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will have been involved. It was some mis-
guided guys over at CREEP, isn't it?

Z. Oh, The Post called too. Asked if a
guy called Liddy works here. His name was
spotted by a Pan Am pilot on some unidentl-
fied flying object that also had an American
fag on it.

H. This is & problem.

P, Oh, uh—oh, ah—well—(Door closes.)

P. Now we have to take a look at our op-
tions. Let me say this—

D. You might put it on a national security
grounds basis.

P, National security. Liddy had to press
the button for national security . . .

D. Then the question is, why didn't you
do 1t?

P, Because, I was busy with—what?

D. Watergate.

D. I think we could get by on that.

P. That is true. With the Watergate cover-
up unraveling I didn't have time to—

P. Congratulations, John. The way you
have handled all this, it seems to me, has
been very skillful.

D. Nothing is going to come crashing down
on us to our surprise.

P. Well, shall we head for the bomb shelter?

H. Right.

P. Somebody get Bebe.

H. Sure,

HALF A LOAF OF HOUSING

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, July 3, 1974

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, the hous-
ing legislation passed by the House of
Representatives would give low- and
middle-income families only a half of
loaf when they hunger for, and need, a
whole loaf. Housing in America is a na-
tional disgrace. In both urban and rural
areas, there is a shortage of decent hous-
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ing. That which is available is often be-
vond the reach of the pocketbook.

The House version of the housing bill,
now awaiting action by Senate-House
conferees, does contain some important
provisions. Nonetheless, it represents an
unfortunate knuckling under to the ad-
ministration from fear of a possible
Presidential veto. Congress should have
the courage to enact legislation it can
be proud of and to fight to override a
‘White House veto.

I would like to include at this point in
the REcorp a New York Times editorial
on this housing legislation:

THE COST OF A HOUSING ACT

The good news in housing legislation is
that for the first time since 1968 there will
probably be some comprehensive community
development. The bad news is that unless
the House conferees and Administration offi-
cials approach the Senate-House conference
with a good deal of flexibility, the final
product is apt to hurt many of the cities
that have worked hardest at solving the great
urban problems.

The Housing Act of 1868 in the Johnson
Administration set major housing goals for
the nation: 26 million housing units—six
million of them for the poor—were to be
built in a decade. Between 1869 and 1973,
housing starts averaged over two million per
year, and 1.5 million of those eight million
units were designated for low-income fami-
lies. Despite this record, the present Admin-
istration declared the subsidized housing
programs for poor and moderate income fam-
ilies to be failures and in January 1973 froze
new Federal commitments to them.

Last March, the Senate passed an omnibus
housing bill which the Administration
promptly threatened to veto. Subsequently,
the House labored to produce a bill which
the President would accept and, in doing so,
developed a package differing markedly from
the Senate bill.

Both bills adopt the block grant approach
to community development, favored both by
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the Administration and by clty executives,
who want administrative procedures simpli-
fled. But, while the Senate bill sets forth
well-defined priorities for the expenditure
of community development funds, the Ad-
ministration opposes them and they have
been sharply limited in the House bill.

In addition, there is & vast difference in
the fund distribution schemes adopted by
the two houses. The Senate bases allotments
on the average funding a community re-
ceived in the period from 1968 through 1972.

The net effect of the House distribution
formula would be to reduce dramatically—Iin
some cases by as much as 50 to 60 per cent—
the community development funds available
to the vast majority of the cities that had
been most deeply involved in community
development activities in the past. Suburban
areas and Southwestern cities which have
demonstrated only a limited need for or
minimal interest in community development
programs would benefit.

Finally, the House in 2 major break with
the past has scrapped the principal housing
subsidy programs in favor of a leased hous-
ing and direct subsidy program. Opponents
of this approach argue that it would drive
the poor, unprotected, into an open market
with little increase in the housing available
to them. The result, it is argued, would be
a smell increase in housing for the poor but
a substantial increase in what they pay
for it.

Proponents of the House bill ecall it a
“small city bill” and an achievable compro-
mise. They acknowledge that it edges the
Federal Government away from the leader-
ship role it has taken in confronting the
most urgent concerns and in alleviating the
problems of the urban poor. They argue that
the political realities of the Administration’s
attitudes, increased non-urban representa-
tion In Congress and growing problems in
suburbia must be faced if legislation Is to he
achieved this year.

