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recipients," .Jones wrote in his confidential 
report, "were migratory farm workers who 
could be expected to remain in the area only 
short periods of time before moving on to an­
other part of the country, automatically pro­
ducing a dropout that would be very profit­
able to the institution under a strict inter­
pretation of the [association's] refund pol­
icy, but a windfall under the distorted pol­
icies administered by the institution." 

SOME $500,000 OWED 

All told, Jones reckoned, Community Col­
lege owned its former students some $500,000. 

Hardly less callous was the attitude Jones 
and a colleague had encountered a few 
months earlier when they investigated an­
other of the 13 schools-Delta School of 
Commerce in Shreveport, La. 

"Although instructors appeared dedicated 
to a job of educating the young people," they 
reported, "management appears to have no 
interest in the welfare of the student body. 

"Top management," they continued, "ap­
parently had devoted itself to the collection 
of substantial sums of tuition in advance 
and the utilization of its capital in acquiring 
or opening other institutions for the purpose 
of obtaining additional windfalls." 

A new owner acquired Delta School of 
Commerce in the late summer of 1972, ac­
cording to Louisiana authorities. Then, in 

February, 1973, the Louisiana attorney gen­
eral's consumer protection unit in Shreve­
port began investigating a student's com­
plaint about an unpaid refund. A few days 
later, Delta School of Commerce announced 
an "early spring vacation," closed its doors 
and has never reopened. 

A federal official's confidential memo, based 
on an investigation of school problems in the 
South, describes a blatant pattern of loan­
program exploitation: 

A school owner makes a deal with a bank, 
which agrees to pay his school a specified 
sum, say $150,000. 

The school owner then sends salesmen to 
recruit 100 students and sign them up for 
$1,500 loans to cover tuition. The salesmen 
also get the students to sign papers authoriz­
ing the bank to turn over the loan proceeds 
directly to the school. 

The bank then pays the school the $150,000 
as agreed, frequently without contacting the 
borrowers or making sure they show up for 
classes. 

This way the school owner has his cash. 
The bank gets federal interest subsidi'es on 
the loans while the borrowers are supposedly 
in school, and the protection of federal in­
surance if they default. 

Only the unwitting students, faced with 
repaying their loans to the government if 
not to the bank, regardless of whether they 
get an education, stand to lose. 

CALIFORNIA CASE 

Student borrowers are left holding the bag 
even if a school shuts down as a result of 
1llegal activities. This happened three years 
ago in California, where the state attorney 
general's office filed a civil fraud suit against 
self-promoting though technically nonprofit 
Riverside University. The school, swiftly 
forced into receivership, was charged among 
other things with certifying numerous ineli­
gible students for insured loans. 

Some had signed up for insured loans but 
ha.dn't yet started classes when Riverside 
folded. Since the school had received and 
spent their loan proceeds, however, the pros­
pective students had to repay the loans de­
spite receiving neither educations nor re­
funds. 

Aroused by what happened at Riverside, 
California Congressmen Jerry L. Pettis and 
Alphonzo Bell introduced a bill last December 
aimed at better controlling school eligibility 
for student aid programs. 

"A fine industry which is fulfilling an ever 
increasing need for good post-secondary edu­
cation," Pettis asserted, "is being discredited 
by con men, hustlers and run-of-the-mill 
incompetents." 

To protect students, their bill would re­
lieve insured-loan borrowers of their debts 
if it was found the schools which short­
changed them should never have been eligi­
ble for the program in the first place. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Friday, June 28, 1974 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G . Latch, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
Thou art my rock and my fortress; 

therefore for Thy name's sake lead me 
and guide me.-Psalms 31: 3. 

0 Thou Ruler of Nations and Lord of 
Life who dost seek to lead Thy children 
into the paths of peace, guide our Presi­
dent in his journey to Russia that out of 
his endeavors there may come the good 
news of a closer cooperation between our 
nations. Grant unto all who partici­
pate in the conferences wisdom, under­
standing, and an eagerness to work to­
gether for the highest good of the people 
of this planet. 

Bless the Members of this House of 
Representatives. Strengthen them with 
the assura nce that Thou art with them 
leading them in the ways of wisdom, by 
the paths of peace toward the goal of a 
good and a genuine living for all. May 
we have the courage to walk with Thee 
in Thy wholesome ways. 

God bless Lew Deschler as he retires 
and grant him and Virginia joy and 
peace and health in their retirement. 

In Thy holy name we pray. 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 had passed without 
amendment bills of the House of the fol­
lowing titles : 

H.R. 3534. An act for the relief of Lester 
H. Kroll; 

H.R. 5266. An act for the relief of Ursula 
E. Moore; 

H.R. 7128. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Rita Petermann Brown; 

H.R. 7397. An act for the relief of Viola 
Burroughs; 

H.R. 8823. An act for the relief of James 
A. Wentz; and 

H.R. 9800. An act to amend sections 2733 
and 2734 of title 10, United States Code, and 
section 715 of title 32, United States Code, 
to increase the maximum amount of a claim 
against the United States that may be paid 
administratively under those sections and to 
allow increased delegation of authority to 
settle and pay certain of those claims. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate receded from its amendments 
numbered 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and the 
amendment to the title and agreed to 
the amendment of the House to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 3 to 
the bill of the House <H.R. 14833) to ex­
tend the Renegotiation Act of 1951 for 
18months. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate 
to a bill of the House of the following 
title: 

H.R. 11105. An act to amend title VII of 
the Older Americans Act relating to the 
nutrition program for the elderly to proVide 
authorization of appropriations, and for 
other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House to a bill and concurrent resolu­
tion of the Senate of the following titles: 

S. 3490. An act providing that funds ap­
portioned for forest highways under section 
202(a), title 23, United States Code, remain 
available until expended; and 

S. Con. Res. 96. Concurrent resolution ad­
journing the Senate from June 27, 1974, until 
noon, July 8, 1974, or until required to reas­
semble by the Speaker of the House and the 
President pro tempore of the Senate, which­
ever comes earlier. 

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
ments of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 
7724) entitled "An act to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to establish a 
national program of biomedical research 
fellowships, traineeships, and training to 
assure the continued excellence of bio­
medical research in the United States, 
and for other purposes." 

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
ments of the Senate to the joint resolu­
tion <H.J. Res. 1062) entitled "Joint 
resolution making continuing appropria­
tions for the fiscal year 1975, and for 
other purposes''. 

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

H.R. 8217. An act to exempt from duty cer­
tain equipment and repairs for vessels 
operated by or for any agency of the United 
States where the entries were made in con­
nection with vessels arriving before January 
5, 1971; and 

H.R. 15074. An act to regulate certain polit­
ical campaign finance practices in the Dis­
trict of Columbia, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill (H.R. 8217) entitled "An act to 
exempt from duty certain equipment and 
repairs for vessels operated by or for any 
agency of the United States where the 
entries were made in connection with 
vessels arriving before January 5, 1971," 
requests a conference with the House on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints Mr. LoNG, Mr. TAL­
MADGE, Mr. HARTKE, Mr. RIBICOFF, Mr. 
BENNETT, Mr. CURTIS, and Mr. FANNIN 



June 28, 197 4 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 21723 

to be the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill <H.R. 11295) entitled "An act to 
amend the Anadromous Fish Conserva­
tion Act in order to extend the authoriza­
tion for appropriations to carry out such 
act, and for other purposes," 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. MAGNUSON, Mr. HOLLINGS, 
and Mr. STEVENS to be the conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

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

S. 1193. An act for the relief of Oscar H. 
Barnett; 

S. 2838. An act for the relief of Michael D. 
Manemann; 

S. 3477. An act to amend the Act of Au­
gust 9, 1955, relating to school fare subsidy 
for transportation of schoolchildren within 
the District of Columbia; 

S. 3703. An act to authorize in the District 
of Columbia a plan providing for the repre­
sentation of defendants who are financially 
unable to obtain an adequate defense in 
criminal cases in the courts of the District 
of Columbia, and for other purposes; and 

S.J. Res. 223. Joint resolution extending 
the authority of the Small Business Admin­
istration. 

The message also announced that the 
Vice President, pursuant to Public Law 
79-565, appointed Mr. BENTSEN to the 
United States National Commission for 
the United Nations Educational, Scien­
tific, and Cultural Organization. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAK­
ER CONCERNING S~ONSES 
SERVED UPON CERTAIN MEMBERS 
AND OFFICERS OF THE HOUSE 
The SPEAKER. The Chair advises the 

House that the Clerk of the House, the 
Sergeant at Arms of the House, the mi­
nority leader, the chairman of the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means, and the 
chairman of the Committee on Rules 
have been served with summons and 
complaint in an action against the House 
filed in the U.S. District Court for the 
District of Columbia. 

The Chair will place in the record 
copies of the Clerk's letter to the Attor­
ney General and to the U.S. attorney for 
the District of Columbia requesting that 
appropriate action be taken pursuant to 
2 U.S.C. 118 in defense of this action. 

Copies of letters from the Clerk, the 
Sergeant at Arms, the minority leader, 
the chairman of the Committee on Ways 
and Means, and the chair»J,an of the 
Committee on Rules-all atidressed to 
the Speaker-will be placed in the rec­
ord along with a copy of the summons 
immediately following this statement by 
the Chair: 
[U.S. District Court for the District of 

Columbia, Civil Action Flle No. 74-928] 
ROBIN FICKER, PLAINTIFF, V. U.S. HOUSE OF 

REPRESENTATIVES, DEFENDANT 
SUMMONS 

To the above named Defendant: 
You are hereby summoned and required 

'to serve upon U.S. House of Representatives, 

U.S. Capitol, person authorized to receive 
service, plaintiff Robin Ficker, whose address 
is 9008 Flower Ave., Silver Spring, Md., an 
answer to the complaint which is herewith 
served upon you, within 60 days after service 
of this summons upon you, exclusive of the 
day of service. If you fall to do so, judgment 
by default will be taken against you for the 
relief demanded in the complaint. 

JAMES F. DAVEY, 
Clerk of Court. 

Date: June 18, 1974. 

- WASHINGTON, D.C., 
June 21, 1974. 

Hon. CARL ALBERT, 
The Speaker, HO'USe of Representatives. 

DEAR MB. SPEAKER: On June 20, 1974, I was 
served two separate Summons and Complaint 
by the United States Marshal that was 
issued by the U.S. District Court for the 
District of Columbia. This summons and 
complaint are in connection with Robin 
Ficker, et a.I., v. The United States House of 
Representatives, Honorable W. Pat Jennings, 
Clerk of the U.S. House of Representatives, 
various chairmen of House committees and 
another House Officer, in Civil Action No. 
74-928. 

The summons requires the defendants to 
answer the complaint within sixty days after 
service. 

Both of the summons and complaint in 
question are herewith attached, and the 
matter is presented for such action as the 
House in its wisdom may see fit to take. 

Sincerely, 
w. PAT JENNINGS, 

Clerk, House of Representatives. 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 
June 21, 1974. 

Hon. CARL ALBERT, 
Speaker of the House, House of Representa­

tives, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: On June 20, 1974, I was 

served two separate Summons and Complaint 
by the U.S. Marshal which were issued by the 
U.S. District Court for the District of Colum­
bia. This Summons and Complaint are in 
connection with Robin Ficker, et a.I., v. The 
United States House of Representatives, Ken­
neth R. Harding, Sergeant at Arms, U.S. 
House of Representatives, various Chairmen 
of House Cominittees, and another House 
Officer, in Civil Action No. 74-928. 

The Summons requires the defendants to 
answer the Complaint within sixty days after 
service. 

Both the Summons and Complaint are 
attached, and the matter is presented to you 
for such action as the House deems neces­
sary to take. 

Sincerely, 
KENNETH R. HARDING, 

Sergeant at Arms. 

WASHINGTON, D.C., June 26, 1974. 
The Honorable the SPEAKER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: On June 25, 1974, 1 
was served with a Summons and Complaint 
in Civil Action No. 74-928, in the United 
States District Court for the District of Co­
lumbia. 

It is my purpose by this letter to inform 
you that it is my desire to be covered in the 
same arrangements for defense as provided 
for the Clerk of the House, Sergeant-at-Arms, 
and the Chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee. 

The Summons and Complaint in question 
are herewith attached so that the matter 
may be presented for such action as the 
House in its wisdom might see fit to take. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN J. RHODES, 

Member of Congress, Minority Leader. 

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, 
Washington, D.C., June 28, 1974. 

Hon. CARL ALBERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.c. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I have been served with 
a summons and complaint in civil action 
No. 74-928in the United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia. 

It is my purpose by this letter to inform 
you that it is my desire to be covered 1n the 
same arrangements for defense as provided 
for the Clerk of the House, the Sergeant at 
Arms of the House, and the Minority Leader 
of the House. 

The summons and complaint in question 
are herewith attached so that the matter 
may be presented for such action as the 
House in its wisdom might see fit to take. 

Sincerely, 
WILBUR D. MILLs, 

Chairman. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES, 
Washington, D.C., June 27, 1974. 

Hon. CARL ALBERT, 
Speaker of the House, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Ma. SPEAKER: On June 20, 1974, I was 
served a Summons and Complain by the u.s. 
Marshall which was issued by the u.S. Dis­
trict Court for the District of Columbia. This 
Summons and Complaint are in connection 
with Robin Flcket, et al., v. The United States 
House of Representatives, Ray J. Madden, 
Chairman, Rules Committee, U.S. House of 
Representatives, and another House Officer 
in Civil Action No. 74-928. ' 

The Summons requires the defendants to 
answer the Complaint within sixty days after 
service. 

Both the Summons and Complaint are at­
tached, and the matter is presented to you 
for such action as the House deems necessary 
to take. 

Sincerely, 
RAY J. MADDEN, 

Chairman. 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 

Hon. WILLIAM B. SAXBE, 
June 28, 1974. 

Attorney General of the United States De­
partment of Justice, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SAXBE: On June 20, 1974, 1 was 
served the attached two separate Summons 
and Complaint by the United States Marshall 
that were issued by the U.S. District Court 
for the District of Columbia. This constituted 
service on the United States House of Repre­
sentatives and on the Honorable w. Pat Jen­
nings, Clerk of the U.S. House of Represent­
atives. The Honorable Kenneth Harding, Ser­
geant at Arms of the House of Representa­
tives, the Honorable Wilbur M1lls, Chairman 
of the Democratic Committee on Committees, 
the Honorable John Rhodes, Chairman of the 
Republican Committee on Committees, and 
the Honorable Ray Madden, Chairman of the 
House Rules Committee were also served with 
a similar summons and complaint in Civil 
Action No. 74-928. 

In accordance with 2 U.S.C. 118 I have sent 
a copy of the summons and complaint in this 
action to the U.S. District Attorney for the 
District of Columbia requesting that he take 
appropriate action under the supervision and 
direction of the Attorney General. I am also 
sending you a copy of the letter I forwarded 
this date to the U.S. Attorney. 

With kind regards, I am, 
Sincerely yours, 

w. PAT JENNINGS, 
Clerk, House of Representattves. 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 

Bon. EARL J. SILBERT, 
June 28, 1974. 

U.S. Attorney lor the District of Colum'bfa, 
u.s. Courthouse, Washington, D.C. 

DI:Aa MR. SILBERT: On June 20, 1974, I was 
served the attached two separate Summons 
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and Complaint by the United States Marshal 
that were issued by the U.S. District Court 
for the District of Columbia. This consti­
tuted service on the United States House of 
Representatives and on the Honorable W. Pat 
Jennings, Clerk of the U.S. House of Repre­
sentatives. The Honorable Kenneth Harding, 
Sergeant at Arms of the House of Represen­
tatives, the Honorable Wilbur Mills, Chair­
man of the Democratic Committee on Com­
mittees, the Honorable John Rhodes, Chair­
man of the Republican Committee on Com­
mittees, and the Honorable Ray Madden, 
Chairman of the House Rules Committee 
were also served with a similar summons a.nd 
complaint in Civil Action :11:74-928. 

In accordance with 2 u.'s.c. 118 I respect­
fully request that you take appropriate ac­
tion, as deemed necessary. under the "super­
vision and direction of the Attorney General" 
of the United States in defense of this suit 
against the U.S. House of Representatives and 
all the other listed defendants therein. 

I am also sending you a copy of the letter 
that I forwarded this date to the Attorney 
General of the United States. 

With kind regards, I am, 
Sincerely, 

w. PAT JENNINGS, 
Clerk, House of Representatives. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. DAVIS of South Carolina. Mr. 

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

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. 349] 
Adda.bbo Grover 
Archer Gubser 
Armstrong Gunter 
Aspin Hammer-
Biaggi schmidt 
Bolling Hansen, Wash. 
Brasco Harrington 
Burke, Ca.Uf. Harsha 
Carey, N.Y. Hebert 
Chamberlain Heckler. Mass. 
Chappell Henderson 
Chisholm Holifield 
Clancy Holtzman 
Clark Howard 
Cochran Hungate 
Cohen Johnson, Colo. 
Colller Jones, N.C. 
Conyers Jones, Tenn. 
Cotter Karth 
Crane Kl uczynski 
Culver Kuykendall 
Daniels, Kyros 

Dominick V. Landrum 
Danielson Lujan 
Davis, Ga. McClory 
Dellums McCormack 
Dennis McKay 
Diggs McKinney 
Donohue McSpadden 
Dorn Macdonald 
Downing Madigan 
Drinan Martin, Nebr. 
Edwards, Ala. Mayne 
Esch Meeds 
Eshleman Metcalfe 
Evins, Tenn. Mezvinsky 
Fish Milford 
Fisher Minshall, Ohio 
Foley Moakley 
Fulton Mollohan 
Fuqua Moorhead, Pa. 
Giaimo Murphy, N.Y. 
Gibbons Nelsen 
Goodling Owens 
Grasso Pepper 
Gray Peyser 
Gritnths Podell 

Powell, Ohio 
Quie 
Qulllen 
Railsback 
Rangel 
Reid 
Rhodes 
Riegle 
Rinaldo 
Roberts 
Robison, N.Y. 
Rodino 
Roncallo, Wyo. 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rose 
Roy 
Seiberling 
Shoup 
Shriver 
Shuster 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Smith, N.Y. 
Spence 
Stokes 
Stuckey 
Studds 
Talcott 
Thomson, Wis. 
Thornton 
Udall 
Vigorito 
Waldie 
Ware 
Whitten 
Wiggins 
Williams 
Wilson, 

Charles H., 
Calif. 

Winn 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Yatron 
Young, Ga.. 
Young, Tex. 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 298 
Members have recorded their pres.ence 
by electronic device, a quorum. 

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

PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED 
BY MRS. MINK 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
preferential motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mrs. MINK moves that the managers on 

the part of the House on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the bill H.R. 69 
be instructed to insist on the provisions of 
title IV of the House bill with respect to Fed­
eral assistance provided to school districts 
enrolling children whose parents work or live 
on Federal property. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, a par­
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. Will the gentlewoman 
yield for a parliamentary inquiry? 

Mrs. MINK. No, I do not, Mr. Speaker. 
I insist upon being able to present to the 
House my privileged motion. 

The SPEAKER. The gentlewoman, of 
course, has the privilege against every­
thing but a point of order. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I make a 
point of order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
wondering how much time I will have as 
Chairman of the Committee, on the ~o­
tion to instruct. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will ad­
vise the gentleman from Kentucky that 
is not a point of order. 

The gentlewoman has 1 hour which 
she can yield as she desires. That is as 
far as the Chair can go. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to ask about how much time the gen­
tlewoman intends to allocate to the op­
position. 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I will not 
yield at this time. I would like an op­
portunity first, Mr. Speaker, to present 
my case, and I will assure this House 
that in deference to the chairman of the 
conference; that I will yield time to him 
as Chairman of the full Committee, and 
I will also yield time to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin <Mr. STEIGER) to speak 
for the minority. 

Mr. Speaker, the issue is quite clear. It 
is the old question of impact aid. I do 
not believe we need an hour to debate 
the issue this afternoon. Most of us are 
acquainted with the intricacies of the 
impact law, Public Law 874, as it cur­
rently exists, and most of us recognize 
the inequities which have been debated 
in this House on many occasions in the 
past. 

The purpose of my rising to offer this 
privileged motion is to ask the House to 
sustain the action which the House took 
when it reported H.R. 69, the Elemen­
tary-Secondary Education Act. In that 
legislation, we made no substantive 
changes with regard to the impact law. 
We extended it for the regular term of 
that bill. We made several changes with 
regard to entitlements for Indian chil­
dren, but we included in our impact 
provisions a study which would have re­
quired the GAO to report back within 

1 year suggested changes to our respec­
tive committees. . 

There was a great deal of discussion 
in our committee before we reported out 
H.R. 69 about possible changes with re­
gard to category B, to devise a way in 
which we could fund B-in children dif­
ferently from B-outs; to wit, those who 
were going to school in the districts 
where their parents worked as distin­
guished from those children who were 
going to school in districts where the 
parents did not work. The difficulty with 
such a formula change was clearly 
brought out in our committee delibera­
tions that the Office of Education-no 
office in the entire executive branch, for 
that matter-had the necessary data to 
give us the effect of any changes we were 
considering. 

Therefore, we came to the House and 
asked for a 1-year study in order that 
the statistics might be gathered for the 
use of the committee so that a careful 
analysis could be made. The Senate, 
however, went ahead and made wide­
scale changes with respect to category 
B which cut the entitlements of category 
B children as well as the funding levels. 

I have charts there at the desk for 
those who are interested in seeing the 
effect of the two basic changes, which 
amounts to an overall average 20-per­
cent cut in category B. 

In our conference deliberations the 
other morning, the House conferees 
moved to accept a Senate proposal which 
in effect, would have adopted in entirety 
all of the recommended changes that the 
Senate bill had proposed with regard to 
category B chtldren. 

Let me run through these changes as 
they will affect each of the categories. 

With respect to A children, which are 
the children who live on base or on Fed­
eral land, whose parents work for the 
Federal Government, with regard to the 
civilian A's, the Senate bill cut the en­
titlement from 100 percent in the cur­
rent law to 90 percent. Where the local 
contribution rate is $700, the Senate ver­
sion would have cut the entitlement by 
10 percent for these A children, making 
the contribution rate not $700 but $630 
which is the reduced dollar figure that 
ydu multiply against the number of civi­
lian A's. A loss of $70 in entitlement for 
every A civilian child. 

In addition to that, the Senate not 
only cut entitlements of A children, who 
are the priority children which this 
House and Congress has said over and 
over again deserve the highest priority of 
funding, but they even cut back in their 
payment allotment from a current 90 
percent down to 88 percent. Therefore 
the across-the-board cut in civilian A 
children in 1:4e Senate bill is an aggre­
gate figure ot' 11 percent. 

Each Member knows how much of his 
funds under impact aid come under 
category A, and I tell you that you will 
suffer an 11-percent across-the-board 
cut in the A civilian category under the 
Senate proposal. 

As for the B children, under current 
law, the B's are funded at one-half of the 
local contribution rate. That is the cur­
rent law. 

The Senate cut that entitlement from 
50 to 45 percent for the children, whose 
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parents work on property inside the 
county. 

These civilian B's, which we call B­
ins, would have an entitlement figure 
of 45 percent, a 5-percent cut in their 
entitlement. 

As for the children whose parents work 
outside the county, their entitlements 
would be cut back from 50 to 40 percent. 
For those children whose parents work 
outside the State as in metropolitan 
Washington, D.C., the Senate provides 
absolutely no entitlement whatsoever. 

In addition to the cuts in entitlement, 
there were also cuts in the payment level. 
Under the current appropriation limita­
tion, all of us with B children are now 
receiving 68 percent funding. The Senate 
cut even the premium B, which are the 
military B's. They would be cut back to 
a 60-percent payment level, making an 
across-the-board cut of 8 percent The 
B-in children would be cut to 57 percent 
from the current 68. The civilian B-outs 
would be cut to 53 percent from the cur­
rent 68 percent. 

This is an extremely complicated pro­
vision. If some Members do not believe 
how complicated it is let me show you. 
I asked the Library of Congress to give 
me a sketch of exactly what the Senate 
changes amounted to and how they were 
developed. 

This is what they called a simplified 
chart; this is what the Library of Con­
gress presented me. And yet the Senate 
and House conferees on the education bill 
were expected to make a decision which 
affected some 5,000 school districts in a 
matter of minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like also to cover 
another very interesting point. The Sen­
ate recommendations with regard to the 
impact aid changes provided that they 
were not to take effect in this coming 
fiscal year anyway. They were not to go 
into effect in fiscal year 1975; they post­
poned the effective date of fiscal year 
1976. 

So what was the necessity of forcing 
a change upon our school districts which 
meant millions of dollars to most of our 
areas which are affected when it was to 
be delayed for 1 year, anyhow. The House 
provision called for a 1-year study, to 
give us the statistics and information 
necessary to make an intelligent decision. 
In exchange for the cuts that all of us 
are being asked to suffer, because they 
said, reform was necessary in the impact 
aid program, the Senate proposal added 
a new category of mandatory funding, 
and that new category of mandatory 
funding was in the public housing chil­
dren area, the category that we refer to 
as "Category C." 

Because of the trigger mechanism in 
the way the payments are listed in the 
Senate proposal in category C, public 
housing children would be counted the 
moment a single school district received 
impact aid funding. The net effect of 
funding the category C public housing 
children under the Senate proposal 
amounts to an additional requirement 
of $59 million. 

Mr. Speaker, most. of us are willing 
to allot this money, I am sure, and to 
count these children in determining 
school allotments. 

I am trying my utmost to explain the 
complicated changes which were made 
under the Senate proposal, in the interest 
of time, so that all Members will know 
what they are being asked to vote upon 
this afternoon. 

The Senate proposal recommended a 
mandatory funding of public housing 
children. This mandatory funding is at 
the level of 25 percent of 45 percent of 
the local contribution rate. This addi­
tion requires $59 million of additional 
funding. 

Mr. Speaker, most Members of this 
House, faced with the Senate's adamant 
demand for funds under category c, 
would have acceded to this demand. 
However, what the Senate did, in offering 
its proposal which a majority of House 
conferees accepted, was to take $59 mil­
lion out of category B children to pay 
for the added cost of adding category C. 
They reduced the funding, national 
funding, of category B from $319 mil­
lion down to $250 million, representing 
a $69 million across-the-board cut for 
all category B children throughout the 
country. This is a 20-percent cut. 

This is what I objected to. In order 
to counter the Senate proposal, during 
the conference deliberations I offered a 
counterproposal which would not have 
changed one iota the current law regard­
ing entitlement and payments under 
category B, but would have added the 
funds needed to pay for the public hous­
ing category. 

Mr. Speaker, outside in the halls I 
have heard people lobbying against my 
resolution on the ground that I sought 
to take away funds from public housing. 
That is absolutely untrue. 

The proposal, which I offered to the 
House conferees which was rejected, 
sought to preserve category B funding, 
and placed in an even higher participa­
tion percentage in tier two the category 
C public housing children. As a matter 
of fact, every one of the cities and major 
metropolitan areas would have sub­
stantially benefited if my amendment 
had been agreed to by the House con­
ferees. I feel absolutely certain had I 
been given an opportunity to make this 
counterproposal to the Senate that they 
would have accepted it. 

Let me explain one other very im­
portant feature of the Senate proposal. 
and I address this remark specifically to 
those Members who come from the big 
cities who have expressed concern about 
my motion and have questioned my in­
tentions with regard to my actions. 

The current bill as agreed to by the 
conferees has a provision for funding of 
part c, title I. Part c, title I are funds 
which are directed to those areas which 
have high concentrations of poor chil­
dren. This means the big city metropoli­
tan areas would have received a very 
large and substantial portion of the 
funds authorized for the part c, title I 
funding. 

Let me give the Members an example: 
Philadelphia under part C, title I fund­
ing, would have received $3.2 million each 
year for the life of the b111. 

Chicago would have received $6,163,-
000. 

Detroit would have received $3,320,000. 

Baltimore would have received $1,353,-
000. 

Los Angeles would have received $4,-
228,000 for the life of the bill, which hap­
pens to be 4 years. 

What was traded for part C, title I 
funding was the public housing alterna­
tive. When the Senate proposal was of­
fered, they said give us title I, part C 
funding for 1 year, and from the second 
year substitute in lieu of this, funding 
for public housing category C children 
under impact aid. And everybody said 
oh, without having the facts and figures 
before them, this must be a better deal 
for the big cities, because we must have 
more public housing children than we 
do children whose parents work for the 
Federal Government. 

But let me give Members the figures 
which I requested of staff from the Li­
brary of Congress which illustrate the 
exact implications of what that exchange 
for the public housing funds means in 
lost dollars for the big cities. 

For Philadelphia, this would have 
meant a cut of $1.4 million, because un­
der public housing they get only $1.8 mil­
lion, but under part C they would have 
gotten $3.2 million. 

Chicago under public housing, with 
all their public housing children would 
be receiving only $3,770,000, whereas un­
der part C they would have received $6,-
163,000 for each of the 4 years-an 
annual loss of $2,393,000. 

Look at Detroit. I have heard people 
from Detroit argue against my resolution 
because of the funds they were going to 
get under public housing category c. The 
Senate proposal with part c, title I fund­
ing would give them each year $3,320,000. 
Had they persisted on insisting upon part 
C funding, for heavy concentrations of 
poor children, instead of accepting the 
exchange for public housing which 
amounts to only $320,000 they would 
have been ahead by $3 million. All that 
the city of Detroit will receive each year 
under the public housing part C funding 
is $320,000. 

Los Angeles-and I have had many 
Members from t'he Los Angeles area tell 
me how category C public housing fund­
ing is going to help them and, therefore, 
they get a good break under the Senate 
proposal. Part C, title I for Los Angeles 
means $4 million each year for 4 years. 
Instead, they bought a package in the 
public housing funding which brings to 
the Los Angeles County area only $890,-
000 each year. A tremendous loss. And 
so what I am asking the Members to do 
today is to give the House conferees in­
structions to go back to the conference 
and to deal with the facts as they act­
ually exist, and to insist upon the House 
provision in order to give us an oppor­
tunity to reopen this matter, and tone­
gotiate a basis on which equitable fund­
ing can be provided for the public hous­
ing children, and at the same time not 
sacrifice category B. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I make the 

point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 
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The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. 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. 350] 
Adams Gubser 
Addabbo Gunter 
Andrews, Hammer-

N. Dak. schmidt 
Armstrong Hanna 
Bell Hansen, Wash. 
Biagg1 Harrington 
Bolling Hawkins 
Brasco Hebert 
Burke, Call!. Heckler, Mass. 
Carey, N.Y. Henderson 
Chamberlain Holifield 
Chisholm Holtzman 
Clancy Howard 
Clark Hungate 
Cleveland !chord 
Cochran Johnson, Colo. 
Colller Jones, N.C. 
Conyers Jones, Tenn. 
Corman Jordan 
Cotter Karth 
Culver Kluczynski 
Daniels, Landrum 

Dominick V. Long, La. 
Davis, Ga. Lujan 
Dellums McCormack 
Dennis McKay 
Diggs McKinney 
Dom McSpadden 
Downing Macdonald 
Drlnan Madigan 
Edwards, Ala. Martin, Nebr. 
Edwards, Cali!. Mathis, Ga. 
Esch Mayne 
Eshleman Meeds 
Evins, Tenn. Metcalfe 
Foley Mezvinsk.y 
Fulton Milford 
Fuqua Minshall, Ohio 
Gibbons Moakley 
Goodling Mollohan 
Grasso Montgomery 
Gray Moorhead, Pa. 
Grlftlths Nelsen 
Grover Owens 

Pepper 
Peyser 
Podell 
Powell, Ohio 
Quie 
Quillen 
Rangel 
Reid 
Rhodes 
Roberts 
Robison, N.Y. 
Rodino 
Roncalio, Wyo. 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rose 
Roy 
Ruth 
Shoup 
Shriver 
Shuster 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Skubitz 
Smith, N.Y. 
Spence 
Stokes 
Stuckey 
Studds 
Talcott 
Thomson, Wis. 
Tiernan 
Udall 
VanderJagt 
Vigorito 
Waldie 
Ware 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wlnn 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Yatron 
Young, Ga. 
Young, Tex. 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall, 303 
Members have recorded their presence 
by electronic device, a quorum. 

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

PRIVILEGED MOTION OFFERED BY 
MRS. MINK TO INSTRUCT CON­
FEREES 
Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I will not 

take much more time. I believe the is­
sues are, if not thoroughly understood, 
at least they have been drawn. 

The question is whether the House de­
sires to instruct the conferees to hold the 
House position on the question of impact 
aid. The net effect of voting for my res­
olution of instruction is to give the con­
ferees an opportunity to go back to the 
conference to restore $69 million. 

The simple effect of my resolution this 
morning is simply to give the conferees 
an opportunity to go back to that con­
ference and to insist that the category 
B children not be sacrificed, because of 
the addition of public housing children. 
I have no objection to the funding of 
public housing children. I have heard 
Members· come up to me during the in­
terim of the quorum call and say that 
because I was going to seek funds for 
public housing they could not support 
me. 

Let me tell the Members, that has al­
ready been done by the conference com­
mittee. They added the $59 million for 
public housing. That has already been 
accomplished. I am saying that that was 
accomplished at the expense of cate­
gory B children to the tune of $69 mil­
lion. 

WhY do we take education funds from 
school districts, which desperately need 
this money, to fund other children? 
Surely, this country is rich enough, if 
we must meet the crushing needs of the 
big cities, to find this extra $60 million 
to give to these big cities, but certainly 
not to take it away from the children 
who deserve it in the category B areas. 
That is the only purpose of my resolu­
tion; to give us an opportunity to reopen 
this matter. 

It will be extremely difficult to do so 
without the support and encouragement 
of this House, so I would hope that the 
House would agree with me. 

Mr. Speaker, I have nothing further to 
say. If the chairman of the full Commit­
tee of Education and Labor would like 
to have a few minutes, I would be glad 
to yield to him for purposes of debate 
only. 

Mr. Speaker, I will yield 5 minutes 
to the chairman of the full committee. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I cer­
tainly hope the gentlewoman will decide 
to yield an additional 5 minutes at least, 
since she has spoken more than 20 
minutes. 

First, let me state to the membership 
of the House that on aJ.l occasions during 
this conference, that CARL PERKINS has 
tried to uphold the position of the House. 

I first asked the Senate to accept the 
House position on impact aid. We got no­
where with that. We had more than a 
half dozen proposals and counterpro­
posals, and the Senate kept arguing that 
the country was losing interest in im­
pact aid. They showed their figures. By 
1972 the limitation was 73 percent of the 
amount of entitlements for B children 
and $5 million reverted to the Treasury. 

In 1973 the limitation was 67 percent, 
and $49.4 million reverted to the Treas­
ury. Last year the limitation was 63 per­
cent, and $48.7 million reverted or will 
revert on Sunday night, even though it 
was appropriated for our schools for B 
children. 

Let me tell the Members about the pro­
posals of the gentlewoman from Hawaii 
to the House and Senate conferees. She 
proposed in the conference to eliminate 
payments for out-of-State B's, and also 
part of that proposal was to cut back on 
payments for out-of-county B's, and she 
would have included public housing chil­
dren for funds at $100 million and she 
also would not have held any school dis­
tricts harmless because of the inclusion 
of public housing children. 

The proposal of the gentlewoman 
from Hawaii <Mrs. MINK) was to cut out 
of county B's more than is proposed in 
the Senate proposal that was adopted by 
the House and Senate conferees, because 
she proposed to cut back from 28 to 25 
percent. 

But we disregarded that and set these 
requirements in the bill. I agree with the 

gentlewoman from Hawaii that the A 
children in 1973 amounted to $190,-
244,000. For this next fiscal year, under 
the mandatory minimal requirements of 
the new proposal, the A children will be 
$193,469,000. And, the heavily impacted 
districts with more than 25 percent of 
A children will be funded 100 percent in 
the A category, and Indian children will 
be funded at 100 percent. 

The Senate amendment, which we 
adopted in conference, proposes a sched­
ule of payments, minimum payments. 
Paragraph 1 provides that all school dis­
tricts shall be paid 25 percent of their 
entitlements; in other words, all the 
way across the board, A children, B chil­
dren, and C children-for the first time 
in public housing-would be funded to 
the extent of 25 percent of their entitle­
ments. Above that, B children will re­
ceive a minimum requirement by this 
proposal of 60 percent of their entitle­
ment. Then the Committee on Appropri­
ations could go on above the 60 percent 
and 25 percent if they wanted to, up to 
100 percent. 

Therefore, I say that the proposal 
adopted by the House conferees was 
much better and straighter than the 
Mink proposal that was rejected by the 
House and Senate conferees. 

The SPEAKER. The •time of the gen­
tleman from Kentucky has exPired. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for an additional 5 
minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not 
have control of the time. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlelady from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK) 
yield an additional 5 minutes to me? 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I regret that 
I had assured the Speaker that this de­
bate would take no more than 10 min­
utes. I yield 5 minutes to my fellow 
conferee, the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. FORD). 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I would like, 
first, to commend the chairman of the 
committee, the gentleman from Ken­
tucky <Mr. PERKINS), and the ranking 
Republican member on the committee, 
the gentleman from Minnesota <Mr. 
QUIE) , who is not here today, for the 
long, hard hours during which they have 
worlted together. 

I simply do not feel that we are at 
this moment involved in a kangaroo 
court proceeding. I really think we have 
been trying to work together in a spirit 
of cooperation in order to get a bill that 
is fair to both urban America and to 
rural America. We were not able to do 
that, in the opinion of many of us in 
the House bill, with regard to title I, 
which very clearly, in the minds of many 
Members, resulted in a very strong evi­
dence of rural bias at the expense of the 
large city. Therefore, when the Sen­
ate was deliberating on what to do, they 
inserted in their legislation a coupie of 
provisions which they thought would 
help to relieve the sting of the title I 
formula that discriminated, in their 
opinion, against urban America and the 
big cities in particular. 

One of those provisions was the ex­
tension of part C of title I, the money 
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that goes where the greatest concen­
tration of poor children visits. That 
would have meant a one-shot $75 million 
program to help offset what the big 
cities were losing in the formula of H.R. 
69. 

During ·the course of the conference 
proceedings the gentleman from Min­
nesota <Mr. QurE) and the gentleman 
from Kentucky, CARL PERKINS, the chair­
man of ~he committee, entered into 
negotiations with the senior Senator 
from New York, and I am afraid that 
the Senator from New York was taught 
how to make horse-and-rabbit stew, be­
cause during the horse trading they were 
putting horses into the stew and he was 
putting rabbits in. That is about the ex­
tent of equality which resulted. 

The Senator from New York first 
traded off $75 million for their $53 mil­
lion, and then they decided that it would 
be better to trade impact dollars than to 
try to get additional dollars for poor chil­
dren in the cities. What we are being 
told, very cynically, here is that if we 
take the money away from impact school 
districts, whether to the cities or to 
small towns, and give it to the cities 
which have a high proportion of pub­
lic housing in relation to the number of 
poor people, samehow that will be more 
acceptable and politically salable and 
it will cause less trouble. 

I submit to the Members that once we 
look at the figures, we are going to dis­
cover that is not true. No one from the 
State of Michigan could accept this, be­
cause we have a lot more poor people in 
Michigan than we have public housing to 
take care of them. 

There is only one city on the trade­
off here that comes off with more money, 
not this year but starting in 1976, than 
they would have received if they had 
not accepted the proposal of the House, 
and that is New York City. Immediately 
when we get to the smaller towns, towns 
like Philadelphia, Chicago, Detroit, and 
Los Angeles, we discover that they really 
get clobbered. 

Los Angeles is an appropriate example. 
Los Angeles trades $4,228,000 of B money 
for $890,000 of public housing money. 
That is a perfect example of what I call 
a horse-and-rabbit trade. Th'Bit follows 
all the way down. So if there are Mem­
bers here who believe a vote against the 
position of the gentlewoman from 
Hawaii <Mrs. MINK) is a vote in favor 
of urban America getting equity in this 
legislation, I want to tell them they are 
wrong. 

The way for urban America and rural 
America to get equity in this legislation 
is for us to get a resounding vote in this 
House so that we can say to the con­
ferees and so that we can say to the 
Senators, "This matter must be re­
opened for further negotiation." On its 
face, in its present form, this 1s so pat­
ently unfair and unreasonable that the 
House is not likely to accept a conference 
agreement which includes this kind of 
a settlement. 

Mr. Speaker, we are not asking this 
House to dictate to the other body; ·we 
are asking the Members to give the dis­
tinguished gentlewoman from Hawaii 
<Mrs. MINK) a vote in order to let us go 
back to the bargaining table and try to 
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get legislation that is fair and equitable 
to everybody-something which is more 
fair than that which is about to be de­
livered to us in the package which has 
been agreed upon by the conferees. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MINK. I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. GILMAN). 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentlewoman from Hawaii for yielding 
to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I first want to compli­
ment the gentlewoman from Hawaii for 
focusing the attention of the House on 
the need to preserve impact aid for those 
school districts who have the added bur­
dens of educating children for our mili­
tary personnel. 

The House has previously wholeheart­
edly endorsed continuing this sorely 
needed educational aid for our impacted 
school districts. 

In the interest of providing equitable 
aid to "B'' school districts, I urge my col­
leagues to support the proposal made by 
the gentlewoman from Hawaii (Mrs. 
MINK) to instruct the House conferees 
to insist upon the provisions of impact 
aid as set forth in the House version of 
H.R. 69. 

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MINK. I yield briefly to the gen­
tleman from Virginia. 

Mr. PARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
congratulate the gentlewoman from Ha­
waii in her leadership in bringing this 
matter before the House, and I wish to 
associate myself with her remarks. 

I would also like to suggest that the 
category B out-of-State provision now 
being considered in the conference com­
mittee would be devastating to the qual­
ity of education in northern Virginia. 
Any suggestion that would eliminate 
payments for out-of-State "B's" students 
for assistance, would fly in the face of 
simple equity on which the current im­
pact aid program is based. The termina­
tion of that assistance without notice, 
even without any consideration for a 
phaseout period in the future, would be 
unconscionable. I sincerely hope and 
trust that the House conferees will not 
seriously consider or accept such a pro­
posal. 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Virginia for his com­
ments. 

Mr. Speaker, I do hate to disagree with 
the chairman of the full committee, the 
gentleman from Kentucky <Mr. PER­
KINs) but my proposal to the conferees 
was to hold everybody harmless at 90 
percent of the current level of funding 
for all B category out-of-State children 
which were cut. The Senate proposal was 
only 80 percent hold harmless. 

Another point that I would like to 
clarify which the chairman of the full 
committee states was that there would 
be adequate funding at 60 percent of 
payments for category B children­
military. 

Let me remind the Members that the 
level of payment now is 68 percent. Right 
off the top, for these premium-B's that 
heretofore no one challenged the Senate 
proposal cut by 8 percent. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Speaker, will the gen­
tlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MINK. I yield briefly to the gen­
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to the motion by the 
gentlewoman from Hawaii and in sup­
port of a conference report on H.R. 69 
that will change the current and grossly 
inequitable funding of lmpact aid and 
embody the principles of the proposed 
Senate language in the pending educa­
tion bill. 

This is by no means the first time that 
I have advocated a shifting of this Na­
tion's educational priorities to share with 
less fortunate school districts the bene­
fits we now accord a few others-others 
that are often extremely wealthy school 
districts. 

The issue before the House is one of 
fairness and equity-consider the facts. 
One of the wealthiest school districts in 
the Nation, Montgomery County, Md., 
receives hundreds of thousands of dol­
lars every year of "impact aid" simply 
because that school district has children 
whose parents have chosen to work out­
side that State or county. On the other 
hand we deny even one penny of impact 
aid to the Stone-McKees Rocks, Pa., 
School District where approximately 30 
percent of the pupils are children whose 
families reside on tax exempt property 
for low rent housing within that school 
district. Can this possibly be fair? The 
answer is no. 

I strongly urge a change in the pres­
ent unfair laws, and therefore I vigor­
ously oppose the motion of the gentle­
woman from Hawaii. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MINK. I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Florida <Mr. LEHMAN). 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from Hawaii for yield­
ing tome. 

Mr. Speaker, what concerns me is that 
after working until 4: 15 in the morning 
and after such a lengthy conference, is 
that the agreement between the House 
and Senate conferees may be jeopard­
ized. Between the South and the North, 
and urban and rural areas, the confer­
ence report distributes the money under 
title I on a much more equitable basis. 
My State of Florida will receive almost 
double under title I compared to the pre­
ceding year. 

However, the Senate conferees them­
selves are mainly from the big cities, and 
I have very serious reservations, after 
sweating this thing out for so many 
hours, if we reopen this they will really 
not have the motivation to continue to 
support this bill, and we will probably 
lose the conference report entirely. So 
this vote is a very important vote. 

So Mr. Speaker, I implore the Mem­
bers to support the chairman of the full 
committee, the gentleman from Ken­
tucky (Mr. PERKINs) in his efforts to get 
out a good bill this year. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MINK. I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin <Mr. 
STEIGER) for the purpose of debate 
only. 
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Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr. 

Speaker, I am grateful to the gentle­
woman from Hawaii for her very gener­
ous allotment of time to enable the House 
to have a better understanding on what 
we are doing. Let us be blunt about it. 
What happens this afternoon on this 
floor in large measure is going to deter­
mine whether or not there is any capa­
bility on the part of either the House or 
the other body to get an elementary and 
secondary education bill out of confer­
ence and enacted this year. Let us not 
kid ourselves about the importance of 
this vote this afternoon. 

There are many of those in the other 
body who would be happy to have no 
bill ,at all, and who have made no bones 
about that. I would not want to see this 
House find itself in the position, based 
on its decision this afternoon, of com­
pletely blowing up in the water the Ele­
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
amendments of 1974. That is the risk we 
run. 

The issues involved are complicated 
and complex, but I think there are some 
simple issues about which no Member in 
this House ought to have a misunder­
standing. 

No.1, are we ending impact aid? Obvi­
ously not. No. 2, what happens to mili­
tary impact aid children? Basically no 
change. I think that ought to be clear to 
the Members that when we talk about 
the military impact aid children who are 
affected by the decision of the confer­
ence, we ought to understand that for 
the last several years in Appropriations 
Committee language most of the military 
A children in the less than heavily im­
pacted districts have been limited to 90 
percent. They are not getting a cut; they 
are being retained at exactly the same 
level that the Committee on Appropria­
tions in both the House and the Senate 
have mandated. 

Third, are we making changes in the 
impact aid program? Yes, we are. I think 
changes are in fact necessary. I find it 
very difficult to defend to my constituency 
or to the constituency of any Member in 
this House that we ought to leave intact 
the impact aid program. Over all it · does 
require changes. But with the hold­
harmless provisions, with the inclusion 
of public housing children, I think we 
move in the direction of trying to create 
a greater degree of equity. Why should 
we include public housing children under 
category B? I think the answer is simple. 
It is because we have accepted the title I 
formula in the House bill. The McClellan 
amendment which included the House 
title I formula was adopted in the Sen­
ate, and there are those in major metrq­
politan areas who do not like tha,t deci­
sion. 

The Members have instructed us on 
busing. I accept that. But 1f the Members 
instruct us on this, if they make it so 
impossible to bring back a conference 
report under any circwnstances, then 
they must answer to their school dis­
tricts, they must answer to the young 
people in their districts about the fact 

that they totally collapsed the conference 
on a $20 billion education bill. 

I hope the House will not do that. I 
urge the Members, implore them, beg 
them to vote no on the request of the 
gentlewoman from Hawaii. 

Mrs. MINK. The gentleman from Wis­
consin has hit upon the precise issue 
which is confronting this House today. 
That is whether children in the school 
districts in our areas are to be traded off 
like some commodity in a conference 
committee. That is the issue here that we 
must face. It is not a question of helping 
someone else get additional money for 
their schools and for their school dis­
tricts. It is a question of taking $69 mil­
lion away from existing programs with­
out an iota of evidence that the Senate 
in offering this proposal knew the trau­
matic impact that it would have on our 
districts. 

The effect of the Senate changes are 
postponed for 1 year. What is the differ­
ence in this position from ours? We pro­
vided for a 1-year study. We would then 
come back after 1 year and know pre­
cisely the effect of what we are doing. 

I believe that the House has had ample 
time to consider my resolution. The 
question is very clear. I beg this House 
not to take funds away from school dis­
tricts. I urge you to give the House 
conferees a chance to go back, negotiate 
this issue, put back the category B 
money, and go along with the Senate 
conference recommedation with regard 
to the public housing children. 

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the motion by the dis­
tinguished gentlewoman from Hawaii 
<Mrs. MINK) to instruct the House con­
ferees on H.R. 69, the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act amendments, 
to retain the House language on impact 
aid programs. 

When we passed Mrs. MINK's impact 
aid amendment on March 27 of this year, 
we did so by an overwhelming margin 
of 276 to 129, and that solid victory for 
extension of impact aid programs 
through 1977 was well deserved. 

The Committee on Education and La­
bor had recommended phasing out the 
impact aid programs at the end of fiscal 
1975, despite the fact that other pro­
grams under ESEA were granted an ex­
tension to 1977. The basic unfairness of 
this proposal was obvious to a sizable 
majority of the House membership in 
March, and it should remain so today. 

The basis for the committee's opposi­
tion to a longer extension for impact aid 
was a belief that these programs were 
providing unfair advantages for some 
school systems that were not afforded to 
other school systems, and that the im­
pact aid programs might be outmoded. 

But the committee further called for 
a study of these allegations to determine 
what the future of impact aid should be, 
and 1 year is simply not enough time to 
conduct the extensive and definitive 
study that should be made of this matter. 

The issue before us today is the same 
one that we faced in March, and that is 
the question of whether or not the Con-

gress wants to study impact aid programs 
or kill them. I want to study these pro­
grams with a view toward making them 
more equitable and more effective in the 
future, and Mrs. MINK's amendment 
would give us this opportunity with suf­
ficient time to do the job properly. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I urge my col­
leagues to join me in support of this mo­
tion to instruct our conferees to hold fast 
to the overwhelmingly approved House 
language in this matter, and demand 
that it be included in the final confer­
ence report version. 

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I can­
not voi'ce too strongly my objections to 
the action taken by the conferees with 
respect to the impacted aid provisions 
inH.R. 69. 

The provisions of the Senate version 
of H.R. 69 relating to impacted aid 
which were accepted by the conference 
committee would change the existing 
Public Law 874 program to the detri­
ment of nearly all school districts now 
receiving impacted aid funds. 

If this action is allowed to stand it 
will raise havoc with the school budgets 
in those affected school districts. It is 
unconscionable to ask our school admin­
istrators to wait until June, July, or per­
haps August to learn how much Federal 
assistance they can expect for the up­
coming school year which begins in Sep­
tember. 

I urge my colleagues therefore to reflect 
on the consequences of this action and 
move to instruct our conferees to insist 
on the impacted aid provisions adopted 
by the House. 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I requested 
the Library of Congress to provide esti­
mates of effects of the tradeoff which 
was agreed to in the House-Senate con­
ference as they affect certain districts. 
cities, and States. 

The table below illustrates the effect 
of the tradeoff, based upon the most cur­
rent data available, regarding the num­
ber of children, the number of public 
housing units with school age children, 
local contribution rates as used in the 
current fiscal year's calculations of en­
titlements, and allotments under part C 
of title I based upon full appropriations 
level of $75 million for fiscal year 1975. 

The tradeoff was reductions of impact 
aid funding at both the entitlement end 
ranging from 5 to 10 percent and the 
payment end from 8 to 15 percent below 
the current 68 percent--in exchange for 
counting public housing children as 
"B-in's" at the payment rate of 25 per­
cent, beginning in fiscal year 1976 in lieu 
of whatever the schools received under 
part C of title I. 

As in all of these cases, most Members 
were deeply concerned about the loss or 
gain of funds for their districts. Regret­
ably no exact figures are obtainable. No 
one can know what the local contribution 
rate will be in fiscal year 1976, or the 
average daily attendance, or the number 
of children in public housing units, or the· 
number of children whose parents will 
work for the military or for the Federal 
Government who live outside the county, 
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and all the other variables which the 
new formula requires as new data, before 
an actual calculation can be made. 

