject to the provisions of section 313, shall
carry out the purposes of this title by mak-
ing grants to States and public or nonprofit
organizations and agencies to pay the Fed-
eral share of the expenditures for such proj-
ects. Projects recelving such grants shall be
carried out under the State plan approved
under section 101 (except for the priorities
in the order of selection required by section
101(a) (5) (A)) in a manner consistent with
the State program submitted under section
203.

PAYMENTS TO STATES

Sec. 202. (a) From each State’s allotment
under this title for any fiscal year, the Com-
missioner shall pay to such State the Fed-
eral share of the expenditures incurred dur-
ing such year under its State program sub-
mitted under section 203 and approved as
part of the State plan approved under sec-
tion 101. SBuch payments may be made (after
necessary adjustments on account of pre-
viously made overpayments or underpay-
ments) in advance or by way of reimburse-
ment, and in such installments and on such
conditions as the Commissioner may deter-
mine.

(b) The Federal share with respect to any
State shall be 90 per centum of the expendi-
tures incurred by the State during such year
under its State program submitted under
section 203 and approved as part of the State
plan under section 101.

STATE PROGRAMS

Sec. 203. As a conditlon for receiving
grants under this Act for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1974, a State must submit with-
in one hundred and eighty days after the
date of enactment of this Act an amendment
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to its plan submitted to the Commissioner
under section 101 or to the Secretary under
section 5 of the Vocational Rehabilitation
Act which includes a program for provision
of comprehensive rehabilitation services to
bring about the rehabilitation of handicap-
ped individuals under this title. A State shall
also include such a program in its plan un-
der section 101 submitted for each subse-
quent fiscal year. Such program, in addition
to those requirements provided in section
101(a) (6), shall (1) designate the State agen-
cy or agencies administering the State plan
for vocational rehabilitation as the agency
or agencies to administer funds provided un-
der this title; (2) provide that comprehen-
sive rehabilitation services will be provided
for the rehabilitation of handicapped individ-
uals only in accordance with the individual-
ized written rehabilitation program required
by section 102 and only after the require-
ments of subsection (c¢) of such section have
been met; (3) describe the quality, scope, and
extent of the services being provided; (4)
demonstrate that the State has studied and
considered a broad variety of means for pro-
viding comprehensive rehabilitation services
under this title, including but not limited
to, reglonal and community centers, halfway
houses, services to homebound and institu-
tionalized individuals, and patient-release
programs, where such programs are appro-
priate and beneficial; (5) be approved or dis-
approved under the criterla and procedures
provided with respect to the State plan sub-
mitted under section 101; and (6) conform
to such other requirements as the Commis-
sloner by regulation may prescribe.
SPECIAL PROJECTS

Sec. 204. From sums appropriated under
section 200(b), the Commissioner may retain
not to exceed 10 per centum or $500,000,
whichever is smaller, to enable him to make
grants to States and public and nonprofit
agencies or organizations to pay part of the
cost of projects for research and demonstra-
tion and training which hold promise of mak-
ing a substantial contribution to the solu«
tion of problems related to the rehabilitation
of individuals under this title.

DEFINITION

BEc. 206. For the purposes of this title,
the term “rehabilitation” means the goal of
achieving, through the provision of compre-
hensive rehabilitation services, substantial
improvement in the ability to live inde-
pendently or function normally with his
family or community on the part of a handi-
capped individual, who, according to a cer-
tification under section 102(c), is not then
capable of achieving a vocational goal.
TITLE III—SPECIAL FEDERAL RESPONSI-

BILITIES

DECLARATION OF PURPOSE

SEec. 300. The purpose of this title is to—

(1) authorize grants and contracts to as-
sist in the construction and initial staffing
of rehabilitation facllities;

(2) authorize grants and contracts to as-
sist in the provision of vocational training
services to handicapped individuals;

(3) to insure mortgages covering the con-
struction of certain nonprofit rehabiliitation
facilities and authorize annual interest
grants to help meet the costs of making prin-
cipal payments in connection with such
mortgages, whether so insured or not;

(4) authorize grants for special projects
and demonstrations which hold promise of
expanding or otherwise improving rehabili-
tation services to handicapped individuals,
which experiment with new types or patterns
of services or devices for the rehabilitation
of handicapped individuals (including op-
portunities for new careers for handicapped
individuals, and for other individuals in pro-
grams serving handicapped individuals) and
which provide vocational and comprehensive
rehabilitation services to handicapped mi-
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gratory agricultural
farmworkers;

(5) establish and operate a National Cen-
ter for Deaf-Blind Youths and Adults;

(6) authorize grants and contracts to es-
tablish and operate Rehabilitation Centers
for Deaf Individuals;

(7) establish and operate Natlonal Cen-
ters for Spinal Cord Injuries;

(B8) provide services for the treatment of
individuals suffering from end-stage renal
disease;

(9) authorize grants and contracts to as-
sist in the provision of rehabilitation serv-
ices to older blind individuals and in the
application of new types or patterns of serv-
ices or devices for the benefit of such indi-
viduals;

(10) establish a National Advisory Council
on Rehabilitation of Handicapped Individu-
als to advise the Commissioner and Secre-
tary and conduct reviews with respect to pro-
grams carried out under this Act;

(11) establish State Advisory Councils tu
advise Governors and State agencies in car-
rying out State plans approved under this
Act; and

(12) establish uniform grant and contact
requirements for programs assisted under
this title and certain other provisions of
this Act.

GRANTS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF REHABILITATION
FACILITIES

Sec. 301. (a) For the purpose of making
grants and contracts under this section for
construction of rehabilitation facilities, ini-
tial staffing, and planning assistance, there
is authorized to be appropriated $10,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973; $10,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974; and $10,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1975. Amounts so appropriated
shall remain avallable for expenditure with
respect to construction projects funded or
initial staffing grants made under this sec-
tion prior to July 1, 1977.

(b) (1) The Commissioner is authorized to
make grants to assist in meeting the costs
of construction of public or nonprofit reha-
bilitation facilities. Such grants may be made
to States and public or nonprofit organiza-
tions and agencies for projects for which ap-
plications are approved by the Commissioner
under this section.

(2) To be approved, an application for a
grant for a construction project under this
section must conform to the provisions of
section 313.

(3) The amount of a grant under this sec-
tion with respect to any construction project
in any State shall be equal to the same per-
centage of the cost of such project as the
Federal share which is applicable in the case
of rehabilitation facilities (as defined in sec-
tion 645(g) of the Public Health Service Act
(42 U.S.C. 291o0(a)), in such State, except
that If the Federal share with respect to re-
habilitation facilitlies in such State iIs deter-
mined pursuant to subparagraph (b)(2) of
sectlon 645 of such Act (42 US.C. 291o(b)
(2) ), the percentage of the cost for purposes
of this section shall be determined in accord-
ance with regulations prescribed by the Com-
missioner designed to achieve as nearly as
practicable results comparable to the results
obtained under such subparagraph.

(c) The Commissioner is also authorized
to make grants to assist in the initial stafing
of any public or nonprofit rehabilitation fa-
cility constructed after the date of enact-
ment of this section (whether or not such
construction was financed with the aid of a
grant under this section) by covering part
of the costs (determined in accordance with
regulations the Commissioner shall pre-
scribe) of compensation of professional or
technical personnel of such facility during
the period beginning with the commence-
ment of the operation of such facility and
ending with the close of four vyears and
three months after the month in which such

workers or seasonal
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operation commenced. Such grants with re-
spect to any facility may not exceed 75 per
centum of such costs for the period ending
with the close of the fifteenth month follow-
ing the month in which such operation com-
menced, 60 per centum of such costs for the
first year thereafter, 45 per centum of such
costs for the second year thereafter, and 30
per centum of such costs for the third year
thereafter.

(d) The Commissioner is also authorized
to make grants upon application approved by
the State agency designated under section
101 to administer the State plan, to public
or nonprofit agencies, institutions, or or-
ganizations to assist them in meeting the
cost of planning rehabilitation facilities and
the services to be provided by such facili-
ties.

VOCATIONAL TRAINING SERVICES FOR HANDI-
CAPPED INDIVIDUALS

Sec. 302. (a) For the purpose of making
grants and contracts under this sectlon,
there is authorized to be appropriated $15,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973; $25,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974; and $30,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1975.

(b) (1) The Commissioner is authorized
to make grants to States and public or non-
profit organizations and agencies to pay up
to 90 per centum of the cost of projects for
providing vocational training services to
handicapped individuals, especlially those
with the most severe handicaps, in public
or nonprofit rehabilitation facilities.

(2) (A) Vocational training services for
purposes of this subsection shall include
training with a view toward career advance-
ment; training in occupational skills; related
services, including work evaluation, work

testing, provision of occupational tools and
equipment required by the individual to
engage in such training, and job tryouts; and
payment of weekly allowances to individuals

receiving such training and related services.

(B) Such allowances may not be pald to
any individual for any period in excess of
two years, and such allowances for any week
shall not exceed $30 plus $10 for each of the
individual’s dependents, or &70, whichever
is less. In determining the amount of such
allowances for any individual, consideration
shall be given to the individual's need for
such an allowance, including any expenses
reasonably attributable to receipt of train-
ing services, the extent to which such an
allowance will help assure entry into and
satisfactory completion of training, and such
other factors, specified by the Commissioner,
as will promote such individual’s capacity to
engage in gainful and suitable employment.

(3) The Commissioner may make a grant
for a project pursuant to this subsection only
on his determination that (A) the purpose
of such project is to prepare handicapped in-
dividuals, especlally those with the most
severe handicaps, for gainful and suitable
employment; (B) the individuals to receive
tralning services under such project will in-
clude only those who have been determined
to be suitable for and in need of such training
services by the State agency or agencles des-
ignated as provided In section 101(a) (1) of
the State In which the rehabilitation facility
is located; (C) the full range of training
services will be made available to each such
individual, to the extent of his need for
such services; and (D) the project, including
the participating rehabilitation facility and
the training services provided, meet such
other requirements as he may prescribe in
regulations for carrying out the purposes of
this subsection.

(¢) (1) The Commissioner is authorized to
make grants to public or nonprofit rehabilita-
tion facilities, or to an organization or com-
bination of such facilities, to pay the Federal
share of the cost of projects to anaylze, im-
prove, and increase their professional services
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to handicapped Individuals, their manage-
ment effectiveness, or any other part of their
operations affecting their capacity to provide
employment and services for such individuals.

(2) No part of any grant made pursuant
to this subsection may be used to pay costs
of acquiring, constructing, expanding, re-
modeling, or altering any building.

MORTGAGE INSURANCE FOR REHABILITATION

FACILITIES

Sec. 303. (a) It is the purpose of this sec-
tion to assist and encourage the provision
of urgently needed facilities for programs for
handicapped individuals,

(b) For the purpose of this section the
terms “mortgage”, ""'mortgagor”, “mortgagee”,
“maturity date”, and “State” shall have the
meanings respectively set forth in section 207
of the National Housing Act.

{(c) The Commissioner, in consultation
with the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development, and subject to the provisions
of section 313, is authorized to insure up to
100 per centum of any mortgage (including
advances on such mortgage during construc-
tion) in accordance with the provisions of
this section upon such terms and conditions
as he may prescribe and make commitments
for insurance of such mortgage prior to the
date of its execution or disbursement there-
on, except that no mortgage of any public
agency shall be insured under this section if
the interest from such mortgage is exempt
from Federal taxation.

(d) In order to carry out the purpose of
this section, the Commissioner is authorized
to insure any mortgage which covers con-
struction of a public or nonprofit rehabilita-
tion facility, including equipment to be used
in its operation, subject to the following
conditions:

(1) The mortgage shall be executed by a
mortgagor, approved by the Commissioner,
who demonstrates ability successfully to
operate one or more programs for handi-
capped individuals. The Secretary may in
his discretion require any such mortgagor
to be regulated or restricted as to minimum
charges and methods of financing, and, in
addition thereto, if the mortgagor is a cor-
porate entity, as to capital structure and rate
of return. As an ald to the regulation or re-
striction of any mortgagor with respect to any
of the foregoing matters, the Commissioner
may make such contracts with and acquire
for not to exceed $100 such stock of interest
in such mortgagor as he may deem necessary.
Any stock or interest so purchased shall be
pald for out of the Rehabilitation Faclilities
Insurance Fund (established by subsection
(h) of this section), and shall be redeemed
by the mortgagor at par upon the termina-
tion of all obligations of the Commissioner
under the insurance.

(2) The mortgage shall involve a prin-
cipal obligation in an amount not fo exceed
80 per centum of the estimated replacement
cost of the property or project, including
equipment to be used in the operation of the
rehabilitation facility, when the proposed
improvements are completed and the equip-
ment is installed, but not including any cost
covered by grants in aild under this Act or
any other Federal Act.

(3) The mortgage shall—

(A) provide for complete amortization by
periodic payments within such term as the
Commissioner shall prescribe, and

(B) bear interest (exclusive of premium
charges for insurance and service charges,
if any) at not to exceed such per centum
per annum on the principal obligation out-
standing at any time as the Commissioner
finds necessary to meet the mortgage market.

(e) The Commissioner shall fix and col-
lect premium charges for the insurance of
mortgages under this section which shall
be payable annually in advance by the mort-
gagee, either in cash or in debentures of the
Rehabilitation Facilitles Insurance Fund
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(established by subsection (h) of this sec-
tion) issued at par plus accrued interest.
In the case of any mortgage such charge
shall be not less than an amount equivalent
to one-fourth of 1 per centum per annum
nor more than an amount equivalent to 1
per centum per annum of the amount of
the principal obligation of the mortgage
outstanding at any one time, without taking
into account delinquent payments or pre-
payments. In addition to the premium
charge herein provided for, the Commis-
sioner is authorized to charge and collect
such amounts as he may deem reasonable
for the appraisal of ‘& property or project
during construction; but such charges for
appraisal and inspection shall not aggregate
more than 1 per centum of the original prin-
cipal face amount of the mortgage.

(f) The Commissioner may consent to the
release of a part or parts of the mortgaged
property or project from the lien of any
mortgage insured under this section upon
such terms and conditions as he shall by
regulation prescribe.

(g) (1) The Commissioner shall have the
same functions, powers, and duties (insofar
as applicable) with respect to the insurance
of mortgages under this section as the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development
has with respect to the insurance of mort-
gages under title IT of the National Housing
Act. The Commissioner may, pursuant to a
formal delegation agreement containing reg-
ulations prescribed by him, delegate to the
SBecretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment authority to administer this section
and section 304 of this Act In accordance
with such delegation agreement.

(2) The provisions of subsections (e),
(g), (h), (1), (J), (k), (1), and (n) of sec-
tion 207 of the National Housing Act shall
apply to mortgages insured under this sec-
tlon; except that, for the purposes of their
application with respect to such mortgages,
all references in such provisions to the Gen-
eral Insurance Fund shall be deemed to refer
to the Rehabilitation Facilities Insurance
Fund (established by subsection (h) of this
section) and all references in such pro-
visions to "“Secretary” shall be deemed to
refer to the Commissioner of the Rehablli-
tation Services Administration with the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare.

(h) (1) There is hereby created a Reha-
bilitation Facilities Insurance Fund which
shall be used by the Commissioner as a re-
volving fund for carrying out all the insur-
ance provisions of this section. All mortgages
insured under this section shall be insured
under and be the obligation of the Reha-
bilitation Facilities Insurance Fund.

(2) The general expenses of the operations
of the Rehabilitation Services Administration
relating to mortgages insured under this sec-
tion may be charged to the Rehabilitation
Facllities Insurance Fund.

(3) Moneys in the Rehabilitation Facllities
Insurance Fund not needed for the current
operations of the Rehabilitation Services Ad-
ministration with respect to mortgages in-
sured under this section shall be deposited
with the Treasurer of the United States to
the credit of such fund, or invested in bonds
or other obligations of, or in bonds or other
obligations guaranteed as to principal and
interest by, the United States. The Commis~
sioner may, with the approval of the Secre-
tary of the Treasury, purchase in the open
market debentures issued as obligations of
the Rehabilitation Facilities Insurance Fund.
Such purchases shall be made at a price
which will provide an investment yleld of not
less than the yleld obtainable from other in-
vestments authorized by this section. Deben-
tures so purchased shall be canceled and not
relssued.

(4) Premium charges, adjusted premium
charges, and appralsals and other fees re-
celved on account of the insurance of any
mortgage under this section, the receipts de~
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rived from property covered by such mort-
gages and from any claims, debts, contracts,
property, and security assigned to the Com-
missioner in connection therewith, and all
earnings as the assets of the fund, shall be
credited to the Rehabilitation Facilities In-
surance Fund. The principal of, and interest
pald and to be paid on, debentures which are
the obligation of such fund, cash insurance
payments and adjustments, and expenses in-
curred in the handling, management, reno-
vation, and disposal of properties acquired, in
connection with mortgages insured under
this section, shall be charged to such fund.

(5) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated to provide initial capital for the Reha-
bilitation Facilities Insurance Fund, and to
assure the soundness of such fund thereafter,
such sums as may be necessary, except that
the total amount of outstanding mortgages
insured shall not exceed $250,000,000.
ANNUAL INTEREST GRANTS FOR MORTGAGES FOR

REHABILITATION FACILITIES

Sgc. 304. (a) To assist States and public
or nonprofit agencies and organizations to
reduce the cost of borrowing from other
sources for the construction of rehabilitation
facilities, the Commissioner, subject to the
provisions of section 313, may make annual
interest grants to such agencies.

(b) Annual interest grants under this
section with respect to any rehabilitation
facility shall be made over a fixed period
not exceeding forty years, and provision for
such grants shall be embodied in a contract
guaranteeing their payment over such period.
Each such grant shall be in an amount suf-
ficlent to reduce by 4 per centum the net
effective interest rate otherwise payable on
the loan or to equal one-half of such rate,
whichever is the lesser amount: Provided,
That the amount on which such grant is
based shall be approved by the Commissioner.

(¢) (1) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to the Commissioner such sums a8
may be necessary for the payment of an-
nual interest grants in accordance with this
section,

(2) Contracts for annual interest grants
under this section shall not be entered into
in an aggregate amount greater than is au-
thorized in appropriation Acts; and in any
event the total amount of annual interest
grants which may be pald pursuant to con-
tracts entered into under this section shall
not exceed #1,000,000 with respect to con-
tracts entered into prior to June 30, 1973;
$2,000,000 with respect to contracts entered
into prior to June 30, 1974; and 4,000,000
with respect to contracts entered into prior
to June 30, 1875.

(3) Not more than 15 per centum of the
funds expended under this sectlon may be
used within any one State in any one fiscal
year.

SPECIAL PROJECTS AND DEMONSTRATIONS

Sec. 805. (a) (1) For the purpose of making
grants under this section for special projects
and demonstrations (and research and evalu-
ation connected therewith), there is author-
ized to be appropriated $22,500,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, $50,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974,
and $25,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1975.

(2) Of the amounts appropriated pursuant
to paragraph (1) of this subsection, 10 per
centum, but in no event more than $5,000,000
in the fiscal year ending June 30, 1873, and
$10,000,000 in each subsequent fiscal year
shall be available only for the purpose of
making grants under subsection (¢) of this
section, and there is authorized to be ap-
propriated in each such fiscal year such addi-
tional amount as may be necessary to equal,
when added to the amount made available
for the purpose of making grants under sub-
section, an amount of $5,000,000 to be avail-
able for the fiscal year ending June 380, 1873,
and $10,000,000 for each such subsequent
flscal year.
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(b) The Commissioner, subject to the
provisions of section 313, shall make grants
to States and public or nonprofit agencles
and organizations for paylng part of the
cost of special projects and demonstrations
(and research and evaluation in connection
therewith) (1) for establishing facilities
and providing services which, in the judg-
ment of the Commissioner, hold promise
of expanding or otherwise improving reha-
bilitation services to handicapped individ-
uals, es y those with the most severe
handicaps, and (2) for applying new types
or patterns of services or devices (includ-
ing opportunities for new careers for handil-
capped Individuals and for other individ-
uals in programs servicing handicapped in-
dividuals).

(c) The Commissioner, subject to the
provisions of section 313, is authorized to
make grants to any Btate agency desig-
nated pursuant to a State plan approved
under section 101, or to any local agency
participating in the administration of such
& plan, to pay up to 90 per centum of the
cost of projects or demonstrations for the
provision of vocational or comprehensive
rehabilitation services to handicapped in-
dividuals who, as determined in accordance
with rules prescribed by the Secretary of
Labor, are migratory agricultural workers
or seasonal farmworkers, and to members
of their families (whether or not handi-
capped) who are with them, including
maintenance and transportation of such in-
dividuals and members of their families
where necessary to the rehabilitation of
such individuals, Maintenance payments
under this section shall be consistent with
any maintenance payments made to other
handicapped individuals in the State under
this Act. Such grants shall be conditioned
upon satisfactory assurance that in the
provision of such services there will be ap-
propriate cooperation between the grantee
and other public or nonprofit agencies and
organizations having special skills and ex-
perience in the provision of services to mi-
gratory agricultural workers, seasonal
farmworkers, or their families. This sub-
section shall be administered in coordina-
tion with other programs serving migrant
agricultural workers' and seasonal farm-
workers, including programs under title I
of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965, section 311 of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1864, the Migrant
Health Act, and the Farm Labor Contrac-
tor Registration Act of 18963.

(d) The Commissioner is authorized to
make contracts or jointly financed cooper-
ative arrangements with employers and or-
ganizations for the establishment of proj-
ects designed to prepare handicapped in-
dividuals for gainful and suitable employ-
ment in the competitive labor market
under which handicapped individuals are
provided training and employment in a
realistic work setting and such other serv-
fces (determined in accordance with regu-
lations prescribed by the Commissioner) as
may be necessary for such individuals to
continue to engage in such employment.

(e) (1) The Commissioner is authorized,
directly or by contract with State vocational
rehabilitatlon agencles or experts or con-
sultants or groups thereof, to provide tech-
nical assistance (A) to rehabilitation fa-
cilities, and (B) for the purpose of removal
of architectural and transportation barriers,
to any public or nonprofit agency, institu-
tion, organization or facility.

(2) Any such experts or consultants shall,
while serving pursuant to such contracts, be
entitled to recelve compensation at rates
fixed by the Commissioner, but not exceed-
ing the pro rata pay rate for a person em-
ployed as a GS-18, under sectlon 5332 of title
5, United States Code, including traveltime,
and while so serving away from their homes
or regular places of business, they may be
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allowed travel expenses, including per diem

in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by sec-

tion 5703 of title 5, United States Code, for

persons in the Government service employed

intermittently.

NATIONAL CENTER FOR DEAF-BLIND YOUTHS AND
ADULTS

SEec. 306. (a) For the purpose of establish-
ing and operating a National Center for Deaf-
Blind Youths and Adults, there is author-
ized to be appropriated $5,000,000 for con-
struction, which shall remain available until
expended, and $500,000 for operation for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1973; $600,000 for
operations for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1974; and $700,000 for operations for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1976.

(b) In order—

(1) to demonstrate methods of (A) provid-
ing the specialized intensive services, and
other services, needed to rehabilitate handi-
capped individuals who are both deaf and
blind, and (B) training the professional and
allied personnel needed adequately to staff
facilities specially designed to provide such
services and training to such personnel who
have been or will be working with deaf-blind
individuals;

(2) to conduct research in the problems
of, and ways of meeting the problems of re-
habilitating deaf-blind individuals; and

(3) to aid in the conduct of related activi-
ties which will expand or improve the serv-
ices for or help improve public understand-
ing of the problems of deaf-blind indi-
viduals;
the Commissioner, subject to the provisions
of section 313, is authorized to enter into an
agreement with any public or nonprofit agen-
cy or organization for payment by the United
States of all or part of the costs of the es-
tablishment and operation, including con-
structlon and equipment, of a center for
vocational rehabilitation of handicapped in-
dividuals who are both deaf and blind, which
center shall be known as the National Center
for Deaf-Blind Youths and Adults.

(¢) Any agency or organization desiring
to enter into such agreement shall submit
a proposal therefor at such time, in such
manner, and contalning such information
as may be prescribed in regulations by the
Commissioner. In considering such proposals
the Commissioner shall give preference to
proposals which (1) give promise of max-
imum effectiveness in the organization and
operation of such Center, and (2) give prom-
ise of offering the most substantial skill,
experience, and capability in providing a
broad program of service, research, training,
and related activities in the field of reha-
bilitation of deaf-blind individuals.

REHABILITATION CENTERS FOR DEAF
INDIVIDUALS

Sec, 307. (a) For the purpose of making
grants and contracts for the expansion and
improvement of vocational or comprehensive
rehabilitation services for deaf Individuals
(through the establishment of centers or
other means), there is authorized to be ap-
propriated $2,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1973; 3,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974; and 85,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975.
Funds appropriated pursuant to this sub-
section shall remain available until expended.

(b) In order to—

(1) demonstrate methods of (A) providing
the specialized services needed to rehabilitate
and make maximum use of the vocational
potential of deaf individuals, and (B) train-
ing the specialized professional and allled
personnel required adequately to staff facil-
ities designed to provide such services and
training personnel who have been or will be
working with such individuals;

(2) conduct research in the nature and
prevention of the problems of such deaf
individuals and in the rehabilitation of these
individuals; and
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(38) improve the understanding of the gen-
eral public, employers in particular, of both
the assets and problems of such deaf indi-
viduals;
the Commissioner, subject to the provisions
of section 313, is authorized to make grants
to or contracts with any public or nonprofit
agency or organization for payment by the
United States of all or part of the costs of
the establishment and operation, including
construction and equipment, of one or more
centers for the vocational rehabilitation of
deaf individuals whose maximum vocational
potential has not been achieved, which shall
be known as Rehabllitation Centers for Deaf
Individuals.

(¢) Any agency or organization desiring to
receive a grant or enter into a contract under
this section shall submit a proposal therefor
at such time, in such manner, and containing
such information as may be prescribed in
regulations by the Commissioner. In con-
sidering such proposals the Commissioner
shall give preference to proposals which (1)
give promise of maximum effectiveness in
the organization and operation of a Rehabili-
tation Center for Deaf Individuals, and (2)
give promise of offering the substantial ca-
pability in providing a broad program of
service and related research, training, and
other activities in the field of rehabilitation
of deaf individuals whose maximum voca-
tional potential has not been achieved.

{(d) For the purposes of this section, the
Commissioner shall prescribe regulations to—

(1) provide a means of determining the
population of deaf individuals whose maxi-
mum vocational potential has not been
achieved;

(2) insure that, in carrying out the pur-
poses of this section, provision has been made
for coordination between the agency or or-
ganization receiving funds under this sec-
tion on the one hand, and the State and local
educational agencies in the area to be served
on the other; and

(3) provide that an advisory board, com-
prised of qualified professional and expert
individuals in the fields of rehabilitation and
education of deaf individuals, be appointed
to assure proper functioning of a Center
established under this section in accordance
with its stated objectives and to provide as-
gistance in professional, technical, and other
related areas; and that at least one-third
of the members of such board shall be deaf
individuals.

(e) To be eligible to receive vocational or
comprehensive rehabilitation services under
this section, a deaf individual must be six-
teen years of age or older, must have reached
the age at which the compulsory school at-
tendance laws of the State in which he re-
sides are no longer applicable to him, and
must be an individual whose maximum voca~
tional potential (as deflned in regulations
which the Commissioner shall prescribe) has
not been achieved.

(f) Programs carried out under this sec-
tion shall be coordinated with programs car-
ried out by the Bureau of Education for
the Handicapped within the Office of Edu-
cation in order to achieve a consistent edu-
cation and rehabilitation philosophy, to pro-
vide for continuity of services and program
purpose, and to avold unnecessary duplica-
tion or overlap of programs.

NATIONAL CENTERS FOR SPINAL CORD INJURIES

Sec. 308. (a) For the purpose of establish-
ing and operating National Centers for Spinal
Cord Injuries, there is authorized to be ap-
propriated $8,500,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973; $25,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1974; and $30,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1975. Funds ap-
propriated under this sectlon shall remain
available until expended.

(b) In order—

(1) to help establish national centers
with special competencies in providing
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prompt, complete vocational and compre-
hensive rehabilitation services and acute
medical care to individuals with spinal cord
injuries;

(2) to assist in meeting the costs of such
services to such individuals;

(8) to encourage and assist the study and
development of methods for the provision
of such services and, where appropriate and
desirable, to carry out necessary related re-
search and training; and

(4) to develop new methods of achieving
cooperation with and among community and
other public and nonprofit organizations con-
cerned with the problems of spinal cord in-
Jury;
the Commissioner, subject to the provisions
of section 3813, is authorized to enter into
an agreement with any public or nonprofit
agency or organization to pay all or part
of the costs of the establishment and opera-
tion, including construction and equipment,
of centers to carry out the purposes of this
subsection, which centers shall be known as
National Centers for Spinal Cord Injuries.

(c) Any agency or crganization desiring to
enter into such an agreement shall submit
a proposal therefore at such time, in such
manner, and containing such information
as may be prescribed in regulations by the
Commissioner. In considering such propos-
als the Commissioner shall provide an op-
portunity for submission of comments by
the State agency administering the State
plan under section 101, and shall give pref-
erence to proposals which (1) give promise
of maximum effectiveness in the organiza-
tion and operation of National Centers for
Spinal Cord Injuries, and which include pro-
visions to—

(A) establish, on an appropriate regional
basis, a multidisciplinary system of providng
vocational and comprehensive rehabilitation
services, specifically designed to meet the
special needs of individuals with spinal cord
injuries including, but not limited to, acute
medical care and periodic inpatient or out-
patient followup;

(B) demonstrate and evaluate the benefits
to individuals with spinal cord injurles
served in, and the degree of cost eflfective-
ness of, such a regional system;

(C) demonstrate and evaluate existing,
new, and improved methods and equipment
essential to the care, management, and re-
habilitation of individuals with spinal cord
injuries;

(D) demonstrate and evaluate methods of
community outreach for individuals with
spinal cord injuries and community educa-
tion in connection with the problems of
such individuals in areas such as housing,
transportation, recreation, employment, and
community activities;
and (2) give promise of offering substantial
skill, experience, and capability in providing
a comprehensive program of services and
related activities in the field of rehablilita~
tion of individuals with spinal cord injuries.

GRANTS FOR SERVICES FOR END-STAGE RENAL
DISEASE

Sec. 309. (a) For the purpose of providing
services under this section for the treat-
ment of individuals suffering from end-stage
renal disease there is authorized to be ap-
propriated $8,500,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1973, $20,000,000 for the fiscal
yvear ending June 30, 1974; and $25,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975.
Funds appropriated under this subsection
shall remain available until expended.

(b) From sums available pursuant to sub-
section (a) of this section for any fiscal year,
the Secretary shall make grants to States
and public and nonprofit agencies and or-
ganizations and agencies for paying part of
the cost of projects for providing special
services (including transplantation and
dialysis), artificial kidneys, and supplies
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necessary for the rehabilitation of individ-
uals suffering from end-stage renal disease,

(c) Payments under this section may be
made in advance or by way of reimbursement
for services performed and purchases made,
as may be determined by the Secretary, and
shall be made on such conditions as the
Secretary finds necessary to carry out the
purposes of this section.

REHABILITATION SERVICES FOR OLDER
BLIND INDIVIDUALS

Sec. 310. (a) For the purpose of providing
rehabilitation services to older blind indi-
viduals, there is authorized to be appropri-
ated 85,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973; $15,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1974; and $30,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1975.

(b) In order—

(1) to demonstrate methods of (A) pro-
viding the specialized intensive services, as
well as other services, needed to rehabilitate
older blind individuals, and (B) training the
professional and allied personnel needed to
provide such services,

(2) to conduct research in the problems of,
and ways of meeting the problems of re-
habilitating older blind Individuals; and

(3) to ald in the conduct of related activi-
ties which will expand or improve the serv-
ices for, and help improve public under-
standing of, the problems of older blind in-
dividuals, 1
the Commissioner, subject to the provisions
of section 313, is authorized to make grants
to and contracts with States and public and
nonprofit agencles to pay all or part of the
costs of projects and demonstrations (1) for
providing vocational or comprehensive re-
habilitation services to older blind individ-
uals which, in the judgment of the Commis-
sloner, hold promise of expanding or other-
wise improving such services, and (2) for ap-
plying new types or patterns of such serv-
ices or devices to, or for the benefit of, older
blind individuals.

(c) Por the purpose of this section, the
term "older blind individuals" means indi-
viduals, age fifty-five and older, whose severe
visual impairment makes gainful employ-
ment less readily attainable in the light of
current employment practices.

NATIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL ON REHABILITA~
TION OF HANDICAPPED INDIVIDUALS

8gc. 311, (a) There is established in the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare
a National Advisory Council on Rehabilita-
tion of Handicapped Individuals (hereinafter
referred to in this section as the *“Council™)
consisting of twenty members appointed by
the Commissioners without regard to civil
service laws shall be from among persons
who are leaders in fields concerned with re-
habilitation or in public affairs, and ten of
such twenty shall be selected from among
leading medical, educational, or scientific
authorities with outstanding qualifications
in the rehabilitation of handicapped indi-
viduals. Eight of such twenty members shall
be persons who are themselves handicapped
or who have received vocational rehabilita-
tion services. Each such member of the Coun-
cil shall hold office for a term of four years,
except that any member appointed to fill a
vacancy occurring prior to the expiration of
the term for which his predecessor is ap-
pointed shall be appointed for the remainder
of such term and except that, of the mem-
bers first appointed, five shall hold office for
a term of two years, and five shall hold office
for a term of one year, as designated by the
Commuissioner at the time of appointment.
None of such members shall be eligible for
reappointment until a year has elapsed after
the end of his preceding term. The Council
shall meet not less than four times a year
at the call of the Chairman, who shall be
selected from among its membership by the
members.
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(b) 'The Council shall—

(1) provide policy advice and consultation
to the Secretary and the Commissioner on
the planning (including determinations of
priorities), conduct, and review of programs
(including research and training) author-
ized under this Act;

(2) review the administration and opera-
tion of vocational rehabilitation (including
research and training) programs under this
Act, Including the effectiveness of such pro-
grams in meeting the purposes for which
they are established and operated and the
integration of research and tfraining activi-
ties with service program goals and priori-
tles, make recommendations with respect
thereto, and make annual reports of its find-
ings and recommendations (including rec-
ommendations for changes in the:provisions
of this Act) to the Secretary and the Com-
missioner for annual transmittal to the
Congress;

(3) advise the Secretary and the Commlis-
sioner with respect to the conduct of inde-
pendent evaluations of programs (Including
research and training) carried out under
this Act; and

(4) provide such other advisory serv ices as
the Secretary and the Commissioner may
request.

e?.‘:.) (1) Adequate technical assistance and
support staff for the Council shall be pro-
vided from the Office for the Handicapped,
the Rehabilitation Services Administration,
or from any other Federal agency, as the
Council may reasonably request.

(2) There is authorized to be appropriated
for the purpose of carrying out this section
$50,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,

1973, $100,000 for the fiscal year ending June

30, 1974, and $150,000 for the fiscal year end-
0, 1975.

m%i;ll'i'eﬁi Council shall review the possible

duplication among vocational rehabilitation

programs and other programs serving handi-

capped indlividuals within the same geo-

graphical areas and shall make annual re-

orts of the extent to which unnecessary
duplication or overlap exists, together with
its findings and recommendations, concur-
rently to the Commissioner and the Congress.
In making these reports, the Council shall
seek the opinions of persons familiar with
vocational rehabilitation and the employ-
ment of persons who have received voca-
tional and comprehensive rehabilitation
services In each State as well as persons
familiar with labor, business and industry,
education and tralning, health, and man-

Ograms.
po‘("lrae)rf{];ns.\::rs of the Council, while attend-
ing meetings or conferences thereof, or other-
wise serving on business of the Council, or
at the request of the Commissioner, shall be
entitled to receive compensation at rates
fixed by the Commissioner, but not exceeding
the daily pay rate for a person employed as a
GS-18 under section 5332 of title 5, United
States Code, including traveltime, and while
so serving away from their homes or regular
places of business they may be allowed
travel expenses, including per diem in lleu
of subsistence, as authorized by section 5703
of title 5, United States Code, for persons in
the Government service employed inter-
mittently.
STATE ADVISORY COUNCILS

Sgc. 312. (a) For the purpose of establish-
ing State Advisory Councils, there is author-
ized to be appropriated $150,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1973, $500,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and $750,-
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975.

(b) Any State which receives asslstance
under this Act may establish and maintain
a State Advisory Council, which shall be ap-
pointed by the Governor, or, in the case of a
State in which members of the State board
which governs vocational rehabilitation are
elected (including election by the State leg-
islature), by such board.
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(e) - (1) Such a State Advisory Council
shall include as members persons who are
familiar with problems of vocatlonal re-
habilitation in the State and the adminis-
tration of vocational rehabilitation pro-
grams, and who are experienced in the edu-
cation and training of handicapped individ-
uals; persons who are representative of labor
and management, including persons who
have knowledge of the employment of per-
sons who have recelved vocational rehabil-
itation services and of the employment of
handicapped individuals; and individuals
who are handicapped and who are receiving
or who have received vocational rehabilita-
tion services and who shall constitute a ma-
Jority of the total membership of the State
Advisory Council,

(2) Such a State Advisory Counecil, in ac-
cordance with regulations prescribed by the
Commissioner, shall—

(A) advise the Governor and the State
agency on the development of, and policy
matters arising in, the administration of
the State plan approved pursuant to section
101;

(B) advise with respect to long-range
planning and studies to evaluate vocational
rehabilitation programs, services, and ac-
tivities assisted under this Act; and

(C) prepare and submit to the Governor
through the State agency having authority
over vocational rehabilitation programs, and
to the National Advisory Council on Rehabil-
itation of Handicapped Individuals estab-
lished pursuant to section 311, an annual
report of its recommendations, accompanied
by such additional comments of the State
agency as that agency deems appropriate.

(d) Upon the appointment of any such
Advisory Council the appointing authority
under subsection (b) of this section shall
inform the Commissioner of the establish-
ment of, and membership of, its State Ad-
visory Council. The Commissioner shall, upon
receiving such Information, certify that
each such council is in compliance with the
membership requirements set forth in sub-
section (b)(1) of this section.

(c) Each such State Advisory Council
shall meet within thirty days after certifica-
tion has been accepted by the Commissioner
under subsection (d) of this section and
select from among its membership a chair-
man. The time, place, and manner of subse-
quent meetings shall be provided by the
rules of the State Advisory Council, except
that such rules must provide that each such
council meet at least four times each year,
including at least one public meeting at
which the public is given the opportunity to
express views concerning vocational reha-
bilitation.