The price of achieving housing legislation
this year may be high; but we think the
cost which the House approach would ex-
tract from the cities and from the poor
is far too high.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, July 9, 1974

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

Serve the Lord with gladness; come
before His presence with singing.—
Psalms 100: 2.

O God, by whose mercy we are sus-
tained and with whose power we are sup-
ported, we turn to Thee at the beginning
of a new day seeking renewal for our
weary souls, faith for our fearful hearts,
and strength for our weak hands. Sup-
port us all the day long of this troublous
life as we endeavor to do our work for the
highest good of our beloved Republic.

May Thy spirit so move within our
hearts that we may commit ourselves
more fully to Thee in thought, in word,
and in deed, Then may we go forth to
serve this day doing our best and seek-
ing the best for the best country in all
the world.

“Q Master, let me walk with Thee
In lowly paths of service free;
Tell me Thy secref; help me bear
The strain of toil, the Iret of care.”
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate insists upon its amend-
ments to the bill (HR. 15074) entitled
“An act to regulate certain political cam-
paign finance practices in the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes,” dis-~
agreed to by the House; agrees to the
conference asked by the House on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. EAGLETON, Mr.
INOUYE, and Mr. MarH1AS to be the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
7130) entitled “An act to improve con-
gressional control over budgetary outlay
and receipt totals, to provide for a Legis-
lative Budget Office, to establish a pro-
cedure providing congressional control

over impoundment of funds by the exec-
utive branch, and for other purposes.”

THE LATE MRS. CHARLES
H. WILSON

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

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, it is my sad
duty to announce the passing on July 5
of Mrs. Betty Wilson, the wife of our
Congressman, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CHarLES H. WILSON).

Mrs. Wilson died at the National In-
stitute of Health in Bethesda, Md., from
cancer. She died after surgery had raised
the hopes of all for her ultimate recov-
ery and for a remission of the cancer.

She has been a strong partner to her
husband, an effective voice in her com-
munity, a woman deeply dedicated to a
family. She leaves a very fine family be-
hind. She has four sons; Dr. Stephen
Wilson; Donald, Eenneth, and Bill Wil-
son, and two sisters, Mrs. John Stew-
ard and Mrs. Philip Fleeman.

Services for Mrs. Wilson will be held
in Inglewood, Calif.

I know that all my colleagues join in
expressing our sympathy to the family,
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having suffered the loss of their mother,
and to her husband.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
5 legislative days in which to extend their
remarks on the subject of the passing of
Mrs. Charles H. Wilson.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

JIMMY CONNORS WINS WIMBLE-
DON CHAMPIONSHIP

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

Mr. PRICE of Illinois, Mr. Speaker,
last Saturday, Jimmy Connors of the
United States became the new men’s
singles champion at the All-England
Tennis Championships at Wimbledon.

We can all be proud of Jim’'s victory
as an American one, but I am particu-
larly pleased because Jim was born and
raised, with a racket in his hand, in my
district.

I have known Jim's family for many
years, and I have watched with interest
and pleasure as he rose in the tennis
world. It required a great deal of dedica-
tion and hard work, especially in those
early years, but now the greatest ambi-
tion has been fulfilled. With his victory
at Wimbledon, Jim has reached the sum-
mit of tennis success.

At only 21 years of age, Jim is certain
to reappear in the Wimbledon finals
many more times before he ends his
career. But this first championship
marks his ascendance to the ranks of
the tennis great.

I am honored to know Jim and his
family, and on behalf of the people of
my district I wish to congratulate him
on his outstanding play at Wimbledon.

MIA'S IN SOUTHEAST ASIA

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

Mr, MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
have just returned from Southeast Asia,
where I spent my full time working on
the missing in action and those Ameri-
cans who have been killed in Southeast
Asia but whose bodies have not been
recovered from the Communist zones.

I am sending to each Member of the
House a complete report, and I would
hope that the Members would take only
a few minutes to read this report, which
might help updating Members on this
sad and frustrating situation.

Also, Mr, Speaker, on July 16, I have
asked for a special order, which has been
granted, to talk about the missing in ae-
tion in Southeast Asla. I would hope
that my colleagues will participate in this
special order.
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RECOMMITTAL OF CONFERENCE
REPORT ON H.R. 11873 TO COM-
MITTEE OF CONFERENCE

Mr. POAGE. My, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the conference report
on the bill H.R. 11873 to authorize the
Secretary of Agriculture to encourage
and assist the several States in carrying
out a program of animal health research,
be recommitted to the committee of
conference.