This was a major reason for the House 
providing for a 1-year mandated study 
so that these data could be obtained and 
the exact impact of all changes known 
in advance. 

Be that as it may, those who were 
arguing against my motion who would 
be wise to study carefully the tables that 
were prepared from the best available 
data by the Library of Congress. It shows 
what the effect would be on the major 
cities and States if the conference draft 
were to become law today. You could 
draw a straight line correlation from that 
to what it will be like in fiscal year 1976 
when it does go into effect. Certainly in 
1 year you are not going to have massive 
new public housing units built, or huge 
shifts in poor children into the cities to 
affect the results in any material way. 

So the following chart, I believe, has 
reasonable applicability to what the pic­
ture will look like in fiscal year 1976 when 
these major changes will become effec­
tive under the conference bill. 

Further, I am assuming that part C, 
title I funds will be fully funded in 
fiscal year 1975 at the level of $75 million 

Estimated 
loss, section 

3(B}, over 
current law 

by Senate 
Conference provisions 

authorization paid at 2 tiers 
for ESEA without low 

title I, part C rent housing 
State, county, and school (fiscal year ~~j~lla~~) district 1975) 

NationaL ... _____ ------------- $75,000,000 $69, 000, 000 

primarily because of the changes made 
in the funding mechanism. Part C, title 
I is for special grants for urban and 
rural schools with the highest concen­
tration of poor children. In this current 
fiscal year 1974, $47,239,237 was allotted. 

The tradeoff in the conference bill was 
that part C, title I funds will cease at the 
end of fiscal year 1975 and in place there­
of the "public housing" children will 
begin to be counted as "B" category im­
pact aid children but with a limited pay­
ment of 25 percent of-45 percent of the 
local contribution rate. 

The question therefore is whether this 
tradeoff: 

Loss of category B funds because of 
the revised formula and entitlement; 
plus 

Loss of part C, title I funds is less than 
whatever gain your district might make 
from counting public housing children 
as "B" category at 25 percent of-45 per­
cent of local contribution rate. 

For example, as I said before, if you 
will look at Detroit: If you add the loss 
of $930,000 of part C, title I funds, and 
the loss of category "B" funds because of 
the change of the formula, it totals 
$1,010,000. Yet under the addition of 
public housing children counted as "B" 

Estimated 
public 

housing, 
Senate 

proposal at 
25 f;rc:~~~t 

LeG (fiscal 
year 1973 

data) 

Estimated 
low rent 
housing 
children 
in ADA 

(fiscal year 
1973 data) 

State, county, and school 
district 

children Detroit only will get $330,000. 
Thus the net loss for Detroit w111 be 
$680,000. 

If you take Philadelphia: The loss un­
der part C, title I funding when that is 
repealed at the end of fiscal year 1975 at 
full funding is $3,280,000; its further loss 
under the new category "B" formula is 
estimated at $550,000; yet the additional 
funds it will receive on account of count­
ing public housing children as category 
''B" children is only $1,820,000. So in 
Philadelphia, the loss will amount to 
$2,010,000 under the conference agree­
ment. 

In Los Angeles County, the loss under 
part C, title I funding when that is re­
pealed in favor of category C impact aid. 
again assuming part C, title I, will be 
fully funded is $4,230,000; the city of 
Los Angeles loses under the new cate­
gory "B" formula $590,000; the addi­
tional funds it will receive on account of 
counting public housing children as 
category ''B'' is only $890,000. The city 
of Los Angeles has only an estimated 
16,040 children living in its public hous­
ing units. Its loss under this conference 
tradeoff is likely to be $3,900,000. 

The chart referred to follows: 

Conference 
authorization 

for ESEA 
title I, part C 

(fiscal year 
1975) 

Estimated 
loss1 section 

3~B), over 
current law 

by Senate 
provisions 

paid at 2 tiers 
without low 

rent housing 
(fiscal year 
1973 data) 

Estimated 
public 

housing, 
Senate 

proposal at 
25 percent of 

45 percent 
LCR (fiscal 
year 1973 

data) 

Estimated 
low rent 
housing 
children 

in ADA 
(fiscal year 
1973 data) 

$53, 000, 000 883,000 Michigan______________________ $5,250,000 -------------- $870,000 20,640. 
Wayne ______ -------------- 3, 320, 000 ------ __________ --------------------- ____ _ 

California_____________________ 9, 000,000 -------------- 3, 830,000 69,200 
Los Angeles county_________ 4, 230, ooo --------------------890-000---------ifo4o 

Detroit______________________________ $80,000 330,000 6, 070' 
Missouri_ ____ ---- __ ----------- 1, 060, 000 ------ _ __ _ __ __ 660, 000 12, 800 

Los Angeles CitY--------------------- 590,000 210' 000 g' 810 
San Francisco______________ 370, ooo 150, ooo aoo' ooo s' 280 

Colorado_--------------------- J~8· 888 ------23!rooo· 25o: ooo a: ooo 
. ~enver____________________ ' no' 000 640 000 10 120 

Drst.nct of Columbra____________ 1, 190,000 , 
1 530

•
000 31

•
600 Flonda________________________ 1• ~58· 888 -------45-oiio- '2oo: ooo 4:080 

lllin~:~_e_~~-u_n_t:~~~============ 6, 650, 000 ---------'----- 4, 850,000 72,640 
cook c~unty_______________ s, 160, ooo ----------ooii ____ T63o-ooo _____ ;. ___ 53-33ii 

Chrcag0-------------------r-------- 600' 1' 230' 000 21' 040 
Marylan~-- ----.--------------- t' 580• 000 ------i9o-iiiici" 1' oso' ooo 14' 960 Baltrmore Crty_____________ ,350,000 , , , • 

St. Louis City_------------- 480,000 80,000 340,000 5, 52() 
Jackson _____ -------------- 230, 000 --------- ____ _ ------ ________ -------- _____ _ 

Kansas City__________________________ " 140,000 90,000 1, 420' 
New York_____________________ 9, 000,000 --------- -- - -- 8, 420,000 91,360' 

New York City_____________ 7, 160,000 990,000 7, 860,000 71,290 
Pennsylvania ____ -------------- 4, 700,000 -------------- 3, 390,000 58, 720 

Allegheny ___ -------------- 1, 120, 000 ------ _____ -------- ___ --------------------
Pittsburgh___________________________ 70,000 630,000 7, 73(} 

Philadelphia City___________ 3, 280,000 550,000 1, 820,000 26, 610 
South Carolina_________________ 570,000 -------------- 390,000 8, 050 

Charleston County__________ 170,000 320,000 90,000 1, 940 
Virginia._--------------------- 1, 210,000 ----------- - -- 1, 230,000 21, 120 

NorfolkCity_______________ 300,000 460,000 330,000 5,520 
AlexandriaCity____________ 0 2€0,000 110,000 1,040 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I move the Clausen, Hanley Mink Steele VanDeerlln Whitehurst 
Don H. Hanrahan Mitchell, N.Y. Steiger, Ariz. VanderVeen Wilson, Bob 

previous question on the motion. Clawson, Del Harsha Montgomery Stephens Veysey Wilson, 
The previous question was ordered. Cohen Hebert Moss Stratton Waggonner Charles H., 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the Conlan Hicks Murphy, N.Y. Stubblefield Waldie Call!. 

Coughlin Hinshaw Natcher Taylor, Mo. Walsh Wright 
preferential motion offered by the gentle- crane Hogan Nedzi Thornton Wampler Young, Alaska. 
woman from Hawaii <Mrs. MINK>. Daniel, Robert Holt ' Nichols Traxler Whalen Young, S.C. 

The question was taken; and the w.,Jr. Hosmer O'Brien Udall White 

Speaker announced that the noes ap- Danielson I chord O'Hara. NOES-187 Davis, S.C. Jarman Owens 
peared to have it. Denholm Johnson, Cali!. Parris Abzug Buchanan Davis, Wis. 

RECORDED VOTE 
Dickinson Jones, Ala. Passman Anderson, n1. Burke, Fla. de la Garza. 
Ding ell Jones, Okla. Patman Andrews, N.C. Burke, Mass. Delaney 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I demand a Drinan Kastenmeier Pettis Annunzlo Burleson, Tex. Dell en back 

recorded vote. Duncan Kazen Pickle Archer Burlison, Mo. Dellums 
Edwards, Calif. Ketchum Pike Arends Burton, John Dennis 

A recorded vote was ordered. Evans, Colo. King Poage Ashley Burton, Phllllp Dent 
The vote was taken by electronic de- Fisher Kuykendall Price, Tex. A spin Butler Derwinski 

vice, and there were-ayes 144, noes 187, Flowers Kyros Pritchard Badmo Carney, Ohio Devine 
Flynt Lagomarsino Randall Ba!alls Casey, Tex. Donohue 

not voting 103, as follows: Ford Leggett Rees Barrett Cederberg Dulski 
[Roll No. 351] Gettys Long, La. Rooney,Pa. Bell Chappell duPont 

Gilman Lott Rousselot Bennett Clay Eckhardt 
AYES-144 Ginn McClory Runnels Bergland Cleveland Ell berg 

Abdnor Beard Brinkley Goldwater McFall Ruppe Bingham comns, Til. Erlenborn 
Adams Bevm Brotzman Gonzalez Mahon Ryan Brademas Co111ns, Tex. Fascell 
Alexander Biester Brown, Ohio Green, Oreg. Mathias, Calif. Scherle Bray Conable Findley 
Anderson, Blackburn Broyhtll, Va. Gross Mathis, Ga. Sebelius Brooks Conte Fish 

Cali!. Boggs ~urgener Gubser Matsunaga Skubitz Broomfield conyers Flood 
Ashbrook Bowen Byron Gude Melcher Snyder Brown, Calif. Corman Forsythe 
Baker Breaux Camp Guyer Mezvinsky Spence Brown, Mich. Cronin Fountain 
Bauman Breckinridge carter Hamilton M11ler Steed Broyhlll, N.C. Daniel, Dan Fraser 
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Frelinghuysen Martin, N.C. 
Frenzel Mayne 
Frey Mazzoli 
Froehlich Michel 
Gaydos Mills 
Giaimo Minish 
Green, Pa. Mitchell, Md. 
Haley Mizell 
Hansen, Idaho Moorhead, 
Hastings Calif. 
Hawkins Morgan 
Hays Mosher 
Hechler, W.Va. Murphy, lll. 
Heckler, Mass. Murtha 
Heinz Myers 
Helstoski Nix 
Hillis Obey 
Holtzman O'Neill 
Horton Patten 
Huber Perkins 
Hudnut Preyer 
Hunt Price, Ill. 
Hutchinson Railsback 
Johnson, Pa. Rangel 
Jordan Rarick 
Kemp Regula 
Koch Reuss 
Landgrebe Rhodes 
Latta Riegle 
Lehman Rinaldo 
Lent Robinson, Va. 
Litton Roe 
Long, Md. Rogers 
Luken Roncallo, N.Y. 
McCloskey Rosenthal 
McColl1ster Rostenkowski 
McDade Roush 
McEwen Roybal 
Madden Ruth 
Mallary St Germain 
Mann Sandman 
Mara.zitl Sarasin 

Sarbanes 
Satterfield 
Schnee bell 
Schroeder 
Seiberling 
Shipley 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
Staggers 
Stanton, 

J. William 
Stanton, 

JamesV. 
Stark 
Steelman 
Steiger, Wis. 
Sullivan 
Symington 
Symms 
Taylor, N.C. 
Teague 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thone 
Tiernan 
Towell, Nev. 
Treen 
Vander Jagt 
Vanik 
Widnall 
Wiggins 
Wilson, 

Charles, Tex. 
Wolff 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Yates 
Young, Fla. 
Young, Ill. 
Zablocki 
Zion 
zwach 

NOT VOTING-103 
Addabbo 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Armstrong 
Blagg! 
Blatnik 
Boland 
Bolling 
Brasco 
Burke, Calif. 
Carey, N.Y. 
Chamberlain 
Chisholm 
Clancy 
Clark 
Cochran 
comer 
cotter 
Culver 
Daniels, 

Dominick V. 
Davis, Ga. 
Diggs 
Dorn 
Downing 
Edwards, Ala. 
Esch 
Eshleman 
Evins, Tenn. 
Foley 
Fulton 
Fuqua 
Gibbons 
Goodling 
Grasso 
Gray 

Griffiths 
Grover 
Gunter 
Hammer-

schmidt 
Hanna 
Hansen, Wash. 
Harrington 
Henderson 
Holifield 
Howard 
Hungate 
Johnson, Colo. 
Jones, N.C. 
Jones, Tenn. 
Karth 
Kluczynski 
Landrum 
Lujan 
Mccormack 
McKay 
McKinney 
McSpadden 
Macdonald 
Madigan 
Martin, Nebr. 
Meeds 
Metcalfe 
Milford 
Minshall, Ohio 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moorhead, Pa. 
Nelsen 
Pepper 
Peyser 

Podell 
Powell, Ohio 
Quie 
Qulllen 
Reid 
Roberts 
Robison, N.Y. 
Rodino 
Roncalio, Wyo. 
Rooney, N.'i. 
Rose 
Roy 
Shoup 
Shriver 
Shuster 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Smith, N.Y. 
Stokes 
Stuckey 
Studds 
Talcott 
Thomson, Wis. 
Ullman 
Vigorito 
Ware 
Whitten 
Williams 
Winn 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Yatron 
Young, Ga. 
Young, Tex. 

So the preferential motion was re­
jected. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Addabbo. 
Mr. Clark with Mr. Kluczynskl. 
Mr. Hungate with Mr. Dominick V. Daniels. 
Mr. Hanna with Mr. Stokes. 
Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Holifield. 
Mr. Fuqua with Mr. Macdonald. 
Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Moakley. 
Mr. Milford with Mrs. Chisholm. 
Mr. Pepper with Mr. Moorhead of Pennsyl-

vania. 
Mr. Vigorito with Mr. Diggs. 
Mr. Studds with Mr. Young of Georgia. 
Mr. Sikes with Mr. Rooney o! New York. 
Mr. Roberts with Mr. Blagg!. 
Mr. Culver with Mr. Reid. 
Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Carey o! 

New York. 

Mr. Landrum with Mr. Brasco. 
Mr. McKay with Mr. Fulton. 
Mr. Meeds with Mr. Metcalfe. 
Mr. Gibbons with Mrs. Grasso. 
Mr. Gray with Mrs. Burke of California. 
Mr. Henderson with Mr. Cotter. 
Mr. Gunter with Mr. Howard. 
Mr. Rose with Mr. Harrington. 
Mr. Roy with Mr. Anderson of North 

Dakota. 
Mr. Stuckey with Mr. Clancy. 
Mr. Ullman with Mr. Collier. 
Mr. Whitten with Mr. Esch. 
Mr. Dorn with Mr. Cochran. 
Mr. Foley with Mr. Grover. 
Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Eshleman. 
Mr. Karth with Mr. Hammerschmidt. 
Mr. Jones of North carolina with Mr. 

Edwards of Alabama. 
Mr. Downing with Mr. Lujan. 
Mr. Rodino with Mr. Goodling. 
Mr. Sisk with Mr. Madigan. 
Mr. McCormack with Mr. Martin of Ne-

braska. 
Mr. McSpadden with Mr. McKinney. 
Mr. Mollohan with Mr. Minshall of Ohio. 
Mr. Powell of Ohio with Mr. Peyser. 
Mr. Quillen with Mr. Podell. 
Mr. Robison of New York with Mr. Quie. 
Mr. Roncalio of Wyoming with Mr. Shuster. 
Mr. Shoup with Mr. Talcott. 
Mr. Shriver with Mr. Thomson of Wiscon-

sin. 
Mr. Smith of New York with Mr. Ware. 
Mr. Winn with Mr. Williams. 
Mr. Wyman with Mr. Wylie. 
Mr. Young of Texas with Mr. Yatron. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I ask that 

all Members may have five legislative 
days in which to revise and extend their 
remarks on the preferential motion just 
voted on. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Hawaii? 

There was no objection. 

ESTABLISHING EGMONT KEY NA­
TIONAL WilDLIFE REFUGE IN 
THE STATE ON FLORIDA 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill (H.R. 8977) to 
establish in the State of Florida the Eg­
mont Key National Wildlife Refuge, with 
a Senate amendment thereto, and con­
cur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 

as follows: 
Page 3, strike lines 1, 2, and 3. 

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, would the gentleman 
explain briefly the conference report? 

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

Mr. GROSS. I will be glad to yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. DINGELL. I say to the Members 
that the Senate amendment is a very 
small change, not a substantive amend­
ment. It strikes out about the last four 
lines of the bill which authorize the ex-

penditure of funds to carry out the pur­
poses of the act. The language which was 
stricken by the Senate is unimportant 
because there is other statutory author­
ization for precisely the same expendi­
ture of funds. It makes no real change 
in the bill and no change whatsoever 
in existing law with regard to expendi­
ture of funds to implement the act. It 
removes swift usage. 

If my good friend, the gentleman from 
Iowa, will recall, the legislation passed 
the House earlier without opposition and 
passed the Senate more recently with­
out opposition. It is sponsored by our 
good friend and colleague, the gentle­
man from Florida (Mr. GIBBONS), who 
has worked very hard on this :fine wild­
life refuge bill. It will set up a very :fine 
wildlife refuge. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was concurred 

in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

DESIGNATING PREMISES OCCUPIED 
BY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 
AS OFFICIAL RESIDENCE OF VICE 
PRESIDENT 
Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the Senate joint reso­
lution (S.J. Res. 202) designating the 
premises occupied by the Chief of Naval 
Operations as the official residence of the 
Vice President, effective upon the termi­
nation of service of the incumbent Chief 
of Naval Operations, with a Senate 
amendment to the House amendment 
thereto, and concur in the Senate amend­
ment. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
joint resolution. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment 
to the House amendment, as follows: 

SEc. 3. The Secretary of the Navy shall, 
subject to the supervision and control of the 
Vice President, provide for the staffing, care, 
maintenance, repair, improvement, altera­
tion, and furnishing of the official residence 
and grounds of the Vice President. 

The SPEAKER. Is· there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi­
nois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PRICE of Dlinois. Mr. Speaker, on 

June 12, 1974 by a vote of 380 ayes to 23 
nays the House passed Senate Joint Res­
olution 202 designating the premises 
presently occupied by the Chief of Naval 
Operations as the "temporary" official 
residence for the Vice President of the 
United States. 

The House version, which was in the 
form of an amendment, struck all after 
the enacting clause of the Senate joint 
resolution and inserted the House lan­
guage. Section 3 of the House version 
authorized the Administrator of General 
Services to provide for the care, mainte­
nance, repair, improvement, alteration, 
and furnishing of the official residence 
and grounds including heating, lighting, 
and air conditioning, such services to be 
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provided at the expense of the United 
States. 

The Senate, on June 26, 1974, by voice 
vote, agreed to concur in the House 
amendment, with an amendment. The 
Senate amendment to the House version 
struck out section 3 set forth above, and 
inserted the following language: 

Section 3. The Secretary of the Navy shall, 
subject to the supervision and control of the 
Vice President, provide for the stafiing, care, 
maintenance, repair, improvement, altera­
tion, and furnishing of the offi.cial residence 
and grounds of the Vice President. 

The Senate position was that the Navy 
had the care, custody, and control of this 
house for the last 40 years and could 
adequately maintain it for the Vice 
President rather than turning it over to 
the General Services Administration. 
This is in line with the language in the 
House report which stated the committee 
position that when the Vice President 
moved into a permanent residence and 
vacates the official "temporary" residence 
that it should revert to the Navy Depart­
ment for its further use as determined 
by the Secretary of the Navy. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani­
mous consent that the House accept the 
Senate amendment to the House version 
of Senate Joint Resolution 202, and pass 
the resolution as amended by the Senate. 

The Senate amendment to the House 
amendment was concurred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

PAYMENTS BY THE POSTAL SERV­
ICE TO THE CIVIL SERVICE RE­
TffiEMENT FUND 
Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan­

imous consent to take from the Speak­
er's desk the bill <H.R. 29) to provide for 
payments by the Postal Service to the 
civil service retirement fund for in­
creases in the unfunded liability of the 
fund due to increases in benefits for 
Postal Service employees, and for other 
purposes, with a Senate amendment 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amendment 

as follows: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause and 

insert: That section 8348 of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

"(h) (1) Notwithstanding any other stat­
ute, the United States Postal Service shall 
be liable for that portion of any estimated 
increase in the unfunded liability of the 
Fund which is attributable to any benefits 
payable from the Fund to active and retired 
Postal Service officers and employees, and to 
their survivors, when the increase results 
from an employee-management agreement 
under title 39, or any administrative action 
by the Postal Service taken pursuant to law, 
which authorizes in pay on which benefits 
are computed. 

"(2) The estimated increase in the un­
funded liability, referred to in paragraph 
( 1) of this subsection, shall be determined 
by the Qivll Service Commission. The United 
States Postal Service shall pay the amount so 
determined to the Commission in thirty 
equal annual installments with interest 
computed at the rate used in the most recent 
valuation of the Civil Service Retirement 

System, with the first payment thereof due 
at the end of the fiscal year in which an 
increase in pay becomes effective.". 

SEc. 2. (a) The last sentence of section 
1005(d) of title 39, United States Code, is 
repealed. 

(b) Section 1005(d) of title 39, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new sentence: "The 
Postal Service shall pay into the Civil Serv­
ice Retirement and Disabil1ty Fund the 
amounts determined by the Civil Service 
Commission under section 8348(h) of 
title 5.". 

SEc. 3. The effective date of this Act shall 
be July 1, 1971, except that the Postal Serv­
ice shall not be required to make ( 1) the 
payments due June 30, 1972, June 30, 1973, 
and June 30, 1974, attributable to pay in­
creases granted by the Postal Service prior 
to July 1, 1973, until such time as funds are 
appropriated to the Postal Service or that 
purpose, and (2) the transfer to the Civil 
Service Retirement and Disability Fund 
required by title II of the Treasury, Postal 
Service, and General Government Appro­
priation Act, 1974, Public Law 93-143. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, the Sen­

ate amendment to H.R. 29 strikes out 
all of the provisions of the House bill 
and substitutes an entirely new text. 

However, there are only two significant 
differences between the House and 
Senate versions of the bill. 

The House bill makes the Postal Serv­
ice liable for any increases in the un­
funded liability of t.he civil service re­
tirement fund resulting from collective­
bargaining agreements or administra­
tive actions which authorize: First, new 
or liberalized benefits, second, extension 
of covera.ge of the retirement provisions, 
or third, increases in pay. 

The Senate amendment, however, 
makes the Postal Service liable only for 
increases in the unfunded liability which 
result from increases in pay. 

The Senate Committee deleted the 
references to "new or liberalized bene­
fits" and "extension of coverage" on the 
basis that the Postal Service has no au­
thority under either the Postal Reorgan­
ization Act or under the civil service re­
tirement provisions to grant new or 
liberalized benefits or extend coverage 
of the retirement provisions. 

Upon further consideration of the mat­
ter we now agree with the Senate's de­
termination and believe that the change 
proposed by the Senate amendment is 
justified. 

The other significant difference be­
tween the two versions of the bill re­
lates to the effective date of the legisla­
tion. 

The House bill would be effective upon 
date of enactment and would make the 
Postal Service liable only for increases 
in the unfunded liability which result 
from pay increases which become ef­
fective on or after the date of enact­
ment. Under the House bill, the Postal 
Service would not be liable for any in­
creases in the unfunded liability result- · 
ing from the pay increases authorized 
under the first collective-bargaining 
agreement of July 20, 1971. 

Under the Senate amendment, the 

provisions of the bill would be effective 
July 1, 1971. However, the Postal Service 
would not be required to make the first 
three unfunded liability payments for 
fiscal years 1972, 1973, and 1974, attrib­
utable to pay increases prior to July 1, 
1973, amounting to $284.6 million, until 
funds have been appropriated to the 
Postal Service for that specific purpose. 

The 1974 Appropriation Act, Public 
Law 93-143, provided that $142.3 mil­
lion of the appropriation contained in 
that act shall be available only for trans­
fer to the civil service retirement fund. 

The 1975 fiscal year appropriation 
(H.R. 15544) , which passed the House 
on June 25, 1974, contains a similar pro­
vision requiring $414.4 m1llion to be 
transferred for this purpose. 

The authority of the 1974 act to trans­
fer the $142.3 million to the civil serv­
ice retirement fund is voided by section 
3 of the Senate amendment. The Senate 
amendment contemplates that specific 
dollar amounts must be appropriated 
before the transfers are required for the 
payments due for 1972, 1973, and 1974. 

Questions have been raised as to 
whether or not the Senate amendment 
could be considered as an authorization 
for amounts to be appropriated to the 
Postal Service for the amounts required 
to be transferred to the civil service 
retirement fund. We want the RECORD 
to show that section 3 of the bill is in­
tended to be considered as an authoriza­
tion for appropriations for the amounts 
due June 30, 1972, June 30, 1973, and 
June 30, 1974, attributable to pay in­
creases prior to July 1, 1973. There is 
no other provision in the Senate amend­
ment that is to be considered as author­
izing appropriations for amounts due 
after June 30, 1974. The Postal Service 
concurs with this interpretation. I ask 
that a letter I have received from the 
Postal Service, dated June 25, 1974, con­
firming this interpretation, be inserted 
at the end of my remarks. 

Upon passage of H.R. 29 by the House 
on May 7, 1973, it was estimated that 
the amount for which the Postal Service 
should be obligated as of June 30, 1974, 
was $284,667,000. This amount repre­
sented retirement amortization pay­
ments, including interest, attributable 
to pay increases granted postal employ­
ees prior to July 1, 1973. 

While the Senate report on H.R. 29 
uses such figure, it fails to take into ac­
count an additional $69,200,000 due on 
June 30, 1974, as the initial payment due 
as a result of an additional pay increase 
granted after July 1, 1973-in fiscal year 
1974. Thus, the total amount due the 
fund, attributable to all intervening pay 
increases, is $353,867,000 as of June 30, 
1974. 

The Postal Service Appropriation Act 
for fiscal year 1974 directed that $142,-
333,500, representing one-half of the pre­
viously estimated obligation, be trans­
ferred to the retirement fund. It was 
contemplated that the remaining bal­
ance would be covered in the fiscal year 
1975 appropriation bill. Such funds have 
not yet been transferred by the Postal 
Service and, upon enactment of H.R. 29, 
the requirement to make the transfer will 
be canceled. 
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Recap (tn millions) 

Amount due June 30, 1974, for 
pre-~ 1974 actions ________ $284,667,000 

Amount due June 30, 1974, for 
FY 1974 actions____________ 69, 200, 000 

Amount due June 30, 1974 (ar-
rearage) ------------------ 353,867,000 

Amount due in FY 1975______ 202, 885, 000 

Total ----------------- 556,752,000 

The letter follows: 
LAW DEPAaTMENT, 

Washtngton, D.C., June 25, 1974. 
Hon. THADDEUS J. DULSKI, 
Chairman, Committee on Post Offlce and 

Civil Service, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.c. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I understand that 
some question has arisen in respect to H.R. 
29, a b111 relating to payments on unfunded 
Uabllity by the U.S. Postal Service to the 
Civil Service Retirement Fund, as it passed 
the Senate. The question has to do with 
whether section 1 of the blll, which would 
amend 5 U.S.C. § 8348 by adding a new sub­
section (h), could be construed or inter­
preted as authorizing future appropriations 
to the Postal Service in respect to the obli­
gations of the Postal Service which would be 
created by the new subsection (h). That is, 
the question runs to whether the Postal 
Service might at some future time request 
appropriations under that subsection to en­
able it to make payments of all or any part 
of the thirty equal annual installments (with 
interest) envisioned by subsection (h) (2). 

The Postal Service has no intention of ever 
making such a request and could not properly 
do so. In our opinion, it is entirely clear that 
the provisions in question would not author­
ize any appropriation to the Postal Service. 
Similarly, we see no reasonable way to in­
terpret section 2 of the bill (which would 
amend 39 U.S.C. § 1005(d)) as conceivably 
authorizing appropriations. If H.R. 29 is en­
acted in the form in which it passed the Sen­
ate, the Postai Service would be obliged to 
assume the responsibility for the remaining 
27 installments on the liability created by the 
postal pay increases instituted in July, 1971, 
by the Postal Service and for all 30 install­
ments on the liabiUties arising out of all 
other pay increases that have been or may be 
instituted by the Postal Service under the 
Postal Reorganization Act. The only language 
in H.R. 29 which could be reasonably inter­
preted as contemplating authorization of ap­
propriations is to be found in section 3 of the 
bill, regarding the payments for fiscal years 
1972 through 1974 attributable to pay in­
creases created by the Postal Service prior to 
July 1, 1973. 

Sincerely, 
Louis A. Cox, 
General Counsel. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

RETIREMENT OF CERTAIN LAW EN­
FORCEMENT AND FIREFIGHTER 
PERSONNEL 
Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan­

imous consent to take from the Speaker's 
desk the bill (H.R. 9281) to amend title 
5, United States Code, with respect to 
the retirement of certain law enforce­
ment and firefighter personnel, and for 
other purposes, with Senate amendments 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend­

ments, as follows: 

Page 2, line 5, strike out "sections" and in­
sert "section". 

Page 2, strike out line 21 and insert 
"amended-

"(1) by striking out 'and' at the end of 
paragraph (18); 

"(2) by striking out the period at the end 
of paragraph (19) and inserting in lieu 
thereof a semicolon and the word 'and'; and 

"(3) by adding at the end thereof the 
following:" 

Page 4, line 2, strike out "rehabilitation." 
and insert "rehab111tation; and". 

Page 4, in the eighth line following line 
16, strike out "1973" and insert "1974". 

Page 4, in the ninth line following llne 16, 
strike out "1973" and insert "1974". 

Page 5, line 2, strike out "fifty-five" and 
insert "55". 

Page 5, line 3, strike out "twenty" and in­
sert "20". 

Page 5, line 7, strike out "sixty" and in­
sert "60". 

Page 5, line 9, strike out "sixty" and insert 
"60". 

Page 5, line 12, strike out "sixty-day" and 
insert "60-day". 

Page 5, Une 16, strike out "fifty" and in­
sert "50''. 

Page 5, line 16, strike out "twenty" and in­
sert "20". 

Page 5, line 18, strike out "twenty" and in-
sert "20". · 

Page 5, line 4, strike out "per centum" 
and insert "percent". 

Page 5, line 25, strike out "twenty" and in­
sert "20". 

Page 6, line 1, strike out "per centum" 
and insert "percent". 

Page 6, line 2, strike out "twenty" and in­
. sert "20". 

Page 6, llne 9, strike out "1973" and in­
sert "1974". 

Page 6, line 10, strike out "1977" and in· 
sert "1978". 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, the sub­

stantive differences between the provi­
sions of H.R. 9281 as passed by the House 
and the Senate amendments thereto re­
late only to the effective dates of cer­
tain provisions of the bill. 

Under the House-passed bill, the in­
clusion of premium pay for uncontrolla­
ble overtime as a part of basic pay and 
the 7% percent retirement deduction 
rate for employees covered under the bill 
would take effect at the beginning of the 
first pay period after December 31, 1973. 
Under the Senate amendment the two 
provisions would take effect the first pay 
period after December 31, 1974. 

The mandatory retirement provision 
would take effect on January 1, 1977, un­
der the House bill and on January 1, 1978, 
under the Senate amendment. 

The Senate amendments are necessary 
and proper in view of the 9-month time 
differential between passage of H.R. 
9281 by the House-September 20, 1973-
and passage by the Senate-June 24, 
1974. 

All of the other Senate amendments 
are purely technical changes in order to 
conform the language of the bill to the 
style of title 5 of the United States Code. 

The Senate amendments were con­
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I would 

like to make a personal statement. On 
roll call No. 319, the vote on final pass­
age on H.R. 15472, the agriculture-en­
vironmental and consumer protection ap­
propriations bill, fiscal year 1975, the 
RECORD shows I am recorded as not vot­
ing. Mr. Speaker, I was here and I voted 
"yea." 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. PREYER. Mr. Speaker, I was in 

High Point, N.C., at noon yesterday keep­
ing an important, and long standing, 
speaking engagement. I had arranged to 
be back in Washington the same after­
noon-in time for important votes. Of 
course, the House met early and I was 
not present to vote on the motion of the 
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. WAG­
GONNER) , instructing the conferees on 
H.R. 69 to support the House language 
on busing. Had I been here, I would have 
voted for the Waggonner motion. I sup­
port the House language and will con­
tinue to do so. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 3458, 
DOMESTIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani­
mous consent for the immediate consid­
eration of the conference report on the 
Senate bill <S. 3458) to amend the Agri­
culture and Consumer Protection Act of 
1973, the Food Stamp Act of 1964, and 
for other purposes, and that the state­
ment of the managers be read in lieu of 
the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 
(For conference report and statement, 

see proceedings of the House of June 26, 
1974.) 

Mr. POAGE (during the reading). Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
further reading of the minutes be dis­
pensed with. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 

the gentleman from Texas (Mr. POAGE). 
Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, the bill of 

the conferees is within the broad general 
purpose of H.R. 14992, "to continue the 
domestic food assistance programs, and 
for other purposes." In summary, H.R. 
14992 would have provided the Secretary 
of Agriculture the authority until June 
30, 1975, to purchase agricultural com­
modities of the types customarily pur­
chased under section 32 of Public Law 
320 and section 416 of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 notwithstanding other pro­
visions of law to maintain "the level of 
assistance required" by the domestic food 
assistance programs authorized by law­
except child nutrition and title VII of 
the Older American Act of 1965 pro­
grams. 
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This amounted to a 1-year, permissive 

extension of the authority provided in 
section 4 (a) of Public Law 93-86, the 
Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act 
of 1973. Section 1 of the Senate bill, S. 
3458, would have provided a permanent, 
mandatory extension of section 4(a) au­
thority to provide "the traditional level 
of assistance" to all the domestic food 
assistance programs. S. 3458 contained 
additional sections regarding the food 
stamp and special milk programs not 
contained in H.R. 14992. 

Section 2 of the Senate bill amended 
section 3 of the Food Stamp Act of 1964, 
which contains definitions of terms used 
in the act. This section defines terms ap­
pearing in section 3 of this bill, which 
provides for administering the food 
stamp program on Indian reservations. 
Section 2 would include, in the term 
"State agency," the Secretary of the In­
terior whenever he has responsibility to 
administer the program for an Indian 
tribe, as well as the official governing 
body of any tribe and any State which 
has responsibility for such administra­
tion. Section 2 also defines the terms 
"tribe" and "Indian reservation." 

Section 3 of S. 3458 added a new subsection 
to section 4 of the Food Stamp Act of 1964. 
This new subsection authorizes Indian tribes 
to administer the food stamp program on be­
half of their members who live on Indian 
reservations. It also authorizes the Secre­
tary of the Interior or any State, pursuant to 
agreement with the tribe, to administer the 
program on behalf of any tribe on an Indian 
reservation. While section 3 authorizes op­
eration of the food stamp program on reser­
vations of Indian tribes which desire the 
program, under section 1 of the bill, tribes 
may, until July 1, 1976, elect to operate the 
family food distribution program on their 
reservations. 

Section 3 of S. 3458 also provided that the 
Secretary of Agriculture may issue no regu­
lation which pertains only to the adminis­
tration of the food stam!) program on Indian 
reservations without prior consultation with 
the Secretary of the Interior and authorized 
representatives of the tribes affected. 

Section 4 of the Senate bill amended sec­
tion 15 of the Food Stamp Act of 1964 to 
authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to pay 
each State agency 62¥2 percent of all of the 
State agency's costs in administering the 
food stamp program. At present, the Food 
Stamp Act authorizes the Secretary to pay 
each State 62¥2 percent of only certain desig­
nated administrative costs. 

Section 4 of the Senate bill also directed 
the Secretary to pay any Indian tribe, the 
Department of the Interior, or any State, 100 
percent of all the costs of administering the 
food stamp program on any Indian reserva­
tion pursuant to the provisions in section 3 
of the bill. 

Section 4 of the Senate bill also required 
that each State report at least annually on 
the effectiveness of the administration of the 
program. No payment of administrative costs 
shall be made unless the Secretary is satis­
fied that the State is employing enough 
qualified personnel to administer the pro­
gram efficiently and effectively. 

Section 5 of S. 3458 also requires the Child 
Nutrition Act of 1966 to establish a 5-cent 
minimum rate of reimbursement for each 
half-pint of milk served in the special milk 
program. The minimum rate of reimburse­
ment is to be adjusted annually, beginning 
with the 1976 fiscal year, to refiect change& 
in the series of food away from home of the 
Consumer Price Index published by the Bu­
reau of Labor Statistics of the Department 
of Labor. Adjustments are to be computed to 
the nearest one-fourth cent. Also, in lieu of 

a stated amount, appropriations of such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out the 
program are authorized. 

The conference agreement adopted the 
House title "to continue the domestic 
food assistance programs and for other 
purposes." The conference agreement on 
section 1 will provide the "traditional 
level of assistance" to the domestic food 
assistance programs included in the 
House b111 for 3 years ending June 30, 
1977. Section 32 funds are authorized for 
use in fiscal year 1975 only. The next 2 
years' moneys must be appropriated from 
the general revenue fund to carry out this 
authorized extension of section 4(a) of 
Public Law 93-86. 

The conferees provided that the 3-year 
extension of the Department of Agricul­
ture's authority to purchase and donate 
commodities would benefit, among other 
programs, supplemental feeding. The 
supplemental feeding program in fiscal 
year 1974 was intended to provide free 
nutritious foodstuffs to a population of 
137,000 pregnant and lactating low­
income women and their infants and 
children below the age of 5 in some 200 
project areas. The conferees expect that 
the Department of Agriculture will con­
tinue to donate commodities to these pro­
grams wherever they may be located and 
will not attempt to terminate them sim­
ply because the commodity distribution 
program to needy families will be phased 
out of all of the counties in which the 
supplemental feeding programs operate 
and be replaced by food stamps during 
the course of the next few months in ac­
cordance with the mandate of Public 
Law 93-86, the Agriculture and Con­
sumer Protection Act of 1973. The con­
ferees further assume that, if the Depart­
ment of Agriculture has announced the 
termination of such programs during 
1974 or in fact closed them down, it will 
reopen them and provide them with nec­
essary foodstuffs in accordance with the 
provisions of this bill. 

Sections 2 •and 3 of S. 3458 were not 
included in the conference agreement. 
The conferees agreed to section 4, with 
the exception of the Indian provision, 
which will substantially revise the cost­
sharing mechanism pursuant to which 
the Department of Agriculture reim­
burses the States for administering the 
food stamp program. Since 1970, the De­
partment has provided 62.5 percent of 
certain State expenses limited to the di­
rect salary, travel, and travel-related 
costs-including fringe benefits-of per­
sonnel during the time that they are em­
ployed in certifying nonpublic assistance 
households, performing Outreach, and 
conducting fair hearings. The new for­
mula would reduce the Department share 
of State-and county, where the State 
passes these on to its political subdivi­
sions--costs to 50 percent, but would ex­
pend the items of expense covered to en­
compass all program-related administra­
tive costs, some of which are specified in 
the law on a nonexclusive basis. This ex­
pansion means that States could be re­
imbursed in the future for one-half of 
their expenditures in, among other 
things, issuing food coupons--including 
the cost of contracting ou.t of that func­
tion to private and public organizations 
and agencies-administering the pro-

gram throughout the State-including 
the cost of all supervisory and clerical 
personnel and the rental, furnishing, and 
supplying of officers-investigating fraud 
and protecting against theft, utilizing 
automatic data processing-including 
equipment costs-and undertaking ef­
fective outreach to insure the participa­
tion of all eligible households that wish 
to benefit from the program-including 
the cost of mobile units and of contract­
ing with private and public organizations 
and agencies to supply manpower to per­
form this function. The conferees under­
stood that the cost share would not, 
however, extend to any expenses involved 
in certifying public assistance households 
for food stamps, since those expenses are 
already covered by Federal reimburse­
ment under the public assistance pro­
gram. 

The conferees accepted section 5 of the 
Senate bill as written, which will have 
the effects I have previously explained. 

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the conference report on 
s. 3458. 

It is important that this bill be quickly 
enacted in order to keep the pipeline of 
donated food flowing to needy people 
throughout the Nation. The present 
authority expires Sunday, June 30, and I 
hope the House will act expeditiously to 
prevent any gap occurring in this De­
partment of Agriculture food donation 
program. 

The conference report modifies the 
House companion legislation in three 
major respects. 

First, it mandates the commodity dis­
tribution program for 3 more years. The 
House bill provided authority for 1 addi­
tional year. The conference bill, however, 
would require specific annual appropria­
tions for the second and third year rather 
than permitting the Secretary to use 
''section 32" funds as he presently does 
and as the bill provides for the first year 
of its life. 

I would also point out that the confer­
ence substitute retains the amendment I 
offered to permit the distribution of sea­
food and seafood products under the pro­
gram. These nutritious foods can go a 
long way to improving the diets of those 
who participate in the program. 

Second, it removes the annual author­
ization ceiling of $120 million on the 
present school milk law and permits such 
sums as Congress may appropriate in 
future years. It also raises the half-pint 
reimbursement rate by 1 penny and ties 
future reimbursements-starting in fis­
cal year 1976-to the cost of living in­
dex maintained by the Department of 
Labor. 

Third, it increases and simplifies the 
Federal share of administrative expenses 
on the food stamp program that is run 
jointly with the States by adopting a 
"50-50" cost-sharing formula. 

This legislation is needed, Mr. Speaker, 
to both keep and expand food assistance 
to many people who, without this bill, 
would face many hungry days. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the 
previous question on the conference re­
port is ordered 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

conference report. 
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The question was taken; and the 

Speaker announced that the ayes ap­
peared to have it. 

Mr. BELL. Mr. Speaker, I object to the 
vote on the ground that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab­
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de­
vice, and there were-yeas 325, nays o, 
not voting 109, as follows: 

[Roll No. 352] 
YEAS-325 

Abdnor Dent Long, La. 
Abzug Derwinskt Long, Md. 
Adams Devine Lott 
Alexander Dickinson Luken 
An derson, Donohue McClory 

Calif . Drinan McCloskey 
Andrews, N.C. Dulski McColl1ster 
Annunzio Duncan McDade 
Archer duPont McEwen 
Arends Eckhardt McFall 
Ashbrook Edwards, Calif. Madden 
Ashley Eilberg Mahon 
Aspin Erlenborn Mallary 
Bad1llo Evans, Colo. Mann 
Bafal1s Fascell Maraziti 
Baker Findley Martin, N.C. 
Barrett Fish Mathias, Calif. 
Bauman Fisher Mathis, Ga. 
Beard Flood Matsunaga 
Bell Flowers Mayne 
Bennett Flynt Mazzoli 
Bergland Ford Melcher 
Bevm Forsythe Mezvinsky 
Biester Fountain Miller 
Bingham Fraser Mills 
Blackburn Frenzel Minish 
Blat nik Frey Mink 
Boggs Froehlich Mitchell, Md. 
Boland Gayclos Mitchell, N.Y. 
Bowen Gettys Mizell 
Brademas Giaimo Montgomery 
Bray Gilman Moorhead, 
Breaux Ginn Calif. 
Breckinridge Goldwater Morgan 
Brinkley Gonzalez Mosher 
Brooks Green, Oreg. Moss 
Broomfield Green, Pa. Murphy, Dl. 
Brotzman Gross Murphy, N.Y. 
Brown, Calif. Gude Murtha 
Brown, Mich. Guyer Myers 
Brown, Ohio Haley Natcher 
Broyhlll, N.C. Hamilton Nedzi 
BroyhUl, Va. Hanley Nichols 
Buchanan Hanrahan Nix 
Burgener Hansen, Idaho Obey 
Burke, Fla. Harsha O'Brien 
Burke, Mass. Hawkins O'Hara 
Burleson, Tex. Hays O'Nelll 
Burlison, Mo. H6bert Owens 
Burton, John Hechler, W.Va. Parris 
Burton, Phillip Heckler, Mass. Passman 
Butler Heinz Patman 
Byron Helstoski Patten 
Camp Hicks Perkins 
Carney, Ohio Hillis Pettis 
Carter Hinshaw Pickle 
Casey, Tex. Hogan Pike 
Cederberg Holt Poage 
Chappell Holtzman Preyer 
Clausen, Horton Price, Ill. 

Don H. Hosmer Price, Tex. 
Clawson, Del Huber Pritchard 
Clay Hudnut Railsback 
Cleveland Hunt Randall 
Cohen Hutchinson Rangel 
Collins, Dl. !chord Rarick 
Collins, Tex. Jarman Rees 
Conable Johnson, Calif. Regula 
Conte Johnson, Pa. Reuss 
Conyers Jones, Ala. Rhodes 
Corman Jones, Okla. Riegle 
Coughlin Jordan Rinaldo 
Crane Kastenmeier Robinson, Va. 
Cronin Kazen Rodino 
Daniel, Dan Kemp Roe 
Daniel, Robert Ketchum Rogers 

W., Jr. Koch Roncallo, N.Y. 
Danielson Kuykendall Rooney, Pa. 
Davis, S.C. Kyros Rosenthal 
Davis, Wis. Lagomarsino Rostenkowski 
de la Garza Landgrebe Roush 
Delaney Latta Rousselot 
Dellenback Leggett Roybal 
Dellums Lehman Runnels 
Denholm Lent Ruppe 
Dennis Litton Ruth 

Ryan 
StGermain 
Sandman 
Sarasin 
Sarbanes 
Satterfield 
Scherle 
Schnee bell 
Schroeder 
Sebelius 
Seiberling 
Shipley 
Skubitz 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, N.Y. 
Snyder 
Spence 
Staggers 
Stanton, 

J. William 
St anton, 

JamesV. 
Stark 
Steed 
Steele 

Steelman Wampler 
Steiger, Ariz. Whalen 
Steiger, Wis. White 
Stephens Whitehurst 
Stubblefield Widnall 
Sullivan Wiggins 
Symington Wilson, Bob 
Symms Wilson, 
Taylor, Mo. Charles H., 
Taylor, N.C. Calif. 
Teague Wilson, 
Thompson, N.J. Charles, Tex. 
Thone Wolff 
Thornton Wright 
Tiernan Wyatt 
Towell, Nev. Wydler 
Treen Yates 
Udall Young, Alaska 
Ullman Young, Fla. 
Van Deerlin Young, Dl. 
Vander Jagt Young, S.C. 
Vanik Zablocki 
Veysey Zion 
Waggonner Zwach 
Waldie 
Walsh 

NAYS-0 
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Addabbo 
Anderson, Ill. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Armstrong 
Blagg! 
Bolling 
Bras co 
Burke, Calif. 
Carey, N.Y. 
Chamberlain 
Chisho_m 
Clancy 
Clark 
Cochran 
Collier 
Conlan 
Cot ter 
Culver 
Daniels, 

Dominick V. 
Davis, Ga. 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Dorn 
Downing 
Edwards, Ala. 
Esch 
Eshleman 
Evins, Tenn. 
Foley 
Frelinghuysen 
Fulton 
Fuqua 
Gibbons 
Goodling 
Grasso 
Gray 

Griffiths 
Grover 
Gubser 
Gunter 
Hammer-

schmidt 
Hanna 
Hansen, Wash. 
Harrington 
Hastings 
Henderson 
Holifield 
Howard 
Hungate 
Johnson, Colo. 
Jones, N.C. 
Jones, Tenn. 
Karth 
King 
Kluczynski 
Landrum 
Lujan 
McCormack 
McKay 
McKinney 
McSpadden 
Macdonald 
Madigan 
Martin, Nebr. 
Meeds 
Metcalfe 
Michel 
Milford 
Minshall, Ohio 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moorhead, Pa. 
Nelsen 

Pepper 
Peyser 
Podell 
Powell, Ohio 
Quie 
Quillen 
Reid 
Roberts 
Robison, N.Y. 
Roncalio, Wyo. 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rose 
Roy 
Shou p 
Shriver 
Shuster 
Sikes 
Sisk 
St okes .:. 
St ratton 
St uckey 
Studds 
Talcott 
Thomson, Wis. 
Traxler 
VanderVeen 
Vigorito 
Ware 
Whitten 
Williams 
Winn 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Yatron 
"Young, Ga. 
Young, Tex. 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Mr. Addabbo with Mr. Davis of Georgia. 
Mr. Sikes with Mr. Dorn. 
Mr. Clark with Mrs. Griffiths. 
Mr. Brasco with Mr. Hanna. 
Mr. Roberts with Mrs. Hansen of Wash-

ington. 
Mr. Macdonald with Mr. Landrum. 
Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Shoup. 
Mr. Fulton with Mr. Anderson of Illinois. 
Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Powell 

of Ohio. 
Mr. Henderson with Mr. Peyser. 
Mr. Holifield with Mr. Nelsen. 
Mr. Biaggl with Mr. Minshall of Ohio. 
Mr. Cotter with Mr. Chamberlain. 
Mr. Dominick V. Daniels with Mr. Ham-

merschmidt. 
Mr. Diggs with Mr. Foley. 
Mr. Dlngell with Mr. Grover. 
Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Clancy. 
Mr. Fuqua with Mr. Edwards of Alabama. 
Mr. Podell with Mr. Frelinghuysen. 
Mr. Harrington with Mr. Gubser. 
Mr. Howard with Mr. Cochran. 
Mr. Roncalio of Wyoming with Mr. 

Hastings. 
Mr. Moakley with Mr. Esch. 

Mr. Moorhead of Pennsylvania with Mr. 
Comer. 

Mr. Vigoroto with Mr. King. 
Mr. Studds with Mr. Eshleman. 
Mr. Stokes with Mr. Gray. 
Mr. Reid with Mr. Lujan. 
Mr. Carey of New York with Mr. Conlan. 
Mrs. Burke of Californ ia with Mr. Stratton. 
Mrs. Chisholm wit h Mr. Culver. 
Mr. Downing with Mr. Madigan. 
Mr. Gibbons with Mr. Goodling. 
Mrs. Grasso with Mr. Martin of Nebraska. 
M.r. Metcalfe with Mr. McSpadden. 
Mr. Sisk with Mr. McKinney. 
Mr. Gunter with Mr. Hungate. 
Mr. Jones of North Carolina with Mr. 

Karth. 
Mr. McCormack with Mr. McKay. 
Mr. Meeds with Mr. Milfm·d. 
Mr. Mollohan with Mr. Pepper. 
Mr. Rose with Mr . Quie. 
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Quillen. 
Mr. Shriver with Mr. Robison of New York. 
Mr. Yatron with Mr. Talcott. 
Mr. Stuckey with Mr. Thomson of Wis-

consin. 
Mr. Wylie with Mr. Roy. 
Mr. Whitten with Mr. Williams. 
Mr. Winn with Mr. Traxler. 
Mr. Young of Georgia with Mr. Vander 

Vee-n. 
Mr. Wyman with Mr. Young of Texas. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 7724, 
NATIONAL RESEARCH ACT 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I call 
up the conference report on the bill (H.R. 
7724) to amend the Public Health Service 
Act to establish a national program of 
biomedical research fellowships, trainee­
ships, and training to assure the contin­
ued excellence of biomedical research in 
the United States, and for other pur­
poses, and ask unanimous consent that 
the statement of the managers be read 
in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object 
I would like to address a question to ou; 
distinguished chairman of the Commit­
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
(Mr. STAGGERS). 

I notice on page 14 of this conference 
report that the protection of individual 
rights of conscience in cases of abortion 
has been retained by the conference com­
mittee, but the protection of religious 
hospitals has not been retained by the 
conference committee. 

I would like to know why the protec­
tion of religious hospitals, which was in­
cluded in the report last year, has been 
suddenly omitted? 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentlewoman will yield, there has been 
a misapprehension. 