(f) Each such State Advisory Council is
authorized to obtain the services of such pro-
fessional, technical, and clerical personnel
as may be necessary to enable them to carry
out their functions under this section.

GENERAL GRANT AND CONTRACT REQUIREMENTS

SEc. 313. (a) The provisions of this section
shall apply to all projects (including annual
interest grants) approved and assisted under
this title. The Commissioner shall insure
compliance with this section prior to mak-
ing any grant or entering into any contract
or agreement under this title, except projects
authorized under sections 302, 309, 311, and
312.

(b) To be approved, an application for
assistance for the construction project under
this title must—

(1) contain or be supported by reasonable
assurances that (A) for a period of not less
than twenty years after completion of con-
struction of the project it will be used as
& public or nonprofit facility, (B) sufficlent
funds will be available to meet the non-
Federal share of the cost of construction of
the project, and (C) sufficlent funds will be
available, when construction of the project
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is completed, for its effective use for its in-
tended purpose;

(2) provide that Federal funds provided
to any agency or organization under this
title will be used only for the purposes for
which provided and in accordance with the
applicable provisions of this section and the
section under which such funds are provided;

(8) provide that the agency or organization
receiving Federal funds under this title will
make an annual report to the Commissioner,
which he shall summarize and comment
upon in the annual report to the Congress
submitted under section 504:

(4) be accompanied or supplemented by
plans and specifications in which the con-
sideration shall be given to excellence of
architecture and design, and to the in-
clusion of works of art (not representing
more than 1 per centum of the cost of the
project), and which comply with regulaticns
prescribed by the Commissioner related to
minimum standards of construction and
equipment (promulgated with particular em-
phasis on securing compliance with the re-
quirements of the Architectural Barriers Act
of 1968 (Public Law 90-480) ), and with regu-
lations of the Secretary of Labor relating to
occupational health and safety standards for
rehabilitation facilities; and

(6) contain or be supported by reason-
able assurance that any laborer or mechanic
employed by any contractor or subcontractor
in the performance of work on any construc-
tion aided by payments pursuant to any
grant under this section will be paid wages
at rates not less than those prevailing on
similar construction in the locality as de-
termined by the Secretary of Labor in ac-
cordance with Davis-Bacon Act, as amended
(40 U.S.C. 276a-276a5); and the BSecretary
of Labor shail have, with respect to the
labor standards specified in this paragraph,
the authority and functions set forth in Re-
organization Plan Numbered 14 of 1850 (15
F.R. 3176) and sectlon 2 of the Act of June
13, 1034, as amended (40 U.8.C. 276¢c).

(c) Upon approval of any application for
a grant or contract for a project under this
title, the Commissioner shall reserve, from
any appropriation available therefore, the
amount of such grant or contract deter-
mined under this title. In case an amend-
ment to an approval application is approved,
or the estimated cost of a project is revised
upward, any additional payment with re-
spect thereto may be made from the appro-
priation from which the original reserva-
tion was made or the appropriation for the
fiscal year In which such amendment or re-
vision is approved.

(d) If, within twenty years after comple-
tion of any construction project for which
funds have been pald under this title, the
facility shall cease to be a public or non-
profit facility, the United States shall be en-
titled to recover from the applicant or other
owner of the facllity the amount bearing
the same ratio to the then value (as deter-
mined by agreement of the parties or by
action brought in the United States district
court for the district in which such facility
is situated) of the facllity, as the amount
of the Federal participation bore to the cost
of construction of such facility.

{e) Payment of assistance or reservation
of funds made pursuant to this title may
be made (after necessary adjustment on ac-
count of previously made overpayments or
underpayments) in advance or by way of
reimbursement, and In such Installments
and on such conditions, as the Commis-
sioner may determine,

(f) A project for construction of a reha-
bilitation facility which is primarily a work-
shop may, where approved by the Commis-
sloner as necessary to the effective operation
of the facility, Include such construction as
may be necessary to provide residential ac-
commodations for use in connection with
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the rehabilitation of handicapped individ-
uals.

(g) No funds provided under this title
may be used to assist in the construction of
any facility which is or will be used for
religious worship or any sectarian activity.

(h) When in any State, funds provided
under this title will be used for providing
direct services to handicapped individuals or
for establishing facilitles which will provide
such services, such services must be carried
out in a manner not Inconsistent with the
State plan approved pursuant to section 101.

(1) Prior to making any grant or entering
into any contract under this title, the Com-
missioner shall afford reasonable opportunity
to the appropriate State agency or agencies
designated pursuant to section 101 to com-
ment on such grant or contract.

(j) With respect to any obligation issued
by or on behalf of any public agency for
which the issuer has elected to receive the
benefits of mortgage insurance under section
303 or annual interest grants under section
304, the interest pald on such obligations and
received by the purchaser thereof (or his
successor in interest) shall be included in
gross income for the purposes of chapter 1
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954.

TITLE IV—RESEARCH AND TRAINING

DECLARATION OF PURPOSE

Sec. 400. The purpose of this title is to
authorize Federal assistance to State and
public or nonprofit agencies and organiza-
tions to—

(a) plan and conduct research, demonstra-
tions, and related activities in the rehabili-
tation of handicapped individuals, and

(b) plan and conduct courses of training
and related activities designed to provide
increased numbers of trained rehabilitation
personnel, to increase the levels of skills of
such personnel, and to develop improved
methods of providing such training.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 401. (a) In order to make grants and
contracts to carry out the purposes of this
title, there is authorized to be appropriated:

(1) For the purpose of carrylng out section
402 of this title $40,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973, $75,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and $100,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1975, of which 15 per centum in the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1873, and 25 per centum
in the two succeeding fiscal years shall be
available for the purpose of carrying out
activities under section 402(b)(2).

(2) For the purpose of carrying out section
403 of this title $32,500,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973, 850,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974, and $75,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975.

(b) Funds appropriated under this title
shall remain available until expended.

RESEARCH

Sec. 402. (a) The Commissioner is author-
ized to make grants and contracts with States
and public or nonprofit agencies and organi-
zations, including institutions of higher edu-
cation, to pay part of the cost of projects for
the purpose of planning and conducting re-
search, demonstrations, and related activities
which bear directly on the development of
methods, procedures, and devices to assist in
the provision of vocational and comprehen-
sive rehabilitation services to handicapped
individuals, especially those with the most
severe handicaps, under this Act. Such proj-
ects may include medical and other scientific,
technical, methodological, and other inves-
tigations into the nature of disability, meth-
ods of analyzing 1it, and restorative tech-
nigues; studies and analyses of industrial, vo-
cational, social, psychological, economie, and
other factors affecting rehabilitation of hand-
icapped individuals; special problems of
homebound and institutionallzed individ-
uals; studies and analyses of architectural
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and engineering design adapted to meet the
special needs of handicapped individuals; and
related activities which hold promise of in-
creasing knowledge and improving methods
in the rehabilitation of handicapped indi-
viduals and individuals with the most severe
handicaps.

(b) In addition to carrying out projects
under subsection (a) of this section, the
Commissioner is authorized to make grants to
pay part or all of the cost of the following
specialized research activities:

(1) Establishment and support of Reha-
bilitation Research and Training Centers to
be operated in collaboration with institutions
of higher education for the purpose of provid-
ing coordinated and advanced programs of
research in rehabilitation and training of
rehabilitation research personnel, including,
but not'limited to, graduate training. Grants
may include funds for services rendered by
such a center to handicapped individuals in
connection with such research and training
centers.

(2) Establishment and support of Rehsa-
bilitation Engineering Research Centers to
(A) develop innovative methods of applying
advanced medical technology, scientific
achievement, and psychological and soclal
knowledge to solve rehabilitation problems
through planning and conducting research,
including cooperative research with public
or private agencies and organizations, de-
signed to produce new scientific knowledge,
equipment, and devices suitable for solving
problems in the rehabilitation of handi-
capped individuals and for reducing environ-
mental barriers, and to (B) cooperate with
the Office for the Handicapped and State
agencies designated pursuant to section 101
in developing systems of information ex-
change and coordination to promote the
prompt utilization of engineering and other
sclentific research to assist in solving prob-
lems in the rehabilitation of handicapped
individuals.

(3) Conduct of a program for spinal cord
injury research in support of the National
Centers for Spinal Cord Injuries established
pursuant to section 308 which will (A)
insure dissemination of research findings
among all such centers, (B) provide en-
couragement and support for initiatives and
new approaches by individual and institu-
tional investigators, and (C) establish and
maintain close working relationships with
other governmental and voluntary institu-
tions and organizations engaged in similar
efforts, in order to unify and coordinate
scientific efforts, encourage Joint planning,
and promote the interchange of data and
regorts among spinal cord injury investi-
gators.

(4) Conduct of a program for interna-
tional rehabilitation research, demonstra-
tion, and training for the purpose of devel-
oping new knowledge and methods in the
rehabilitation of handicapped individuals
in the United States, cooperating with and
assisting in developing and sharing informa-
tion found useful in other nations in the
rehabilitation of handicapped individuals,
and initiating a program to exchange experts
and technical assistance in the field of reha-
bilitation of handicapped individuals with
other nations as a means of Increasing the
levels of skill of rehabllitation personnel.

(c) The provisions of section 313 shall
apply to assistance provided under this sec-
tion, unless the context Indicates to the
contrary.

TRAINING

Sec. 403. (a) The Commissioner is author-
izad to make grants to and contracts with
States and public or nonprofit agencies and
organizations, including institutions of
higher education, to pay part of the cost of
projects for training, traineeships, and re-
lated activities designed to assist in Increas-
ing the numbers of personnel trained in
providing vocational and comprehensive
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rehabilitation services to handicapped indi-
viduals and in performing other functions
recessary to the development of such
services.

(b) In making such grants or contracts,
funds made available for any year will be
utilized to provide a balanced program of
assistance to meet the medical, vocational,
and other personnel training needs of both
public and private rehabilitation programs
and institutions, to include projects in re-
habilitation medicine, rehabilitation nursing,
rehabilitation counseling, reha®ilitation so-
cial work, rehabilitation psychology, physi-
cal therapy, occupational therapy, speech
pathology and audiology, workshop and
facility administration, prosthetics and
orthotics, specialized personnel in services
to the blind and the deaf, recreation for ill
and handicapped individuals, and other
fields contributing to the rehabilitation of
handicapped individuals, including home-
bound and institutionalized individuals and
handicapped individuals with limited Eng-
lish-speaking ability. No grant shall be made
under this section for furnishing to an indi-
vidual any one course of study extending for
a period in excess of four years.

REPORTS

Sec. 404. There shall be included in the
annual report to the Congress required by
section 504 a full report on the research and
training activities carried out under this
title and the extent to which such research
and tralning has contributed directly to the
development of methods, procedures, devices,
and trained personnel to assist in the pro-
vision of vocational or comprehensive re-
habilitation services to handicapped indi-
viduals and those with the most severe
handicaps under this Act.

TITLE V—ADMINISTRATION AND PRO-
GRAM AND PROJECT EVALUATION
ADMINISTRATION

Sec. 500. (a) In carrylng out his duties
under this Act, the Commissioner shall—

(1) cooperate with, and render techniecal
assistance (directly or by grant or contract)
to States in matters relating to the rehabili-
tatlon of handicapped individuals;

(2) provide short-term training and in-
struction in technical matters relating to vo-
cational and comprehensive rehabilitation
services, including the establishment and
maintenance of such research fellowships and
traineeships, with such stipends and allow-
ances (Including travel and subsistence
expenses), as he may deem necessary,
except that no such training or in-
structlon (or fellowship or scholarship)
shall be provided any Iindividual for
any one course of study for a period in
excess of four years, and such tralning, in-
struction, fellowships, and traineeships may
be in the fields of rehabilitation medicine, re-
habilitation nursing, rehabilitation counsel-
ing, rehabilitation social work, rehabilita-
tion psychology, physical therapy, occupa-
tional therapy, speech pathology and audi-
ology, prosthetics and orthotics, recreation
for 111 and handicapped individuals, and
other speclalized fields contributing to the
rehabilitation of handicapped individuals;
and

(3) disseminate information relating to
vocational and comprehensive rehabilitation
services, and otherwise promote the cause of
the rehabilitation of handicapped individ-
uals and their greater utilization in gainful
and suitable employment.

(b) The Secretary is authorized to make
rules and regulations governing the admin-
istration of this title and titles VI and VI
of this Act, and to delegate to any officer
or employee of the United States such of
his powers and duties under such title, ex-
cept the making of rules and regulations, as
he finds necessary to carry out the provi-
sions of such titles. Such rules and regula-
tions, as well as those prescribed by the
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Commissioner of the Rehabilitation Services
Administration under titles I, IT, III, and IV
of this Act shall be published in the Federal
Register, on at least an Interim basis, no
later than ninety days after the date of en-
actment of this Act.

(¢) The Secretary is authorized (directly
or by grants or contracts) to conduct studies,
investigations, and evaluation of the pro-
grams authorized by this Act, and to make
reports, with respect to abilities, aptitudes,
and capacities of handicapped individuals,
development of their potentialities, their
utilization in gainful and suitable employ-
ment, and with respect to architectural,
transportation, and other environmental and
attitudinal barriers to their rehabilitation,
including the problems of homebound, in-
stitutionalized, and older blind individuals.

(d) There s authorized to be included
for each fiscal year in the appropriation for
the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare such sums as are necessary to ad-
minister the provisions of this Act.

(e) In carrying out their duties under this
Act, the Becretary and the Commissioner,
respectively, shall insure the maximum co-
ordination and consultation, at both national
and local levels, with the Administrator of
Veterans' Affairs and his designees with re-
spect to programs for and relating to the re-
habilitation of disabled veterans carried out
under title 38, United States Code.

(f) With respect to the administration of
the program authorized by section 309, the
Secretary shall insure that the provislon of
services under such section is coordinated
with similar services provided or paid for
under health programs pursuant to other
Federal laws.

PROGRAM AND PROJECT EVALUATION

Sec. 501. (a) (1) The Becretary shall meas-
ure and evaluate the impact of all programs
authorized by this Act, in order to determine
their effectiveness in achieving stated goals
in general, and in relation to their cost,
their impact on related programs, and their
structure and mechanisms for delivery of
services, including, where appropriate, com-
parisons with appropriate control groups
composed of persons who have not particl-
pated In such programs. Evaluations shall
be conducted by persons not immediately
involved in the administration of the pro-
gram or project evaluated.

(2) In carrying out his responsibilities
under this subsection, the Secretary, in the
case of research, demonstrations, and related
activities carried out under section 402, shall,
after taking into consideration the views of
State agencles designated pursuant to section
101, on an annual basis—

(A) reassess priorities to which such activi-
ties should be directed; and

(B) review present research, demonstra-
tion, and related activities to determine, in
terms of the purpose specified for such activ-
ities by subsection (a) of such section 402,
whether and on what basis such activities
should be continued, revised or terminated.

(8) The BSecretary shall, within twelve
months after the date of enactment of this
Act, and on each April 1 thereafter, prepare
and furnish to the appropriate committees of
the Congress a complete report on the deter-
mination and review carried out under para-
graph (2) of this subsection, together with
such recommendations, including any rec-
ommendtaions for additional legislation, as
he deems appropriate.

(b) Effective after June 30, 1973, before
funds for the programs and projects covered
by this Act are released, the Secretary shall
develop and publish general standards for
evaluation of the program and project ef-
fectiveness In achieving the objectives of
this Act. He shall consider the extent to
which such standards have been met in de-
ciding, in accordance with procedures set
forth in subsections (b), (¢), and (d) of sec~
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tion 101, whether to renew or supplement
financial assistance authorized under any
section of this Act. Reports submitted pur-
suant to section 504 shall describe the actions
taken as a result of these evaluations.

(c) In carrying out evaluations under this
title, the Secretary shall, whenever possible,
arrange to obtain the specific views of per-
sons participating in and served by programs
and projects assisted under this Act about
such programs and projects.

(d) The Secretary shall publish the results
of evaluative research and summaries of
evaluations of program and project impact
and effectiveness no later than ninety days
after the completion thereof. The Becretary
shall submit to the appropriate committees
of the Congress coples of all such research
studies and evaluation summaries.

(e) The Secretary shall take the n
action to assure that all studles, evaluations,
proposals, and data produced or developed
with assistance under this Act shall become
the property of the United States,

OBTAINING INFORMATION FROM FEDERAL
AGENCIES

Sec. 502. Such information as the Secre-
tary may deem necessary for purposes of the
evaluations conducted under this title shall
be made available to him, upon request, by
the agencies of the executive branch of the
Government.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Bec. 508. There is authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as the Secretary may re-
quire, but not to exceed an amount equal to
one-half of 1 per centum of the funds appro-
priated under titles I, ITI, III, and IV of this
Act or $1,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973, $1,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1974, and $1,500,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, whichever is
greater, to be available to conduct program
and project evaluations as required by this
title.

REPORTS

Sec. 504. Not later than one hundred and
twenty days after the close of each fiscal
year, the Secretary shall prepare and submit
to the President and to the Congress a full
and complete report on the activities carried
out under this Act. Such annual reports
shall include (1) statistical data reflecting,
with the maximum feasible detail, vocational
and comprehensive rehabilitation services
provided handicapped individuals during the
preceding fiscal year, (2) speclfically distin-
guish among rehabilitation closures attrib-
utable to physical restoration, placement in
competitive employment, extended or termi-
nal employment in a sheltered workshopr or
rehabilitatlon facility, employment as a
homemaker or unpald family worker, and
provision of comprehensive rehabilitation
services, and (3) include a detailed evalua-
tion of services provided with assistance un-
der title I of this Act to those with the most
severe handicaps and of comprehensive re-
hablilitation services provided pursuant to
title IT of this Act.

SHELTERED WORKSHOP STUDY

Sec. 505. (a) The Secretary shall conduct
an original study of the role of sheltered
workshops in the rehabilitation and employ-
ment of handicapped individuals, including
& study of wage payments in sheltered work-
shops. The study shall incorporate guidelines
which are consistent with criteria provided
in resolutions adopted by the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare of the United
States Senate or the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor of the United States House
of Representatives, or both.

(b) The study shall include site visits to
sheltered workshops, Interviews with handi-
capped trainees or clients, and consultations
with interested individuals and groups and
State agencies designated pursuant to sec-
tion 101.
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(c) Any contracts awarded for the purpose
of carrying out all or part of this study
shall not be made with individuals or groups
with a financlal or other direct interest in
sheltered workshops.

(d) The Secretary shall report to the Con-
gress his findings and recommendations with
respect to such study within twenty-four
months after the date of enactment of this
Act.

TITLE VI—OFFICE FOR THE
HANDICAFFED
ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE

Sec. 600. There is established within the
Office of the Secretary in the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare an Office for
the Handicapped (hereinafter in this title
referred to as the “Office”). The Office shall
be headed by a Director, who shall serve as
a Speclal Assistant to the Secretary and shall
report directly to him, and shall be provided
such personnel as are necessary to carry out
the functions set forth in section 601, In
selecting personnel to fill all positions in the
Office, the Secretary shall give special em-
phasis to qualified handicapped individuals.

FUNCTION OF OFFICE

Sec. 601. It shall be the function of the
Office, with the assistance of agencles within
the Department, other departments and
agencies within the Federal Government,
handicapped individuals, and public and pri-
vate agencles and organizations, to—

(1) prepare and submit to the Secretary,
for submission to the Congress within 18
months after the date of enactment of this
Act, a long-range projection for the provision
of comprehensive services to handicapped in-
dividuals and for programs of research, eval-
uation, and training related to such services
and individuals;

(2) analyze on a continuing basis and sub-
mit to the Secretary, for inclusion in his re-
port submitted under section 504, a report
on the results of such analysis, program op-
eration to determine consistency with ap-
plicable provisions of law, progress toward
meeting the goals and priorities set forth in
the projection required under clause (1), the
effectiveness of all programs providing serv-
ices to handicapped individuals, and the
eliminaiton of unnecessary duplication and
overlap in such programs under the juris-
diction of the Secretary;

(3) encourage coordinated and cooperative
planning designed to produce maximum ef-
fectiveness, sensitivity, and continuity in
the provision of services for handicapped in-
dividuals by all programs under the juris-
diction of the Secretary;

(4) provide assistance (including stafl as-
sistance) to the National Advisory Council
on Rehabilitation of the Handicapped es-
tablished by section 311 of this Act, the Na-
tional Advisory Council on the Education of
the Handicapped established by section 604
of the Education of the Handicapped Act
(title VI, Public Law 91-230), and other
committees advising the Secretary on pro-
grams for handicapped individuals;

(5) develop means of promoting the
prompt utilization of engineering and other
scientific research to assist in solving prob-
lems in education (including promotion of
the development of curriculums stressing
barrier free design and the adoption of such
curriculums by schools of architecture, de-
sign, and engineering), health, employment,
rehabilitation, architectural and transporta-
tion barriers, and other areas so as to bring
about the full integration of handicapped in-
dividuals into all aspects of soclety;

(6) provide a central clearinghouse for
information and resource avallability for
handicapped individuals through (A) the
evaluation of systems within the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, other de-
partments and agencles of the Federal Gov-
ernment, public and private agencies and or-
ganizations, and other sources, which provide
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(1) information and data regarding the lo-
cation, provision, and avallability of services
and programs for handicapped individuals,
regarding research and recent medical and
scientific developments bearing on handi-
capping conditions (and their prevention,
amelioration, causes, and cures), and regard-
ing the current numbers of handicapped in-
dividuals and their needs, and (ii) any other
such relevant information and data which
the Office deems necessary; and (B) utilizing
the results of such evaluation and existing
information systems, the development with-
in such Department of a coordinated system
of information and data retrieval, which will
have the capacity and responsibility to pro-
vide general and specific information regard-
ing the information and data referred to in
subclause (A) of this clause to the Congress,
public and private agencies and organiza-
tions, handicapped individuals and their
families, professionals in fields serving such
individuals, and the general public; and

(7) carry out such additional advisory
functions and responsibilities, consistent
with the provisions of this title, as may be
assigned to it by the Secretary or the Presi-
dent, except that such function or any other
function earried out under clauses (1)
through (5) of this section shall not include
budgetary, policy, or program control by the
Office over any program.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 602. There is authorized to be ap=-
propriated for the carrying out the purposes
of this title, $1,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973, $1,500,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974, and $2,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975.

TITLE VII—MISCELLANEOUS
EFFECT ON EXISTING LAWS

Sec. T00. The Vocational Rehabilitation
Act (20 U.S.C. 31 et seq.) is repealed ninety
and references to such Vocational Reha-
bilitation Act in any other provision of law
shall, ninety days after such date, be deemed
to be references to the Rehabilitation Act of
1972. Unexpended appropriations for carry-
ing out the Vocational Rehabilitation Act
may be made available to carry out this Act,
as directed by the President. Approved State
plans for vocational rehabilitation, approved
projects, and contractual arrangements au-
thorized under the Vocational Rehabiltation
Act will be recognized under comparable pro-
visions of this Act so that there is no dis-
ruption of ongoing activities for which there
is continuing authority.

FEDERAL INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE ON HANDI-
CAPPED EMPLOYEES

Sec. T01. (a) There is established within
the Federal Government an Interagency
Committee on Handicapped Employees
(hereinafter in this section referred to as
the “Committee”), comprised of the fol-
lowing (or their designees whose positions
are Executive Level IV or higher): the
Chairman of the Civil Service Commission,
the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, the
Secretaries of Labor and Health, Education,
and Welfare, and the heads of such other
Federal departments and agencles as the
President may designate. The Chairman of
the President's Committee on Employment
of the Handicapped and the Chairman of
the President's Committee on Mental Re-
tardation shall serve as ex officlo members
of the Interagency Committee, and the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare
shall serve as Chairman, and the Chairman
of the Civil SBervice Commission shall serve
as Vice-Chalrman, of the Committee. The
resources of such President’'s Committees
shall be made fully availlable to the Com-
mittee established pursuant to this section.
The Commissioner shall serve as Executive
Director of the Committee. It shall be the
purpose and funection of the Committee to
insure, through the establishment of affirm-
ative action programs, the adequacy of
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hiring, placement, and advancement prac-
tices with respect to handicapped individ-
uals, by each department, agency, and in-
strumentality in the executive branch of
Government, and that the special needs of
such individuals are being met.

(b) Each department, agency, and instru-
mentality in the executive branch shall,
within one hundred and eighty days after
the date of enactment of this Act, submit
to the Committee an afirmative action pro-
gram plan for the hiring, placement, and
advancement of handicapped individuals in
such department, agency, or instrumentality.
Such plan shall include a description of the
extent to which and methods whereby the
special needs of handicapped employees are
being met,

(¢) The Committee shall develop and rec-
ommend to the Secretary for referral to the
appropriate State agencles, policies and pro-
cedures which will facilitate the hiring,
placement, and advancement in employment
of individuals who have received rehabilita-
tion services under State vocational rehabil-
itation programs, veterans' programs, or any
other program for handicapped individuals,
Including the promotion of job opportuni-
ties for such individuals. The Secretary shall
encourage such State agencies to adopt and
implement such policies and procedures.

(d) The Committee shall, on June 30, 1974,
and at the end of each subsequent flscal year,
make a complete report to the appropriate
committees of the Congress with respect to
the practices of hiring, placement, and ad-
vancement of handicapped individuals by
each department, agency, and instrumental-
ity and the effectiveness of the affirmative
actlon programs required by subsection (b)
of this section, together with recommenda-
tions as to legislation or other appropriate
action to Insure the adequacy of such prac-
tices. Such report shall also include a descrip-
tion of the effectiveness of the Committee’s
activitles under subsection (c¢) of this sec-
tion.

(e) An individual who, as a part of his
individualized written rehabilitation program
under a State plan approved under this Act,
participates In a program of unpaid work
experience in a Federal agency, shall not, by
reason thereof, be considered to be a Federal
employee or to be subject to the provisions
of law relating to Federal employment, in-
cluding those relating to hours of work, rates
of compensation, leave, unemployment com-
pensation, and Federal employee benefits.

(f) (1) The Secretary of Labor and the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare are
authorized and directed to cooperate with the
President’s Committee on Employment of the
Handicapped In carrying out its functions.

(2) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated for salaries and expenses of the Presi-
dent's Committee on Employment of the
Handicapped $1,250,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1974. In selecting personnel
to fill all positions on the President’s Com-
mittee on Employment of the Handicapped,
special consideration shall be given to quali-
fied handicapped individuals.

NATIONAL COMMISSION ON TRANSPORTATION AND

HOUSING FOR HANDICAPPED INDIVIDUALS

SEc. 702. (a) There is established in the
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare a National Commission on Transporta-
tion and Housing for Handicapped Indi-
viduals, consisting of the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare (or his designee),
who shall be Chairman, the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development, the Secre-
tary of Transportation and the Secretary of
the Treasury (or their respective designees),
and not more than fifteen members ap-
pointed by the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare without regard to the
civil service laws. The fifteen appointed
members shall be representative of the
general public, of handicapped individuals,
snd of private and professional groups
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having an interest in, and able to con-
tribute to, the solution of the transporta-
tion and housing problems which impede the
rehabilitation of handicapped individuals.

(b) The Commission, in consultation with
the Architectural and Transportation Bar-
riers Compliance Board established pursuant
to section 703, shall (1) (A) determine how
and to what extent transportation barriers
impede the mobility of handicapped individ-
uals and aged handicapped individuals and
consider ways in which travel expenses in
connection with transportation to and from
work for handicapped individuals can be
met or subsidized when such individuals are
unable to use mass transit systems or need
speclal equipment in private transportation,
and (B) consider the housing needs of
handicapped individuals; (2) determine
what measures are being taken, especially
by public and other nonprofit agencles and
groups having an interest in and a capacity
to deal with such problems, (A) to eliminate
barriers from public transportation sys-
tems (including vehicles used in such sys-
tems), and to prevent their incorporation
in new and expanded transportation systems
and (B) to make housing available and ac-
cessible to handicapped individuals or to
meet sheltered housing needs; and (3) pre-
pare plans and proposals for such further
action as may be necessary to the goals of
adequate transportation and housing for
handicapped individuals, including proposals
for bringing together in a cooperative effort,
agencies, organizations, and groups already
working toward such goals or whose coopera=
tion is essential to effective and comprehen-
sive action.

(c) The Commission is authorized to ap-
point such special advisory and technical
experts and consultants, and to establish
such committees, as may be useful in carry-
ing out its functions, to make studies, and
to contract for studies or demonstrations to
assist it in performing its functlons. The
Secretary shall make available to the Com-
mission such technical, administrative, and
other assistance as it may require to carry
out its functions.

(d) Appointed members of the Commis-
sion and special advisory and technical ex-
perts and consultants appointed pursuant to
subsection (¢) shall, while attending meet-
ings or conferences thereof or otherwise serv-
ing on business of the Commission, be en-
titled to recelve compensation at rates fixed
by the Secretary, but exceeding the not daily
pay rate, for a person employed as a GS-18
under sectlon 5332 of title 5, United States
Code, including traveltime and while so serv-
ing away from their homes or regular places
of business they may be allowed travel ex-
penses, Including per diem in lieu of sub-
sistence as authorized by section 5703 of such
title 6 for persons in the Government service
employed intermittently.

(e) The Commission shall prepare two
final reports of its activities. One such re-
port shall be on its activities in the fleld of
transportation carriers of handicapped in-
dividuals, and the other such report shall
be on its activities in the field of the hous-
ing needs of handicapped individuals. The
Commission shall, prior to January 1, 1975,
submit each such report, together with its
recommendations for further carrying out
the purposes of this section, to the Secretary
for transmittal by him, together with his
recommendations, to the President and the
Congress. The Commission shall also prepare
for such submission an interim report of
its activities in each such field within
eighteen months after the date of enactment
of this Act and such additional interim re-
ports as the Secretary may request.

(f) The Commission shall on a frequent
and continuing basis, provide to the Archi-
tectural and Transportation Barriers Com-=-
pliance Board established pursuant to sec-
tion 703, such data and information as it
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has acquired or developed during the course
of its investigations and studies and such
reports as it has submitted under subsec-
tion (e) of this section. Such Board shall
also provide to the Commission such data
and information acquired by it as the Com-
mission may reasonably request.

ARCHITECTURAL AND TRANSPORTATION BARRIERS

COMPLIANCE BOARD

Sec. 703. (a) There is established within
the Federal Government the Architectural
and Transportation Barriers Compliance
Board (hereinafter referred to as the
“Board'"”) which shall be composed of the
heads of each of the following departments
or agencies (or their designees whose posi-
tions are Executive Level IV or higher):

(1) Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare;

(2) Department of Transportation;

(3) Department of Housing and Urban
Development;

(4) Department of Labor;

(5) Department of the Interior;

(8) General Services Administration;

(7) United States Postal Service; and

(8) Veterans' Administration.

(b) It shall be the function of the Board
to: (1) insure compliance with the stand-
ards prescribed by the General Services Ad-
ministraton, the Department of Defense,
and the Department of Housing and Urban
Development pursuant to the Architectural
Barriers Act of 1968 (Public Law 90-480),
as amended by the Act of March 5, 1970
(Public Law 91-205); (2) investigate and
examine alternative approaches to the archi-
tectural, transportation, and attitudinal bar-
riers confronting handicapped individuals,
particularly with respect to public bulldings
and monuments, parks and parklands, pub-
lic transportation (including air, water, and
surface transportation whether interstate,
foreign, intrastate, or local), and residential
and institutional housing; (3) determine
what measures are being taken by Federal,
State, and local governments and by other
public or nonprofit agencles to eliminate the
barriers described in clause (2) of this sub-
section; (4) promote the use of the Inter-
national Accessibility Symbol in all public
facilities that are in compliance with the
standards prescribed by the Administrator
of the General Services Administration, the
Secretary of Defense, and the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development pursuant
to the Architectural Barriers Act of 1968; (5)
make reports to the President and to Con-
gress, which shall describe in detail the
results of its investigations under clauses
(2) and (3) of this subsection; and (6) make
to the President and to the Congress such
recommendations for legislation and admin-
istration as it deems necessary or desirable
to eliminate the barriers described in clause
(2) of this subsection.

(¢) In carrying out its functions under
this section, the Board shall conduct in-
vestigations, hold public hearings, and issue
such orders as it deems necessary to insure
compliance with the provisions of the Acts
cited in subsection (b). The provisions of
subchapter II of chapter 5, and chapter 7
of title 5, United States Code, shall apply to
procedures under this section, and an order
of compliance issued by the Board shall be
a final order for purposes of judicial review,

(d) The Board is authorized to appoint as
many hearing examiners as are necessary for
proceedings required to be conducted under
this section. The provisions applicable to
hearing examiners appointed under section
3105 of title 5, United States Code, shall
apply to hearing examiners appointed under
this subsection.

(e) The departments or agencies specified
in subsection (a) of this sectlon shall make
avallable to the Board such technical, ad-
ministrative, or other assistance as it may
require to carry out its functions under this
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sectlon, and the Board may appoint, under
the terms and conditions specified in sub-
sectlon (d) of section 702, such other advis-
ers, technical experts, and consultants as it
deems necessary to assist it in carrying out
its functions under this section.

(f) The Board shall, at the end of each
fiscal year, report its activities during the
preceding year to the Congress. Such report
shall include an assessment of the extent of
compliance with the Acts cited in subsection
(b) of this section, along with a description
and analysis of Investigations made and ac-
tions taken by the Board, and the reports
and recommendations described in clauses
(4) and (5) of subsection (b) of this section.

(g) There is authorized to be appropriated
for the purpose of carrying out the dutles
and functions of the Board under this sec-
tion 500,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1973; 1,500,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974; and $1,500,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1975.

EMPLOYMENT UNDER FEDERAL CONTRACTS

SEC.T04. (a) Any contract in excess of
$2,500 entered into by any Federal depart-
ment or agency for the procurement of per-
sonal property and nonpersonal services (in-
cluding construction) for the United States
shall contain a provision requiring that, in
employing persons to carry out such contract
the party contracting with the United States
shall take affirmative action to employ and
advance in employment qualified handi-
capped individusals as defined in section 7
(7). The provisions of this section shall
apply to any subcontract in excess of $2,500
entered into by a prime contractor in carry-
ing out any contract for the procurement of
personal property and nonpersonal services
(including construction) for the United
States. The President shall implement the
provislons of this section by promulgating
regulations within ninety days after the date
of enactment of this section.

(b) If any handicapped individual be-
lieves any contractor has failed or refuses
to comply with the provisions of his con-
tract with the United States, relating to em-
ployment of handicapped individuals, such
individual may file a complaint with the
Department of Labor. The Department shall
promptly Iinvestigate such complaint and
shall take such actlon thereon as the facts
and circumstances warrant consistent with
the terms of such contract and the laws and
regulations applicable thereto.

(¢) The requirements of this section may
be waived, in whole or in part, by the Presi-
dent with respect to a particular contract or
subcontract, in accordance with guidelines
set forth in regulations which he shall pre-
scribe, when he determimes that special cir-
cumstances in the national intérest so re-
quire and states in writing his reasons for
such determination.

NONDISCRIMINATION UNDER FEDERAL GRANTS

Sec. T05. No otherwise qualified handi-
capped individual in the United States, as
defined in section 7(7), shall, solely by reason
of his handicap, be excluded from the par-
ticipation in, be denied the benefits of, or be
subjected to discrimination under any pro-
gram or activity receiving Federal financial
assistance.

APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1973

Sec. T08. The paragraph entitled “Social
and Rehabilitation Services’ of Chapter IV
of the Supplemental Appropriations Act,
1978 (Public Law 92-607) is amended by
striking out “section 103" and inserting in
lleu thereof “section 110" each place it ap-
pears and striking out “section 104" and in-
serting in lleu thereof “section 120".

Mr. BRADEMAS (during the read-
ing). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that further reading of the Senate
amendment to the House amendment be

March 15, 1973

dispensed with and that it be printed
in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. o PONT. Mr. Speaker, before we
vote on H.R. 17, the Vocational Rehabili-
tation Act of 1973, I want to express
my deep disappointment in the so-called
technical modifications made by the
other body in their passage of H.R. 17,
I refer to their deletion of an amendment
which I offered and which was subse~
quently adopted to section 111(a) of the
bill last Wednesday. As my colleagues
may recall, the amendment was offered
to clarify the intent of the authors of
the bill by providing that small states
would receive a minimum allocation of
$2 million regardless of the given appro-
priation level. As the committee report
noted a certain minimal level of funding
is necessary to sustain a program regard-
less of the size of State involved. With-
out such a safeguard, a proportionate
decrease for all States could deny the
smaller States the critical amount of
funds necessary to sustain a viable voca-
tional rehabilitation program.

In the other body, however, the larger
States prevailed and this clarifying lan-
guage was deleted, leaving in doubt the
question whether the small States will
be entitled to receive the minimum of $2
million—a sum which this House has al-
ready found to be the absolute minimum
required to maintain a sound program. I
am disappointed by this action, for I
think that small States may be denied
the right to receive a sufficient allocation
of funds.

I am also particularly dismayed that
this same coalition of larger States could
delete this language accepted unani-
mously by the House and still avoid a
conference. This procedural shortcut has
allowed the other body to thwart the will
of this House without coming to the
conference table to justify their actions.

Perhaps the only positive element
which emerges from the other body's
deliberations on H.R. 17 is an apparent
agreement to fully review the formula
allocation before the next renewal of the
legislation. This is a minimum first step,
and in the future, I hope both bodies will
work together to see that small States
are guaranteed the minimum levels re-
quired to support a vocational rehabilita-
tion program.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I am
delighted to be able to report to this
body that after extensive negotiations
between the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare of the other body and the
Committee on Education and Labor on
8. 7, the Rehabilitation Act of 1972, we
have reached a consensus which is em-
bodied in the Senate substitute amend-
ment for the House amendment passed
by this body last Thursday.

Mr. Speaker, I am extremely grateful
for the efforts of all the principals on the
committee who have cooperated in bring-
ing this matter to a successful resolution.
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In particular, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank the chairman of the Edu-
cation and Labor Committee, the gentle-
man from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS), and
the ranking minority member of the
Committee on Education and Labor, Mr.
Quig, and the other members of the com-
mittee for their efforts.

I would also like to take this oppor-
tunity to thank the Members of the other
body for their leadership in this legisla-
tion, Senator CransTON, Senator Ran-
poLPH, Senator WiLLiams, Senator Jav-
178, and Senator STAFFORD.