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

There was no objection.

REPEAL WINTER DAYLIGHT
SAVING TIME

(Mr. JONES of Oklahoma asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
I want to call the attention of the Mem-
bers of the House to a report issued by
the Department of Transportation at the
end of last month concerning the results
of the experiment in year-round day-
light saving time.

As the Members know, when this Con-
gress passed the law, the Department of
Transportation was due to report at the
end of June 1974 and June 1975. Its re-
port shows that there is very little—ac-
tually less than 1 percent—of fuel savings
which has resulted from year-round day-
light saving time. The Department
strongly recommends that daylight sav-
ing time only be included for 8 months of
the year, and not have winter daylight
saving time.

Mr, Speaker, I am a cosponsor along
with several other Members of the House
in a bill to repeal winter daylight saving
time. I appeal to the Commerce Com-
mittee to hold hearings to repeal this
mistake. We have made a mistake, and
we ought to be willing to admit it and
correct it.

Mr. Speaker, all the arguments I ex-
pressed in opposition to year-round day-
light saving time several months ago, un-
fortunately, have come true. Small
children have been endangered; family
schedules have been disrupted; the mo-
bility of our elderly has been restricted,
all with no accompanying social or eco-
nomie value.

I hope very much that this body, before
it adjourns, before the winter season
takes hold again, will repeal this winter
daylight saving time.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered,

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members failed
to respond:
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[Roll No. 365]

Grasso
Gray
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gunter
Hammer-
schmidt
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash,
Harrington
Hays
Hébert
Helstoski
Hillis
Holifield
Hosmer
Jones, Tenn.
Kyros
McEwen
McEay
McKinney
MeSpadden
Macdonald
Melcher
Mills
Mink
Minshall, Ohlo
Murphy, I11.
Nix

Pepper

Powell, Ohio
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quillen

Reid

Robison, N.Y.
Ronecalio, Wyo.

Andrews,
N.Dak.
Archer
Badlillo
Bafalis
Blaggl
Bingham
Blatnik
Brasco
Breaux
Buchanan
Burke, Calif.
Carey, N.Y.
Chappell
Chisholm
Clark
Clay
Colller
Conyers
Culver
Dayvis, Ga.
Dellums
Dennis
Dorn
Evins, Tenn.
Foley
Forsythe
Giaimo
Gibbons

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 352
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a quorum.

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

Rooney, N.Y.
Rostenkowski
Roybal
Schroeder
Shipley
Skubitz
Slack
Stark
Steele
Stokes \
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Waggonner
Walsh
‘Wilson,

Charles H.,

Calif.
Wydler
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.

SCHOOL FARE SUBSIDY

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia, I call up the bill (H.R. 13608) to
amend the act of August 9, 1955, relating
to school fare subsidy for transportation
of schoolchildren within the District of
Columbia, and ask unanimous consent
that the bill be considered in the House
as in the Committee of the Whole.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

HR. 13608

Be it enacted by the Senate and House ol
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 2 of the Act entitled “An Act to provide
for the regulation of fares for the trans-
portation of schoolchildren in the District
of Columbia", approved August 9, 1955 (D.C.
Code, sec. 44-214a), as amended by an Act
approved October 18, 1968, and by an Act
approved August 11, 1971, is Turther amended
by deleting “1974" and substituting “1977",

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, after line 9, insert the following:

Sec. 2. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, or any rule of law, nothing in
this Act (Including the amendment made
by this Act) shall be construed as limiting
the authority of the Council of the District
of Columbia to enact any act or resolution,
after January 2, 1875, pursuant to the District
of Columbia Self-Government and Govern-
mental Reorganization Act with respect to
any matter covered by this Act.

The committee amendment was agreed

to.
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to revise
and extend their remarks on the bill un-
der consideration. -
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, the sole purpose of H.R.
13608, as set forth in House Report 93—
1173, is to extend the present subsidy for
the transportation of school children in
the District of Columbia, established by
an Act of Congress approved October 18,
1968 (Public Law 90-605, 82 Stat. 1187;
D.C. Code, Title 44, Sec. 214a), which will
expire in August of this year, for a period
of 3 years or to August 1977.