Let me read what the existing law 
says. We did not cha,.nge the law. There 
has been a misunderstanding, because 
there was some language in the Senate 
version which was in their blll and which 
we took out. I will read section 401 of 
the Health Programs Extension Act of 
1973 (P.L. 93-45) which is the provision 
we are all interested in. 
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SEc. 401. (a) Section 601 of _the Medical 

Facilities Construction and Modernization 
Amendments of 1970 is amended by striking 
out "1973" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"1974". 

(b) The receipt of any grant, contract, 
loan, or loan guarantee under the Public 
Health Service Act, the Community Mental 
Health Centers Act, or the Developmental 
Disabilities Services and Fac111ties Con­
struction Act by any individual or entity 
does. not authorize any court or any public 
officml or other public authority to require-

(1) such individual to perform or assist in 
the performance of any sterilization proce­
dure or abortion if his performance or as­
sistance in the performance of such proce­
dure or abortion would be contrary to his 
religious beliefs or moral convictions; or 

(2) such entity to-
(A) make its facilities available for the 

performance of any sterilization procedure or 
abortion if the performance of such proce­
dure or abortion in such facilities is pro­
hibited by the entity on the basis of religious 
beliefs or moral convictions, or 

(B) provide any personnel for the perform­
ance or assistance in the performance of any 
sterilization procedure or abortion if the per­
formance or assistance in the performance 
of such procedure or abortion by such per­
sonnel would be contrary to the religious be­
liefs or moral convictions of such personnel. 

(c) No entity which receives a grant, con­
tract, loan, or loan guarantee under the Pub­
lic Health Service Act, the Community 
Mental Health Center Act, or the Develop­
mental Disabilities Services and Facilities 
Construction Act after the date of enactment 
of this Act may-

(1) discriminate in the employment, pro­
motion, or termination of employment of 
any physician or other health care personnel, 
or 

( 2) discriminate in the extension of staff 
or other privileges to any physician or other 
health care personnel, 
because he performed or assisted in the per­
formance of a lawful sterilization procedure 
or abortion, because he refused to perform 
or assist in the performance of such a pro­
cedure or abortion on the grounds that his 
performance or assistance in the perform­
ance of the procedure or abortion would be 
contrary to his religious beliefs or moral con­
victions, or because of his religious beliefs or 
moral convictions respecting sterilization 
procedures or abortions. 

Approved June 18, 1973. 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. DELANEY. I want to make in­
quiry of the chairman. I received a tele­
gram that reads as follows: 
Representative JAMES J. DELANEY, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, 

D.C.: 
National Conference of Catholic Bishops 

urge you oppose conference report on H.R. 
7724, as passed the Senate H.R. 7724 pro­
tected religious convictions of church related 
institution and all individuals. This was in 
keeping with decision of Congress last year 
in the amendment of Senator Church to the 
Health act. The conference deleted protec­
tion for religious institutions and presents a 
threat to religious freedom. I urge you 
oppose the conference or support a motion to 
recommit. 

JAMES ROBINSON, 
Director, Government Liaison U.S. Cath­

olic Conference. 

Will the chairman comment on that? 
Mr. STAGGERS. I will be happy to. In 

the Senate bill, they had language which 
was essentially redundant with the ex­
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isting law. This is the law of the land, 
and we did not touch it in any way. We 
took out the Senate provision because it 
was just not necessary. 

Let me read the law again. 
Mr. DELANEY. Is this merely repeti­

tion? 
Mr. STAGGERS. It is merely repeti­

tion. 
Mr. DELANEY. Is this the basic law as 

it stands now? 
Mr. STAGGERS. That is right. 
Mr. DELANEY. The gentleman can as­

sure me of that? 
Mr. STAGGERS. That is right. I can 

assure the gentleman and all the Mem­
bers of the House. 

Mr. DELANEY. I thank the gentleman 
very much. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I feel that 
the fears of some of the Members here in 
this House are unfounded. It is clearly 
written in the law that no hospital no 
institution, no person is required by' re­
ceipt of funds under the PHS Act to give 
an abortion. I regret that information 
has been disseminated which would dis­
turb our friends, but it is simply not true. 
Personally I, want to thank the dis­
tinguished gentleman from New York 
(Mr. DELANEY) and the gentlewoman 
from Massachusetts (Mrs. HECKLER), for 
their contribution and to assure them 
hat their fears are unfounded. 

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. 
Mr. Speaker, I wish to advance a further 
question. 

According to my understanding Pub­
lic Law 93-45 does protect the rtfihts of 
religious oriented hospitals and does not 
require that they perform abortions· 
and this conference report will not alte~ 
the basic standing of that law. 

My further question, however, is that 
since this conference report relates tore­
sear.ch funding by the omission of pro­
tectiOn for the Catholic hospitals or 
other religious hospitals, will there be 
ramifications in terms of research fund­
ing? ·wm they be required in research to 
support abortions or research related to 
it in order to receive such funds? 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, let me 
say to the gentlewoman that all medi­
cal research is done under the Public 
Health Service Act. That act is covered 
in its entirety under the law which I 
have just quoted a few moments ago, 
and they are thus protected. 

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. 
Could the gentleman explain how it is 
that the individual rights are specifically 
prot~cted and the rights of religious 
hospitals are not mentioned? How did 
that omission take place? 

Mr. STAGGERS. Let me say to the 
gentlewoman again that part of the Sen­
ate version was essentially identical to 
the law of the land as it is now and was 
thus stricken from the Senate' bill. Let 
me assure the gentlewoman that it is 
the law of the land. It is written in Pub­
lic Law 93-45 and carried on the books 
and is in effect now and will be at all 
times. 

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, in view of the fact that this 

has been omitted, and even though the 
opinions of the chairman are somewhat 
reassuring, yet an open question remains 
in my mind as to what are the actual 
consequences of this. 

Therefore. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read 

the report. 
The Clerk proceeded to read the con­

ference report. 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, a parlia­
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I under­
stood the gentlewoman from Massachu­
setts to object to the consideration of 
the conference report. 

The SPEAKER. The gentlewoman did 
not make any such objection. The re­
quest was that the statement be read in 
lieu of the conference report and there 
was objection, so we are reading the 
report. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I dis­
tinctly heard the gentlewoman's state­
ment, and she just reaffirmed to me that 
she objected to the consideration. 

The SPEAKER. The gentlewoman has 
no right to object to the consideration. 
It is a privileged conference report. It 
has been on file the requisite time. 

The Clerk will continue to read the 
report. 

The Clerk proceeded to read the con­
ference report. 

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, in view of the pressing busi­
ness of this House, I withdraw my 
objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 
(For conference report and statement 

see proceedings of the House of June 25, 
1974.) 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the statement 
of the managers be considered as read. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 

West Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS) is recog­
nized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. RODINO). 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I take this 
time to address myself to a press report 
which states that the chairman of the 
House Committee on the Judiciary has 
said that all the Democratic mem· 
hers--

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, a parlia­

mentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 

state it. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, is the gen­

tleman speaking out of order? 
Mr. RODINO. I ask unanimous con­

sent to speak out of order. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 
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There was no objection. 
Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, the press 

report to which I refer reads that the 
chairman of the House Judiciary Com­
mittee has stated that all the Democratic 
members of the committee will support 
the impeachment of President Nixon. 

I want to state unequivocally and cate­
gorically that this statement is not true. 
There is no basis in fact for it, none 
whatsoever. 

The chairman of the Committee on the 
Judiciary has, ever since the inception 
of this inquiry, consistently been solici· 
taus of the need to be careful, deliberate, 
and altogether fair. I have stated this 
position, not just rhetorically, but be­
cause I feel it deep within me, and I 
have so expressed myself to each and 
every member of the committee. I am 
sure that no member of the committee 
can say other than just that. Nor have 
I ever inquired of any member of the 
committee as to how he or she will vote. 
I do not know how anyone will vote, nor 
could I presume to know. 

During the course of this inquiry, I 
have at every press briefing, at every op­
portunity to exRress myself by public 
statement and otherwise, stated the 
need to proceed only on the basis of fair­
ness, and only when there has been a 
complete presentation, only then, should 
members draw a conclusion. This is the 
way it must be because the American 
public and history will judge us. 

For this report, this unfortunate, re­
grettable press report, to reflect on the 
committee and the committee's proceed­
ings is, in my judgment, tremendously 
unfortunate and regrettable. 

The gentleman from Alabama, who 
just left here, Mr. WALTER FLOWERS, per­
mitted me to use his name. He had a dis­
cussion with me this morning, before I 
learned of this report, and again just 
prior to my coming to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, we discussed on a very 
heart-to-heart basis the questions in­
volved and how deeply rooted they are 
in conscience and conviction as we con­
tinue our search for the truth. And, the 
gentleman from Alabama, Mr. WALTER 
FLOWERS, who just had to catch a plane, 
stated that he would be denying this 
report, and any statement such as this, 
attributed to me. He said he could deny 
it from here to Alabama and back. 

I know that any Member of this House 
who knows me can state without equivo­
cation that in any discussion he or she 
has had with me, that this has been the 
attitude of the committee chairman. 
Were it otherwise, I want to assure the 
House that I would not be sitting as 
chairman of the committee; I would 
withdraw myself from that capacity. 

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

Mr. RODINO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Tilinois. 

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

I wish to commend the gentleman for 
the statement he has made here today. 
I appreciate the fact that the gentleman 
is making it for the purpose of repudiat­
ing this charge, which was reported just 
recently in the press. I do want to say 
that from my observations, and I think, 
with perhaps some encouragement and 

some cooperation from our side, there 
has been a definite intention on the 
part of the Members not to prejudge. 

I say that with some exceptions, but I 
know the chairman of the committee has 
tenaciously endeavored to avoid state­
ments which would indicate any pre­
judging of the case. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to add this 
also: I think during these coming weeks 
it will be extremely incumbent upon us 
to avoid positions of partisanship which 
could, it seems to me, adversely affect 
our proceedings at this stage. I am hope­
ful that the chairman of the committee 
will not take a partisan position, for in­
stance, with regard to opening the hear­
ing, and will avoid actions which would 
result in dividing the committee along 
partisan lines. , 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen­
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. Ronmo) 
has expired. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
additional minutes to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

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

Mr. RODINO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Arkansas. 

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

I would like to take this opportunity 
to say that in my view the chairman of 
the committee has conducted himself 
in a way that is in the highest tradition 
of fairness and honorable action 
throughout this long and difficult pro­
ceeding which, as all of us know, must 
be far beyond any considerations of 
partisan politics. It is a question that 
goes to the heart of our constitutional 
system of Government, and as one Mem­
ber of that committee, I wish to say that 
I believe our committee chairman has 
approached the matter with that thought 
in mind. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to commend 
the chairman for his statement and for 
his demeanor and character in these 
proceedings. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr RODINO. I yield to the gentleman 

from Illinois. 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I, just as 

my colleague, the gentleman from Tili­
nois, am gratified that the gentleman 
from New Jersey has taken the floor to 
discuss his position in the matter. 

Certainly the gentleman must under­
stand that when we read his remarks 
off the ticker tape this morning, we felt 
this was one of the most disturbing mat­
ters we have seen since this entire im­
peachment matter started. It is under­
standable that there was created here 
on the floor of the House an atmosphere 
which was, to say the least, upsetting. 

So once again it seems to me, that if 
the gentleman did not make the state­
ment attributed to him, one might refer 
to the whole question as "shoddy re­
porting" or "bad reporting," whatever 
you care to call it. Here again we are 
hearing such statements as "It has been 
heard," "It has been rumored," and "It 
is reported," "we heard". We have had 
enough of that kind of practice. 

Mr. Speaker, I am glad for that reason 
that the gentleman has set forth his 
position this afternoon. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Epeaker, will the gen­
tleman yield? 

Mr. RODINO. I yield to the gentle­
man from South Carolina. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, the reports 
that have heretofore been published con­
cerning the impartiality and fairness of 
the chairman of the committee are well­
deserved. I can report to this Congress 
and to the American people that in pri­
vate, in caucus, in committee, and in 
public I have yet to hear the chairman 
of the committee express any prejudg­
ment, or attempt to influence others to 
prejudge this case. 

I know the statement attributed to him 
is absolutely uncharacteristic and un­
true, and I share his outrage. I wish to 
emphasize and reemphasize that these 
proceedings are going forward in ac­
cordance with the highest traditions of 
justice and fair play, and pursuant to the 
serious responsibilities entrusted to this 
House by the Constitution. The system 
imposes upon us the responsibility of de­
termining this matter in accordance with 
the facts and the law, and nothing else, 
and the system is working, outside re­
ports or pressures to the contrary not­
withstanding. 

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

Mr. RODINO. I yield to the gentle­
man from New York. 

Mr. WYDLER. Mr. Speaker, I consider 
this incident unusual, and very vicious 
reporting on somebody's part, or possibly 
a very vicious spreading of rumors on 
the part of some of your visitors. 

The thing that concerns me, Mr. 
Chairman, and I wish the gentleman 
would clear it up, and that is that one 
reason the story is unusual is not com­
ing from informed sources as we usually 
hear about, but coming through your 
visitors. 

Could the gentleman tell us who these 
visitors were who spread this story of 
your statement? 

Mr. RODINO. I have many visitors 
who come to me. 

Mr. WYDLER. These were visitors at 
your noon break on Thursday, yesterday 
noon. 

Mr. RODINO. I say that I have many 
visitors in my office. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen­
tleman has again expired. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
would the gentleman from West Virginia 
yield 8 minutes to this side? 

Mr. STAGGERS. I will yield 2 min­
utes, because I think we had better get 
along with the business of the House. 
I have yielded to several Members on 
your side of the aisle who have already 
spoken. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, I have 
tremendous confidence in the objective 
and nonpartisan attitude of Chairman 
RoDINO and his committee. I feel they 
and he are trying to the best of their 
ability to do their job in a proper manner. 

The press makes mistakes from time 
to time, like everyone else does, but in 
such a vital area as impeachment there 
should be extreme caution and care, it 
seems to me. 
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Mr. Speaker, there recently came to 

my attention a misleading article in the 
Jack Anderson column and I had thought 
that I had set it straight, at least pri­
vately; but now I hear that a national 
television chain is going to reproduce 
and expand the error that was made. In 
the June 4 Jack Anderson column the 
following was said: 

NIXON Woos CONSERVATIVE LEGISLATORS 
(By Jack Anderson) 

White House aides have taken pains to 
remind members of Congress that they are 
sitting on the impeachment jury and, there­
fore, that it is improper for them to discuss 
the case against President Nixon. 

It would seem to be even more Improper, 
however, for Mr. Nixon as the defendant to 
court members of the jury. Yet he has taken 
key senators and representatives on dinner 
cruises down the Potomac. He has made 
White House planes, limousines and other 
privileges available to them. He has pam­
pered them with sudden attention. 

The President is even tailoring his legis­
lative program, at least in part, to appeal 
to the conservatives whose votes he is count­
ing upon to keep him in office. The politics 
of impeachment, rather than the merits of 
the legislation, now seem to determine what 
bills he will support. 

For example, the President had halted the 
construction of a cross-Florida barge canal 
to preserve the beauty of northern Florida's 
Oklawaha River. As recently as six weeks 
ago, the White House reassured Florida con­
servationists of the President's support. 

But the promises are forgotten after a 
contingent of conservative congressmen 
called upon the White House to go ahead 
with the barge canal. The President hastily 
withdrew his opposition. 

Mr. Speaker on June 4 I wrote Jack 
Anderson as shown below: 

Mr. JACK ANDERSON, 
1612 K Street, N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 

JUNE 4, 1974. 

DEAR JACK: You were misinformed in what 
you said in your June 4 column about the 
Florida Canal. The President has not told 
any Congressman that he has withdrawn his 
opposition to this canal; because if that were 
true, I would have known of it since the 
canal goes through my district, which over­
whelmingly supports the canal. Although I 
am a fairly conservative Congressman I have 
not been invited to supper aboard the Se­
quoia and I am not expecting an invitation 
to do so. 

The President is no longer impounding 
funds which Congress appropriated to make 
an ecological study of the canal, but that is 
because the U.S. District Court ordered him 
to go ahead with the ecological study be­
cause of the provisions of the U.S. Con­
stitution. 

Sincerely and with kindest regards, I am 
CHARLIE. 

Then I received the following June 6 
letter from Jack Anderson: 

JUNE 6, 1974. 
DEAR CHARLES: You and I both know that 

in Washington offic~ls speak a cautious lan­
guage, which often says one thing and means 
another. 

Although the White House is stm publicly 
affirming Its opposition to the cross-Florida 
barge canal, It has been taking actions to 
the contrary. 

Specifically, the White House had earlier 
agreed to restore the Oklawaha River by 
"lowering the Impoundment" of Its banks. 
This lowering, as you know, would restore the 
river and is an essential element in the op­
position to the canal. 

But after President Nixon's meeting with 

the contingent of Florida Congressmen last 
month, he backed off from lowering the im­
poundment of the river and thus restoring 
it. A White House letter on the issue stated: 
"Pending a final decision, the Administra­
tion has sought to keep all its options open." 

You must admit that this equivocation is 
a serious retreat from the President's earlier 
unqualified support for restoring the river. 
It was his way of reassuring the Florida 
conservatives. 

I am sure you will agree that the last two 
years have shown us that White House pub­
lic relations announcements are usually a 
far cry from the reality of the situation. 

With best wishes, 
Cordially, 

JACK ANDERSON. 

Then I replied by the following June 7 
lette·r: 

Mr. JACK ANDERSON, 
1612 K Street, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

JuNE 7, 1974. 

DEAR JAcK: Thank you for your June 6 
letter. When I received it I called you and 
finding you out talked with someone else in 
your office and told them that I do not know 
much about the question of the lowering 
impoundment issue addressed in your third 
paragraph; because I never thought that this 
was an Issue which controlled the matter of 
the canal being built or not. I know of no 
one who suggests lowering the water to the 
original banks of the Oklawaha River in a 
limited area of the lake which now exists. 
Perhaps there are some who wish this, but 
I do not have in my files any letters from 
anyone who has suggested that, as a logical 
thing to do to require the canal to be built. 

In any e·vent I have not been active in that 
controversy. I have vigorously supported the · 
Idea of having an environmental study made 
of the canal since the President proported 
to kill the canal on the basis of environment 
but never had an environmental study made 
that was adverse to the canal. The courts 
have required that the President have an en­
vironmental study made and use federally 
appropriated funds for this purpose. 

With specific reference to your fourth para­
graph, I do not believe that President Nixon 
ever had a meeting with Florida Congress­
men last month, or at any other time, to dis­
cuss the merits of the canal. I believe that if 
any such meetings had occurred I would 
have heard of it; and I never heard of it. The 
Congressmen who are most interested In the 
canal, those through whose districts the canal 
runs, have denied that any such meeting has 
occurred as far as they know. 

With kindest regards, I am 
Sincerely, 

CHARLES. 
P.S. I can't find a copy of the letter men­

tioned In your fourth paragraph and have 
never heard of it. Can I have a copy? 

Mr. Speaker, the reply to that was a 
telephone call from Mr. Howie Kurtz, 
who works for Mr. Anderson. In order to 
put the conclusion of this matter in writ­
ing I wrote the following June 13 letter: 

Mr. JACK ANDERSON, 
1612 K Street, NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

JUNE 13, 1974. 

DEAR JACK: I had the pleasure of talking 
with Howle Kurtz today about the column 
that I wrote you about on the President and 
the Canal. It is my understanding that from 
his conversation that he did not mean to 
Imply that the President had personally 
withdrawn his opposition to the Canal; but 
only that Nat Reed or somebody in the De­
partment of the Interior has the impression 
that the President has withdrawn his opposi­
tion to the Canal. It is not my impression 
that the President has withdrawn his opposi­
tion to the Canal. Because I would feel that 

the President would notify me, either 
through Nat Reed or someone else, that he 
has withdrawn his opposition to the Canal. 
As far as I know, no member of the Florida 
Delegation has been notified that the Presi­
dent has withdrawn his opposition to the 
Canal. 

I appreciate your office and Mr. Kurtz be­
Ing wllling to talk with me and corresponding 
with me on this subject. There Is no need 
for any further action In the matter at all. 
I am glad that. we had an opportunity to 
clear the record and find out what the under­
standings were. I stlll feel that the original 
article was misleading at least to me; and 
that it seems to me to imply that the Presi­
dent had withdrawn his opposition to the 
Canal, and I do not think that this is in 
fact true. I know that I have never had the 
opportunity to discuss the merits of the 
Canal with the President since he has been 
President. 

With kindest regards, I am 
Sincerely, 

CHARLIE. 

Mr. Speaker, I would not be laboring 
this matter at this point if I were not 
certain that these inaccuracies are about 
to be repeated on television. Therefore, 
I feel forced to make these comments in 
the public record, so that anyone who has 
been misled will be advised of the truth. 
I ascribe no bad motives to anyone in 
this. Everybody makes mistakes; but 
they ought not to be repeated. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Will the 
gentleman yield 5 minutes? 

Mr. STAGGERS. I will yield 3 min­
utes to the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I thank the 
gentleman very much, but I will get .my 
time under another process. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, the 
conference report that is before us today 
is on a bill that came out of our Subcom­
mittee on Public Health and Environ­
ment unanimously and the full com­
mittee unanimously. It passed this 
House by a vote of 361 to 5. It passed 
the Senate unanimously. The Senate 
agreed to the conference report yester­
day, 72 to 14, and the conference report 
is now before the House. 

This is a b111 which our committee 
wrote last year when the administration 
proposed to discontinue programs for 
training medical researchers. The origi­
nal House bill was designed to continue 
these programs as they had existed in 
the past. In the Senate some revisions 
were made in the training provisions 
and a completely new title was added to 
the bill calling for the creation of a per­
manent commission for the protection 
of human subjects of biomedical and be­
havioral research. This Commission was 
to make policies and regulations which 
the Secretary of HEW would have had 
to follow in his research programs. 

The conference report which we now 
bring for your consideration contains a 
reasonable set of compromises on the 
original training provisions with a 1-year 
authorization of $208 million. The origi­
nal House bill had authorized $208 mil­
lion for fiscal 1975. The original Senate 
bill authorized $208 million for training 
for fiscal 1975. With respect to the Sen­
ate's proposal for a permanent commis­
sion for the protection of human sub­
jects: the conference report would sub­
stitute a requirement that a commission 
be established to study during a 2-year 
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period the need for the protection of hu­
man subjects. After it has made its study 
it will make recommendations to the 
Secretary of HEW who we hope will fol­
low its recommendations but would not 
be bound by them. However, I should 
note that if he decides not to follow the 
recommendations in any particular, he 
will be required to publish his reasons for 
not doing so. The Commission which 
makes the study would then be dis­
banded, and a new committee formed to 
advise the Secretary on an ongoing basis 
on the same subjects. 

The original House bill also contained 
a ban on the performance of research on 
fetuses. The Senate bill contained a 
somewhat more specific provision which 
banned such research until the subject 
had been studied by the Commission 
created by the Senate bill. Since the con­
ference report does require the creation 
of a commission to study such issues as 
that of fetal research, the conference 
report also follows in substance the Sen­
ate provision on fetal research. 

The Senate bill contained a provision 
which would increase by $5 million the 
money authorized for assisting medical 
schools in financial distress. Since this 
provision was intended to assist the 
Georgetown and George Washington 
Schools of Medicine here in the District 
of Columbia and since the conferees 
were aware of their genuine need for such 
assistance, the conference report retains 
this provision. 

The Senate bill also contained a 
provision, which was not included in the 
House bill, prohibiting individuals and 
entities from being required to perform 
services or research under our authorities 
if such performance would be contrary 
to their religious beliefs or moral con­
victions. This provision is similar to one 
which we debated in connection with 
the Health Programs Extension Act of 
1973, Public Law 93-45. The conference 
report contains a partial version of the 
Senate provisions which is added to the 
provision in the Health Programs Ex­
tension Act of 1973, so that that provi­
sion will not be changed by the addition. 

The conference committee has spent 
an enormous amount of time working 
out this bill which contains a variety of 
controversial provisions. We are pleased 
that we have been able to reach agree­
ment on reasonable compromises on 
every issue. I would urge each of the 
Members to support it today in the 
House. 

Mr. Speaker, I must say that there has 
been some misunderstanding, as has al­
ready been established on the floor. With 
every assurance that I can give-and 
this has the agreement of every member 
of the committee, especially the confer­
ence committee, and I am sure the sub­
committee chairman will, when I yield 
time to him, agree with what I have said, 
and other Members who were on the 
conference-that the part of the con­
science amendment we have mentioned 
should not be on the House floor at all 
because an almost identical provision is 
already law. It is the law of the land. We 
are trying to continue a very needed 
program. 

When the bill passed the House there 
was $416 million in the bill. That has 

been cut to $213 million because it only 
carries through fiscal 1975. Thus, it is 
$203 million less than when it passed 
the House in its original form. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I would like 
to yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. RoGERS), the chairman of 
the subcommittee. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to support the conference report, 
National Research Act, presently before 
us for consideration. As the chairman 
has stated, the bill has two essential 
purposes: 

First, it would restore and modify the 
program which provides training and 
fellowships for biomedical and behavioral 
research which has been an ongoing and 
integral part of this Nation's research 
effort since 1930. 

Second, it would create a temporary 
study commission to assist the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare in 
determining basic ethical principles 
which should underlie the conduct of 
biomedical and behavioral research in­
volving human subjects. 

Mr. Speaker, following World War II 
this Nation embarked on a substantial 
effort through which medical research 
could, and, in fact, has, evolved from a 
limited, private endeavor to a major na­
tional commitment commanding sub­
stantial support from the Federal Gov­
ernment. For the past 20 years a cor­
nerstone of that effort has been the na­
tional program of biomedical research 
fellowships, traineeships, and training, 
whereby students and their parent insti­
tutions receive support for research and 
training in the biomedical sciences. As 
a direct result of this program, the 
United States now supports the finest 
biomedical research program in the 
world. 

For reasons never made clear to the 
members of the Subcommittee on Public 
Health and Environment, the fiscal year 
1974 budget request for HEW proposed 
a rapid phaseout of the entire program 
by requesting no moneys for new awards. 
Eight of the members of the subcommit­
tee responded on March 14, 1974, by in­
troducing legislation which would man­
date the continuation of these training 
programs to assure the continued excel­
lence of biomedical and behavioral re­
search in the United States. 

In the course of subcommittee hear­
ings and deliberations on this measure, 
we were impressed by the overwhelming 
evidence from well esteemed scientists 
and researchers, including several Nobel 
laureates, that these training programs 
are essential to the continued excellence 
of the U.S. research effort. We were 
equally impressed by the inability of 
HEW representatives to present any evi­
dence to the contrary. In face, less than 
6 months later, HEW had retreated from 
its original position and announced that 
a limited number of new awards would 
be funded. The subcommittee, however, 
remained concerned that these training 
programs were essentially discretionary 
and maintained its commitment to man­
date the continuation of these awards. 
The House agreed when it overwhelm­
ingly passed H.R. 7724 on May 31, 1973, 
and sent the bill to the Senate. 

The Senate passed a similar measure 

on September 11, 1973, with a second 
title which would have established a per­
manent regulatory commission designed 
to foster and implement ethical guide­
lines pertaining to research involving hu­
man subjects. 

After a long and difficult conference, 
the conferees emerged with a workable 
report to continue the program of re­
search training support and authorize a 
2-year study commission designed to as­
sist the Secretary in identifying basic 
ethical principles which should underlie 
the conduct of research with human sub­
jects, to make recommendations to the 
Secretary for administrative and leg­
islative action, and which would cease to 
exist following submission of its final 
report. 

The Secretary is required to respond 
in writing to these recommendations, 
but he is not required to implement them. 

The report contains two other signif­
icant provisions. An amendment to H.R. 
7724 was adopted by the House which 
would have prohibited the Secretary 
from conducting or supporting research 
on a human fetus which is outside the 
uterus of its mother and which has a 
beating heart. The Senate would have 
placed a moratorium on fetal research 
until the regulatory commission con­
templated by the Senate promulgated 
guidelines with respect to such research. 
The conference agreement combines the 
two approaches. It provides that until 
the temporary commission established 
pursuant to the conference substitute 
has made recommendations to the Sec­
retary with respect to fetal research, 
the Secretary may not conduct or sup­
port research in the United States or 
abroad on a living human fetus, before 
or after the induced abortion of such 
fetus, unless such research is done for 
the purpose of assuring the survival of 
such infant. 

In addition, the Senate bill wowd 
have authorized an increase in the fiscal 
year 1974 appropriation for financial dis­
tress grants for medical schools. The 
House agreed to this provision. A sup­
plemental appropriation has already 
been enacted which included an addi­
tional $5 million for this purpose. 

Mr. Speaker, thls legislation reaf­
firms our commitment to maintaining 
and enchancing the excellence of the 
U.S. biomedical and behavioral research 
effort by restoring the Federal research 
training effort and by affording the Sec­
retary of HEW the advice of a broad 
range of experts on the important and 
intricate implications of keying research 
efforts to ethical principles. I strongly 
urge adoption of the conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, there has been some mis­
understanding with respect to a pro­
vision in the Senate amendment which 
was dropped in conference. I think now 
the misunderstanding has been straight­
ened out. 

Each Member of this body apparently 
was sent a telegram signed by the Gov­
ernment Liaison of the U.S. Catholic 
Conference which some have construed 
as stating that the deletion of the Senate 
amendment would remove protection of 
religious convictions of church related 
institutions. This is not the case. The 
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Senate amendment was duplicative of 
provisions of Public Law 93-45 which 
clearly states that receipt of financial as­
sistance under the Public Health Service 
Act and other Health Acts does not au­
thorize a court or public official to re­
quire an entity to make its facilities 
available for abortion or sterilization 
procedures. The deletion of the redun­
dant Senate provision in no way affects 
the provisions of this law. Somebody 
simply did not do a thorough job in ad­
vising the Catholic bishops as to what 
existing law states. 

So there is no problem in this regard, 
and I would urge that the House accept 
the conference report. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield my­
self such time as I may require. 

Mr. Speaker, title I, biomedical and 
behavioral research training, increases 
the capability of the institutes within 
the National Institutes of Health to 
carry out their responsibility of main­
taining a high level national program of 
research into the physical and mental 
diseases and impairments of man. This 
is carried out through biomedical and 
behavioral research training, national 
research service awards, and studies re­
specting biomedical and behavioral re­
search personnel. 

Title II, protection of human subjects 
of biomedical and behavioral research, 
establishes a National Commission for 
the Protection of Human Subjects of Bio­
medical and Behavioral Research, com­
posed of 11 members selected by the Sec­
retary. Members shall be distinguished 
in the fields of law, medicine, ethics, the­
ology, the biological, physical, behavioral 
and social sciences, philosophy, human­
ities, health administration, government, 
and public affairs. Five members shall 
have been engaged in biomedical or be­
havioral research involving human sub­
jects. The Commission shall conduct an 
extensive investigation and study to 
identify the basic ethical principles 
which should underlie the conduct of 
biomedical and behavioral research in­
volving humans. The Commission shall 
make guidelines and recommendations 
to the Secretary. The Commission shaH 
also examine the ethical, social, and legal 
implications of advances in research 
technology. 

Establishes National Advisory Council 
for the protection of human subjects of 
biomedical and behavioral research to 
provide recommendations to the Secre­
tary concerning all matters pertaining 
to the protection of human subjects. Also, 
the Council will undertake periodic re­
view of the changes in scope, purpose, 
and types of biomedical research, and 
may disseminate to the public such in­
formation relating to this subject that 
it deems appropriate. 

Until the Commission has made its 
recommendations, the Secretary may not 
conduct or support research in the 
United States or abroad on living human 
fetus, before or after the induced abor­
tion of such fetus, unless such research 
is done for the purpose of assuring the 
survival of such fetus. 

The conference report authorizes an 
appropriation of $207,947,000 for the fis­
cal year ending June 30, 1975, subject 

,-

to the requirement that not less than 25 
percent of the appropriation shall be 
used for the direct provision by the Sec­
retary of National Research Service 
Awards to individuals. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered on the 
conference report. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

conference report. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker announced that the ayes ap­
peared to have it. 

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab­
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de­
vice, and there were-yeas 311, nays 10, 
not voting 113, as follows: 

[Roll No. 353) 
YEAS-311 

Abdnor Colllns, Tex. Hays 
Abzug conable Hebert 
Adams Conte Hechler, W.Va. 
Alexander Conyers Heckler, Mass. 
Anderson, Corman Heinz 

Calif. Coughlin Helstoski 
Andrews, N.O. Cronin Henderson 
Annunzio Daniel, Dan Hicks 
Archer Daniel, Robert Hillis 
Arends w., Jr. Hinshaw 
Ashbrook Danielson Hogan 
Ashley Davis, S.C. Holt 
Aspin Davis, Wis. Holtzman 
Badlllo de la Garza Horton 
Bafalis Delaney Hosmer 
Baker Dellenback Huber 
Barrett Dellums Hudnut 
Bauman Denholm Hunt 
Beard Dennis Hutchinson 
Bell Dent !chord 
Bennett Derwinski Jarman 
Bergland Devine Johnson, Calif. 
Bevill Dickinson Johnson, Pa. 
Biester Diggs Jones, Ala. 
Bingham Dingell Jones, Okla. 
Blackburn Donohue Jordan 
Blatnik Drinan Kastenmeier 
Boggs Dulski Kemp 
Boland Duncan Ketchum 
Bowen du Pont Koch 
Brademas Eckhardt Kyros 
Bray Edwards, Calif. Lagomarsino 
Breaux Eilberg Latta 
Breckinridge Erlenborn Leggett 
Brinkley Evans, Colo. Lent 
Broomfield Fascell Litton 
Brotzman Findley Long, La. 
Brown, Calif. Fish Long, Md. 
Brown, Mich. Fisher Lott 
Brown, Ohio Flood Luken 
Broyhlll, N.C. Flynt McClory 
BroyhUl, Va. Forsythe McCloskey 
Buchanan Fountain McDade 
Burgener Fraser McEwen 
Burke, Fla.. Frenzel McFall 
Burke, Mass. Frey Madden 
Burleson, Tex. Froehlich Mahon 
Burlison, Mo. Gaydos Mallary 
Burton, John ~ttys Mann 
Burton, Phillip Giaimo Ma.raziti 
Butler Gilman Martin, N.O. 
Byron Ginn Mathias, Calif. 
camp Goldwater Mathis, Ga. 
Carney, Ohio Gonzalez Matsunaga 
Carter Gray Mayne 
Casey, Tex. Green, Oreg. Mazzoll 
Cederberg Green, Pa.. Melcher 
Chappell Gude Mezvinsky 
Clausen, Guyer Michel 

Don H. Haley Miller 
Clawson, Del Hamilton Mills 
Clay Hanley Minish 
Cleveland Hanna Mink 
Cohen Hansen, Idaho Mitchell, Md. 
Collins, Ill. Harsha Mitchell, N.Y. 

Mizell 
Montgomery 
Moorhead, 

Calif. 
Morgan 
Mosher 
Murphy,m. 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Nedzi 
Nichols 
Nix 
Obey 
O'Brien 
O'Hara 
O'Neill 
Owens 
Parris 
Passman 
Patman 
Patten 
Perkins 
Pettis 
Pickle 
Pike 
Poage 
Preyer 
Price, Dl. 
Price, Tex. 
Pritchard 
Railsback 
Randall 
Rangel 
Rees 
Regula. 
Reuss 
Riegle 
Rinaldo 
Robinson, Va. 

Conlan 
Crane 
Gross 
Hanrahan 

Rodino 
Roe 
Rogers 
Rooney,Pa. 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roush 
Roybal 
Runnels 
Ruppe 
Ruth 
Ryan 
Sandman 
Sarasin 
Sarbanes 
Satterfield 
Scherle 
Schneebeli 
Schroeder 
Sebelius 
Seiberling 
Shipley 
Skubitz 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, N.Y. 
Snyder 
Spence 
Staggers 
Stanton, 

J.William 
Stanton, 

James V. 
Stark 
Steed 
Steele 
Steelman 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stephens 
Stratton 
Stubblefield 

NAY8-10 
Landgrebe 
Rarick 
Roncallo, N.Y. 
Rousselot 

Sullivan 
Symington 
Taylor, Mo. 
Taylor, N.C. 
Teague 
Thompson, N.J. 
Thone 
Thornton 
Towell, Nev. 
Traxler 
Treen 
Udall 
Ullman 
Vander Jagt 
Vanderveen 
Vanik 
Veysey 
Waggonner 
Waldie 
Walsh 
Wampler 
Whalen 
White 
Whitehurst 
Widnall 
Wiggins 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, 

Charles, Tex. 
Wolff 
Wright 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Yates 
Young, Alaska 
Young, Fla. 
Young, Dl. 
Young, S.C. 
Zablocki 
Zion 
Zwach 

Steiger, Ariz. 
Symms 

NOT VOTING-113 
Addabbo 
Anderson, ID. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Armstrong 
Biaggl 
Bolling 
Brasco 
Brooks 
Burke, Call!. 
Carey, N.Y. 
Chamberlain 
Chisholm 
Clancy 
Clark 
Cochran 
Colller 
Cotter 
Culver 
Daniels, 

DominickV. 
Davis, Ga. 
Dorn 
Downing 
Ed wards, Ala. 
Esch 
Eshleman 
Evins, Tenn. 
Flowers 
Foley 
Ford 
Frelinghuysen 
Fulton 
Fuqua 
Gibbons 
Goodling 
Grasso 
Griffiths 
Grover 
Gubser 

Gunter Podell 
Hammer- Powell, Ohio 

schmidt Quie 
Hansen, Wash.. Quillen 
Harrington Reid 
Hastings Rhodes 
Hawkins Roberts 
Holifield Robison, N.Y. 
Howard Roncalio, Wyo. 
Hungate Rooney, N.Y. 
Johnson, Colo. Rose 
Jones, N.C. Roy 
Jones, Tenn. St Germain 
Karth Shoup 
Kazen Shriver 
King Shuster 
Kluczynski Sikes 
Kuykendall Sisk 
Landrum Stokes 
Lehman Stuckey 
Lujan Studds 
McCollister Talcott 
McCormack Thomson, Wis. 
McKay Tiernan 
McKinney Van Deerlin 
McSpadden Vigorito 
Macdonald Ware 
Madigan Whitten 
Martin, Nebr. Williams 
Meeds Wilson, 
Metcalfe Charles H., 
Milford Cali!. 
Minshall, Ohio Winn 
Moakley Wylie 
Mollohan Wyman 
Moorhead, Pa. Yatron 
Moss Young, Ga. 
Nelsen Young, Tex. 
Pepper 
Peyser 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Mr. Addabbo with Mr. Dorn. 
Mr. Roncalio of Wyoming with Mr. Van 

Deer lin. 
Mr. Sikes with Mr. Rose. 
Mr. Clark with Mr. Whitten. 
Mr. Brasco with Mrs. Grimths. 
Mr. Roberts with Mrs. Hansen of Washing­

ton. 
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Mr. Dominick V. Daniels with Mr. Landrum 
Mr. Fulton with Mr. Powell of Ohio. 
Mr. Kluczynskl with Mr. Quie. 
Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Peyser. 
Mr. Hollf:l.eld with Mr. Nelsen. 
Mr. Bia.ggi with Mr. Minshall of Ohio. 
Mrs. Grasso with Mr. McColUster. 
Mr. Cotter with Mr. Anderson of Illlnois. 
Mr. Evins of Tennessee wUh Mr. Martin of 

Nebraska. 
Mr. Fuqua with Mr. Madigan. 
lVIr. Podell with Mr. Chamberlain. 
Mr. Howard with Mr. Lujan. 
Mr. Harrington with Mr. Frellnghuysen. 
Mr. Mollohan with Mr. Goodllng. 
Mr. Moorhead of Pennsylvania. with Mr. 

Clancy. 
Mr. Vigorito with Mr. Grover. 
Mr. Studds with Mr. Eshleman. 
Mr. Stokes with Mr. Roy. 
Mr. Carey of New York with Mr. Gubser. 
Mr. Reid with Mr. Colller. 
Mrs. Burke of California with Mr. Gunter. 
Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Culver. 
Mr. Sisk with Mr. Hammerschmidt. 
Mr. Metcalfe with Mr. Foley. 
Mr. Downing with Mr. Cochran. 
Mr. Gibbons with Mr. Hastings. 
Mr. Karth with Mr. Edwards of Alabama.. 
Mr. Kazen with Mr. King. 
Mr. Tiernan with Mr. Esch. 
Mr. Charles H. Wilson of California. with 

Mr. Kuykendall. 
Mr. Hawkins with Mr. Milford. 
Mr. Brooks with Mr. Andrews of North 

Dakota. 
Mr. Ford with Mr. Davis of Georgia. 
Mr. Moss with Mr. Flowers. 
Mr. Stuckey with Mr. McKay. 
Mr. Yatron with Mr. Jones of North Caro-

lina.. 
Mr. Young of Georgia wlth Mr. McSpadden 
lVIr. Hungate with Mr. Shoup. 
Mr. Lehman with Mr. Shriver. 
Mr. Macdonald with Mr. Shuster. 
Mr. St Germain with Mr. Talcott. 
Mr. Meeds with Mr. McKinney. 
Mr. McCormack with Mr. Ware. 
Mr. Moakley with Mr. WilUa.ms. 
Mr. Pepper with Mr. Thomson of Wiscon-

s1n. 
Mr. Robison of New York with Mr. Winn. 
Mr. Wylie with Mr. Young of TeXI8.S. 
Mr. Wyman with Mr. Quillen. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO­
PRIATION BTIL, 1975 

Mr. NATCHER. 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. 15581), making appro­
-priations for the government of the Dis­
trict of Columbia and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part against 
the revenues of said District for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1975, and for other 
purposes; and pending that motion, Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
general debate continue not to exceed 
1% hours, the time to be equally divided 
and controlled by the gentleman from 
Indiana <Mr. MYERS) , and myself. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

motion offered by the gentleman from 
Kentucky. 

The motion was agreed to. 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con­
sideration of the bill H.R. 15581, with 
Mr. FASCELL 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. By unanimous con­

sent, the gentleman from Kentucky <Mr. 
NATCHER) will be recognized for 45 min­
utes, and the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. MYERS) will be recognized for 45 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, at this time we submit 
for your approval the annual District of 
Columbia appropriation bill for fiscal 
year 1975. 

As chairman of the subcommittee on 
the District of Columbia Budget it is a 
distinct honor for me to serve with all of 
the members of this subcommittee. On 
our subcommittee we have Mr. STOKES 
of Ohio, Mr. MYERS of Indiana, Mr. 
TIERNAN of Rhode Island, l.Vlr. McEWEN 
of New York, Mr. CHAPPELL of Florida, 
Mr. COUGHLIN of Pennsylvania, Mr. BUR­
LISON of Missouri, Mr. YoUNG of Florida, 
Mr. McKAY of Utah, and Mr. RousH of 
Indiana. Mr. Chairman, all of these 
Members are outstanding Members of 
the House of Representatives and are 
good members of the Committee on Ap­
propriations. Mr. Chairman, Mr. MYERS 
of Indiana is now the ranking minority 
member of our subcommittee and has 
performed yeoman service in carrying 
out the duties of this assignment. 

For the 11th consecutive year the Con­
gress has been presented a budget for 
the District of Columbia that is out of 
balance. We submit to the House of Rep­
resentatives a balanced budget. 

The District of Columbia under this 
bill will have the total sum of $1,382,-
937,000 for fiscal year 1975: $724,078,500 
of this amount will come from Federal 
funds. The Federal payment including 
sewer and water charges totals $226,800,-
000. Federal loans for capital outlay total 
$162,600,000. The District of Columbia 
will receive in fiscal year 1975 the sum 
of $30,969,000 for revenue sharing, and 
for Federal grants the District will re­
ceive $303,709,500. 

In the District of Columbia at this time 
we have about 746,000 people. When you 
compare the amount of the District 
budget for fiscal year 1975 with the 
budgets of the 50 States you will find 
that here in our Nation's Capital we have 
a per capita expenditure that is consid­
erably higher than in most of the States. 

The Federal payment in the bill totals 
$221,200,000. The authorized Federal 
payment, as you know, Mr. Chairman, 
which is provided for under the new 
home rule legislation, totals $230 million. 

The budget as submitted to our com­
mittee contained a deficit of $5,661,000 in 
the general fund. 

The Mayor and the City Councll sub­
mitted a budget that carried no proposals 
for new taxes and can be considered an 
election year budget because increases 

were demanded in Federal funds but the 
District government was not w11llng to 
increase taxes to pay any part of the 
increased cost of operating our Nation's 
Capital. 

Mr. Chairman, 67 percent of increased 
costs requested for the operation of our 
city government in 1975 falls in the man­
datory category. 

We recommend a reduction in the Fed­
eral payment of $8,800,000 and a reduc­
tion in loans for capital outlay of $7,800,-
000. We recommend a reduction in op­
erating expenses of $17,185,000. We 
recommend a reduction in capital out­
lay of $22,785,000. 

We recommend that the House con­
tinue the restriction on the maximum 
number of positions authorized for any 
one month to the total of 39,619. Appro­
priations recommended for personnel 
compensation are based on a lapse rate 
of 8% percent which will restrict actual 
employment to 38,238. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to discuss 
briefly at this time a number of mat­
ters that are of great importance to our 
Nation's Capital. As I pointed out, we 
recommend a. Federal payment to the 
general fund of $221,200,000. This is 40.2 
percent of the local general fund collec­
tions which total $550,710,000. When the 
Federal payment is considered in relation 
to the general fund of the District of 
Columbia, which totals $800,857,600, the 
U.S. share of $221,200,000 is 27.62 percent. 

The committee recommends a total of 
$76,878,000 for general operating ex­
penses for the various departments, 
agencies, and activities. This allowance 
is $1,182,000 above the 1974 appropria­
tions and $6,380,000 below the amount 
requested. 

Our committee recommends a total of 
$211,529,000 for public safety activities 
during the fiscal year 1975. This allow­
ance is $424,000 more than current year 
appropriations and $1,219,000 less than 
the amount requested. 

For the Metropolitan Police Force, we 
recommend $111,675,800. This is the 
amount requested by the Metropolitan 
Police Department and, Mr. Chairman 
you will be interested to know that as i 
pointed out during the hearings, at no 
time in the past 10 years has any request 
for personnel been denied by the com­
mittee because in every instance, the 
crime situation here in the District of 
Columbia justified the increases pro­
posed and approved. The uniform om.cer 
strength was built up to 5,100 and in 
arriving at the adjusted base for 1975 
the Mayor and the City Council have 
reduced that strength to 4,750. 

Mr. Chairman, this reduction is a 
serious mistake and in the opinion of the 
committee, the crime statistics today do 
not justify that reduction. Overall, the 
number of authorized positions, includ­
ing both uniform and civilian has been 
reduced by 251. Our committee recom­
mends approval of the increase of 
$1,196,300 for police pension and relief 
payments. 

The crime situation in the District of 
Columbia certainly does not justify a 
reduction in the Metropolitan Police 
force and in my opinion, the future will 
hold that this proposal is a mistake. 
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Mr. Chairman, we recommend $36,732,-

700 for the Fire Department. This is an 
increase of $473,900 over the 1974 appro­
priations and $266,000 under the 1975 
estimates. 

We recommend $31,165,000 for the 
courts; $31,683,800 for the Department 
of Corrections and $271,700 for the Na­
tional Guard. 

This bill contains the sum of $1,923,000 
for payments to attorneys representing 
indigent criminal defendants in the 
superior court and the District of Colum­
bia Court of Appeals and $177,000 to 
cover the cost of administering the pro­
gram which provides a total of $2,100,000 
for 1975. 

An appropriation of $1,718,200 is rec­
ommended for 1975 for the Public De­
fender Service. 

A total of $206,939,000 is recommended 
for the operation of the elementary, sec­
ondary and higher educational programs 
of the District of Columbia. 

For public schools, we recommend 
$173,218,200. This is $4,298,900 more 
than 1974 appropriations and $3,664,600 
less than 1975 estimates. For the Board 
of Higher Education, we recommend 
$149,800; for the District of Columbia 
Teachers College, $4,088,900; for the 
Federal City College, $19,389,700 and for 
the Washington Technical Institute, 
$10,092,400. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the largest 
amount that we have ever recommended 
for the District of Columbia public school 
system. In addition to the $173,218,200 
the public school system receives $32,-
279,700 in Federal grants. 

The enrollment in our public school 
system continues to decrease about 4,000 
each year. In 1968 we had 149,300 
students and in 1975 it is estimated that 
we will have 131,300. The per pupil ex­
penditure is $1,506 and this is one of the 
highest in the country. 

Mr. Chairman, money alone will not 
teach the students in the District of 
Columbia schools how to read and write. 
This bill contains more than enough 
money for the public school system and 
I do hope that as one member of this 
committee, our new Superintendent and 
the School Board will spend this money 
more wisely than it has been spent in the 
past. 

During 1973, 46,810 window panes were 
installed in our public school buildings; 
30,080 were broken by rocks being thrown 
at the buildings and the total cost of 
restoring the window panes is $621,660. 
You will be interested to know, Mr. 
Chairman, that in our community school 
program which we set up a number of 
years ago, very few window panes are 
broken out by rocks being thrown at the 
buildings that are operated under this 
program. When the buildings are used 
after school is out and especially for 
meetings and programs at night, the 
boys and girls respect that particular 
building and they do not throw rocks 
at the windows. 

Mr. Chairman, we recommend $14,-
852,000 for recreation. 

We recommend a total of $224,482,000 
for the operation of the Department of 
Human Resources in the fiscal year 1975. 

Welfare payment assistance will total 
$77,445,300. This is $913,100 less than 
1974 and $1,767,300 less than 1975 budg­
et requests. We have 746,000 people liv­
ing in the District of Columbia and it is 
estimated that we will have 107,000 peo­
ple on welfare during the fiscal year 
1975. In 1973, we had 117,211 on wel­
fare. By virtue of a change in the sys­
tem concerning inspections and the use 
of personnel serving in this capacity, 
the number on welfare has been reduced. 
Mr. Yeldell is making every effort to 
get off of the welfare rolls, those who 
are there illegally. 

For highways and traffic, we recom­
mend $24,180,000 and for environmental 
services, the sum of $48,258,000. 

A total of $204,918,000 is recommended 
for the :fiscal year 1975 capital improve­
ments program. This allowance is $73,-
162,600 more than was provided in 1974 
due to the inclusion of $41,092,500 for the 
construction of the new court house and 
$57,906,500 for the development of the 
new campuses for the Federal City Col­
lege and the Washington Technical In­
stitute. The overall request has been de­
creased $22,785,000. 

For public schools we had 25 capital 
outlay requests and we recommend 16. 
For recreation, 24 requests and we rec­
ommend 11. For the Metropolitan Police 
Department we had three requests and 
we recommend three. For the Fire De­
partment, we had four requests and we 
recommend four. For the Department of 
Human Resources, we had nine requests 
and we recommend seven. For the De­
partment of General Services, we had six 
requests and we recommend :five. For the 
Department of Highways, we had 23 re­
quests and we recommend 22. For the 
Department of Environmental Services, 
we had five requests from the general 
fund and we recommend five; from the 
sanitary sewerage works fund, we had 
three requests and we recommend three; 
and from the water fund we had four 
requests and we recommend four. For 
the Washington Aqueduct we had one 
request and we recommend this one. 

Mr. Chairman, we recommend this bill 
to the committee. 

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

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, before 
yielding to my distinguished friend, the 
gentleman from Iowa, I would like to 
make this statement for the RECORD: 

I have served in the Congress for 20 
years; I have served on the Committee 
on Appropriations for 19 years, and I 
have been chairman of the District of 
Columbia Subcommittee for 12 years. 

The distinguished gentleman from the 
State of Iowa <Mr. GRoss) who is stand­
ing to my left, has every year since I 
have been a member of the Committee 
on Appropriations clearly shown an in­
terest, not only in this bill but in every 
appropriation bill that has been brought 
to the :floor. 

If I were to be asked, I would say that 
the distinguished gentleman from Iowa 
has saved this country a minimum of 
$5 billion since he has been a Member 
of the House. 

The gentleman has decided to retire 
and we certainly will miss him. 