Mr., Speaker, at this point, I would like
to make these observations:

The bill before us is basically the same
as that passed by the House on Thursday,
with these specific changes.

AUTHORIZATIONS

The appropriation authorization level
in the compromise for the 3 years
are lower than the comparable totals in
the House amendment.

Specifically for fiscal year 1973, the
total authorization is $913.2 million
which is identical to the House amend-
ment figure.

For fiscal year 1974 the compromise
contains a total authorization of appro-
priation of $1,166,450,000 which is $11.8
million lower than the House amend-
ment.

For fiscal year 1975 the total authori-
zation figure of $414,600,000 is $18.25
million lower than the figure in the
House amendment,

Thus, Mr. Speaker, I think it is clear
that the Senate has gone more than half
way to reach an accord with the House
and to respond to the fiscal concerns ex-
pressed by the President.

CONTRACT DOLLAR MINIMUM AND WAIVER
PROVISION IN EMPLOYMENT TUNDER FED=-
ERAL CONTRACT FROVISION
Mr. Speaker, two additional amend-

ments agreed to on the House floor in

section 704 of the bill, provided for an
affirmative action program in the Fed-
eral Government for the employment
and advancement in employment of
qualified handicapped individuals under
Federal contracts and subcontracts. The
first amendment limited the affirmative
action responsibility to contracts of more
than $10,000. This was a provision rec-
ommended by the General Services Ad-
ministration. However, since the most re-
cent issuance of comparable Federal reg-
ulations—by the Department of Labor,
which is also made responsible under

8. T for the section 704 program—set the

cutoff at $2,500.

We agreed to a minimum dollar figure
of $2,500.

Second, Mr. Speaker, this provision
was amended by the House to provide
for a written waiver of its application by
an agency head. The House accepted in
negotiating with the Senate a waiver
provision permitting the President to
make a waiver with respect to a con-
tract or subcontract, or a portion of jobs
thereunder, in accordance with specifi-
cally published guidelines established by
him and upon the explicit determina-
tion that “special circumstances in the
national interest so reguire” and his
stating in writing the reasons for that

determination.
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SHORT TITLE OF THE BILL: REHABILITATION
ACT OF 1972

Mr. Speaker, the House has agreed to
keep the reference to 1972 in the short
title of the bill and accepted the Senate
section 706 to correct certain miscita-
tions to the provisions of this act in the
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1973—
Public Law 92—-607.

Our very strong mutual intent, Mr.
Speaker, is to insure that enactment of
S. T will remove any legal obstacle—
real or imagined—to HEW releasing of
the $50 million—above the continuing
resolution figure of fiscal year 1972 ex-
penditures—appropriated in Public Law
92-607 for the vocational rehabilitation
program.,

Mr. Speaker, I think we have a good
bill. It is a bill which will serve the very
needy and deserving handicapped indi-
viduals in our country. I urge adoption
of the bill 8. 7.

The Senate amendment to the House
amendment was concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BRADEMAS, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on S. 7
and amendments thereto.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I take this time for the purpose of ask-
ing the distinguished majority leader the
program for the remainder of this week,
if any, and the schedule for next week.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the
distinguished gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. O'NEILL. I am happy to respond
to the minority leader.

There is no further business for today.

The program for next week is as fol-
lows:

Monday is Consent Calendar day and
there are no bills; and there are no bills
scheduled under suspensions.

Tuesday is Private Calendar day, and
there are no bills; and no bills sched-
uled under suspensions.

There will be considered 19 commit-
tee funding resolutions from the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

On Wednesday there will be consid-
ered H.R. 5446, the Solid Waste Disposal
Act, subject to a rule being granted.

On Thursday there will be considered
H.R. 5445, the Clean Air Act, subject to
a rule being granted.

Also on Thursday there will be five
committee funding resolutions from the
Committee on House Administration.

Conference reports may be brought
up at any time, and any further pro-

gram will be announced later.

8009

ADJOURNMENT OVER TO MONDAY,
MARCH 19, 1973

Mr. O’'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today it adjourn to meet on Mon-
day next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts? :

There was no objection.

CALENDAR
ON

DISPENSING WITH
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. O’NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the business in order
under the Calendar Wednesday rule may
be dispensed with on Wednesday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

UNITED STATES FACES ENERGY
PROBLEMS

(Mr. BEVILL asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, providing
enough energy for our Nation is becom-
ing more and more difficult. In an effort
to better understand the problem, I re-
quest permission to place in the RECORD
a joint statement of the American Gas

Association, American Pefroleum Insti-
tute, Atomic Industrial Forum, Inc., Edi-
son Electric Institute, and National Coal
Association.
The statement follows:
TowARD RESPONSIBLE ENERGY POLICIES
PREFACE

The United States is facing a critical en-
ergy problem. The supply of secure and en-
vironmentally-acceptable energy will not be
adequate to meet prospective demand unless
there is a change in the economic and po-
litical climate affecting the energy industries.

The few brief local interruptions of energy
supplies in the past few years, and the re-
strictions on sales of natural gas now in effect
in a number of states throughout the na-
tion, are only a taste of what may lie ahead
a few years from now.

Energy problems must be placed high on
the list of our national priorities. Time is
of the essence, since it often takes from five
to ten years after a decision is made to de-
velop new fuel sources or to construct elec-
tric generating facilities before additional
energy supplies can be dellvered to consum-
ers. Unless prompt actions are taken, serious
energy shortages will spread to all parts of
the natlon.

The attached joint energy statement, “To-
ward Responsible Energy Policies,” has been
prepared to alert the nation to the im-
minence of & major energy crisis and to
recommend constructive actlons to avert it.
We present this statement with the hope
that it will make a contribution towards
these goals.

Mr. F. Donald Hart, President American
Gas Association; Mr. Frank N. Ikard, Presi-
dent American Petroleum Institute; Mr.
Charles Robbins, President Atomic Industrial
Forum, Inc.; Mr. W. Donham Crawford,
President Edison Electric Institute; and Mr.
Carl E. Bagge, President National Coal Asso-
ciation.
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TOWARD RESPONSIBLE ENERGY POLICIES

The United States is faced with a growing
energy problem whch has the potential of
developing into a major national crisis. Pub-
lic awareness of this is vital to its resolu-
tion.

The symptoms of difficulty first appeared
in the 1960’s, although they were largely ob-
scured by an economic slowdown. It became
increasingly apparent that we were living on
our basic fuel reserves. Fuel additions were
not matching fuel consumption, a warning
that our energy economy was shifting from
one of abundance to one of scarcity. The na-
tion, and particularly the Eastern Seaboard,
became more and more dependent upon im-
ports of foreign ofl. Natural gas service cur-
tallments began to take place in scattered
locations around the country.

Today, natural gas curtailments are be-
coming more widespread. Domestic oil pro-
duction from presently proved reserves in
the lower 48 states is at maximum levels
and excess capaclty has disap ed. De-
mands for low-sulfur fuel oil and low-
sulfur coal cannot be met. The energy prob-
lem is continuing to worsen, to the point that
the nation is on a collision course with a
major energy shortage.

Energy—the key to progress

The history of the U.S. is one of un-
precedented and unparalleled growth. No na-
tion yet approaches the industrial strength
of the U.S. No soclety in the history of the
world has reached its level of prosperity.

Energy, readily avallable at reasonable cost,
has been a major factor in this progress. A
worldwide comparison of per capita energy
consumption and real income points out the
close correlation between the two. The higher
a nation's per capita use of energy, the high-
er its per capita real income. Conversely, na-
tions with low rates of energy consumption
have low positions on the per capita income
scale. The reduction of poverty coupled with
progress toward satisfying rising economic
expectations throughout the world will re-
quire vast increases in the supply and utiliza-
tion of energy.

Because of the long history of abundant
energy at low cost in the U.S. the nation
has come to belleve that a limited supply
of cheap energy would always be available.
One of the most alarming aspects of the
current energy situation is that many Amer-
icans do not yet realize there is a problem.
Even some of those who are aware that a
problem exists do not understand its severity
or its dangers. They are unaware of the pos-
sible impact of inadequate energy supplies
upon their day-to-day activities and life
styles.

The explosive growth in demand

The public demand for energy in the
United States is expected to grow rapidly
through the end of the century. Based on
a 3.6 percent annual growth rate, a recent
study by the U.S. Department of the In-
terior projects almost a tripling of energy
consumption by the year 2000.

Although the share of total energy con-
sumption supplied by each fuel may change,
the actual amounts of each energy source
which will be required to meet these de-
mands will be far in excess of current
levels,

The need for energy growth

One way to conserve energy supplies would
be to restrict the growth rate of energy use.
This would reduce economic progress. We
would fail to achieve our most pressing na-
tional goals, including full employment, al-
leviation of poverty, and protection of our
national security. We would have to curtail
efforts to clean up our environment, since
additional energy will be required to secure
needed environmental improvements to treat
sewage, to recycle waste, and to remove sul-
fur from fuels. Little support can be given
to the assumption that the nation will

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

choose “no growth” in the energy sector of
our economy during the rest of this century.
Although every effort must be made to as-
sure that our natural resources are used
wisely, and for the benefit of all segments of
our society, we must assume a growing en-
ergy requirement.
The wise use of energy

An effective means of helping to meet the
growing energy demands of the American
people is to maximize the efficlent utilization
of energy in our soclety and minimize the
waste of human and fuel resources. Insofar
as practicable, we must strive toward maxi-
mum eficiency in the production, distribu-
tion and utilization of all forms of energy.

No shortage of resources

The U.S. has sufficlent resources to meet
its foreseeable energy needs. While the U.S.
has become a “have not” nation in terms of
usable commerclal supplies of fuel, we are
still a “have” nation in terms of available
resources. Declining reserves of crude oil
and natural gas reflect a low level of ex-
ploration and development relative to de-
mand, not an exhaustion of these resources.
Estimates by government and other informed
specialists indicate that potential domestic
resources of oll and gas could support sub-
stantially higher rates of production. Coal
reserves are abundant, and represent a sup-
ply of at least several centuries at existing
levels of consumption.

Potential uranium supplies for nuclear
power are more than adequate, assuming
the timely development of breeder reactors.
Synthetic oil and gas can be produced from
coal. Looking to the longer-run future, lig-
uld fuels can be produced from oil shales and
tar sands. There are huge reserves of these
minerals in the Western States and Canada.

The forerunners of shortage

A host of vexing problems, some of long
standing and others of recent origin, have
led to the current tenuous energy supply sit-
uation. High on the list are the delays and
costs created by a lack of coordinated gov-
ernment policies. The many Federal depart-
ments and agencies which rule on energy
matters have suffered from the lack of a co-
herent policy to follow. Their decisions have
been piecemeal and inconsistent, based upon
narrow and short-run interpretations of
conditions affecting particular fuels at a par-
ticular time. The results have been chaotic,
and have discouraged the development of
badly-needed energy resources.

The rapid introduction of stringent envi-
ronmental standards has further constricted
the nation’s fuel supply. All existing energy
sources have been affected. Oil from the huge
Prudhoe Bay fleld in Alaska is still unavail-
able due to the long delay in approval of
the trans-Alaska pipeline. This, in turn, is
delaying the availability of new gas supplies
from that area. Federal offshore leasing de-
lays are affecting supplies of both oil and gas.
In some states, bills have elther been passed
or are pending which seek to bar the search
for petroleum off of their coasts, and make
it difficult to find suitable sites for terminal
facilities and refinerfes. SBulfur restrictions
in major clties have curtailed usage of both
domestic coal and fuel oil. In some states
and in Congress, there are proposals to bar
surface mining. Delays resulting from pro-
longed Federal regulatory procedures and
eourt-ordered environmental evaluations of
ahout 100 nuclear power facllities have
slowed development of this important new
eNergy source.

Government efforts to superimpose its di-
rection as a substitute for market forces have
exacerbated energy problems. As an exam-
ple, regulation of natural gas prices at the
wellhead by the Federal Power Commission,
resulting in artificially low levels, acted to
stimulate demand and discourage the search
for new supplies. This imbalance led to a
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shortage of this clean-burning fuel, which
could assist in reducing air pollution prob-
lems in major urban areas. Such government
actions often overlook economic and tech-
nological interactions and lead to unexpected
and undesirable effects.

Imports are playing and will continue to
play a role in meeting the nation's fuel
needs. It is inevitable that the U.S. will re-
quire larger oll and gas imports in the 1970's
and early 1980’s. However, attention must be
given to the implications of rising energy im-
ports and their impact upon the develop-
ment of domestic supplies as well as upon na-
tional security. Most of the proved petroleum
reserves of the world are located in the East-
ern Hemisphere. Supplies of oil from some
of these sources have been curtailed a num-
ber of times. Excessive reliance upon im-
ported fuels would pose grave dangers to our
economic health and national defense. In
addition, with producing nations now band-
ing together to demand higher prices and
impose higher taxes, foreign oil is becoming
more costly. Imported liquefled natural gas
is now more expensive than domestic gas.
The nation should also recognize that grow-
ing energy demand in the rest of the world
will result in increasing competition for fuels
in coming decades. Thus, looking to the fu-
ture, foreign energy supplies are likely to be
neither secure nor inexpensive. However,
some of the risks inherent in fuel importation
can be reduced by importing both oil and
gas from a varlety of sources.

Energy industries are also faced with huge
capital requirements, and to an increasing
extent must obtain these funds from finan-
clal markets rather than from internal
sources. Adequate profitability 1s needed to
attract the capital required for new facilities.

A long-range commitment to research and
development in the energy field is needed.
Government R&D programs should be closely
coordinated with research efforts of the en-
ergy industries.

The importance of time

An all-out effort must be made to strength-
en our energy economy. The time to make
crucial decisions is now. Continued delay will
permit minor shortages and inconveniences
to develop iInto major shortages and serious
disruptions. This is because a common char-
acteristic of all significant sources of energy
is the long lead time involved in the plan-
ning, production, transportation and utiliza-
tion. Delays can only add to the magnitude
of our energy problems.

The objectives of energy policies

There appear to be four main objectives of
sound energy policies:

(1) The development of an adequate sup-
ply of energy at reasonable prices, to permit
our nation to enjoy continued economic
progress and a high living standard.

(2) the achievement of relative self-suffi-
ciency through the mazrimum development
and wutilization of domestic fuel resources
to the extent justified by appropriate eco-
nomic and national security considerations,
supplemented by oil and gas imports as
needed.

(3) The maintenance of a safe and
healthy environment for both present and
future generations. High energy use has
provided a high standard of living, but has
also been partly responsible for adverse
effects upon man’s environment. These effects
must be squarely faced and met in a bal-
anced and responsible manner.

(4) The attainment of mazimum efficiency
in the production, distribution and utiliza-
tion of all forms of energy.

There is no real confilct between these
goals. By reshaping our energy policles to
broaden the energy base, we can provide
adequate and secure sources of reasonably-
priced energy in harmony with environ-
mental needs. Both nature and the market-
place can be served.
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Elements of responsible energy policies

The American Gas Association, the Amer-
ican Petroleum Institute, the Atomic In-
dustrial Forum, the Edison Electric Insti-
tute and the National Coal Association, rec-
ommend the following basic policles in or-
der to assure adequate supplies of secure
and clean energy at reasonable prices:

(1) Comprehensive energy policies must
be formulated to bring about greater co-
ordination and harmony between Federal,
state, and local government agencies whose
decisions affect energy industries. Govern-
ment regulation of energy industries, to
the extent that it 1s necessary, should be
streamlined in order to adapt more rapidly
to the changing needs and requirements
of modern society.

(2) Energy policies should fully recog-
ognize the benefits of the free enterprise
system and should be formulated within the
context of sound business principles. En-
‘ergy fuel prices should relate to actual
demand and actual market conditions.
Policles which stifle initiative in the de-
velopment of any form of energy are con-
trary to the public interest.

(3) A balance must be struck between
the need for environmental protection, and
the need jfor ecomomic development (in-
cluding energy growth). National environ-
mental policy should give consideration to
the availability and cost of pollution con-
trol methods and the resulting impact upon
energy prices. Costs must be balanced
against the resulting social and environ-
mental benefits,

(4) Incentives for energy development ap-
propriate to the wunique characteristics of
juels and minerals should be strengthened.
An attractive economlic climate must be de-
veloped which will elicit the massive amounts
of venture capital needed to develop new sup-
plies of energy fuels.

(6) National land wuse policies affecting
both private and public lands, including the
Outer Continental Shelf, should be coordi-
nated with national energy policies. Energy
production requires land use. Land use poli-
cles must recognize the non-renewable na-
ture of fuel résources and the fact that they,
unlike many other products, must be pro-
duced where found. Federal leasing regula-
tions should permit optimum utilization of
all energy resources in harmony with sound
ecological principles. Multiple uses of land
should be encouraged.

(6) Sound and stable import policies
should be maintained in order to promote
the development of indigenous fuel resources
and technology to the extent justified by ap-
propriate economic and national security
considerations. While every effort must be
made to meet environmental standards, the
nation must also make every effort to mini-
mize its dependence for energy upon those
forelgn sources which could pose problems of
possible supply interruptions. In addition,
unlimited fuel imports could represent a
serious drain upon our balance of payments
position. Import policies should be designed
to allow the competitive use of overseas sup-
plies of oil and gas in a manner that will
supplement, but not supplant, domestic
sources of supply. Such policies must recog-
nize the special problems, such as environ-
mental requirements, which may arise in
particular industries or regions.

(7) The long-range governmental commit-
ment to research and development in the
energy field must be strengthened, and exist-
ing cooperative industry/government efforts
in research and development must be aug-
mented. Parallel development of both fossil
and nuclear fuels is essential if our nation
is to meet short- and Iintermediate-term
energy needs as well as longer-run needs.
Balanced federal funding is needed to de-
velop new technology which will permit the
full utilization of our vast domestic fuel re-
serves. Primary responsibility for research
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and development should continue to rest
with industry. Government’s role should be
concentrated mainly in the funding of long-
er-range programs which do not have an im-
mediate impact, but which do have potential
benefits for our nation's consumers of energy.

High priority must be given to projects
such as the development of breeder reactors
and fusion technology. At the same time,
the Federal Government should continue to
share with industry the burden of construct-
ing demonstration plants designed to remove
sulfur oxides from the stack gases of coal
and oil-fired power plants. In addition, more
energetic government programs are needed
to aid in the development of technology to
convert coal to the more environmentally-
acceptable gaseous and liguid forms and
for utilizing it directly.

There must also be a more active program
for conducting the essential research and
development of pollution control technology.
Government should insure that environ-
mental goals and standards are set with due
regard to existing technology and achievable
improvements in the state of the art.

(8) Health and safety regulations should
be carefully designed and administered to
minimize hazards to workers and the public
and mazrimize operating efficiency.

(9) Wise and efficient wutilization of all
Jorms of energy should be promoted and
encouraged. Economies in energy consump-
tion can be achleved In homes, transporta-
tion, agriculture, business and industry, and
government.

(10) Both industry and government must
recognize their obligation to inform the pub-
lic on energy matters. Public awareness of
the energy situation is a major key to re-
solving the energy supply situation.

The consequences of failure

The responsibility to maintain a supply
of energy which is adequate to’ meet the
needs of our people must be shared by in-
dustry and government. It can be met If
all segments of American soclety join to-
gether to formulate new energy policies which
will remove existing roadblocks to progress.

One overriding need is to sweep away pre-
concelved ideas concerning energy problems.
It must be recognized that the era of energy
abundance and cheap fuel has ended. Fac-
tors such as environmental costs, rising labor
and equipment costs, and the need to attract
venture capital, must be reflected in prices.
The nation's Tuel bill is going to go up. Rec-
ognition of these basic changes in the energy
situation will contribute to a more respon-
sible appraisal of the energy situation and
a more realistic approach to the framing of
new policles.

The consequences of fallure, either by im-
prudent actions or inaction, are likely to be
severe. The result could be an energy short-
fall, which could imperil the nation’s eco-
nomic well-being and cause substantial
hardships to our citizens. If sound and timely
decisions can be reached on energy policies,
such a crisls need never arise.

ANTIPOISON WEEK

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

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, the pe-
riod from March 18 through March 24
this year marks the 13th annual ob-
servance of National Poison Prevention
Week—a theme to which each of us can
profitably subscribe, particularly as we
think of the youngsters of this Nation.

The most common medical emergency
among children comes not from broken
bones, not from trafiic accidents, not
from burns, not from suffocation, al-
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though each of these can bring severe
hurt and injury to children and anguish
untold to parents. Accidental poisoning—
that is the most prevalent and persistent
threat to the health and safety of young-
sters. The loving mother and housewife
need only look inside her medicine cabi-
net or under her kitchen sink or even into
her purse to see how this can be.

Where small children live in homes in
which they can find medicines, soaps,
and detergents, cosmetics, paints and
polishes, there poisonings can result—by
accidents that can be prevented if adults
simply will take greater care.

The Council on Family Health notes
that of a total of 131,051 cases of poison-
ing reported during 1971 to poison con-
trol centers over the country, something
like 60 percent involved children under
5 years old. Six out of every 10 cases
thus show little people finding trouble
because they do not know better than to
satisfy their curiosity over objects or
materials left within reach by adults who
should know better. Simple carelessness
is the most common cause of poisoning.

The council, which manufacturers of
medicines sponsor as a public service, is
urging all parents to lead the way in ob-
serving Poison Prevention Week by sur-
veying their homes and removing all
potentially toxic substances from the
sight and reach of children. And, I might
add, this would be a wise project for peo-
ple in childless homes, too.

In closing, some words of wise advice
from Dr. Jay M. Arena, past president
of the American Academy of Pediatrics,
for parents of small children, especially
those between 1 and 3 years old:

Always read the labels on household
products and medicines before using
them. Never tell a child medicine is just
like candy. Never store any potentially
toxic substance in a food or beverage
container—it can be mistaken for food
or drink. Always discard medicines
promptly when the symptoms of illness
have subsided—flush them down the
drain and get rid of the empty container.

SKYJACKING LEGISLATION AND
INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM

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

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to comment on an
aspect of the current skyjacking legisla-
tion being considered by the Interstate
and Foreign Commerce Committee; the
problem of international terrorism.

On February 27, 1973, I testified before
the Transportation and Aeronautics Sub-
committee of the Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee on my legislation
concerning air piracy. At that time I told
the committee of information that had
come to my attention concerning the
activities of the Black September Group.

A portion of my statement read as
follows:

I have Jjust learned from confidential
sources that at this very moment the F.AA.
is alerting its security forces that the Black
September Group is planning a major opera-
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tion to hijack a commercial airliner prob-
ably in the United States. Their purpose is
to use the seized plane and its kidnapped
passengers to free political prisoners held In
London, Italy and Austria. Several suitcases
containing weapons which were to be used
in the plot have already been seized. This
information is derived from and disseminated
by the national and international system of
intelligence that has been established to cope
with this problem.

Subsequent to my testimony, the FAA
denied repeatedly that a document exist-
ed containing the information in my
statement. I subsequently requested on
March 6, 1973, a second appearance be-
fore that committee to present the entire
text of the FAA Security Bulletin which
is as follows:

SECURITY BULLETIN
Subject: Black September Organization
Hijacking Plans

Information has been received from a re-
liable source that the Black September
Organization (BSO) is planning a hijacking
operation for the purpose of releasing
Palestinian terrorists held in London, Italy,
and Austria. The targeted airline and the
time frame for the operation is undeter-
mined at this time. Names of BSO members
who reportedly will participate in the opera-
tions are as follows:

A, Husayn Abd-Al-Karim Kuhaji carrying
Bahrain passport number 72330 issued on 23,
November, T1.

B, Salilm Bin Abdalia Al-Sayyid carrying
Saudi passport number 74 issued on 20,
October, 72.

C. Bayyld Salih Lahji carrying Ras-Al-
Ehaymah passport number 9257 issued 20,
October, 72.

D. Sallh Bin Al carrying Saudl Arabian
ga&sport number 148 issued on 28, August,

2.

E. Sulayman Bin Abdallah Azzam carry-
ing Somali passport number 3364 issued on
5, September, 72.

The first four names are almost ldentical
with the aliases issued by the BSO terrorists
who held officials hostage at the Israeli em-
bassy in Bangkok on 28 December 72. The
fifth is probably Abdulla Azzam, Fatah offi-
cial from Somall who visited the terrorists
in their hotel room in Bangkok prior to the
operation. Physical descriptions of the four
Bangkok terrorists are as follows:

A. Kuhaji: approximately 30-35 years old,
approximately 176-177 pounds, tall, sturdy
build, stomach protrudes slightly, dark tan
complexion, dark brown hair, neatly cut
moustache, thin face, does not talk much,
was assessed as possible deputy team leader,

B. Bayyid: approximately 80-35 years old,
approximately 178 pounds, tall, sturdy build,
stomach protrudes slightly, fair complexion,
dark brown hair, no pompador, oval face,
clean shaven, dark brown eyes, speaks good
English and was assessed as being team
leader.

C. Lahji: approximately 23-24 years old,
approximately 175-177 pounds, tall, dark
brown hair, no pompador, brown eyes, lanky
build, baby face, his English is poor.

D. Salim Al-Fahri (reported above as Salih
Bin-All) approximately 28 years old, ap-
proximately 178 pounds, tall, sturdy, healthy
build, blue eyes, heavy thick eyelashes, dark
(African or Mexican) complexion dark,
naturally curly hair, no pompador, square
face, bearded with long sldeburns, claims to
have finished four years electrical course in
Canada and one year in Australia. Speaks
good English. Subject was assessed as ex-
plosives expert. He is single and fond of girls.

Two names of the four BSO members who
occupied the Embassy are reported to be:
Lt. ¥Yasin Muhammad EKlim born in Yatta
on the West bank; Jamil Shakir Habub born
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in Jaffa; Adnan Salih Abushaghura born in
Jerusalem; and Sabri Shukni Abutawq born
in Nazareth. Two names cannot be matched
with aliases.

FAA comments:

Numerous reports have been received on
Palestinian terrorists moving in and out of
Europe. Some of these individuals have been
apprehended carrying weapons and terror-
istlc paraphernalia, abandoned sultcases have
been found full of weapons and rumors have
persisted that a major operation such as a
kidnapping, hijacking, assassination, bomb-
ing will occur. However, despite these re-
ports, nothing definite has been reported on
these terroristic acts except for bombings of
facilities, embassies, and letterbombs. Any
further information developed on the re-
ported hijacking operation will be forwarded.

JamEes T. MURPHY,

Director of Air Transportation Security.

On March 6, 1973, I told the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Transportation
and Aeronautics that I was firmly con-
vinced that one of the best ways to re-
duce terrorism in the world is to let the
perpetrators know that international
law enforcement agencies are aware of
their activities. This is the reason I re-
leased the information, in the hope that
proper preventive measures might be
taken.

Yet, within days of my February 27
statement, the tragedy occurred in
Khartoum, and, even though the at-
tempted extortion was unsuccessful, this
particular terrorist group, the Black
September organization, continues to
plot further world outrages. In that re-
spect I have received yet another se-
curity bulletin that is as ominous as any
I have previously seen. The bulletin was
dispatched on March 8 by the FAA to the
various security agencies, including the
director of security of the Air Trans-
port Association. The bulletin reads as
follows:

Confirming telephone message the follow-

ing security bulletin ASE/73/4 received from
FAA:

Information has been received from a re-
liable source that a group of Palestinians
plan to either bomb or hijack an Israeli El
Al or U.B. alrliner. The act to be accom-
plished in retaliation for shooting down
Libyan aircraft over occupied Sinal Penin-
sula in February 1973. It was reported that
terrorists who are to accomplish this act will
be disguised as women or priests. Cited ac-
tivity is expected to take place at some loca-
tion in Europe. FAA comments the above in-
formation is unconfirmed. Palestinians may
believe that the recent contact between
Golda Melr and President Nixon indicates
the U.S. supports shooting down the Libyan
airliner by Israel. Any further information
developed will be forwarded.

HarrY J. MURPHY,
Director of Security.

Mr. Speaker, I feel these endless
threats and continuing acts of violence
against innocent people will only be
stopped by affirmative action by the
United States. I call again for quick en-
actment of legislation calling on primary
and secondary boycotts for commercial
air traffic against nations which con-
tinue to provide safe havens to groups
such as the Black September organiza-
tion. I urge the Transportation and Aero-
nautics Subcommittee to make this a
provision of any bill that they report. I
urge the President of the United States
to take such action immediately in order
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to prevent what I consider preventable
terrorist acts against mankind.

GI HOME LOAN PROGRAM

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

Mr. HILLIS. Mr. Speaker, as our
thoughts, as a Nation, are directed fo-
ward matters of peace I would like to
take a few moments to discuss one of our
Federal programs that has, in my opin-
ion, contributed immeasurably to Amer-
ica’s greatness. The Federal program I
am referring to is the GI Home Loan
program administered by the Veterans'
Administration. The realization of an
American dream of owning a home has
been made possible for literally millions
of American families because Congress in
its wisdom many many years ago had the
foresight to recognize the potential and
importance of assisting veterans to own
their own home. As property owners fam-
ily life has been enhanced and it serves
as a very foundation for our American
way of life, and as the ranking minority
Member on the Housing Subcommittee
of the House Veterans’ Affairs Commit-
tee I have more than a casual interest in
its success.

A significant enlargement in the scope
of the VA loan guaranty and direct loan
activities and an indefinite extension of
the life of these activities resulted from
the enactment of the Veterans’ Housing
Act of 1970, Public Law 91-506. This act
revived unused expired loan guaranty
entitlement of mearly 9 million World
War II and Korean conflict veterans;
eliminated the one-half percent funding
fee required to be paid by post-Korean
conflict veterans; authorized the VA to
guarantee refinancing loans for eligible
veterans on their mortgaged homes; au-
thorized the guaranty of loans to pur-
chase condominium residences; elimi-
nated the January 31, 1975 termination
date for the direct loan program; au-
thorized direct VA loans to supplement
grants for specially adapted housing even
though the home is in an area not other-
wise eligible for direct loans; and au-
thorized VA to assist veterans eligible
for home loans to acquire mobile homes.

During the 2 years, 1971-72, the vol-
ume of GI home loans multiplied rapidly.
In January 1971, VA guaranteed 14,400
home loans, or 36.7 percent of Govern-
ment-backed unsubsidized home mort-
gages, while 24,800 FHA section 203 loans
accounted for 63.3 percent of the total.
During the next 23 months, however, VA
production climbed to 32,100 in Decem-
ber 1972, 73.2 percent of the total.

Both VA guaranteed loans and FHA
section 203 loans are dependent upon
private capital to finance the construc-
tion or purchase of single family resi-
dential units. The properties are similar,
and the concentrations of these dwellings
generally are located in the same areas.

The cumulative number of home loans
now exceeds 8 million amounting to al-
most $94 billion in initial principal. Near-
ly 360,000 home loans, aggregating close
to $8 billion were guaranteed in 1972—
the highest annual volume since 1957.
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And significantly, at least 180,000 Viet-
nam veterans bought homes with GI
loans, or, almost as many GI loans as all
veterans obtained in 1970.

In addition to recognizing this highly
successful housing program, I believe
it is significant to note that veterans as
a group have not only demonstrated that
they are responsible citizens by honor-
able service to this country, but have
shown further that they do not take
their responsibilities lightly as evidenced
by the fact that almost half of the loans
obtained by these veterans have already
been paid in full and only a nominal
percentage have defaulted, many through
no fault of their own.

All Members of this House can be justly
proud of the achievements of the VA in
administering the GI home loan pro-
gram and in the response of our deserv-
ing veterans toward their obligations.
We also can be thankful that this is a
program which has not been beset by
problems and difficulties occasioned by
maladministration or questionable prac-
tices by private parties in the sale and
financing of homes. Most importantly,
the GI loan program has many years
of productive life ahead, and we can rely
upon VA to see that the maximum num-
ber of veterans will benefit from it.

USDA HOTDOG REGULATIONS

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

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker, as
many of my colleagues know, the State
of Michigan, with strict meat standards
higher than those of many other States,
does not allow meat byproducts in hot-
dogs and other comminuted meat prod-
ucts. Earlier, I again reintroduced H.R.
372 to eliminate the use of stomachs,
snouts, spleens, udders, lips, tongues—
and various animal offal from such prod-
ucts—with the hope that meat standards
throughout the country could catch up
with Michigan’s higher standards.

Yesterday, the U.S. Department of
Agriculture announced its proposed reg-
ulations to provide for identification of
comminuted meat products; these pro-
posals appear in the Federal Register of
March 14,

It would appear, that at this time, the
USDA is simply restating their earlier
labeling proposals and is recommending
that the controversy over what can and
cannot go into hotdogs, sausages and
other products be resolved simply by la-
beling the package and leaving the
choice to the consumer.

This course of action, I would point
out, simply begs the question of whether
Michigan should be able to have higher
meat standards and virtually insures
that all the animal organs that no one
would ever knowingly buy, let alone eat,
will have a booming market.

Mr. Speaker, I would hope that my
colleagues will take a moment to review
this proposed regulation. It is my con-
tention that to label a hotdog—frank-
furter with variety meat—and expect a
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consumer to know that means stomachs,
snouts, spleens, udders, lips, and so
forth, is not telling it like it is.

The USDA will accept comments on
their proposed regulations until April 17,
1973, Under the regulations, cooked sau-
sage made primarily with raw skeletal
muscle ‘meat, but which could include
15 percent raw or cooked poultry meat,
along with water, salt, sweeteners, and
curing substances, would be called by a
generic name; that is, frankfurter.
Cooked sausages with 15 percent raw
skeletal meat, and meat byproducts,
would be labeled frankfurter with by-
products—or frankfurter with variety
meats. In addition, when a binder is
used, such as reduced dried skim milk,
that ingredient would also be indicated
on the label.

Frankly, I am disappointed that the
USDA would continue to propose a
double standard. It would appear that
the resolution of this issue will ultimately
have to be made by the Congress if we
are to clarify a State’s right to set high
standards for meat products.

I fully intend to continue to push my
“catch-up with Michigan hotdogs” bill
to eliminate byproducts from hotdogs
and other comminuted meat products.
It is not just enough to give the super-
market consumer a choice of labels to
try and figure out what is in such prod-
ucts. What about the person eating out?
Will restaurants note differences on
their menus? Will hotdog vendors carry
USDA grade and Michigan grade at
baseball games? Will Michigan's stand-
ards be downgraded to the lowest com-
mon denominator for the sake of
conformity?

The USDA suggests that pure skeletal
meat hotdogs would cost more—on
February 22, 1973, I called attention to
a survey conducted by the Michigan De-
partment of Agriculture which refutes
this point, and the results of that survey
were noted in the Recorp.

Today, I note in the Washington Post
that the USDA effort to continue the
use of meat byproducts is designed to
stabilize the price of meat products. Do
we stabilize the market by selling udders,
spleens, lips, tongues, snouts, stomachs
and the variety of animal offal put into
these products. If you packaged this offal
separately, you would not stabilize the
market, you would drive the consumer
away. If such ingredients are so attrac-
tive, so nutritious, so full of protein, so
helpful to those on a limited budget,
then why not sell them individually?

I would suggest, gentlemen, that there
is some question as to whose interests
are being served in the hotdog question.

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE HONORABLE
FRANKLIN H. LICHTENWALTER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. BIESTER) is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Speaker, last week
I had the sad occasion to announce to
my colleagues the death of a former
Member of Congress from the Eighth
District of Pennsylvania, the Honorable
Franklin H. Lichtenwalter.
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After a distinguished career in the
Pennsylvania House of Representatives,
which included service as majority leader
and speaker, he came to Congress in a
special election, filling the vacancy
caused by the death of Charles Gerlach
in 1947.

While in Congress, Mr. Lichtenwalter
served on the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries Committee and the Select Com-
mittee on Small Business. His term of
office was characterized by dedication to
the interests of Bucks and Lehigh Coun-
ties which he so ably represented.

After 3 years in the House, he decided
to devote full time to his insurance busi-
ness and therefore was not a candidate
for reelection in 1950. He later assumed
a post with the Pennsylvania Electric
Association and served as its vice presi-
dent and managing director up to the
time of his death on March 4.

Mr. Lichtenwalter shared his consider-
able abilities with the people of the dis-
trict during the beginning period of sig-
nificant growth in the Lehigh and Dela-
ware Valleys, and the eighth district
which he knew so well has undergone
substantial transformation over the
20-odd years since he was its Repre-
sentative. The people of Bucks and Le-
high Counties can justly be proud of the
contribution he made to this growth
through his years of service to the
people.

Franklin Lichtenwalter was a respect-
ed and engaging gentleman who realized
a life of significant accomplishment,
Mrs. Beister and I extend our deepest
sympathies to Mr. Lichtenwalter’s wife
;md mother on the occasion of his pass-

ng.,

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I join with
the Pennsylvania delegation, the Mem-
bers of the 80th Congress, and others who
served with the late Representative Wal-
ter Lichtenwalter, in expressing my sor-
row on learning that he had passed away.
Although we sat on opposite sides of the
aisle, we had a pleasant and friendly re-
lationship, and the sense of identity
shared by Members of the same congres-
sional class. Walter was a former ma-
jority leader and speaker of the Penn-
sylvania House of Representatives and
well understood the functions of leader-
ship at that time, I daresay, better than I.

He contributed substantially to the im-
portant work of the Committees on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries and the Se-
lect Committee on Small Business. Hav-
ing been a businessman, he brought to
the latter committee expert knowledge
and practical experience which was very
valuable to them.

Walter did not seek reelection to the
82d Congress, returning instead to pri-
vate business where he resumed a suc-
cessful career which he pursued until his
death. He was a dedicated legislator dur-
ing his service in the House, successful in
this as in all his undertakings.

I deeply regret to learn of his passing
and extend his family and friends my
heartfelt sympathy.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
Join my colleagues today in paying tribute
to an outstanding son of Pennsylvania
and a close friend with whom I was privi-
leged to serve in this body—Hon. Frank-
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lin H. Lichtenwalter—who died eariler
this month.

Franklin Lichtenwalter’s service to the
State of Pennsylvania spanned almost 35
years. From 1938 until 1947 he was a
member of the State house of representa-
tives, serving as Republican majority
leader from 1943 to 1946 and as speaker
in 1947.

He came to Washington that same year
after winning a special election to fill the
seat left vacant by the death of Charles L.
Gerlach. T well recall his interest in the
legislative process of the House of Rep-
resentatives when he arrived here in No-
vember 1947. That same interest and
sense of service was evident during the
subsequent full term to which he was
elected in 1948.

I grew to know Franklin Lichtenwalter
very well during those years and my ad-
miration for his abilities increased as the
opportunities multiplied to observe his
contributions to the public good.

It was a loss to the House when he de-
cided to retire from public life and re-
turn to his private business interests. Yet
his sense of civic responsibility never left
him and he continued to be active in
many good causes in the Harrisburg and
Lehigh County area.

The passing of this outstanding former
public official is mourned by all who knew
and respected him. My wife joins me in
an expression of deep sympathy to his
wife, Marguerite, and to his mother, Mrs.
Ellen Ash Lichtenwalter.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, we have
a tendency to remember those departed
Members of this House in terms of their
service to this House and the Nation.
That is natural, of course, but I recall the
career of the late Franklin Lichtenwalter
of Pennsylvania, not so much from his
service here, but from his long and dis-
tinguished career in the House of Repre~
sentatives of the State of Pennsylvania.

Many Members have come to this
House after serving in State legislative
bodies, and Frank Lichtenwalter was one
of those, but few bring with them as dis-
tinguished a claim to fame as did Repre-
sentative Lichtenwalter. By the time he
came to Congress after a special election
in 1947, he was already a legend in our
State government. He served 9 years in
the Pennsylvania House; 3 of those years
as majority leader and 1 year as speaker
of the State house of representatives.

When I was just a boy in terms of
political experience after the Second
World War, Mr. Lichtenwalter was one
of those who encouraged me to doff my
naval uniform and jump into the polit-
ical waters of Pennsylvania. I can re-
call wondering, in 1949, if I were not be-
ing a bit audacious in trying to follow
such a distinguished Pennsylvanian to
the U.S. House of Representatives with-
out the weight of experience and service
to community which Frank Lichten-
walter had when he moved to Washing-
ton. However, he was most helpful dur-
ing my own special election campaign
and his encouragement and decisiveness
were instrumental in shaping my first
campaign for Congress.

No man who has served his State with
distinction is ever truly “retired” from
public life and that was certainly the
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case with Frank. With affection, I re-
member our conversations on the sub-
ject of Pennsylvania's energy industry,
which he was instrumental in building.
To the day of his recent death, he was
concerned with all the ramifications of
electrical production in our State. His
service to his State and to the Nation as
a Member of two great deliberative
bodies, were reflected in his work with
the Pennsylvania Electric Corp.

I was saddened by the news of his
passing and extend his surviving family,
my deepest sympathy. They surely know,
as I know, that his name will forever be
remembered as a truly outstanding
servant of the people of the State of
Pennsylvania.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I am pleased to join with my colleagues
from Pennsylvania and others in paying
a brief but sincere tribute to the memory
of our former colleague, Congressman
Franklin H. Lichtenwalter of Pennsyl-
vania, who passed away on March 4 last.

I remember Mr. Lichtenwalter well—
he served as speaker of the Pennsyl-
vania Legislature prior to his election to
the Congress in 1946.

It was my pleasure to serve with him
on the Small Business Committee, where
he committed himself with distinction
and great ability.

Certainly Frank Lichtenwalter will be
missed, and I want to take this means of
extending to the members of his family
this expression of my deepest and most
sincere sympathy in their loss and
bereavement.

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Speaker, I just re-
ceived the sad news of the death of our
former colleague, the Honorable Franklin
H. Lichtenwalter, of the State of Penn-
sylvania. It was my pleasure to serve
with him during the two terms that he
was a Member of this body. It will be
recalled that he did not choose to seek
a third term.

Those who remember Mr. Lichtenwalter
will recall that he was a thoroughly hon-
orable man in every respect. He was an
effective representative of those who
elected him. Always affable and friendly,
he always commanded respect and he
wielded a wholesome influence. The Na-
tion was better off because this distin-
guished man served in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

As I remember him, Mr. Lichtenwalter
always put the welfare of the country
ahead of political considerations. His
ambition was to serve his country well,
and that he did in a most commendable
manner.

To his survivors I extend my deepest
sympathy in their bereavement.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, we appreciate
the opportunity given us by Congress-
man BiesTer to pay tribute to the memory
of our former colleague Franklin H.
Lichtenwalter of Pennsylvania. I remem-
ber him well, and extend my sympathy to
his friends and loved ones. Mr. Speaker,
Congressman Lichtenwalter and I shared
a common bond, as we were both Mem-
bers of the 80th Congress freshman class.
This group of freshmen Congressmen was
perhaps the greatest and most famous
in history. Included were John F. Ken-
nedy and Richard Nixon. Lyndon John-
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son, although elected earlier, also served
in the House during the 80th Congress.
We look back upon those momentous
days, and we remember Franklin Lich-
tenwalter. It was a pleasure to serve with
him. Again, Mr. Speaker, may we offer
our sympathy and respect on the occa-
sion of his passing.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I would like to take this opportunity to
pay tribute to the late Representative
Franklin Lichtenwalter of Pennsylvania.
I was saddened by his untimely passing
on March 4.

Though he served in this body for only
a short time—from 1947 to 1951, he rep-
resented Pennsylvania’s Eighth District
well. During his years in Congress,
Franklin Lichtenwalter acquired the re-
spect and admiration of his colleagues.
He did an outstanding job on the Select
Committee to conduct a study and in-
vestigation of the problems of small busi-
nesses and the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries Committee.

Prior to being elected to the House of
Representatives, Franklin Lichtenwalter
compiled an excellent record in the Penn-
sylvania State Legislature as representa-
tive from Lehigh County. During his 8
years in the legislature, he served as
majority leader and House speaker.

I extend to his wife, Marguerite, and
his mother, Ellen Ash Lichtenwalter, my
deepest sympathy for their personal loss.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to revise
and extend their remarks on the subject
of my special order today in tribute to
our former colleague, the late Honorable
Franklin H. Lichtenwalter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

CONGRESSMAN HANSEN OF IDAHO
INTRODUCES LEGISLATION TO
CREATE A NATIONAL FLAG COM-
MISSION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Idaho (Mr. HANSEN) is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Speaker,
today I am introducing H.R. 5703, a bill
to establish a National Flag Commission.
I believe that most of us are aware of
how badly a revision of the Federal flag
laws is needed. Our present flag code,
found in sections 173 and 178 of title 36,
contains provisions originally drafted by
a National Flag Conference in 1923 and
adopted by Congress in 1942. In many
respects this law is outdated and unclear.
It stands only as a guide to be followed
on a voluntary basis by U.S. civilians
and civilian groups. It does not purport
to cover all possible situations in which
questions relating to display and use of
the flag might arise. For example, the
question of who has the authority to
order the flag flown at half-mast and
when, a subject which caused a heated
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controversy around the Nation a couple
of years ago, is not covered by this code.

Much of the present confusion con-
cerning proper usage and display of the
flag results from the fact that every State
has its own flag law with varying pro-
visions and penalties, some of which
have recently been found unconstitu-
tional. Surely, if our flag is to be truly
a national flag, regulations concerning
its usage and enforcement of these laws
should be by the National Government.
The Flag Commission could examine the
desirability of a new Federal flag code
that would either preempt the present
State laws or serve as a model for the
individual States thus providing a uni-
formity of law that would eliminate the
source of much controversy.

During the height of the antiwar dis-
sension, each of us shared a feeling of
sadness over the extent to which our
flag became, as & magazine described it,
“the emblem of America’s disunity.”
While some seized upon our national
emblem as the object of flamboyant pro-
test, others used the flag against those
who would dissent from national policies,
and still others capitalized on the feel-
ings of each of these groups and ex-
ploited the flag for commercial gain by
using it to sell a wide range of merchan-
dise from shirts to trash bins and from
silver pens to toilet paper.

Now that much of the emotionalism
has subsided, I feel that it is timely to
introduce this bill, which I believe will
lead to a reassertion by Congress of its
concern for the flag without fueling the
emotionalism that surrounds our noble
banner. It creates a nine-member Flag
Commission charged with the responsi-
bility of undertaking a comprehensive
“study of the prevailing laws, customs,
and conventions governing the use and
display of the flag of the United States,
with a view toward clarifying and codi-
fying such laws, customs and conven-
tions.”

The members of the Commission
would be appointed by the President and
would include two Members of Congress,
one from each party, two representa-
tives from the Departments of Heraldry
of the Armed Services, one from the
American Legion, and three persons
from the general population.' By provid-
ing this membership, the Commission
would have members from groups most
familiar with and concerned with the
laws pertaining to proper display and
usage of the flag, and also from the De-
partments to which most organizations
generally look for guidance as to the in-
terpretation of various provisions of the
flag code. The Members of Congress ap-
pointed to the Commission could take
an active role in seeing whatever pro-
posals they make will receive appropri-
ate consideration by Congress. The Com-
mission report would be submitted to the
President and Congress no later than
January 1, 1975.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I would like
to acknowledge the fact that the idea
behind this bill is due largely fo the tire-
less efforts of Mr. Otha MeGill, chair-
man of the Flag Education Committee
of American Legion Post 77 in Paul,
Idaho. Mr. McGill has very strong con-
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victions that frequent signs of disre-
spect for the U.S. flag is attributable to
the lack of clear guidelines and an un-
derstanding of the symbolic importance
of the flag. He communicated his ideas
to me and our correspondence has re-
sulted in the bill.

I hope that each of my colleagues will
support this legislation as a sensible ap-
proach toward solutions to controversies
surrounding our flag. It is a timely effort
in light of the Nation's impending Bi-
centennial celebration. I believe that a
careful study and redrafting can provide
a start to bringing the flag back as the
symbol and property of all Americans.

SIMPLIFY TAX LAWS AND TAX
FORMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr. RINaLpo) is
recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. RINALDO. Mr, Speaker, now that
this year’s income tax season is upon us,
we are once again bearing witness that
the Federal income tax laws and the in-
come tax forms remain exceedingly com-
plex. This is further evidence by the
fact that more than 50 percent of the in-
come tax returns are prepared by in-
dividuals other than the taxpayers
themselves. The results of this heavy
reliance on commercial tax preparers are
very disheartening. Reports in the news-
papers and journals demonstrate that
the lack of competence and integrity
among many of these tax preparers is
indeed a serious national problem which
Congress must deal with promptly.
Clearly, the 36 million taxpayers who
seek commercial tax preparation assist-
ance need to be protected against incom-
petent and unscrupulous preparers.

Particularly in recent years, we have
seen the tax preparation industry mush-
room. These businesses range in size
from a national network of offices to a
one-man operation in the corner of a
garage or back room of a local bar.
These preparers operate freely with very
little control over the quality of their
product.

How can this be corrected? The best
solution, of course, would be to simplify
the tax laws and the tax forms so that
the average taxpayer would be able to
complete his own return. I am sorry to
say, however, that any hope to accom-
plish this objective in the foreseeable
future is unrealistic. We can improve
conditions considerably, however, if we
regulate the tax practitioners as we do
other businesses that perform widespread
services for the public. I will introduce a
bill Thursday which will accomplish this
objective.

My bill would require all individuals
who prepare another person’s tax return
for a fee to be licensed by the Secretary
of the Treasury. Attorneys and certified
public accountants would be exempt be-
cause they currently operate under very
strict codes of ethics prescribed by their
professional asociations, Others, how-
ever, would be required to meet certain
qualifications which would be prescribed
by the Secretary of the Treasury. The
license would be valid for a period of 2
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years unless it is revoked or suspended. A
fee of up to $50 could be charged for the
issuance of the license.

The license could be revoked or sus-
pended if the licensee misrepresented his
qualifications in obtaining the license,
misrepresented the type of service he can
provide, or intentionally misrepresented
any item of information in the tax form.

My bill also sets forth actions the Sec-
retary of the Treasury may fake against
tax preparers under specific conditions.
Such causes for action would be fraudu-
lent preparation of a return or failure of
the preparer to sign the return.

Each licensed practitioner would be
required to complete a form as required
by the Secretary of the Treasury, stating
the names, addresses, and the identifica-
tion numbers of all taxpayers for whom
he furnishes services.

By requiring commercial tax preparers
to be licensed, we could effectively pre-
vent the unscrupulous practitioner from
deceiving the public about his qualifica-
tions. Under the licensing procedure, the
taxpayer would have the assurance that
his return is being prepared in a com-
petent manner. Moreover, the individual
would be assured that he would get a
properly prepared return so long as he
sought the services of a licensed practi-
tioner.

Under present conditions, an indi-
vidual can often get as many different
results as there are preparers to com-
plete his return. To illustrate, I can refer
to the April 9, 1972, issue of the Wash-
ington Star which reported the results
of a recent survey in which a reporter
assumed a fictitious identity and hired
seven commercial firms to prepare a
return based on the same set of facts.
All seven of these preparers produced
different amounts of refunds which
ranged from $570 to $801.

Another similar survey, using a differ-
ent set of facts, was reported in the April
T, 1971, issue of the Wall Street Journal.
The results showed that four out of five
preparers computed refunds which
ranged as high as $652, while the fifth
preparer calculated that the taxpayer
owed the Government $141. While some
margin of difference can be reasonably
expected, a closer examination of certain
items of income and expense in the above
survey showed even wider variations.
Moreover, items that were clearly not
legally deductible were listed as deduc-
tions, reflecting not only unqualified pre-
parers but activity bordering on fraud.

Mr. Speaker, my proposal would also
establish severe penalties for preparers
who negligently or intentionally under-
state the amount of tax to be paid. The
preparer would be liable to the Federal
Government for 50 percent of the
amount of the understatement.

In my opinion, this penalty would act
as an effective deterrent to those pre-
parers who have cheated the Government
out of the proper tax.

In testifyving last year before the House
Government Operations Subcommittee
on Legal and Monetary Affairs, Internal
Revenue Commissioner Johnnie Walters
revealed that in past years the Internal
Revenue Service has proceeded in only a
small number of the most flagrant fraud
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cases. However, in a more determined
recent effort to check on preparers in
seven regions, the IRS found that out of
3,174 preparers, 2,200 had prepared in-
correct returns., While incompetence was
the prime cause, at least several hundred
were suspected of being fraudulent.

Shortly before Mr. Walter's testimony
was presented, Secretary of the Treasury
John Connally told the National Associa-
tion of Broadcasters that a survey of
several hundred tax returns completed in
the southeastern United States indicated
that 97 percent of those prepared by
persons other than the taxpayer were
fraudulent and that 40 of these preparers
had been indicted.

The Internal Revenue Service is trying
desperately to crack down on these “tax
experts,” but, as Mr. Walters stated,
congressional action would be required to
provide his agents with new help.

Last year, across the Nation, 127 pre-
parers pleaded guilty or were convicted
under present laws. As of March this
year there have been 95 indictments, 31
arrests, and 12 acquittals or dismissals
in connection with these tax preparers.
This yvear the IRS reports that in its
shopping survey 1 out of every 4 tax re-
turns prepared by someone other than
the taxpayer was fraudulent. While some
progress has been made due to publicity
and extended service by the IRS, the
energies and good intentions of the Serv-
ice were not enough to stop these fly-by-
night “experts.”

My bill would curtail this widespread
incompetence and fraud perpetrated by
tax preparers. It would prevent incompe-
tence by granting a required license only
if the individual demonstrates his abil-
ity to prepare a return accurately. Fraud
would be minimized by my bill because it
would place greater control over prepar-
ers and subject them to greater account-
ability and the risk of penalty if fraud is
committed. My bill would facilitate
auditing all the returns prepared by a
suspected preparer, since the bill requires
the preparer to complete a form, as pre-
seribed by the Secretary of the Treasury,
on which he would list information con-
cerning the taxpayers for whom he per-
formed a tax service. In general, my bill
would improve immeasurably the quality
of commercial tax return preparation
for those 36 million taxpayers who rely
on this type of service each year.

What really needs to be done, Mr.
Speaker, is for the Internal Revenue
Service to issue forms that are more eas-
ily understood so that the average tax-
payer need not require assistance in
filing a return and then fall prey to un-
scrupulous consultants. But, until that
time, legislation of this type is needed.

RIGHT OF CONSCIENCE IN ABOR-
TION PROCEDURES ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Massachusetts (Mrs. HECK-
LER) is recognized for 5 minufes.

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, on February 27, I introduced
H.R. 4797, the Right of Conscience in
Abortion Procedures Act. The bill would
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require medical institutions to provide
employees the right and the opportunity
to sign statements of conscientious ob-
jection to participation in abortion pro-
cedures.

I am pleased to reintroduce this legis-
lation today with 40 cosponsors. The sup~
port which has been given to this bill by
my colleagues demonstrates, I believe,
the concern which exists throughout the
country about the right of individuals to
live by their own moral code. Since in-
troducing the legislation I have received
letters from all parts of the country—my
own State of Massachusetts, Pennsyl-
vania, Minnesota, and California—to
name a few. All those who contacted me
expressed their own concern for the pro-
tection of individual rights.

Mr. Speaker, conscientious objection
to the taking of unborn life deserves as
much consideration and respect as does
conscientious objection to warfare. The
Federal Government should never be
party to forcing hospital personnel to
perform tasks which they find morally
abhorrent. In a spirit of fairness, I
strongly believe that the Congress should
act favorably on this matter, despite
whatever personal feelings Members may
have on the matter of abortion itself.

The issue here is the right of every in-
dividual to live according to his or her
personal moral code. I will be working
with my colleagues in the House to see
this bill through to final passage.

I am submitting for the Recorp a list
of the cosponsors and the text of the
legislation:

Cosronsors oF H.R. 4707

Mr, Archer, Mr. Burke of Massachusetts,
Mr. Don Clausen, Mr. Cronin, Mr. Delaney,
Mr. Derwinski, Mr. Esch, Mr. Forsythe, Mr.
Gude, Mr. Gunter, Mr. Hanrahan, Mr. Han-
sen of Idaho, Mr. Helstoskl.

Mr. Holifield, Mrs, Holt, Mr. Howard, Mr.
Huber, Mr. Hudnut, Miss Jordan, Mr.
Eetchum, Mr. Euykendall, Mr. Lujan, Mr.
Madigan, Mr. Mazzoli, Mr. McCollister.

Mrs. Mink, Mr. Moakley, Mr. Nedzi, Mr.
Obey, Mr. Powell, Mr. Quie, Mr. Rhodes, Mr.
Rinaldo, Mr. Roneallo of New York, Mr. Roy,
Mr. Ryan, Mr. J. Willlam Stanton, Mrs. Sulli-
van, Mr. Whitehurst, Mr. Zwach,

HR. 4797

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 “Right of Consclence
in Abortion Procedures Act.”

Sec. 2. Eligibility of each hospital, clinic,
and other medical institution to apply for
Federal financial assistance shall also be
contingent upon certification satisfactory to
the Federal agency administering the pro-
gram under which such assistance is made
avallable that such hospital, clinie, or in-
stitution has afforded all employees who
may be directly involved in the procedure of
abortion or the disposition of any aborted
fetus the right and opportunity to sign a
statement of conscientious objection to par-
ticipation in such procedure or disposition,
and that such statements are honored in
full without diserimination in regard to the
terms of employment or opportunities for
promotion and advancement. Such eligibility
shall also be contingent upon the keeping
of all such statements on file by such hos-
pital, clinic, or institution, and the avail-
ability of such file for Inspection by such
Federal agency.

March 15, 1973

VIETNAM DRAFT EVADERS AND
DESERTERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Alabama (Mr. Epwarps) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, the ending of U.S. involvement
in the Vietnam war has brought the issue
of amnesty for draft evaders and de-
serfers once again to the surface of na-
tional debate.

I have made my position on amnesty
clear before, and I must say that the end-
ing of the Vietnam war has not changed
my opinion. I am still opposed to am-
nesty, not so much out of vindictive-
ness toward the deserters and evaders,
but out of respect and admiration for
those who chose to serve their country
and its ideals. To grant amnesty would
tarnish the esteem in which we hold
those men who answered the call.

Mr. Speaker, there is no way to forget
the over 50,000 Americans who died in
this war. There is no way to forget the
300,000 Americans who were wounded in
Vietnam or the 25 million Americans
who served there. There is no way to
forget the sight of American prisoners
of war returning home after years of
hardship, with “God bless America” still
their creed.

And as long as we remember the sacri-
fices of these brave men, we cannot allow
a draft evader or deserter to come home
unless he pays the full penalty. Those
men who served had at some point the
same option taken by the deserters and
evaders. But they rejected it and elected
instead to fulfill their military obligation.

One of the arguments most often ad-
vanced in favor of amnesty is that grant-
ing forgiveness will help bind up the
wounds of division brought on by the
Vietnam war. But holding this argument
up in the light reveals its transparency.
Rather than having a healing effect,
granting amnesty would reopen thou-
sands of wounds suffered by those who
served in Vietnam. The families and
loved ones of those who maintained their
loyalty and went to Vietnam, some to
die there, would certainly experience no
healing sensation by seeing those who
refused to serve welcomed back with open
arms.

_ There is bound to be a feeling of re-
lief and charity following such a long
and painful war, and well there should
be. But I believe we should reserve our
charity and our expressions of good will
for those Americans who remained loyal
to their country. Granting amnesty to
Americans who turned their backs in a
time of national need would write a very
unhappy ending to this long and un-
happy war.

ATLANTA SYMPOSIUM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. McFaLL) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, today I
submit for inelusion in the Recorp, re-
marks of Gen. William Westmoreland,
Senator Sam Ervin, of North Carolina,
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and others recently made in Atlanta at
a Time, Inc., symposium on “The Role of
Congress,” regarding congressional com-
mittees. The moderator was Louis Banks,
editorial director, Time, Inc.

The material follows:

Mr. Banks. I think I saw General West-
moreland’'s hand up. Would you make your
way to the microphone.

Gen. WLiaMm C. WESTMORELAND. I suppose,
Mr. Chalirman, by virtue of the fact that I
have been somewhat under the influence of
the Executive Branch for a number of years,
I have a certain affinity for that branch of
our Government. But I must say I was very
interested in the word used by Dr. Huitt in
describing committee hearings. The word of
“stagecraft.”

I submit that one of the problems with the
Congress of the U.S. and the committee sys-
tem is that there is too much stagemanship
rather than diligent effort in getting at the
heart of the problem.

Now I have spent hours and hours and
hours over a period of many years testifying
before congressional committees. I have en-
countered percentage-wise very few Congress=
men or Senators who were diligent in doing
their homework and had the facts that were
made available to them by most of us who
were to testify, before the hearing started.

I have spent hours and hours testifying
before one-man committees, but the record
of the hearing suggested that every member
of that committee was present. And this goes
out to the taxpayer. This goes out to the
voter. However, if the television cameras
showed up, you could be sure that there
would be almost the full committee member-
ship present.

In other words, stagemanship, self-ag-
grandizement was more in the minds of the
members of the committee than getting at
the heart of the problem and analyzing the
pros and cons, and taking a position on an
issue, most of which are extremely complex
by virtue of the facts involved.

And I submit that one of the reasons that
Congress has presumably lost some prestige—
and I'm in no position to agree or disagree
with that—is because there are too many
demagogues in the Congress and not enough
statesmen.

Mr. Banks, Senator Ervin, did you think all
that time he was testifying he was enjoy=
ing it?

Senator ErviN. Well, he testified very well.
I would say that one of the fundamental
troubles of Congress and the Government is
the fact that there is too much power and
too many functions concentrated in the Fed-
eral Government.

When the Congress has to deal with every
problem that arises in this country, includ-
ing such things as filling up mudholes in the
streets of the little towns and things like
that, and every member of Congress serves
on so many committees and subcommittees
he can't possibly get around to all of them,
then I think we are going to have to curtail
the powers of the Federal Government and
simplify it before a Congressman can give
the attention to the matters he should.

I would say this: I'm afraid if we put tele-
vision in every committee hearing the gom-
mittee would never conclude its work?

Mr. Banks. Dr. Hultt?

Dr. Hurrr. I have been on both sides of this
thing. I have spent some very jumpy nights
wondering what a congressional committee
was going to do to us. I have also been con-
nected with committees, and I must say I
have been guilty, on the other side of the
very same thing.

When a committee asked for a certain kind
of information they got a lot of information
but never quite what they asked for. So it
is a family battle between the Executive and
the Legislature and I would not expect some-
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body who spent his life with the Executive to
have much sympathy for Congress. I
wouldn't expect that at all.

I sympathize with you.

General WesTMoORELAND. I'd like to put in
8 postscript. I do feel that the committee
staffs are woefully inadequate in -doing the
research that a Congressman and a commit=
tee member should have, despite the infor-
mation provided by the Executive Branch.

Mr. Banks. Senator Pepper, as a TIME
cover man you certainly have priority.

Representative CLavnE PEpPER. Thank you
very much. I very firmly believe, that due In
part to the complexity of our current prob-
lems, Congress has regrettably abdicated its
power from time to time and permitted its
erosion in favor of the Executive Branch. If
the Congress Is to restore its prerogative, I'd
like to hear the comment of the panel on
what changes will be necessary in its or-
ganization to enable it to perform its func-
tion.

For example, let's take the impounding of
funds.

There was a thought in the Congress that
there should be an overall limitation on ex-
penditures although we did not agree to it in
the extension of the debt limit. But the
President indicated that he was going to fix
that overall limit of spending.

We all recognize that the way the con-
gressional system works is that an individual
member will introduce a bill, a committee
will report out the bill, the House or the Sen-
ate will pass the bill, the two bodies will
finally agree upon it. But there is no over-
all pieture, no overall authority in the Con-
gress to apply any kind of limitation on pro-
gram, or have any overall view of them.

For example, on the matter of water pollu-
tion, I believe strongly that Congress indi-
cated that it regarded the matter as very
serious to the country's welfare. We even
overwhelmingly overrode the veto of the
President on the water pollution bill. Yet
the President now allows spending of only
two billion of the five billion dollars that we
have made avallable for this purpose in this
fiscal year and three billion of six billion
that we made awvailable for the next fiscal
year.

If we in Congress are going to determine
an overall budget of our own, how are we
going to be able to create the machinery
by which we can do so? How can we impose
our own legislation, and not necessarily ac-
cept the President’s spending figures?

And thus, how can Congress determine the
prioritles that ought to be in the interest
of the country?

Senator ErviN. I think that a very wise
effort has been made in that direction. Un-
fortunately, it passed the Senate several
times but has never passed the House. It was
introduced originally by Senator McClellan
of Arkansas and it proposed to set up a joint
committee of the Senate and House to be
concerned about budget matters.

First, it was to have a staff that would
gather information about the President's
budget, as to the advisability of the differ-
ent items in it, and also to exercise an over-
view, as the appropriation bills passed
through Congress, to try to keep them within
reasonable bounds. I think that by establish-
ing a Jjoint congressional committee, we
could bring some order out of the chaos that
you have quite correctly depicted.

Senator Brock. I would like to address that
matter because I have introduced legislation
on it.

I introduced & bill which is somewhat
along the line that Sam and Claude men-
tioned. But it goes a little bit further in the
sense that the bill creates a Joint Commit-
tee for the Legislative Budget. That commit-
tee would meet and establish all fiscal re-
sources, all income for the coming year. And
then it would allocate those resources based
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upon an evaluation of national need, upon
priorities.

And if this committee allocated X num-
ber of billions of dollars to education, that's
it. And until it had allocated that gross
overall amount for the problem area, no com-
mittee could act. Once the overall amount
was established, it would go to the com-
mittee and then we'd say: “Do we put the
money Into high school, college, grammer
school, vocational or what-have-you?" And
it would be the committee’s responsibility to
design the actual program to implement the
needs to solve that problem.

It goes into another point, too. It requires
that every single program in government be
re-evaluated at least once every 3 years.
We've got these programs on the books that
have been there 20 and 30 years, and some
of them are awful. Yet, nobody wants to go
through the mess of having to worry about
them, and reevaluate them and see if they
are doing the job for which they were de-
signed. We just don't do that,

My bill requires that any major program
be pilot-tested for 2 years before it's imple-
mented on a national basls. That's the kind
of thing that could be done.

There is no pride of authorship, but some-
thing like that just simply must be done,

Mr. MacNeL. I'd like to speak briefly to
Congressman Pepper’s question about how it
can be done.

I think if there were in the Congress a will
to do things the means could be found. I
think the whole budget area, the whole ap-
propriations area, needs a vast overhaul. How
this would be done is not so important as the
will to do it.

As I mentioned briefly in my remarks, it
was Franklin Roosevelt who started, In ef-
fect, what I regard as the denigration of
Congress. And one part of this was something
started in 1938, when the leaders of Congress,
of the Democratic party, began to make
weekly visits to the President at the White
House to get their marching orders. That
was the beginning of making the leaders of
Congress the lieutenants of the President.
The political lieutenants of the President.
It continues today.

Back in the 1880s, the 1890s, there was a far
different attitude within the Congress.
Speaker Tom Reed, perhaps the greatest of
the Speakers, refused at any time to visit
the White House for fear that this might in
any way denigrate his office as Speaker of the
House. That was in the 1880s.

When Senators of the U.S. called on the
White House in those days, they called to
tell the President what the President should
do. They would take it as a great umbrage if
the President suggested to them anything
they might do.

It was Henry Adams, the great scholar who
was the grandson of one President and the
great-grandson of another, who sald that
Senators of his time were of such personal
arrogance as to defy ridicule and parody. They
‘were arrogant.

I am somewhat hesitant to suggest this,
but perhaps it is time for the members of
Congress and the Senators to get back some
of that arrogance of old, however difficult it
might be for us to deal with them. I think
the arrogant ones are the ones who will stand
for the Institution and for its prerogatives
and its righta.

Mr. BANks. We have Dr. Huitt and I think
we will take one more question.

Dr. Hurrr. I have sympathy for Mr. MacNeil
and his desire to turn back the clock 75 years
to a day when the presidency of the US. was
of such sordid character that Lord Bryce
sald: “The President of the U.8. needs about
the same talent as the president of a second-
rate railroad.”

Now the times have changed and we've got
a different kind of President.

If you talk about getting a centralized
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committee of the Congress that would decide
on priorities, allocate resources, decide what
will be spent for what, and then how the
taxes shall come in, the most important
political question in the country will be who
sits on that committee,

There was a proposal—and it went around
and had a lot of academic sponsorship—that
the senior members of the two appropriations
committees and the senior members of the
two taxing committees should compose such
a budget committee. And I was all for that
until I took a look at who those people were,

You see, I happened not to agree with
their philosophy. So I'm trying to say that
these people elected by no national con-
stituency would have no responsibility really
to anybody. If such a committee were created,
and the same party controlled both the
White House and the Congress, I believe it
would not be an independent body. It would
become captive to the President. Now this is
not a way I want to go.

There are weaknesses in our system be-
cause of decentralized power. No doubt about
it. It can't do these things the gentlemen are
talking about.

There also are weaknesses in the British
parliamentary system. The members of the
House of Commons are ciphers. They are vot-
ing machines. I sat with a member of the
House of Commons who sald when he joined
the Labor Party he took a pledge that he
would never vote against a party position. He
told TIME: “So long as I keep that pledge I
have a lifetime job. The first time I don't, at
the next election I'll be defeated.”

So, unfortunately, in this world we cannot
have everything. We cannot even have a
choice. One might think that the parliamen-
tary system is a better system, but one
doesn’t change political systems any more
than one changes personalities. It Just

n't work.
me;m is the system we've got. This Is the
one we're stuck with. And I'm contending
tonight that the weaknesses, the major
weaknesses of the congressional system are
weaknesses that we live with because they
are the costs of the strength of the congres-
m.
ﬂmaﬁmmm‘ I think that’s absolutely
correct. The thing that makes the independ-
ence of Congress is the very thing that keeps
Congress from submitting to a dictatorship
either from the White House or from a group
of its own members.

And in reply to an earlier statement con-
cerning Congressmen, I say about the only
kind of Congressman you are ever going to
get is the kind that the people elect. That's
the reason I say if you're going to reform the
Congress you have to reform the people.

I just don't think that the system cobn-
templated that 435 Congressmen and 100
Senators should be under a dictatorship
either the President or a self-imposed dicte-
torship. In fact, I don't think you can do it
because most of them are sort of prime
donnas. All of them have a different con-
stituency and they feel like they're answer-
able to their constituency.

I agree that sometimes some members of
the Congress don't share the same sound
views I do on all subjects. It's sort of like
what T. B. McCrowder said about the House
of Commons: “They think more about the
security of their seats than they do about the
security of the country.”” And I guess it will
be that way as long as human nature is what
- E!S.;nntor Brock. I think there is something
that hasn't been sald tonight and it really
bothers me.

The Congress today is financing its own
re-election with the taxpayers' money. We
have institutionalized the Congress; we have
made it rigid because it's almost impossible—
my own experience to the contrary—to beat
an incumbent who wants to stay in office.

You give a Senator from a little state of
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2 or 3 million people $350,000 to $400,000 a
year to spend in terms of stafl. You give him
an absolute malling frank which is the
equivalent of a quarter of a million news-
letters per month, not counting haby books
and Bibles and agricultural books and every
other thihg he can malil out. Under these
conditions it's really tough—it's really
tough—to beat a man who is running for
re-election with your financing him.

The man running against him is paying
taxes to beat himself. And that's a danger.
It's a very grave danger in this country. We
have mechanized the political process with
data banks and enormous computer tapes
and the ability to put a piece of mail in every
constituent's home once every month or two.
That's tough to fight.

And if that gets to be too strong, if a Con-
gressman can pass all the water bills, all the
public works bills and get all the post offices
in his district because he's got enough se-
niority to get those bills through, you haven't
got a man who is really representing his
people. He is representing himself very effec-
tively.

Mr. BANks. We are running out of time.
We all appreciate your participation in this
event. I want you to know how very much
we do thank you for your energetic partici-
pation.

REFORMS OF THE RULES AND PRO-
CEDURES IN THE HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. BUrTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, a number
of far-reaching changes in the Demo-
cratic caucus rules—and a number of
changes in the House rules—have been
adopted since the beginning of this 93d
Congress.

The Democratic study group, consist-
ing of some 165 Democratic Members of
the House of Representatives, played the
leading role in initiating and supporting
these changes.

As the chairman of the DSG during
this period, I am taking the liberty of
placing a summary of these changes in
the RECORD:

RULES CHANGES ADOPTED AT START
OF 93D CONGRESS

Automatic Vote on Chairmen—Requires a
separate vote on each nominee for Commit-
tee Chairman at the start of each Congress
and provides that such vote be by secret
ballot on demand of one-fifth of those pres-
ent. There is no debate unless time is re-
quested either by a Chalrman or at least four
Members who wish to speak in opposition
to a nomination in which case 20 minutes
would be equally divided between opponents
and proponents.

New Steering & Policy Commitiee.—Re-
constitutes the 26-member Democratic Steer-
ing Committee as a 23-member Steering and
Policy Committee consisting of the Speaker,
Majority Leader, Caucus Chalirman, 12 mem-
bers elected from 12 equal reglons, and eight
members appointed by the Speaker. The
Committee will make recommendations to
the Caucus or leadership regarding legisla-
tive priorities, party policy, and other mat-
ters. It could also make recommendations to
the Committee on Committees regarding
nominees for Chairmen of House Committees.

Closed Rule Restriction.—Requires a lay-
over of 4 legislative days before a closed rule
can be sought or granted. If during that time
50 Democratic Members serve written notice
that they wish to offer a particular amend-
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ment, a Caucus must be called to decide
whether the Democratic Members of the
Rules Committee should be instructed to
make the amendment in order.

Open Committee Meetings—Requires a
separate roll call vote to close any committee
meeting or hearing. Hearings can be closed
only in situations involving the national se-
curity or defamation of character. Markup
sessions can be closed for any reason pro-
vided no person other than Members and
congressional stafl attended the closed ses-
slon.

Ezecutive Committee Membership. Re-
quires members of exclusive committees
to relinquish additional committee assign-
ments after the 93rd Congress.

Committee Caucuses—Creates a Demo-
cratic caucus on each committee with au-
thority over selection of subcommittee
chairmen, subcommittee jurisdictions, party
ratlos on subcommittees, and subcommittee
budgets. Requires that the Democratic cau-
cus meet after approval of the committee
membership lists but before the organiza-
tional meeting with the Republicans, and
thereafter on call of the chair or a majority
of the caucus.

Subcommittee Jurisdictions—Requires the
full committees to establish specific legisla~
tive jurisdictions for subcommittees.

Referral of Legislation—Requires that all
legislation referred to the full committee be
referred to subcommittee within two weeks,
unless the Democratic caucus of the full
committee votes for full committee consid-
eration.

Subcommittiee Budgets—Guarantees that
each subcommittee shall have adequate funds
to meet its responsibilities for legislation and
oversight.

Subcommittee Chairmen—Requires ap-
proval by the Democratic caucus of all sub-
committee chairmen, in order of seniority.

Subcommittee Powers and Duties—Au-
thorizes individual subcommittees to sched-
ule meetings, hold hearings, and report all
matters referred to it to the full committee.

Subcommittee Membership.—Guarantees
all members a major subcommittee assign-
ment to the extent vacancies are available
by permitting members, in order of seniority,
to bid for choice subcommittee vacancies,
and requires Democratic caucus ratification
of all subcommitte members.

Subcommittee Ratios—Requires that the
ratio of Democrats to Republicans on sub-
committees (including ex officio voting mem-
bers) at least meet the ratio of Democrats
to Republicans on the full committee, and
authorize the Democratic caucus to select a
member to negotiate the subcommittee ra-
tios with the Republicans,

Conference Committee Ratios—Requires
that the ratio of Democrats to Republicans
on conference committees at least meet the
ratlo of Democrats to Republicans on the
committee from which the conference com-
mittee is appointed.

Committee on Committees Expansion.—
Adds the Speaker, the Majority Leader and
the Caucus Chairman to the Democratic
Committee on Committees.

Johnson Rule—All Members are guaran-
teed at least one major committee assign-
ment.

T®rm Limitations—Limits the Caucus
Chairman and other Caucus officials to two
terms each.

Scheduling of Suspension Bills.—Permits
the leadership to schedule suspension bills
on four days of each month rather than on
only two.

House Meeting Times.—Permits the
Speaker to determine when the House will
be in session the basis of majority consent
rather than unanimous consent.

Delegates and Commissioner—Provides
that the delegates from the District of Co-
lumbia, Guam and the Virgin Islands, and
the Resident Commissioner of Puerto Rico
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have full voting rights and seniority in com-
mittee.

In addition to the above, the House
established a 10-member select commit-
tee to make an in-depth study of com-
mittee jurisdictions and procedures, and
report recommendations before the start
of the 94th Congress.

It is hoped that a number of useful
recommendations will result from this

proposal.