Mr. Chairman, I want the gentleman 
to know that as one Member of Congress, 
I appreciate the service he has ren­
dered, not only to his constituents but to 
the people in the 50 States. 

At this time, I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. GRoss). 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my friend, the gentleman from Ken­
tucky, for yielding. 

I am most grateful for his more than 
generous remarks, and I want him to 
know that it has been my privilege and 
pleasure to serve with him in Congress 
for so many years. 

Mr. Chairman, I am concerned about 
the employment in the District of Colum­
bia of so many municipal employees. 

I have been provided with a listing 
of the employees in G8-15 level and 
above, that is, GS-15 and the super­
grades. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman has expired. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will 
yield further, this listing which I have 
in hand provides job descriptions and 
names of the G8-12's through GS-15's. 
I am sure that all Members of the House 
are well aware that those are far from 
being the lowest grades, the G8-12's 
through the G8-15's, and the super­
grades. I wish that these might have 
been printed in the hearing record so that 
some Members would have knowledge of 
the numbers and pay of the employees 
in the District of Columbia government. 
But I understand the committee did not 
have them printed by reason of the tre­
mendous printing costs that would be 
necessary 

I notice, for instance, that there are 
165 psychiatrists and J?Sychologists em­
ployed in the District of Columbia mu­
nicipal government. I wonder if the dis­
tinguished gentleman from Kentucky can 
give us an estimate of the cost of these 
head-shrinkers? 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
should like to say to my friend, the 
gentleman from Iowa, that as far as the 
overall costs for the psychiatrists, I do 
not have that :figure right here with me at 
this point, but I certainly will submit 
it to the gentleman. I think the matter 
that the gentleman called attention to 
is one of the most important matters 
that we have in this bill each year. 

As the gentleman has pointed out to 
the House, the number of supergrade 
positions beginning with GS-16 up 
through 18 in the District of Columbia 
government, totals 160. In the category 
of G8-12 and up to GS-18, there are 
4,752, of which 3,703 are financed by 
D.C. funds and 1,049 are financed by 
Federal grants and other sources. In this 
category there are 1,200 policemen, fire­
men, and teachers in the public schools, 
and faculty of the institutions of higher 
learning. 

As far as the supergrades are con­
cerned-GS 16-18-I should like to say 
to my friend, the gentleman from Iowa, 
they must be approved by the U.S. Civll 
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Service Commission on a case-by-case 
basis. The District government is in com­
petition with the Federal Government for 
employees and conforms with the U.S. 
Civil Service standard classification sys­
tem. As far as the total of 4, 752 employ­
ees in the GS-12 category and above, I 
certainly agree with my friend that that 
is considerably too many. 

Mr. GROSS. I commend the gentleman 
and the members of his committee in 
making some reduction in the total pay­
ron of the District of Columbia in this 
bill, but I think it is outrageous that there 
are so many employees in these high 
grades. While it may be that there is 
strong competition for the services of 
psychiatrists and psychologists in the 
District of Columbia, they ought to be 
able to cut the number to a reasonable 
level. 

I repeat that it seems to me that this 
is outrageous--165 of these people feed­
ing off the payroll. 

I have other questions that I will re­
serve until later, but I do want to com­
mend the gentleman, and the members 
of his committee, particularly the gen­
tleman from Kentucky, for the excellent 
hearings that are available to all Mem­
bers on this bill. 

Mr. NATCHER. I thank my friend, 
the gentleman from Iowa. 

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

Mr. NATCHER. I yield to the gentle­
man from California. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, 
could we find out what these psycholo­
gists and psychiatrists do? I did not know 
city governments needed them, or is it 
just this government? 

Mr. NATCHER. As the gentleman 
knows we have in the District of Colum­
bia a number of clinics and institutions 
where we have to have psychiatrists and 
those are the places where these people 
are placed. We have a jail and we have a 
reformatory and we have all the institu­
tions in the District of Columbia, similar 
to those that States have, and as far as 
numbers are concerned it is comparable. 
Forest Haven is a large institution for 
the care of the mentally retarded. The 
city of Washington has to take care of 
these people. As far as St. Elizabeths 
Hospital is concerned, the cost of main­
taining that institution is a matter we 
handle between two subcommittees, but 
these people are assigned, in the differ­
ent institutions we have in the city oper­
ated by the District of Columbia govern­
ment. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Are the majority of 
those people at St. Elizabeths? 

Mr. NATCHER. I would say the ma­
jority of the psychiatrists the gentleman 
inquires about are located in the mental 
health clinics, Forest Haven and the oth­
er institutions operated by the city. A 
majority of them are located in these 
f:wilities. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Is that an abnor­
mal number for a city of this size? 

Mr. NA TCHER. I would not say so 
considering the number of institutions 
that the city has to maintain. 

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

Mr. NATCHER. I yield to the gentle­
man from Ohio. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

A few minutes ago the gentleman 
from Kentucky mentioned to the gen­
tleman from Iowa that possibly he had 
saved $5 billion, and according to my 
judgment that is a correct version for 
this calendar year. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I rec­
ommend this bill to the committee. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 12 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, the chairman of our 
committee, the gentleman from Ken­
tucky (Mr. NATCHER), has done his usual 
outstanding job in presenting the District 
of Columbia appropriation bill. 

I want first to give my thanks to the 
newest member of our committee on the 
minority side, the gentleman from Flor­
ida (BILL YouNG) who has done an out­
standing job on this. He is the only new 
member who has not previously been 
serving with us, but he has done an out­
standing job and he has constributed 
much toward making this an even better 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill we are consider­
ing today does not really do justice to 
this committee or its chairman, or the 
members of the staff nor even to the Con­
gress. In fact, it does not do justice to 
the people of the District of Columbia, as 
most of the other appropriations which 
have been brought to the District of Co­
lumbia Subcommittee in recent years 
have not. 

My hat goes off to our chairman for 
chairing this subcommittee for a num­
ber of years and it certainly is not an 
easy job. I know several in this Chamber 
have served on this subcommittee and 
realize the tremendous task it is to go 
through this budget and try to make 
meaningful and needed cuts in this im­
portant budget. Certainly it is not an 
~asy ~ob. This year it was not an easy 
Job either. In fact it was complicated 
somewhat by the home rule bill that Con­
~ress passed which has now been enacted 
m~o ~aw, so on January 2 next year the 
Distnct of Columbia will be coming un­
der a type of home rule. 

This budget is practically full funding 
although there will be some modifications 
hopefully next year when the District of 
Columbia under home rule gets running 
fullfiedged. But the chairman has been 
~ost patient. I thank him for the pa­
ti~~ce he has shown not only to witnesses, 
givi_ng them every opportunity to present 
their case, but also as well to the mem­
bers of the subcommittee in allowing 
them to question the witnesses who come 
before the committee. 

But, as the chairman has said H R 
15581 as it came to the subcommitt~e ~a~ 
out of budget approximately $5 million. 
On May 28 the District of Columbia came 
to us and advised us that their antici­
pated revenue would be about $3.5 mil­
lion less than ~hey. had expected, thereby 
further comphcatmg the deficiencies in 
balancing the budget. 

Also the District of Columbia was ask­
ing for the $2,550,000 that this Congress 
reduced in the Federal payment last 
year. The District of Columbia govern­
ment had asked for that increase in the 
supplemental and once again asked it 
to be increased in this budget; so we can 

see that the task of the subcommittee 
was not an easy one to try to balance 
that budget. 

The request for the operating budget 
this year that was given to us by the 
District government was up 7.3 percent 
from last year yet the District is asking 
for an increase in Federal funds of 12.5 
percent over last year. They asked for 
no property tax increases. They are not 
anticipating increasing any tax revenue 
from the taxpayers of the District of 
Columbia. All the increase to be paid for 
by the Nation's taxpayers, 67 percent of 
the increases that were asked for in 
this bill are mandatory, thereby making 
our job even more difficult, mandated 
by acts {)f this Congress, 67 percent of 
the increases. 

So as we looked for places to cut, we 
ran into a wall of mandated expenditures 
by this Congress and it was impossible 
to make the cuts this committee would 
like to have made. I am sure a great 
many citizens and taxpayers of the Dis­
trict of Columbia would like to have 
seen more cuts made. 

It is important to recognize that the 
District government asked and antici­
pates not collecting any more taxes from 
its taxpayers, but expects to collect 
it from your taxpayers. 

The total contribution by the Federal 
Government, including the Federal pay­
ment, water fund and sewer fund, this 
Federal payment will amount to $226,-
800,000 and the revenue sharing will be 
$30,969,000. This is for the operating 
funds, and add to that the borrowing 
authority outlay $162,600,000 which 
they must borrow from the U.S. Treas­
ury, we arrive to the total of $1,300 mil­
lion; $724,078,500-plus is coming from the 
taxpayers of the Nation, not just the tax­
payers of the District of Columbia. Fifty­
five percent of this budget will not be 
paid for by the taxpayers of the District 
of Columbia, but by your taxpayers. 

There is not a Member here who has a 
single community that would come close 
to reaching as much. 

The District of Columbia does occupy 
about a third of the buildings that could 
be assessed for taxes. This is the biggest 
convention city in the world. Right this 
day we have two or three conventions, by 
population, that are coming to the Dis­
trict of Columbia and spending their 
money, so the District has a great benefit 
in the fact that the Federal Government 
is here. 

I think it is worth noting that 52 per­
cent of the operating budget comes from 
the taxpayers outside the District of. Co­
lumbia and 55 percent of the total 
budget, including the capital outlay. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the items that is 
growing the most rapidly in this budget 
is the repayment of loans and interest. 
This year in this budget it is $49,067,000 
allocated for the repayment of loans and 
interest. Just a little over $10 million of 
that is retiring the principal. The re­
mainder of $38,641,000 is paying interest. 
This year in the capital outlay, and much 
of it is necessary for new school build­
ings, new capital outlays required by a 
big government, we find we wlll be in­
creasing this more and more. 

That is exactly the same thing we find 
in the U.S. Treasury. One of the biggest 
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things growing is the interest on bor­
rowed funds. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman has expired. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 5 more minutes. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, this is 
something that only this Congress can 
do something about. The District of Co­
lumbia is going to request lots of new 
buildings and the chairman has said, 
they have asked for lots of new recrea­
tion facilities that in the wisdom of this 
committee we felt we could wait awhile 
for. 

If we had granted all the wishes of the 
District of Columbia government, we 
would not see the figure of $49 million 
next year, but we would see a doubling 
in just a year or so. It is one we have to 
be aware of or conscious of, that we are 
increasing the capital outlay and, there­
by, increasing this figure. One of the most 
rapidly increasing figures this year in­
creased over last year's appropriation 
for just this one account, repayment of 
loans and interest, a 25-percent increase. 

Mr. Chairman, there is not another 
city in the United States which spends 
the per capita general expenditures that 
the District of Columbia government is 
spending; $1,473.96 is the per capita gen­
eral expenditure by the District of Co­
lumbia. New York is the next closest, and 
it is a long shot from being there. One 
can throw in Oregon, Minnesota, or Ala­
bama in this difference between what 
New York and the District of Columbia 
spends on per capita expenditures. 

On per capita general revenue, the Dis­
trict of Columbia is $1,290.49 per each 
individual living here. The per capita 
debt is reaching over $900 now. Compare 
this to some of the other cities of com­
parable size. 

As the Chairman has said, our appro­
priations this year total for the District 
of Columbia is $1,382,937,000. Another 
city which happens to lie in the State of 
which I represent a part is within about 
2,000 of the population of the District 
of Columbia--within 2,000 of the popula­
tion-the city of Indianapolis. There, the 
expenditures are less than one-fourth as 
much as the District of Columbia. 

Of course the proponents of this big 
budget say, ''Yes, but we have State ob­
ligations also." The District of Columbia 
receives the State share of general reve­
nue sharing that other cities do not re­
ceive. The U.S. Government provides a 
lot of services here which the Govern­
ment does not provide for the communi­
ties that Members of this House repre­
sent. 

I will mention my own State of In­
diana. If we added all the employees for 
the entire State of Indiana--92 counties, 
600 times the size in land mass as the 
District of Columbia and about eight 
times in population greater than the Dis­
trict of Columbia-add all the employees 
of the State of Indiana and all the em­
ployees of the city of Indianapolis, a city 
of comparable size, we still do not have 
the same number of employees which 
the city of Washington has. Washington 
does not have the 39,619 authorized here. 
It does not count the grants and all 

these other aid programs. The total 
reaches close to 50,000 employees for this 
city of 746,000 people. 

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

Mr. MYERS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I doubt 
that Indianapolis would support 24 
chauffeur-driven automobiles, as appar­
ently occurs in the District of Columbia. 
And I doubt that $650,000 worth of win­
dowpanes in the schools in Indianapolis 
are deliberately smashed each year and 
workmen are paid hazardous duty pay 
to replace them. 

Mr. MYERS. This is exactly to the 
point. This is a problem I do not know 
how to reach. This Committee has con­
sidered this problem of motivation, or 
lack of motivation, of concern of the 
citizenry. It really is not the responsibil­
ity of this Congress, but it is a problem 
the District of Columbia has. 

That is a part of the problem, I say 
to my friend from Iowa. I do not think 
the District of Columbia is completely 
without responsibility; they have done 
everything they could do to prevent these 
outbreaks of vandalism or the lack of 
concern for public property. 

Mr. GROSS. Certainly, that is not the 
responsibility of the committee. I am 
saying that there is not the civic re­
sponsibility in the District of Columbia. 
The money comes so easily that they do 
these things. 

Mr. MYERS. I think the gentleman has 
hit the nail right on the head. 

Let me take a couple of cities. Cleve­
land, Ohio-we have a gentleman on the 
committee from Cleveland-is a city with 
a population slightly more than Indian­
apolis. The city of Cleveland spends 
slightly more than Indianapolis, but a far 
cry from that of what the District of 
Columbia spends. Their total municipal 
employees are 11,500 employees. 

Dallas, Tex., is a larger size, much 
larger than Washington. It spends only 
$301 million in total budget and has a 
total of 19,000 employees. San Diego, 
Calif., has a population of slightly less 
than 700,000 people and a budget of 
$202,000. It has 5,943 municipal em­
ployees. 

The list goes on and on of the number 
of employees the District has in compari­
son, the outlay for budget expenses and 
so forth. I do not think we are really do­
ing the District any favor by continually 
letting this figure of employees climb, 
continually expanding the budget and 
giving them more money. 

There are certain hard things that we 
have to provide the District of Columbia: 
schools, police protection, recreation fa­
cilities, fire protection. These are things 
that we cannot ignore, but as to some of 
the frills, and in this budget we have seen 
one or two new ones, where the Federal 
programs are being phased out, we have 
assumed the responsibility for the Dis­
trict of Columbia. However, I think that 
next year we have to see how many of 
those we can phase out because it is not 
easy to change the situation when they 
have been at the Federal trough for so 

long. It is a most difficult task to try to 
get this budget reduced. 

I again think the committee did a 
good job, not the best job, not the kind 
of job any one of us would like to have 
done, but considering the mandate that 
this Congress already has given us, we 
did the best of all possible jobs in reduc­
ing this budget. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield':' 

Mr. MYERS. I yield 8 minutes to the 
member of the committee, the gentle­
man from Florida <Mr. YouNG). 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Chair announces that he will va­
cate proceedings under the call when a 
quorum of the committee appears. 

Members will record their presence by 
electronic device. 

The call was taken by electronic de­
vice. 

QUORUM CALL VACATED 

The CHAIRMAN. One hundred Mem­
bers have appeared. A quorum of the 
Committee of the Whole is present. Pur­
suant to rule XXITI, clause 2, further 
proceedings under the call shall be con­
sidered as vacated. 

The committee will resume its busi­
ness. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chairman 
it is my intention to speak out of or~ 
der at this time. I regret that I must use 
this procedure to continue a debate that 
was begun earlier, but the 2 minutes that 
were offered to me at that time were 
just not sufficient to cover the material. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr. Chair­
man, a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Missouri will state it. 

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. I do not 
believe the gentleman is speaking on the 
matter under consideration. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. FASCELL). The 
Chair is prepared to rule. Uner the prec­
edents and under present unanimous­
consent agreement governing the gen­
eral debate on the pending bill, there is 
no limitation on matters which may be 
discussed in the Committee of the Whole. 
~f the Committee of the Whole, operat­
mg under a rule from the Committee on 
Rules which limited debate to consid­
eration of the subject matter of the bill 
the gentleman's point of order would b~ 
in order. 

The point of order at this time is not in 
order, and the Chair overrules the point 
of order. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chairman 
I rise as one Member of this House, on~ 
of a very few, in fact, maybe the only 
one who has ever been personally in­
volved in an impeachment procedure 
from the time that it was first initiated in 
a State House of Representatives until 
the time that it was disposed of in the 
State Senate. 

I also rise, Mr. Chairman, as a Mem­
ber of this House who has repeatedly told 
even the most outspoken supporters of 
the President that a decision on impeach-
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ment was one of the gravest that a re­
sponsible Member of Congress would ever 
be called upon to make, and that deci­
sion should not be made on the basis of 
emotion or on the basis of partisanship, 
but should only be made on the basis of 
truth and on fact. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today as a spokes­
man for the millions of Americans in this 
Nation who believe in fair play, people 
who want the truth and the whole truth, 
and people who believe that 2 years and 
$8 million worth of investigation are 
enough to bring out that truth so that 
we can make that fair decision. 

Mr. Chairman, today United Press In­
ternational reported a statement by the 
chairman of the House Committee on the 
Judiciary-and I have a copy of the story 
as it appeared in a newspaper in Los An­
geles-and I want to read just two state­
ments from this story in case the Mem­
bers did not hear it earlier. 

The Chairman of the House Judiciary Com­
mittee has said that all the Democratic Mem­
bers will support the impeachment of Presi­
dent Nixon, enough to recommend impeach­
ment to the full House, the Los Angeles 
Times reported today. 

The Times said Rodino "commented at 
length in the presence of visitors . . . upon 
returning to his office Thursday" during a 
noon break in the committee's proceedings. 

Mr. Chairman, I am very happy to hear 
that Chairman RoDINO has denied this 
and stated that he could not say whom 
those people were that he discussed it 
with. I would say that I know whom I 
had lunch with yesterday, and I know the 
constituents with whom I met yesterday; 
but, of course, each of us must speak for 
ourselves. 

I also know what the reaction would 
be if someone from the White House 
were to claim this same lapse of memory. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time today 
to state that what we have seen in this 
news item this morning seems to prove 
what some people have been suspecting 
for a long time: that maybe prejudg­
ments have been made. Maybe a scenario 
has been worked out in advance. Some of 
the things that we have seen unfold and 
some of the drama that has been played 
seems to bear out the suspicion that a 
scenario has been established in advance. 

Many of us are very curious to know 
who is the phantom director of this im­
peachment scenario. 

Mr. Chairman, when we reconvene as 
the House I will ask unanimous consent 
to include with my remarks a copy of 
the Los Angeles Times story under dis­
cussion as well as a copy of a further 
UPI wire story identifying Mr. Sam 
Donaldson, a reporter for the American 
Broadcasting Co., as one of those present 
in Chairman RoDINo's omce and quoting 
him as confirming the statement attrib­
uted to Chairman RoDINO. 
[From the Los Angeles Times, June 28, 1974] 

ANTI-NIXON VOTE BY 21 DEMOCRATS SEEN 
(By Jack Nelson) 

WASHINGTON.-Ghairman Peter W. Rodino 
Jr. (D-N.J.), was quoted Thursday as saying 
that, all 21 Democrats on the House Judiciary 
Committee are prepared to vote to impeach 
President Nixon, but that at least five Re-

publican votes are needed to make a strong 
case for endorsement by the full House. 

Rodino has no indication of how the com­
mittee's 17 Republicans will vote. Only a 
simple majority is needed for a committee 
recommendation to impeach~ However, Ro­
dino and other committee Democrats have 
said that any articles of impeachment voted 
by the committee would stand little chance 
of House approval unless supported by sev­
eral committee Republicans. 

With the exception of limited testimony 
by a few witnesses, which begins next week, 
the committee already has heard its staff's 
full presentation of all available evidence. 

Rodino was quoted as saying that the evi­
dence, despite arguments to the contrary by 
James D. St. Clair, Mr. Nixon's chief im­
peachment counsel, is sufficient for a Senate 
trial of the President. 

Rodino commented at length in the pres­
ence of visitors on the impeachment inquiry 
upon returning to his office Thursday during 
a noon break in St. Clair's presentation. That 
is what transpired: 

He appeared irritated that St. Clair, in 
presenting his case, had stated conclusions 
based on the evidence, rather than citing 
factual information as required by commit­
tee rules. 

"Some of the members are quite upset," 
Rodino said. "I've even talked to Republicans 
who felt it was wrong for Mr. St. Clair to 
state conclusions." 

Rodino said Republican members who be­
lieve the evidence is strong and may vote 
for impeachment are "agonizing" over how 
they can justify voting to impeach a Presi­
dent who is a member of their own party. 

He said he was not sure whether as many 
as five Republicans would support the arti­
cles, but added that if any Republicans were 
"waiting for another bombshell, I guess about 
the only thing left is the Supreme Court 
decision on the tapes." 

Now pending before the court is the case 
of special Watergate prosecutor Leon Jawor­
ski's subpoena for tapes of 64 presidential 
conversations. Arguments on the case will be 
heard on July 8. 

Rodino said he did not know whether the 
Supreme Court would rule on the case in 
time for it to be a factor in the committee's 
deliberations. He said he was determined to 
stick to a committee schedule that calls for 
an impeachment vote by July 23. 

Several Republicans on the committee 
have indicated they would consider it 
grounds for impeachment if Mr. Nixon defied 
a court order upholding the validity of the 
subpoena. St. Clair has declined to say 
whether the President would obey such a 
court order. 

Mr. Nixon has rejected four committee sub­
poenas and has been served with four other 
committee subpoenas that he has indicated 
he will ignore. Most Republicans on the com­
mittee have indicated they do not consider 
noncompliance with the committee subpoe­
nas an impeachable offense. 

Rodino believes Republican members most 
likely to vote for impeachment include Reps. 
William s. Cohen (Me.), M. Caldwell Butler 
(Va.), Hamilton Fish Jr. (N.Y.), Thomas F. 

Railsback (Ill.), Robert McClory (Til.), and 
Henry P. Smith lli (N.Y.). 

Other Republicans who have been cited as 
possible supporters of impeachment include 
Rep. Charles W. Sandman, Jr. of New Jer­
sey, who is engaged in :.. close race for re­
election and Rep. Lawrence J. Hogan, who 
Thursday announced his candidacy for the 
Republican noxnination for governor of 
Maryland. 

Rodino has a better feel for how the Demo­
crats wm vote because he meets with them 
frequently in closed-door caucuses. 

On his attempts to keep some Democrats 
in line on procedural matters, Rodino saict. 

"Some of them just don't look down the road 
for the long haul." 

"As of now," he said, all Democrats appear 
convinced that the evidence 1s sufficient to 
impeach and that all wlll vote for impeach­
ment. 

Only two Democrats, Reps. James R. Mann 
(S.C.) and Walter Flowers (Ala.), both from 
Southern districts that are strongly pro­
Nixon, have been considered as possible anti­
impeachment votes. 

On other matters Rodino said: 
-Public opinion is ahead of the commit­

tee. "Their minds are made up," in wanting 
to see the impeachment issue resolved in 
a Senate trial. 

-Special counsel John M. Doar and mi­
nority counsel Albert E. Jenner Jr. wm give 
the committee their theory of an impeach­
ment case after all witnesses have been 
heard. But they will not recommend that the 
committee V·ote one way or the other. Both 
attorneys will adopt prosecutorial roles, how­
ever, immediately after any committee vote 
for impeachment. 

-Mr. Nixon has realized some gains in the 
impeachment battle in the public arena with 
his trip to the Middle East and his current 
trip to Moscow. Later, Sam Donaldson, a 
reporter for the American Broadcasting Co., 
said he was one of the visitors in Rodino's 
office and described the Los Angeles Times 
story by Jack Nelson as "absolutely accur­
ate to my recollection." 

Donaldson said he had not reported Ro­
dino's remarks on the air because he con­
sidered them "in the nature of a guidance, 
background session" in which Rodino, re­
sponding to questions, gave his assessment 
of the likely outcome of next month's sched­
uled committee vote on whether to recom­
mend impeachment. 

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Florida for yielding. 

I share the gentleman's concern about 
the UPI story which quoted a Los Angeles 
Times story indicating, as the gentle­
man from Florida has said, that the 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee 
(Mr. RoDINo) had stated yesterday dur­
ing the noon break with a group of visi­
tors in his omce that all 21 Democrats 
would vote for impeachment. This 
troubled me very much because we had 
only just begun to hear the presentation 
of evidence from the President's counsel 
and we have not yet begun to hear from 
the witnesses. 

I was very pleased to hear the chair­
man of the Judiciary Committee, to me 
personally and to the House as a whole 
indicate that this story was not true. i 
was disappointed, however, that he fail­
ed to reveal the identity of those with 
whom he met yesterday during the noon 
hour. 

Certainly, he must recall who they 
were and I think it might be appropriate 
if some of our investigative reporters 
would try to as·certain this. I think it is 
an important matter to resolve. 

One of the things that troubles me more 
than anything else and it has troubled me 
a number of times during this impeach­
ment inquiry, is that it seems to be the 
"in" thing to say that this impeachment 
inquiry has been objective and fair and 
totally unbiased. A number of those on 
this side of the aisle have so indicated. 
But I want to indicate to my colleagues 
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that I do not share that view. I think 
it has been biased and I think it has been 
unfair. It is regrettable that a myth has 
been created that the contrary is true, 
that it has been fair and unbiased. 

During the evolving weeks of this in­
quiry, every time some element of fair­
ness has been conceded to the President 
or his counsel it has taken place only 
after an agonizing partisan squabble. 
With great reluctance on the part of the 
majority, such concessions to fairness 
have been made. Finally the majority 
conceded that the President's counsel 
can participate, and then they conceded 
that he can make a presentation, and 
then they conceded that he can call wit­
nesses. But when they finally did decide 
after great reluctance to call witnesses, 
they did not even accord the President's 
counsel the right to call six witnesses. 
Is that fair? To not allow him to just 
call six witnesses after we have been 
active in hearing material against the 
President for 6 weeks, is certainly not 
fair. If it is, I do not know what fair­
ness is. 

I want to call something else to the 
attention of my colleagues. During our 
debate in the committee the other day 
on this matter of calling witnesses, there 
was an amendment before the committee, 
I offered an amendment to that amend­
ment which would have accorded to the 
President's counsel the witnesses that 
he desired to call. We called for a · vote 
on this amendment of mine and it pre­
vailed by a 21-to-17 vote. 

Immediately upon the announcement 
of the result of that vote the chairman 
of the committee, Mr. RODINO, banged 
the gavel and called a recess and an­
nounced that there would be an immedi­
ate Democratic caucus. We Republicans 
cooled our heels and waited until the 
Democrats came back in. When they did 
everything was arranged. From that 
point on, every amendment offered by 
the Republicans to add witnesses to the 
list were rejected. But the most astound­
ing thing of all is that we had a rerun on 
the exact language of the Hogan amend­
ment, the precise, same language, and 
whereas before the Democratic caucus it 
prevailed by a 21 to 17 vote, after the 
Democratic caucus it was defeated by a 
22 to 16 vote. The exact, same language. 

So, when we hear talk about fairness 
we really ought not to be deluded into be­
lieving that is true. 

This morning we had another develop­
ment which disturbed me very much. The 
President's counsel was presenting his 
perception of the factual material before 
the committee on the various possible 
impeachable offenses. He presented some 
excerpts from some U.S. district court 
testimony, which is in the public domain, 
and which was also in the hands of our 
committee staff. The testimony of vari­
ous witnesses which was excerpted and 
presented by Mr. St. Clair, the Presi­
dent's counsel, was exonerating to the 
President on various matters under con­
sideration. It was exculpatory material. 
I asked the staff during that deliberation, 
why this had not been presented to us 
earlier. I asked, "If this is not an adver­
sary proceeding, as we have been assured 
for weeks and weeks and weeks by the 

chairman, why did the staff not present 
this exculpatory material to us as well as 
the inculpatory material?" They had ac­
cess to this material but they did not call 
it to our attention. I really think--

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
in the well be accorded 3 additional min­
utes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The request of the 
gentleman is out of order. The time is 
controlled by the gentleman from 
Indiana. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to make this statement to the 
members of the committee. We have no 
additional requests for time on this side. 
It is the desire of the Members on this 
side, Mr. Chairman, that immediately 
following this speaker or any other 
speakers that the gentleman on the other 
side has, to move that the bill be con­
sidered as read and open for amend­
ment at any point. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. GROSS) . 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
HOGAN). 

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Iowa for yielding. As 
I was saying before I was interrupted, 
during the factual presentation this 
morning the President's Council pre­
sented U.S. district court testimony of 
witnesses which was exculpatory of the 
President. 

I asked the staff why this mate­
rial was not presented to us while they 
were presenting factual material in a 
supposedly objective and fair and un­
biased manner in a so-called nonadver­
sary proceeding. 

The answer was a very weak, "Well, 
perhaps we made a mistake. Perhaps we 
should have included it.'' 

Now, I am not here to say that the 
Democratic majority does not have the 
right to be partisan. All I am objecting 
to is the myth that has been created that 
they are not partisan. That is the thing 
that troubles me very much, so when 
some members of the Committee on the 
Judiciary say that the inquiry has been 
fair and objective, I want my colleagues 
to know they do not speak for all o! us 
on the committee. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. In these few 
minutes it is difficult to try to respond to 
the many leaks and biased information 
that comes from the very committee 
which imposed a rule of confidentiality 
on itself; but I think this refusal to open 
the meetings to public view, the refusal 
to allow certain witnesses to be called, 
determinations being made by political 
party caucus, rather than being made by 
the committee itself, that on top of the 
statement of the chairman on how the 
Democratic members are going to vote 
creates a further problem of credibility, 
in my opinion. 

I think the people want to know whose 
credibility is in doubt. Is it Jack Nelson 
of the Los Angeles Times, or the few 
people that meet in Chairman RODINO's 
office, or is it the chairman himself? 

I think the people deserve an answer 
to this question. I think it is time to take 
the lid off of this coverUP committee. 

Let us quit playing games. Let us get 
back to the question of trying to fairly 
determine the guilt or innocence of the 
accused. 

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

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

Mr. LATTA. I want to thank the 
gentleman for yielding and say it 1s a 
very interesting discussion; but in the 
light of the discussion I would like to 
point out that I have heard from very 
reliable sources that the Democratic 
leadership already has its time schedule 
laid out. When the committee shall stop 
its deliberations, when the resolution is 
to be brought to the floor of the House, 
when we are to vote, and when we are to 
have the 2 weeks recess at the end of 
August and the first week of September. 

It seems to me they are getting the cart 
before the horse. We ought to permit 
the committee to act based on the evi­
dence. That is what we are supposed to 
make a determination on and not by 
what the Democratic caucus dictates. 

This idea of trying to compress our 
work into some time frame is something 
to which I object, and object to very 
strenuously, and I mentioned this the 
other day in the Committee. I would 
hope, in fairness to the President of 
the United States, regardless of who 
occupies that high office, now or in the 
future, that we will treat him fairly as 
the President of the United States. If 
this terrible burden ever falls upon this 
body in the future-and I hope it never 
does-that it will not compress the work 
of the Judiciary Committee or whatever 
committee might undertake this awe­
some responsibility into some precon­
ceived time frame; that they will let the 
evidence come out; that they will ·1et 
that respondent, whoever he might be 
in the future, have his witnesses, have 
his day before the committee and before 
this House. Yes, and in full view of the 
American people. We should not deny 
him a witness, or 2 witnesses, or 5 wit­
nesses, or 6 witnesses, or 60 witnesses. 

Think of it. Think of it. A vote along 
party lines in that committee on whether 
or not President's counsel should have 
the right to call a mere six witnesses. 
Unthinkable, I could hardly believe this 
committee would take such an action on 
so important a matter. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
one additional speaker on this side for 
3 minutes only. Following this speaker, 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to move that 
the bill be considered as read and open 
to amendment at any point. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. BAR­
BANES). 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not wish to prolong this matter, but I 
think there have been a couple of things 
said that call at least for some response 
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in order to set this record straight. I 
deeply regret the perception that a few 
of my colleagues on the committee ap­
parently have of its work. I do not be­
lieve that perception is shared by the 
overwhelming majority of the members 
of the Judiciary Committee, who I be­
lieve feel strongly that this work has 
been carried forward in a fair and objec­
tive manner. 

The chairman earlier today responded 
to the story to which the gentleman from 
Florida alluded, and I do not intend to 
recount that, but I do want to under­
score particularly one thing which the 
Chairman said and its interrelationship 
with the attitude and the work of the 
members of the committee. 

He stated: 
During the course o! these hearings, I 

have at every opportunity to express myself 
stated the need to proceed only on the basis 
of fairness and to insure, when there has 
been a complete presentation, only then 
should the Members draw their conclusion. 

I can state to the Members that this 
is exactly the attitude that the chairman 
has communicated to the members of 
the committee in public, in caucus, in 
private talks. There is a need for the 
Members of this House and the people of 
this country to appreciate the process 
that is taking place in the Judiciary 
Committee. We have not come to pre­
determinations, and there is a commit­
ment on the part of the members of the 
committee that the presentation should 
be made and that the Members at the 
conclusion of it should have the oppor­
tunity to render their judgment. 

That is how this job is being done, and 
we have been working at that job week 
in and week out. We intend to make a 
fair and objective judgment on behalf of 
the American people, a judgment we can 
take to the people, defend to the people, 
and explain to the people. 

There is no scenario, to use the word 
the gentleman from Florida invoked 
earlier. There is no script director. There 
is an effort to move this inquiry forward. 

There is an effort to do it in a fair and 
objective manner, and the chairman 
above all has striven to the utmost to 
maintain this attitude and to impress it 
upon the members of the committee. I 
deeply regret this press story. The chair­
man has explained it earlier in the day. 
I deeply regret the perception that cer­
tain Members have expressed about the 
committee. I do not believe it is an ac­
curate perception. I do not believe it is 
a fair perception. 

I do not think it does justice to the ef­
forts which most of the Members of the 
Judiciary Committee have been making 
in order to see that this very grave mat­
ter is carried forth in the manner that is 
called for by the Constitution and by our 
traditions and by our heritage. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, we 
have no additional requests for time on 
this side. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. YoUNG), a member of the commit­
tee. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I want to say to the gentleman from 
Maryland who just left the well that I 
believe he is very sincere in what he has 
said and in what he believes. 

My question is if, as he says, that is the 
firm feeling of the Committee, why is the 
committee proceeding in private, away 
from the full view of the public except 
for the leaks of certain stories? Why are 
witnesses who are suggested being re­
fused and why are decisions being made 
in a political caucus rather than in the 
full Committee? If there is no scenario, 
how has the schedule and timetable al­
ready been established? 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I would assume that 
the gentleman would concede that there 
is a necessity to establish some sort of 
tentative time schedule. Someone made 
a reference to the fact that the time pe­
riod for witnesses has been firmly estab­
lished. That is not completely correct. 
The gentleman from Illinois <Mr. Mc­
CLORY) , acting as the ranking Republi­
can member of the committee, offered an 
amendment making it very clear that 
that time period could be amended, if 
necessary; and that amendment was sup­
ported by an overwhelming vote in the 
Committee, and the subsequent motion 
was supported by an overwhelming vote. 

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 15581 to appro­
priate 1975 funds for the District of 
Columbia .. This coming fiscal year the 
city's budget totals $1.074 billion, a gen­
erous budget, but a balanced budget. 

The fiscal planning process for this 
budget has been extensive. As I indi­
cated in a statement to Members last 
September, the budget's planning began 
with a thorough review of the impact of 
5- to 10-percent reductions or increases 
in each Government program as a 
method of examining a full range of 
funding choices. The Mayor's initial 
budget released in early January then 
went through a month-long intensive re­
view by the local City Council which re­
sulted in a number of important changes 
in funding for higher education and the 
new home rule functions. The next step 
was an analysis by the President's Office 
of Management and Budget, and finally 
submission to the Congressional Appro­
priations Committees. 

I take this opportunity to point out 
that the budgeting provisions of the 
Home Rule Act passed by this body last 
October and approved overwhelmingly 
by the local voters in their May 7 ref­
erendum would preserve this budget 
planning process and strengthen it 
through a series of requirements that 
better fiscal information be provided to 
both the Congress and the City Council. 

I again commend the untiring efforts 
of my colleague from Kentucky, Con­
gressman BILL NATCHER, whose subcom­
mittee has successfully shepherded this 
legislation through its congressional re­
view process and has brought to the :floor 
today a budget which maintains the 
major components of the city's fiscal 
program that begins on July 1. This 

budget contains nearly all the funds 
necessary to maintain a vigorous capital 
expenditure program as we rapidly ap­
proach our Bicentennial celebration. 

The budget includes moneys for local 
community service programs to the 
needy-programs which previously were 
funded by the Federal Office of Economic 
Opportunity and would have terminated 
on June 20 if these moneys had been 
denied. H.R. 15581 contains, for the first 
time, $2.1 million in funds for attorney 
fees for indigent defendants so that our 
legal doctrines of proper representation 
before the courts can be preserved for all, 
regardless of their financial status. Most 
importantly, the budget before us today 
looks ahead to future funding needs and 
sets aside adequate moneys to pay forth­
coming salary increases. 

Finally, in recognition of the unique 
status of the District as the Nation's Cap­
ital, this legislation includes nearly all 
the authorized Federal payment con­
tained in the Home Rule Act. For more 
than 75 years Congress has recognized 
its special responsibility to the financial 
well-being of the Nation's Capital by reg­
ularly appropriating a share of the funds 
needed for the operation of the Govern­
ment of the District. I am encouraged to 
see this responsibility strongly reaffirmed 
in H.R. 15581. 

I must point out, however, there still 
are questions about adequate funds for 
a number of critical local programs. No.1 
involves funding of the new responsibili­
ties and operations · transferred to the 
local government in Public Law 93-198: 
The Home Rule Act. This legislation pro­
vided for a larger locally elected City 
Council to undertake the many addi­
tional functions of a new local govern­
ment. Sufficient funds are not included 
in the 1975 amounts to cover the larger 
staffing needs and additional expenses 
that will be encountered by the Council. 

There is also a question that $432,000 
are not provided to cover the new mu­
nicipal planning functions which the city 
will receive from the National Capital 
Planning Commission on July 1. These 
functions are being transferred pursuant 
to title I of the Home Rule Act in recog­
nition of the importance of undertaking 
on a comprehensive basis local planning 
for local needs. 

Staffing and other resources must also 
be provided for implementing the new 
responsibilities of the city's rent control 
program and for a new office of business 
development. I am further hopeful that 
the $1.5 million reduction on special edu­
cation funds will be reexamined. 

Finally, only $6 million has been ap­
propriated to cover the mandatory pay­
ments by the District of its share of the 
Metrobus operating expenses. The 1975 
District's share is already estimated to 
be $16.9 million and as Mr. NATCHER has 
correctly predicted, will probably go even 
higher. I share the concerns expressed 
by my colleagues at the expenses of our 
public transit system. However, the Dis­
trict's payments are required by law, 
cannot be reduced by the Distric,t alone, 
and-per an agreement of the transit 
board-if these costs are not paid each 
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half year, the District must pay an in­
terest penalty thus increasing the to·tal 
amount that will be due. I am hopeful 
that a solution to this complicated fund­
ing problem will be found this year. 

I recognized the importance of retain­
ing a balanced budget for the District of 
Columbia. However, in some quarters it 
is believed thfl,t a balanced budget could 
be preserved, even with the restoration 
of up to $8 million to the amounts pro­
posed in H.R. 15581. It is my hope that 
some way can be found to restore some 
of the funds for these important District 
programs. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, we 
have no additional requests for time on 
this side. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, we have 
no further requests for time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

GENERAL OPERATING EXPENSES 
General operating expenses, $76,878,000, of 

which $7,355,600 shall be payable from the 
revenue sharing trust fund, $660,100 from 
the highway fund (including $79,200 from 
the motor vehicle parking account), $107,-
700 from the water fund, and $71,800 from 
the sanitary sewage works fund: Provided, 
That not to exceed $2,500 for the Commis­
sioner and $2,500 for the Chairman of the 
District of Columbia Council shall be avail­
able from this appropriation for expendi­
tures for official purposes: Provided further, 
That, for the purpose of assessing and reas­
sessing real property in the District of Co­
lumbia, $5,000 of the appropriation shall be 
available for services as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for individuals not 
in excess of $100 per diem: Provided further, 
That not to exceed $7,500 of this appropria­
tion shall be available for test borings and 
soil investigations: Provided further, That 
$2,375,000 of this appropriation payable 
from the revenue sharing trust fund (tore­
main available until expended) shall be 
available solely for District of Columbia em­
ployees' disability compensation: Provided 
further, That not to exceed $125,000 of this 
appropriation shall be available for settle­
ment of property damage claims not in excess 
of $500 each and personal injury claims not 
in excess of $1,000 each: Provided further, 
That not to exceed $50,000 of any appropria­
tions available to the District of Columbia 
may be used to match financial contributions 
from the Department of Defense to the Dis­
trict of Columbia ·Office of Civil Defense for 
the purchase of civil defense equipment and 
supplies approved by the Department of De­
fense, when authorized by the Commissioner. 

Mr. NATCHER (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill be considered as read, and 
open to amendment and points of order 
at any point. 

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

There was no objection. 
POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, I make a 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, I make a 
point of order on the language to be 
found on page 3 of the bill, lines 7 
through 10, specifically reading: 

Provided, That not to exceed $2,500 for 
the Commissioner and $2,500 for the Chair­
man of the District of Columbia Council shall 

be available from this appropriation for 
expenditures for official purposes: 

That is not authorized.by law. 
The CHAffiMAN. Would the gentle­

man from Kentucky like to be heard on 
the point of order? 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to be heard on the point of 
order. 

Under Public Law 93-140, approved 
October 26, 1973, we have section 26, 
which provides as follows: 

The Commissioner of the District of Co­
lumbia, the Chairman of the District of 
Columbia Council, the Superintendent of 
Schools, the President of the Federal City 
College, the President of the Washing­
ton Technical Institute, and the President 
of the District of Columbia Teachers Col­
lege are hereby authorized to provide for 
the expenditure, within the limits of speci­
fied annual appropriations, o! funds for ap­
propriate purposes related to their official 
capacity as they may respectively deem 
necessary. Their determination thereof shall 
be final and conclusive, and their certifi­
cate shall be sufficient voucher for the ex­
penditure of appropriations made pursuant 
to this section. 

This is authorized, Mr. Chairman, and 
the point of order should be overruled. 

The CHAffiMAN (Mr. FASCELL). The 
Chair is prepared to !'Ule. 

The language to which the gentleman 
from Idaho objects, on page 3 of the bill, 
lines 7 through 10, is clearly authorized 
within the law cited, Public Law 93-140, 
section 26. Therefore, the Chair is con­
strained to overrule the point of order. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, I make a 
point of order. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, I make 
another point of order on the language 
to be found on page 5, lines 12 to 17, 
specifically reading: 

Provided further, That not to exceed $1,000 
for the Superintendent of Schools, $1,000 
for the President of Federal City College, and 
$1,000 for the President of Washington Tech­
nical Institute shall be available from this 
appropriation for expenditures for official 
purposes. 

Mr. Chairman, that language is not 
authorized by law. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, may I 
be heard on the point of order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear 
the gentleman. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I again 
would like to cite to the Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole section 26 of 
Public Law 93-140, which clearly shows 
that this is authorized. 

The CHAffiMAN <Mr. FASCELL). The 
Chair is prepared to rule. 

The language to which the gentleman 
from Idaho (Mr. SYMMS) objects, ap­
pearing on page 5, at lines 12 through 
17, is clearly authorized within the lan­
guage of section 26 of Public Law 93-140. 

The Chair, therefore, overules the 
point of order. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GRAY 
Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
(The portion of the bill to which the 

amendment relates is as follows: ) 

SEC. 1. Except as otherwise provided herein, 
all vouchers covering expenditures of ap­
propriations contained in this Act shall be 
audited before payment by the designated 
certifying official and the vouchers as ap­
proved shall be paid by checks issued by the 
designating disbursing official. 

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

10, immediately below line 13, insert the fol­
lowing: 

SEc. 1A. Notwithstanding any other pro­
vision of law, the design, plans, and speci­
fications, including detailed cost estimates, 
of the civic center to be constructed under 
the Dwight D. Eisenhower Memorial Bicen­
tennial Civic Center Act (Public Law 92-520) 
shall be deemed approved by the Senate and 
House Committees on Appropriations for 
purposes of section 3(d) (4) of such Act. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, Ire­
serve a point of order to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from lllinois 
(Mr. GRAY). 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman from 
Kentucky (Mr. NATCHER) reserves a point 
of order against the amendment. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from lllinois (Mr. GRAY). 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GRAY was 
allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, first I wish 
to apologize to the Members for taking 
this time. I realize this is Friday, and 
I know we all want to get away from 
here. However, I hope the Members will 
indulge me for a few minutes, because 
I believe this is a very important subject, 
one that touches the pocketbook of every 
taxpayer in this great country. 

I also wish to thank my distinguished 
friend, the chairman of the subcommit­
tee, the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 
NATCHER) for reserving his point of order 
so that I can explain this proposit ion. 

I might say parenthetically that if 
the Chair sustains the point of order 
I do plan to introduce general legislation 
today that will accomplish the same pur­
pose about which I intend to make these 
remarks. 

Mr. Chairman, over 180 years ago 
George Washington stood where the 
Naval Observatory is located at 34th 
Street and Massachusetts Avenue NW., 
and he looked down upon what is now 
the City of Washington, and he laid this 
out as a central gathering point for what 
he knew would become a great and fast 
growing country. During the ensuing 180 
years we have tried to build a facility in 
this great Capital-! say, "we"; I mean 
the various Congresses and the City 
Fathers and other people who have pre­
ceded me in public life in this city-a 
place where our constituents could come 
and could gather and could talk about 
their business and our business the Gov­
ernment of the United States, a place 
where we could hold inaugurations in­
side, a place where we could have in­
augural balls without having them 
scattered all over the city, a place where 
our national nominating conventions 

· can be held, schoolchildren, educators, 
and people from all walks of life could 
come and sit and break bread and discuss 
their business. 

Unfortunately, up until this very day, 
this is the only city in the world with a 
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population of over 250,000 that does not 
have some type of a convention center, a 
civic center, or a meeting hall to accom­
modate large groups. 

We on the Committee on Public Works 
labored for 4 long, hard years; we 
held five separate hearings; we even held 
hearings in the center of the city, which 
was an unprecedented act, I will say to 
my colleagues, and we allowed every sin­
gle person who wanted to be heard a 
chance to speak up in behalf of the need 
for building a civic center in our Nation's 
Capital. 

It was almost unanimous. The Mayor, 
the City Council they voted 8 to 1, 
Delegate Fountroy and yes, this Congress 
over 20 months ago by more than a 40-
vote majority and unanimously by the 
other body, and on two occasions the 
President of the United States has sent 
special messages agreeing to the need for 
a civic center in our Nation's Capital. 

I want to say that there is no one 
whom I hold in greater regard in this 
House than I do my friend, the gentle­
man from Kentucky, Mr. NATCHER. He is 
a handsome, erudite, able chairman who 
works hard. But, for some reason known 
only to the gentleman and to God he has 
sat on legislation approved 20 months 
ago by this House that merely called 
upon him to approve the plans and spec­
ifications and the cost estimates for this 
much needed facility. 

Now, my friends, it would take all day 
to tell you about the great benefits to be 
derived from this particular project. Let 
me summarize it very briefly: 

Since Congress passed the authoriza­
tion for the District of Columbia to build 
a civic center--several private entrepre­
neurs have pledged over $200 million in 
new hotels, in new restaurants, and in 
new facilities in this worn-out area 
known as Mt. Vernon SquaJ'e; I repeat, 
over $200 million. The cost of the Eisen­
hower Center would be $5 million a year 
with 5.5 percent rate on the bonds. That 
is much cheaper than the Government 
can borrow money. 

The real estate taxes alone--forget 
about the sales taxes, forget about the 
bed taxes now being chaJ'ged-the real 
estate taxes alone collected from these 
private entrepreneurs would more than 
pay for the entire cost of this facility if 
the city never took in a nickel at the 
front door, from spectator events and 
from conventions. 

But I am more concerned, my friends, 
as I leave the Congress. I am more con­
cerned about what is happening to this 
city. I am concerned about the collision 
course we are on with fisoal disaster in 
this city. 

My distinguished friend, the gentleman 
from Kentucky <Mr. NATCHER), gave an 
eloquent speech in his opening remarks 
and he told the Members that out of 
the $1,382,000,000 carried in this bill to .. 
day that $724 million of that is coming 
from your taxpayers and from mfiie. I 
represent the fourth largest taxpaying 
State in the Nation. 

The gentleman also told you there were 
4,000 less schoolchildren in the schools 
in the District. 

The gentleman did not tell you that 
since I have been in the Congress that we 

have lost over 55,000 people in Washing­
ton, D.C. The gentleman did not tell you 
that there are only 748,000 people resid­
ing in the District of Columbia. The gen­
tleman did not tell :YQU that just in the 
past 10 years we have increased the 
direct Federal payment from $37 million 
per year to $221 million today, a 600-per­
cent increase in 10 short years. 

The gentleman did not tell you that 
just the increase--and I repeat-just the 
increase in the Federal payment in the 
past 3 years alone would have paid cash, 
lock, stock and barrel for everything you 
see here on this drawing. 

Yes, we are heading for a fiscal disaster 
in the District of Columbia. And I do not 
mean to cast any aspersions on my friend 
Mayor Washington and the distinguished 
City Council, but the facts are that the 
inner city around Mt. Vernon Square is 
dying. 

I flew over the city recently in a heli­
copter and you see very few cranes going 
up over new buildings except Federal 
buildings to serve Bureaucracy. But, go 
out in the environs and that is all that 
you see, new housing projects, new high­
rise buildings, new shopping centers. 

Who is paying for this regression in 
the Nation's Capital? My taxpayers and 
yours. 

Here is an opportunity for private en­
trepreneurs to come in and build the 
hotels and the restaurants to give this 
city some new jobs, new spirit and some 
new lifeblood. 

Is it not ironic, my friends, we are 
spending $3.5 billion to $4 billion to put 
in a subway system for who to ride on? 
You can walk the streets after dark in 
the Mt. Vernon Square where we pro­
pose to put this project and you will see 
very few people. We need to build in 
more vitality. We are now building the 
Visitors' Center at Union Station. The 
Civic Center will be only 8 blocks 
away. We will have ample parking at the 
Union Station. We will have a connec­
tion there with the subway. We will have 
minibus services back and forth, and you 
will see a whole new corridor from Union 
Station down to Mt. Vernon Square with 
new hotels, restaurants, yes, new life­
blood for the District of Columbia. If the 
Appropriations Committee w1ll only act. 

It is already public law. The Members 
are not going to be voting on the Eisen­
hower Center. It is a public law. It has 
been since October 1972. We are only ask­
ing the Committee on Appropriations to 
follow the mandate of this House, of this 
Congress, and of the President in review­
ing the plans and approving them. If 
they do not like these plans, they have an 
obligation to say what they do not like 
about them. If it is parking, we can re­
solve that. If they do not like the design, 
we will have the architects redesign it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GRAY was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. GRAY. The city of Washington 
and the bankers of this city have put 
up $600,000 to draw these plans. We have 
not put up a dime for this civic center. 
We can build all types of facilities in 
Cambodia, Laos, and South Vietnam and 

128 million for such projects as the FBI 
Building in Washington but for the Na­
tion's capital, not a dime has gone into 
this center. They had to go to the local 
banks and borrow $600,000-the city 
did-in order to draw these plans that 
we see here before us. Is that not a na­
tional disgrace? Billions for bureaucracy 
but nothing for a facility that the tax­
payers will use and enjoy. 