MR. EHRLICHMAN ANSWERED ON
TAX REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. REvuss) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, those who
heard Presidential Adviser John D.
Ehrlichman on ABC's “Issues and An-
swers” last Sunday were startled by his
statement that—

Tax reform could ralse a lot of money only
if you don't let the average householder de-
duct the interest on his mortgage any more,
and you don’t let him deduct charitable con-
tributions to his church or to the Boy
Scouts. . . .

Mr. Ehrlichman appeared unaware of
the amount of revenue to be raised
through plugging loopholes such as cap-
ital gains at death, the asset deprecia-
tion range system, deferral of tax on for-
eign earnings of U.S. subsidiaries—all of
which now benefit not the average tax-
payer but the wealthy and large busi-
nesses.

Hobart Rowen'’s excellent article in the
Washington Post today—the text of
which follows—should enlighten Mr.
Ehrlichman:

LooPHOLES AND LrtTLE Guys

On ABC's “Issues and Answers"” last Sun-
day, presidential alde John D. Ehrlichman
sald that “there is a lot of misinformation
around in this business of tax loopholes,”
and then he did his best to spread some more
of it around.

The basic point that Ehrlichman was try-
ing to make is that it’s not possible to raise
a great deal of money by tax reforms, ‘“unless
you start digging into the average taxpayer's
exemptions, or charltable deductions, or
mortgage credits, or something of that kind.”

That, as Mr. Ehrlichman must know, is
simply not true. He was just trying the usual
scare tactics that have been this adminis-
tration’s old reliable weapon against tax
reform.

What is true is that the exemptions or
loopholes he mentions account for a con-
siderable part of the erosion of the tax base.
But there is plenty more that he didn't
choose to mention.

Could it be that Ehrlichman failed to
point to other loopholes because the chief
beneficiaries are businesses and the most
affluent taxpayers?

For example, the exhaustive analysis of
erosion of the individual income tax base
by Brookings Institution economists Joseph
A. Pechman and Benjamin A. Okner in Jan-
uary, 1972, for the Joint Economic Commit-
tee of Congress shows that under a compre-
hensive tax system, the Treasury would pick
up $65.7 billion in revenue it now loses to
the leaky tax structure,

Of this total, $13.7 billion would come from
taxing all capital gains, and gains transferred
by gift or bequest; $2.4 billion from “prefer-
ence Income” such as tax exempt interest, ex-
clusion of dividends, and ofl depletion; $2.7
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billion from life insurance interest; $9.6 bil-
lion from owner's preferences; $13 billion
from transfer payments (welfare, unemploy-
ment compensation, etc.); $7.1 billlon for the
percentage standard deduction; $2.9 billion
for deductions to the aged and blind; and
$4.2 billion for other itemized deductions.

On the corporate side, Ehrlichman made
no mention of the $2.5 billion in reduced tax
burden that business will get this vyear
through accelerated depreclation schedules
(ADR); and another $3.9 billion via the in-
vestment credit. From 1971 through 1980,
ADR will be worth $30.4 billion and the tax
credit $45.2 billion (all U.S. Treasury calcula-
tions). And in that span of time, there will
also be some $3 billion in give-aways through
DISC—a tax shelter for export sales profits
just created by the revenue act of 1971,

Another tax reform target Ehrlichman ap-
pears unable to see Is income-splitting,
which Pechman and Okner estimate causes
a revenue loss of at $21.6 billion annually,
almost half of which is a benefit to a relative
handful of taxpayers in the $25,000-8100,000
income brackets.

But there's more to it than that. Ehrlich-
man pretends to be concerned about that
“average householder” who would be hit if
he couldn’t take his mortgage interest as a
deduction. But of the $9.6 billion that Pech-
man-Okner show lost to homeowners' pref-
erences, defined as deductions for mortgage
interest and real estate taxes, $5.3 billion
goes to the tiny 5 percent of taxpayers with
reportable adjusted gross Income of $20,000
or more.

And how about Ehrlichman’s warning that
Uncle Sam can't raise tax-reform money in
significant amounts “if you don't let the
average householder . . . deduct charitable
contributions to his church or to the Boy
Scouts . . ."? Is he really worried about the
little guy?

The Tax Reform Research Group (one of
Ralph Nader's operations) showed last year
that when you divide the number of tax-
payers in each income group into the total
tax preference benefits of charitable deduc-
tions, other than education, you find this:

Among taxpayers in the 87,000 to £10,000
income bracket, the average tax benefit for
charitable contributions was $17.44; for those
in the $10,000 to $15,000 bracket, $33.11; for
those in the $20,000 to $50,000 bracket,
$199.09; for those in the $50,000 to £100,000
bracket, $1,211.16; and for those making
$100,000 and over, a whopping $11,373.56.

So who is Ehrlichman trying to kid? If
the administration doesn’t have a decent tax
reform program, it's not because it could
wring the money only out of the little guy,
nor because there aren't outrageous loopholes
walting to be plugged. It's just because Mr.
Nixon must belleve that his constituency
likes the inequitable tax system pretty much
the way it is.

INTRODUCTION OF EXCESS
PROPERTY BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. HARRING-
TON) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I
am today reintroducing legislation I first
filed last year to provide permanent au-
thorization for the Federal Govern-
ment’s excess property program. This
program has saved taxpayers millions of
dollars by permitting Federal grantees,
such as schools, hospitals, and social
service agencies, to use excess Federal
property, rather than buying expensive
new equipment.

Last June, the General Services Ad-
ministration published new regulations
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which terminated the excess property
program. The response to the proposal
was so overwhelmingly negative that the
new regulations were rescinded pending
a study of the excess property program.

However, the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare unilaterally ter-
minated the excess property program
for its grantees. This action has cut off
schools and hospitals all over the coun-
try from much-needed equipment. This
equipment ranges from used desks and
typewriters, to excess computers and
heavy machinery for use in vocational
schools.

The increased cost created by the pro-
gram’s termination can only be made up
through increased property and school
taxes. It simply does not make sense not
to allow schools, hospitals, and other
grantees to use no longer needed equip-
ment.

There have been reports that some
grantees have abused the excess property
privilege. However, this does not mean
that the entire program should be disre-
garded. The legislation I have introduced,
together with 27 of my colleagues, estab-
lishes strict eligibility criteria.

I include the text of the bill at this
point:

H.R. 5704
A bill to amend the Federal Property and

Administrative Services Act of 1949 to pro-

vide for the use of excess property by cer-

tain grantees

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
202 of the Federal Property and Administra-
tive Services Act of 1949, as amended (40
U.S.C. 483}, is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

“(1) Each executive agency shall furnish
excess property to any grantee under a pro-
gram established by law and for which funds
are appropriated by the Congress if the head
of that executive agency determines that the
use of excess property by that grantee will
(1) expand the ability of that grantee to
carry out the purpose for which the grant
was made, (2) result in a reduction in the
cost to the Government of the grant, or (3)
result in an enhancement in the product or
benefit from the grant. Any determination
under the preceding sentence shall be re-
duced to writing and furnished to the gran-
tee involved. The Administrator shall pre-
scribe regulations governing the use, main-
tenance, consumption, and redelivery to Gov-
ernment custody of excess property furnished
to grantees under this subsection.”

REGIONAL MEDICAL PROGRAMS
WARRANT YEAR'S EXTENSION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. Durski) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, among the
many health programs scheduled for
elimination by the Nixon budget slashes
is the lakes area regional medical pro-
gram, encompassing a nine-county area
in western New York and northwestern
Pennsylvania.

Abolition of this productive health
program would be a grave mistake. I am
today introducing legislation to extend
for 1 fiscal year, until June 30, 1974, the
program of assistance for regional medi-

cal programs.
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A number of health-related authori-
zations are due to expire this year, and
the programs and their results will be
analyzed by the Congress. However, this
will be a lengthy process and I believe
there should be no interruption in the
operation of such successful commu-
nity-oriented services as our lakes area
regional medical program.

A 1-year extension, at existing fund-
ing levels, will permit retention of the
carefully-built organizations and assure
continued services beyond the June 30,
1973, expiration date.

The regional medical programs were
established for activities in the fields of
heart disease, cancer, stroke, kidney,
and related diseases. In response to ad-
ministration directives, RMP's since
have expanded work to improve access
to health care delivery systems.

There are 56 regional medical pro-
grams throughout the Nation, and it
may be possible that not all of them are
of the high caliber of lakes area regional
medical program. But I do not see how
the administration can question the
scope, frugality, efficiency, or efficacy of
the expenditure of funds for LARMP.

LOCAL SHARE HAS INCREASED

In 1969, every dollar of Federal money
was being matched by 23 cents, in
money and personal services, from
LARMP local sources.

A recent survey showed that the local
community share has grown to 66 cents
for each Federal dollar—and the ratio is
fast approaching a 1-for-1 basis. Admin-
istrative costs have been reduced from
20 percent of the budget in 1970 to less
than 8 percent in 1972. This surely is an
unusual, if not unique, trend for utiliza-
tion of Federal funds.

The program follows the administra-
tion guidelines for decenfralization of
power. The burgeoning Federal bureauc-
racy is not cultivated. In LAMRP local
health provider systems work with local
nongovernment personnel, under largely
volunteer regional advisory groups.

Our voluntary structure consists of 475
people in the 9 advisory groups: 162
physicians, 143 allied health personnel
and hospital administrators, and 170
members of the general public. An office
staff of 40 and a field force of 160 are
paid on a full or part-time scale.

Over 2,000 health professionals and
over 41,000 patients have benefited from
the services, tailored to local needs by
local people.

Duplication of efforts and overlapping
of services are not issues here. In fact,
the system fills in gaps between other
sources of information and assistance—
as was the intent, Medical knowledge is
centralized and coordinated and then
communicated as Federal, State, and
local needs require. Supportive rather
than direct services are supplied.

The Erie County Emergency Medical
Services project was funded through
LARMP. Hundreds of county residents
have spent thousands of volunteer man-
hours to institute an effective emergency
help system. Training is provided for
emergency technicians, research is pro-
gressing on local emergency medical fa-
cilities, and planning is nearing comple-
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tion on a critical needed emergency
radio network.
VITAL PROGRAMS DEVELOPED

Even with funding at a lower level
than desired, Emergency Medical Serv-
vices has exceeded its timetable and stim-
ulated the formation of Emergency Medi-
cal Care Committees in seven other coun-
tries of the LARMP.

The Educational Telephone Lecture
Network, with more than 250 programs
a year in the nine-county area, offers an
invaluable aid to all hospital personnel
for keeping current on developments in
their specialties.

The Information Dissemination Serv-
ice gives expanded access to health in-
formation to all professionals.

Rural care is given a boost by the Mo-
bile Health Unit in Allegany County.

Support is provided to the respiratory
disease program, the coronary care unit
training program for nurses, and a tumor
registry program aimed at eventual defi-
nition of factors in cancer formations.

The public receives direct benefits as
well, as the Niagara Frontier Association
for Sickle Cell Disease is assisted in
arousing public awareness.

For all of these—and other—support-
ive, informative, and indispensable
services, this year's budget was only
$1.4 million. I am sure my colleagues can
cite equally impressive records for most
of the other 556 RMP’s.

One would think that the knife-happy
budget surgeons would agree that this
program follows their decentralized, non-
overlapping, thrifty strictures.

Mr. Speaker, regrettably, this fine pro-
gram is slated for extinection unless the
Congress acts. I urge speedy action on
my bill to extend authorization for an-
other year, and thorough hearings at an
appropriate time, with a view to expand-
ing the positive functions of the regional
medical programs.

MOTION PICTURE “SOUNDER”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. Dices) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday,
March 6, I was joined by many of my
colleagues from the House and the Sen-
ate, as well as Justice William O.
Douglas; the president of the Motion
Picture Association, Jack Valenti, and
invited guests at a luncheon which I
sponsored to honor Cicely Tyson, Paul
Winfield, and Robert Radnitz, the stars
and producer of the film “Sounder.” I
believe that this-film, which has been
nominated for four academy awards this
year, will endure as a classic work of art
and a classic look at the humanity in
each of us. I would like to propose a per-
sonal resolution to my colleagues:

Whereas, the motion pilcture *“Sounder”
portrays with rare understanding and insight
those qualities of love and courage which
transcend racial and time barriers; and

Whereas, the fillm has been proclaimed by
many to be a classic, showcasing the talents
and commitment of all those involved to
provide quality entertainment for American
audiences; and

Whereas, the need for such artistic ex-
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pressions of brotherhood, love and trust are
beneficial to an appreciation of the Black
experience in American history;

Therefore I would like to commend before
my colleagues 20th Century Fox Film Cor-
poration, the distributors of the film; the
Mattel Corp. and Robert B. Radnitz, pro-
ducers; Martin Ritt, director; Lonne Elder
III, screenwriter; William H. Armstrong, who
wrote the novel on which the film is based;
Taj Mahal, who wrote and performed the
musie; the stars: Cicely Tyson, Paul Winfield,
EKevin Hooks, Janet Maclachlan; and all
those who participated in the production of
“Sounder” for their contributions to the
film; and

Therefore I do Thighly recommend
“Sounder” to all my Colleagues in the Con-
gress and to audiences through the world,
and urge that resources of talent, time and
money be allocated by the film industry to
produce more films of this extraordinary
calibre.

MARCEL FRANCISCI

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. MURPHY) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
in the May 1971 World Heroin Report
issued by Representative ROBERT STEELE
and myself, we noted that during the
past 10 years every narcotics case in
Marseilles, FPrance, involved one of four
Corsican families. Marcel Francisci's
was one of them.

I was recently advised that Mr. Fran-
cisci filed a defamation action against
us for what he alleged were unsubstan-
tiated and damaging statements in our
report. It seems we are in good company,
however. Francisci is also bringing action
against Time magazine.

Francisci has been a consistent sup-
porter of Gaullist party candidates over
the years. He openly befriended deputies
to the Interior Minister in charge of all
French police from 1959 to 1967. These
deputies, Sanguinetti and Bozzi, are now
executives of the Gaullist political party
which continues to be supported by Fran-
CI1sCl.

Originally a smuggler of American cig-
arettes, Scotch whisky and silk stock-
ings, Francisci established a legitimate
business front in Tangiers in 1948. Early
underworld connections came in handy
when Francisci decided to neglect his
earlier smuggling ventures and concen-
trate on a more profitable item, heroin.

Francisci already had a legitimate rea-
son for traveling to Beirut, Lebanon in
the late 1940’s. He had the concession to
operate the gambling games at the
Casino du Liban. Beirut was interestingly
enough the international marketplace
for illegal Turkish opium and morphine
base.

Francisci met with Lebanon’s top
racketeer, Samil Khoury, in Tangiers or
in the casino in Beirut and cornered the
market for the flow of morphine base to
Marseilles. Others would later try to
move in on his territory but none would
meet with his success.

Described as “the financier, the ar-
ranger, the fixer,” Francisci now disas-
sociates himself from the dirty work of
drug dealing. He emphasizes his legiti-
mate businesses—restaurants, construc-
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tion companies, shipyards—and desires
respectability more than anything. He
wishes reporters would stop asking about
the heroin trade that originally brought
him his millions.

I requested information from Embassy
officials in Paris as well as Secretary of
State Rogers as to the serousness of such
legal action by Francisci in the French
courts. Congressman STEELE and I may
be given our day in court to tell what we
know about the affable Marcel Francisci.
It is personally gratifying to know that
our allusion to his role in heroin traffick-
ing disturbed him so.

I would like to quote at some length
from the Parisian police files released to
me which provide information on Fran-
cisci which dates back to 1949. I ask you
to be a judge of this man’s character:

Parisian PoLicE FILES

Fingerprinted on February 22, 1849, in
Marseilles; very important member of an
international association of drug smugglers
in operation, on the one hand, between the
Near East and France for morphine-base,
and, on the other hand, between France and
North America for heroin. The person con-
cerned is the co-owner of a large cafe in
Paris, which facilitates the contact between
Lebanese and French smugglers, his estab-
lishment being the meeting place for them.
He was mentioned as a possible accomplice
on the occasion of the selzure of 12,320 G.
of heroin on board the ship St. Malo in
Montreal, on November 10, 1855. Charged
with an act of piracy on the Mediterranean
(The Combinatie Affair) on October 4, 1952,
As of that incident, he has been the subject
of the international investigation of OI.P.C.
INTERPOL. He has a tendency to get in-
volved especially in drug smuggling.

Mr. Francisci 1s not unaware of these as-
gsertions, which hurt him more than any of
the other suspicions. As a matter of fact, he
has to go frequently to Lebanon, and now he
fears these trips, hesitating, so he says, to
meet even the people with whom he is
obliged to get in contact for his interests
in the Casino du Liban. He fears that these
contacts will be misunderstood.

He strongly denies being present in Indo-
china, at any period of his life, and also
denies being involved in any drug affair.

He mentions at that time the presence in
Indochina of a certain Marcel Francisci who
is not related to him. He does not know of
the above mentioned Marcel Francisci's ac-
tivities, He mentions also the names of Bona-
venture Francisci, who recently died In
France. The former is unknown to us. Re-
cently the Paris O.I.P.C. has released an in-
dex card concerning Bonaventure Franclscl,
born on August 16, 1917, at Cauro (Corsica),
and who is said to be an airplane pilot. The
following facts were noted about him.

He is an important member of an inter-
national drug ring operating in different
southeastern Asiatic countries. He was under
the surveillance of the authorities in Hong
Kong due to his relationships and contacts
with drug smugglers in that city. From 1847
to 1951 he was investigated for attempted
burglary, swindling, theft and embezzlement
of seized objects and for illegal possession
of guns. He was suspected to be the per-
petrator of an assassination In SBalgcn on
July 1, 1954. He is also suspected of alding
and abetting regarding the smugeling of
forged $100 bllls in American currency. Is
known as an individual having a tendency
for drug smuggling. A criminal flle of the
Central Index Cards Service of P.N. men-
tions that, being director of the airline com-
pany Laos Air Co., he used to smuggle cpium
from Hong Kong to Iaes, In Cambodia and
Thaliland. Moreover, a plane had been inter-
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cepted by the pollce services in Indochina,
but Bonaventure Francisci was not investi-
gated In connection with this matter.

Finally, we note also that the service for
the repression of drugs of the “Prefecture de
Police” has no other information except the
information furnished by O.LF.C.

In brief, taking into consideration the in-
formation collected as well as the “Prefec-
ture de Police” and the Central Index Card
SBervice of the National Police, it is not pos-
sible to say that Marcel Franclscl was in-
volved at a certain time in such a matter.
However, the Central Office could be in the
position to indlcate if there were charges
against him.

Evidently, the criminal assoclations which
are running drug smuggling operations all
over the world are financed by individuals
who dispose of big amounts of money and
who always remain hidden, but make large
profits.

Can we draw the conclusion that Marcel
Francisci ecould be considered such an In-
dividual. Only the sources of our informa-
tion can confirm or invalidate this assertion.

MASS TRANSIT HEARINGS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr. MiNisH) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Speaker, as chair-
man of the newly created Subcommittee
on Urban Mass Transportation of the
House Banking and Currency Commit-
tee, I am pleased to announce that the
subcommittee will hold hearings on
pending mass transit legislation next
Wednesday and Thursday, March 21, and
22, in room 2128 Rayburn Building.

We intend to consider H.R. 5424, which
I have sponsored and a companion bill,
H.R. 2734, introduced by 21 members of
the Banking and Currency Committee.

These bills would provide $800 miliion
in operating assistance to the Nation’s
mass transit systems over the next 2
years. They also would authorize an ad-
ditional $3 billion in capital grant au-
thority for the Urban Mass Transporta-
tion Administration and increase the
Federal share for capital grants from a
discretionary two-thirds to a mandatory
80 percent,

We, of course, will also be considering
the administration’s urban mass transit
recommendations which, I understand,
will be introduced shortly.

DAYTONA CLASSIC MOTORCYCLE
RACE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from North Carolina (Mr. HENDER-
sown) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, aza-
leas were blooming in the Daytona Beach,
Fla., area this past weekend signaling the
coming of the spring season. The Day-
tona Classic 200-Mile Motorcycle Race,
sanctioned by the American Motorcycle
Association, was run on Sunday. For the
motorcycle world this event most as-
suredly heralded the beginning of motor-
cycle racing for another year.

It was a distinct and novel experience
for me to attend this classie, it being my
first. I went with my three sons and I am
sure our colleagues would agree, it is a
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rare occasion for a Member of Congress
to share the pleasure of a full weekend
with all of his children.

There were 61,200 persons in attend-
ance at the Daytona International
Speedway, when Jarno Saarinen of Fin-
land won the 200-Mile Classic, as the first
foreigner since 1950 fo win America’s
richest motorcycle race. This record
crowd was an increase of over 20,000
from last year’s event.

The Daytona 200 truly is the world’s
biggest and most important motorcycle
road race. Many more international ma-
chines and riders were entered this year.
It was noted that seven brands from for-
eign countries were among the first 30
machines to finish.

I closely observed the racing team from
England, riding factory Nortons. Man-
aged by Frank Perris, of world renown
in his own right, the riders were Peter
Williams, a second generation engineer,
and John Cooper, both experienced be-
yond their youthful years. The newly
developed monocoque framed machine
designed and ridden by Williams finished
its first race; a rather remarkable ac-
complishment. Their mechanics, Peter
Pychett and Reg Paynter rounded out
the team, and their professional com-
petence was much in evidence. More
striking and impressive, however, each
of the team was fruly an ambassador of
England, which through the years has
given the world great motorcycle racing
competition.

The American Motorcycle Association
is composed of over 200,000 individual
members, and is active in every facet of
motorcycle activity. Its executive direc-
tor, Russ March, his assistant, Ed Young-
blood, and the promoters of the Daytona
International Speedway, Bill France, Sr.
and Jr., extended me every courtesy upon
learmming of my plans to attend. They
arranged for me to get into the garages
and into the racing pits, affording me a
unigue opportunity to observe the tre-
mendous amount of in-depth preparation
by the manufacturers the mechanics and
racers in preparing the bikes for the com-
petition. It was here that the sweat of
their brows mixed with the fumes of the
gasoline and the grim of oil, as the teams
gave untiring efforts to ready their rac-
ing machines for the speed and endur-
ance to run 52 laps of the 3.8-mile paved
course.

On Saturday a novice race was run,
and I considered it of great significance
that a 20-year-old, Gary Lee Blackman
of Emmaus Pa., was the winner in his
first time riding in competition. The
novice-type race is well established in the
United States and is drawing interna-
tional attention. Chairman Dennis Poore
of Norton-Villers Motorcycle Co. of Eng-
land said that the AMA was to be com-
mended for encouraging competition
in novice racing. He also compli-
mented American motorcycle racing as
sponsored by the AMA, in that it is not
simply a spectator event, what with
involvement of the manufacturer, the
motorcycle dealer, the novice and the
professional riders, giving the United
States the best balanced program in the
world.
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Finally, Mr. Speaker, I comment to my
colleagues in the Congress because of the
clearest single impression I received. The
thousands of young—and not so young—
motorcycle riders in the Daytona Beach
area were well behaved, well mannered,
and enthusiastic Americans, enjoying
their sport or recreation, as literally mil-
lions of us do in other areas more famil-
iar than motorcycling.

I commend everyone in the motoreycle
industry, and especially the AMA in its
sponsorship and the Daytona Interna-
tional Speedway in its promotion of one
of America’s truly international competi-
tive sporting event,

LAKE ERIE AND THE ADMINISTRA-
TION'S BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. VANIK) is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. VANIEK. Mr. Speaker, today,
Thursday, March 15, and tomorrow,
there is an Interstate Legislative Com-
mittee meeting on Lake Erie being held
here in the House Office Buildings.

This Interstate Legislative meeting on
Lake Erie is an important chance for the
State legislators and the Members of
Congress from the Lake Erie Basin to
point out to the administration and to
their own State governments the serious
effect of the fiscal year 1974 Federal
budget on Lake Erie. Unless we take cor-
rective action, the administration’s new
budget could seriously delay our attack
on Lake Erie problems.

I think we should also point out to the
administration and to our various State
governments, that the fiscal year 1974
budget violates the spirit and could vio-
late the letter of the Great Lakes Water
Quality Agreement which the President
signed exactly 11 months ago in Ottawa.
If the administration dees not provide—
in coordination with the States—special
priority allocations to the Great Lakes
Basin, then we will be breaking our word
with Canada and the agreement will be
just a scrap of paper. The President’s
word and the Nation’s commitment can,
however, be kept if the administration
and the States will, within the proposed
budget, give special emphasis to the
problems of the lakes. To keep our word
with Canada and to save our lakes, we
need a renewed commitment of research
and construction dollars in the Great
Lakes Basin.

THE ESTABLISHMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF
WATER QUALITY STANDARDS

In my opinion, the Congress has ful-
filled a major portion of the Ottawa
Agreement by passage over the Presi-
dent's veto of Public Law 92-500, The
Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1972. The implementa-
tion of this act will, by the mid-1980's,
substantially eliminate the eutry of new
pollutants into the lakes. How effectively
we will be able to control erosion, sedi-
ment, nutrient ‘“run-off” and natural
waterfall runoffs which become pol-
luted are questions which must still be
answered. Restoration work to restore
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the quality of our lake, the most pol-
luted of the lakes, is also a must.

Every effort must also be made to es-
tablish a range of minimum and maxi-
mum water levels on the middle Great
Lakes. Minimum water levels will not
only protect shipping and recreation in-
terests, but will insure a volume of wa-
ter in the lakes to help dilute the effects
of pollutants. Maximum water levels will
protect communities and homeowners
from erosion and flooding and reduce
the harmful sediment and siltation en-
tering the lakes due to erosion caused
by high waters.

But the standards set by Public Law
92-500 offer the hope and the chance—
for the first time—of saving the lakes.
These standards certainly meet the wa-
ter quality objectives established by ar-
ticle II of the Ottawa Agreement. Arti-
cle V requires that these standards either
be implemented or in process of imple-
mentation by December 31, 1975.
IMPLEMENTATION OF WATER QUALITY STAND-

ARDS

Restoration of the Great Lakes re-
quires money—enormous sums of
money—more money than most of the
cities along the lakes, or their States, can
afford. It is here that the administra-
tion's budget fails so miserably. It is
worth noting here that in response to an
inquiry from my office, the American
Law Division of the Library of Congress
states that the water quality require-
ments of Public Law 92-500 must be
met, regardless of the level of Federal
financial support and assistance.

To assist State and local governments
to meet the requirements imposed by
Public Law 92-500, the Congress author-
ized a total of $18 billion over a 3-year
period. But, despite demonstrated need,
the administration intends to spend only
$5 billion in the combined fiscal years
1973 and 1974. This follows a total Na-
tional expenditure of $2 billion in fiscal
year 1972, No one at EPA is even guess-
ing how much will be available in fiscal
yvear 1975. In other words, through im-
poundment, the administration has crip-
pled the Nation's fight against pollution.

It is important to note here that the
Ottawa Agreement provides that the two
Governments commit themselves to seek
“the appropriation of the funds required
to implement this agreement, including
the funds needed to develop and imple-
ment the programs and other measures
provided for in article V, and the funds
required by the International Joint Com-
mission to carry out its responsibilities
effectively.”

In newspaper coverage from Ottawa
on April 15, it was reported that the cost
to the United States to meet the stand-
ards of the agreement by the end of 1975
would be $3 billion: $2 billion from Fed-
eral, State, and local governments, and
$1 billion from industry. Because of
significant increases in the Federal grant
share provided by Public Law 92-500, as
well as inflation and cost overruns on
projects, the Federal commitment should
be about $2 billion.

Given the administration’s restrictive
budget and impoundments, will it be
possible for the United States to meet:
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First, the identified needs of the Great
Lakes Basin?

Second, its commitment to the Ottawa
Agreement?

First of all, it should be clearly stated
that there is absolutely no relation be-
tween the true needs of the Great Lakes
Basin and the needs which the adminis-
tration recognizes and “promises to
solve” through the Ottawa Agreement.
The true needs dwarf the administra-
tion's recognition of the problem.

But I believe that the Ottawa Agree-
ment has great potential for solving the
problems of our lakes—and because of
the chaos in the administration’s budget,
it is important to keep the Ottawa Agree-
ment in mind, since at least it promises
our region of the country a minimum
level of pollution control assistance—a
promise given to no other region of the
Nation.

WHAT IS THE TRUE NEED OF THE GREAT LAKES
BASIN?

The following table shows the alloca-
tions which EPA has made for the Great
Lakes States—an area much larger than
the Basin.

Table II uses data from the conference
report to Public Law 92-500, supplied to
the Congress by EPA. These figures rep-
resent what EPA estimated to be the
total waste treatment construction need
in the Great Lakes States. I have also
provided a column which shows what
percent the allocations in table I are
of the EPA estimated need listed in table
II. As you can see, the allocation is only
one-half the need for the time period,
fiscal year 1972-74.

The tables follow:

TABLE |.—ALLOCATIONS FOR WASTE TREATMENT CON-
STRUCTION GRANTS, FISCAL YEARS, 1972-74

[All figures in millions]

Great Lakes Basin
States 1972

1973

TABLE 11.—EPA ESTIMATED MNEED, FISCAL YEARS 1972-74
[All figures in millions]

Fiscal years
1972-74

Great Lakes Basin States total need

| L] SR e JE - Sy
o, TSR b R
Michigan__

Minnesota _

New York__

Ohio.. ...

Pennsylvania.. . _____
Wisconsin
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1 Total allocation from EPA as a percent of total need deter-
mined by EPA.

The fact that the allocation falls woe-
fully short of the need can be seen by
the long lists of priority construction
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projects submitted by the States to the

EPA and the limited number which

EPA will fund. For example, I am told

that New York State submitted a priority

list of 180 projects—of which about 30

will be funded. In light of Michigan’s

total allocations, it will be extremely dif-
ficult for her to fund the desperately

needed $193 million facility at Detroit, a

facility which is vital to the clean up of

Lake Erie.

In my own State of Ohio, the State's
EPA released its priority list on Monday,
March 12. The list includes 126 projects,
but because of the limited allocation to
the State, only 63 will be funded.

HOW MUCH OF THIS ALLOCATION AND HOW
MUCH OF THIS NEED SHOULD EE ATTRIBUTED
TO THE GREAT LAKES WATERSHED OR BASIN?
Since pollution control needs are gen-

erally related to population, I have cal-

culated the population of the Great

Lakes Basin and compared that figure to

the population of the Great Lakes States.

The formula follows:

Thus,

29,300,000 persons in basin
74,000,000 persons in States

X [EPA allecation to basin]
$2,888,000,000 EPA State allocation

EPA allocation to basin equals $1,144,000,000.
And
29,300,000 persons in basin
74,000,000 persons in States

X |EPA estimate of basin needs]
$6,400,000,000 EPA State allocation

EPA ESTIMATE OF NEED IN BASIN EQUALS
$2.515 BILLION

Using these proportions, EPA’s alloca-
tion to the basin is about 45 percent of
its need.

My staff and I attempted to check
these figures by actually calculating the
grants which went to each of the Great
Lakes States in: First, fiscal year 1972
and second, in the first 3 months—July
through September—of fiscal year 1973.
Then using EPA’s own computer print-
out of grant awards, we attempted to
determine which grants went to counties
which fell within the Great Lakes water-
shed or basin.

Following is the results of the study.
I might add here that the reason the fis-
cal year 1972 total grant awards is con-
siderably lower than the $707 million
figure provided by EPA is that many of
the fiscal year 1972 awards were actually
made late in December of 1972. Despite
the discrepancy in totals, I believe that
the ratio of grants going to the basin as
compared to the whole State will be of
interest:

|All figures in thousands]

Fiscal year 1973
Total

Fiscal year 1972

Great Lakes Basin
States Basin

Total Basin

IHin0is. . - - e

Michigan. .. Fa
Minnesota. .. _.._.____
New York._..
Ohio. . .....
Pennsylvania_ .
Wisconsin

$48,458 510,303
,671 0

30,931
13,308
378

8,246
28,720
5,584

$10, 303
30,931
480

0
5,180
0
2,901
49,795

52,990
34,600

223,477 97,471
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This table shows a higher percentage
of grants—about 51 to 53 percent—go-
ing to the basin area. But the general
finding is the same: Only about half of
the money allocated to the Great Lakes
States goes to solving the problems of
the Great Lakes. Therefore, when the
EPA presents glowing data on the allo-
cations to the Great Lakes States, the
question we should ask is how much will
actually go into the basin and help the
lakes.

These figures on need have already
proven that the commitment given at
Ottawa is inadequate, These figures show
that we must do everything in our power
to require a higher level of appropria-
tions and obligations for the waste treat-
ment program.

The figures on how much will actually
be spent in the Great Lakes Basin indi-
cate that even the commitment given at
Ottawa will barely be kept. It is my un-
derstanding that the EPA presentation
tomorrow may offer a rosy picture, one
that predicts the fulfillment of the Ot-
tawa agreement. Looking again at table
I, EPA states that it will allocate $872
million in fiscal year 1973 and $1,308
million in fiscal year 1974 to the Great
Lakes States. We have found that ap-
proximately half of that, or $1,090 million
will probably go to the Great Lakes
watershed. Let us assume that the ad-
ministration will actually spend another
$3 billion in fiscal year 1975 and $2 bil-
lion in half of fiscal year 1976—a total
of an additional $5 billion nationwide,
prior to the date that article V is to be
in effect. If we are lucky, that will mean
another $1,090 million to the Great Lakes
Basin—or a grand total of $2.2 billion.

Thus it appears that the Ottawa agree-
ment—as inadequate as it is—can be
kept. But only if each of the States in
the Great Lakes Basin gives priority
emphasis to projects in the Great Lakes
watershed. That is the job for the State
Governors and State legislators. The job
for us in Washington will be to do every-
thing in our power to fulfill the authori-
zations provided by Public Law 92-500;
to provide the funds needed to meet the
actual needs of the Nation and, in par-
ticular, of the Great Lakes.

There are other areas where the ad-
ministration’s fiscal year 1974 budget
slows up our attack on Lake Erie prob-
lems.

POLLUTION FROM DREDGING ACTIVITIES

Anyone looking at the Cuyahoga, the
Buffalo, or the Detroit Rivers recognizes
that they are polluted—as is the mud
from the bottom of these rivers. There-
fore, dredging these rivers and then
dumping these dredgings out into the
cleaner parts of the lake merely stirs up
the pollution a second time and spreads
it over a farther area.

Of the 10.8 million cubic yards of ma-
terial dredged from Great Lakes harbors
each year, 63 percent comes from Lake
Erie harbors and the disposal of these
dredgings in the open waters of the lake
would account for 8 percent of the total
sediments and dissolved solids reaching
the lake. In 1967, 660,000 tons of dry
solids were dredged from Cleveland Har-
bor. It is estimated that this material
contained 17,600 tons of oil and grease.
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If this material is stirred up and dumped
in the open waters of the lake, it obvi-
ously is a serious source of additional
pollution.

After a great deal of prodding, and
support from the Public Health Service,
the corps recognized this problem and
began a program of diked disposal sites
where these polluted dredgings could be
placed. The commitment of the two Gov-
ernments to solving the problem of pol-
luted dredgings is described in para-
graph “f” of article V and in greater
detail in annex 6.

The Corps of Engineers had originally
planned to spend $70 million on polluted
dredgings control activities on the Great
Lakes. In fiscal year 1973, the expendi-
ture was cut from $35 million to $19 mil-
lion, with $16 million transferred to fis-
cal year 1974. The fiscal year 1974 budget
requests only $7 million in new money
for the program, further delaying this
pollution control effort.

EUTROPHICATION

The agreement provides for the con-
trol of inputs of phosphorus and other
nutrients including programs to reduce
the phosphorus “load.” This part of the
agreement was one of its most disap-
pointing sections. Annex 2 to the agree-
ment states that the phosphorus load-
ings to Lake Erie are to be reduced from
31,200 tons per year in 1971 to 16,100 tons
in 1976. Yet the annex also notes that
“available evidence” suggests that phos-
phorus loadings may have to be reduced
to 8 to 11,000 tons per year if the lake is
to begin its recovery. Thus the initial
agreement was woefully inadequate.

While the phosphorus question is not
an item involving the budget, it is inter-
esting to note that the administration,
through the Federal Trade Commission,
has given up in its efforts to require ‘“‘pol-
lution warning” labels on detergents.
Thus the shopper will have little “in-
centive” to buy safe, but nonpolluting
soaps and detergents—and the taxpay-
ers will be subsidizing the detergent in-
dustry by paying for the removal of
phosphorus at the waste treatment stage.

It has been reported that where local
efforts have been started to eliminate
phosphorus detergents through the use
of safe replacements, there has been a
rapid and noticeable decline in the phos-
phorus load on the water. I would hope
that the various States of the Great
Lakes Basin, as well as the Congress
would continue to seek ways to remove
phosphorus from detergents and replace
it with some new, safe products. It is
obvious that we in the Great Lakes States
will have to do more to remove phos-
phorus than is required in the Ottawa
Agreement if we are to save our lakes.

CONCLUSION

In sum, the Great Lakes Agreement
and the passage of Public Law 92-500
offer us a chance to save our lakes—but
we will have to be on guard, both in the
Congress and in the State capitols, to
insure that the agreement and the law is
carried out and properly funded. At the
present time, budget cut-backs have even
delayed the staffing of the American
component of the International Joint
Commission offices. The budget fight,
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therefore, will be a difficult and long
struggle, but it will be one of the most
important and worthy efforts which we
can make.

BURKE REINTRODUCES BURKE-
RIBICOFF TAX CREDIT PROPOSAL
WITH COSPONSORS

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. BURKE) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, in the opening days of the ses-
sion, Senator Rieicorr and myself intro-
duced companion measures in the House
and Senate H.R. 49 and S. 250, respec-
tively, to provide a parent with a direct
income tax credit of up to $200 for each
child’s tuition at a nonprofit, private
elementary or secondary school. The
eredit would be computed on the basis of
50 percent of tuition expenses up to $400.
Also, to avoid giving unnecessary tax
benefit to parents with adjusted gross in-
comes over $18,000 the bill provides for
a reduction in the amount of the credit
as the adjusted gross income of the tax-
payer—and his spouse—increases—re-
duced $1 for every $20 of adjusted gross
income over $18,000.

We have introduced this legislation,
because the United States faces, a pos-
sible crisis as a result of the financial
distress being experienced by our more
than 21,000 nonpublic schools. Rising
costs have forced some nonpublic schools
to increase tuition by substantial
amounts while countless others operate
at enormous deficits. If our Nation’s
nonpublic schools close, our public school
system would absorb their students at an
estimated cost of $5 to $7 billion per year.
This is tremendous cause for alarm for
the sole reason that it would increase the
already enormous burden borne by the
American taxpayer.