If the Committee on Appropriations 
continues to sit on its constitutional obli­
gation, we will lose $600,000 for a set of 
plans. We will lose $200 million com­
mitted in writing by private entrepren­
eurs who want to see this city go and 
want to see it develop. Further, it is cost­
ing $700,000 every month this project is 
held up. 

Mr. Chairman, as I , said earlier, if I 
receive an adverse ruling on the point 
of order the gentleman from Kentucky 
has raised, I intend to offer general legis­
lation today that will allow the project 
to move forward now. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to see the day come when we can 
be self-sustaining. I want to see the day 
come when we will not have to increase 
this Federal payment by $30 or $40 
million every single year, and that is the 
case today. The increase today is over 
$33 mlllion plus other taxpayer funds in 
loans and public works. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Kentucky wish to be heard further 
on hi·s point of order? 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I in­
sist on my point of order, and I should 
like to be heard on the point of order. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment offered 
by my distinguished friend, the gentle­
man from Illinois, is clearly legislation 
on an appropriation bill. The provision 
of the basic legislation, the organic 
legislation, Public Law 92-520 of Octo­
ber 21, 1972, provides in part as follows: 

No purchase contract for the construction 
of such civic center shall be entered into 
pursuant to the authority of this section 
until 30 legislative days following submittal 
to and approval by the Senate and House 
Committees for the District of Columbia and 
the Senate and House Committees on Ap­
propriations, of the design, plans, and speci­
fications, including detailed cost estimates, 
of such civic center. 

Mr. Chairman, section l(a) as set 
forth in the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Tilinois provides in part 
as follows: 

"Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law"-and that clearly, there at that 
point, Mr. Chairman, makes it legisla­
tion on an appropriation bill, and I in­
sist on my point of order. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I think in 
all fairness to the members of the Sub­
committee on District of Columbia Ap­
propriations, and in fairness to the 
Committee on Appropriations, I should 
say just a word to my distinguished 
friend, the gentleman from Illinois. 
about this center. 

Mr. Chairman, as the Members will 
recall at the time this matter was sub­
mitted to the Congress by the dis­
tinguished gentleman from TIIinois, he 
and other members of his Subcommittee 
on Public Works stated to the House of 
Representatives that this civic center 
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would not cost the taxpayers of the Dis­
trict of Columbia one dime. He said on 
this. floor that every dollar of this money 
would be used and would be obtained 
from private entrepreneurs downtown to 
construct this center, and it would not 
cost a dime. 

He also said, Mr. Chairman, that the 
bill as presented contained $14 million 
of Federal money. Other than that 
money, they would go downtown and get 
a contractor, a private entrepreneur, 
and construct this civic center and turn 
it over to the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Chairman, when they appeared 
before our subcommittee with their fixed 
cost estimate and with plans and speci­
fications, we said, "Who is going to build 
it?" They said, "Mr. Chairman, we can­
not get anyone downtown to build this 
civic center. We cannot get anyone to 
contract for it. We cannot get an en­
trepreneur to build it. We now ask you 
Mr. Chairman, to let us issue $81 million 
worth of bonds payable by the District 
of Columbia to be issued by the Dis-

. trict of Columbia to build this civic 
center." Their proposal was not that this 
be done by private entrepreneurs and 
not under a contract where somebody 
else would build it and then turn it over 
to the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Chairman, a word or two and I will 
conclude. When they said that they 
wanted $81 million worth of bonds, we 
said, "Why do you want them?" The 
House of Representatives was informed 
that the civic center would cost not to 
exceed $65 million." "Mr. Chairman," 
they said, "we need $81 million of bonds 
because we have to pay for the cost of 
the bond issue but the structure itself 
will cost only $72.1 million, and amor­
tized over a period of 30 years it would 
cost the District of Columbia $165 mil­
lion." 

Then, Mr. Chairman, here is what we 
on our subcommittee said to them. We 
said that we do not have the right on this 
subcommittee to violate the provisions of 
the law and to violate what they said 
to the House when they came in and said 
it would cost $65 million. That is why 
the bill was passed. We do not have the 
right to change the provisions of that 
law and say that we are going to let the 
bonds be issued and that we are going 
to let it cost $165 million over a 30-year 
period. 

Mr. Chairman, as long as I am a Mem­
ber of this Congress, and I say this to 
you frankly, I do not have that right and 
I do not intend to come into this Com­
mittee and say we have changed the law'. 
It was not presented that way. We can­
not say: "We are going to change it for 
you and let it cost $165 million." 

I voted for home rule. I thought the 
District of Columbia people should have 
the right to vote for and elect their 
Mayor and City Council, and I think, yes, 
the people in Washington should have 
the right to decide whether they want 
this $165 million project saddled on their 
backs, when it was presented to this Con­
gress as $65 million and not to cost the 
taxpayers a dime. 

Mr. Chairman, the Chair has been good 
enough to let me make this statement. 

I appreciate it, Mr. Chairman, but in all 
fairness to the Members of this House 
I had to make that statement. 

Mr. Chairman, I . now insist on my 
point of order. 

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, may I be 
heard on this point of order? I hope the 
Members will indulge me as they in­
dulged my friend, the gentleman from 
Kentucky, while he made his statement. 

The CHAIRMAN. Now that the Chair­
man has been enlightened as to the facts 
on both sides of this situation he would 
be delighted to hear the gentleman on 
the point of order. 

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, since my 
friend, the gentleman from Kentucky, 
got carried away, I hope I can be in­
dulged while I explain why we are here. 
It does revolve around the point of order. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Kentucky stated we were asking for 
something in this amendment that was 
not authorized by law. I think I could 
put it in proper perspective by pointing 
out that it reminds me of the little old 
lady who told her daughter that she 
might go swimming but that she must 
not get near the water. 

Mr. Chairman, the chairman of the 
committee has stated we are asking for 
something that was not authorized by 
law and he could not possibly violate the 
law, but I would like to point out the 
basic language before the Chairman rules 
on the point of order. 

No purchase contract for the construction 
of such Center shall be entered into pursu­
ant to the authority of this section until the 
Appropriations Committees of the House and 
the Senate have had the plans and they have 
been approved. 

My friend, the gentleman from Ken­
tucky, said the District was unable to get 
a private entrepreneur to build this pri­
vate facility. The District of Columbia 
is prohibited by law from engaging an 
entrepreneur, on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Kentucky <Mr. 
SNYDER) . How can they engage an entre­
preneur qntil a plan has been approved 
which is required by law? So all my 
amendment, which is pending, does, Mr. 
Chairman, is to say that the Appropria­
tions Committee does hereby approve the 
plans and specifications. That is the first 
thing. 

That is the first thing. The second 
thing, Mr. Chairman, it requires the ap­
proval of the District of Columbia Com­
mittee, which is the authorizing com­
mittee. The very distinguished chairman 
is sitting here, the gentleman from Mich­
igan <Mr. DIGGs). He can tell us that the 
District of Columbia Committee has ap­
proved the plans and cost estimates and 
the specifications for this project. So it 
is only the Committee on Appropriations 
that is holding back. 

Third, Mr. Chairman, and this is very, 
very important, the reason the District 
of Columbia is talking about bonds is to 
save money. 

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Chairman, the gen­
tleman in the well is not addressing him­
self to the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
illinois will address himself to the point 
of order. 

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, the distin­
guished gentleman from Kentucky cer­
tainly did not speak to the point of order. 

I will let the ruling stand and move to 
strike the last word. I do not think the 
record should stand on the remarks of 
the gentleman from Kentucky. 

I know he is proceeding in good faith, 
but I know he is inaccurate. I ask for a 
ruling and if I am ruled out, I move to 
strike the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre­
pared to rule. The amendment of the 
gentleman from illinois, which would 
concern a new section in the bill, recites: 

SEc. lA. Notwithstanding any other provi­
sion of law, the design, plans, and specifica­
tions, including detailed cost estimates, of 
the civic center to be constructed under the 
Dwight D. Eisenhower Memorial Bicenten­
nial Civic Center Act (Public Law 92-520) 
shall be deemed approved by the Senate and 
House Committees on Appropriations for 
purposes of section 3(d) (4) of such Act. 

When one refers to the language of 
the act which was read by the gentleman 
from Kentucky in his discussion on the 
point of order, that language being con­
tained in Public Law 92-520 of the 
Dwight D. Eisenhower Memorial Bicen­
tennial Civic Center Act and section 3 of 
that act, it is quite clear there that the 
act requires approval of the Senate and 
House Committees on Appropriations, in 
addition to other matters, and that the 
language of the amendment very clearly 
seeks to change existing law by legisla t­
ing such approval. 

It is not a question of whether or not 
any funds in the amendment have 
been authorized, but whether or not the 
pending amendment seeks to change 
existing law, and it obviously and clearly 
seeks to do that. Therefore, the Chair 
sustains the point of order. 

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I again apologize to my 
colleagues, but I do not want the record 
to stand as it is right now and I know the 
gentleman from Kentucky did not intend 
to impugn my integrity when he said 
that I stated on this floor in 1972, that 
this project would not cost the taxpayers 
a dime and then he went on to say that 
it now will. Mr. Chairman, this is ab­
solutely not true. 

What happened is very simple. 
We are building new buildings in Ken­

tucky, Dlinois and other places, public 
buildings with private entrepreneurs and 
the interest rate is running from 8 to 
10 percent; so I take my hat oft' to the 
mayor and the council. Here is what they 
did. They formed a private entrepreneurs 
corporation as a legal entity and that 
legal government entity was able to go 
to the bond market. They have a state­
ment in writing and the bond market 
said, "We will buy your bonds at 5 or 5 Yz 
percent." 

Why would my friend from Kentucky 
and his subcommittee be opposed to the 
city saving $8 million over the life of the 
contract on this project? That is what 
it amounts to. If he wants the city to go 
ahead and go out on the market with the 
high interest rate prevailing today and 
pay 10, 11, 12 percent, he should say so; 
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but the mayor and the council devised a 
way of selling bonds at 5 or 5% percent 
and the testimony is replete from the 
mayor and the council that this project 
will not ccst the residents of Washington 
or the taxpayers one dime, because this 
is seed money and with the issuance of 
these bonds, will go many contracts with 
these entrepreneurs to build the hotels, 
to build the restaurants and build the 
other facilities that more than guarantee 
them the $5 million a year to amortize 
the bonds. 

We have not changed the law one iota. 
Private entrepreneur financing means 
just what it says. They can get it from a 
bank, the city can get it from a savings 
and loan association, or they can get it 
from an individual or group. Bonds paid 
back from revenues and borrowed by a 
private corporation formed by the city is 
in full compliance with the law and what 
we told the House in 1972. The city must 
guarantee the contract either way. The 
only difference here is a more favorable 
interest rate which should please the Ap­
propriations Committee. 

The distinguished gentleman from 
Michigan <Mr. DIGGS) can tell the mem­
bers of the committee that he and his 
committee heard the testimony on this. 
He was satisfied with the method of fi­
nancing and satisfied with the cost, and 
by a majority vote the District of Co­
lumbia Committee, which is the author­
izing committee, approved the plans, 
specifications, and cost estimates. 

So, I say to my friend from Kentucky 
that if his argument is right, then the 
District Committee is wrong; if the Ap­
propriations Committee is right, then the 
District of Columbia Committee is wrong, 
because they have approved precisely 
what I am trying to do here today with 
the proposed amendment. There is no 
difference. 

I think the gentleman ought to appre­
ciate the fact that the District is trying 
to save some money instead of continuing 
to catapult this Federal payment into the 
city. The Members of Congress should 
not be required to go to their taxpayers 
in Iowa and California and Kentucky and 
other States and ask them to continue to 
shell out all this money within this city 
when the city could be self-sustaining for 
a pittance of $5 million per year seed 
money, which will bring phenomenal 
growth to the city. 

I emphatically state we have not mis­
led the House. We said it would be pri­
vately financed. We say that today, 
June 28, 1974. The District of Columbia 
Committee agrees and I hope when we 
bring out legislation from the Public 
Works Committee that the House and 
Congress will agree with us. Thank you. 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not expect to take 
the full 5 minutes because I realize the 
hour is late, but I would like to say that 
every member of this subcommittee 
heard every witness from the District of 
Columbia, whether that witness be part 
of the government or a resident of the 
Community affected or just a taxpayer. 
I say "just a taxpayer" because when we 
talk about seed money, the taxpayers of 

the District of Columbia would eventu­
ally probably have to pay for this. 

We heard every witness and examined 
the recommendations made by the gen­
tleman from Illinois, who also appeared 
before the committee and testified. We 
heard every witness, examined them, and 
unanimously this committee decided that 
this was not a wise investment for the 
District of Columbia government. 

Mr. Chairman, I do want to be very 
clear that the chairman of the subcom­
mittee did not act singularly, but the 
subcommittee voted unanimously no. 

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

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

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate 
my friend yielding to me. Is it not a fact 
that the Mayor testified himself; the 
Budget Director testified before the gen­
tleman's committee that this project 
would not cost a cent in increased taxes? 
Is that not a fact? 

Mr. MYERS. A great many people tes­
tified; the neighborhood, the Board of 
Trade appeared. 

Mr. GRAY. I ask my friend if the 
Mayor, who represents the city, did not 
testify before the House and Senate to 
the fact that this would not cost a dime 
of increased taxes, but would in fact 
bring in millions of dollars of additional 
revenue? I can get out the record if the 
gentleman wishes to read it. 

Mr. MYERS. This is true. The Mayor 
did give this testimony, but I might also 
say that a great many witnesses ques­
tioned the figures presented by the 
Mayor, such as increased taxation that 
would be required. 

The plan provided for taxation on the 
gentleman's and my constituents who 
come to visit, not the city civic center, but 
to visit the government and see the gen­
tleman and myself, will pay one dollar at 
least per day more taxes on their hotel 
rooms and also higher taxes on their food 
and everything else. Other testimony 
came in also. 

Mr. GRAY. Could the gentleman tell 
me who those exoert witnesses were? I 
am relying on the-Mayor and City Coun­
cil, on the people who are in the District 
every day; not somebody who jumps up 
and is running for City Council and wants 
to make a political argument out of this. 
It is very sad that this project has been 
embroiled in local politics, because it is 
so important to the whole Nation. 

Would the gentleman please tell me 
any expert witness who told him that this 
would cause increased taxes? 

Mr. MYERS. If the gentleman would 
define "expert", I will try to answer his 
question. 

Mr. Chairman, I would say this: There 
were a · number of members of City 
Council who appeared before our com­
mittee and said that at the time they first 
acted, they were not given all the infor­
mation. They would like to reconsider, 
but never had the opportunity. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the necessary number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the 
gentleman from Kentucky a question or 
two concerning this project which the 

gentleman from Illinois is so bothered 
about. 

Why does the District of Columbia not, 
if this convention center is such an excel­
lent project, go right ahead and build it? 
If it will do so much for the city, why do 
they not go right ahead, either with pri­
vate financing or funds provided by the 
taxpayers of the District of Columbia? 

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

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to yield to my 
friend from Kentucky. 

Mr. NATCHER. I would like to say to 
my distinguished friend, the gentleman 
from Iowa, that when we say to him that 
the people of the District of Columbia 
should have a right to vote on this proj­
ect, they do not want that to take place. 
The reason why they do not is because 
they know that the people in the city of 
Washington will vote it down. They do 
not want it. 

As to why do they not go ahead and 
build it, the distinguished gentleman 
knows the history of the District of 
Columbia Stadium. When the gentleman 
asked the question, "How much is it going 
to cost?" the gentleman on the other 
committee rose and said, "It will be be­
tween $5 and $6 million." 

The gentleman from Iowa said, "I do 
not believe it." 

What the gentleman said was true. It 
cost $20 million, and not one bond has 
been retired. We have had to provide the 
District authority to borrow $831,000 
each year just to pay the interest on 
those bonds. 

That is one of the main reasons why 
the people of the city of Washington do 
not want another white elephant, and I 
say that to the gentleman frankly. 

Mr. GROSS. The stadium was not to 
cost us a dime. 

Mr. NATCHER. That is correct. The 
stadium was not to cost a dime. The 
bonds were to be retired out of the income 
of the stadium. I remember the ques­
tion and the answer. 

Mr. GROSS. ·Not a dime of expense to 
the taxpayers of the rest of the country. 

Mr. NATCHER. That is correct. 
Mr. GROSS. I am sure that my friend, 

the gentleman from Kentucky, is aware 
of the fact that there are already rum­
blings of legislation to be brought to the 
House floor with respect to the Federal 
Government paying for a substantial 
part of the stadium cost. Has the gentle­
man heard of this? 

Mr. NATCHER. No, though I have 
seen one or two stories in the newspapers 
concerning the stadium. There was a re­
quest for a $1.5 million Federal payment 
for a sinking fund to retire the bonds 
which we did not consider as it was not 
authorized. 

But let me say this, Mr. Chairman: I 
think the distinguished gentleman from 
Michigan, the chairman of the District 
of Columbia legislative committee, will 
do the right thing as far as the stadium 
is concerned. I think that. 

Mr. GROSS. By way of conclusion­
and I do not want to take more time of 
the House on this particular subject­
but by way of conclusion, this is the first 
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time that I have heard that $5 million 
was just a pittance. 

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

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

Mr. MYERS. In response to the gentle­
man's question as to why a private in­
vestor does not invest these funds in the 
civic center, a private investor would 
have to make the project pay, and there 
is not one of these civic centers in the 
United States that will pay for itself. So 
we voted $800,000 for interest on the 
bonds this year. 

No private investor is going to make 
any money. The Government is the only 
one which takes the risk, and we did not 
feel like pushing these people, the tax­
payers in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the committee do now rise and re­
port the bill back to the House with the 
recomme,pdation that the bill do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. FAscELL, Chairman of the Commit­
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Committee 
having had under consideration the bili 
<H.R. 15581) making appropriations for 
the government of the District of Co­
lumbia and other activities chargeable 
in whole or in part against the revenues 
of said District for the fiscal year end­
ing June 30, 1975, and for other pur­
poses, had directed him to report the bill 
back to the House with the recommen­
dation that the bill do pass. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the bill to final 
passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

engrossment and third reading of the 
bill. 

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

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

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

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab­
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de­
vice, and there were-yeas 236, nays 36, 
not voting 162, as follows: 

Abdnor 
Adams 
Alexander 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Andrews, N.C. 
Annunzio 
Arends 
Ashley 
Asp in 
Badillo 
Bafalis 
Bell 
Bennett 
Bergland 
Bevm 

[Roll No. 354] 
YEAS-236 

Biester 
Bingham 
Blatnik 
Bowen 
Brademas 
Bray 
Breckinridge 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brotzman 
Brown, Mich. 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Broyh1ll. va. 
Buchanan 
Burgener 

Burke, Fla. 
Burke, Mass. 
Burleson, Tex. 
Burlison, Mo. 
Burton, John 
Burton, Phillip 
Butler 
Carney. Ohio 
Carter 
Casey, Tex. 
Cederberg 
Chappell 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clay 
Cleveland 

Cohen Hunt Rodino 
Collins, Ill. Hutchinson P.oe 
Conable Jarman Rogers 
Conte Johnson, Calif. Rooney, Pa. 
Conyers Johnson, Pa. Rosenthal 
Coughlin Jones, Okla. Rostenkowski 
Cronin Kemp Roush 
Danielson Kyros Roybal 
Davis, S.C. Lagomarsino Ruppe 
de la Garza Latta Ryan 
Dellenback Leggett Sarasin 
Dellums Long, La. Sarbanes 
Denholm Long, Md. Schneebeli 
Dennis McCloskey Sebelius 
Derwinski McDade Seiberling 
Dickinson McEwen Shipley 
Diggs McFall Skubitz 
Dingell Madden Slack 
Drinan Mahon Smith, N.Y. 
Duncan Mann Snyder 
duPont Maraziti Staggers 
Eckhardt Mathias, Calif. Stanton, 
Edwards, Calif. Matsunaga J. William 
Eil berg Mazzoli Steed 
Erlenborn Melcher Steele 
Evans, Colo. Mezvinsky Steelman 
Findley Michel Steiger, Wis. 
Fish Mills Stratton 
Fisher Minish Stubblefield 
Flood Mink Sullivan 
Ford Mitchell, Md. Symington 
Forsythe Mitchell, N.Y. Taylor, Mo. 
Fountain Morgan Taylor, N.C. 
Fraser Moss Thompson, N.J. 
Frelinghuysen Murphy, Dl. Thone 
Frenzel Murphy, N.Y. Thornton 
Frey Myers Towell, Nev. 
Froehlich Natcher Traxler 
Gaydos Nedzi Udall 
Gettys Nichols Ullman 
Giaimo Obey Van Deerlin 
Goldwater O'Brien Vander Jagt 
Gonzalez O'Hara Vander Veen 
Gray O'Neill Vanik 
Green, Oreg. Owens Veysey 
Green, Pa. Parris Waldie 
Gubser Passman Walsh 
Guyer Patman Whalen 
Hansen, Idaho Patten White 
Harsha Perkins Widnall 
Hebert Pettis Wiggins 
Hechler, W.Va. Pickle Wilson, Bob 
Heckler, Mass. Pike Wilson, 
Heinz Poage Charles, Tex. 
Helstoski Preyer Wolfl' 
Henderson Price, Dl. Wright 
Hicks Price, Tex. Wyatt 
Hillis Pritchard Wydler 
Hinshaw Railsback Yates 
Hogan Rangel Young, Alaska 
Holt Rees Young, Fla. 
Holtzman Regula Young, Ill. 
Horton Reuss Young, S.C. 
Hosmer Riegle Zablocki 

Archer 
Ashbrook 
Baker 
Bauman 
Byron 
Camp 
Clawson, Del 
Collins, Tex. 
Conlan 
Daniel, Dan 
Davis, Wis. 
Fascell 
Flynt 

Abzug 
Addabbo 
Anderson, Ill. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Armstrong 
Barrett 
Beard 
Biaggi 
Blackburn 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Brasco 
Breaux 
Brown, Calif. 
Brown, Ohio 
Burke, Calif. 
Carey, N.Y. 
Chamberlain 
Chisholm 
Clancy 
Clark 
Cochran 
COllier 

NAYS-36 
Gilman 
Gross 
Haley 
Hanrahan 
Landgrebe 
Lott 
Martin, N.C. 
Mayne 
Miller 
Mizell 
Montgomery 
Moorhead, 

Calif. 

Murtha 
Randall 
Rarick 
Rousse lot 
Runnels 
Ruth 
Satterfield 
Scherle 
Symms 
Waggonner 
Zion 

NOT VOTING-162 
Corman 
Cotter 
Crane 
Culver 
Daniel, Robert 

w.,Jr. 
Daniels, 

DominlckV. 
Davis, Ga. 
Delaney 
Dent 
Devine 
Donohue 
Dorn 
Downing 
Dulski 
Edwards, Ala. 
Esch 
Eshleman 
Evins, Tenn. 
Flowers 
Foley 
Fulton 
Fuqua 
Gibbons 

Ginn 
Goodling 
Grasso 
Griffiths 
Grover 
Gude 
Gunter 
Hamnton 
Hammer-

schmidt 
Hanley 
Hanna 
Hansen, Wash. 
Harrington 
Hastings 
Hawkins 
Hays 
Holifield 
Howard 
Huber 
Hudnut 
Hungate 
I chord 
Johnson, COlo. 
Jones, Ala. 

Jones, N.C. Moak1ey 
Jones, Tenn. Mollohan 
Jordan Moorhead, Pa. 
Karth Mosher 
Kastenmeier Nelsen 
Kazen Nix 
Ketchum Pepper 
King Peyser 
Kluczynski Podell 
Koch Powell, Ohio 
Kuykendall Quie 
Landrum Qulllen 
Lehman Reid 
Lent Rhodes 
Litton Rinaldo 
Lujan Roberts 
Luken Robinson, Va. 
McClory Robison, N.Y. 
McCollister Roncalio, Wyo. 
McCormack Roncallo, N.Y. 
McKay Rooney, N.Y. 
McKinney Rose 
McSpadden Roy 
Macdonald St Germain 
Madigan Sandman 
Mallary Schroeder 
Martin, Nebr. Shoup 
Mathis, Ga. Shriver 
Meeds Shuster 
Metcalfe Si~{es 
Milfqrd Sisk 
Minshall, Ohio Smith, Iowa 

So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced 

pairs: 
Mrs. Boggs with Mr. Dent. 

Spence 
Stanton, 

James V. 
Stark 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Stephens 
Stokes 
Stuckey 
Studds 
Talcott 
Teague 
Thomson, Wis. 
Tiernan 
Treen 
Vigorito 
Wampler 
Ware 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Wllliams 
Wilson, 

Charles H .• 
Calif. 

Winn 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Yatron 
Young, Ga. 
Young, Tex. 
Zwach 

the following 

Mr. Addabbo with Mr. Donohue. 
Mr. Roncalio of Wyoming with Mr. Dorn. 
Mr. Sikes with Mrs. Griffiths. 
Mr. Clark with Mrs. Hansen of Washington. 
Mr. Dominick V. Daniels with Mr. McClory. 
Mr. Brasco with Mr. Martin of Nebraska. 
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Mallary. 
Mr. Hays with Mr. Madigan. 
Mr. Fulton with Mr. Lujan. 
Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Kuykendall. 
Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Lent. 
Mr. Holifield with Mr. Blackburn. 
Mr. Biaggi with Mr. Goodling. 
Mrs. Grasso with Mr. Edwards of Alabama. 
Mr. Cotter with Mr. Brown of Ohio. 
Mr. Macdonald with Mr. Esch. 
Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Collier. 
Mr. Fuqua with Mr. Chamberlain. 
Mr. Podell with Mr. Eshleman. 
Mr. Howard with Mr. Devine. 
Mr. Moorhead of Pennsylvania with Mr. 

Clancy. 
Mr. Harrington with Mr. Grover. 
Mr. Stokes with Mr. Roy. 
Mr. Mollohan with Mr. Gude. 
Mr. Studds with Mr. Crane. 
Mr. Vigorito with Mr. Hammerschmidt. 
Mr. Carey of New York with Mr. Robert 

W. Daniel, Jr. 
Mrs. Burke of California with Mr. Gunter. 
Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Culver. 
Mr. Sisk with Mr. Hastings. 
Mr. Metcalfe with Mr. Foley. 
Mr. Downing with Mr. Huber. 
Mr. Gibbons with Mr. Cochran. 
Mr. Delaney with Mr. Hudnut. 
Mr. Kazen with Mr. King. 
Mr. Charles H. Wilson of California with 

Mr. Anderson of Illinois. 
Mr. Hawkins with Mr. Lehman. 
Mr. Yatron with Mr. Beard. 
Mr. Young of Georgia with Mr. Corman. 
Mr. Hungate with Mr. Hanna. 
Mr. Meeds with Mr. Jones of Alabama. 
Mr. McCormack with Mr. Landrum. 
Mr. Moakley with Mr. Talcott. 
Mr. Pepper with Mr. McKinney. 
Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Minshall of 

Ohio. 
Mr. Jones of North Carolina with Mr. 

Nelsen. 
Mr. Flowers with Mr. Mosher. 
Mr. McKay with Mr. Quie. 
Mr. Roberts with Mr. Robinson of Virginia. 
Mr. Barrett with Mr. Karth. 
Mr. Boland with Mr. Qu1llen. 
Mr. Breaux with Mr. Shriver. 
Mr. Brown of California with Mr. Rinaldo. 
Mr. Kastenmeier with Mr. Powell of Ohio. 
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Mr. Koch with Mr. McSpadden. 
Mr. Stephens with Mr. Shoup. 
Mr. Teague with Mr. Robison of New York. 
Mr. Tiernan with Mr. Sandman. 
Mr. Reid with Mr. !chord. 
Mr. Smith of Iowa with Mr. Roncallo of New 

York. 
Mr. StGermain with Mr. Shuster. 
Mr. Stark with Mr. Milford. 
Mr. James V. Stanton with Mr. Spence. 
Mr. Stuckey with Mr. Rose. 
Mr. Mathis of Georgl!a with Mr. Steiger of 

Arizona. 
Mr. Litton with Mr. Thomson of Wisconsin. 
Ms. Abzug with Mr. Luken. 
Mr. Dulski with Mr. Andrews of North 

Dakota. 
Mr. Ginn with Mr. Treen. 
Mr. Hanley with Mr. Wampler. 
Mr. Hamilton with Mr. Ware. 
Mrs. Jordan with Mr. Zwa.ch. 
Mr. Nix with Mr. Young of Texas. 
Mr. Whitehurst with Mr. McColllster. 
Mrs. Schroeder with Mr. Wllliams. 
Mr. Whitten with Mr. Wlnn. 
Mr. Wylie with Mr. Wyman. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
extend their remarks on the bill <H.R. 
15581) just passed. 

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

There was no objection. 

PROPOSAL TO EXTEND EXPORT­
IMPORT BANK AUTHORITY FOR 
30 DAYS 
(Mr. BROWN of Michigan asked and 

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

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Speak­
er, the chairman of the Banking and 
Currency Committee, the gentleman 
from Texas <Mr. PATMAN), intends to ask 
unanimous consent to take up a resolu­
tion to extend the authority of the Ex­
port-Import Bank for 30 days. 

Several Members heretofore have ex­
pressed their concern about the exten­
sion of credits and guarantees to Soviet 
Russia and I think their concern is well 
founded and should be dealt with in the 
bill which will soon be before us. How­
ever, the authority of the Bank expires 
on June 30 and we will not be able to take 
up this matter before the House in usual 
order until the Suspension Calendar on 
Monday. There is a time gap and I cer­
tainly hope objections will not be raised 
to the chairman's request. 

To assure those who have been con­
cerned about this matter, the president 
of the Bank, Mr. Casey, wrote to the 
gentleman from California <Mr. RoussE­
LOT), a member of our committee, and 
he said: 

JUNE 27, 1974. 
Hon. JOHN R. ROUSSELOT, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. RoUSSELOT: If the extension of 
the Bank's charter is not voted in the House 
until next week, it wlll be necessary for us 

to send telegrams to some 300 odd banks 
temporarily withdrawing their discretionary 
commitment authority which the Bank has 
delegated to them, and also to suspend our 
credit insurance program. This would be ex­
pensive, confusing and damaging to the 
Bank's reputation and the publlc impression 
of the effectiveness of the Congress. 

Senator Byrd ha.d the same concern on the 
Senate resolution to extend the Bank's char­
ter for 30 days a.s you have. However, on my 
assurance that the Bank would not a.ct on 
Soviet credits during the period of extension 
he withdrew his objections and I hope you 
will do the same. For your information I 
would like to point out that I have not au­
thorized any new commitments to the Soviet 
Union since coming to the Bank a.nd will not 
until the Congress ha.s acted on the terms of 
the Bank's authority in this area.. I am en­
closing a. letter similar to the one I sent to 
Senator Byrd. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM J. CASEY. 

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

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I 
would say to the gentleman from Michi­
gan I think the concern of some of us 
goes much beyond that to the way 1n 
which these matters are handled. A few 
of us are getting tired of this brinkman­
ship, whether the subject concerns the 
railroad strike or the continuing resolu­
tion or the Export-Import Bank. If or­
derly processes are not observed, then 
the very last minute is reached and we 
are told that on a crisis basis we have to 
go along with it or chaos will result. I 
for one would object not only to the con­
duct of the Export-Import Bank but also 
to the procedures which put us into this 
position at this time. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I for one 
would substantially agree with the gen­
tleman, but we cannot avoid the situa­
tion before us; even though the matter 
can go on the Suspension Calendar on 
Monday. 

The Members will have the opportu­
nity at that time to express their dissent, 
if that is their wlll; but it just seems to 
me that to require the Bank to go 
through this procedure of notifying its 
banking associates is totally unneces­
sary, serves no useful purpose and is un­
justified, even irresponsible at the pres­
ent time, since we will probably authorize 
the extension on Monday, anyway. 

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

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. ASHLEY. I would like to ask the 
gentleman, I am on the Subcommittee 
on International Trade of the Commit­
tee on Banking and Currency. I have 
jurisdiction over the authorizing of the 
Export-Import Bank. I am sure that the 
gentleman would be sympathetic with 
the fact that the committee on which I 
serve and on which a number of others 
serve has had an unusual amount of leg­
islation. We have just finished a $10 bil­
lion housing bill. We have had the Ex­
port Administration Act, the Export­
Import Bank Act, and others before us. 

I am a hardworking Member of this 
body, as the gentleman knows, and I can 
tell him there have been a number of 

measures that have been put in a time 
frame that have put us in a difficult posi­
tion, indeed. It is for that reason may I 
suggest that we proceed on the continu­
ing resolution, not only to allow the com­
mittee more properly to do its work, but 
to allow this body, and the gentleman in­
cluded, who I know has an intense inter­
est in the matter of this bank, and as the 
gentleman from Michigan <Mr. BROWN) 
said, and it is true and I am sure lt is not 
the intention of the gentleman from 
Ohio or the gentleman from California 
or elsewhere to disrupt the normal ac­
tivities of the Export-Import Bank. This 
is an institution that for many years has 
been a major arm in the export effort of 
this country. 

There is concern on the part of my col­
leagues from Ohio and others with re­
spect to the proposed credits with regard 
to goods and commodities in trade with 
the Soviet Union. 

Now, I would say to the gentleman 
that what we had from Mr. Casey, 
Chairman of the Export-Import Bank, is 
an absolute assurance that there would 
be no such credits extended during the 
period of the next 30 days or until, as a 
matter of fact, until the current legisla­
tion is in place; in other words, until this 
body has had an opportunity to work its 
will. 

That seems to me to be imminently 
reasonable on the part of the Chairman 
of the Export-Import Bank. 

The plea that I make is not to inter­
rupt and to disrupt the legitimate activi­
ties of this very important lendlng in­
stitution upon which we rely so exten­
sively for so many of our domestic con­
cerns in their efforts to participate ln 
international markets. 

It is on the basis of my word and the 
word of the gentleman from Michigan 
<Mr. BROWN) that I would urge that the 
unanimous-consent request of the gen­
tleman from Texas not be objected to. 

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

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Certainly, I 
yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I appreciate the 
gentleman yielding, in view of the fact 
the letter refers to my name. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I wish to 
thank the gentleman for loaning me a 
copy of the letter. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Well, I am not as 
convinced as is my colleague from Michi­
gan that all this disruption will occur. 
Obviously, the commitments made will 
be continued. I do not know what the 
mandate is that the chairman of the 
Export-Import Bank, the President, has 
to send out all these telegrams telling 
everybody to stop everything, since he 
has made the promise anyway that no 
new commitments will be made and no 
deals will be consummated. Since he has 
made that commitment, I am grateful 
that the gentleman from Michigan put 
the letter in the RECORD. I do not know 
what all the whoop-de-doo is about, that 
he has to send out all these telegrams and 
carry out all this pressure, even if this 
commitment is not made. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. But the gen­
tleman is entirely wrong. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Let me finish my 
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statement. Even if we were to terminate 
this agency today, which we are not going 
to do, because we realize its importance 
to overseas plane sales and everything 
else, it would take at least 6 or 7 months 
to phase this all out. 

So, to try to bring the positions of this 
body together at this late hour, that 
everything is going to terminate and go 
<iown the drain, I think, is an unfair 
tactic. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. The gentle­
man is entirely wrong, and he knows he 
is wrong. What the letter says is that 
there will be no commitments entered 
into during this 30-day period to Rus­
sia. 

Under the functioning of the bank, as 
with any bank, there is committed a sort 
of line of credit. If we do not extend 
the bank's authority during this period, 
these commitments remain extended, 
but if the bank's authority to honor those 
,commitments terminates, there is no 
way-there is no way that the commit­
ments could be honored. I think it would 
give us as a nation, a terrible black eye 
if that happened. 

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

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, is the 
gentleman saying the $180 million loan 
through the Export-Import Bank toRus­
-sia would be jeopardized at this point? 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. No, clearly 
the Russia question is not involved, as 
-stated in the Casey letter, rather we are 
talking about exporters using the Bank 
under credit or continuing arrangements, 
even manufacturers in the gentleman's 
district, who are relying upon a line of 
credit, which ongoing line of credit must 
be terminated. 

The Ex-ImBank will now have to say, 
"Don't rely upon Ex-ImBank financing 
assistance because we do not know if the 
Export-Import Bank will be in business." 
And, it will not be in business if we do 
not adopt this resolution since the au­
thority ceases before the House meets 
again. I do not blame the gentleman for 
his criticism; he does not seem to be ask­
ing an awful lot. But, we are going to 
have the main legislation before us soon. 
I certainly would hope the gentleman 
would be a little forebearing. I under­
stand his concern and his criticism, and 
he ought to have his day on the floor of 
the House, but I am saying he should not 
object to this limited extension at this 
time. That is the thing I am concerned 
about. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, the Chair­
man of the Export-Import Bank has been 
very fair. Now, this act will terminate 
Sunday. That is the 30th. We cannot pos­
sibly get anything done before it termi­
nates unless we do it by unanimous con­
sent today. 

This agency is very important to our 
Government. Not only does the foreign 
country borrow from the Ex-Im to buy 
their goods here in the United States 
but our people profit in addition. They 
profit on the interest of the money that 
they pay and other charges, and also 

they must buy the goods with that money 
here in the United States of America, 
and we make the profit on that. 

We do not have a more desirable 
agency in our Government than this 
agency. Now, if we do not do something 
today, the Chairman of the SEC will send 
out more than 300 telegrams to agencies 
all over the United States which have 
contracts with the SEC to get money 
under these conditions, and he would 
have to terminate that immediately and 
have to do it before midnight tomorrow 
night. That is what we are up against. 

The country cannot lose by this action; 
we cannot possibly lose by it. Then, we 
can take the bill up, if we get this done 
today, on Monday under suspension. 

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

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, how did the 
SEC, the Securities and Exchange Com­
mission, get into this act? 

Mr. PATMAN. Well, they pass on 
everything relating to it. 

Mr. GROSS. Is the SEC going to send 
out the notices? 

Mr. PATMAN. Naturally, they are, be­
cause they are consultant and adviser 
and they have to do with it, so there is 
no doubt about that. We cannot afford 
to lose this agency. We cannot afford to 
handicap it nor can we afford to cripple 
it. We cannot afford to terminate its 
contracts which are signed and sealed 
and everything ready for delivery. 

Mr. RUTH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield for a correction? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle­
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. RUTH. Mr. Speaker, I think the 
gentleman has referred to the SEC. 

Mr. PATMAN. I mean the Export-Im­
port Bank; Mr. Casey, was the head of 
the SEC, now he is head of Eximbank. 

Yes. We have to pass this resolution 
today. 

Mr. RUTH. The gentleman said we 
gain two ways on the money. Would the 
gentleman tell me what interest rate 
we get? 

Mr. PATMAN. The interest rate is 
lower, and our people are pleased with 
it. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen­
tleman has expired. 

Mr. RUTH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani­
mous consent that the gentleman have 
30 seconds to answer my question. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will recog­
nize the gentleman from North Carolina 
for 1 minute and the gentleman from 
Maryland for 1 minute. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, may I 
make my request? 

The SPEAKER. If they desire to speak 
on this, the Chair will recognize the 
gentlemen. 

Mr. RUTH. Mr. Speaker, I merely re­
peat my question: What interest rate 
do we get on the money? The distin­
guished chairman said that we gain in 
two ways. Do we get interest on the 
money? 

Mr. PATMAN. There is no requirement, 
but it says they wlll not make a move 

' 

until this is approved. This gives him 
guidance for the year immediately fol­
lowing. That could include the interest 
rate. There is interest paid to Ex-Im. 

Mr. RUTH. Does the chairman refuse 
to answer my question on what the in­
terest rate is? 

Mr. PATMAN. No; I do not refuse. No­
body can answer until the act passes 
here. Then he will be guided by what 
we say, and that includes interest rates 
and everything else. 

Mr. RUTH. The distinguished chair­
man plainly stated that we gained in 
two days: We sold our products and we 
drew interest on the money. I have asked 
a very simple question. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen­
tleman from North Carolina has ex-
pired. · 

The gentleman from Maryland is now 
recognized. · 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, 
the Export-Import Bank has been mak­
ing large-scale loans to ~ great many 
countries at lower rates of interest than 
the average businessman can borrow 
money on in this country. We are giving 
more favorable terms abroad than we are 
here at home. 

The Export-Import Bank has exported 
billions of dollars of capital with the re­
sult that this country is capital-starved, 
and interest rates have been forced up as 
a consequence. 

Even worse, the Export-Import Bank 
has made about 50 loans to more than 14 
countries for nuclear reactors and tech­
nology. Some of these can be counted on 
to result in nuclear weapons in the future. 

Furthermore, we have been subsidizing 
the economy of Russia, which has been 
spending billions of dollars on an arms 
race and forcing us to spend blllions of 
dollars on national defense, with result­
ing heavy taxes and inflation here at 
home. 

A well-written editorial in today's Wall 
Street Journal presents superbly the case 
against the Export-Import Bank. I in­
clude it here for the REcORD: 

A LONG LOOK AT THE EXIMBANK 

The authority of the Export-Import Bank 
expires today, which simply means that 
until Congress renews its authority the bank 
cannot make new loan commitments. How 
nice it would be if Congress took its time, say 
a year or two, before acting one way or an­
other. It might even find that U.S. economic 
interests would be served by liquidation of 
the bank, which by our reckoning stays in 
business by sleight of hand and covert use 
of the taxpayers' money. 

After all, the only thing the bank really 
does 18 subsidize exports. No matter how you 
slice it, it is a subsidy to provide 7% money 
to finance sale of a widget or an airplane to 
Rur1tan1a or a computer to the Soviet Union, 
when an American businessman can't finance 
purchase of either for less than 113,4%. The 
bank gets privileged rates in the private 
capital market because the United States 
puts its full faith and credit behind the 
loans. Why the U.S. government should give 
the Rurita.nlan businessman a sweetheart 
deal that it won't give an American, save 
those at Lockheed, is beyond us. 

The alleged economic justification for the 
bank's operation, which Ex-Im Bank Chair­
man William J. casey pushes with great 
fervor, 1s that it improves the U.S. balance of 
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trade. Granted, an export is an export. But 
Mr. Casey would have us look at only one side 
of the transaction. There's no way he could 
persuade us that wresting capital away from 
Americans, then forcing it abroad through 
the subsidy mechanism, does anything but 
distort relative prices, misallocate resources 
and diminish revenues, with zero effect, at 
best, on the trade balance. 

Sen. Lloyd Bentsen of Texas sees part 
of the economics when both sides of the 
transaction are analyzed. He has an amend­
ment that "would prevent Ex-Im financing 
of those exports involving the financing of 
foreign industrial capacity whenever the 
production resulting from that capacity 
would significantly displace like or directly 
competitive production by U.S. manufac­
turers." He has in mind Ex-Im's subsidizing 
of a foreign textile or steel plant that com­
petes with its U.S. counterpart, to the 
detriment of our balance of trade. 

Senator Bentsen thinks it's okay to sub­
sidize finished products, like airplanes, 
which the Ex-Im Bank does plenty of. But 
Charles Tillinghast, Jr., chairman of TWA, 
doesn't like the idea. He says TWA is losing 
piles of money flying the North Atlantic 
against foreign competitors who bought 
Boeing 747s and such with subsidized Ex-Im's 
loans. If TWA got the same deal, it would 
save $11 million a year in finance charges. 
Mr. Tillinghast is currently pleading for a 
government subsidy so he can continue flying 
the North Atlantic and providing revenues 
in support of, ahem, our balance of trade. 

Even if Ex-Im Bank subsidized only ex­
ports of goods and services which could not 
conceivably come back to haunt us directly, 
we see adverse economic effects. Subsidizing 
the export of yo-yos to the Ruritanians gives 
them a balance of trade problem that they 
correct by subsidizing the export of pogo 
sticks to us. Taxpayers both here and in 
Ruritania are thereby conned by this hocus 
pocus into supporting lower prices for 
yo-yos and pogo sticks than the market will 
support. In fact, all our trading partners 
have their own Ex-Im Bank to achieve 
exactly this end. · 

Two and three decades ago, when the Ex­
Im Bank was a modest affair, its impact 
was relatively trivial. Now, it has $20 billion 
of lending authority and is asking Congress 
to bump this to $30 billion. By 1971, its im­
pact on federal budget deficits had grown 
so large that Congress pased a special act 
taking the bank's net transactions out of the 
federal budget, so the deficit would look 
smaller. But the transactions have the same 
fiscal effect as a deficit, and the same drain 
on the private capital market. In the fiscal 
year just ending, the bank took $1.1 billion 
ou.t of the capital market. In the next fiscal 
year, 1t expects to take $1 ,250,000,000 out 
of it. 

There being no economic justification for 
the bank, Congress should feel no qualms 
about letting its authority lapse for a few 
years to watch what happens. The Russians, 
eager to continue getting something for 
nothing through the Ex-Im Bank, would be 
mildly unhappy. But they'd adjust by getting 
into the private capital markets with the 
under-privileged. We'd be surprised, too, if 
our trading partners didn't follow suit by 
scrapping these nonsensical subsidies. And, 
if they don't, why should we complain about 
their taxpayers sending us subsidized pogo 
sticks? 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to object to 
the consideration of this extension 
legislation. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen­
tleman has expired. 

The gentleman from Texas is recog­
nized. 

REQUEST TO CONSIDER SENATE 
JOINT RESOLUTION 218, 30-DAY 
EXTENSION OF EXPORT-IMPORT 
BANK ACT 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the Senate joint resolu­
tion (S.J. Res. 218) to extend by 30 days 
the expiration date of the Export-Import 
Bank Act of 1945, which is on the Speak­
er's desk. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
joint resolution. 

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

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, 
· I object. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 11873, 
ANIMAL HEALTH RESEARCH ACT 

Mr. MELCHER filed the following con­
ference report and statement on H.R. 
11873, Animal Health Research Act: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 93-1167) 
The committee of conference on the dis­

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
11873) to authorize the Secretary of Agricul­
ture to encourage and assist the several 
States in carrying out a program of animal 
health research, having met, after full and 
free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree­
ment to the amendments of the Senate and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to 
be inserted by the Senate amendments in­
sert the following: 

That this Act shall be known as the 
Animal Health Resea.rch Act. 

SECTION 1. PURPOSE.-It is the purpose of 
this Act to promote the general welfare 
through improved health and productivity of 
fresh water fish and shellfish, domestic live­
stock, poultry, and other income-producing 
animals so essential to the Nation's food 
supply and the welfare of producers and 
consumers of animal product s; to prevent 
disease epidemics that would be disastrous 
to the American livestock and poultry indus­
tries and our food supply; to minimize losses 
due to sicknesses and diseases of livestock 
and poultry; to minimize losses of live­
stock and poultry due to transportation and 
handling; to protect human health through 
control of animal diseases transmissible to 
humans; to improve the health of com­
panion animals which support an industry of 
major economic importance and which con­
tribute significantly to the quality of family 
life; to improve methods of controlling the 
births of predators and other animals; and 
otherwise to promote the general welfare 
through expanded programs of research to 
improve animal health. It is recognized that 
the total animal health research efforts of 
the several State colleges and universities 
and of the Federal Government are more fully 
effective if there is a close coordination be­
tween such programs, and it is further recog­
nized that colleges of veterinary medicine and 
departments of veterinary sciences and ani­
mal pathology, and similar units conducting 
animal health research in the agricultural 
experiment stations, are especially vital ln 
the training of research workers ln animal 
health. 

SEc. 2. In order to carry out the purposes 
of this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture ls 
hereby authorized to cooperate with the 

several States for the purpose of encouraging 
and assisting them in carrying out programs 
of animal health research at eligtble in­
stitutions. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.-As used in this Act: 
(a) "Eligible institutions" shall include 

all accredited colleges of veterinary medicine 
and at institutions where there is no c:Jllege 
of veterinary medicine, agricultural experi­
ment stations eligible to receive assistance 
under the Hatch Act, as amended in 1955 
(69 Stat. 671), which have departments of 
veteri"!:lary science or animal pathology, or 
similar units conducting animal health re­
search: Provided, however, That when a new 
college of veterinary medicine is formed, the 
Secretary, after consultation with the Ad­
visory Board, shall provide for the orderly 
transfer of support from the agricultural ex­
periment station to the college of veterinary 
medicine In that institution. 

(b) "Dean" shall mean the dean of a col­
lege of veterinary medicine. "Director" shall 
mean director of an agricultural experiment 
station at institutions where there is no 
college of veterinary medicine. 

(c) "State" shall mean all States, Guam, 
Puer-to Rico, and the Virgin Islands. 

(d) "Secretary" shall mean the Secretary 
of Agriculture. 

(e) "Advisory Board" shall mean a Veter­
inary Medical Science Research Board ap­
pointed by the Secretary of Agriculture which 
shall be constituted of not less than nine 
nor more than twelve members selected from 
individuals nominated by and selected so as 
to give equal representation to respectively: 
(1) accredited colleges of veterinary med­
icine, (2) veterinary science or animal path­
ology departments or similar units conduct­
ing animal health research at other eligible 
institutions, and (3) to representatives of 
national livestock and poultry organizations. 

(f) "Animal health research oa.pacity" 
shall mean the capacity of an eligible in­
stitution to conduct research on animal dis­
eases as measured by a formula to be devel­
oped and applied by the Secretary w1 th the 
advice of the Advisory Board. The Secretary's 
formula wm provide a figure for each eligible 
institution which will be used in deter­
mining that institution's relative capacity to 
perform such research as a percentage of the 
total national capacity of all such institu­
tions to conduct animal health research. 

SEc. 4. (a) To support continuing research 
programs at eligible institutions, the Con­
gress is hereby authorized to appropri-ate such 
funds, not to exceed $21 ,125,000 annually 
during each of the three fiscal years begin­
ning June 30, 1974, and ending July 1, 1977, 
and $20,000,000 annually for each fiscal year 
thereafter, as it may determine to be neces­
sary. Funds appropriated under this section 
shall be used to meet expenses of conducting 
research, publishing and disseminating the 
results of such research, of contributing to 
retirement of employees subject to the pro­
visions of an Act approved March 4, 1940 (54 
Stat. 39), of administrative planning and di­
rection, and for the purchase of needed 
equipment and supplies and the alteration 
or renovation of buildings necessary for con­
ducting researoh and for carrying out the 
provisions of subsection (f) . 

(b) Excep·t as provided in subsection (f) of 
this section, funds appropriated under this 
section shall be apportioned as follows: 

(1) Four per centum shall be retained by 
the United States Department of Agriculture 
for administration, program assistance to the 
States, and program coordination. 

(2) Forty-eight per centum shall be dis­
tributed to eligible institutions in the pro­
portion thSit the value and income of do­
mestic livestock and poultry in each State 
where such institution is located, bears to the 
total value and income of domestic livestock 
and poultry in the United States according 
to the latest published United States De-
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partment of Agriculture statistics. The Sec­
retary will determine the total value and in­
come and the proportionate value and in­
come of domestic livestock and poultry for 
each State with guidance of the Advisory 
Board from the latest inventory of all cattle, 
sheep, swine, horses, and poultry published 
by the United States Department of Agri­
culture. 

(3) Forty-eight per centu m shall be dis­
tributed among the eligible institutions of 
the States in proportion to the animal health 
research capacity of the eligible institution 
or Institutions in each State. 

(c) When the amount avaUable under this 
section for allotment to any eligible institu­
tion on the basis of livestock values and in­
come exceeds the amount for which such in­
stitution is eligible on the basis of animal 
health research capacity, the excess may be 
used for remodeling of old facilities, con­
struction of new facilities, or to increase 
staffing proportionate to the need for added 
research capacity. 

(d) When a State has two or more eligible 
institutions, the funds available for such 
institutions in that State under this section 
shall be apportioned between or among those 
instit utions in proportion to their animal 
health research capacity as defined in sec­
tion 3(f). 

(e) The sums distributed on the basis of 
proportionate value and income of domestic 
livestock and poultry (b) (2) above and pro­
portionate animal health research capacity 
(b) (3) above in the first appropriation un­
der this Act and like sums appropriated in 
subsequent years shall be based on the latest 
available data on National and State live­
stock values and income and research ca­
pacities, and any sums in addition to the 
initial appropriation level appropriated in 
subsequent years shall be distributed on the 
basis of domestic livestock and poultry values 
and income and animal health research ca­
pacities in the years those additional sums 
are first appropriated: Provided, That sums 
available to an eligible institution will not 
be decreased because of subsequent changes 
in the proportionate distribution of domestic 
livestock and poultry values and income and 
animal health research capacities. 

(f) The Secretary is authorized to conduct 
an inventory of all horses in the United 
States du ring each of the three fiscal years 
beginning July 1, 1974, and ending June 30, 
1977: Provided, That of the amount author­
ized by subsection (a) of this section, there 
are hereby authorized to be appropriated not 
to exceed $1,250,000 annually for the puri)oses 
of carryin g out the provisions of this sub­
sect ion. 

SEc. 5. (a) To support research on specific 
national or regional animal health problems, 
the Congress is hereby authorized to appro­
priate such funds, not to exceed $15,000,000 
annually, as it shall determine to be neces­
sary. Funds appropriated under this section 
shall be used to pay costs of conducting re­
search and other costs provided for in sec­
tion 4(a ) . 

(b) Funds appropriated under this section 
shall be allocated by the Secretary to eligi­
ble institutions for work to be done as mu­
tually agreed upon between the Secretary 
and the eligible institutions. In developing 
plans for the use of these funds, the Secre­
tary shall consult the Advisory Board. 

SEc. 6. (a) To support cost of providing 
veterinary medical science research facilities, 
the Congress is hereby authorized to ap­
propriate such sums, not to exceed $12,000,-
000 annually, as it determines to be neces­
sary. Funds provided under this section shall 
be used to purchase land, construct or re­
model buildings, and to buy and install nec­
essary research and research-related equip­
ment. 

(b) Funds appropriated under this sec­
tion shall be apportioned among eligible in­
stitutions in the same manner as funds ap-

portioned under section 4(b), except that, 
to meet specific national or regional animal 
health research needs, additional funds m ay 
be appropriated to provide animal health re­
search facilities at one or more eligible in­
stitutions as mutually agreed upon in each 
case between the Secretary and t h e eligible 
institution: Provided, That, in developing 
plans for the use of these additional funds, 
the Secretary shall consult the Advisory 
Board. 

SEc. 7. Su ms available for allotment under 
the terms of this Act shall be paid to each 
eligible institution at such times and in such 
amounts as shall be determined by the Sec­
retary. Funds shall remain available for pay­
ment of unliquidated obligations for one 
additional fiscal year following the year of 
appropriation, except that funds appropri­
ated under section 6 shall remain available 
for payment, at the option of an eligible in­
stitution, for a period of not more than two 
fiscal years following the fiscal year of ap­
propriation plus the one additional year for 
payment of unliquidated obligations. 

SEc. 8. When the Secretary determines that 
an eligible institution is not eligible to re­
ceive its allotment of funds because of a fail­
ure to satisfy requirements of this Act or 
regulations issued under it, the Secretary 
shall withhold such amounts; the facts and 
reasons therefor shall be reported to the 
President and the amount involved shall be 
kept separate in the Treasury until the close 
of the next Congress. If the next Congress 
shall not direct such sum to be paid it shall 
be carried to surplus. 

SEc. 9. (a) The dean or director of each 
eligible institution will have prepared local 
project proposals for rese\rch on priority 
problems of animal health which comply 
with the purpose in section 1 and for use 
as specified in section 4{a) and with gen­
eral guidelines for project eligibllity to be 
provided by the Secretary with the advice 
of the Advisory Board. Research proposals 
approved by the dean or director will be 
submitted to the Secretar th a brief out­
line abstract summary which will reveal 
compliance with the purpose of this Act and 
the Secretary's general guidelines. 

(b) Each dean or director shall also sub­
mit a brief annual report of research accom.­
plishments on a project-by-project basis and 
he shall account for all funds allotted to his 
institution under the provisions of this Act 
at such times and on such forms as the Sec­
retary shall prescribe. If any portion of the 
allotted moneys received shall by any action 
or contingency be diminished, lost, or mis­
applied, it shall be replaced by the State con­
cerned and until so replaced, no subsequent 
appropriation shall be allotted or paid to said 
college or university. 

SEc. 10. (a) The Secretary is authorized to 
prescribe such rules and regulations as may 
be necessary to carry out the provisions of 
this Act and to furnish such advice and as­
sistance as will best promote the purposes 
of this Act. The Secretary is further directed 
to appoint the Advisory Board. 

(b) The Advisory Board, in addition to 
providing consultation and advice to the 
Secretary as provided elsewhere in this Act, 
shall meet at least annually to advise the 
Secretary with respect to administration and 
implementation of this Act and to recom­
mend priorities for conduct of research pro­
grams authorized under this Act. The Ad­
visory Board shall continue for the duration 
of this Act. 

(c) Each recipient of Federal assistance 
under this Act, pursuant to grants, sub­
grants, contracts, subcontracts, loans, or 
other arrangements, entered into other than 
by formal advertising, and which are other­
wise authorized by this Act, shall keep such 
records as the Secretary shall prescribe, in­
cluding records which fully disclose the 
amount and disposition by such recipient of 

the proceeds of such assistance, the total cost 
of the project or undertaking in connection 
with which such assistance is given or used, 
t he amount of that portion of the cost of the 
project or undertaking supplied by other 
sources, and such other records as will facili­
tate an effective audit. 

(d) The Secretary and the Comptroller 
General of the United States, or any of their 
duly authorized representatives, shall, until 
the expiration of three years after comple­
tion of the project or undertaking referred 
to in subsection (c) of this section, have 
access for the purpose of audit and eXIamin a­
tlon to any books, documents, papers, and 
records of such recipients which in the 
opinion of the Secretary or the Comptroller 
General may be related or pertinent to the 
grants, subgrants, contracts, subcontracts, 
loans, or other arrangements referred to in 
subsection (c) . 

SEc. 11. The amount paid by the Federal 
Government to any eligible institution for 
assis tance under this Act, exclusive of the 
funds paid for research on specific national 
or regional animal health problems author­
ized by sections 5 and 6, shall be in an 
amount not to exceed $100,000 in addition 
to ·an amount not to exceed during any fiscal 
year the amount available to and budgeted 
for expenditure by such institution during 
the same fiscal year for animal health re­
search from non-Federal sources. The Secre­
tary is authorized to make such expenditures 
on the certificate of the appropriate official 
of the institution having charge of the ani­
mal health research for which the expendi­
tures as herein provided are to be made. H 
any of the institutions certified for receipt 
of funds under this Act fails to make avail­
able and budget for expenditure for animal 
health research in any :fiscal year sums at 
least as much as the amount for which it 
would be eligible for such year under this 
Act, the difference between the Federal funds 
avaUable and the funds made available and 
budgeted for expenditure by the institution 
shall be reapportioned by the Secretary to 
other eligible institutions of the same State 
1f there be any which qualify therefor and, 
1f there be none, the Secretary shall reappor­
tion such differences to the qualifying in­
stitutions of other States participating in 
the animal health research program. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
W. R. POAGE, 
FRANK A. STUBBLEFIELD, 
THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
JOHN MELCHER, 
GEORGE A. GOODLING, 
ROBERT B. MATHIAS, 
JOHN M. ZWACH, 

Managers on the Part of the House . 
HERMAN E. TALMADGE, 
GEORGE MCGOVERN, 
JAMES B. ALLEN, 
DICK CLARK, 
MILTON R. YOUNG, 
ROBERT DOLE, 
HENRY BELLMON, 

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 dis­
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
11873) to authorize the Secretary of Agri­
culture to encourage and assist the several 
States in carrying out a program of animal 
health research, submit the following 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 acompanying Conference Report. 

The House recedes from its disagreement 
to the amendments of the Senate, with an 
amendment which is a substitute for both 
the House bill and the Senate amendments. 
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The differences between the House bill and 
the Senate amendments and the substitute 
agreed to in conference are noted in the fol­
lowing outline, except for conforming, 
clarifying and technical changes. 

( 1) The Conference substitute adopts 
the Senate provision to include fresh water 
fish and shellfish as animals for which re­
search is to be carried out under the bill. 

(2) The Conference substitute adopts the 
Senate provision to authorize research to 
minimize losses of livestock and poultry due 
to transportation and handling. 

(3) The Conference substitute adopts the 
Senate provision authorizing the Secretary 
of Agriculture to conduct an inventory on 
horses with an amendment limiting the in­
ventory to the three fiscal years beginning 
July 1, 1974, and ending June 30, 1977. 

( 4) The House bill authorized appropria­
tions not to exceed $20,000,000 annually to 
support continuing research programs at 
ellgible institutions. The Senate amendment 
increased the authorization to $40,000,000. 

The Conference substitute adopts the 
House provision with an amendment in­
creasing the authorization to $21,125,000 
annually during each of the three fiscal years 
beginning June 30, 1974, and ending July 1, 
1977, with $20,000,000 authorized annually 
for each fiscal year thereafter. The Con­
ference substitute provides that of the total 
amount authorized for the first three fiscal 
years, an amount not to exceed $1,250,000 
annually is authorized to be appropriated 
to conduct the horse inventory authorized 
by the blll. 

(5) The House blll authorized appropria­
tions not to exceed $15,000,000 annually to 
support research on specific national or re­
gional animal health problems. The Senate 
amendment increased the authorization to 
$20,000,000. 

The Conference substitute adopts the 
House provision. 

(6) The House bill authorized not to exceed 
$10,000,000 annually to support the cost of 
providing veterinary medical science research 
fac111ties. The Senate amendment increased 
the authorization to $15,000,000. 

The Conference substitute authorizes not 
to exceed $12,000,000 for such purpose. 

(7) The Conference substitute adopts the 
Senate amendment eliminating local review 
committees. Such committees, under the 
House blll, would have reviewed local project 
proposals for research on priority problems 
of animal health. 

Under the Conference substitute (and the 
Senate amendments), such review authority 
is vested in the dean or director of each 
college of veterinary medicine or eligible in­
stitution conducting animal health research. 

(8) The Conference substitute adopts the 
Senate provision requlring the keeping of 
records by grant recipients and requiring 
that the Secretary of Agriculture and the 
Comptroller General be given access to the 
reports. 

W. R. POAGE, 
FRANK A . STUBBLEFIELD, 
THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
JOHN MELCHER, 
GEORGE A. GOODLING, 
ROBERT B. MATHIAS, 
JOHN M . ZWACH, 

Managera on the Part of the Hou:te. 
HERMAN E. TALMADGE, 
GEORGE McGoVERN, 
JAMES B. ALLEN, 
DICK CLARK, 
MILTON R. YOUNG, 
ROBERT DOLE, 
HENRY BELLMON, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR THE 
WEEK OF JULY 1, 1974 

<Mr. ARENDS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.> 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I have 
asked for this time in order that I might 
request the distinguished majority leader 
to advise us as to the program for next 
week. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
distinguished minority whip yield? 

Mr. ARENDS. I yield to the majority 
leader. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, the pro­
gram for the House of Representatives 
for the week of July 1, 1974, is as follows: 

On Monday, we will call the Consent 
Calendar, and we will consider legisla­
tion under suspension of the rules as 
follows: 

An unnumbered House resolution, au­
thorizing suspension of 5-minute rule 
<clause 27(0 (4) of rule XD for the im­
peachment inquiry; 

H.R. 15461, Federal Rules of Criminal 
Procedure 1-year delay; 

H.R. 14597, International Criminal Po­
lice Crganization dues; 

Senate Joint Resolution 218, Export­
Import Bank Act 30-day extension; 

H.R. 15283, Forest and Related Re­
sources Planning Act; 

S. 2137, Smithsonian Institution addi­
tional appropriations; and 

H.R. 15406, refining procedures for ad­
justment in military compensation. 

We will then consider H.R. 15276, Juve­
nile Delinquency Prevention Act, under 
an open rule, with 1 hour of debate; and 

H.R. 15247. Amtrak authorization, un­
der an open rule, with 1 hour of debate. 

For Tuesday and Wednesday, the 
schedule is as follows: 

First, we will call the Private Calen­
dar. Under suspension of the rules, we 
have no bllls sch uled. 

Then we will consider H.R. 15465, In­
ternational Development Association 
fourth replenishment, under an open 
rule, with 1 hour of debate. 

Conference reports may be brought up 
at any time. Any further program w111 be 
announced later. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to remind the 
Members of the House that the House 
will be in adjournment for observance of 
Independence Day from the close of busi­
ness on July 3, untU noon, Tuesday, 
July9. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY 
JULY 1, 1974 • 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourn today it adjourn to meet on 
Monday, July 1, 1974. 

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

There was no obJection. 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 
Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the business 1n 
order under the Calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday 
next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Mas­
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

COMMITTEE REFORM 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous order 

of the House, the gentleman from Texas. 
(Mr. STEELMAN) is recognized for 5 min­
utes. 

Mr. STEELMAN. Mr. Speaker, quite 
possibly one of the most telling votes of 
the 93d Congress was cast yesterday 
when the Democrats withheld from the 
American people the opportunity for 
public debate and a vote on the Commit­
tee Reform Amendments of 1974. The 
vote to table the appeal of the Speaker's 
ruling against bringing the Committee 
Reform Resolution before the Rules 
Committee not only demonstrated the 
Democrat's opposition to reform but, 
even worse, their disregard for the pub­
lic's right to know. 

The very act of hiding reform of Con­
gress from the public and not allowing 
their representatives to publicly comment 
or vote on this proposal is the very rea­
son that the confidence of the public is 
reaching an all-time low. And what has 
been our response? While many felt 
forming a bipartisan Reform Committee 
was a sincere response to public concern 
with the legislative branch, the Demo­
cratic leadership's attempt to bury their 
very positive report-delivered after 14 
months of extensive hearings and com­
promise-is evidence that this was obvi­
ously part of a charade. Apparently, the 
Democratic leadership is satisfied with 
the state of affairs in the House that has 
led to this level of public disdain. 

Mr. Speaker, once again ironclad party 
discipline, special interests, and power 
politics have denied the public the right 
to know and denied this House the op­
portunity to function effectively. As 
President John Kennedy said "Some­
times party loyalty asks too much." This 
was definitely one of those times. It is 
most unfortunate that many Democrats 
ostensibly so committed to reform have 
blindly followed this path. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not only a ques­
tion of committee reform but of reform 
in general and openness in the legislative 
process. The day is long gone when the 
Congress can hide their activities in 
Washington from constituents. How 
much lower must the confidence level 
sink before there will be a response by 
the Democratic leadership. Apparently 
condemnation of their administration of 
the House by 80 percent of the citizenry 
is not enough. But, it is for me and every 
Member of this body who goes door to 
door listening to the concerns of their 
constituents. They want a change. They 
deserve a change. And no rationalization 
citing parliamentary procedure is going 
to fool them. They know what this vote 
meant. 

Mr. Speaker, the people deserve better. 

CRISIS IN THE AMERICAN DAffiY 
INDUSTRY-A CALL FOR ACTION 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous or­

der of the House, the gentleman from. 
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Idaho <Mr. HANSEN) is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Speaker, 
no group of Americans is more important 
to the well-being of the Nation than our 
dairy farmers. They contribute an abun­
dance of wholesome food products that 
give Americans a nutritious and balanced 
diet that help to make them among the 
best fed and healthiest people in the 
world. The dairy industry has also cre­
ated millions of jobs, added billions of 
dollars to our national income and added 
strength and vitality to our private en­
terprise, free market economy. All Amer­
icans, therefore, have a vital stake in 
maintaining a strong and healthy do­
mestic dairy industry. 

Unfortunately, however, our dairy 
farmers are facing a serious financial 
crisis. Prices they receive for their milk 
have lagged far behind skyrocketing pro­
duction costs. If positive steps are not 
taken soon to reverse these trends the 
harmful consequences to the entire Na­
tion will be far-reaching. 

IDAHO-A DAIRY STATE 

Idaho is an agricultural State and the 
dairy industry is a cornerstone of the 
farm economy. It is estimated that the 
dairy industry contributes more than 
one-half billion dollars each year to the 
economy of Idaho and it has created 
thousands of jobs. About 5,000 farm fam­
ilies in the State depend to some degree 
on income from their milk cows. 

Having grown up on a farm in Idaho 
with a herd of milk cows, I know from 
experience the problems our dairy farm­
ers are now facing. It was my job during 
the early 1940's to feed and care for our 
dairy cows, including milking all of them 
by hand. Our dairy herd was small by 
present standards, averaging about 12 
head. It was greatly expanded after I re­
turned from service in the Navy during 
World War n because of the advantages 
that greater mechanization offered. 

The milk check was important for our 
family. Because it was almost the only 
regular and dependable source of income 
from farming operation it was needed to 
help pay the monthly household bills. 
For thousands of farm families across 
the land the milk check is still one of 
the principal means of paying for the 
groceries, clothing and other necessities. 

But now, the milk check does not even 
pay the cost of producing the milk. The 
reason for the crisis facing the dairy 
farmer is not difficult to discover. He is 
caught in a squeeze between rapidly 
rising production costs and milk prices 
that are far too low to permit him to 
break even. The cost of hay, grain and 
feed supplements has jumped sharply in 
recent months. The dairy farmer is also 
paying more for labor, electricity, sup­
plies and services needed to keep him in 
business. Because milk prices have not 
caught up with prices, the dairy farmer 
is slipping farther behind each month. 

RISING IMPORTS DEPRESS DOMESTIC PRICES 

Among the contributing causes of low 
prices is the rising volume of imports of 
dairy products. In seven separate actions 
in 1973 and 1974 the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture increased imports of dairy' 
products. First quarter imports this year 

were equivalent to 1.4 billion pounds of 
milk, up from 0.4 billion pounds during 
the same period last year. Dairy farmers 
have also complained that the USDA 
has failed to collect countervailing duties 
on imports as required by law. 

While imports have been rising, 
domestic production has dropped. Total 
milk production in the United States this 
year will likely reach the lowest level 
since 1948. Contributing to this decline 
is the liquidation of dairy herds and for 
the first time in 30 years a drop in pro­
duction per cow. This is largely due to 
the cutback in the use of high protein 
concentrate in feeds because of higher 
costs. 

DECLINING DAIRY PRODUCTION HURTS THE 

NATION 

If these trends continue-if more dairy 
herds are liquidated and overall produc­
tion continues to decline-the Nation will 
feel the adverse impact in three major 
ways: First, the national economy will 
suffer directly from the loss of jobs and 
income. The dairy farmers and their 
families will be hardest hit, of course, as 
they sell out their operation and turn to 
other means to earn a livelihood. The 
small towns and rural communities that 
depend on the income from dairy farms 
will also suffer. 

Second, the American consumer will 
suffer by becoming increasingly depend­
ent on foreign producers. Supplies from 
overseas are much less dependable than 
our own dairy industry. It would be a 
mistake to look to foreign countries for 
an important element in the diet of our 
people. And, we have learned from recent 
bitter experience with the oil embargo 
what can happen when we become too 
dependent on other countries for essen­
tial goods. We could face shortages and 
much higher prices. To rebuild our own 
dairy industry to expand production 
could take years. 

Third, any increase in dairy imports 
will weaken our position in international 
trade and make it more difficult for us 
to achieve a favorable balance of pay­
ments. We should limit imports to goods 
we can produce ourselves so that we can 
pay for the products we must import 
such as oil and certain other minerals 
and metals. 

The slaughter of dairy cattle that will 
result from the liquidation and thinning 
of herds will also have a depressing ef­
fect on beef prices. The livestock indus­
try is already having a tough time, due 
partly to the rising level of meat im­
ports. 

FOUR WAYS TO HELP THE DAIRY INDUSTRY 

Mr. Speaker, four positive steps can 
and should be taken without delay to 
restore the American dairy industry to 
a level of prosperity that will permit it 
to survive and to continue to serve our 
people: First, imports of dairy products 
should be limited to amounts that will 
not depress prices paid to American pro­
ducers. Second, the USDA should expand 
its purchases to help relieve buildups of 
manufactured dairy products. Third, 
price support should be raised to realistic 
levels that will keep pace with the dairy 
farmers rapidly rising production costs. 
Fourth, the American producer should 

be protected from what is in effect un­
fair competition resulting from the fail­
ure to require foreign producers selling 
in the U.S. market to comply with the 
inspection standards and procedures 
that our dairy farmers must meet. 

I am today introducing legislation that 
will require the same inspection for both 
United States and foreign producers 
from whom we import dairy products. 
Passage of this legislation will benefit 
both the dairy farmer and the consumer. 
It will help to assure fair competition for 
our producers. And it will help to assure 
the consumer that imported dairy prod­
ucts will be wholesome and of high 
quality. 
INSPECT FOREIGN SUPPLIERS TO U.S. STANDARDS 

I include as a part of my remarks the 
text of my bill, H.R. 15699: 

H.R. 15699 
A bill to protect the public health and wel­

fare by providing for the inspection of 
imported dairy products and by requiring 
that such products comply with certain 
minimum standards for quaUty and whole­
someness and that the dairy farms on 
which mtlk is produced and the plants in 
which such products are produced meet 
certain minimum standards of sanitation 
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 "Foreign Dairy Qual­
ity Act of 1973". 

SEc. 2. For the purposes of this Act: 
( 1) The term "Secretary" means the Secre­

tary of Health, Education, and Welfare. 
(2) The term "person" means any individ­

ual, partnership, corporation, association, or 
any other business unit. 

(3) The terms "dairy products" and "milk 
products" mean those food products derived 
from milk, including milk, such as butter; 
cheese (whether natural or processed); dry, 
evaporated, stab111zed, condensed, or other­
wise processed mtlk, cream, whey, and but­
termilk; edible casein; frozen desserts; and 
any other food product which is prepared 
in whole or in part from any of the afore­
said products as the Secretary may hereafter 
designate. 

( 4) The term "wholesome" means sound, 
healthful, clean, and otherwise fit for human 
food. 

(5) The term "labeling" means labels and 
other written, printed, or graphic matter 
on or attached to the container of any dairy 
product. 

(6) The term "purity" means free from 
poisonous or deleterious substances which 
may render the product injurious to health. 

(7) The term "quality" means the mini­
mum quality standards defined by the Sec­
retary in accordance with this Act. 

(8) The term "administration and supervi­
sion" means the administrative review of 
foreign country laws, regulations, and en­
forcement procedures offered as being com­
parable to United States laws, regulations, 
and enforcement procedures, under the pro­
visions of this Act, and the supervision of in­
spection personnel both here and abroad. 

(9) The term "inspection" means the of­
ficial service rendered by the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, under the 
administration and supervision of the Secre­
tary, for the purposes of carrying out the 
provisions of this Act. 

SEc. 3. (a) No dairy product shall be im­
ported into the United States unless it has 
been inspected and found to be wholesome 
and unless the foreign farms and plants in 
which such products were produced, manu­
factured, or processed comply with all the 
inspection, grading, and other standards pre-
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scribed by the Secretary pursuant to the 
provisions of this Act. The standards pre­
scribed by the Secretary shall include stand­
ards for sanitation procedures in the produc­
tion, cooling, storage, transportation, and 
handling of milk, and in the manufacture 
of dairy products, as well as standards con­
cerning the quality and purity of the final 
product. 

(b) The standards established by the Se­
cretary for any imported dairy product, for 
the farms on which the milk used in such 
product is produced, and for the establish­
ments in which such imported dairy product 
is produced, manufactured, or processed shall 
be comparable to those standards prescribed 
by the Secretary for the same kind of dairy 
product produced, manufactured, or proc­
essed in the United States and for establish­
ments in the United States in which the 
same kind of product is produced, manu­
factured, or processed whenever the Secre­
tary, in connection with any dairy product 
program carried out by the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare has estab­
lished standards for such product and for 
the establishments in which such product is 
produced, manufactured, or processed. The 
Secretary shall establish standards with re­
spect to those kinds of imported dairy prod­
ucts (and the establishments in which they 
are produced, manufactured, or processed} 
for which no Federal standards have been 
established, and such standards shall be 
·equivalent to those standards heretofore 
established for other kinds of dairy products 
and the establishments in which such other 
kinds of dairy products are produced, manu­
factured, or processed. 

(c) The labeling of imported dairy pro­
ducts shall comply with the requirements of 
the Fair Packaging and Labeling Act and 
shall be otherwise marked as the Secretary 
may require. 

SEc. 4. (a) For the purpose of establishing 
comparable inspection requirements and pre­
venting the importation of dairy products 
produced, manufactured, or processed in 
foreign dairy farms or plants not meeting the 
minimum standards prescribed by the Sec­
retary pursuant to the provisions of this Act, 
the Secretary shall, where and to the extent 
necessary, require such products to be ac­
companied by a certificate of compliance is­
sued by the exporting country in accordance 
with rules and regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary establishing minimum standards 
as to the quality of the milk farm, plant 
facilities, equipment, and procedures used 
in the production and transportation of milk, 
and the production, manufacture, and proc­
essing of such imported dairy products. Fur­
ther, the Secretary shall, where and to the 
extent necessary, establish inspection pro­
cedures to insure that the certificates of com­
pliance issued by foreign governments signify 
full compliance with the provisions of this 
Act. 

(b) The Secretary shall cause to be in­
spected, in accordance with such rules and 
regulations as he may prescribe, all dairy 
products imported into the United States. 

SEc. 5. (a) All imported dairy products 
shall, after entry into the United States, be 
subject to the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos­
metic Act, and other Acts providing for the 
inspection, testing, or grading· of dairy prod­
ucts to insure their purity and to insure that 
they are wholesome in the same manner and 
to the same extent as if such products were 
produced in the United States. 

(b) The Secretary is authorized to pre­
scribe rules and regulations to carry out the 
purposes of this Act, and such rules and 
regulations shall provide for the destruction 
of dairy products offered for entry and re­
fused admission into the United States, un­
less such dairy products are reexported or 
brought into compliance within the time 
fixed therefor in such rules and regulations. 

(c) All charges for storage, cartage, and 
labor with respect to any article which is 

imported contrary to this Act shall be paid 
by the owner or consignee, and in default of 
such payment shall constitute a lien against 
such article and any other article thereafter 
imported under this Act by or for such owner 
or consignee. 

SEc. 6. In carrying out the provisions of 
this Act, the Secretary may cooperate with 
foreign governments, other departments and 
agencies of the Federal Government, and 
with appropriate State agencies, and may 
conduct such examinations, investigations, 
and inspections as he determines necessary 
or appropriate through any officer or em­
ployee of the United States, of any State, or 
of any foreign government, who is licensed 
by the Secretary for such purpose. 

SEc. 7. (a) The Secretary may prescribe 
such assessments and collect such fees as he 
determines necessary to cover the cost of the 
inspection services rendered under the pro­
visions of this Act. 

(b) Except as provided in subsection (a) 
of this section, the cost of administering 
and supervising the provisions of this Act 
shall be borne by the United States. 

SEC. 8. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as are necessary 
to carry out the administration and super­
vision of the provisions of this Act. 

SEc. 9 . Any person who knowingly violates 
the provisions of this Act shall be guilt y 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction there­
of shall be fined not more than $1,000 and 
imprisoned not more than one year, or both. 

SEc. 10. If any provisions of this Act or the 
application thereof to any person or circum­
stances is held invalid, the validity of the 
remainder of the Act and of the application 
of such provision t o other persons and cir­
cumsta :1ces shall not be affected thereby. 

SEc. 11. This Act shall take effect one hun­
dred and eighty days after enactment. 

UNDER THE ALASKA 
CLAIMS SETTLEMENT 
AMENDMENT 

NATIVE 
ACT-

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or­
der of the House, the gentleman from 
Alaska <Mr. YouNG) is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, 
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, 
Public Law 92-203, directed the Secre­
tary of the Interior to make a study of 
all Federal programs primarily designed 
to benefit Native people and to report 
back to the Congress with his recom­
mendations for the future management 
and operation of these programs within 
3 years of the date of enactment of the 
law. The 3-year deadline will expire on 
December 18 of this year. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill I am offering to­
day would authorize and direct the Sec­
retary of the Interior to conduct a com­
prehensive study of all Federal programs 
designed to benefit Alaskan Native peo­
ple-not just the 20 programs which will 
be selected by the contractor for the 2 (c) 
study. The Secretary is further charged 
with the responsibility of assessing 
changes in Native lifestyle, health status, 
income levels, and a range of other so­
cioeconomic variables which may be al­
tered as a result of the land claims 
settlement. This study would use the 
present 2 (C) study as a starting point. 
Under my bill the final study would be 
submitted to Congress along with the 
recommendations for the future direc­
tion of Federal programs for Alaskan 
Natives on June 20, 1977. 

The Alaska Native Claims Settlement 

Act made history by being the first leg­
islated aboriginal claims settlement in 
our Nation's history. I feel that Congress 
acquitted itself well in this task. It is my 
intention that the will of Congress in 
mandating the 2 (c) study be fulfilled. 
The major point in section 2 (c) is that a 
study be submitted to Congress by De­
cember 18, 1974. I do not feel that the 
3-year time frame provided in the Land 
Claims Act is sufficient. But we can use 
the 2(c) study as a base-and complete 
the task if this bill is enacted. The point 
is that we wish an accurate, complete 
evaluation of any changed Federal re­
sponsibilities toward Alaskan Native peo­
ple as a result of the settlement. The text 
of the bill follows: 
A bill to amend the Alaska Native Claims 

Settlement Act 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That Sec. 
2(c) of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new language: 

"; upon completion of the study required 
pursuant to section 2(c) of the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act (85 Stat. 688) (here­
inafter referred to as the "Settlement Act"), 
the Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter re­
ferred to as the "Secretary") shall submit 
such study to each of the Alaska Native 
Regional Corporations established under that 
Act and to the State of Alaska. Each such 
Corporation and the State of Alaska may re­
view such study and submit its comments to 
the Secretary prior to June 30, 1975. The 
study, together with the comments and any 
response the Secretary may wish to make to 
such comments, shall be submitted anew to 
the Congress on or before July 30, 1976; the 
Secretary is authorized and directed to make 
a study of (i) any changes in Alaska Native 
life style, health status and needs, income 
distribution and holdings, economic pursuits, 
housing, means and patterns of transporta­
tion, modes of communication, and social 
and cultural patterns which may result from 
the implementation of the Settlement Act, 
and (11) all Federal programs designed to 
benefit Alaska Native people. The study shall 
include recommendations of the Secretary 
for the future management and operation of 
these Federal programs and any other Federal 
programs which may be required to serve the 
Alaska Native community during the remain­
ing period of, and after, the implementation 
of the Settlement Act; in making the second 
study the Secretary shall give full considera­
tion to the initial study and to the comments 
thereon by Alaska Native Regional Corpora­
tions and the State of Alaska pursuant to 
this section; the Secretary shall provide the 
opportunity for participation of Alaska Na­
tives and the State of Alaska in the conduct 
of the second study; the second study shall 
be submitted to the Congress on June 30, 
1977; there are hereby authorized to be ap­
propriated to the Secretary such sums as are 
necessary to conduct the second study." 

ALLEDGED STATEMENT BY CHAIR­
MAN OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
THE JUDICIARY 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous order 

of the House, the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. YouNG) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
to sort of put together some of the things 
we have been talking about throughout 
the day today, I want to make the RECORD 
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complete, and I am talking about the 
earlier discussion of a newspaper story 
in the Los Angeles Times reporting state­
ments attributed to the chairman of the 
House Committee on the Judiciary. 

In a comment on the fioor, the chair­
man of that committee denied having 
made the statement attributed to him in 
the Los Angeles Times story. 

To follow that up, a wire story came 
over the machine, and I want to read 
several sentences from that--

Rodino denied a report published in the 
Los Angeles Times that he had told visitors 
to his office that all 21 Democrats on the 
committee planned to vote for impeachment. 
The paper also quoted the Chairman as 
telling the visitors he was hopeful of getting 
five Republican votes as well. 

"I am stating that it is not true," said the 
Chairman. Asked if he might have said any­
thing close to what was reported, he replied, 
"No, I did not." 

Then, Mr. Speaker, I want to read 
another wire story that came from the 
United Press International, as a follow­
up to the earlier story respecting the al­
leged comments of Chairman RODINO. 
And this UP! story says: 

Later, Sam Donaldson, a. reporter for the 
American Broadcasting Company, said he 
was one of the visitors in Rodino's office and 
described the Los Angeles Times story by 
Jack Nelson as "absolutely accurate to my 
recollection." 

Donaldson said he had not reported 
RODINO's remarks on the air because he 
considered them "in the nature of a guid­
ance, background session" 1n which 
RODINO, responding to questions, gave his 
assessment of the likely outcome of next 
month's scheduled committee vote on 
whether to recommend impeachment. 

In my earlier remarks, Mr. Speaker, I 
raised the point that the people of 
America must now have several ques­
tions. They must be questioning the cred­
ibility either of Jack Nelson of the Los 
Angeles Times, or they must be ques­
tioning the credibility of those people 
who were visitors in Chairman RoDINo's 
offi.ce, or they must be questioning the 
credibility of Chairman RoDINO himself, 
and now with this statement by Mr. 
Donaldson, they must also be question­
ing the crediblllty of Sam Donaldson, a 
reporter for the American Broadcasting 
Co. It is going to be interesting to find 
out just where the credibility lles. 

BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
woman from Massachusetts <Mrs. 
HECKLER) is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I withdraw my objections be­
cause I am satisfied after a colloquy with 
the distinguished chairman of the Com­
merce Committee, Congressman STAG­
GERS, and conversations with the dis­
tinguished chairman of the Health Sub­
committee, Congressman RoGERS, and 
the distinguished doctor from Kentucky, 
Congressman CARTER, that the basic pro­
tections contained in title IV of the 
Health Service Act Extension of 1973 
are preserved under this legislation. I 
have been reassured that the original 
intent of the Congress remains intact. 

A13 provided in title IV by amend-
CXX--1372-Part 18 

ments which I authored in the House, an 
individual, a hospital, or any other medi­
cal entity may follow the dictates of re­
ligious or moral conviction when faced 
with the issue of abortion or steriliza­
tion. The law states that Federal moneys 
cannot be used as a means of compelling 
individuals or instiutions who are op­
posed to such acts to perform them. The 
basic right to the individual's religious 
and moral beliefs is recognized and en­
dorsed. 

The bill does not change the intent of 
title IV. The individual's right of con­
science continues to hold the supreme 
place it deserves in our society. This con­
ference report combines this right with 
the use of Federal moneys in an impres­
sive recognition of the importance of an 
individual's religious and moral beliefs. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference report on 
biomedical research will provide essen­
tial Federal funding for fellowships, 
traineeships, and training at various 
types of hospitals and research institu­
tions throughout the country. The Fed­
eral funding provided in this legislation 
is crucial to our Nation's health. I recog­
nize the desperate need for adequately 
funded biomedical research and there­
fore strongly endorse this legislation. 

A BILL TO PERMIT THE FEDERAL 
RESERVE TO ALLOCATE CREDIT 
TO NATIONAL PRIORITY NEEDS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Wisconsin <Mr. REuss) is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I introduce 
for appropriate reference H.R. 15709, a 
bill to amend the Federal Reserve Act to 
give the Board of Governors power to in­
fiuence the allocation of bank credit. 

By using these powers, the Board could 
induce banks to increase loans and in­
vestments in high-priority sectors of the 
economy, with offsetting decreases in the 
remaining sectors to avoid inflationary 
pressures. 

Such a power to allocate credit, rather 
than simply to rely on meat-axe, undif­
ferentiated, money-aggregate policy, is 
needed on a continuing basis. It is par­
ticularly needed at a time, like today, 
when the credit crunch is badly hurting 
interest-sensitive sectors like capital in­
vestment, housing and the thrift insti­
tutions, State and local governments, 
and small businesses, and is intensifying 
inflationary pressures in such sectors as 
inventories, supplies of scarce materials, 
and real estate. 

An intractable lnfiation has reached 
an annual rate of almost 13 percent dur­
ing the first quarter of this year. Curb­
ing this infiation is obviously going to re­
quire responsible monetary restraint. In 
fact, I have argued for quite some time 
that the Fed's restraint on monetary 
growth has not been tight enough. 

But indiscriminate credit restraint, 
reckless of its side-effects, is surely ir­
responsible. The Fed must be given the 
means to allocate scarce credit so that 
more is available, at lower interest rates, 
for priority uses, and that accordingly 
less is available, at higher interest rates, 
for nonpriority uses. 

We can see all about us today how 
meat-ax, undifferentiated, money-aggre­
gate policy is starving priority sectors of 
the economy. 

Take housing, for example. In 1966 and 
again in 1969, high, short-term interest 
rates resulting from tight money caused 
heavy outfiows of funds from savings and 
loan associations and other thrift insti­
tutions. This led to precipitous drops in 
housing starts. 

The experience of 1974 is no different. 
With prime commercial paper bringing 
more than 10 percent, and U.S. Treasury 
notes going for more than 8 percent, dis­
intermediation caused savings and loan 
associations to suffer a net outfiow of 
$335 million in deposits in April. Housing 
starts for this May, as reported by the 
Department of Commerce, were at an 
annual rate of 1.45 million units, off 
almost 40 percent from the 2.33 million 
rate of last May. Much of this drop 
occurred in low- and middle-income 
housing, where we can least afford it. 

Small businesses have also suffered. 
Recently the maximwn interest rate on 
SBA -guaranteed bank loans to small 
businesses has been as high as 11 per­
cent, a rate few small businesses can 
afford. Small business failures have risen 
to 190 per week, compared to about 170 
a year ago. The total debt of small busi­
nesses going bankrupt is up to $200 mil­
lion per month, 50 percent over 1973. 

New capital investment in plant and 
equipment, despite a vast variety of tax 
incentives, is likewise hampered by tight 
money. Less production capacity spells 
future inflationary increases. Further, 
with long-term borrowing rates at record 
highs, incentives to invest in pollution­
control and environment-enhancing 
equipment diminish. The cost of this will 
surely be with us for years to come. 

At the same time that high interest 
rates are chilling worthwhile activities, 
the meat-axe, undifferentiated, money 
aggregate policy sees credit wasted on 
non-priority objectives <like Bahamas 
gambling casinos); diverted into con­
glomerate takeovers that bid up the 
prices of existing assets-like Mobil Oil 
using $350 million that should be used for 
oil exploration to buy up Montgomery­
Ward; or channeled into infiation-in­
ducing overexpenditures-such as in­
ventories and supplies "that will cost 
more later on." 

The time has come to make the Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve re­
sponsible for the allocation implications 
of monetary policy. With their 14-year 
terms and their independence, the Gov­
ernors must not shrink from responsibil­
ity. We must develop a new set of tools 
which the Fed can combine with its con­
trol of monetary aggregates to allocate 
the supply of credit to priority areas. 

A number of knowledgeable people 
have urged that the Fed act as credit­
allocator as well as credit-creator. 

Federal Reserve Governor Andrew 
Brimmer has repeatedly advocated allo­
cative powers for the Fed since 1969. In 
testimony before the Senate Committee 
on Banking, Housing and Urban Atrairs 
on April 7, 1971, Governor Brimmer 
urged implementation of supplemental 
asset reserves to avoid "unwanted and 
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disproportionate effects of monetary re­
straint in particular sectors of the econ­
omy" and "to encourage banks to modify 
their ... lending behavior to conform 
more to the objectives of monetary 
policy." 

Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia 
President David P. Eastburn in the May 
1974, Business Review envisaged the 
Fed's developing "market-oriented 
means to induce lenders to allocate their 
funds in particular directions for social 
purposes." 

John R. Bunting, chairman of the 
First Pennsylvania Bank, in a May 19 
speech reported in the Philadelphia Eve­
ning Bulletin "assailed the Federal Re­
serve's 'fixation solely on control of the 
size of the money supply' as a tool of 
dampening infiation." Instead, he said: 

The monetary authorities should encour­
age banks to channel loans into industries 
whose products are in short supply and 
whose production is pushing close to ca­
pacity. 

In an April 10 speech, Albert T. Som­
mers, senior vice president and chief 
economist of the conference board, 
asked "whether the Federal Reserve 
should not be equipped with additional 
powers affecting the direction of credit, 
and not simply the aggregate volume 
of credit supply." 

And Business Week, in an editorial 
on June 1, called upon the Fed "to start 
thinking about a more selective approach 
to credit control. It could, for instance, 
call upon the member banks to give 
preference to temporary financing of 
new industrial capacity. Or it could ask 
for legislation to give it the power to 
establish a priority system for bor-
rowers." 

All agree that the meat-axe aggregate 
approach to monetary policy hopelessly 
misallocates credit. 

Other countries successfully direct the 
allocation of credit through a variety of 
mechanisms. A December 1970 study by 
the Joint Economic Committee, "Activ­
ities by Various Central Banks to Pro­
mote Economic and Social Welfare Pro­
grams," lists numerous examples. The 
Bank of France uses direct credit con­
trols to stimulate financing of agricul­
ture. The central banks of Germany, 
India, Italy, and Mexico, as well as the 
Bank of France, provide direct loans to 
state and local governments or to public 
agencies. Central bank funds are lent 
directly to private companies in France, 
and are lent indirectly through private 
banks in Japan. Other instruments have 
also been widely used-special redis­
counting privileges, special reserve re­
quirements and credit ceilings, and ap­
proval over individual loans. Such far­
reaching controls do not appear neces­
sary in this country, at present, but· the 
experience of foreign central banks with 
comprehensive controls is instructive. 

Tax incentives and subsidies are often 
suggested as an alternative way of redi­
recting resources to priority uses. Non­
priority uses of the economy's resources, 
as for Bahama gambling casinos, can be 
discouraged by taxing them very hea vUy. 
Priority uses such as low income nursing 
could be expanded if the Federal Gov­
ernment were to pay part of the cost 
through a subsidy. 

Taxes and subsidies, however, involve 
real problems. First, though most priority 
sectors of the economy have been given 
vast subsidies, periodic crises still appear 
with tight credit and high interest rates. 
Second, imposing high taxes on non­
priority uses of the economy's resources 
is a time-consuming and complex proc­
ess; tax schemes are inflexible and are 
very difficult to change as the economy's 
needs change. Finally, increasing the 
subsidies going to priority sectors would 
further erode the tax base and open new 
loopholes. America's taxpayers don't 
need a more loophole-ridden tax code. 

H.R. 15709 gives the Board of Gover­
nors of the Federal Reserve a new and 
powerful monetary tool for credit alloca­
tion purposes. By vigorously employing 
its new power, the Fed could significant­
ly increase the share of the Nation's bank 
credit going to priority sectors of the 
economy, and by the same token reduce 
the amount going to nonpriority uses. 

H.R. 15709 establishes a new category 
of national priority loans and invest­
ments. This provision specifically gives 
priority in loans and investments to four 
important sectors of the economy: First, 
new capital investments that increase 
productive capacity, lower costs, control 
pollution, or conserve energy; second, 
low- and middle-income housing; third, 
State and local government investments· 
and forth, small businesses. The Fed may 
also establish other priority areas as the 
investment needs of the Nation change 
provided that it informs Congress at least 
60 days in advance so that Congress may 
disapprove by concurrent resolutions if 
it wishes. This mirrors the present power 
of Congress to disapprove changes in the 
organization of the executive branch 
under the Reorganization Act of 1949. ' 

To redirect the allocation of bank 
credit to national priority needs, H.R. 
15709 establishes a new category of sup­
plemental reserves and credits against 
bank assets. First, the Board of Gover­
nors may require each member bank to 
hold supplemental reserves against non­
priority loans and investments, in addi­
tion to the required reserves currently 
held against deposits. Second, the Board 
would allow each bank to credit against 
its supplemental reserve a percentage of 
its national priority loans and invest­
ments. The combined effect of supple­
mental reserves and credits is to increase 
bank earnings from national priority 
loans and investments and to reduce 
earnings on nonpriority loans and in­
vestments. This gives banks a powerful 
incentive to make more national prior­
ity loans and investments. 

The text of H.R. 15709 follows: 
H.R. 15709 

A b111 to amend the Federal Reserve Act to 
permit the Federal Reserve Board to allo­
cate credit to national priority needs 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. This Act may be cited a.s the 
"Credit Allocation Incentive Act of 1974". 

SEc. 2. (a.) Section 19 of the Federal Re­
serve Act is amended by adding a.t the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

"(k) (1) For purposes of this subsection, 
the term 'National Priority Loans and In­
vestments' means any loan or investment 

which the Board determines 1s used for, or 
made to, any of the following: 

"(A) useful capital investments, partic­
ularly if capacity-adding, energy-conserv­
ing, environment-enhancing, or productivity­
increasing, · 

"{B) low- or middle-income housing, 
"(C) State or local government facilities, 
"(D) small businesses, or 
"(E) any other category or loan or invest­

ment which the Board determines t o be a 
'National Priority Loan and Investment'. 

"{2) National Priority Loans and Invest-
ments in a category established under para­
graph (1) (E) shall be made only if-

" {A) the Board notifies both Houses of 
Congress on the same day of a proposed 
category it desires to establish under such 
paragraph (1) (E), and 

"(B) both Houses of Congress do not adopt 
resolutions disapproving establishment of 
such category within a sixty-day period of 
of continuous se.ssion of Congress which 
commences on the date the Board notifies 
both Houses of Congress under subpara­
graph {A). 
For purposes of this paragraph-

"{!) continuity of session is broken only 
by a.n adjournment of Congress sine die, and 

"(11) the days on which either House is 
not in session because of an adjournment of 
more than three days to a day certain are 
excluded in the computation of the sixty­
day period. 

"{3) {A) In addition to any reserve re­
quirement under subsection (b) , the Board 
may require each member bank to m aintain 
a supplemental reserve consisting of a per­
centage, determined by the Board, of its 
total loans and investments other tha n Na­
tional Priority Loans and Investments minus 
a credit equal to a percentage, determined 
by the Board, of such bank's total National 
Priority Loans and Investments. The total 
credit of any bank may not exceed its sup­
plemental reserve. 

"{B) Under subparagraph {A) with respect 
to supplemental reserves and under subsec­
tion (b) with respect to reserves against 
deposits, the Board shall take and time its 
actions in order to promote efficiency and 
mitigate hardship. 

"(C) In order to offset any undesirable 
money supply effects resulting from its ac­
tions under this subsection, the Board shall 
employ open market operations." 

(b) Section 19(c) of the Federal Reserve 
Act is amended by inserting "or (k)" im­
mediately after "subsection (b) " . 

To see how H.R. 15709 would end the 
undiscriminating credit effects of aggre­
gate monetary policies, consider the fol­
lowing illustration. 

Based on data published in the latest 
Federal Reserve Bulletin, member banks 
in the Federal Reserve System currently 
hold about $600 million in loans and in­
vestments. It is difficult to determine 
from these figures the exact uses to 
which these loans and investments are 
put, but the most generous criteria would 
classify about one-third, or $200 mil­
lion, as national priority uses, such as 
residential mortgages, State and local 
government securities, and some com­
mercial and industrial loans. The re­
maining $400 million is classified as non­
priority uses, such as nonresidential real 
estate, inventories, brokerage loans, and 
loans to finance companies. 

Supplemental reserve requirements on 
the nonpriority assets, combined with 
credits for national priority assets, could 
induce banks to improve this allocation 
of credit. Assume the Fed requires each 
member bank to hold as little as 2 per­
cent of its nonpriority loans and invest-
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ments in a supplemental reserve, against 
which it allows a 3-percent credit for na­
tional priority loans and investments. 
The supplemental reserve would be $8 
billion-2 percent of $400 billion of non­
priority assets--and the credit would be 
$6 billion-3 percent of $200 billion of 
national priority assets. With their cur­
rent portfolios, banks overall would have 
to keep $2 billion in their supplemental 
reserves. Although this is not very large 
in comparison with the $35 billion re­
serve they currently keep on demand and 
time deposits, it still represents signif­
icant foregone earnings-about $200 mil­
lion at current interest rates. 

Banks could reduce their supplemental 
reserve requirements by devoting more 
of their loans and investments to na­
tional priority needs. For every $10 bil­
lion shifted from nonpriority uses to 
national priority uses, banks would free 
up $500 million, since their supplemental 
reserve requirement would fall by $200 
million-2 percent of the $10 billion 
reduction in nonpriority loans and in­
vestment-while their credits would rise 
by $300 million-3 percent of the added 
$10 billion in national prirority uses. A 
shift of $40 billion more into national 
priority uses from the current figures-­
to $240 billion in national priority assets 
and $360 billion in nonpriority assets-­
would eliminate the $2 billion supple­
mental reserve in the illustration 
altoghether. The potential of this for 
shifting credit into national priority 
uses, even with low reserve requirements, 
is thus substantial. 

The supplemental reserve requirement 
for individual banks would very accord­
ing to the proportion of assets devoted 
to national priority uses. The average 
bank with one-third of its assets in na­
tional priority areas would, in the above 
example, have to keep only one-third of 
1 percent of its total assets in the supple­
mental reserve. A bank with more than 
40 percent of its loans and investments 
in national priority areas would escape 
the reserve requirement. 

The Fed should choose the combina­
tion of supplemental reserve require­
ments and credits necessary to channel 
the proper amount of credit to national 
priority uses. It can · make the incentive 
to invest in national priori·ty areas more 
powerful by raising the reserve require­
ment and reducing earnings on nonpri­
ority assets, and by increasing the credit 
and raising earnings on national priority 
assets. It should be possible, however, to 
use fairly low reserve requirements, as 
in the illustration, to attain the goals of 
this bill without unduly burdening the 
Nation's banks. 

The Fed should pay close attention to 
the effect which supplemental reserves 
might have on bank liquidity. If adding 
supplemental reserves to existing re­
quired reserves on deposits squeezes bank 
liquidity, the Fed should by all means re­
duce existing reserve requirements, or 
engage in open market operations to off­
set the squeeze. Furthermore, to mini­
mize potential hardships on individual 
banks, the Fed should introduce supple­
mental reserve requirements gradually 
and give adequate leadtime before pro­
mulgating changes. After all, the pur­
pose of this bill is to end the meat-ax 

effects of money aggregate policies, not to 
crunch down on banks. 

The Fed has a long and promising his­
tory of adapting its monetary tools to the 
changing needs of the American econ­
omy. At an aggregate level, reserve re­
quirements have often been changed to 
alter the liquidity positions of banks and 
to expand or contract the money supply. 
But, as Governor Brimmer points out, 
the Federal Reserve has "been moving 
more and more into the use of reserve 
requirements to achieve certain special­
ized purposes with respect to monetary 
policy." For example, in 1969 the Fed 
imposed supplemental reserve require­
ments on Eurodollar borrowings by 
domestic banks, in order to inhibit mone­
tary growth from this source. In July 
1966 and again in July 1973, the Fed in­
creased reserve requirements on time de­
posits, other than savings accounts, to 
as high as 11 percent on July 4, 1973, in 
order to inhibit the flow of funds from 
savings and loan associations to bank 
certificates of deposit. Supplemental re­
serves and credits on assets would be in 
line with this tradition. 

Although H.R. 15709 would materially 
improve the Nation's ability to allocate 
credit, it admittedly is not a complete 
panacea. 

First, it does not give the Board of 
Governors powers of allocation over the 
lending and investments of nonmember 
commercial banks. Legislation pending 
before Congress to give the Fed power 
over the reserve requirements of most 
·nonmember banks would readily remedy 
this. 

Second, H.R. 15709 does not give the 
Board allocative power over nonbank 
financial institutions, such as savings 
and loan associations, credit unions, or 
pension funds. At the moment, however, 
it does not seem necessary to give this 
power to the Board. Non bank financial 
institutions are restricted, either by law 
or the nature of their liabilities, as to 
the kinds of loans and investments they 
carry in their portfolios, thus limiting 
their ability to counteract Fed policies. 
Further, some of these institutions, such 
as savings and loan associations and mu­
tual savings banks, already invest heavily 
in national priority areas. 