Some 5 million American children at-
tend nonpublic schools and if the current
trend toward closing continues, it would
mean a massive dislocation of our public
school system with our central cities,
least capable of absorbing a large influx
of additional students, suffering the
most, The competition nonpublic schools
provide, along with the diversity they
add to American education is a resource
we in the United States should seek to
preserve.

This bill is identical to the one tenta-
tively agreed upon by the Ways and
Means Committee last session. The cost
of the Burke-Ribicoff proposal is sub-
stantial, estimated at some $362 million,
but compared to a possible burden of $5
to $7 billion in the event our nonpublic
schools close, it is clearly a bargain.

Today, I am reintroducing the Burke-
Ribicoff proposal with 23 additional co-
SpONSsors:

LisT oF COSPONSORS

Dominick V. Danlels, Ron de Lugo, John
H. Dent, L. H. Fountain, Louls Frey, Jr., Ella
T. Grasso, Michael Harrington, Walter B.
Jones, Norman F. Lent, Manuel Lujan, Ro-
mano L. Magzoll, Joseph G. Minish, John M.
Murphy, Morgan F. Murphy, Robert Nix,
Claude Pepper, Bertram L. Podell, Donald W,
Riegle, Peter W. Rodino, Robert A. Roe, John
F. Selberling, Victor V. Veysey, Antonio Borja
Won Pat, and Margaret Heckler.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

HEW'S PROPOSED SOCIAL
SERVICES REGULATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. ABzug) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, ever since
the middle of February, when the De-
partment of Health, Education, and
Welfare first proposed regulations which
would reduce by 40 or 50 percent the al-
ready paltry $2.5 billion available for
social services programs throughout the
Nation, I and other Members of Con-
gress have been pressing for congres-
sional action to prevent them from being
put into effect.

Yesterday, I and seven other women
Members of Congress—MARGARET HECK-
LER, BARBARA JORDAN, Parsy MINK,
YvoNNE BuURKE, ELLA Ggrasso, PaT
ScHROEDER, and EpiTH GREEN—met with
Health, Education, and Welfare Secre-
tary Weinberger for 90 minutes. Also
present at this meeting were Georgia
McMurray, commissioner of New York
City's Agency for Child Development,
Rev. C. Leonard Miller, of the Ad Hoc
Committee To Save Our Children, a rep-
resentative of Congresswoman SHIRLEY
CHisHOLM, and representatives of the
Day Care and Child Development Coun-
cil of America, the Child Welfare League,
and other child care groups.

I am pleased to report that Secretary
Weinberger assured us that the new reg-
ulations would not go into effect on
March 19, which is the deadline for pub-
lic comments, that changes are going
to be made in the regulations, and that
it will be at least a month before any
attempt to put them into effect is made.

I particularly questioned Mr. Wein-
berger on two aspects of the proposed
regulations: A ban on Federal matching
funds for private contributions to child
care and other social services programs
and the restriction of eligibility to those
having incomes no’ more than one-third
higher than State public assistance
levels.

In my home community of New York
City, the proposed rules would disqual-
ify 20,000 children from day-care cen-
ters, deprive them and their families of
health services, and sharply reduce the
quality of care. In New York, a family of
four earning more than $5,400 a year
would be disqualified from federally as-
sisted child care. The result will be to
force many working women either to
give up their jobs and go on welfare or
leave their children under makeshift
care with neighbors, or babysitters.

This afternoon, I had the privilege of
appearing before the Select Subcommit-
tee on Education, chaired by Joun
Brapemas, to present my views on the
proposed regulations. The full text of my
statement follows:

TESTIMONY OF CONGRESSMAN BELLA 8. Aszuc

Mr. Chairman, I would like to express my
deep appreciation at your prompt response
to my request that you hold public hearings
on the Health, Education and Welfare De-
partment’s proposed new regulations cover-
ing state and local administration of fed-
erally assisted social service programs under
the amended Social Security Act.

The regulations have aroused tremendous
concern and opposition in New York City
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and across the country because of the drastic
cuts they will impose on social service pro-
grams,

It has been estimated that of the 10 mil-
lion people now being served by these pro-
grams, 3.8 million will be adversely affected
by the Nixon Administration’s hard-line cut-
back of federal assistance.

We have been protesting the $2.5 billion
federal ceiling on social services as an un-
acceptable reduction of funds for essential
programs. Early in this session I introduced
legislation to exempt child care pr
from the federal ceiling. Now the Adminis-
tration is exceeding Congressional authority
and is planning to squeeze about another $1
billion to $1.3 billion out of these programs
for working mothers and people in need.

The new regulations are designed to save
money at the cost of making life immeasura-
bly more difficult for working parents, espe-
clally women, their children, the elderly, the
handicapped, addicts, and others receiving
assistance under these programs.

New York City has one of the largest child
care programs in the nation, serving about
40,000 children, but even this is woefully in-
adequate to meet the needs of thousands of
working parents. Under the proposed new
regulations, however, at least 20,000 of these
children will no longer be eligible for fed-
eral reilmbursement. The proposed restriction
of eligibility to those with incomes no more
than 13315 percent of state public assistance
levels means, for example, that a family of
four earning more than 5,400 will be dis-
qualified. A family of four needs twice that
amount to live very modestly in our city,
but the government is now arbitrarily say-
ing that even such low incomes are too much
to qualify for help.

Federal funds will be cut for Medicaid and
health services in day care centers, for day
care training programs and for staff to moni-
tor these programs. Quality standards will be
lowered. Overall, New York City will lose 877
million in funds in addition to a great loss
in funds imposed by the $2.5 billion ceiling,

In human terms, these changed regulations
will create havoc in the lives of thousands
of working women and their young children.
Let me give you one example from a letter
which I delivered personally to HEW Secre-
tary Caspar Weinberger from a mother of two,
whose younger child attends Greenwich
House day care center in lower Manhattan,
This young woman, a college graduate, is
employed and is working for an M.A. in
higher education. She separated from her
husband three years ago and only recently
obtained a divorce. During that time she re-
celved only limited financial help from her
husband.

In her letter to Mr. Welnberger, Janet van
Bovenkamp points out that “statistically
most divorced men after three years only
partially fulfill their financial obligations;
after ten years, about 80 percent or 90 per-
cent give no support at all to their prior
familles. Yet we live in a country where
almost one-third of marriages end in di-
vorce." And, she asks: “What happens to the
children?”

This young woman writes: “Now what will
be the effect on us if the government does
not support our day care system? I may con-
sider golng on welfare, and many mothers
in my situation are—which will increase the
federal welfare budget enormously—or I will
be forced to find a serles of babysitters to
care for my child after he has adjusted to a
healthy environment. Most probably Brett
[her son] will be in an insecure position for
the next year and a half—at least. Don't
you think he’s had enough? We will be fi-
nancially strapped to the point of cutting
into our food budget. I will no longer even
be able to supply minimum government food
standards to my family, and I will be forced
to look for ragged bargains of used clothing.”
And she pleads, “Do you understand?”
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There has heen all too little understanding
of the needs of working women, their desire
for the dignity of a job rather than the
welfare dole that forces them into a dead-
end, substandard existence, their need for
adequate care for their children, their hope
that this country out of its enormous wealth
will provide the kind of social services that
many poorer countries have been making
available to their citizens for years as &a
matter of right.

In New York City last week more than
two thousand working mothers and thelr
children demonstrated in front of the HEW's
reglonal office to protest this new assault
on their securlty at the hands of a totally
insensitive administration. There will be
more of these demonstrationa in New York
and elsewhere in the country if the proposed
regulations are allowed to go into effect.

I bellieve that the most direct way to stop
them is for Congress to enact the Reld bill,
of which I am happy to be a co-sponsor. This
bill would reinstate the existing HEW regu-
lations. Similar legislation has been intro-
duced In the Senate.

At the same time, we must continue to
exert direct pressure on HEW to drop these
new proposals. As part of this effort I ar-
ranged a meeting on March 13 with Mr. Weln-
berger and Phillp Rutledge, acting admin-
istrator of HEW's Soclal Rehsabilitation
Services. I think it is indicative of the heavy
kind of flak HEW has been receiving on
these new regulations that Mr. Welnberger
agreed to meet with me and other members
of Congress on Capitol HIill.

The meeting, which lasted for ninety min-
utes and was certalnly wvery amicable in
tone, was also attended by Congresswomen
Margaret Heckler, Barbara Jordan, Patsy
Mink, Yvonne Burke, Ella Grasso, Edith
QGreen, Pat Schroeder and & representative
of Shirley Chisholm. Congresswoman Ellza-
beth Holtzman and Congresswoman Marjorle
Holt, who llke Ms. Heckler is a Republican,
were unable to attend personally but had
planned to come to joln in our protest.

Representing child care groups and in-
terests were Ted Taylor of the Day Care and
Child Development Councll, a natlonwide
organization; Bill Plerce of the Child Welfare

e, Marjorle Grosett of the Day Care
Council of New York and a parent from
that group, Rose Baez; the Reverend C.
Leonard Miller of the Ad Hoc Committee to
Save Our Children, Carol Lubin of the United
Neighborhood Houses, Commissioner Georgia
McMurray of New York City's Agency for
Child Development, Judy Assmus of the
Washington Research Project and Joyce
Goldman, editor of the Day Care and Child
Development Reports. They were unanimous
in their opposition to the new regulations,
particularly the restrictions on eligibility
and the prohibition on the use of donated
private funds to be consldered as the state's
share in claiming federal relmbursement.

In our meeting with Mr. Weinberger we
pointed out that these regulations contradict
directly this Administration’'s professed in-
terest In voluntarism and the “work ethic.”

I was dismayed by Mr. Welnberger's in-
sistence that his prime responsibility was to
cut federal expenditures. We were encour-
aged, however, to receive his assurance that
the new regulations will not go into effect on
March 19, the deadline set by HEW for com-
ments on its proposals. Mr. Weinberger Indi-
cated that changes were being made and
that it would be at least a month or more
after March 19 before the revised regulations
become operative. He also sald that he would
be willing to conslder some changes in eligi-
bility requirements and sald there would def-
inately be a revision to allow federal match-
ing dollars for some private funding. In view
of Mr. Welnberger's statement that the pro-
posed new regulations are only a “first draft"
and that revised regulations will be issued,
Congresswoman Patsy Mink made the sug-
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gestion, and others present at the meeting
concurred, that the HEW should provide
another thirty-day perlod for publlc com-
ment before putting them into effect. It
seems to me that this is the very least we
should demand of HEW. As far as we can
ascertaln, these proposed new regulations
were drafted with no consultation with the
people they will most directly affect, and
this must be changed.

It may seem redundant to state that the
Health, Education and Welfare Department,
was created to concern itself positively with
the health, education and welfare of the
American people, but unfortunately it is
necessary to do so. The Nixon Administra-
tion, as part of a general assault on the liv-
ing standards of milllons of Americans
through its proposed budget cuts and im-
pounding of funds, is shifting its emphasls
in these regulations to cutting and eliminat-
ing soclal service programs rather than de-
termining what the needs of our people are
and finding ways to meet them.

I belleve the HEW should open the process
of formulating regulations to allow for more
input by the public and by affected groups.
Open hearings by HEW is one way to provide
for this.

I also belleve that this subcommittee can
eontinue to play & very constructive role in
this area. I would urge you to extend these
hearings to other locations so that the com-
mittee members can learn first-hand about
the terrible effect the proposed regulations
will have on so many essential and humane
programs. I would certainly welcome your
holding a hearing in New York City to allow
the many working mothers an opportunity to
explain to you their need for a continuation
and expansion of child care services.

There is still time for us to stop these
regulations. Unfortunately, many au-
thorities around the country are already
beginning to cut back on programs and to
deny necessary services in the belief that
the ax has fallen.

We must continue massive public pres-
sure to compel HEW to alter or drop this
proposal altogether, and we must pass
legislation to reinstate the old regula-
tions if HEW does not respond.

HAPPY BIRTHDAY, MISHA ULMAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. PopeLL) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, Thursday,
March 15, is Misha Ulman's 28th birth-
day.

Misha Ulman is a young Jew living in
the Soviet Union. He was trained as a
radio engineer, but is now unemployed
and living off the charity of his friends.
The reason? He sought permission to
emigrate to Israel.

Misha and his mother applied for visas
to emigrate to Israel in 1971. His mother
received her visa with comparatively 1it-
tle difficulty, but Misha was told he would
have to wait 2 months before he could
get his approval. When the 2 months
were up, he was told unconditionally by
the Soviet authorities that he would not
get a visa.

In the meantime, Bayla Ulman,
Misha's mother, left for Israel. She went
in the hope that her son would soon be
able to join her there. She waited and
walited but—no Misha.

Bayla Ulman came to the United
States In December 1972, on a visitor’s
visa. Her purpose was to make people in
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this country aware of what was happen-
ing to her son. She did receive some pub-
licity, but it soon passed from people’s
minds.

Misha Ulman faces his 28th birthday
in great peril. Because he is not working,
he is running the risk of being arrested
under the Soviet Union’s parasitism law.
He will be sent to jail, when the reason
for his plight is apparent: The Soviet
Union made a parasite out of him when
the authorities refused to grant his ap-
plication for a visa.

‘We have all heard much in the past
month about the suffering of Jews in the
Soviet Union. Misha’'s case is typical of
the Injustices visited upon those seeking
their freedom in Israel. Not only are they
not permitted to leave, but they are har-
assed and threatened with imprison-
ment for having had the audacity to ask
permission to leave.

I appeal to the officials of the Soviet
Union, from Premier Kosygin on down
to the lowliest commissars, to let Misha

Ulman join his mother in Israel. Let this
be the last birthday he will have to spend
in Russia. Give him the gift of freedom.

THE NEED FOR IMPROVED AND
COORDINATED SUPERVISION OF
;IAC.;(-EXEI\JIPT PRIVATE FOUNDA-

NS

(Mr. PATMAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr, PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, today, I
am introducing two pieces of legislation
that expand and refine two provisions of
the Tax Reform Act of 1969 pertaining
to tax-exempt private foundations.
While, in general, I am in complete
agreement with the provisions of the Tax
Reform Act of 1969 that pertain to pri-
vate foundations, I believe these two
pieces of legislation are important and
necessary refinements of the existing
provisions and are vital in the protection
of the ultimate beneficlaries of private
foundations, the American people.

The first provision amends section 4940
of the Internal Revenue Code by provid-
ing that the receipts from the excise tax
based on the investment income of pri-
vate foundations shall be used for the su-
pervision of the activities of such foun-
dations. Section 4940 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code imposes an excise tax of 4 per-
cent on every private foundation's net
income. While the term “excise tax" is
prominent in the statutory heading of
section 4940, I believe that the terms
“gudit fee” and “service charge” would
more accurately reflect the intention of
those who, in 1969, sought the imposition
of a tax on the net investment income of
private foundations. While a change in
the description of section 4940 is a nec-
essary and proper technical modification,
it should not override the need for a cor-
rection of a fundamental procedural
fault of the current provision.

The existing language of section 4940
falls to specifically earmark the revenues
generated by the excise tax on the net in-
vestment income of private foundations
for the auditing and supervisory purpose
for which it was intended. A tax imposed
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on specific entities for supervisory and
auditing purposes should not be com-
mingled with the general revenues of
the Treasury but should be earmarked,
segregated and made available for the
specific purpose for which it was levied.

While the aforementioned changes in
terminology and the specific earmark-
ing of the revenues are important tech-
nical and procedural refinements of
section 4940 of the Internal Revenue
Code, the most important recommenda-
tion made by the provisions I have to-
day introduced is the mandatory sharing
of the revenues of this audit fee with the
States. Historically, the attorneys gen-
eral of the States have been charged
with the responsibility to represent the
interests of the beneficiaries of chari-
table dispositions. The most careful
scrutiny of the provisions of the Internal
Revenue Code that pertain to private
foundations and exempt organizations
will fail to find any language that charges
the Internal Revenue Service with the re-
sponsibility to enter into proceedings of
accounting, construction, and manda-
tory dissolution of charitable trusts and
charitable corporations. The Congress,
in its wisdom, has never attempted to
impose the supervision of its revenue-
raising agent, the Internal Revenue
Service, upon the most important, daily
supervision of charitable trusts and
charitable corporations.

Those who led the way in the search
for reform of private foundations were
unanimous in their desire for a greater
cooperation between the Federal—In-
ternal Revenue Service, and the local—
State attorneys general supervisory en-
tities. This cooperation has not been
achieved, partly because the Internal
Revenue Service has not responded to
the call for cooperation by the States,
and partly because the States have been
financially unable to live up to their
responsibility to represent the interests
of charitable beneficiaries. The States
can justify their failures to exercise this
responsibility by pointing to a lack of
the necessary funds to perform the
supervisory and auditing functions re-
quired in the representation of chari-
table beneficiaries. To ask an attorney
general to allocate the limited and valu-
able budget of his office to the super-
vision of exempt organizations, as op-
posed to the fighting of crime and the
attack on an escalating drug culture,
would be both socially and politically
naive.

However, this lack of funds on the
State level should not excuse and fur-
ther postpone the protection of the in-
terests of charitable beneficiaries. The
leaders of the foundation community
recognize the need for supervision and
regulation of private foundations and
agree that they should provide for this
supervision, both at the Federal and
State level. I can think of no better way
for the foundation community to ex-
press its desire to provide for the needs
of public charity, than to provide for
the establishment of a coordinated, Fed-
eral and State supervision of exempt or-
ganizations. Specifically earmarked,
“auditing fees'" which are made available
for the Federal and the State super-
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vision of exempt organizations are fees
that are most urgently needed and so-
cially desirable.

By requiring that private foundations
pay an “auditing fee” which will be
specifically earmarked for the Federal
and State supervision of exempt orga-
nizations, the Federal Government ac-
cepts the responsibility to see that the
private foundation contribute no more
than their “fair share,” and that any
supervision in excess of those necessary

for the Federal and State auditing and

supervision of private foundations and
exempt organizations should be credited
toward future payment of the “auditing
fee” levied on the net investment income
of private foundations. The foundation
community is correct when it states that
the moneys it pays, which are in excess
of the funds necessary for supervision
and auditing, are funds that ordinarily
would have been paid out to charity.

Accordingly in the provision I have to-
day introduced, those funds contributed
by private foundations in excess of the
funds required by the Internal Revenue
Service and the State supervisory au-
thorities, will be credited to future pay-
ment of the “audit fee.” Upon receipt of
the credit for overpayment of the “audit
fee” the foundations will then be re-
quired to add the amount of the credit
onto the required payout for that tax-
able year. In this way, the foundations
will be able to pay out to charity all of
the funds in excess of those required for
the Federal and State auditing and
supervision of exempt organizations.

The second bill, I am introducing to-
day, addresses itself toward a loophole or
shortcoming in section 4944 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code. Section 4944 was
added by the Tax Reform Act of 1969 and
was intended to safeguard the funds
which tax-exempt private foundations
hold in public trust by discouraging in-
vestments that carry a high degree of
risk. This was accomplished by impos-
ing a tax upon a foundation when it in-
vests any amount in such a manner as
to jeopardize the carrying out of its tax-
exempt purpose.

This provision has been interpreted as
prohibiting or discouraging foundations
from trading in “puts” and “calls” and
making other speculative investments.
Recent events, however, have shown that
there are glaring shortcomings with such
a narrow interpretation of jeopardizing
investments. It is now apparent that the
high degree of responsibility which re-
quires the managers and trustees of tax-
exempt organizations to exercise the de-
gree of skill, judgment, and care which
men of prudence, discretion and intel-
ligence exercise in the management of
their own affairs, should make manda-
tory the diversification of the invest-
ments in a foundation’s portfolio.

Recent studies by the Subcommittee
on Domestic Finance of the Banking and
Currency Committee have shown nu-
merous foundations that have an ex-
traordinary amount of their portfolio in-
vested in a single company. Obviously
such a concentrated investment entails
a much greater risk of loss than a pru-
dently invested, diversified portfolio by
basing a foundation’s ability to serve its
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charitable beneficiaries on the per-
formance of a single company.

One example which demonstrates how
the continued holding of a large invest-
ment in a single company has brought
about tremendous losses for charitable
beneficiaries is the John A. Hartford
Foundation's investment in the Great
Atlantic & Pacific Tea Co. This single
holding of A. & P, stock made up 84 per-
cent of all of the Hartford Foundation’s
assets at the end of 1968, and had a mar-
ket value of $297 million, with a yield
amounting to 4.55 percent. During the
last 10 years, the market value of the
A. & P. stock hold by the Hartford Foun-
dation has reached as high as $585 mil-
lion; however, the present value of the
stock is less than $121 million and divi-
dends on the A. & P. stock have been
discontinued.

Another example is Henry Luce Foun-
dation’s holding of Time, Inc., stock. In
1968, this holding of Time, Inc., stock had
a market value of $87 million and
amounted to 98 percent of all the Luce
Foundation’s assets. The present value
of this holding is less than $38 million.

These are dramatic, but not isolated,
examples of the decline in the market
value of the corpus of foundations who
have continuously invested their assets
in single companies, as opposed fo an in-
vestment policy of diversification. At the
present time, approximately 25 percent
of the 50 foundations which had the larg-
est investments in any single corporation
in 1968 have experienced a decline in the
market value of their portfolios.

The purpose of this bill, which I have
introduced, is to see that charitable
beneficiaries of private foundations are
protected, by requiring prudent, diversi-
fied investment programs by private
foundations. This bill will require port-
folio diversification by limiting the
amount of a private foundation’s assets
which can be invested in any single com-
pany to 10 percent of the private foun-
dation’s total assets.

_In recognizing certain problems asso-
ciated with the required divestiture of
extremely large holdings by certain

foundations, the bill allows existing
foundations up to 5 years to diversify its
portfolio. This 5-year provision will also
apply to any new gift or bequest received
by a foundation at any future time.

This much needed proposal is not
nearly as harsh as some may attempt
to make it. Since the passage of the Tax
Reform Act of 1969, many foundations,
to their credit, have initiated large suc-
cessful divestiture programs. Some of
these programs have exhibited note-
worthy innovation and those founda-
tions involved should be recoznized for
their efforts.

In 1972, the Kresge Foundation di-
vested of 2.5 million shares of the S. S.
Kresge Co. through a secondary offering,
which realized $257 million. The Eli Lilly
& Co. sold 3 million shares of .Eli Lilly &
Co. for $185 million. Some of the other
foundations that have divested or have
anncunced plans to divest of at least a
portion of their large holdings in single
companies included the Robert Wood
Johnson Foundation—Johnson & John-
scn Co., the Clark Foundation—Avon
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Corp., the Danforth Foundation—Ral-
ston-Purina Co., and the Amon Carter
Foundation—newspaper and television
interests.

The Ford Foundation, which held stock
in the Ford Motor Co. valued in 1968 at
$1.7 billion and which made up approxi-
mately 46 percent of the total value of
their assets, has pursued an aggressive
and innovative divestiture program
which they hope will have it completely
divested of its Ford Motor Co. stock
within the next 2 years.

Mr. Speaker, these examples of foun-
dations successfully divesting of large
blocks of stocks show that this proposal
of mandatory diversification is not feasi-
ble. Admittedly, many of these sales were
caused more by the provision in section
4942 of the Internal Revenue Code which
required the foundations to increase the
total yield of their holdings in order to
meet the minimum payout provision of
that section. Other foundations, however,
have voluntarily set upon a course of
diversification, because they realize the
wisdom and prudence of having a com-
pletely diversified portfolio. Unfortu-
nately, there remains many private foun-
dations that have taken no action or
made any attempt to protect the interest
of their charitable beneficiaries by failing
to establish a policy of prudent, diversi-
fied investments.

Mr. Speaker, for many years I have
been studying the need to insure that the
tax-exempt funds held by private foun-
dations are used solely for charitable
purposes. While the provisions of the Tax
Reform Act of 1969 relating to tax-
exempt private foundations were ad-
dressed to many major areas of abuse, the
provisions I am introducing today will
improve and refine the existing provi-
sions and I urge my colleagues to care-
fully consider these proposals. A copy
of the bills introduced follows:

H.R. 5728
A Dbill to provide that the receipts from the
excise tax based on the investment income
of private foundations shall be used for
the supervision of the activities of such
foundations

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

SecTION 1. CREATION OF TRUST

(a) TrusT FUND.—

(1) IN cENERAL—There is hereby estab-
lished on the books of the Treasury of the
United States a trust fund to be known as
the “Trust Fund for the Supervision of Pri-
vate Foundations' (referred to in this Act as
the “Trust Fund”). The Trust Fund shall
remain avalilable without fiscal year limita-
tion and shall consist of such amounts as
may be appropriated to it and deposited in it
as provided in subsection (b). Amounts in
the Trust Fund may be used only for (1)
the supervision of the activities of private
foundations are provided in this Aet, and (2)
the return of excess amounts to the private
foundations as provided in section 49840(d) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954.

(2) TrusTEE—The Secretary of the Treas-
ury shall be the trustee of the Trust Fund.

(3) The Secretary of the Treasury shall re-
port to the Congress not later than March 1
of each year on the operation and status of
the Trust Fund during the preceding year.
Each such report shall include a summary of
the reports of the State 8.gencies for the
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preceding year made to him under section
2(¢). Each such report shall be printed as &
House document of the session of the Con-
gress to which the report is made.

(b) APPROPRIATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL—There is hereby appro-
priated to the Trust Fund, out of money in
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated,
amounts equivalent to 100 percent of the
taxes received in the Treasury after Decem-
ber 31, 1973, under section 4940 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to ex-
cise tax based on the investment income of
private foundations).

{2) Method of transfer.—The amounts ap-
propriated by paragraph (1) shall be trans-
ferred from time to time from the general
fund of the Treasury to the Trust Fund on
the basis of estimates by the Secretary of
the Treasury of the amounts received in the
Treasury under such section 4940. Proper ad-
justments shall be made in the amounts
subsequently transferred to the extent prior
estimates were in excess of or less than the
amounts required to be transferred.

Sec. 2. PAYMENTS TO STATE GOVERNMENTS.

(a) GENERAL RULE.—The Secretary of the
Treasury shall, for 1974 and for each cal-
endar year thereafter, pay out of the Trust
Fund to the government of each qualifying
State an amount equal to the entitlement
of such State (determined under section 3).
Such payments shall be made in install-
ments, but not less often than once for
each quarter. Such payments for any year
may be initially made on the basis of esti-
mates. Proper adjustments shall be made in
the amount of any payment to a State gov-
ernment to the extent that the payments
previously made to such government under
this Act were in excess of or less than the
amounts required to be paid.

(b) QUALIFYING STATE—For purposes of
this Act, a State shall be a qualifying State
for any year If, before the beginning of such
year, such State establishes to the satisfac-
tlon of the Secretary of the Treasury (1)
that it will have in operation throughout
such year a State agency which will audit
the private foundations over which such
State has jurisdiction and will exercise sub-
stantial supervision over their activities to
ensure that such private foundations will
promptly and properly use their funds for
charitable purposes, and (2) that it will
comply with subsection (c).

(c) RerorTs.—Each State shall, for each
year for which it recelves funds pursuant to
this Act, make a report to the Secretary of
the Treasury before February 1 of the fol-
lowing year. Such report shall include—

(1) a full accounting for the funds re-
celved by such State during the year.

(2) a detailed description of the activities
of the private foundations supervised by the
State, and

(3) such other Information relating to pri-
vate foundations within the jurisdiction of
the State as the Secretary of the Treasury
may by regulations prescribe.

Sec. 3. ENTITLEMENT OF STATES.

(a) Basic AmounNT.—Each State which is
a qualifying State for a year shall be entitled
to receive for such year a basic amcunt of
$250,000.

(b) ApprrioNAL AmouUNT—Each State
which is a qualifying State for a year shall
be entitled to receive for such year (in addi-
tion to the basic amount) an amount which
bears the same ratio to—

(1) the excess of (A) 50 percent of the
amount appropriated to the Trust Fund for
such year under section 1(b), over (B) the
sum of the basic amounts payable to quali-
fying States for such year under subsection
(a) of this section, as

(2) the aggregate fair market value of the
noncharitable assets of all the private foun-
dations which have their principal place of
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business in that State bears to a similar
aggregate fair market value determined for
all the qualifying States.

(c) VALUATION DATE; NONCHARITABLE As-
sETs.—For purposes of subsection (b)(2)—

(1) VALUE DETERMINED.—Fair market value
for any year shall be determined as of the
first day of such year.

(2) NONCHARITABLE ASSETS.—The nonchar-
itable assets of any private foundation are
all of the assets of the foundation except
those being used (or held for use) directly
in carrying out the foundation's exempt
purpose.

SEC. 4. SUPERVISION BY INTERNAL REVENUE
SERVICE.

(a) Owe-HALF oF TRUST FUND AMOUNTS
May BE Usep BY INTERNAL REVENUE SERV-
1IcE—Not to exceed 50 percent of the amount
appropriated to the Trust Pund for any
period may be used, as provided by appro-
priation Acts, by the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice to supervise compliance with the provi-
sions of chapter 42 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 (relating to private founda-
tions) or otherwise to supervise the activities
of private foundations.

(b) ExceEss AMoUNTS MAY BE UsSED BY STATE
AGENCIES.—If, for any period, the Secretary
of the Treasury determines that the full
amount which may be appropriated under
subsection (a) exceeds the amount needed
by the Internal Revenue Service to carry out
the supervision set forth in subsection (a),
he shall certify to the House of Representa-
tives and to the Senate the amount which
he determines to be in excess of the needs
of the Internal Revenue Service. Any amount
so certified may be appropriated for distri-
bution to the State agencies of qualifying
States in the same proportion as additional
amounts are apportioned among the States
under section 3(b) for the year in which
the certification of the Secretary of the
Treasury is made.

Sec. 5. SECTION 4840 AmounTs NoT NEEDED
FOR SUPERVISION TO BE RETURNED
TO PRIVATE FOUNDATIONS.

(a) CREpIT oOR REFUND OF EXCESS
AmounTs.—Section 4940 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to excise
tax based on investment income) is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection:

“(d) Credit or Refund of Excess Amounts
to Private Foundations.—

“(1) In GENERAL—If, at the close of the
taxable year, the balance in the Trust Fund
for the Supervision of Private Foundations
exceeds an amount equal to 25 percent of
the aggregate amount expended out of such
Trust Fund during such year for supervision
by the State agencies and the Internal Reve-
nue Service of the activities of private foun-
dations, then such excess shall be returned
to the private foundations as provided in
this subsection.

“(2) CreprT OR REFUND.—There shall be
allowed to each private foundation, as a
credit against the tax imposed by this sec-
tion for the taxable year, an amount equal
to such private foundation’s pro rata share of
any excess determined under paragraph (1)
for such year. If, in the case of any privafe
foundation, the amount of any credit under
the preceding sentence for the taxable year
is greater than the amount of the tax im-
posed by subsection (a) for such year, the
amount by which such credit exceeds such
tax shall be considered an overpayment of
tax for such year.

“(3) PRIVATE FOUNDATION'S FPRO RATA
SHARE.—For purposes of paragraph (2), the
pro rata share of any private foundation of
any excess determined under paragraph (1)
for the taxable year shall be an amount
which bears the same ratio to such excess
as (A) the aggregate amount payable tunder
subsection (a) of this section by the private
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foundation for the taxable year and all prior
taxable years beginning after the last taxable
year for which an excess was returned to the
private foundations under this subsection
bears to (B) a similar aggregate determined
for all private foundations."

(b) CrEpIT oOrR REFUND To BE TREATED AS
DISTRIEUTABLE AMoUNT.—Section 4942(d) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (defining
“distributable amount” for purposes of the
taxes on fallure to distribute income) is
amended by striking out the period at the
end of paragraph (2) and inserting in lieu
thereof”, and increased by”, and adding after
paragraph (2) the following new paragraph:

“(3) the aggregate amount credited or re-
funded to the private foundation for the
taxable year under section 4940(d).”

Sec. 8. MEANING OF TERMS.

(a) STaTE—For purposes of this Act, the
term “State” includes the District of Colum-
bla.

(b) YEar.—For purposes of this Act, the
term “year” means the calendar year.

H.R. 5729
A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code
of 1854 to require private foundations to
diversify their holdings

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
4944 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
(relating to taxes on Investment which
Jeopardize charitable purpose) is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection:

“{f) Fallure To Diversify Portfollo.—

“{1) Treated as jeopardizing charitable
purpose.—For purposes of this section, on
each day on which a private foundation falls
to dispose of any nondiversified holding such
foundation shall be treated as making an in-
vestment, in an amount equal to the amount
of such nondiversified holding, in such a
manner as to jeopardize the carrying out of
its charitable purposes.

*{2) Nondiversified holding defined.—For
purposes of this subsection, the term ‘non-
diversified holding’ means the amount (if
any) by which the wvalue of the private
foundation’s holdings of stock and debt obll-
gations of any corporation exceed 10 percent
of the value of the total assets of the private
foundation.

*(8) Determination date—For purposes of
this section, the amount of the nondiversi-
fied holding of a private foundation in any
corporation for any period shall be deter-
mined—

“(A) In the case of the taxes imposed by
subsection (a) for any year (or part thereof),
on the day in the year (or part thereof) on
which the amount of the nondiversified hold-
ing was the greatest, or

“(B) in the case of the taxes imposed by
subsection (b), on the day in the correction
periocd on which the amount of the non-
diversified holding was the greatest.

"“(4) Short-term nondiversification to be
disregarded. —Paragraph (1) of this subsec-
tion shall not apply to the holdings of any
private foundation in any corporation until
such foundation has had nondiversified
holdings in such corporation on each of at
least 180 days occurring after the date of
the enactment of this subsection.

“(b) b-year perlod to dispcse of present
holdings.—This subsection shall not apply
to stock and debt obligations held by the pri-
vate foundation on March 1, 1973, until the
date which is 6 years after the date of the
enactment of this subsection.

“(6) b-year period to dispose of gifts, be-
quests, etc.—If, after March 1, 1973, there
is an increase in the holdings of stock and
debt obligations (other than by purchase
by the private foundation) held by a pri-
wvate foundation, this subsection shall not
apply to the stock and debt obligations rep-
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resenting such increase until the expiration
of 5 years after the later of—

“(A) the date of the enactment of this sub-
section, or

“(B) the date on which such increase in
holdings occurs.

“(T) Controlled group of corporations
treated as one corporation.—For purposes of
this subsection, all corporations which are
component members of the same controlled
group of corporations (within the meaning
of sectlon 1563) shall be treated as one cor-
poration.”

TERMINATION OF U.S. PARTICIPA-
TION IN SEATO AND CENTO

(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, I am to-
day introducing a House resolution ex-
pressing “the sense of the House” that
the U.S. Government should give the
requisite notice of its intention to ter-
minate its participation in the SEATO
treaty organization and in the three bi-
lateral agreements—with Pakistan, Tur-
key and Iran—which were entered into
in 1959 pursuant to the Baghdad Pact—
CENTO. This would, no doubt, have the
effect of bringing the SEATO and
CENTO organizations to an end.

These treaties are anachronistie relics
of the frigid period of the Cold War. At
the opening session of the Southeast Asia
Conference at Manila on September 6,
1954, Secretary of State John Foster
Dulles said:

We have come here to establish a collec-
tive security arrangement for Southeast
Asia. . . . We are united by & common dan-
ger, the danger that stems from internation-
al communism and its insatiable ambition.

He spoke of “the vast land armies of
which international communism disposes
in Asia,” and he made no distinction be-
tween Soviet Russia and mainland China.

The atmosphere was the same when
the original Baghdad Pact between Iraq
and Turkey was signed in 1955 and when
the United States joined with Iran, Pak-
istan, Turkey and the United Kingdom
in the Declaration of July 28, 1958, af-
firming that the need for the Baghdad
Pact was “greater than ever” and indi-
cating that the United States was in ef-
fect joining the so-called Central Treaty
Organization. Pursuant to that Declara-
tion, on March 5, 1959, the United States
entered into bilateral agreements with
Pakistan, Iran and Turkey providing for
“such appropriate action, including the
use of armed forces, as may be mutually
agreed upon” in the event of aggression.

The SEATO treaty and each of these
bilateral agreements provide that any of
the parties may terminate its participa-
tion on one year’s written notice. My res-
olution would express the “sense of the
House” that such notice should now be
given in each case.

In contrast to the relatively clear-cut
commitments of the NATO treaty, the
obligations of the parties under the
SEATO and CENTO agreements are
vague and uncertain. As might have been
expected, they have been interpreted in
very different ways by the signatories.
For example, the United States has
argued that its participation in the Viet-
nam war was required by its SEATO
commitment, while Britain and France,
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also signatories to the SEATO treaty, saw
no such obligation in the treaty. Such
vagueness Is dangerous: it creates un-
certainty and hence instability.

It is high time that the United States
should rethink the guestion of whether
these treaties are desirable rr not. They
should not be allowed to stay on the books
just because to do so is to follow the line
of least resistance.

Why, for example, should the United
States today have a separate treaty with
Pakistan? The treaty with Turkey would
seem to be superfluous since Turkey in
a member of NATO, With respect to
Iran, there is perhaps a reason for a
mutual defense agreement, since we have
enjoyed an exceptionally close relation-
ship with Iran for many years. But if
so, the agreement should be clear and
specific, and not subject to the danger of
conflicting interpretations.

All of these questions should be re-
examined, especlially in the light of our
new relationships with the Soviet Union
and the People’s Republic of China.

My principal purpose in introducing
this resolution is to stimulate such re-
examination. I hope that hearings on the
resolution will be held by the appropriate
subcommittees of the Foreign Affairs
Committee, preferably sitting jointly.

The text of the resolution follows:

H. Res. 311
House Resolution Expressing the sense of the

House of Representatives that the United

States terminate its part in SEATO and

CENTO

Whereas, the Southeast Asla Collective De-
fense Treaty (SEATO) and the agreements
of March 5, 1959, between the United States
and Pakistan, between the TUnited States
and Iran, and between the United States
and Turkey (entered Into pursuant to the
Declaration of July 28, 1958, concerning the
Baghdad Pact (CENTO)) each provide that
& signatory government may cease to be
a party to the treaty or agreement one year
following written notice to that effect, and

Whereas, the parties’ obligations and com-
mitments under these treaties and agree-
ments are vague and have been varlously
mtderpreted by the signatory governments,
an

Whereas, these treaties and agreements
have outlived any usefulness they may once
have had: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it 1s the sense of the House
of Representatives that:

(1) the United States Government should
promptly deposit written notice, in accord-
ance with Article X of the Southeast Asia
Collective Defense Treaty (TIAS 3170) of its
intentlon to cease being a party to the treaty
at the end of one year; and

(2) the United States Government should
promptly give written notice, in accordance
with the provisions of the three bilateral
agrzements of March 5, 1959, with Pakistan
(TTAS 4190), with Iran (TTIAS 4189) and with
Turkey (TIAS 4191), entered Into pursuant
to the Declaration of July 28, 1958, respecting
the Baghdad Pact, of its intention to ter-
minate such agreements at the end of one
year.