Finally, H.R. 15709 contains no con­
trols over the uses to which corporations 
put their internally generated funds, 
amounting to more than $150 billion in 
1973. It is possible that large corpora­
tions could obtain resources for non­
priority uses from their internal funds 
or going into other credit markets, such 
as commercial paper or Eurodollars. 
There is certainly the risk that this and 
other escape hatches could impair the 
Fed's ability to direct more credit to 
national priority areas. 

If experience shows that Fed control 
should go beyond commercial banks, fur­
ther legislation could be enacted ex­
tending reserve requirements and cred­
its against assets to other financial in­
stitutions. Congress could also consider 
establishing in the Fed mandatory cred­
it allocation powers. Making the Fed a 
credit allocation agency would not be 
unprecedented. In fact, during the Ko­
rean war, the Fed undertook an ex­
tremely successful voluntary credit re-

straint program under the Defense Pro­
duction Act of 1950-to "curtail the use 
of credit for speculative purposes and to 
divert funds from nonessential to essen­
tial uses." Directed by a committee of 
Fed Governors and business leaders, the 
success of the program is attested to by 
a massive shift in credit from retail 
trade, commodity dealers, and finance 
companies to defense production and in­
vestment by utilities during 1951. The 
end of the Korean war brought an end 
to the program, but there is no reason 
why we should not resurrect it if needed. 

While the purpose of H.R. 15709 is to 
improve credit allocation, it will also af­
fect the ability of the Fed to control 
monetary aggregates. Supplemental re­
serves and credits on assets will be a new 
variable in Fed calculations. They in­
troduce a new uncertainty, since banks 
would be able to change their average 
reserve ·requirements by changing their 
asset portfolios. 

The new reserve requirements, how­
ever, should not impose insurmountable 
problems for Fed monetary policy. Day­
to-day control of monetary aggregates, 
which would be most vulnerable to 
reserve uncertainty, is not as important 
as is longterm control, where adaptation 
to new variables is easier. Secondly, the 
relationship between movements in 
monetary aggregates and the perform­
ance of the economy is not so precise that 
this amendment would significantly alter 
it. Finally, with its current level of pro­
fessional expertness, it should not take 
the Board of Governors or its staff very 
long to incorporate supplemental reserve 
requirements and credits into their 
money supply calculus. The benefits of 
assuring that credit is available for na­
tional priority needs far outweigh any 
possible difiiculties in short-run control 
of money supply. 

In light of the damage done by meat­
ax aggregate money policies to national 
priority sectors of the economy, like busi­
ness investment in plant and equipment, 
low- and middle-income housing, and 
State and local governments, a new ap­
proach to credit allocation is needed. 
H.R. 15709 fills this need by transforming 
the Federal Reserve into a credit-allocat­
ing, as well as a credit-creating, institu­
tion. 

The importance and complexity of this 
issue requires that a full discussion and 
exchange of ideas about it take place. 
I hope that H.R. 15709 will lead to this 
much-needed discussion. 

TRIBUTE TO LAWRENCE R. PIERCE, 
JR., CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF VET­
ERANS APPEALS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Alabama (Mr. BEVILL) 1s rec­
ognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, it is a spe­
cial privilege for me to pay tribute to 
Lawrence R. Pierce, Jr., Esq., who 1s 
retiring from the Government after 33 
years of dedicated public service. 

A native of Mobile, Ala., Mr. Pierce at­
tended the University of Arkansas and 
received his LL. B. degree from Wood­
row Wilson College of Law, Atlanta, Ga. 
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He is a member of the Georgia Bar. After 
Army service in World Warn, he joined 
the Board of Veterans Appeals as an at­
torney. He advanced rapidly and is the 
only official in the Board's 40-year history 
to have appointments to positions of in­
creasing responsibility and stature ap­
proved by three Presidents. In 1952 he 
was appointed associate member by the 
then Administrator of Veterans' Affairs 
and approved by President Truman; in 
1957 his appointment to Vice Chairman 
of the Board was approved by President 
Eisenhower; and in 1971, Mr. Pierce was 
appointed to Chairman of the Board by 
the Honorable Donald E. Johnson, Ad­
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs and ap­
proved by President Nixon. He has served 
under all eight of the Administrators of 
Veterans' Affairs except General Hines. 

The Board of Veterans Appeals, a 
statutory appellate body, provides in­
dependent and obJective appellate review 
of all questions on claims for benefits 
under laws administered by the Veterans' 
Administration, and finally decides all 
issues of fact and law involved therein. 
During Mr. Pierce's 17 years as a top 
official in the Board of Veterans' Ap­
peals more than 500,000 appeals were 
decided here in Washington and an­
other 246,000 were disposed of in field 
offices. 

Larry Pierce's sustained contribution 
to the successful conduct of the VA mis­
sion has been outstanding. He has 
earned the respect and esteem of offi­
cials, both in and outside of the VA 
for maintaining the highest possible 
standards in administering the appellate 
program. He has earned the highest 
honor awards that the VA can give in­
cluding the Exceptional Service Award 
and the Meritorious Service Award. Mr. 
Pierce has also received many honor 
awards and commendations from vet­
erans national service organizations such 
as the VFW, AL, DAV, AMVETS, and 
their service officers at the grassroot 
State and county levels. 

Mr. Pierce's efforts were always di­
rected toward excellence in service to 
veterans and quality of appellate deci­
sions. The improvement and innovations 
made in the appellate program during his 
tenure are too numerous to mention here. 
I would be remiss, however, if I did not 
mention several of the more important 
actions. 

First. Shortly after taking over as Vice 
Chairman in 1957, Mr. Pierce set out to 
improve the quality of decisions as well 
as procedural due process. This he felt 
was necessary in view of the statutory 
finality of the Board's decisions. 

Second. As a first step, he sent travel 
sections of the Board of Veterans' Ad­
ministration offices in the several States 
to conduct formal hearings for claimants 
who had initiated appeals to the Board of 
Veterans' Appeals. This gave veterans, 
service organization case advocates, and 
local attorneys the opportunity to appear 
before panels of the Board without the 
necessity for, and the expense of, travel­
ing to Washington for a hearing. This 
brought the Board closer to claimants 
who desired hearings but were unable 
or unwilling to travel to Washington. 
Thus, many veterans, case advocates, and 

attorneys, for the first time, had an op­
portunity to evaluate the methods, atti­
tudes, and effectiveness on the basis of 
first-hand experience. This has and 
continues to contribute greatly to the 
Board's national image of fairness and 
objectivity. 

Third. As vice chairman, Mr. Pierce 
had primary overall responsibility for op­
eration of the professional quasi-judi­
cial activities of the Board. He detected 
what seemed to him two weaknesses in 
the appellate and decisional processes. 
These can be roughly cataloged as de­
ficiencies in "due process" and deficien­
cies in quality, format, and comprehen­
siveness of its final decisions. This he set 
about to correct, to the extent possible 
under the existing law, and with recom­
mendations for legislative change. Stem­
ming from extensive studies of the 
Board's statutory concept, the Congress 
passed a law which revolutionalized the 
appellate process. This law provided for 
better "notice" to appellants, made the 
appeal right more meaningful, and per­
mitted the appellant to effectively pros­
ecute his appeal. It was Mr. Pierce's re­
sponsibility to develop and implement 
operating guidelines on adequacy of due 
process for Veterans' Administration­
wide compliance. The compliance which 
has been achieved results in a degree of 
due process beyond that contemplated 
when the law was first implemented. 

Fourth. Mr. Pierce's first innovation 
was to establish a quality review system 
for the Board's appellate decisions. A 
quality review committee was established 
to independently measure and evaluate 
the quality of decisions of all sections on 
a sampling basis. This system resulted 
in immediate improvement in overall 
quality of decisions. It has been continu­
ously in effect since inception, and has 
made a substantial contribution to the 
quality of decisions-now at the highest 
level in the Board's 40 years of existence. 

Fifth. The next thrust by Mr. Pierce 
toward improvements in the appellate 
system was development of a more orga­
nized format for decisions viewed toward 
achieving greater comprehensiveness. 
The British tribunal system and other 
systems were studied, and a wholly new 
format was developed. This format was 
designed to dispose of appealed issues 
in a more orderly and reasoned manner. 

It provided a special section devoted 
to a summary of the applicable laws and 
regulations, and for the first time deci­
sions included separately stated findings 
of facts and conclusions of law. After 
observing the success of these innova· 
tions, Mr. Pierce urged support for en­
actment of a law requiring such sepa­
rately stated findings and conclusions. 
This was ultimately accomplished. The 
Board's decisional process and its final 
decisions have received high public ac­
ceptance, and have been the subject of 
study by other administrative appellate 
bodies, in an effort to improve their 
decisions. 

Sixth. The Board has statutory au­
thority to reconsider an appellate deci­
sion upon all&5ation of error of fact or 
law. Since inception of the Board in 
1933, it had been the policy for recon­
sideration to be by the Members signa.-

tory to the decision being reconsidered. 
Mr. Pierce felt that it would enhance real 
objectivity to institute a modified en 
bane approach providing for the assign­
ment of one or more additional sections 
of the Board to the reconsideration 
panel. At Mr. Pierce's direction, a change 
to the Board's rule of practice was pro­
posed. This change was approved and 
promulgated by the Administrator of 
Veterans' Affairs. This procedure has 
been acclaimed by all major veterans' 
organizations engaged in representing 
claimants in prosecuting appeals to the 
Board of Veterans' Appeals. 

Seventh. Mr. Pierce developed and put 
into practice a code of ethics for the 
conduct of hearings on appeal. These 
standards and principles have improved 
the hearing process in adjudication of 
claims in Veterans' Administration of­
fices in the several States. It has been 
said by many case advocates that win 
or lose most appellants feel satisfied 
that they have had their day in court. 

Eighth. Since its inception, the Board 
not only served its statutory quasi-judi­
cial function, but also participated in the 
agency's policymaking as it related to 
administration of the many benefit pro­
grams. All regulations proposed by the 
Veterans' Administration departments 
governing the adjudication of claims for 
benefits were reviewed for concurrence 
or recommendation prior to referral to 
the Administrator for approval. Mr. 
Pierce viewed this as inconsistent with 
the quasi-judicial role of any appellate 
body, 

He was active redefining the Board's 
role to exclude original policy formula­
tion, leaving the Board uncommitted on 
any issue of interpretation of law, regu­
lations or other controlling criteria 
which may arise in appealed cases. Re­
moval from policy participation has 
added to the independence and objec­
tivity of the appellate review of cases. 
With this change in role, rulemaking 
was divorced from the quasi-judicial 
function of the Board. 

Ninth. On taking office as Chainnan of 
the Board, Mr. Pierce established a per­
sonal goal-that of "more concern for 
the people we serve." In other words, 
"humanizing" appellate decisions. This 
involved a massive effort on his part to 
instill in all professional personnel in­
volve6. in the decision process dedication 
to "adjudicate with a heart and with em­
pathy" and to be "completely unbiased 
and fair to all who come before the 
Board," to quote him directly. He fur­
ther stated, 

Let us . . . prove that we are not only 
procedurally fair, but eminently fair in 
Judging the merits of every case. 

It is this leadership and his philosophy 
"to do real justice in all cases" that has 
brought the Board of Veterans' Appeals 
to the highest level of public acceptance 
and acclaim in its 40 years of public serv­
ice. These and the other accomplish­
ments during Mr. Pierce's tenure as Vice 
Chairman and Chairman of the Board, 
coupled with his integrity, objectivity 
and effectiveness, have made a substan­
tial contribution in the field of veterans' 
law. 

Larry Pierce was an outstanding Chair-
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man with profound and sympathetic con­
cern for the welfare of the veterans of 
our great Nation. Through his judicial 
temperament, dedication to equity and 
justice and dynamic leadership he mo­
tivated and inspired his staff to decide 
appeals with sympathetic understanding 
so as to reflect the generous intent of the 
law. On his retirement he can be proud 
of his accomplishments and of the orga­
nization that he led for so long. 

PRESIDENT NIXON'S OFFER OF NU­
CLEAR AID TO EGYPT AND ISRAEL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Rhode Island <Mr. TIERNAN) 
is recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Speaker, I was sur­
prised and shocked to read of Presi­
dent Nixon's offer of nuclear aid to Egypt 
and Israel. In my opinion, it was a gra:ve 
mistake, one which we could regret for 
generations to come. At a time when the 
United States is engaged in the promo­
tion of world peace, there simply is no 
justification for introducing an element 
as potentially destructive as nuclear 
power into a volatile area of the world 
such as the Middle East. 

The promise made by Mr. Nixon was 
one made in secrecy during the course 
of diplomatic negotiations. It was made 
in a vacuum as a concession to one or 
both opposing countries to entice them 
into agreement. The administration 
should not be using nuclear power, the 
most destructive force man has ever 
created, as a bargaining chip in any 
negotiation, nor should it be used as an 
economic weapon to gain the friendship 
of previously hostile nations. There are 
far too many risks and uncertainties 
connected with nuclear reactors to war­
rant this kind of "stick and carrot" 
diplomacy. 

To begin with there is the experience 
of the past which shows us that pluto­
nium, a waste generated by nuclear re­
actors, can be used to create nuclear 
weapons. Witness India's first nuclear 
explosion last month in which plutonium 
was the nuclear element triggering the 
explosion. India proved conclusively that 
nuclear wastes can be siphoned off from 
the reactor, accumulated, converted into 
a nuclear explosive devise and detonated. 
Once a reactor is constructed there is no 
certainty that this will not happen, re­
gardless of the safeguards installed in 
the system. Nothing is 100-percent fool­
proof. 

The fact that highly secured U.S. Gov­
ernment weapons and property are often 
stolen should have made an impression 
upon us a long time ago. The absolute 
control and protection of the plutonium 
wastes from nuclear reactors cannot be 
guaranteed, and likewise the adminis­
tration cannot guarantee that neither 
Egypt nor Israel will not at some future 
date use the plutonium to create a nu­
clear weapon. Nor is there any guarantee 
that some other organization, possibly a 
terrorist organization, will not get hold 
of this plutonium and use it to their ad­
vantage. Are we willing to risk the pos-

sibility of these things happening? Are 
we willing to chance the tremendous loss 
of life that the explosion of one of these 
devices represents? Do we want to add 
fuel to the fires of destruction already 
burning thJ::oughout the world? I think 
not. 

Aside from the potential misuse of nu­
clear reactor wastes, there is the addi­
tional question of the safety of these 
plants and the disposal of their wastes. 
The Atomic Energy Commission has ex­
pressed complete confidence in the 
safety of nuclear reactors, however, 
other prominent organizations such as 
the Sierra Club, the Friends of the 
Earth, and the Union of Concerned Sci­
entists, do not share their confidence. In 
fact, the Atomic Energy Commission has 
underway what it considers the most 
complete study of nuclear reactor safety 
ever conducted. The study, headed by 
Dr. Norman Rasmussen of the Mas­
sachusetts Institute of Technology, is ex­
pected to be completed this summer, 
and according to the Atomic Energy 
Commission the report "will provide a 
more precise quantification of the prob­
abilities and implications nuclear acci­
dents." 

But in the meantime, the AEC has an­
nounced the signing of contracts with 
Egypt and Israel to supply them with 
$78 million worth of uranium fuel for the 
atomic powerplants Mr. Nixon prom­
ised them on his Mjdeast tour. These 
contracts are for a 10-year supply of 
uranium enriched with u=, the iso­
tope of uranium that fissions and sus­
tains the reaction. According to a June 
27, 1974, Washington Post article en­
titled "Uranium Fuel Pacts Signed," the 
"Commissioners of the AEC learned 
about the plan to supply nuclear power 
to the two countries only a month before 
the President left on his tour." Why was 
Congress not informed of Mr. Nixon's 
plans to offer nuclear aid to Egypt and 
Israel? Why was this deal kept secret? 
Was the administration fearful that the 
Congress would reject this offer as ir­
responsible, or did Mr. Nixon think that 
this whole matter was none of Congress' 
business, that it was within his preroga­
tive to offer nuclear technology and fuel 
to these countries like he capriciously 
gave away a U.S. helicopter to President 
Sadat? As much as Mr. Nixon and the 
AEC seem to think, this offer is not a 
fait accompli which Congress will rubber­
stamp. 

Mr. Speaker, the Congress must re­
store some sanity and responsibility to 
promises of nuclear aid to foreign na­
tions. We cannot allow diplomatic suc­
cess to be achieved at the cost of national 
integrity and world safety. I have there­
fore cosponsored legislation, H.R. 15664, 
which would prohibit the transfer by 
the United States of nuclear materials 
of technology, for peaceful or other pur­
poses, to any foreign nation without 
specific congressional approval. The 
Nixon administration has demonstrated 
an astounding and frightening lack of 
responsibility to the U.S. Government 
by assuming control over any transfer 
of nuclear materials or technology to 
foreign nations. 

A RICH MAN'S TAX CUT IS AN ECO­
NOMIC OUTRAGE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Massachusetts <Mr. O'NEILL), 
is recognized for 20 minutes. 

1\.fr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, the Nixon 
administration is proposing a further 
economic outrage. 

The Secretary of the Treasury has re­
vealed that the administration is think­
ing about a tax cut after all-another 
rich man's tax cut intended to benefit 
big business. 

There was no word at all about a tax 
cut for the people who really need it­
the middle and lower incomes groups and 
those living on fixed incomes. These are 
the people who are suffering most from 
inflation. These are the ones who need 
the tax cut. 

Instead, the Nixon administration 
wants to regress to the old trickle-down 
theory-make the rich richer and they 
just might let some of it trickle down to 
the workers and the farmers and the 
little people. 

Secretary Simon is at this business 
with a vengeance. He says that not only 
should big business be forgiven more of 
its taxes, but that business should also 
be encouraged to increase its profit mar­
gins. Last year's sky-high profits were 
not enough, he says. 

And to top it off, he wants only a 
minimal reduction in unemployment so 
that business will have a good supply 
of labor available at bargain basement 
prices. 

I have never heard a more cold­
blooded, antihuman and misconceived 
assessment of our economic difficulties. 
There seems to be no form of economic 
injustice that this administration is not 
ready to perpetrate upon the people. 

ROBERT B. HEINEY 
<Mr. WAMPLER asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD). 

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Speaker, the can­
ned foods industry and, in fact, the dem­
ocratic process, of the United States is 
losing a valuable servant this year. Rob­
ert B. Heiney will be retiring frow the 
National Canners Association, Septem­
ber 30, 1974, after 44 years of faithful 
service to the canning industry. Bob's 
primary assignment at NCA has"been di­
recting the government-industry rela­
tions division. This brought him in con­
tact with many congressional offices as 
well as executive agencies. Many other 
programs and committees at NCA pros­
pered because of his guidance. 

Mr. Heiney is being honored by his 
friends Wednesday evening, June 17. 
Many of you have indicated you will at­
tend this tribute to Bob. 

Let me tell you of this man. His life­
time endeavor is an 1llustration of what 
Walt Whitman said about Abraham 
Lincoln: 

Political democracy as it exists and prac­
tically works in America-with all of tts 
threatening evns-suppltes a. training school 
for making flrst-cla.ss men. 

Bob's early history was a forecast of 
tenacity, dedication, and achievement. 
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Born in Indiana, the youngest of four 
children, he worked during high school 
as a department store stock boy, as a 
bank messenger, and then as a bank 
clerk. He labored also in the manufac­
ture of heavy industrial equipment. 

He arrived in Washington to continue 
his education in 1929. Almost immedi­
ately, the first chief executive of the 
National Canners Association spotted 
the potential of the young Bob Heiney. 
In effect then, Bob carries into retire­
ment an unmatched insight, and a work­
ing knowledge of the development of the 
canned foods industry from the forma­
tion of its national trade association in 
1906 to its present day condition. 

He worked, and he learned. On the job 
he handled mail and provided duplicat­
ing and messenger services. He handled 
the central files and worked the switch­
board. He became the legman and news 
gatherer for industry publications. 

With the employment at NCA came 
the long years of arduously gathering 
college and law degrees at night school. 
In 1935, he received his LL.B. degree, and 
a year later, was admitted to the practice 
of law in the District of Columbia. He 
received a Certificate of Merit in Ad­
vance Management Studies from the In­
stitute for Organization Management in 
1966 from Michigan State University and 
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. 

It was in 1935 also that he married 
Margaret Laura Roth of New Phila­
delphia, Ohio. His devoted wife, Rex, will 
be at his side July 17. 

Bob is one of those rare in·dividuals 
who has earned my full confidence and 
that of many of my colleagues. In today's 
complex society, Government has be­
come so powerful and its interests so 
broad that individual representatives, 
both Federal and State, cannot possibly 
visualize the many ramifications of pro­
posed legislation on which they are asked 
to vote every day-legislation that often 
materially affects the economic health 
of the entire Nation. The obvious re­
course for a representative who desires 
to be well informed is to consult experts 
of proven reliability and integrity. 

Bob has been consulted often. But his 
contributions do not end in the halls of 
Congress. 

In these times of questioning the con­
duct of public servants, there are some 
critics who may remind us of what 
Jonathan Swift said in "Gulliver's Trav­
els": 

Whoever could make two ears of corn, or 
two blades of grass, grow upon a spot of 
ground where only one grew before, would 
deserve better of mankind, and do more es­
sential service to his country, than the 
whole race of politicians put together. 

But those who would concur with 
Jonathan Swift, must be unaware of 
what has happened in the United States 
the last half century. 

No industry has become more regu­
lated than food processing, or has had 
to adjust to agricultural programs, gov­
ernmental marketing controls, farm and 
factory labor regulations, environmental 
controls, food and drug laws, packaging 
controls, and hundreds of other Federal 
and State laws controlling production, 

processing, distribution and marketing. 
Bob Heiney has lived through it all. 
It is perhaps impossible to catalog his 

service and contributions. But allow me 
to provide some examples. 

Serving canning industry, committees, 
he has dealt expertly in the complicated 
areas of government procurement, sim­
plification of container sizes, and coordi­
nating a broad-spectrum of industry 
policies. 

He has provided key leadership to 
groups involving hundreds of trade asso­
ciations and thousands of businesses­
Food Industry Committee on Packaging 
and Labeling, Information Committee on 
Federal Food Regulations, The Food 
Group, Agricultural Labor Committee, 
National Industrial Council, National 
Council of Agricultural Employers-and 
many others. 

Yes, those who pay tribute to Bob 
Heiney on July 17 will recognize a capable 
laWYer, a competent administrator, and 
a patriot who commanded a naval gun 
crew in the Southwest Pacific. Perhaps 
any one of these achievements would 
justly satisfy most men, but not Bob 
Heiney. 

FOREIGN POLICY IMPLICATIONS OF 
ATOM AGREEMENTS 

(Mr. BINGHAM asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, along 
with many other Members of the Con­
gress, I am deeply concerned about 
President Nixon's decision to provide nu­
clear power reactors to Egypt and Israel. 

It is clear from testimony submitted 
to two subcommittees of the Foreign Af­
fairs Committee, which are considering 
the matter jointly, that there are grave 
risks involved, and that, in spite of the 
administration's assertion that all pos­
sible safeguards will be incorporated in 
the agreements to be signed, various pro­
posed safeguards may not be included. 

The Congress was not consulted before 
the President made these commitments. 
Now it is essential that the Congress 
be fully involved in the process of final­
izing these agreements, if indeed they 
are to be finalized. 

I am gratified that the Joint Atomic 
Energy Committee has reported out legis­
lation which would require that agree­
ments of the type proposed be submitted 
to the Congress, subject to disapproval 
within a 60-day period by concurrent 
resolution. However, the Joint Commit­
tee's bill contemplates that the agree­
ment be referred only to the Joint Com­
mittee and that only the latter committee 
be instructed to report its views to the 
House and Senate. 

rt seems clear to me that in matters of 
this kind, which so gravely affect the 
foreign relations of the United States, 
the views of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee and of the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee also be solicited. I am 
accordingly today introducing a version 
of the Joint Committee's bill which ac­
complished that result. The text of the 
bill follows: 

H.R. 16696 
A bill to amend the Atomic Energy Act 

of 1954, as amended, to enable Congress 
to concur in or disapprove international 
agreements for cooperation tn regard to 
certain nuclear technology 
Be it enacted by the Senate and Hause oj 

Representatives of the Un~ted States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sub­
section 123 d. of the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954, as amended, is revised to read aa 
follows: 

"d. The proposed agreement for coopera­
tion, together with the approval and determi­
nation of the President, if arranged pursuant 
to subsection 91 c., 144 b., or 144 c., or 1f 
enta111ng implementation of sections 63, 54, 
103, or 104 in relation to a reactor that may 
be capable of producing more than ftve ther­
mal megawatts or special nuclear material 
for use in connection therewith, has been 
submitted to the Congress and referred to 
the Joint Committee, the House Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, and the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee and a period of sixty 
days has elapsed whUe Congress is in session 
(in computing such sixty days, there shall 
be excluded the days on which either House 
is not in session because of an adjournment 
of more than three days), but any such 
proposed agreement for cooperation shall 
not become effecttve 1f during such siXty­
day period the Congress passes a concurrent 
resolution stating in substance that it does 
not favor the proposed agreement for coop­
eration: Provided, however, That prior to the 
elapse of the first thirty days of any such 
sixty-day period the Joint Committee shall 
submit a report to the Congress of its views 
and recommendations respecting the pro­
posed agreement and an accompanying pro­
posed concurrent resolution stating in sub­
stance that the Congress favors, or does not 
favor, as the case may be, the proposed agree­
ment for cooperation. Prior to the expiration 
of the ftrst thirty days of any such sixty-day 
period the House Foreign Affairs Committee 
and the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
shall each submit to its respective House of 
Congress a report stattng its views and rec­
ommendations respecting the proposed agree· 
ment. 

SEC. 2. This Act shall apply to proposed 
agreements for cooperation and to proposed 
amendments to agreements for cooperation 
hereafter submitted to the Congress. 

TAXPAYERS AND THE NEEDY MUST 
STILL PAY FOR WASTEFUL SET­
ASIDE PAYMENTS 
(Mr. BINGHAM asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the REcORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, on June 
21, the House passed H.R. 15472, a bill 
making appropriations for agriculture­
environmental and consumer protection 
programs. During the debate very little 
attention was paid to the huge funding 
for the Commodity Credit Corporation 
included in this btll. During this time of 
worldwide food shortages, it is shock­
ing that over $3.5 billion was appropri­
ated to reimburse the CCC for set-aside 
payments made to fanners for not grow­
ing crops. The fact that these payments 
were made to farmers in fiscal year 1973 
does not make it any less intolerable that 
American taxpayers should have to pay 
such huge sums to prevent the growing 
of food. 

Set-aside payments have always bene-
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fited a few while ignoring the needs of 
many. Over the past 4 years, the follow­
ing payments were made to farmers not 
to grow wheat, cotton, and feed grains: 
Fiscal year 1971,$2.374 billion; fiscal year 
1972, $1.873 billion; fiscal year 1973, 
$2.787 billion; fiscal year 1974-esti­
mated-$1.954 billion. I cite these figures 
to call attention to a serious myopia 
which has plagued past Congresses. set­
aside payments contributed to the food 
shortages and sharply rising inflation of 
the past several years. Although new laws 
limit payments to individual farmers to . 
$20,000 annually, and despite the predic­
tion that no such payments will be made 
during fiscal year 1975, the Government 
is discouragingly late in cutting back 
this program. Taxpayers will be paying 
these costs for at least 2 more years, and 
the billions of dollars worth of foregone 
food supplies can never be recovered. 

GRIGORENKO: A DISSIDENT AND A 
HERO 

<Mr. KOCH asked and was given per­
mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I was grati­
fied to read in yesterday's New York 
Times that Pyotr G. Grigorenko, one of 
the Soviet Union's most influential 
spokesmen for human rights, has been 
released by Soviet authorities after 5 
years in a mental hospital. Mr. Grigo­
renko, a Ukrainian and former major 
general in the Red Army who held the 
Order of Lenin and two orders of the Red 
Banner, was arrested and ruled insane 
in May 1969, after he had publicly de­
fended a group of Crimean Tatars on 
trial for anti-Soviet activity. He spent 
the next 4% years in virtual solitary con­
finement in prison hospitals. Last month, 
his wife Zinaida indicated that he had 
consistently refused to retract his dissi­
dent views during interviews with psy­
chiatrists. He emerged from the hospital 
tired, but completely rational. That Grig­
orenko retained his intellectual integrity 
and his mental stability after 5 years in 
the environment of an asylum testifies to 
the remarkable strength of this man. 

Needless to say, the timing of the 
Grigorenko release holds its real signifi­
cance for the welfare of other Soviet dis­
sidents. Its occurrence on the eve of 
President Nixon's Soviet summit meeting 
marks it as an attempt by Moscow to 
defuse the issue of Soviet dissidents to 
promote the success of the upcoming ne­
gotiations. The Soviet Government re­
gards its imprisoned dissidents as a 
valuable resource to be manipulated as a 
tool of foreign policy. The intent is to give 
the appearance of liberalization to en­
courage a more favorable U.S. response 
to suggestions of economic concessions 
to the Soviets. The task of the President 
is to distinguish appearance from reality 
in Soviet internal affairs. 

The pattern in the past has been for 
the release of a prominent dissident to 
be accompanied by an intensification of 
repressive activity far from the public 
eye. The Grigorenko case is no exception. 

The day of his release, plainclothes-

men arrested a Jewish cyberneticist, 
Mikhail Agursky, only a few hours after 
he had been warned against taking part 
in an unofficial seminar planned for next 
week by Jewish scientists who have lost 
their posts after applying for emigra­
tion. In addition, when scientist Bella 
Palatnik refused to sign a paper dis­
avowing the seminar, she was assured 
that "appropriate measures" would be 
taken if the seminar were conducted as 
planned. A half-dozen scientists already 
involved in the seminar have been jailed 
to forestall possible demonstrations dur­
ing Mr. Nixon's visit. 

In view of this escalation of the cam­
paign against dissidents, Grigorenko's 
release must be seen for what it is: a 
taken gesture made in isolation from the 
brutal realities of Soviet life. If Mr. 
Nixon makes concessions to the Soviet 
Union while exacting no more than the 
appearance of liberalization, the hopes 
of Soviet dissidents will be dealt an un­
forgivable blow. That the Soviets are 
sensitive to American demands for lib­
eralization is beyond doubt. That Mr. 
Nixon is willing to make such demands 
is less clear. At this point, the decision is 
his alone. As he surely must know by 
now, he holds with him in Moscow the 
hopes of millions of Soviet citizens whose 
appetite for freedom has roused the ire 
of the Soviet regime and inspire the ad­
miration of those of us who live in safety 
and comfort. 

Regardless of the outcome of the Mos­
cow summit, the need for reform of 
American policy toward the Soviet Un­
ion will remain. Until our policy for­
mally makes economic concessions to 
Moscow contingent upon the guarantee 
of free emigration, as provided in the 
Jackson-Vanik amendment, our com­
mitment to the liberty of the Soviet peo­
ple will have little meaning. Jackson­
Vanik is not designed to aid Soviet Jews 
alone. It represents the dreams of mil­
lion of Armenians, Estonians, Ukrain­
ians like Pyotr Grigorenko, and others 
who today struggle for tolerance of cul­
tural and religious diversity in the Soviet 
Union. 

FOREIGN TRAVEL BY MEMBERS 
AND EMPLOYEES OF THE HOUSE 
OF REPRESENTATIVES AT THE 
EXPENSE OF FOREIGN GOVERN­
MENTS 
<Mr. PRICE of Illinois asked and was 

given permission to extend his remarks 
at this point in the RECORD and to in­
clude extraneous matter.) 

Mr. PRICE of Dlinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
take this time to inform my colleagues 
that the Committee on Standards of 
Official Conduct has approved an ad­
visory opinion dealing with the propriety 
of accepting expense-paid trips as guests 
of foreign governments. Copies of the 
opinion have been sent to all Members' 
offices. 

The committee took this action be­
cause of many requests for clarification 
of provisions in the Constitution and in 
the statutes dealing with acceptance of 
gifts from foreign governments. 

Mr. Speaker, I insert the advisory 
opinion at this point in the RECORD, along 

with supporting documents from the 
Comptroller General and the Depart­
ment of State cited in the opinion: 
COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CON­

DUCT, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVEs-­

ADVISORY OPINION No.3 
ON THE SUBJECT OF FOREIGN TRAVEL BY MEM• 

BERS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE HOUSE OJI 
REPRESENTATIVES AT THE EXPENSE OF FOREIGN 

GOVERNMENTS 

Reason tor tssuance 
The committee has received a number of 

requests from Members and employees of the 
House for guidance and advice regarding ac· 
ceptance of trips to foreign countries, the 
expenses of which are borne by the host 
country or some agent or instrumentality of 
it. 1 

The Committee 1s advised that simi ar 
inquiries recently have been put to the De· 
partment of State with respect to other Fed­
eral employees. 

In order to provide widest possible dis­
semination to views expressed in response to 
the requests, and to coordinate with state· 
ments likely to be forthcoming from other 
areas of the Federal government in this re· 
gard, this general advisory opinion is respect· 
fully offered. 

Background 
The United States constitution, at Article 

I Section 9 Clause 8, holds that: 
' "No Titl~ of Nob111ty shall be granted by 

the United states: And no Person holding 
any Office of Profit or Trust under them, 
shall without the Consent of the Congress, 
accept of any present, Emolument, Office, or 
Title, of any kind whatever, from any King, 
Prince, or foreign State." 

This provision, described as stemming from 
a "just jealousy of foreign influence of every 
sort," 1s extremely broad as to whom it 
covers, as well as to the "presents" or "emolu­
ments" it prohibits-speaking of the latte! 
as of any kind whatever. (emphasis provided) 

It is narrow only in the sense that the 
framers, aware that social or diplomatic pro­
tocols could compel some less than absolute 
observance of a prohibition on the receipt 
or exchange of gifts, provided for specific ex,7 
ceptions with the "consent of the Congress. 

congress dealt from time to time with 
these exceptions through public and private 
bills addressed to specific situations, and 
dealt generally, commencing in 1881, with the 
overall question of management of foreign 
gifts. 

In 1966 Congress passed the latest and the 
existing Publlc Law 89-673, "an Act to grant 
the consent of Congress to the acceptance of 
certain gifts and decorations from foreign 
governments." That law 1s presently codified 
at title 5, United States Code, section 7342, 
a copy of which is attached. 

The law is quite explicit in virtually all 
particulars, save whether the expense of a 
trip paid for by a foreign government 1s 
a " ... present or thing, other than a decora­
tion, tendered by or received from a fQreign 
government; ... " 

It 1s on this point that this Opinion lies. 
Basts of authortty tor opinion 

Since this matter impinges equally on aU 
Federal employees, the Commllttee sought 
advice from the ComptroHer General as legal 
advisor to the Congress, and from the Sec· 
retary of State as the implementing author­
ity over 5 U.S.C. 7342. 

Copies of their official responses aTe 
attached to this Opinion. 

Summary opinion 
It 1s the opinion of this Committee, on its 

own Initiative and with the advice of the 
Comptroller General and the Assistant Sec­
retary of State, that acceptance of travel or 
living expenses in specie or 1n kind by a 
Member or employee of the House of Repre-
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sent8/tives from any foreign government, 
omcial agent or representative thereof is not 
consented to in 5 U.S.C. 7342, and is, there­
fore, prohibited. This prohibition applies also 
to the famUy and household of Members and 
employees of the House of Representatives. 

UNITED STATES CODE, TITLE 5 
§ 7342. Receipt and disposition of foreign 

gifts and decor8/tions 
(a) For the purpose of this section­
( 1) "employee" means-
( A) an employee as defined by section 2105 

of this title; 
(B) an individual employed by, or occupy­

ing an omce or position in, the government 
of a territory or possession of the United 
States or of the District of Columbia; 

(C) a member of a uniformed service; 
(D) the President; 
(E) a Member of Congress as defined by 

section 2106 of this title; and 
(F) a member of the family and household 

of an individual described in subparagraphs 
(A)-(E) of this paragraph; 

(2) "foreign government" means a foreign 
government and an official agent, or repre­
sentative thereof; 

(3) "gift" means a present or thing, other 
than a decoration, tendered by or received 
from a foreign government; and 

(4) "decoration" means an order, device, 
medal, badge, insignia, or emblem tendered 
by or received from a foreign government. 

(b) An employee may not request or other­
wise encourage the tender of a gift or decora­
tion. 

(c) Congress consents to-
( 1) the accepting and retaining by an 

employee of a gift of minimal value tendered 
or receiV{)d as a souvenir or mark of courtesy; 
and 

(2) the accepting by an employee of a gift 
of more than minimal value when it appears 
that to refuse the gift would be likely to 
cause offense or embarrassment or otherwise 
adversely affect the foreign relat ions of the 
United States. 
However, a gift of more than minimal value 
is deemed to have been accepted on behalf 
of the United States and shall be deposited 
by the donee for use and disposal as the 
property of the United States under regula­
tions prescribed under this section. 

(d) Congress consents to the accepting, 
retaining, and wearing by an employee of a 
decoration tendered in recognition of active 
field service in time of combat operations 
or awarded for other outstanding or unus­
ually meritorious performance, subject to the 
approval of the agency, office or other entity 
in which the employee is employed and the 
concurrence of the Secretary of State. With­
out this approval and concurrence, the dec­
oration shall be deposited by the donee for 
use and disposal as the property of the 
United States under regulations prescribed 
under this section. 

(e) The President may prescribe regula­
tions to carry out the purpose of this section. 
Added Pub.L. 90-83 § 1(45) (C), Sept. 11, 1967, 
81 Stat. 208. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Wa.vttngton, D.O., May 9, 1974. 

Hon. MELVIN PRICE, 
Chairman, Committee on Standards of Offt­

ciaZ Conduct, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.a. 

. DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am replying to your 
letter of April 17 to Mr. Hampton Davis, of 
the omce of the Chief of Protocol, requesting 
comment on Congressman Kemp's suggestion 
that your Committee issue a briefing paper 
on the propriety of acceptance by Congres­
sional Members a.nd staff of trips offered 
them at the expense of foreign governments. 

Various Federal agencies have put similar 
questions to the Department of State on a 
number of occasions in behalf of their em-

ployees who have received but not yet acted any kind whatever"), we see no basis where­
on offers of such trips. It has been the De- by trips paid for by foreign governments 
partment's consistent position that the offer may be accepted by Members of Congress or 
of an expenses-paid trip is an offer of a gift members of their staffs without the consent 
and that, therefore, if tendered by a foreign of the Congress. If payment of the cost of a 
government or any representative thereof to trip in a particular case be considered as an 
a Federal employee, the Foreign Gifts and emolument for services to be rendered ac­
Decorations Act of 1966 would require its re- ceptance thereof would be categorically pro­
fusal. A trip cannot qualify under the special hibited by the above-cited constitutional 
provision permitting acceptance of a gift of provision unless consented to by the Con­
more than minimal value on the ground that gress. 
to refuse it would appear likely to "cause If on the other hand the payment of travel 
offense or embarrassment or otherwise ad- costs in a particular circumstance consti­
versely afiect the foreign relations of the tutes a gift, by enactment of section 7342 
United States". This follows from the re- of title 5, United States Code, entitled "Re­
quirement that the donee, being deemed to . ceipt and disposition of foreign gifts and 
have accepted such a gift on behalf of the decorations," the Congress has given its 
United states, deposit it for use and dis- consent to (quoting the Code provision in 
posal as property of the United States in ac- part)-
cordance with the implementing regulations, "(1) the accepting and retaining by an 
since the recipient of a trip could not fulfill employee of a gift of minimal value ten­
that requirement. dered or received as a souvenir or mark of 

Precisely because of the impossib111ty of courtesy; and 
surrendering the gift of a trip once it has "(2) the accepting by an employee of a 
been accepted and taken, we believe it would gift of more than min imal value when it 
be highly advisable for your Committee to appears that to refuse the gift would be 
issue the briefing paper on the subject which likely to cause offense or embarrassment or 
Congressman Kemp has suggested. In this otherwise adversely affect the foreign rela­
connection the Committee may be interested tions of the United States. 
to know that the Department is planning a "However, a gift of more than minimal 
new informational program designed to im- value is deemed to have been accepted on be­
prove understanding and compliance with the half of the United States and shall be de­
Foreign Gifts and Decorations Act and the posited by the donee for use and disposal as 
implementing regulations. The program will the property of the United States under 
be aimed not only at those within the Fed- regulations prescribed under this section." 
eral establishment who might become donees The term "employee" is defined in section 
or who may have responsibillty for briefing 7342 as including Members of Congress. 
potential donees, but also at the foreign By Executive Order 11320, the President 
governments that appear to be less than delegated to the Secretary of State the 
fully aware of the stringent legal restrictions authority to issue regulations implementing 
that we operate under in this area. We shall this statute. These regulations are contained 
be happy to see that the Committee is in- in part 3 of title 22, Code of Federal Regu­
cluded in the distribution of the material lations (C.F.R.) A "gift of minimal value" 
being developed. is defined as "any present or other thing, 

I hope that we have been helpful in this other than a decoration, which has a retall 
matter and that you will feel free to call value not in excess of $50 in the United 
upon us at any time you think we can be of States." 22 C.F.R. § 3.3 (e). The statute and 
assistance. regulations do not specificially cover trips, 

Sincerely yours, and the legislative history of the Foreign 
LINwooD HoLTON, Gifts and Decorations Act of 1966, of which 

Assistant Secretary for Congressional section 7342 is a part, indicates that the 
Relations. statute contemplated gifts of tangible items. 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE 
UNITED STATES, 

Washington, D.O., May 9, 1974. 
Hon. MELVIN PRICE, 
Chairman, Committee on Standards of Offi­

cial Conduct, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of April 
17, 1974, with attachments, requests our 
comments on the advisab111ty of issuing a 
briefing paper on the legal ramiflcatlons of 
the acceptance by Members of Congress, or 
staff, of trips abroad that are paid for by 
foreign governments. 

We are not aware of any decision by any 
forum as to the legality of such trips. The 
question arises because of the prohibition 
contained in article I, section 9, clause 8, of 
the United States Constitution, which reads 
as follows: 

"No Title of NobUity shall be granted by 
the United States: And no Person holding 
any Office of Profit or Trust under them, 
shall, without the Consent of the Congress, 
accept of any present, Emolument, Ofiice, or 
Title, of any kind whatever, from any King, 
Prince, or foreign State." 

In connection with this provision, we have 
viewed the term "present" as "synonymous 
with the term •gift' ," denoting "something 
voluntarily given, free from legal compul­
sion or obligation." 34 Comp. Gen. 331, 334 
(1955); 87 Comp. Gen. 138, 140 (1957). 
"Emolument" has been defined as profit, 
gain, or compensation received for services 
rendered. 49 Comp. Gen. 819, 820 (1970); 
B-180472, March 4, 1974. Accordingly, and in 
view of the emphatic language of the Con­
stitution (i.e., present or emolument .. of 

In any event, the intent seems clear that, 
although a gift of more than minimal 
value may be "accepted" in the limited situ­
ations indicated, the value of such gift is 
not to inure to the ben~fit of the individual 
recipient. Accordingly, it is our view that 
section 7342 would not permit the accept­
ance of gifts of trips abroad by Members of 
Congress or member of their staffs that are 
paid for by foreign governments. 

We see no objection to the issuance of a 
briefing paper, setting forth the above views 
of our omce, in order to provide guidance 
to Members of the Congress regarding this 
matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
R . F. KELLER, 

Acting Comptroller General of the United 
States. 

TRIBUTE TO ERNEST GRUENING 

(Ms. ABZUG asked and was given per­
mission to extend her remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
very deep sadness and regret that I rise 
to pay tribute to a good man and great 
peacemaker, former Senator Ernest 
Gruening. His passing is a truly great 
loss to all Americans and I join my col­
leagues u ... the House of Representatives 
in paying tribute to his memory. 

Ernest Gruening was a friend and col­
league of mine from the peace movement. 
He has been foremost an activist aQd 
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advocate of peace in our world. He cast 
one of only two votes in Congres.~ in 1964 
opposing the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution. 
This vote was an act of great courage. 
In 1965 he wrote an article for the Asso­
ciated Press in which he declared, 

The United States intervention in the 
South Vietnamese civil war cannot, and will 
not, be won on the battlefield. It is a political 
struggle which can only be settled at the 
conference table. 

During President Nixon's first term, 
Ernest Gruening carried his campaigns 
against the war to his former colleagues 
in Congress by helping to read the 50,000 
signatures to the 1971 Peoples Peace 
Treaty on the steps of the Capitol. His 
wisdom and perspective will be sorely 
missed. 

Mr. Groening's service to his country 
has been extensive. In 1934 he was named 
director of the division of territories and 
island possessions in the Interior Depart­
ment by President Roosevelt. He was 
appointed governor of the Territory of 
Alaska in 1939. He was elected to the 
Senate in 1956 and in 1959 was sworn 
in for a 4-year term. 

Ernest Gruening is known for his sup­
port of civil rights causes and a pioneer 
champion for birth control. He was a 
leading advocate of the impeachment of 
President Nixon. His causes were notal­
ways the popular stand of the day, but 
time has proved him right as well as 
courageous. His deep convictions and ac­
tivism will long be remembered. A fierce 
fighter, I hope the causes he worked for 
will continue to be fought with even half 
his vigor and conviction. 

I extend my deepest sympathy to his 
widow and son. Their loss is America's 
great loss as well. 

ABORTION VICTORY 
(Ms. ABZUG asked and was given per­

mission to extend her remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I congratu­
late my colleagues for joining me last 
night in rejecting by a 2-to-1 vote the 
Roncallo amendment to the HEW ap­
propriation bill. 

·This was a highly significant turning 
point in the public stance the House has 
taken previously on the right to abortion. 
The abortion issue is so enmeshed in 
controversy and emotion that until now 
it has been difficult for House Members 
to vote objectively on restrictive amend­
ments. 

Last night a majority recognized at 
last that by successively going along, 
albeit reluctantly, with discriminatory 
antiabortion legislation, they were being 
led into an untenable position. 

In view of the Supreme Court deci­
sion upholding the right to abortion, the 
Roncallo amendment was patently un­
constitutional. If passed, it would have 
embroiled the Government in endless 
lawsuits by women whose constitutional 
rights would be impeded. It would have 
penalized women who could not afford 
private abortions. Most ominous was the 
sweeping nature of this latest proposal, 
so faulty in its knowledge of the process 
of conception and so clumsy in its at-
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tempt to define what even the Supreme 
Court, physicians, biologists, religionists, 
moralists and philosophers have hesi­
tated to define. 

The effect of this amendment, and par­
ticularly its ban on abortifacient drugs 
and devices, would have been to restrict 
contraceptive methods short of abor­
tion. We should realize that many of 
those who so strongly oppose the right 
to abortion under any circumstances 
• • • are also opposed to family plan­
ning and contraceptive techniques. If the 
right to abortion is denied, the next step 
will be to encroach on programs for fam­
ily planning. 

By its vote last night, the House has 
now at last taken the position that it 
would no longer be pushed into hasty, 
ill-considered action and that the right 
to abortion is a private matter sustained 
by the individual's rights under the Con­
stitution. It leaves it up to the individual 
woman to decide on the basis of all the 
factors which only she and her physician 
can know whether she should have an 
abortion. 

It is never an easy decision for a wom­
an. Abortion is generally regarded as a 
method of last resort. It is expected thai 
there will be fewer abortions as family 
planning programs give women and men 
more familiarity with and access to con­
traceptives, which once also were out­
lawed and are still restricted in some 
States. But safe and legal abortion must 
be available to any woman who finds her­
self pregnant against her will. 

The Supreme Court has held that the 
Constitution liberates women from the 
indignities, terrors, and dangers to their 
health of illegal abortions. The House in 
its vote last night has at last conceded 
the wisdom of the Court's decision. 

NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION 
<Mr. ROUSH asked and was given per­

mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the REcORD and to include ex­
traneous matter.) 

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Speaker, somehow 
it seems strange that the United States, 
until now one of the most vehement op­
ponents of nuclear proliferation, should 
be concluding negotiations with coun­
tries in one of the most unstable regions 
of the world for the sale of nuclear reac­
tors, fuels, and technology. Strange 1s 
an understatement; shocking more close­
ly describes the situation. 

In the last weeks we have agreed to 
sell nuclear reactors t.nd fuels to both 
Egypt and Israel, both agreements being 
made without congressional consultation 
or notification, yet both agreements be­
ing anticipated a month before the Presi­
dent's visit to the Middle East. Only yes­
terday, before the House Foreign Affairs 
Subcommittee on the Near East, Mr. Al­
fred Atherton, Assistant Secretary of 
State for Middle Eastern Affairs, ad­
mitted that the administration is now 
concluding a similar pact with yet 
another nation, oil-rich Iran. 

Amidst it all, the administration per­
sists in its claims that these pacts are 
for peaceful nuclear purposes. Yet, 
experts testifying before this same Near 
East Subcommittee admit that the pro-

vision of technology is sufficient to allow 
a nation to develop a nuclear explosion 
with the fuels provided. And there is no 
such thing as a peaceful nuclear explo­
sion. 

In addition, the world is faced, due to 
nuclear proliferation, with the dangers 
of the spread of plutonium, one of the 
fuel byproducts of the uranium reaction. 
This plutonium can be used not only to 
build nuclear bombs but also to threat­
en the international community with 
blackmail. Imagine, if you have the cour­
age, a terrorist group, even without the 
weapons technology to develop a bomb, 
possessing a chemical such as pluto­
nium which if inhaled causes immediate 
lung damage and which, according to 
findings published in the June 23 Wash­
ington Post, causes death by suffocation 
within minutes if inhaled in large doses. 

And there seem to be no sure safe­
guards against the theft of plutonium. 
Dr. Theodore Taylor, in a study com­
pleted for the Ford Foundation, indicates 
that even the most secure safeguards em­
ployed in this country still leave room 
for possible theft. 

All this, and the reactors now being 
sold are to be built in one of the most 
insecure regions of the world, an area 
even now suffering a continuing war be­
tween radical Palestinian guerrillas and 
the states of the region. 

All this and the number of nations 
in that area gaining nuclear assistance 
from the United States grows day by day. 

No, strange does not seem to ade­
quately describe the process. Shocking 
C;Ven falls short. Outrageous may be more 
appropriate. 

FIVE GROUNDS FOR IMPEACHING 
THE PRESIDENT 

<Mr. JAMES V. STANTON asked and 
was given permission to extend his re­
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. JAMES V STANTON. Mr. Speak­
er, the noted .Anlerican historian, Henry 
Steele Commager, has presented an ex­
cellent article on impeachment which is 
worthy of consideration by the Members 
of the House: 
FIVE GROUNDS FOR IMPEACHING THE PRESIDENT 

(By Henry Steele Commager) 
Opinion in the Nixon and the anti-Nixon 

camps has come around to supporting im­
peachment rather than resignation as the 
proper solution for the Watergate crisis, and 
for the soundest of reasons: impeachment 
wlll answer fundamental questions about 
Presidential power and the nature of the 
American constitutional system, whereas 
resignation will leave these questions forever 
unanswered. 

But Presidential tactics, together with Con­
gressional timidity and confusion, may fortei' 
the advantages of impeachment. For if Rich­
ard M. Nixon has his way, his guilt or inno­
cence will be judged almost wholly on technl• 
cal issues of complicity in ordinary crimes 
and will therefore neither solve nor Uluml­
nate the great questions that confront us. 

The President has so far won two strategic 
victories in the realm of public, and perhaps 
even of Congressional, opinion. First, he has 
succeeded in concentrating attention on 
Watergate and its associated chicaneries to 
the exclusion of most of the great constitu­
tional issues that his conduct has raised. Sec­
ond, he has won widespread, 1f uncritical, 
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support for the wholly erroneous argument 
that impeachment is a "criminal" trial and 
that the Senate must find him guilty of some 
ordinary "criminal" act in order to remove 
him from office. 

This argument finds no support 1n law or 
in history. It was contradicted by the three 
men who contributed most to writing the 
Constitution: James Madison, Alexander 
Hamilton and James Wilson. It was specifi­
cally rejected in the Federalist Papers-st111 
the best explanation of what the authors of 
the Constitution meant. 