The following article by the distin-
guished columnist Clayton Fritchey is
highly pertinent:
|From the Washington Post, Feb. 27, 1873]

GIviNg SEATO THE BYRD
(By Clayton Fritchey)

WasHINGTON.—Sen. Robert Byrd (D-W.
Va.), is the assistant majority leader of the
U.S. Senate. He 1s a capable but provineial
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politician; until a few days ago he was never
known to express an opinion on foreign pol-
icy. Hence, it is all the more astonishing to
hear him make one of the most constructive
of all Vietnamese post-cease-fire proposals.

He thinks it's time for us to withdraw
from the Southeast Asia Treaty Organiza-
tion—the mischievous SEATO that has
meant nothing but trouble for the United
States since former Secretary of State Dulles
invented it almost 20 years ago to legalize
American meddling in Aslan affalrs.

Sen. Byrd, stating it politely, says the
treaty hasn't served U.S. interests. And he
adds: “All BEATO has done is talk. The
pact has no power to unite its members in
efforts to maintain peace and security, and
thus fails its basic purpose.”

Actually, 1t has tempted the U.8. to disturb
the peace rather than maintain it. So now
is the time, followlng the lead of some of
the treaty’s other signatories, to get out—
before it leads us into more Asian misad-
ventures.

With possibly one or two exceptions, none
of the other members of SEATO has ever
had much use for the treaty. It has never
really been what its name implies, for aside
from Thalland, no Southeast Aslan nation
would join it.

Britain and France reluctantly jolned in
order to humor Washington. Australia and
New Zealand came in because they depend
on the US. to protect them. Thalland and
the Philippines are quasi-U.S. satellites. Pak-
istan, at the time, was also one of our
client states.

Although Washington has for years in-
voked SEATO as legal authority for interven-
ing in South Vietnam, it should be noted
that the Salgon government is not a signa-
tory. Indeed, the treaty doesn't even recog-
nize the existence of a state of Bouth Viet-
nam, but only of a state of Vietnam, which,
under the 19564 Geneva agreement, meant
Hanol.

It wasn’t until after the U.S. began send-
ing in ground troops that former President
Johnson suddenly discovered (in 1966) that
under SEATO we had to defend South Viet-
nam., “We are in Vietnam," the late President
proclaimed, “because the United States and
our allies are committed to meet the common
danger of aggression in Southeast Asia.”

This was news to our allles. The other
major signatories of the treaty—Britain,
France and Pakistan—have never recognized
any obligation to help Salgon. Pakistan, in
fact, has since withdrawn from BSEATO.
France 1s inactive.

The new Prime Minister of New Zealand,
who feels SEATO has “atrophied,” says, “We
need an organization which brings countries
together rather than separates them, as
BEATO does.” Australla also 1s close to with-
drawal.

Ben. Byrd can render a real public service
if he now goes on to show how the American
people were decelved into thinking that
SEATO imposed on them, a sacred commit-
ment to fight for Vietnam. That question
ought to be clearly settled, so that it can
never be exploited again.

The question first arose when the treaty
was before the U.S. Senate in 1955 for rati-
ficatlon. The then chalrman of the Foreign
Relations Committee, Sen. Walter George
sald (with the approval of SBecretary Dulles)
“I cannot emphasize too strongly that we
have no obligation to take positive measures
of any kind. All we are obligated to do is
consult together about it."

Dulles himself told the Senate, “We do not
intend to dedicate any major elements of the
U.S. military establishment to form an army
of defense in this area . . .” Yet, in the end,
& willful President did just that—without
consulting Congress, the public or even the
other members of SEATO.

Before his election 1968, President Nixon
described SEATO as a “somewhat anachronis-
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tic relic,” while Henry Kissinger was calling
it “"moribund.” Once in the White House,
however, their criticlsm ceased.

Now that Nixon is disengaging from Viet-
nam, it might be a good time for him to
substitute for SEATO a policy he once enun-
ciated at Manila. He sald: “Peace In Asia
cannot come from the United States. It must
come from Asla. The people of Asla, the gov-
ernments of Asla—they are the ones who
must lead the way to peace In Asia.” Amen.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1973

(Mr. BINGHAM asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing the Social Security
Amendments Act of 1973, a comprehen-
sive bill which liberalizes eligibility re-
quirements and benefits under social
security, medicare, and Federal supple-
mentary security income. This legislation
is vitally needed to provide improved
coverage for the elderly, the disabled,
and the blind.

Last year in the 92d Congress, we
fought successfully for a 20-percent
across-the-board rise in social security
benefits and other improvements in the
social security law. However, Mr. Speak-
er, much more remains to be done if so-
cial security is to meet the needs of its
beneficiaries.

There are 40 provisions in my bill, and
many of them have been drawn up in
response to requests and comments from
my constituents. Some of the provisions
are based on suggestions which were
made to me by the National Council of
Senior Citizens, the American Associa-
tion of Retired Persons, and the National
Retired Teachers Association. All of these
provisions are aimed at helping to bring
about a better life for the senior citizens
of our society.

I have set out the detalled specifics of
each provision in the section-by-section
analysis of this bill which accompanies
my statement. Consequently, I shall here
merely outline in general terms the prin-
cipal elements of this legislation.

First, my bill would provide partial
funding for social security benefits from
general Federal tax revenues. The effect
of this would be to transfer some of the
regressive social security tax burden to
the far more progressive income and
estate tax structure.

Second, the minimum benefit and the
minimum primary insurance amount
would be increased. The result would
raise the minimum monthly benefit from
$85 to $120. Furthermore, if a worker had
paid into Social Security for more than
15 years, he or she would be entitled to
receive a minimum of $8 times the num-
ber of years worked—up to 25 years pro-
viding a minimum monthly benefit of
between $120 and $200.

Third, this bill increases to $3000
annually—$250 a month—the amount of
outside earnings which are allowed with-
out reducing social security benefits.

Fourth, lump-sum death benefits are
increased.

Fifth, forced retirees would be eligible
for benefits at age 55.
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Sixth, the retirement age for men and
women would be lowered to 62 with full
benefits. Forced retirees would be eligible
for reduced benefits at age 55.

Seventh, if a woman has worked 30
years under social security, she would
receive full benefits even if she began re-
ceiving payments before age 62.

Eighth, eligibility for widows’ and wid-
owers’ benefits would be expanded.

Ninth, increased benefits would be paid
to beneficlaries who did not begin receiv-
ing payments at age 65 but instead
waited until a Iater age.

Tenth, the definition of disability
would be broadened and blind persons
would be made eligible for disability ben-
efits after 6 quarters of social security
coverage.

Eleventh, marriage or remarriage after
age 60 by a surviving beneficiary would
not affect that person’s right to receive
survivor's benefits.

Twelfth, civil service and social secu-
rity credits would be interchangeable.

Thirteenth, special housing allow-
ances would be paid to low-income senior
cltizens, and recipients of aid to the aged,
the blind, and the disabled would retain
eligibility for food stamps.

Fourteenth, the first $7,500 of annual
pension income would be disregarded in
determining eligibility for Federal sup-
plementary security income payments in
the case of persons over age 70.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, my bill would
make several critically needed ckanges in
the medicare system.

Medicare recipients would no longer
be charged premiums for the supple-
mentary insurance which covers doctors’
bills. All deductibles and coinsurance
would be eliminated, thus guaranteeing
that a medicare beneficiary would re-
ceive totally free medica] care, the Fed-
eral Government paying all costs. Medi-
care would pay for home health care and
nursing services, prescription drugs,
dental services, eye glasses, flu vaccine,
and orthopedic shoes and braces. Medi-
care coverage would, for the first time,
be usable abroad, covering beneficiaries
while they are in Israel, Italy, Ireland,
Greece, or any other country with qual-
ity medical services.

Just because we enacted and improved
social security and medicare benefits in
1972 does not mean that this Congress
can now afford to relax its efforts. We
must remain watchful of the needs of
our senior citizens who are burdened
with inflation, rising food costs, increased
medical expenses, and high rents. This
Nation owes a great debt to the senior
citizens whose years of hard work and
participation in our democratic proc-
esses have helped to build America,

In the hope that this Congress will
rise to meet the challenge of providing
them with a good standard of living in
their golden years, I am introducing this
legislation.

BECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF H.R. 5670,
THE SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS ACT
OF 19073

TITLE T

Section 101 increases the minimum
primary insurance amount to $120 per
month.

Section 102 provides an alternative pri-
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mary insurance amount, equal to $8 mul-
tiplied by the number of years up to 25
that a person has worked under social
security and had covered earnings equal
to the amounts specified.

Section 103 increases the social secu-
rity tax and benefit base to $15,000 a
year.

Section 104 increases the exempt
amount under the social security earn-
ings test to $3,000 a year—$250 per
month.

Also provides for automatic increases
in the exempt amount in direct propor-
tion to the rise in average wages taxed for
social security purposes.

Section 105 increases the lump-sum
death payment to the smaller of four
times the primary insurance amount or
150 percent of the maximum primary in-
surance amount shown in the benefit ta-
ble in effect at the time the worker died.

Section 106 lowers the retirement age
to 62 with full benefits and to 60 with ac-
tuarially reduced benefits.

Section 107 provides that widow's and
widower’s benefits shall be paid to a
widow or widower if that person’s spouse
died while receiving benefits and the sur-
vivor was at least age 50 at the time of
the spouse’s death.

This section also provides that benefits
for disabled widows and widowers shall
be paid without regard to their age.

Furthermore, a widow would be eligible
for widow’s benefits at age 55, provided
that her husband was insured by social
security, even if he had not begun re-
ceiving benefits at the time of his death.

Section 108 reinstates full monthly
benefits to a social security recipient who
elects to receive reduced benefits. Full
benefits are restored at the age at which
the reduced benefits received equal the
benefits which the recipient would have
received had he or she waited until the
full retirement age to begin receiving
benefits.

Section 109 provides that forced re-
tirees may begin receiving reduced bene-
fits at age 55. A forced retiree is defined
as a person who is required to retire be-
fore age 60 or who is unable to obtain
employment suited to his experience and
abilities.

Section 110 eliminates the actuarial re-
duction of a woman’s old-age benefit
(based on her own earnings) which ap-
plies when benefits begin before age 65
in the case of a woman who has had at
least 30 years (120 quarters) of work un-
der social security.

Section 111 provides for the payment
of benefits based on the combined earn-
ings of a husband and wife (when both
have worked long enough to qualify for
benefits) in cases where a higher total
payment than is payable under present
law would result.

Section 112 provides that if a bene-
‘ficiary’s payments begin after age 65, that
person will receive increased lifetime
payments which actuarially equal the
lifetime amount he or she would have re-
ceived had benefits begun at age 65.

Section 113 applies the age 62 benefit
computation point for men to current
beneficiaries and eliminates the 2-year
phase-in period which exists in present
law.
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Section 114 amends the definition of
disability so that disability benefits would
be payable starting after the third month
of disability, without regard to the ex-
pected duration of the disability.

In addition, a special definition of dis-
ability would be provided for workers
who are age 55 or over. Under this def-
inition, benefits would be payable if the
disability was one that prevented the per-
son from doing his regular work or some
other type of work which he had done at
some time in the past.

Section 115 permits a fully insured in-
dividual to receive disability benefits, re-
gardless of when his insured quarters of
coverage were earned. This eliminates
the recent work requirement for dis-
ability benefit eligibility.

Section 116 provides for the payment
of disability insurance benefits to blind
people who have at least six quarters of
work under the social security program,
regardless of when the quarters are
earned.

Section 117 provides monthly benefits,
similar to mother's benefits, to widowers
who have children entitled to children’s
benefits.

Section 118 provides for paying month-
ly benefits to the dependent parent,
age 62 or over, of a retired or disabled
worker,

Section 119 provides for paying child’'s
benefits to a fulltime student up to age
24, rather than age 22.

Section 120 provides for the payment
of benefits to divorced wives and surviv-
ing divorced wives who had been married
to the worker for at least 10 years, rather
than for 20 years as in present law.

Section 121 eliminates the requirement
that a husband must have been receiving
at least one-half of his support from his
wife in order to qualify for husband’s
benefits, and it eliminates the require-
ment that a widower must have been
receiving at least one-half of his support
from his deceased wife in order to qualify
for widower’s benefits.

Section 122 provides that marriage or
remarriage after a person’s 60th birthday
Hfﬂl not be a reason for terminating bene-

ts.

Section 123 provides that employee or
self-employed social security contribu-
tions shall be optional after age 65.

Section 124 permits a person to ex-
change credits between the social secu-
rity system and the civil service retire-
ment system in order to obtain maxi-
mum benefits under the two systems.

Section 125 revises the social security
tax schedule. Revised amounts not shown
in draft.

Section 126 provides for payments
from general Federal revenues to the
social security trust funds. The pay-
ments would start at 5 percent of the
social security taxes collected for fiscal
year 1974 and rise by 5 percent each
year until the payment reaches 50 per-
cent of the taxes collected for fiscal
1983 and thereafter.

Section 127 is a general savings pro-
vision that no person’s present social se-
curity or supplemental security income
benefit may be reduced as a result of any
of the provisions in this Social Security
Amendments Act of 1973.
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TITLE IT

_Section 201 provides that people en-
titled to cash benefits would become
automatically entitled to supplementary
medical insurance benefits and that the
cost of these benefits would be paid out
of social security taxes. Premiums col-
lected from beneficiaries and the Fed-
eral Government would be abolished.

Section 202 eliminates all deductibles
and coinsurance under medicare—ex-
cept r_or the $1 deductible on drug pre-
scriptions contained in section 204. Thus,
the Government would pay all medical
expenses incurred by a medicare bene-
ficiary.

Section 203 extends medicare cover-
age to all persons who are receiving so-
cial security disability benefits.

Section 204 provides for the payment
of prescription drugs purchased by a
medicare beneficiary. The medicare ben-
eﬂciar_y would pay $1 of the cost of each
prescription and this amount would rise
in proportion to rises in the future cost
of prescription drugs.

Section 205 extends the coverage of
the supplementary medical insurance
program to include dental services—
except for cleaning teeth—the cost of
prescription eyeglasses, orthopedic shoes
and braces, the services of an optom-
gitrist. and the cost of influenza vacecina-

on,

Section 206 extends medicare coverage
to U.S. citizens outside the United
States under the same general standards
and requirements as apply within the
United States.

Section 207 provides home health care
and private duty nursing services under
medicare and medicaid. This section also
extends fire and safety standards re-
quirements to intermediate care facilities
and expands public disclosure require-
ments of finances, expenses, and charges
of these facilities.

Finally, this section authorizes a sub-
sidy program for families who care for

their elderly, infirm dependents at
home.

TITLE III

Section 301 extends the Federal sup-
plgmenta.l security income program—
minimum payment of $130 per individ-
ual, $195 per couple—to Puerto Rico,
Guam, and the Virgin Islands.

Section 302 permits a disabled or blind
person to receive Federal supplemental
security income payments regardless of
any income received by that person’s
spouse from social security or railroad
retirement.

Section 303 provides that a person who
has reached age 70 and is not covered
by social security, and who would be
eligible for the minimum Federal supple-
mental security income—aid to the aged,
the blind, and the disabled—but for pri-
vate pension or annuity income being
received, annually shall have the first
$7,500 of that pension or annuity dis-
regarded in determining eligibility for
the Federal supplemental security in-
come.

Section 304 preserves eligibility for
food stamps under the Federal supple-
mental security income program.

Section 305 provides special housing
allowances from social security to elderly




March 15, 1973

low-income persons. People over age 62
who have annual incomes under $4,500
would be eligible.

TITLE IV

Section 401 increases the authorization
for appropriations for maternal and
child health and crippled children’s
services from $350 million to $650 mil-
lion a year.

In addition, it postpones from July
1973 to July 1977 the date by which
State programs will have to offer certain
specified services if they are to qualify
for Federal grants and extends from
June 30, 1973 to June 30, 1977 the au-
thority to make special project grants
to the States for maternity and infant
care, health of school and preschool
children, and dental health of children.

ALASKA OIL ISSUE

(Mr. UDALL asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, today I am
introducing legislation which would
guarantee the American people a timely,
responsible, and independent decision
by the Congress on the extraction of
badly needed petroleum reserves on
Alaska's north slope. This bill was in-
spired by no industry, consumer or con-
servation group; its goal is neither subtle
subversion nor advancement of the con-
troversial Trans-Alaska Pipeline. Its
only objective is to establish a reasonable
deadline for a decision to be made on
Alaskan oil, and to require that in arriv-
ing at that decision, Congress take into
account the best available scientific ad-
vice on each of the serious alternatives
which have been proposed.

Much of the anguish associated with
this issue really stems from the unwill-
ingness of the interests involved to take
their cases before the Congress and to
request that a national policy decision
be made. To the contrary, for nearly 5
years, the pipeline issue has been ban-
died about from the administrative agen-
cies to the courts, appoved by permits
and then halted by injunctions. The net
result is that the petroleum lies untapped
where it was discovered in 1968, while
the Nation moves to the brink of a seri-
ous energy shortage.

On the heels of a spectacular court
decision, the Congress now finds itself
in the midst of the fray. Even so the
Alaska oil issue has been delivered to us
in the sheepskin of the Mineral Leasing
Act of 1920—the basis upon which a Fed-
eral court recently halted pipeline con-
struction. Ironically, the court issued its
injunction not on the basis of environ-
mental or economic considerations—
even though these are paramount and
the real points of dispute—but rather
because the rights-of-way granted to
Alyeska exceeded the outdated limita-
tions imposed by a half-century-old stat-
ute.

The Congress now has basically three
choices. First, it may choose to approve
a small, technical amendment to this
anachronistic statute increasing the
width of rights-of-way over public lands
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to correspond with modern technology.
One such approach is currently being
supported by the administration and, I
take it, the oil industry. What it offers
Congress is an apparently painless way
to approve the pipeline without encoun-
tering the broad environmental and eco-
nomic guestions involved. What it risks,
I fear, is an unending series of law suits,
continuing delay, and ultimately the pos-
sibility not only that the pipeline would
not be built, but that no transmission
facility of any kind could be constructed
in time to relieve severe petroleum short-
ages predicted by the end of this decade.

A second proposal, made by opponents
of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline, is that
Congress simply approve an alternate
route, probably through Canada. Let me
say that I share their dissatisfaction
with the level of attention the Canadian
route has received from industry and the
administration. Furthermore, I share
their desire to impose upon Congress the
responsibility for making a positive de-
cision on the Alaskan oil question. But
the fact is, the Congress is not in a posi-
tion to make a responsible decision on
this alternative until adequate engineer-
ing studies explore its feasibility and
negotiations with the Canadian Govern-
ment determine the availability of
rights-of-way.

The legislation I am introducing today
offers Congress still another choice. My
bill would:

State that it is the policy in the United
States to undertake timely recovery of
petroleum reserves on Alaska’s north
slope.

Direct the Office of Technology As-
sessment to undertake a 1-year study of
all the viable geographic and transmis-
sion alternatives and report back fact
and conclusions prior to congressional
action. At the same time, the Secretary
of Interior would be required to engage
in discussions with the Canadian Gov-
ernment to identify and clarify its posi-
tion with regard to rights-of-way.

Require that within 60 days of sub-
mission of the OTA and Interior Depart-
ment reports, Congress take positive ac-
tion to approve one of the alternative
methods of recovery. Such action is as-
sured by a highly privileged resolution
allowing any Member to bring the mat-
ter directly to the floor.

The Office of Technology Assessment,
a new arm of Congress, would be asked
to form conclusions on three crucial
questions:

First. Which market areas in the con-
tinental United States will experience
the greatest immediate and long-range
demands for petroleum?

Second. Which of the available geo-
graphical routes will, all factors con-
sidered, best meet demand?

Third. Which method of delivery of
the alternatives available, including but
not limited to rail, pipeline, and ocean
tanker, is, all factors considered, the
best means of transmission?

In arriving at conclusions, OTA is in-
structed to weigh equally environmental
impact, economic costs and national se-
curity.

In discussing the merits of such an
approach, let me address myself to the
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public, the petroleum industry and the
conservation movement.

To the public: Since 1968, when the
oil find was made in Alaska, neither you
nor the Congress has been allowed to
play any role in the important national
decisions relating to the recovery of that
needed resource. Those decisions to date
have been made by political appointees
serving the President and by a handful
of men wearing judicial robes; they
have been influenced by an industry
committed to building a highly contro-
versial pipeline and by established con-
servation and consumer groups deter-
mined to oppose it. This bill offers you
a chance to have an impact on a signi-
ficant national decision which may well
determine in the years immediately
ahead the availability of gas for your
automobile and oil to heat your home,
as well as the environmental risks to your
waterways and beaches.

To the petroleum industry: You have
not always counted me as one of your
friends, but you will want to carefully
assess this bill in light of what is offered
your industry. First, the bill recognizes
that North Slope o0il is a resource which
must be developed. Second, it gives you
a definite time frame within which you
will have a decision on the method of
development. Once this bill is passed,
you would know that in 14 months the
construction of transmission facilities
can begin. Third, you would be secure in
the knowledge that, whatever Congress
decides, that is national policy not sub-
ject to harrassment or review in the
courts.

Finally to the conservation groups:
You have done a service to the Nation by
insisting that alternatives to the poten-
tially dangerous trans-Alaska pipeline
be thoroughly explored. That is pre-
cisely what is proposed in this bill—a
unique and unbiased study of the alter-
natives by a new, independent arm of
Congress. Under this bill, Congress could
decide to proceed with the trans-Alaska
route, but if you support this bill, you are
guaranteed the decision will be made in
an open forum on the basis of the best
available evidence. That, rather than
blind opposition to the pipeline, has been
your goal as I understand it.

Mr. Speaker, there has been much dis-
cussion in these Halls of the increasing
arrogance of the executive branch in at-
tempting to exercise powers belonging
only to the Congress. I submit that the
Alaska oil situation is a case in point. For
4 years this administration has done
everything within its power to circum-
vent Congress on the pipeline issue. Had
it not been for a rather technical viola-
tion of the Mineral Leasing Act, having
nothing to do with the tough economic
and environmental issues at stake, it may
well have succeeded. Having been
brought up short by the court, the ad-
ministration is once again attempting to
evade the issue by seeking a technical
change in the old law rather than a full
discussion of the issue and a decision by
Congress. Such a policy presumes two
things: the willingness of Congress to
allow a monumental decision of this kind
to slip through the back door and the
total capitulation of those who have
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fought long and hard agalnst the pipe-
line,

Mr. Speaker, ultimately the Congress
will be forced to decide the Alaska oil
issue—whether now in an informed, or-
derly and timely manner or in 2 or 3
vears after another round of lawsuits
and maneuvering within the Federal
agencies, with an energy crisis at hand
and the Congress impotent to do any-
thing about it.

The ofl industry, the conservationists
and the public deserve an answer—now.

I include the text of my bill to be
printed at this point in the Recorp:

H.R. 5750
A bill to authorize the construction of trans-
mission facilities for dellvery to the con-
tinental United States of petroleum re-
serves located on the North Slope of

Alaska, and for other purposes

Be {t enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United Siates of
America fn Congress assembled, That the
Oongresa hereby finds that—

(a) energy sources are In short supply and
the Congress should act to hasten the re-
ocovery of underground petroleum reserves on
the North Slope of Alaska;

(b) the alternative methods of recovery
and delivery of such petroleum should be
thoroughly studied and diplomatic problems
arising from the adoption of any alternative
should be identified and clarified;

(c) the study of alternative methods of
recovery and dellvery should thoroughly con-
sider and examine the environmental effects,
economioc costs, and national security aspects
of such recovery and delivery method; and

(d) no decision generally affecting the
siting of transmission facilities on public
land in Alaska for the purposes of recovering
petroleum from the North Slope should be
made by any Federal agency until the Con-
gress has had an opportunity to review plans
for recovering and dellvering such petroleum
reserves.

Sec. 2. (a) The Director of the Office of
Technology Assessment (hereafter in this
Act referred to as the “Director”) is author-
fzed and directed to conduct a thorough
study of all practical methods of recovering
and delivering to the continental United
States the petroleum reserves located on the
North Slope of Alaska. The Director shall
report his findings and conclusions, based
on the study sauthorized by this sectlon,
to the Congress, and shall file a final re-
port, based on such study, with the Con-

within the one-year period beginning
on the date of enactment of this Act. In
conducting the study authorized by this sec-
tion, giving equal consideration to the en-
vironmental impact, economic cost, and
national security aspects of all such alterna-
tive recovery and delivery methods, the Di-
rector shall—

(1) identify and define those market areas
in the continental United States that are
expected to experience the greatest immedi-
ate and long-range demand for petroleum,
as well as the avallable geographical routes
that will, considering all factors, best meet
the demand; and

(2) determine which of the methods of
and routes for the recovery and delivery of
such North Slope petroleum, of all alterna-
tives avallable, Including but not limited to
rail, pipeline, ocean tanker, or any combina-
tion thereof, all factors considered, is the
best recovery and delivery method and route
for such North Slope petroleum.

(b) In conducting the study authorized
by this section the Director is authorized to
enter into such contracts with such per-
sons, institutions, or agencies as may be

necessary and appropriate to carry out the
purposes of this Act.
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{c) The Director 18 authorized to secure
from any department, agency, or Iinstru-
mentality of the Federal Government any in-
formation he deems necessary to carry out
his functions under this Act. Upon request
of the Director, the head of any Federal de-
partment, agency, or instrumentality is au-
thorized (1) to furnish the Director such
information as may be necessary for carrying
out his functions to the extent it is avall-
able to or procurable by such department,
agency, or instrumentality and (2) to detail
to temporary duty with the Director, on &
reimbursable basis, such personnel, within
hizs administrative jurisdiction as the Di-
rector requests, each such detall to be with-
out loss of seniority, pay, or other employee
status.

Sec. 3. The Secretary of the Interlor is
authorized and directed to enter into negotl-
atlons with the government of Canada to
determine the feasibility and avallability of
& right-of-way across Canadian territory for
the construction and operation of transmis-
slon facilities for the petroleum reserves on
the North Slope of Alaska. The BSecretary
shall report the results of his negotiations
to the Congress within the one-year period
beginning on the date of enactment of this
Act

Sec. 4. All reports required by this Act
to be flled with the Congress shall be filed
with the Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives and the Secretary of the Senate.

Sec. 5. Notwithstanding any other law, rule
of law, or any order or decision of any court,
no order or rule of the Secretary of the
Interlor, or of any other Federal agency or of-
ficer of the United States, granting a right-
of-way, easement, or use of any Federal land
for the development and operation of a pipe-
line for the transmission of petroleum from
the North Slope In Alaska shall take effect
until the end of the sixty day period begin-
ning on the date the Director files his final
report with the Congress as authorized and
directed by section 2 of this Act, and then
only if the Congress has not, prior to the
end of such sixty day period, adopted a
concurrent resolution which authorizes a
specific alternative method for the transmis-
slon of such petroleum according to the
procedure specified in sectlon 6 of this Act.

Sec. 6. (a) This section 13 enacted by
Congress—

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives, respectively, and as such they are
deemed a part of the rules of each House,
respectively, but applicable only with re-
spect to the procedure to be followed In that
House in the case of resolutions described
by this section; and they supersede other
rules only to the extent that they are incon-
slstent therewith; and

(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either House to change the
rules (so far as relating to the procedure
of that House) at any time, In the same
manner and to the same extent as in the
case of any other rule of that House.

(b) For the purpose of this ‘Act, “resolu-
tlon"” means only a concurrent resolutlon,
the matter after the resolving clause of which
is as follows: *"That the Congress favors
the plan for the development of a trans-
mission method for the delivery of North
Slope petroleum described as follows:
——", the blank space therein being
appropriately filled; but does not Include a
concurrent resolution which specifies more
than one plan.

(c) A resolution with respect to petroleum
transmission plan shall be referred to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affalrs
of the House of Representatives, or the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the
Senate, by the President of the Senate or
the Speaker of the House of Representatives,
s the case may be.
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(d) If the committee to which a resolution
with respect to a petroleum transmission
plan has been referred has not reported it
at the end of 10 calendar days after its
introduction, it is In order to move elther
to discharge the committee from further
consideration of the resolution or to dis-
charge the committee from further consid-
eération of any other resolution with respect
to the petroleum transmission plan which
has been referred to the committee.

{e) A motion to discharge may be made
only by an individual favoring the resolu-
tion, is highly privileged (except that it may
not be made after the committee has re-
ported a resolution with respect to the same
plan), and debate thereon shall be limited
to not more than one hour, to be divided
equally between those favoring and those
opposing the resolution. An amendment to
the motion is not in order, and it is not in
order to move to reconsider the vote by which
the motion is agreed to or disagreed to.

(f) If the motion to discharge is agreed
to or disagreed to, the motion may not be
renewed, nor may another motion to dis-
charge the committee be made with respect
to any other resolution with respect to the
same plan.

(g) When the committee has reported, or
has been discharged from further consider -
ation of, a resolution with respect to a pe
troleum transmission plan, it is at any time
thereafter in order (even though a previous
motion to the same effect has been dis-
agreed to) to move to proceed to the con-
sideration of the resolution. The motion is
highly privileged and is not debatable. An
amendment to the motion is not in order,
and it is not in order to move to reconsider
the vote by which the motion is agreed to
or disagreed to.

(h) Debate on the resolution shall be
limited to not more than 10 hours, which
shall be divided equally between those favor-
ing and those opposing the resolution. A
motion further to limit debate is not de-
batable. An amendment to, or motion to
recommit, the resolution is not in order,
and it is not in order to move to reconsider
the vote by which the resolution is agreed to
ord ed to.

(1) Motions to postpone, made with re-
spect to the discharge from committee, or
the consideration of, a resolution with re-
spect to a petroleum transmission plan, and
motions to proceed to the consideration of
other business, shall be decided without
debate.

(J) Appeals from the decislons of the
Chalir relating to the application of the rules
of the Senate or the House of Representa-
tives, a5 the case may be, to the procedure
relating to a resolution with respect to a pe-
troleum transmission plan shall be decided
without debate.

Sec. 7. There are authorized such funds
as may be necessary to carry out the pro-
visions of this Act.

DR. CHARLES RICE GADAIRE

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

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, on July 1,
1973, Dr. Charles Rice Gadaire will re-
tire from his duties as special assistant
to President Harry T. Courinotes, of
American International College. I take
this opportunity to laud his profound
educational, social, and administrative
efforts. Dr. Gadaire, or Doc Gadaire as
he is popularly known, has served as a
member of the faculty or in an adminis-
trative position at this small liberal arts
college located in Springfleld, Mass., for
the past 37 years.
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Dr. Gadaire, who is a native of Brook-
fleld, Mass., received his bachelor's de-
gree in blology from Clark University,
1933, and his doctorate from the Uni-
versity of Toronto, 1935. In the fall of
1935, he and his young bride moved to
Springfield, Mass., and Dr. Gadaire join-
ed the faculty of American International
College. This was the beginning of an
{llustrious educational career that would
span nearly 40 years and touch literally
thousands of students.

Dr. Gadaire has been an active mem-
ber of the community. After serving as
head of the biology department for 11
years, he became head of the entire
science department in 1946. Six years
later, he was again honored by being
named director of student activities. In
1957 he was named dean of students at
the college, a post he subsequently re-
linguished to return to the classroom he
so fondly loved. The graduating class of
1967 asked him to deliver the baccalau-
reate address.

Dr. Gadaire's talents and accomplish-
ments were not limited entirely to the
confines of the classroom. He became &
frequent lecturer throughout the Na-
tion, often speaking on his two favorite
topics, “The College Student Today” and
“Environment—Critical Issue of the Sev-
enties.” Due to his astounding foresight,
American International College initiated
its model congress program which would
draw accolades from across the Nation.
During World War II, Dr. Gadaire as-
sumed the chairmanship of the science
department of Springfield’s High School
of Commerce and also instruced a course
in the Army’s aircrew cadet program.
In 1958 he was elected an honorary mem-
ber of Alpha Chi, the National Honor
Scholarship Society. In 1968 he was ap-
pointed to the national council of that
soclety.

Dr. Gadaire has remained active in
the local chapter of the American As-
sociation for the Advancement of Sci-
ence, and chairman of the Subcommittee
on Schools and Colleges of the Spring-
field Cancer Education Commitfee of
the American Cancer Society. He also,
quite miraculously, found time to serve
as chairman of the Ludlow, Mass., School
Committee and as corporator of the
Wesson Maternity Hospital. In 1958 he
had the distinction of serving as chair-
man of the National Assoclation of Stu-
dent Personnel Cooperating Committee
of the United States, an organization of
college administrators. He is also a mem-
ber of the Lions Club.

In 1967 Dr. Gadaire was named dean
of continuing education and extension
programs. This helped to formulate and
later launch a program for servicemen
located at nearby Westover Air Force
Base to earn college credits while serving
America. He is also a guest lecturer of
biology at Our Lady of the Elms College
in Chicopee, Mass.

While all of the above accomplish-
ments of the very popular professor are
impressive, his most significant mark is
the splendid influence he brought to bear

on so many young people with whom he
came into contact. Knowing how deeply

he cared about their future, students
naturally responded in a positive man-
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ner. Although we certainly live in an age
of remarkable innovation, Dr. Gadaire
never lost that touch that helped to make
him the great and benevolent educator
that he is.

Dr. and Mrs. Gadaire have heen a
credit not only to the academic com-
munity, but also to the community at
large. Dr. Gadaire will be missed by the
college at which he taught, and he will
also be missed by the citizens of the area
in which he made his home.

PROBLEMS FACING CITIES

(Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS. Mr.
Speaker, air pollution, congestion, waste
of land, and economic inefficiency are
just a few of the many problems facing
large cities due to backward transporta-
tion systems. The use of funds now ex-
clusively allocated to urban systems from
the highway trust fund for the creation
of mass transit systems would greatly
alleviate these problems. This is the in-
tent of the legislation I have introduced
today.

Mass transit, in the form of buses,
rails, and subways, are more economical,
safer, and more efficient than automo-
biles for daily commuting.

By the end of this decade, if not sooner,
we will face a great energy crisis. Today,
we import approximately 25 percent of
our oil. By 1985, 58 percent of our oil will
be imported from foreign countries. We
expect that the price of fuel, by then,
will increase 100 percent. We must offer
commuters a safer and more economical
alternative in the forms of public trans-
portation which will also cut back the
daily use of fuel by almost 15 percent.

Emissions from automobiles cause ap-
proximately 90 percent of the air pollu-
tion in our cities. Autos account for
nearly two-thirds of carbon monoxide,
more than one-half of hydrocarbons, and
two-fifths of nitrogen oxide in the air.
Environmental experts say that “drastic
measures” will have to be taken to limit
the number of automobiles entering our
citles if clean air standards are to be
achieved. Already such a measure has
been formally proposed for Los Angeles
by William Ruckelshaus of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency.

Mass transportation would greatly de-
crease the number of automobiles in the
cities, making them considerably easier,
healthier, and cleaner to live in.

Land in urban areas is scarce and mass
transportation would reduce the amount
of land being wasted on parking lots or
being torn down, paved over, and filled
with fumes of crawling traffic and an-
guished motorists.

Our highways and freeways have be-
come so clogged and backlogged with
commuters and marginal users, that no
one really benefits from highways or local
in-town arterials and streets. One major
reason for the decimation of downtown

and other urban shopping areas is the
impossibility of parking, and the likeli-

hood of being stranded in crawling, foul
smelling traffic. One major boon to urban
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business would be to make urban business
as convenient as shopping centers. Thus,
urbanites would have the option of urban
and suburban shopping centers while
their suburban counterparts could shop
with ease downtown or in their own com-
munity centers.

Certainly another benefit is that other
forms of transportation would benefit
from a reduction in the number of pri-
vate single occupant automobiles. Truck-
ers and taxl operators would be able to
deliver their goods and passengers faster
and on time, increasing the efficlency of
both and increasing business for both.

Studies have shown that additional
freeways created additional congestion
and that the only way to relieve the prob-
lem is to greatly reduce the number of
private automobiles on the road by sub-
stituting mass transit.

Mass transit is certainly not the com-
plete answer to solving the energy crisis
nor to cleaning up the environment.
Neither is mass transit a cure-all for our
transportation problems.

However, by permitting local urban
systems the option of trust fund moneys
for mass fransit, we would provide then
an effective tool to help solve our energy
crisis, clean up our air, use land more
efficiently, and transport people in s safe,
efficient, and economic manner. More-
over, we would be providing an opportu-
nity to utilize the full potential of the
automobile as transportation—a poten-
tial certainly not now realized.

MEDICAID FOR MIGRANTS

(Mr. E pE 1A GARZA asked and was
glven permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. E pE 1A GARZA. Mr. Speaker, ade-
quate medical care has been declared the
right of all citizens of the United States,
and I believe this i3 a conclusion with
which few, if any, Americans would dis-
agree.

Unfortunately, the Federal edict which
carries this declaration does not also pro-
vide a vehicle for providing the neces-
sary medical care. Especially neglected
by the Federal plans designed to provide
medical care for medical indigents are
individuals living in either rural areas or
inner city areas and not employed in an
industry which underwrites the cost of
an employee health program.

Migrant workers, of whom there are a
great many in my south Texas congres-
sional district, are not provided any form
of health insurance by their employers.
Federal funds in large amounts have
been dedicated to improving the life of
the migrant family. But the brutal truth
is that the result of this Federal funding
shows little relationship between the
amount of money expended and the im-
provement of the life and well-being of
the migrant.

The lack of adequate funds for migrant
health care is a glaring example.

I report with sadness that unless the
indigent patient has an emergency med-
ical problem, most hospitals cannot ad-
mit him or her as an inpatient. Punds
are lacking to pay for the cost of inpa-

tient hospital care. Federal regulations
prevent hospitals from charging the pri-
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vate pay patient or medicare-medicaid
patient for the expense of treating the
medically indigent. Adequate capacity is
lacking to admit all patients who require
elective hospital services.

These conditions are not the fault of
the people who run the hospitals. They
did not create the situation. They can
only suffer with it.

Listen to this paragraph in a letter I
received recently from the executive di-
rector of a hospital in my district:

There are very few things a man can do
that make him feel lower than denying an
individual admission to a hospital. Telling a
father that his child cannot be admitted for
elective surgery or elective diagnosis pro-
cedures is a frustrating and heartbreaking
duty for any man. This is an everyday occur-
rence at every hospital in the Valley. It is a
simple matter of survival. Hospitals have to
be reimbursed for the costs which the incur
in treating a patient.

Mr. Speaker, it is just an economic fact
of life that someone, somewhere, some-
how, has to bear the cost of providing
each service and each day of patient care
rendered by the hospital.

The plain fact of the matter is that
church operated and private hospitals in
my district are facing extinction because
they cannot handle the costs of treating
medically indigent patients.

The general public welfare is involved
and not solely from the viewpoint of hu-
manitarianism. A person ill with a con-
tagious disease and unable to receive
treatment almost surely will spread his
contagion throughout the community.

These citizens, indigent or not, have a
right to adequate medical care. I know
many of them in my district. I have been
in their homes, I have talked with them,
and I know the fear approaching terror
which strikes their hearts with the on-
slaught of illness, because they know they
cannot pay for proper treatment and
care. This fear is something that no hu-
man being, no American citizen, should
have to experience.

There is much that must be done to
relieve their situation. I have introduced
a bill that would take one forward step
in the right direction.

At present, under title XIX of the
Social Security Act, any State having a
medicaid program is required to provide
some services—but may elect not to pro-
vide others. Every State having such a
program is required to provide medical
services to individuals receiving, or who
are eligible to receive, cash assistance
under its public aid program. However, a
State may elect not to include under its
medicaid program those persons not on
public assistance whose income is never-
theless insufficient to meet the expenses
of ordinary medical care. These, Mr.
Speaker, are the medically indigent.

My bill would require the States to
provide the necessary medical and reme-
dial care and services on the same terms
to all groups, except that in the group
not receiving public assistance an en-
rollment fee, premium or other charge
related to the individual’s income would
be imposed and the deductible, cost shar-
ing or other charge will be nominal.

Mr. Speaker, this is simply a proposal
to make the expanded coverage to the
medically indigent mandatory instead
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of optional with the States. It is the
minimum that ought to be done.

Human suffering and human lives are
at stake here, Mr. Speaker, I respectfully
urge my colleagues to consider my bill
in that light.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Corman, for today, on account of
official business.

Mr. EsHLEMAN (at the request of Mr.
GeraLp R. Forp), for today, due to death
of close friend.

Mr. O'Brien (at the request of Mr.
GeraLp R. Forp), for today, on account
of official business.

Mr. PickLE (at the request of Mr. Mc-
Farv), for today, on account of death
in family.

Mr. Younc of Florida (at the request
of Mr. Gerarp R. Forp), for today, on
account of official business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr., HiLrLis) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous matter:)

Mr. Wyarrt, for 1 hour, on March 19.

Mr. HanseN, for 20 minutes, today.

Mr, RivaLpo, for 20 minutes, today.

Mr. HecHLER of West Virginia, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. Epwarps of Alabama, for 5 min-
utes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MoakLEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous matter:)

Mr. McFaLL, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BurTton, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Reuss, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HarriNgTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GownzaLez, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Duiskr, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Dices, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. MurpHY of Illinois, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr.

Mr.

MinisH, for 5 minutes, today.
HenpersoN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. Vanik, for 10 minutes, today.
Mr. Burke of Massachusetts, for 10
minutes, today.
Ms. Aszuc, for 10 minutes, today.
Mr. PopeLL, for 10 minutes, today.
Mr. ArLexanpeER, for 10 minutes, on
March 27.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to.

Mr. MasonN and to include extraneous
matter and tables.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Hiris) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. SNYDER.

Mr. RAILSBACK.
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Mr. Tavyror of Missouri in two in-
stances.

Mr. GROVER.

Mr. BAKER.

Mr. Wyman in two instances.

Mr. MALLARY.

Mr. AnpErsoN of Illinois in two in-
stances.

Mr. HANRAHAN,

Mr. STEELE in two instances.

Mr. CorLrins in five instances.

Mr. pu PONT.

Mr. CrorNiN in two instances.

Mr. Hocax in two instances.

Mr. HUDNUT.

Mr. CONTE.

Mr. Don H. CLAUSEN.

Mr. FinpLEY in two instances.

Mr. GoopLING in five instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MoAkLEY) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. HarRrINGTON in five instances,

Mr. MAzZZOLI.

Mr. WaLpnie in five instances.

Mr. Gaypos in two instances.

Mr. STARK.

Mr. CorTER in 10 instances.

Mr. DingELL in two instances.

Mr. GonzaLEz in three instances.

Mr. RarIcK in three instances.

Mr. BoLLiNGg in two instances.

Mr. GINN.

Mr. AxnunzIo in 10 instances.

Mr. RIEGLE.

Mr. DoMiNIcK V. DANIELS.

Mr. Dany DANIEL.

Mr. DorN in two instances.

Mr. Brasco in three instances.

Mr. KocH.

Mr. AnpersoN of California in four
instances.

Mr. RODINO.

Mr, BINGHAM.

Mr. HAwWKINS in two instances.

Mr. LEGGETT in two instances.

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

B.776. An act to authorize the striking of
medals in commemoration of the 100th anni-
versary of the cable car in San Francisco; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 2 o’clock and 30 minutes p.m.) un-
der its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, March 19, 1973,
at 12 o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker's table and referred as fol-
lows:

581. A letter from the Commissioner of the
District of Columbia, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to revise the real and
personal property tax exemption laws of the
District of Columbia, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia,
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582. A letter from the Secretary of the In-
terior, transmitting a report on the adminis-
tration of the Federal Metal and Nonmetal-
lic Mine Safety Act, covering 1971, pursuant
to section 20 of the act; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

583. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting copies of various international
agreements, other than treaties, entered into
by the United States, pursuant to Public
Law 92-403; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

584, A letter from the Chief Justice of the
United States, transmitting the proceedings
of the meeting of the Judicial Conference
held in Washington, D.C., on October 26, and
27, 1972, pursuant to 28 U.B8.C. 331 (H. Doc.
No. 93-62); to the Committee on the Judici-
ary and ordered to be printed.

585. A letter from the Attorney General,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to provide for Speclal Law Enforcement Rev-
enue Sharing; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

588. A letter from the National Secretary-
Treasurer, Sons of Union Veterans of the
Civil War, transmitting a copy of the pro-
ceedings of the organization’s 91st annual
national encampment, and an audit for the
year ended June 30, 1972, pursuant to chap-
ter 774 of Public Law 83-605; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

587. A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting the 1973 Annual Report
of the Foreign-Trade Zones Board, together
with the reports covering the activities dur-
ing the same perlod of Foreign-Trade Zones
Nos. 1, 2, 8, 5, 7, 8, 9, and 10, and subzones
3-A, T-A, and 9-A, pursuant to section 16
of the Forelgn-Trade Zones Act of 1934, as
amended; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Recervep FroM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

588. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting a report
on problems with U.S. military equipment
prepositioned in Europe by the Department
of Defense; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

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. PERKINS: Committee of conference.
Conference report to accompany H.R. 4278
(Rept. No. 93-76). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. STAGGERS: Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce. H.R. 5445. A bill to
extend the Clean Air Act, as amended, for
1 year; (Rept. No. 93-77). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. STAGGERS: Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce. H.R. 5446. A bill to
extend the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as
amended, for 1 year; (Rept. No. 87-78). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
of 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. ASHLEY (for himself and Mr.
EILBERG) :

H.R. 5668. A bill to amend title 32 of the
United States Code to establish a Commis-
sion to oversee and improve the capability
of the National Guard to control civil dis-
turbances, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Armed Services.
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By Mr. BINGHAM:

H.R. 5669. A bill governing the use of the
Armed Forces of the United States in the ab-
sence of a declaration of war by the Con-
gress; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs

H.R. 5670. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to liberalize benefits under the
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance
program and otherwise improve such pro-
gram, to liberalize and improve the health
insurance benefits program, to extend eli-
gibility under the supplemental security in-
come program, and for other purposes;, to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BROOMFIELD (for himself
and Mr. EscH) :

H.R. 5671. A bill to provide for the use of
certain funds to promote scholarly, cultural,
and artistic activities between Japan and the
United States, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia:

H.R. 5672. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide for the reinstatement
of civil service retirement survivor annui-
ties for certain widows and widowers whose
remarriages occurred before July 18, 1966,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr, BURKE of Massachusetts:

HR. 5673. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow an itemized
deduction for motor vehicle insurance pre-
miums; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts (for
himself, Mr. DoMINICE V. DANTELS,
Mr. pE Luco, Mr. DENT, Mr, FOUNTAIN,
Mr. FreEY, Mrs. Grasso, Mr. HARRING-
ToN, Mr. Jowes of North Carolina,
Mr. LeNT, Mr. LUJAN, Mr. MazzoLI,
Mr. MmwisH, Mr. MurrHY of New
York, Mr. MurpHY of Illinois, Mr.
Nmx, Mr. PerPEr, Mr. PoDELL, Mr.
RiecLE, Mr. Ropino, Mr. Roe, Mr.
SEIBERLING, Mr. VEYsSEY, Mr. Won
Par, and Mrs. HeceLEr of Massa-
chusetts) :

HR. 5674. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit
against the individual income tax for tuition
paild for the elementary or secondary edu-
cation of dependents; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. CARNEY of Ohlo (for himself,
Mr. HecHrLEr of West Virginia, Mr.
Roe, Mr. HeLsToskKl, Mr. ROYBAL,
Mr. Stupps, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. E1L-
BERG, Mr. PopeELL, Mr, DANIELSON, Mr.
YaTroN, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. MITCHELL
of Maryland, Mr. Davis of South
Carolina, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr, WALDIE,
Mr. SErBERLING, and Mr. BURTON) :

H.R. 5675. A bill to amend the Economic
Stabilization Act of 1970, to establish a Food
Price Control Commission in order to control
the wholesale and retail level of food prices;
to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

By Mr. CARTER:

HR. 5676. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to authorize assistance for
planning, development and initial operation,
research, and training projects for systems
for the effective provision of health care
services under emergency conditions; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelign Com-
merce.

H.R. 5677. A bill to establish an Emergency
Medical Services Administration within the
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare to assist communities in providing pro-
fessional emergency medical care; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. CHAPPELL (for himself, Mr.
Sikes, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. PEPPER, Mr.
Fuqua, Mr. Gmeons, and Mr, GuN-

TER) :
H.R. 5678. A bill to provide for study of a
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certain segment of the Oklawaha River for
potential addition to the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.
By Mr. COLLINS (for himself and Mr.
ICHORD) @

H.R. 5679. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to establish orderly proce-
dures for the consideration of applications
for renewal of broadcast licenses; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce.

By Mr. CRONIN:

H.R. 5680. A bill to permit collective nego-
tiation by professional retail pharmacists
with third-party prepaid prescription pro-
gram administrators and sponsors; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS:

H.R. 5681. A bill to authorize appropria-
tlons for construction of certain highway
projects in accordance with title 23 of the
United States Code, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. E pE LA GARZA:

H.R. 5682. A bill to amend title XIX of the
Soclal Security Act to require a State, under
its approved medicald plan, to provide as-
sistance to the medically indigent as well as
the medically needy; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. DENHOLM:

H.R. 5683. A bill to amend the Rural Elec-
trification Act of 1936, as amended, to es-
tablish a Rural Electrification and Telephone
Revolving Fund to provide adequate funds
for rural electric and telephone systems
through insured and guaranteed loans at
interest rates which will allow them to
achieve the objectives of the act, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. DEVINE (for himself, Mr.
Crancy, and Mr. HUNT) :

H.R. 5684. A bill to limit U.S. contributions
to the United Nations; to the Committee
on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. DIGGS (by request) :

H.R.5685. A bill to revise and modernize
procedures relating to licensing by the Dis-
trict of Columbia of persons engaged in cer-
tain occupations, professions, businesses,
trades, and , and for other purposes;
{.)omthe Committee on the District of Colum-

H.R. 5686. A bill to amend the Motor Vehi-
cle Safety Responsibility Act of the District
of Columbia and the District of Columbia
Traffic Act, of 1925, to authorize the issuance
of special identification cards, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

H.R. 5687. A bill to improve the laws re-
lating to the regulation of insurance in the
District of Columbia, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

H.R. 5688. A bill to define the scope of tort
Hability of the Government of the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

H.R. 5689. A bill to revise the real and per-
sonal property tax exemption laws of the
District of Columbia, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the District of Colum-
bia.

By Mr. DULSEI:

H.R. 5680. A bill to discontinue price sup-
port programs for agricultural commodities
beginning with the 1974 crops of such com-
modities; to the Committee on Agriculture.

HR. 5691. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to extend for 1 fiscal
year the program of assistance for reglonal
medical programs; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. DULSKEI (by request) :

H.ER. 5602. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to revise the reporting require-
ment contained in subsection (b) of section
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1308; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. ESCH:

HR. 5603, A bill to amend the Communica~
tions Act of 1934 to establish orderly pro-
cedures for the consideration of applications
for renewal of broadcast licenses; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce.

By Mr. EVANS of Colorado (for him-
self, Mr. StepHENS, Mr. TIERNAN, Mr.
Browx of California, Mr. CULVER, Mr.
CoNYERS, Mr. HUNGATE, Mr. THOMP-
soNn of New Jersey, and Mr. DEN-
HOLM) :

H.R. 5694. A bill to require the Secretary
of Agriculture to carry out all rural housing
programs of the Farmers Home Administra-
tlon; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. EVINS of Tennessee:

H.R. 5605. A bill to improve the eifective~
ness of the Federal Trade Commlssion, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. FRASER:

H.R. 5696. A bill to provide for participa-
tion by the United States in the United
Nations environmental program; to the Com-
mittee on Forelgn Affairs.

H.R.5697. A bill to amend chapter 17 of
title 38, United States Code, to require the
availabllity of comprehensive treatment and
rehabilitative services and programs for cer-
taln disabled veterans suffering from al-
cohollsm, drug dependence, or alcohol or drug
abuse disabilities, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

H.R.5608. A bill to amend tltle 38 of the
United States Code In order to establish a
National Cemetery System within the Veter-
ans' Administration, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

HR.5600. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide improved and
expanded medical and nursing home care
to veterans to provide hospital and medical
care to certain dependents and survivors of
veterans; to provide for improved structural
safety of Veterans' Administration facilities;
to improve recruitment and retention of
career personnel in the Department of Medi-
cine and Surgery; and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. FREY (for himself, Mr. BROWN
of California, Mr. BucHANAN, Mr.
GUNTER, Mr. HALEY, Mr. HARRINGTON,
Mr. LEamaN, and Mr. Woxw PAT) :

H.R.5700. A bill to prohibit the transpor-
tation and sale in interstate commerce and
importation into the United States of noxious
aquatic plants; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. FROEHLICH

HR.5701. A bill to extend for 1 year the
deadline for States to deslgnate segments of
the Interstate System; to the Committee on
Public Works.

By Mr. GUDE:

HR. 5702. A bill to repeal the statutory
authority to impose quotas on certain im-
ported meat and meat products; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho:

HR. 5703. A bill to establish a Natlonal
Flag Commission; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself,
Mr. AwpersoN of Illinols, Mr. Ba-
piLLo, Mr. BurxE of Massachusetts,
Mr, CARNEY of Ohlo, Mrs. CHISHOLM,
Mr. ErLBerG, Mr. FraseEr, Mr. GETTYS,
Mr, Gupe, Mr. HecHLER of West Vir-
ginia, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr. HENDER-
soN, Mr. EocH, Mr. LEEMAN, Mr.
MoaxLEY, Mr. McCorMACK, Mr. MorL-
LOHAN, Mr, PICKLE, Mr. PRICE of Illi-
nois, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. ROYBAL) :

HR. 5704. A bill to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949 to provide for the use of excess property
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by certain grantees; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself,
Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. SARBANES, Mr,
Brm)ms, Mr. VEYSEY, and Mr. Wow
PaAT) :

H.R. 5705. A bill to amend the Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Bervices Act of 1949
to provide for the use of excess property by
certaln grantees; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations,

By Mr. HAWKINS (for himself, Mr.
Bapmnro, Mr. Bern, Mr, BrowN of
California, Mr. BurTON, Mr. CLaY,
Mr. CoNYERS, Mr. DANIELSON, Mr.
Derroms, Mr. Dices, Mr, EILBERG,
Mr. FaunTrOY, Mr. FisH, and Mr.
WiLLiaMm D. Forp) :

H.R. 5706. A bill to authorize financial as-
sistance for opportunities Industrializations
centers; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. HAWEKINS (for himself, Mr.
GreEN of Pennsylvania, Miss JoroaN,
Mr. METCALFE, Mr. MoAKLEY Mr. Nix,
Mr. PEPPER, Mr. PODELL, Mr, PERKINS,
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. REEs, Mr. REuss,
Mr. RoyeaL, Mr. SarBanes, Mr.
SEIBERLING, and Mr. WALDIE) :

H.R. 5707. A bill to authorize financial as-
sistance for opportunities industrialization
centers; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mrs. HECELER of Massachusetts
(for herself, Mr. ARcHER, Mr. BURKE
of Massachusetts, Mr. Don H.
CLAUSEN, Mr. CRONIN, Mr. DELANEY,
Mr. DErwINsKI, Mr. Escxa, Mr. For-
SYTHE, Mr. Gupe, Mr. GUNTER, Mr.
HANRAHAN, Mr. HaANsSEN of Idaho,
Mr. HerLsTtosk1l, Mr. HoLirFiELD, Mrs.
Horr, Mr. HowarD, Mr. Huser, Mr.
Hupwur, Miss JorpAN, Mr. KEETCHUM,
Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr. LuJan, Mr.
Maprcan, and Mr. MazzoLsz) :

H.R. 5708. A bill to provide that respect for
an individual’s right not to participate In
abortions contrary to that individual's con-
sclence be a requirement for hospital eligl-
bility for Federal financial assistance; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce.

By Mrs. HECKELER of Massachusetts
(for herself, Mr. McCOLLISTER, Mrs,
Ming, Mr. MoARLEY, Mr. NEpzi, Mr.
OBEY, Mr. PoweLL of Ohlo, Mr. QUIE,
Mr. Ruopes, Mr. RmNaLpo, Mr. RoN-
carro of New York, Mr. Roy, Mr.
Ryawn, Mr. J. WiLLiAM STANTON, Mrs.
SvLLivaN, Mr. WHITEHURST, and Mr.
ZwacH) :

HR. 5709. A bill to provide that respect
for an individual's right not to participate
in abortions contrary to that individual's
consclence be a requirement for hospital
eligibility for Federal financial assistance; to
the Committee on Interstate and Forelgn
Comimerce.

By Mr. HEINZ (for himself, Mr.
AwpeErson of Illinois, Mr. BevinL,
Mr. BIESTER, Mr. BLACKBURN, Mr, Bu-
CHANAN, Mr. DrRINAN, Mr. FORSYTHE,
Mr. Fraser, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. GAY-
pos, Mr. HARRINGTON, Ms. HOLTZMAN,
Mr. Huownur, Mr. MAILLAIRD, Ms,
Ming, Mr. MitcHELL of Maryland,
Mr. MoaxiEY, Mr. REes, Mr. RosI-
soxw of New York, and Mr. RoY):

H.R. 5710. A bill to amend section 1130 of
the Soclal Security Act to make inapplicable
to the aged, blind, and disabled the existing
provision limiting to 10 percent the portion
of the total amounts pald to a State as
grants for soclal services which may be pald
with respect to individuals who are not actu-
ally reciplents of or applicants for ald or
assistance; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
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By Mr. HEINZ (for himself, Mr. JOEN-
soN of Pennsylvania, Mr. St Ger-
MAIN, Mr. SarasiN, Mr. BARBANES, Mr.
STEELEMAN, Mr. VanpER JacTr, Mr.
Ware, Mr. WHITEHDRST, Mr. Won
Pat, Mr. YaTRON, Mr. KEMP, and Mr.
pu PoONT) :

H.R. 5711. A bill to amend section 1130 of
the Social Security Act to make inapplicable
to the aged, blind, and disabled the existing
provision limiting to 10 percent the portion
of the total amounts pald to a State as
grants for soclal services which may be pald
with respect to Individuals who are not actu-
ally reclpients of or applicants for ald or
asslstance; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. EASTENMEIER:

HR. 6712. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to permit the deduc-
tions of household and dependent care ex-
penses by a married couple when one spouse
is a full-time student to the same extent that
such expenses could be deducted if both
spouses were employed; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KEATING (for himself, Mr.
Warg, Mr. HarrINGTON, Mr. Davis of
Bouth Carclina, Mr. WyaTT, Mr. E1n-
BERG, Mr. PIcKLE, Mr. Fraser, Mr.
ForsYTHE, Mr. DuNcaw, Mr. GUNTER,
Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. TaYLoR of North
Carolina, Mr. PopELL, Mr. MarTIN of
North Carolina, Mr. FoQua, Mr. WoxN
PaT, Mr. DANTELSON, Ms. HOLTZMAN,
Mr. KercEUM, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr,
FascerLr, Mrs. HAnNsSEN of Washing-
ton, Mr. SEBeLIUS, and Mr. EscH) ;

HR. 6713. A bill to amend the Federal
Aviation Act of 1968 to authorize reduced
rate transportation for certain additional
persons on & space avallable basis; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce.

By Mr, EEATING (for himself, Mr.
BIEsSTER, Mr. McCrosKEY, Mr. FINp-
LEY, Mr. RAILSBACK, Mr. YATRON, Mrs.
Grasso, Mr. KEeMp, Mr. VANDER JAGT,
Mr. WoLrF, Mr. Frey, Mr. TaLcoTT,
Mr. STEELE, Mr. STEIGER of Wiscon-
sin, Mr. SarBanEs, and Mr. Moax-
LEY):

HR. 6714. A bill to amend the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958 to authorize reduced
rate transportation for certain additional per-
sons on a space-avallable basis; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. EETCHUM (for himself, Mr.
BaraLis, Mr, BRowx of Californis, Mr,
BURGENER, Mr. CoNLAN, Mr., FROEH-
LicH, Mr. GuNTER, Mr. HECHLER of
West Virginia, Mr. MatHIs of Geor-
gla, Mr. MoorHEAD of California, Mr,
Ramseack, Mr. TaHoONE, and Mr.
WALDIE) :

H.R. 5T16. A bill to provide that certain
meetings of each QGovernment agency and
each congressional committee shall be open
to the public, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Rules.

By Mr. KOCH (for himself, Mr. Brasco,
Mr. BucHANAN, Mr. DErRwINSKY, Mr.
EmLserc, Mr, ESHLEMAN, Mr. FAsCELL,
Mr. ForsYTHE, Mrs. Green of Oregon,
Mr. GreEN of Pennsylvania, Mr. Gun-
TER, Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts,
Mr. HuoNur, Mr. IcHORD, Mr.
EKercHUM, Mr. LenT, Mr. LuJsaxN, Mr,
McEmNEY, Mr. MurPrHY of Illinois,
Mr. NicHoLs, Mr. RoncaLro of New
York, Mr. STRATTON, Mr. Stunps, Mr,
WarreHURST, and Mr., WricHT) @

HR. 5T16. A bill to amend the Controlled
Substances Act to require 1ife imprisonment
for certain persons convicted of illegally deal-
ing in dangerous narcotic drugs; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce,

By Mr. LATTA (for himself and Mr.
QGUYER) :

H.R. 6717. A bill to amend article 52 of
the Uniform Code of Military Justice to re-
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quire the concurrence of all members of a
court-martial to convict any person of
violating a punitive article under such code;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. LEHMAN:

H.R. 5718. A bill to amend the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965, to
provide a program for gifted and talented
children; to the Committee on Educatlon
and Labor.

By Mr. McCORMACK
and Mr, MEeps) :

HR. 5T19. A bill to make it a Federal
crime to kill or assault a fireman or law
enforcement officer engaged in the perform-
ance of his dutles when the offender travels
in interstate commerce or uses any facility
of interstate commerce for such purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MAYNE:

H.R. 5720. A bill to amend the Communi-
cations Act of 1934 to establish orderly pro-
cedures for the consideration of applications
for fenewal of broadcest licenses;, to the
Commlittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. MELCHER:

HR. 5721. A bill to permit officers and
employees of the Federal Government to
elect coverage under the old-age, survivors,
and disabllity insurance system; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MELCHER (for himself and Mr.
DeLLUMS) :

H.R.5722. A bill to amend the Budget and
Accounting Act of 1921 to require the advice
and consent of the Senate for appointments
to Director of the Office of Management and
Budget; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. MILLS of Arkansas:

H.R.5723. A bill to authorize financial as-
sistance for opportunities industrialization
centers; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. MURFHY of Illinols:

H.R.5724. A bill to amend section 709 (g)
(1) of title 32 of the United States Code to
permit certain National Guard technicians
to be absent from work on legal holldays; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. NIX:

H.R. 5725. A bill to amend titles 39 and 5,
United States Code, to eliminate certain re-
strictions on the right of officers and em-
ployees of the Postal Service, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. O'HARA (for himself and Mr,
)

(for himself

MELCHER) :

H.R.5736. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to protect the freedom of
student-athletes and thelr coaches to par-
ticipate as representatives of the United

States in amateur international athletic
events, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.
By Mr, O'HARA (for himself, Mr, DeL-
LENBACE, Mr, Braccr, Mr. BRADEMAS,
Mr. LeEnmMAN, Mr. BeENITEZ, Mr.
ErLENBORN, Mr. Kemp, and Mr.
HUBER) :

H.R. 5727. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to protect the freedom of
student-athletes and their coaches to par-
ticipate as representatives of the United
States in amateur International athletic
events, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. PATMAN:

H.R. 5728. A blll to provide that the re-

ceipts from the excise tax based on the in-

vestment income of private foundations shall
be used for the supervision of the activities

of such foundations; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

HR. 5729. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to require private
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foundations to diversify their holdings; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PATTEN:

H.R. 5730. A bill to provide for funding the
Emergency Employment Act of 1971 for 2
additional years, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. RAILSBACK (for himself and
Mr. AxpeErRsoN of Illinois) :

H.R. 5731. A bill to amend title 28, United
States Code, to prohibit Federal judges from
recelving compensation other than for the
performance of their judicial duties, except
in certaln Instances, and to provide for the
disclosure of certain financial information;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. REES:

HR. 5732. A bill to enlarge Sequoia Na-
tional Park In the State of California;- to
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs.

By Mr. REID (for himself, and Mrs.
MINK) :

H.R. 5733. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act, as amended, to eliminate cer-
taln limitations on the use of Federal funds
for social service programs, to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROSENTHAL:

HR, 5734. A bill to require that certaln
drugs and pharmaceuticals be prominent-
ly labeled as to the date beyond which
potency or efficacy becomes diminished; t¢
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

HR. 5735. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act so as to require
that in the labeling and advertising of drugs
sold by prescription the “established name"
of such drug must appear each time their
proprietary name is used, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

H.R. 65736. A bill to permit the advertising
of drug prices and to require retallers of
prescription drugs to post the prices of cer-
tain commonly prescribed drugs; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

HR. 5737. A bill to amend title 35 of the
United States Code to provide for compul-
sory licensing of prescription drug patents;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROYBAL (for himself, Mr. AN~
pErRsoN of California, Mr. BApILLO,
Mr. BELr. Mr, BurTon, Mr. CONYERS,
Mr, CorMAN, Mr. Enwarps of Califor-
N1A, Mr. HAWEKINS, Mr. JOENSON of
California, Mr. Haxwa, Mr. LEGGETT,
Mr. LEEMAN, Mr. LuJsaw, Mr. McFALL,
Mr. MrrcHern of Maryland, Mr.
MoakLEY, Mr. MURPHY of New York,
Mr. PopELL, Mr. REEs, Mr. RIEGLE,
Mr. Roe, Mr. WaLpie, and Mr. HeEL-
BTOSKI) :

H.R. 5738. A bill to authorize grants to the
Deganawldah-Quetzalcoatl University; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. ROYBAL (for himself, Mr.
Broww of California, Mr. DANIELSON,
Mr. Epwarps of California, Mr. E1L-
BERG Mr. Hawrins, Ms. HOLTZMAN,
Mr. LecGETT, Mr. Moss, Mr. PODELL,
Mr. STopps, and Mr. WoLFF) :

HR. 5739. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide assistance for
research and development for improvement
in delivery of health services to the critically
11; to the Committee on Interstate and For-
elgn Commerce.

By Mr. ROYBAL (for himself, Ms. An-
gue, Mr. BeLn, Mr. BeRown of Call-
fornia, Mr. BvrToN, Mrs. CHISHOLM,
Mr. CorRMAN, Mr. D16GS, Mr. HARRING-
TON, Mr. MrrcHELL of Maryland, Mr.
MOAKLEY, Mr. Moss, Mr. MUrRPHY of
New York, Mr. Rizcre, Mr. ROSEN-
THAL, Mr. RoE, and Mrs. SCHROE-
DER) @

H.R. 5740. A bill to assure the right to vote
to citizens whose primary language 1s other
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than English; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. ROYBAL (for himself Ms, AB~
zue, Mr. BRowN of California, Mr,
BurTOoN, Mrs. CHisHOLM, Mr. CoR-
MAN, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. HARRINGTON,
Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. Moss, Mr. Rees, and
Mr. STARK) :

H.R. 5741. A blll to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to Increase immigration
from Western Hemisphere nations; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ST GERMAIN:

H.R.5742. A bill relating to the dutlable
status of fresh, chilled, or frozen cattle meat
and fresh, chilled, or frozen meat of goats
and sheep (except lamb); to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SAYLOR (for himself and Mr.
DELLENBACK) :

H.R.5743. A bill to amend the act of Oc-
tober 15, 1966 (B0 Stat. 915), as amended,
establishing a program for the preservation
of additional historic properties throughout
the Nation, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affalrs.

By Mr. SCHERLE:

H.R.5744. A bill to prohibit the exporta-
tion of logs from the United States; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. SEIBERLING:

H.R.5745. A bill to promote the peaceful
resolution of international conflict, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

By Mr. JAMES V. STANTON (for him-
self, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr. CORMAN,
Mr. Emserc, Mr. Mazrorr, Mr.
MurpHY of Illinois, Mr. SANDMAN,
and Mr, SYMINGTON) &

H.R.5746. A bill to provide for greater and
more efficlent Federal financial asslstance to
certain large cities with a high incidence of
crime, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. STEPHENS:

H.R.b5747. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to develop and carry out
a forestry incentives program to encourage
a higher level of forest resource protection,
development, and management by small
non-industrial private and non-Federal pub-
lic forest landowners, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. STUCKEY:

HR.5748. A bill to authorize the BSecre-
tary of Agriculture to develop and carry out
a forestry incentives program to encourage
a higher level of forest resource protection,
development, and management by small non-
industrial private and non-Federal public
forest landowners, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (for himself
and Mr., MosHER) :

HR.5749. A bill to establish a national
policy relating to conversion to the metric
system in the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Sclence and Astronautics.

By Mr. UDALL:

H.R. 5750. A bill to authorize the construc-
tion of transmission facilities for delivery to
the continental United States of petro-
leum reserves located on the North Slope of
Alaska, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. VAN DEERLIN:

H.R.5751. A bill to amend section 202 of
the Interstate Commerce Act to prohibit cer-
taln motor carrler operations between the
United States and any contiguous foreign
country by & person not & citizen of the
United States unless the foreign country
concerned grants reciprocal privileges to citi-
zens of the United States; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. WALDIE (for himself, Mr. Mc-
CrLosKEY, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr, HEL-
sTosxi, Mr. Bos WiLsoN, Mr. SEIBER=
LING, Mr. PerTIs, Mr, ROoYBarn, Mr,
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DaNiELSON, Mr. RYAN, Mr. LEGGETT,
Mr. STar, Mr. Brown of Califor-
nia, Mr. Moss, Mr. DrRINAN, Mr. Ep-
warps of California, Mr. MOAKLEY,
and Mr, VANDER JAGT) :

H.R. 5752. A bill to enlarge the Sequola
Natlional Park in the State of California;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr. WHITEHURST:

H.R. 57563. A bill to require the Secretary
of the Interior to make a comprehensive
study of the dolphin and porpoise for the
purpose of developing adequate conserva-
tion measures; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. WOLFF (for himself and Mr,
GUNTER) :

H.R. 5754. A blll to require States to pass
along to individuals who are recipients of
ald or assistance under the Federal-State

. public assistance programs or under certain
other Federal programs, and who are en-
titled to social security benefits, the full
amount of the 1972 increase In such bene-
fits, either by disregarding it in determining
their need for assistance or otherwise; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WOLFF (for himself, Mr, HeL-
STOSKI, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. DEgra-
NEY, Mr. Moss, Mr. Ro¥YBaL, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr, HARRINGTON, Mr. RODINO,
and Mr. MOAKLEY) :

H.R. 5755. A bill to suspend the importa-
tlon of liguified natural gas and the con-
struction of new storage facilities for such
gas until such time as a thorough evalua-
tion of the hazards associated with the ma-
rine transportation and the delivery and stor-
age of such gas is made and other actions
are taken to prevent or minimize such haz-
ards; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. YOUNG of Florida:

H.R. 5756. A bill to prohibit the importa-
tion into the United States of commercially
produced domestic dog and cat animal prod-
ucts; and to prohibit dog and cat animal
products moving in interstate commerce; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

e By Mr. CASEY of Texas:

H.J. Res. 437. Joint resolution to suthorize
the President to designate the period be-
ginning April 15, 1973, as “National Clean
\i‘fater Week"; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. HOWARD (for himself, Mr.
Biager, Mr. CarnNey of Ohilo, Mr.
CARTER, Mr. CoNLAN, Mr. CoTTER, Mr.
DorN, Mr. DuLsk1, Mr. FrNDLEY, Mr.

GerALD R, Forp, Mr. Wiriam D.
Forp, Mr. ForsYTHE, Mr. GUDE, Mr.
Hamruron, Mr, HARRINGTON, Mr!
Hrpis, Mr. EEmMp, Mr. MATSUNGA, Mr.
MEeLCcHER, Mr. O'Hara, Mr. Price of
Illinois, Mr. REEs, Mr. RopmNo, Mr.
SteEIGER of Arizona, and Mr, THoMP-
soN of New Jersey) :

H.J. Res. 438, Joint resolution to authorize
the President to issue annually a proclama-
tion designating the month of May in each
year as “National Arthritis Month"; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. McCORMACK :

H.J. Res. 430, Joint resolution designating
the square dance as the national folk dance
of the United Sates of America; to the Com-
mittee on the Judicary.

By Mr. REID (for himself and Mrs.
MINE) :

H.J. Res. 440. Joint resolution prescribing
model regulations governing implementation
of the provisions of the Social Security Act
relating to the administration of social serv-
ice programs; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. DEVINE (for himself, Mr.
CraNcy and Mr. HUNT) :

H. Con. Res. 154. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress with re-
spect to the method of assessment of the fi-
nancial obligation of each member State of
the United Nations; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

By Mr. SEIBERLING:

H. Con. Res. 155. Concurrent resoclution
expressing the sense of Congress that the
President should take the necessary steps
to initiate service negotiations seeking agree-
ment with the Soviet Union on a comprehen-
sive ban on all nuclear test explosions, to
work toward extension of a prohibition
against nuclear testing to the other nuclear
powers, including France and China, and to
declare and observe an indefinite moratorium
on all nuclear test explosions; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs,

By Mr. BINGHAM:

H. Res. 311. Resolution expressing the sense
of the House of Representatives that the
United States terminate its part in SEATO
and CENTO; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

March 15, 1978

By Mr. ARMSTRONG:

H.R. 5757. A bill for the relief of Harold C.
and Vera L. Adler, doing business as the
Adler Construction Co.; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. COTTER:

H.R. 5758. A bill for the relief of Gaspar

Ramos; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. DENHOLM:

H.R. 5759. A bill for the relief of Morena
Stolsmark; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. FOLEY:

H.R. 5780. A bill to provide for the strik-
ing of medals commemorating the Interna-
tional Exposition on Environment at Spo-
kane, Wash., in 1974; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. HELSTOSKI (by request) :

H.R. 5761. A bill for the relief of Freddy
G. Ascarrurez; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.5762. A bill for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs. Alejandro Jerez; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

H.R. 5763. A bill for the relief of Mr. Freddy
Gonzalo Ortega (and Mrs.); to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

H.R.5764. A bill for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs. Manuel Ortega; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R. 5765. A bill for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs. Serglo H. Savelli; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.ER.5766. A bill for the relief of Mr, and
Mrs. Jorge Humberto Ubilla and daughter,
Jacqueline; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.
H.R.5767. A bill for the rellef of Mr. and
Mrs. Henry Venegas Vilches; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CLAY:

H. Res. 312. Resolution to refer the bill
HR. 5010 to the Chief Commissioner of the
Court of Claims pursuant to sections 1492
and 2509 of title 28, United States Code; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC

Under clause 1 of rule XXIT,

64. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
William Moyer, et al., Joliet, Ill., relative to
redress of grievances, to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

SENATE—Thursday, March 15, 1973

The Senate met at 11 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro tem-
pore (Mr. EASTLAND) .

PRAYER
The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Almighty and ever-living God, bless
this Nation, and make it a blessing to the
world. Grant to us sound government,
just laws, good education, meaningful
work, and pure religion. With each new
day wilt Thou give us a new spirit. Give
us clean hands and pure hearts fit for
Thy service. Help us to work with pa-
tience and diligence for the new and
better day toward which is the divine
intention. May Thy plans become our
plans that we may be willing channels of
Thy redemptive purpose for all mankind.

We pray in the name of Jesus Christ
our Lord., Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the Journal of the proceedings of
Wednesday, March 14, 1973, be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION TODAY

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr: President,
I ask unanimous consent that all com-
mittees may be authorized to meet dur-
ing the session of the Senate today.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Rep-
resentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its

reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed the bill (S. 583) to promote
the separation of constitutional powers
by securing to the Congress additional
time in which to consider the Rules of
Evidence for United States Courts and
Magistrates, the amendments to the Fed-
eral Rules of Civil Procedure, and the
amendments to the Federal Rules of
Criminal Procedure which the Supreme
Court on November 20, 1972, ordered the
Chief Justice to transmit to the Congress,
with amendments, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
as the designee of the majority leader,
I yield back his time.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does
the acting minority leader desire to be
recognized?

Mr. HELMS. No, Mr. President.
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