If the House Judiciary Committee accepts 
the RJ.chard M. Nixon-James D. St. Clair in­
terpretation of impeachment, the conse-

Government such as the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, the Central Intelligence Agen­
cy, the Secret Service, the Internal Reve­
nue Service and even administrative agencies 
for political harassment or profit; and by 
endorsing Tom Charles Huston's plan for a 
police state. 

These are the "high crimes and. misde­
meanors" that the Founding Fathers had in 
mind when they wrote the impeachment 
clauses into the Constitution. These are the 
issues we must clarify 1f we are to avoid a 
recurrence of them in the future. These are 
the grounds for impeaching Mr. Nixon. 

RESULTS OF QUESTIONNAIRE 
quence wm be to make the whole process ir­
relevant and faintly absurd and to deny to 
the country an opportunity to clarify once 
and for au the great constitutional issues (Mr. MANN asked and was given per-
that are in controversy. mission to extend his remarks at this 

For we do not, after all, need a Congres- point in the RECORD and to include ex­
sional verdict to know that Watergate was a traneous matter.) 
crime, that the break-in at the office of Dr. Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, shortly after 
Daniel Ellsberg's former psychiatrist was a the 2d session of the 93d Congress 
crime, and that payoffs to burglars are a convened, I mailed out more than 130,000 
crime. Nor do we need further evidence to 
prove that Mr. Nixon is totally unfit to be questionnaires to households in the 
President. The character of the men he chose Fourth Congressional District of South 
as his associates and as instruments of his Carolina. The questionnaire contained 12 
wm and the transcripts of his conversations questions on subjects which I believed 
with them amply demonstrate this. to be of concern and importance to the 

The real crimes for which Mr. Nixon should American people and to the deliberations 
be tried by the Senate fall into five major of the 93d Congr 
categories: • ess. . . 

First 1s the usurpation of war power in the The responses to the questiOnnaire 
secret war against cambodia. The Consti- have now been tabulated and I would like 
tution lodges the power to declare war in the to share with my colleagues the views of 
Congress. President Nixon had no more right my constituents on these issues. I feel 
to bomb Cambodia without Congressional that these questionnaire results represent 
authority than he would have had to bomb an excellent sampling of the opinions of 
c~~ao~~ ~a~~~· denial to the Congress of the people of the fourth .dls~rict on some 
those powers that are confined to it by the of the more controversial Issues before 
Constitution-a denial particularly danger- the Congress. 
ous in the realm of foreign relations. The questions and the tabulated re-

How is the Congress to fulfill its consti- suits are as follows: · 
tutional function to declare war, to advise 
and consent to treaties and to vote appro­
priations if it is not allowed to know when 
the President makes war, or against whom: 
not allowed to know the contents of secret 
agreements with foreign powers; not al­
lowed to know what the Central Intelli­
gence Agency-which is a quasi-war agency 
and a quasi-foreign affairs agency-is up to, 
and not allowed to know how its money is 
being spent. 

Third is the effective nulllfication of the 
legislative power over the purse, the most 
important weapon 1n the arsenal of Con­
gressional independence and the most im­
portant instrument of democracy. 

By "impounding" some $15 b1llion appro­
priated by the Congress, Mr. Nixon has not 
only usurped a basic Congressional function 
and denied to the people the right to spend 
their money as they see fit, he has gone far 
to destroy the deUcate mechanisms set up to 
control Presidential vetoes. If he is vindi­
cated here, Presidents will no longer need to 
pay any attention to a two-thirds vote over­
riding their veto; they can simply refuse to 
execute Congressional laws. 

Fourth is the nullification of the guaran­
tees of the Bill of Rights in the effort to ap­
ply prior censorship o.ver the press; in the 
intimidation of the television media; 1n the 
illegal arrest of 12,000 Americans exercising 
their constitutional rights of assembly and 
petition; in the use of that most-hated de­
vice of the po11ce state, the agent provOC4-
teur; in the use of electronic surveillance in 
the face of Supreme Court prohibitions; in 
the wholesale invasion of privacy. 

Fifth is the corruption of the democratic 
political processes by the readiness to resort 
to "dirty tricks" against political opponents 
and. to undermine elections by violating l&ws 
regulating campaign gifts and expenditures; 
by character assassination of poUtical ene­
mies; by usi~ the instrumentalities of the 

QUESTION NAmE 

1. Of the following issues, which do you 
consider to be the most important (number 
from 1 to 10 in order of preference) : Cost 
of living, 1; energy crisis, 2; election reform, 
6; consumer protection, 5; health care, 7; 
tax reform, 4; impeachment, 8; crime, 3; 
housing, 9; others, 10. 

2. With respect to the national economy, 
do you favor or oppose continuation of wage­
price controls? Favor, 35.4%; Oppose, 53.3%; 
undecided, 11.3%. 

3. Do you think the problem of fuel prices 
and shortages has become so unmanageable 
that the government should: 

(a) Continue to allow the existing free 
market supply and demand system to oper­
ate but subject to stringent antitrust sur­
veillance so as to guard against monopollstic 
control, 48.3%. 

(b) Limit the profl.t.s of the on companies 
in such a way as to guard against explolta­
tlon of the consumer, 17.2%. 

(c) Enter into d1rect competition with the 
on industry by developing government pro­
duction fac111ties ln. the vast federally-owned 
on reserves, 8.0%. 

(d) Regulate the production, prices, and 
profits of the oU companies 1n the same way 
it now controls certain othw essential in· 
du.stries such as public utilltiee, 26..5%. 

4. In order to deal with the broader and 
longer range energy problem do you support 
the idea of a multi-bUllon d.olla.r govern­
ment-fin.e.n.ced program for research and. de­
velopment of alternative sources of energy? 
Yes, 59.1%; no, 30.9%; undecided, 10.0%. 

5. It appears that Congrees w111 be ad­
dressing itself to the question of legisl&ting 
some type of nAtional health lnBurance pro­
gram. If given a choice between the follow­
ing approaches, which would you prefer: 

(a) Compulsory program of comprehen­
sive health lnBurance coverage for all, oper-

a ted by the government and financed from 
general revenue sources, 17.1%. 

(b) An employer-provided comprehensive 
health insurance program financed by em­
ployer-employee contributions, with special 
provisions for government assistance to the 
aged and/or poor, 52.7%. 

(c) A limited tax-supported system for the 
relief of the extraordinary financial burdens 
of catastrophic Ulness, 30.2%. 

6. To el1mlnate abuses in elections one of 
the reforms being proposed ls to finance 
campaigns from public funds rather than 
from voluntary contributions. Asswning that 
strict spending limits were imposed in either 
case, which method would you prefer? 

(a) Public funds, 27.6 % . 
(b) Voluntary contributions, 48.7%. 
(c) Combination of both, 23.7%. 
7. Should newsmen be permitted to keep 

their sources of information confidential? 
(a) Under all circumstances, 20.5%. 
(b) Under no circumstances, 13.6%. 
(c) Under all circumstances except when 

deemed by a judge to be essential to justice 
in a court of law, 65.9 % . 

8. Do you support efforts to increase trade 
and expand diplomatic relations with the 
Soviet Union and Mainland China? Yes, 
56.0%; no, 33.2%; undecided, 10.8%. 

9. Should automobile insurance be regu-
lated by: 

(a) Each individual State, 70.5%. 
(b) The Federal Government, 29.5 % . 
10. Do you feel that a system of Post Card 

Voter Registration would be preferable to 
the present personal appearance method? 
Yes, 24.2%; no, 72.4 % ; undecided, 3.4%. 

11. Would you favor the substitution of a 
government guaranteed minimum famlly in­
come plan for the variety of categorical wel­
fare programs that are now in existence? 
Yes, 28.6%; no, 55.1 % ; undecided, 16.3%. 

12. The President's budget for fiscal 1975 
projects a $9.4 billion deficit. Should Con­
gress: 

(a) Accept the budget level, but raise taxes 
so as to balance the budget, 5.3%. 

(b) Reduce the budget, and federal spend­
ing, by this amount even if it means curtan­
ing various government programs, 77.8%. 

(c) Tolerate deficit spending as a means 
of stimulating the economy and/or prevent­
ing increased. unemployment, 17.4%. 

WHY DOESN'T CONGRESS DO 
SOMETHING? 

<Mr. FRASER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include extra­
neous matter.) 

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, our col­
league from Wisconsin, LEs AsPIN, has 
contributed a very perceptive piece to 
the summer 1974 issue of Foreign Pol­
icy. The thesis of this essay, "Why 
Doesn't Congress Do Something," is that 
"Congress acts reluctantly if at all," and 
that "when it comes into con1llct 
with the executive branch, Congress all 
too often caves ln." Our colleague's state­
ment that "The Pentagon gets every­
thing it wants and sometimes more,'' ac­
curately describes the situation here 1n 
the House and confirms ASPIN's thesis. 

LEs ASPIN gives his view of why Con­
gress is the way it is, and it comes down 
to this: Congressmen are political ani­
mals and only the most secure--or fool­
hardy--choose to meet head-on tough 
issues, the resolution of which inevitably 
offends some important segment of a 
Congressman's constituency. Second, 
Congressmen are seldom experts 1n de­
fense systems and foreign policy and 
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tend to defer to what they see as execu­
tive expertise. 

AsPIN has no facile answer to our fail­
ure to exercise our power. We can in­
hibit the arms race, we can stop the 
tendency to aid with arms most of the 
right wing dictators now oppressing their 
peoples. But we will not do this, or, at 
least, not directly. AsPIN suggests that 
the most likely approach that may suc­
cessfully curb some of the executive's 
excesses in military and foreign policy is 
to exercise Congress ability to dictate 
the rules of the game-the procedures 
the executive must follow as it makes 
decisions. Our colleague from soutl.~.ern 
Wisconsin has made a sound analysis of 
the problem. His suggestions about what 
the remedy may be are equally good. I 
commend his foreign policy article to 
this House: 
WHY DoEs NOT CoNGREss Do SoMETBING? 

(ByLes Aspin) 
(In Foreign Policy 11 (Summer 1973) Les 

Aspin, a Democratic congressman from Wis­
consin, presented a lucid explanation of the 
"Games The Pentagon Plays" to get what It 
wants from Congress. Aspln, who worked in 
the Pentagon under Robert McNamara, is in 
a good position to observe the problem: he is 
a junior member of the powerful House 
Armed Services Committee. 

Having explained the problem In Foreign 
Policy 11, Congressman Aspin now suggests 
ways Congress can reassert (some might say 
assert) Itself vis-a-vis the executive branch. 
In the article which follows, he dismisses the 
potential importance of congressional self­
reform and suggests that Congress has more 
of a chance to influence events if it uses its 
power to shape process than 1f it tries to deal 
with specific budgetary or poUcy questions.) 

As most students of government w111 ac­
knowledge, Congress acts reluctantly if at all. 
Furthermore, when it comes into conflict 
with the executive branch, Congress all too 
often caves in. At a time of increasing con­
cern over the concentration of power in the 
Presidency, the apparent incapacity of Con­
gress to act as a check on the President has 
become a serious problem. This Is especially 
true in the areas of defense and foreign 
policy. 

Congress could have ended American par­
ticipation in the Southeast Asia war any time 
during the last decade simply by refusing to 
appropriate money for it. However, it wasn't 
until 1972 that the Senate finally got a sUm 
49-47 majority vote against funding the war. 
The House never voted "no" on the Viet­
nam war. Even on the question of whether 
to stop bombing Cambodia, after all our 
troops had been withdrawn from Southeast 
Asia and the irrelevance of our actions there 
had become apparent to all, the House was 
unable to override a veto by President Nixon. 
The end, when it finally came, was the re­
sult of a compromise between the executive 
and legislative branches--hardly the result 
of some decisive congressional action. 

Military spending is no exception to the 
general rule. It is obvious to anyone who is 
acquainted with defense that Congress could 
check our runaway military budget by mak­
ing any one of a hundred possible cuts in 
the Pentagon's budget each year. However, 
this hardly ever happens. Every year we offer 
a doze.n or so amendments to cut money for 
fancy new weapons, and every year these 
amendments go down-usually to crushing 
defeats. The Pentagon gets everything it 
wants and sometimes more. This year, the 
Administration Is asking for a blg increase 
in the military budget. Perhaps this Is the 
year for Congress to begin digging in its 
heels. But there is no cause for excessive 
optimism at this point. Last year's mllitary 

budget-the largest peacetime military 
budget ever-passed without any essential 
changes. 

I could go on endlessly with examples of 
what Congress hasn't done. However, the 
proposition hardly needs proving. Congress' 
reputation for its abiUty to duck the tough 
issues--and the most important Issues, as It 
turns out, are tough-Is well established. 

CONGRESSIONAL REFORM 

Most people assume that 1f only Congress 
can reform Itself, it w111 reassert Itself and 
take its rightful place 1n the formulation of 
public policy. It 1s also assumed that pol1c1es 
thus arrived at wlll be more enlightened 
than those possible under the present system. 
Unfortunately, this is unUkely on both 
counts. The first hope, that Congress will 
increase its power through internal reorga­
nization, is almost a non sequitur. Congres­
sional reform 1s not likely to aft'ect Congress' 
position in relation to the executive branch. 
As a matter of fact, in the past Congress has 
exercised its greatest power at times when it 
was least reformed-that Is, most autocratic. 
It is only slightly more realistic to suppose 
that congressional reform will lead to more 
enlightened public policy. Public campaign 
financing, for example, which is the current 
ra.ge, could go a long way toward decreasing 
the influence of special interests. It's a 
worthwhile idea, and by all means it should 
be adopted. However, public financing would 
have little or no effect on how Congress han­
dles many important issues. Impeachment 1s 
a perfect example---<>r the military budget or 
the war in Vietnam. The truth is that the 
basic problem goes much deeper. 

Many proposals for congressional reform 
seem to be based on a misconception of what 
Congress is or oan become. Judging from 
these proposals, many of the advocates for 
reform would like to see Congress become 
more "rational." The line of thinking seems 
to be that if only Congress were freed of 
such constraints as, for example, the senior­
ity system, it would begin gathering infor­
mation, and making rational decisions on the 
basis of that information, just as our high 
school civics books and government texts 
said it should. If this oversimplified version 
of an eighteenth century conceptual model 
of a legislature had any validity, it has lost 
it by now. Yet, this is what seems to underlie 
many of the proposals for congressional re­
form. What it falls to take into account is 
that Congress is unalterably political. 

THE REASONS FOR RELUCTANCE 

The reason Congress is so slow to take a 
stand on so many important tssue.s has a lot 
to do with the essentially political nature of 
a congressman's job. It is often said that a 
congressman represents the will of his con­
stituents: however, it is rarely noted how di­
verse that will usually is. A typical congress­
man represents a wide variety of constituent 
interests on practically every question. 
Therefore, no matter what actions he takes, 
he is going to offend someone. Since only the 
most politically secure congressman can af­
ford to offend constituents-and since there 
are so many ways to offend them-natural 
survival instincts dictate that a congressman 
will duck any tough issues that he can. Polit­
ically, it is often much safer to let the Ex­
ecutive do the leading. 

There Is another important reason for con­
gressional reluctance to act or to stand up to 
the Executive. Congressmen are rarely experts 
on anything except how their constituents 
are reacting to the current political, social, 
and economic state of affairs. Sometimes, as 
a result of this, congressmen develop a pass­
ing expertise on domestic matters. Rarely, 
however, does a member of Congress turn 
into an expert on defense or foreign policy, 
much of which is either highly technical or 
exotic or both. On these subjects, particu­
larly, the congressman is painfully aware that 
the "experts" (scientists, economists, gen-

erals) are working for the executive branch. 
For Congress to stand up to the Executive 
on a major issue requires that over half of 
the congressmen are confident enough to de­
clare, in effect, that they know more about 
a particular issue than the so-called e·xperts. 
But probably no more than a relative hand­
ful of members of the House of Representa­
tives knows enough about any given weapons 
system, for example, to vote for or against lt 
on its merits. No wonder the Pentagon hardly 
ever loses. 

Two prominent exceptions to the rule-­
the SST and ABM fights (the second, end­
ing In a tie vote in the Senate, was a moral 
victory of sorts)-havc served only to ob­
scure the overriding fact that Congress does 
not stand up to the Administration's top 
experts on complicated questions of tech­
nology. Few defense issues before or since 
have called forth such broad-based oppo­
sition. The coalition of citizen groups that 
formed against these two programs would 
be almost impossible to duplicate, either 
by design or chance. It was this lobbying 
effort that overcame not only congressional 
reluctance to knock heads with the Execu­
tive but, with an intensive educational cam­
pa.lgn, Congress' tlmidity before the experts. 
Ordinarily, ignorance prevails. Even if a 
congressman Is incllned to become knowl­
edgeable on a particular Issue, there 1s 
usually not enough time. 

It is clear that, at least for now, Congress 
1s not about to develop meaningful alterna­
tives to our foreign or military programs. 
This is not to say that Congress shouldn't 
or even can't-just that it won't. It is one 
thing to say that Congress has the legal 
power to do something. Everyone knows 
that Congress has the "power of the purse" 
with which it could stop any program in 
its tracks--the Southeast Asia war, aid to 
Greece, the Trident submarine, you name it. 
This is certainly true, but it doesn't help 
much, especially if you are trying to accom­
plish something in Cougress. Of course, we 
should not cease to measure Congress against 
what it might be; but at the same time we 
should not allow our expectations to blind 
us to what Congress, flawed as it is, can real­
istically be expected to accomplish. 

What Congress can do is, not surprisingly, 
the converse of what it can't. Congress is 
afraid to match Its knowledge of technical 
detahls with that of the experts: It prefers to 
deal in generalities. Congress 1s reluctant to 
meet issues head-on, especially when this in­
volves contravening the executive branch; It 
will, if forced, dispose of issues indirectly. 
The two examples used earlier to demon­
strate congressional inaction are also in­
structive in this regard. Last year on the 
Defense Authorization Bill, the House of 
Representatives rejected every amendment 
to cut or reduce manpower or weapons pro­
grams, usually by overwhelming margins. It 
adopted by a fairly comforta.ble margin, how­
ever, an amendment to place a ceiling on the 
defense procurement biD. Congress never 
took a decisive stand against the Vietnam 
war. However, last year, after our mllitary 
involvement had been ended, Congress was 
able to override a Presidential veto on the 
war powers resolution, setting up procedures 
by which another such war might be ended. 
If this seems slightly hypocritical, as well 
it might (especially to the more issue-ori­
ented), it is nevertheless consistent with 
what Congress Itself thinks It .should be. 

THE THREE BASIC FUNCTIONS 

As I see It, Congress performs three basic 
roles, which It more or less consciously set 
for itself. The first and most obvious of these 
Is as a conduit for constituent interests. 
Congress Is, in fact, the only place where the 
wishes of the people are fed directly Into 
the system on a priority basts. It ls, for ex­
ample, an Important sounding board for 
how our Federal programs are being ac­
cepted. To be sure, it Is not a perfect sound-
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lng board. Special interests are overrepre­
sented and the votes in Congress are some­
times not indicative of the general will of 
the country. However, what is said in de­
bates on the fioor of the Congress is im­
portant, and the mood of Congress, as rep­
resented in these statements, is rarely far 
f.rom the mood of the country. 

The second role of Congress is that of a 
general overseer of government policies and 
resource allocations. In this role it acts not 
unlike a board of trustees. Because congress­
men rarely have the time or inclination to 
become expert on the detalls of specific pro­
grams, they are most confident when they 
concern themselves with legislation that de­
termines general priorities. This has the dual 
advantage of avoiding a direct confrontation 
with the executive branch and of meeting the 
Executive on ground where Congress is the 
ranking expert and holds the upper hand. In 
national security matters, for example, rather 
than deal with technologically complex 
weapons and the mysteries of foreign policy, 
congressmen much prefer to approach the 
defense budget indirectly, which they do by 
using such ploys as thresholds, ceilings, and 
cutoff dates. 

Congress' third role is to act as guardian 
of the processes of government--the rules of 
the game by which government business is 
conducted. In a word, Congress is the guard­
ian of procedure. In many ways, this is the 
most intriguing of the three roles. 

Often by establishing new procedures, 
which are, of course, ostensibly neutral. Con­
gress is able to effect quite substantive 
changes. 

Once again, the War Powers Bill is a good 
example. In passing the War Powers Bill, 
Congress did not say the country should not 
go to war, but rather established a procedure 
by which the decision could be made. The 
War Powers Blll said that 1f the administra­
tion sends troops into foreign combat it must 
report to Congress within 48 hours and 
within 60 days submit its action to a vote 
of Congress. In establishing this procedure, 
Congress changed, or rather, set the rules of 
the game by which this country goes to war. 
One way of looking at Congress' !allure to 
end the Vietnam war is that it was reluctant 
to change what was effectively the status 
quo. Reversing the status quo always exposes 
oneself to more pressures than does just 
going along. But in enacting the war powers 
resolution, Congress established a status quo. 
In common language, Congress put the ball 
in the President's court, and in the future it 
will be up to the President to play-either 
to comply with the new rules or, at his perll, 
to disobey them. 

This year the Department of Defense has 
decided to push for major changes, includ­
ing increased accuracy and payload of our 
arsenal of nuclear missiles. Their strategy, 
which is fairly straightforward, may succeed 
simply because most congressmen are not 
prepared to debate the Pentagon on what 
seems to be its home ground. The issues 
involved are, of course, not all that com­
plicated, but most congressmen will be un­
w111ing to match their wits or expertise 
with the well-prepared Pentagon spokesmen. 
Hopefully, this new spiral in the arms race 
can be averted. But if it can't, it wlll be 
because the Pentagon learned a lesson about 
Congress and procedure. 

Late in 1972, after the SALT agreement 
was signed, Secretary of Defense Melvin 
Laird tried to sneak an authorization for 
a hard target re-entry vehicle into a supple­
mental budget. Undoubtedly, the request 
was made in this way in order to bypass the 
expected opposition in the Senate. The House 
Armed Services Committee was reconvened 
and the entire package of "SALT add-ons" 
was approved. However, the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, which had also finished 
hearings, declared that since the request 
had arrived too late for hearings, the hard 

target re-entry vehicle would have to be 
omitted from the bill. Later, the Conference 
Committee dropped the item on the grounds 
that the Senate had not considered it. So in 
the end the hard target re-entry vehicle was 
turned down, not just on the merits of the 
case-although the principal people involved 
understood what these were-but on proce­
dural grounds as well. Many congressmen 
undoubtedly felt the executive branch was 
infringing upon their prerogatives. 

One of the advantages of procedure' is that 
it allows congressmen to disguise the real 
effects of their votes. It offers them a mea­
sure of protection from the confiicting pres­
sures of their constituents. More positively, 
however, it offers Congress, with its highly 
divergent membership, the opportunity to 
arrive at a consensus-and this, after all, is 
the real business of the legislative branch. 
Procedural votes, because they generalize is­
sues, often make for surprising allies. 

PROCEDURAL DEVICES 

There are a number of procedural devices 
that Congress has used to establish the rules 
of the game in its favor. Structural change 
is one of them. Congress can establish or­
ganizations or it can abolish them; it can 
give them more influence by having them 
report directly to the President, or less in­
fluence by having them report to someone 
else. If Congress does not think that arms 
control is being given enough consideration 
by the executive branch, it can create an 
agency with independent access to the 
White House-as it did with the Arms Con­
trol and Disarmament Agency. In the field 
of foreign policy and military .affairs there 
are any number of examples of how Con­
gress has done this, from the National Secu­
rity CouncU to the Central Intelligence 
Agency to the Office of the Secretary of De­
fense. 

A second possibllity 1s for Congress to re­
quire certain factual findings before specific 
action can be carried out. The outstanding 
example of this is the Walsh Act of 1935, 
which required that before the administra­
tion could transfer destroyers to another 
country, it first had to get the Navy to cer­
tify that it did not need them. Of course, 
the purpose of the Act was to prevent Pres­
ident Roosevelt from giving the destroyers 
to Britain. But Congress followed a much 
more comfortable policy of indirection. To 
no one's surprise, the Navy was very reluc­
tant to declare that it had too many de­
stroyers. 

A third procedural device avallable to 
Congress is to designate the person who must 
make certain types of decisions. Placing the 
responsibility for a decision on a person with 
predictable political or organizational inter­
ests naturally tends to affect the decision in 
a predictable way. The person designated 
may be the President or another official. 
There are many examples of laws into which 
procedural requirements like this have been 
written with specific ends in mind. The act 
that established the Naval Petroleum Re­
serve, for example, requires that any deci­
sion to release the reserves must be ap­
proved by the Secretary of the Navy. Need­
less to say, the Secretary of the Navy, who­
ever he may be, is not likely to make such 
a determination. 

A fourth possib1lity, which has been large­
ly overlooked, is the confirmation process. 
Congress could take much greater advantage 
of this opportunity (perhaps the only one 
it has) to place conditions on Presidential 
appointees. It is here, before an official has 
been confirmed, that he is attempting to be 
most agreeable and conciliatory to the Senate 
and therefore is as likely as he wlll ever be 
to accept conditions laid down by the Senate. 
While candidates for confirmation would 
have an understandable reluctance to be 
pinned down on speciflc issues, they would 
have less justification to refuse to make 
pledges on procedures. 

In a series of well known events. Elliot 
Richardson resigned his position as Attorney 
General over a difference 1n poUcy with the 
President. He did it, or he saJ.d he did it, be­
cause in his confirmation hearings he had 
promised that the Wate.rgate Special Prosecu­
tor, Archibald Cox, would have a free hand, 
and he couldn't fire Cox as ordered without 
violating that pledge. Of course, it is prob­
lematical whether this was Richardson's only 
reason, but the point is that this is the rea­
son he used. The pledge he made to the 
Senate Judiciary Committee provided him 
with a legitimate reason to stand up to the 
President. The Richardson case suggests a 
broader use of this leverage. 

Suppose, for example, the problem is se· 
crecy in government, and a newly designated 
Secretary of Defense is appearing for con­
firmation before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee. As a condition of his confirma­
tion, the Secretary-designate would be asked 
to observe a few basic procedures that are 
requisite to any open administration. A sam­
ple list might be: (1) appear when requested 
by congressional cominittees; (2) respond 
candidly; (3) volunteer information; and 
( 4) express differences of opinion with the 
administration. Such a procedure obviously 
would not work in the case of an inveterate 
liar. But it is bound to have some impact 
on any decent person, especially if he is re­
minded of it by a senator who uses it as a 
prelude to asking his question. Moreover, it 
may give a good person an excuse to do 
something he may want to do anyway. He 
can tell the President that his loyalty is un­
bounded, but those so-and-so's in the Senate 
made him take an oath in order to get con­
firmed, and if he now gives answers that the 
President thinks are disloyal, he is doing it 
because he has no choice. 

Fifth, Congress can involve already existing 
groups in government decisions from which 
they have been excluded by making them a 
party to new procedures. This might be a 
citizen group-such as the environmentalists, 
who were brought in on decisions on new 
construction through the National Environ­
mental Policy Act--it Inight be an already 
existing agency of government, or it might 
even be Congress itself (e.g., once again, the 
War Powers Bill) . 

The real impact of procedural changes such 
as these is that they change the decision­
making procedure within the executive 
branch and, thereby, potentially change the 
decision itself. They bring new people in on 
the decision or indicate to people who are 
outside the decision-making process how that 
decision is going to be made and whom they 
should try to infiuence. 

Of course, the way Congress involves itself 
in new procedures depends on what it wants 
to accomplish. If Congress wants an advocate 
for a particular point of view, it can create, 
for example, an arms control agency or a. 
consumer protection agency. In bureaucra­
cies, an organization develops a "protective" 
interest in the subject it deals with, and it is 
fair to assume that if a group is established 
to address certain kinds of concerns, those 
concerns will be favorably addressed. 

If Congress wants to bring a more objective 
group in on a government decision it can also 
create a procedure for that. Those in govern­
ment most likely to be impartial ·are those 
who have a professional commitment outside 
the government. The Council of Econoinic 
Advisors, the President's Scientific Advisory 
Council ( 1f there is one) , and the antitrust 
division at Justice are examples of this ap­
proach. The professional standing of such 
people depends to a large extent on the judg­
ment of their peers outside of government. 
That being the case, there is a llmit to the 
amount of politically expedient but profes­
sionally unsound orders that they will abide, 
even at the cost of their jobs. They a.:re there­
fore good groups · to be included in govern­
ment decisions. 
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Congress might also have far-reaching ef­

fects on decisions by including agencies that 
are competitors for another agency's funds 
in that agency's budgeting process. To be a 
candidate for this role, groups should not 
only be rivals for the same funds but should 
possess, i:n addition, some professional stand­
ing that would make their objections credi­
ble. This would be particularly desirable for 
the defense budget, which is currently a 
product of a fairly closed decision-making 
apparatus. The problem is finding a govern­
mental entity that fulfills both ci"iteria. There 
are many groups that compete with the Pen­
tagon for money and that might, if they 
submitted their views on the defense budget, 
serve to create a better balance in the final 
bill. But few such groups have the necessary 
professional standing. The Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare has the budg­
etary interest bUJt no standing. The State 
Department, with its small and relatively 
fixed budget, has standing but no real budge­
tary interest. Quite likely, the only groups ln 
government with both budgetary interest and 
standing are to be found in the Pentagon 
itself. Why not, then, promote a little inter­
service rivalry without reverting completely 
to the pre-McNamara days? Certainly, as 
budget squeezes become more painful, the 
services wlll have more incentive than ever 
to make critical evaluations of their sister 
services' major weapons systems. This strat­
egy might well lead to some interesting com­
ments on the B-1, the CVAN 70, and the 
Main Battle Tank. It would very likely lead 
to less wasteful allocation of the defense 
budget. 

This is not to say that it would be impos­
sible for the Executive to subvert any of these 
procedures once they are set up. It wouldn't. 
However, procedures would be effective for a 
time, at least, because subverting them could 
be accomplished only at a certain political 
cost. Nor doe.s setting up a new procedure 
for the executive branch ensure that the right 
decisions wlll be made. All anyone can seek 
to guarantee is that the right kinds of people 
will have an input and a chance to affect 
the outcome. But that has always been both 
the aim and method of democracies. Infiu­
encing decision-making through procedural 
change may seem to be infiuencing decision­
making at the margin; certainly, it operates 
at a degree removed from the actual issues 
involved. But since that is the way Congress 
works, when it works at all, it may be Con­
gress' best hope of recapturing the power it 
has lost to the Executive. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab­

sence was granted as follows to: 
Mr. JoNES of North Carolina (at the 

request of Mr. O'NEILL), for today, on 
account of official business. 

Mr. PEPPER <at the request of Mr. 
O'NEILL), for today, on account of official 
business. 

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming, for Friday, 
on account of official business. 

Mr. SISK <at the request of Mr. 
O'NEILL), for today and Monday, July 1, 
on account of death in the family. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa, for July 1 and 
2, on account of official business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legisla­
tive program and any special 'orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members <at the re­
quest of Mr. YoUNG of Florida) to revise 

and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material:) 

Mr. YouNG of Alaska, for 1 hour, July 
22. 

Mr. WYDLER, for 1 hour, August 23. 
Mr. SKUBITZ, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. STEELMAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HANSEN of Idaho, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. YoUNG of Alaska, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. YouNG of Florida, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. KEMP, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts, for 10 

minutes, today. 
Mr. MYERS, for 30 minutes, today. 
(The following Members <at the re­

quest of Mr. VANDER VEEN) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include extra­
neous rna terial : ) 

Mr. GoNZALEZ, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BEVILL, for 20 minutes, today. 
Mr. TIERNAN, for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. O'NEILL, for 20 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. FRASER, and to include extraneous 
matter notwithstanding the fact that it 
exceeds two pages of the CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD and is estimated by the Public 
Printer to cost $522.50. 

Mr. MADDEN to revise and extend his 
remarks. 

Mr. BENNETT, to follow the remarks of 
the gentleman from New Jersey <Mr. 
RoDINO) and to include extraneous ma­
terial. 

Mr. GRAY to include extraneous matter 
with the remarks made by him today in 
the Committee of the Whole on H.R. 
15581. 

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts to re­
vise and extend her remarks, and include 
extraneous matter, during her colloquy 
with Mr. STAGGERS in the House today, 
on the conference report on H.R. 7724, 
National Research Act. 

Mr. YoUNG- of Florida to include ex­
traneous matter with his remarks made 
today in the Committee of the Whole 
on H.R. 15581. 

Mr. BLATNIK to revise and extend his 
remarks today in the Extensions of Re­
marks. 

<The following Members <at the re­
quest of Mr. YoUNG of Florida) and to 
include extraneo·us matter:) 

Mr. HOSMER in three instances. 
Mr. BROWN of Michigan. 
Mr. SKUBITZ in two instances. 
Mr. SARASIN. 
Mr. CoLLINs of Texas in five instances. 
Mr. GUYER. 
Mr. HUBER. 
Mr. HARSHA in two instances. 
Mr. DERWINSKI in three instances. 
Mr. LOTT. 
Mr. YouNG of Illinois in two instances. 
Mr. YoUNG of South Carolina. 
Mr. KUYKENDALL. 
Mr. PRICE of Texas. 
Mr. YoUNG of Florida. 
Mr. FINDLEY in five instances. 
Mr. KEMP in three instances. 

<The following Members <at the re­
quest of Mr. VANDER VEEN) and to in• 
clude extraneous matter: 

Mr. McFALL. 
Mr. ANDERSON of California in two in· 

stances. 
Mr. RARICK in three instances. 
Mr. GONZALEZ in three instances. 
Mr. DENT. 
Mr. TIERNAN in 10 instances. 
Mr. STEPHENS. 
Mr. KocH in five instances. 
Mr. FRASER in five iiistances. 
Mr. BLATNIK in 10 instances. 
Mr. MINISH. 
Mr. MAHON. 
Mr. GAYDOS. 
Mr. TRAXLER. 
Mr. HAMILTON. 
Mr. VANDER VEEN. 

SENATE BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION REFERRED 

Bills and a joint resolution of the Sen­
ate of the following titles were taken 
from the Speaker's table and, under the 
rule, referred as follows: 

S. 1193. An act for the relief of Oscar 
H. Barnett; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

S. 2838. An act for the relief of Michael 
D. Manemann; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 3477. An act to amend the act of August 
9, 1955, relating to school fare subsidy for 
transportation of schoolchildren within the 
District of Columbia; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

S. 3703. An act to authorize in the Dis­
trict of Columbia a plan providing for the 
representatioL of defendants who are finan­
cially unable to obtain an adequate defense 
in criminal cases in the courts of the District 
of Columbia, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

S.J. Res. 223. Joint resolution extending 
the authority of the Small Business Admin­
istration; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS SIGNED 

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that that 
committee had examined and found truly 
enrolled bills and joint resolutions of the 
House of the following titles, which were 
thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 3534. An act for the relief of Lester 
H. Kroll; 

H.R. 5266. An act for the relief of Ursula 
E. Moore; 

H.R. 7089. An act for the relief of Michael 
A. Korhonen; 

H.R. 7128. An act for the rel1ef of Mrs. 
Rita Petermann Brown; 

H.R. 7397. An act for the relief o! Viola 
Burroughs; 

H.R. 7724. An act to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to establish a program 
of National Research Service Awards to as­
sure the continued excellence of biomedical 
and behavioral research and to provide for 
the protection of human subjects involved 
in biomedical and behavioral research and 
for other purposes; 

H.R. 8660. An act to amend title 5 of the 
United States Code (relating to Government 
organization and employees) to assist Federal 
employees in meeting their tax obligations 
under city ordinances; 

H.R. 8747. An act to repeal section 274 
of the Revised Statutes f\f the United States 
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relating to the District of Columbia, requir­
ing compulsory vaccination against smallpox 
for public school students; 

H.R. 8823. An act for the relief of James 
A. Wentz; 

H.R. 9800. An act to amend sections 2733 
and 2734 of title 10, United States Code, and 
section 715 of title 32, United States Code, 
to increase the maximum amount of a claim 
against the United States that may be paid 
adminlstratively under those sections and to 
allow increased delegation of authority to 
settle and pay certain of those claims; 

H.R.11105. An act to amend title VII of the 
Older Americans Act relating to the nutri­
tion program for the elderly to provide au­
thorization of appropriations, and for other 
purposes; 

H.R. 12412. An act to amend the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 to authorize appro­
priations to provide disaster and other reUef 
to Pakistan, Nicaragua, and the drought­
stricken nations of Africa, and for other pur­
poses; 

H.R. 12799. An act to amend the Arms Con­
trol and Disarmament Act, as amended, in 
order to extend the authorization for appro­
priations, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 13221. An act to authorize appropria­
tions for the saline water program for fiscal 
year 1975, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 14291. An act to amend the Northwest 
Atlantic Fisheries Act of 1950 to permit 
U.S. participation in international enforce­
ment of fish conservation in additional geo­
graphic areas, pursuant to the International 
Convention for the Northwest Atlantic Fish­
eries, 1949, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 14434. An act making appropriations 
for energy research and development activi­
ties of certain departments, independent 
executive agencies, bureaus, otllces, and com­
missions for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1975, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 14832. An act to provide for a tem­
porary increase in the public debt limit; 

H.R.14833. An act to extend the Renego­
tiation Act of 1951 for 18 months; 

H.R. 15296. A:n act to authorize the Com­
missioner of Education to carry out a pro­
gram to assist persons from disadvantaged 
backgrounds to undertake training for the 
legal profession; 

H.J. Res. 1056. Joint resolution to extend 
by 30 days the expiration date of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950; 

H.J. Res. 1057. Joint resolution to extend 
by 30 days the expiration date of the Export 
Adm1n1stration Act of 1969; 

H.J. Res. 1061 Joint resolution making 
further urgent supplemental appropriations 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, for 
the Veterans' Administration, and for other 
purposes; and 

H.J. Res. 1062. Joint resolution making 
continuing appropriations for the fiscal year 
1975, and for other purposes. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signa­
ture to enrolled bills and joint resolution 
of the Senate of the following titles: 

S. 3458. An act to continue domestic food 
assistance programs, and for other purposes; 

S. 3490. An act providing that funds ap­
portioned for forest highways under section 
202(a), title 23, United States Code, remain 
available until expended; 

S. 3705. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide for a 10-year delimit­
ing period for the pursuit of educational 
programs by veterans, wives, and widows; 
and 

S. J. Res. 202. A joint resolution designat­
ing the premisee occupied by the Chief of 
Naval Operations as the otllcial residence of 
the Vice President, eftective upon the terml­
na tion of service of the incumbent Chief of 
Naval Operations. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on June 28, 1974. 
present to the President, for his ap­
proval, bills and joint resolutions of the 
House of the following titles: 

H.R. 14832. An act to provide for a tem­
porary increase in the publlc debt Umit; 

H.R. 14833. An act to extend the Renego­
tiation Act of 1951 for 18 months; 

H.R. 14434. An act making appropriations 
for emergency research and development 
activities of certain departments, independ­
ent executive agencies, bureaus, otllces, and 
commissions for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1975, and for other purposes; 

H.J. Res. 1056. A joint resolution to extend 
by 30 days the expiration date of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950; 

H.J. Res. 1057. A joint resolution to ex­
tend by 30 days the expiration date of the 
Export Administration Act of 1969. 

H.J. Res. 1061. A joint resolution making 
further urgent supplemental appropriations 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, for 
the Veterans' Adminlstration, and for other 
purposes; and 

H. J. Res. 1062. A joint resolution making 
continuing appropriations for the fl8ca.l year 
1975, and for other purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT · 
Mr. VANDERVEEN. Mr. Speaker, I 

move the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to: accordingly 

<at 5 o'clock and 20 minutes p.m.>, under 
its previous order, the House adjourned 
until Monday, July 1, 1974, at 12 o'clock 
noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

2501. A letter from the Assistanlt Secretary 
of Defense (Comptroller), transmitting a 
supplemental report on opemtional testing 
and evaluation of two weapons systems, the 
procurement schedules of which the House 
has previously been notlfled, pursuant to 10 
United States Code 139(a); to the Commit­
tee on Armed Services. 

2502. A letter from the Acting Secretary of 
the Interior, transmitting a proposed plan 
for the use and d1strlbUit1on o! funds 
awarded to the Three Atllliated Tribes by the 
Indian Claims Commission in dockets No. 
350-A, E, and H, pursuant to section 2(a) of 
Public Law 93-134 (87 Stat. 466); to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Aft'aii's. 

2503. A letter from the Secretary of Trans­
portation, transmitting an annual report on 
the financial condition of the Penn Central 
Transportation Company, pursuant to sec­
tion 10 of Public Law 9·1-663; to the Com­
mlittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

2504. A letter from the Executive Director, 
Federal ColllJllunications Commission, trans­
mitting a report on the backlog of pending 
applications and hearing cases in the Com­
mission as of May 31, 1974, pursuant to sec­
tion 5(e) of the Communications Act, as 
amended; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

2505. A letter from the Administrator of 
General Services, transmitting an amend­
ment to the approved prospectus for the Con­
solidated Federal Law Enforcement Training 
Center, Beltsvllle, Md.; to the Committee on 
Public Works. · 

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. POAGE: Committee of con!erence.­
Conference report on H.R. 11873 (Rept. No. 
93-1167) . Ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

btlls and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follow's: 

By Mr. ASHBROOK: 
H.R. 15695. A blll to amend the Export­

Import Bank Act of 1945 to strengthen thf' 
oversight role of Congress with respect to 
extension of credit by the Bank, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. BINGHAM: 
H.R. 15696. A blll to amend the Atomic 

Energy Act of 1954, as amended, to enable 
Congress to concur in or disapprove inter­
national agreements for cooperation in re­
gard to certain nuclear technology; to the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 

By Mr. BREAUX: 
H.R. 15697. A blll to provide for the dis­

position, by the Secretary of the Army, at 
certain easements which are no longer neces ... 
sary for Federal navigation projects; to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. BURLESON of Texas: 
H.R. 15698. A blll to exempt tram Federal 

taxation the obllgations of certain nonprofit 
corporations organized to finance student 
loans and to provide that incentive payments 
to lenders of those student loans shall not 
be regarded as yield from the student loans 
for the purpose of determining whether 
bonds issued by such nonprofit organizations 
are arbitrage bonds; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho: 
H.R. 15699. A blll to protect the public 

health and welfare by providing for the in­
spection of imported dairy products and by 
requiring that such products comply With 
certain minimum standards for quality and 
wholesomeness and that the dairy farms on 
which mllk is produced and the plants in 
which such products are produced meet cer­
tain minimum standards of sa.nttation; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia: 
H.R. 15700. A blll to assist the States in 

raising revenues by making more uniform 
the incidence and rate of tax imposed by 
States on the severance of coal, and to 1m­
pose a counterva111ng duty on imported coal; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia 
(for himself, Mr. BRADEMAS, Mr. 
BURKE of Massachusetts, M!r. Ecx:· 
HARDT, Mr. EDWARDS of Oalifornia, 
Mr. METCALFE, Mr. PODELL, Mr. RAN· 
GEL, Mr. RoE, Mr. STUDDS, and Mr. 
YOUNG of Georgia): 

H.R. 15701. A b111 to provide for the order­
ly phasing out of surface coal mining opera­
tions, and to control those underground coaJ. 
mining practices which adversely atfect the 
quallty of the environment, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. HELSTOSKI: 
H.R. 15702. A blll to prohibit the military 

departments from using dogs in connection 
with any research or other activities relating 
to biological or chemical warfare agents; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

ByM~.LOTT: 
H.R. 15703. A b1ll to incorporate the U.S. 

submarine veterans of World War II; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MARTIN of North Carolina: 
H.R. 15704. A bUl to authorize recomputa-



June 28, 197 4 
tlon at age 60 of the retired pay of members 
and former members of the uniformed serv• 
ices whose retired pay is computed on the 
basis of pay scales in effect prior to January 
1, 1972, and for other purposes; to the Com­
mitte on Armed Services. 

By Mrs. MINK (for herself and Ms. 
HOLTZMAN): 

H.R. 15705. A bill to amend the Mineral 
Lands Leasing Act to provide for a more ef­
ficient and equitable method for the explora­
tion for and development of oil shale re­
sources on Federal lands, and for other pur­
pose-s; to the Committee on Interior and In­
sular Affairs. 

By Mr. MURTHA: 
H.R. 15706. A bill to amend the Wild and 

Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 by designating a 
portion of the Allegheny River, Pa., for po­
tential addition to the National Wild and 
SCenic Rivers System; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. RANDALL: 
H.R. 15707. A bill to provide emergency fi· 

nancing for livestock producers; to the Com­
mittee on Agriculture. 

H.R. 15708. A bill to amend part B of title 
XI of the Social Security Act to provide a 
more effective administration of professional 
standards review of health care services, to 
expand the professional standards review 
Ol".ganization activity to include review of 
services performed by or in federally-oper­
ated health care 1nstitutioll8, and to protect 
tile confidentiality of medical records; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. REUSS: 
H.R. 15709. A bill to amend the Federal 

Reserve Act to permit the Federal Reserve 
Board to allocate credit to national priority 
needs; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. STGERMAIN: 
H.R. 15710. A bill to provide for the reim­

bursement of regulated public ut111ty com­
panies engaged in the sale of electric power 
at the retau level for any amount expended 
for residual fuel oil which is more than 
$7.50 a barrel; to the Committee on Inter­
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. TEAGUE: 
H.R. 15711. A bill to amend the National 

Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958 to pro­
vide for the coordinated application of tech­
nology to civ111an needs in the area of Earth 
resources survey systems, to establish within 
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin­
istration an omce of Earth Resources Survey 
Systems, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Science and Astronautics. 

By Mr. TIERNAN: 
H.R. 15712. A bill to amend the Federal 

Power Act to prohibit public ut111ties from 
increasing any rate or charge for electric 
energy, by means of any fuel adjustment 
clause in a wholesale rate schedule, in order 
to reflect any increased fuel cost; to the Com­
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. ASHBROOK: 
H.R. 15713. A bill to prevent the estate tax 

law from operating to encourage or to re­
quire the destruction of open lands and 
historic places, by amending the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that real 
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property which is farmland, woodland, or 
open land and forms part of an estate may 
be valued, for estate tax purposes, at its value 
as farmland, woodland, or open land (rather 
than at its fair market value) , and to provide 
that real property which is listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places may be 
valued, for estate tax purposes, at its value 
for its existing use, and to provide for the 
revocation of such lower evaluation and re­
capture of unpaid taxes with interest in 
appropriate circumstances; to the Commit· 
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BOWEN: 
H.R. 15714. A btll to amend the Consoli­

dated Farm and Rural Development Act to 
provide for emergency loans to certain pro­
ducers and processors whose livestock and 
poultry have been condemned because of 
chemical contamination; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

By Mr. CLEVELAND (!or himself and 
Mr. TIERNAN): 

H.R. 15715. A bill to amend the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949, as amended, to permit donations of sur­
plus supplies and equipment to older Ameri­
cans; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

By Mr. CONTE: 
H.R. 15716. A bill to amend the Atomic 

Energy Act- of 1954, as amended, to enable 
Congress to concur in or disapprove inter­
national agreements for cooperation in re­
gard to certain nuclear technology; to the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 

·By Mr. DANIELSON: 
H.R. 15717. A bill to establish the Reloca­

tion Benefits Commission to provide assist­
ance to citizens of the United States who 
were relocated under the authority of Execu­
tive Order No. 9066, dated February 19, 1942, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FINDLEY {for himself, Mr. 
DENT, Mrs. HECKLER of MassachU• 
setts, and Mr. PRICE of mtnots): 

H.R. 15718. A bill to amend title 18 of the 
United States Code to permit the mailing, 
broadcasting, or televising of lottery informa­
tion and the transportation, maUing, and 
advertising of lottery tickets in interstate 
commerce but only concerning lotteries 
which are lawful; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. FREY: 
H.R. 15719. A bill to amend title 38 of the 

United States Code to make certain that 
recipients of veterans• pension and compen­
sation will not have the amount of such 
pension or compensation reduced, or entitle­
ment thereto discontinued, because of cer­
tain increases in monthly benefits under the 
Social Security Act and other Federal retire­
ment programs; to the Committee on Vet­
erans• Affairs. 

By Mr. FREY (for himself, Mr. CoNTE, 
and Mr. MARAZITI) : 

H.R. 15720. A b111 to amend title 38 of the 
United States Code in order to provide serv­
ice pension to certain veterans of World War 
I and pension to the widows of such vet­
erans; to the Committee on Veterans' Af­
fairs. 
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By Mr. GRAY: 

H.R. 15721. A bill relating to approval of 
certain matters pertaining to the Dwight D . . 
Eisenhower Memorial Bicentennial Civic 
Center; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. HEINZ: 
H.R. 15722. A blll to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to allow an individual 
to elect a tax credit for 50 percent of his 
charitable contributions in lieu of the deduc­
tions allowed for such contributions; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JONES of Tennessee: 
H.R. 15723. A bill to provide for protection 

of franchised dealers in petroleum products; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commeroe. 

By Mr. MARAZITI: 
H.R. 15724. A blll to amend the Federal 

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to clarify the 
authority of the Secretary of Health, Educa­
tion, and Welfare with respect to foods for 
special dietary use; to the Committee on In­
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MINISH: 
H.R. 15725. A bill to provide property tax 

relief to low-income elderly homeowners 
through direct reimbursements; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SYMMS (for himself, Mr. JoNEs 
ot North Carolina, Mr. POWELL of 
Ohio, Mr. HuNT, Mr. JoHNSON of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. STUBBLEFIELD, Mr. 
BURLESON of Texas, Mr. STuCKEY, Mr. 
BAFALIS, Mr. HUBER, and Mr. MYERS) : 

H.R. 15726. A b111 to repeal the Occupa­
tional Safety and Health Act; to the Com­
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. VANDER JAGT: 
H.R. 15727. A btll to amend title IV of the 

Social Security Act to provide means of en­
forcing the support obllgations of parents or­
chUdren who are receiving assistance under 
such title, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 
H.R. 15728. A bill to amend the Alaska Na­

tive Claims Settlement Act; to the Commit­
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. ASHBROOK (for himself, Mr. 
QUIE, Mr. Moss, Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. 
DOWNING, Mr. MADIGAN, and Mr. GIL• 
MAN): 

H.J. Res. 1082. Joint resolution to prevent 
the abandonment of railroad lines; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com­
merce. 

By Mr. ROYBAL (for himself, Mr. 
WHITE, Mr. EDWARDS of California, 
Ms. ScHROEDER, and Mr. STARK): 

H.J. Res. 1083. Joint resolution relating to 
the publication of economic and social sta­
tistics for Americans of Spanish origin or 
descent; to the Committee on Post omce and 
Civil Service. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
Mr. BROYHn.L of Virginia introduced a 

bill (H.R. 15729) tor the relief of Arthur 
Carlson, which was referred to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

EXTE:NSIONS OF REMARKS 
ENERGY AND THE ENVIRONMENT 

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, June 27, 1974 
Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, under 

leave to extend my remarks in the 
RECORD, I include my Washington Report 
entitled "Energy and the Environment": 

ENERGY AND THE ENVJRONJO:NT 
The objectives for an energy policy in this 

country are a rellable supply of energy, at 
reasonable cost, without undue dependence 
upon foreign sources, and with safeguards for 
the quality of the environment. As with many 
questions of social policy, the dimculty is in 
achieving all of those objectives simultane­
ously. The confiict between two of these ob­
jectives---protecting the environment and e-x­
panding the supply of energy-has arisen 
often in the Congress during the past year, 
and wtll be a common problem for energy 

policy in the years ahead. Energy enhances 
the quality of life in countless ways, but it 
also pollutes. Offshore oil drilling risks spUl­
age on beaches, coal strip mining defaces the 
land, burning coal produces sulfur oxides 
and particulate matter in the air, and cars 
burning gasoline produce carbon monoxides 
and other air pollutants. 

A tendency exists to pose an unavoidable 
choice between sumcient energy supply or 
protection of the environment. This choice 
is, in my view, misleading. The single­
minded pursuit of any sole objective w111 
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