The present reduced fare for school
children is 10 cents, and the regular
adult fare is 40 cents; the difference (30
cents) is the amount of the subsidy per
pupil presently paid the Washington
Metropolitan Transportation Authority
under the 1968 Act.

BACKGROUND

For many years, transit companies op-
erating in the District of Columbia were
required by law to carry school children
at a fare not exceeding one-half the es-
tablished adult fare. The regulatory
Commission (the Washington Metro-
politan Area Transit Commission) hav-
ing jurisdiction over such carriers in the
city is responsible for determining the
amount of such reduced fares for school-
children. This reduced rate has never
been sufficient to cover the cost of carry-
ing the schoolchildren, and up until a
few years ago, the Commission was com-
pelled to set the adult fare at a level
which was high enough to cover the en-
tire cost of the carrier’s operation, in-
cluding the cost of transportation of
schoolchildren in excess of the receipts
from their reduced fares. Thus, the eco-
nomic effect was that the adult bus-
riding public had to make up the uncov-
ered costs resulting from the reduced
fares for the transportation of the school-
children.,

1968 AMENDMENT

In 1968, the Congress enacted Public
Law 90-605 (82 Stat. 1187; D.C. Code,
Title 44, Sec. 214a), which made it pos-
sible for the cost of carrying schoolchil-
dren in the District to be borne by the
community as a whole.

Under the provisions of the 1968 Act,
the Washington Metropolifan Area
Transit Commission is required to cer-
tify to the Commissioner of the District
of Columbia for each calendar month,
with respect to each bus company trans-
porting schoolchildren in the city, an
amount representing the difference be-
tween the total of all reduced fares paid
to such carrier by schoolchildren and the
amount which would have been paid if
such fares had been at the lowest adult
fare set by the Commission for regular
route transportation. Upon receipt of
such certification, the Commissioner of
the District of Columbia is required to
pay each carrier the amount so certified
by the Transit Commission.

At the time of enactment of this law,
approved on October 18, 1968, the re-
duced fare for schoolchildren was 10
cents, and has remained at that level to
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the present time. The lowest adult fare in
1968 was 256 cents, and since that time,
as stated, has increased to the present
level of 40 cents.

COMMITTEE INTENT

It is the intent of this Committee that
for the purposes of this act the term
“lowest adult fare” as used in the act is
deemed to be the standard, established,
regular adult fare, which is to be used
in applying the formula set forth in the
act for adjustment and payment of the
school fare subsidy.

This adult fare is not to be confused
with the special citizens’ reduced fare
(25 cents) established by act of the
Council and for part-time use on the
local buses, in other than regular
weekly commuting hours.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT

The Committee amendment makes it
explicitly clear that the act does not limit
the authority of the District of Columbia
Council, after January 2, 1975, to legis-
late respecting any matter covered by
this act.

SCHOOL FARE SUBSIDY PAID, 1971-74

The following table, submitted to the
Committee by the District of Columbia
Government, shows the amount of this
subsidy paid to the carriers affected, dur-
ing the last three fiscal years. It will be
seen from these figures that whereas a
total of 11,385,845 school passenger rides
were subsidized during the first year, at
a certified subsidy amount of $3,424,-
643, during the third such year, ending
in June of 1974, it is estimated that 11,-
736,757 school passenger rides will have
been certified, at a total subsidy cost of
$3,521,027.10. This increase in the cost
shown is attributable to the increase in
the number of school passenger rides.

SCHOOL TRANSIT AUTHORITY

Year and month Rides Subsidy

407, 421
335, 550
824,677
1, 085, 998
1, 142, 201
943,268

$122, 424,55
100, ?1173. 15

1,114, 016 335, 170.75
1,176,372 353, 866, 65
1,363,138 409, 980, 20
984, 552 296, 056. 85
1, 320, 088 396, 937.70
688, 564 206, 956. 75

Total fiscal year 1972.... 11,385,845 3, 424, 643. 85

. 557, 240 167, 333. 6!

364, 575. 95
267, 052. 65
355, 103, 80

280, 108, 20
352, 070,10
179, 771. 30
3,391, 624.8

178, 077. 30
140, 454. 30
279,781, 80
381, 605. 40
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Year and month Rides

$280, 108. 20
352, 070. 10
179,771. 40

3,521,027.10

1933, 694
11, 173, 567
1599, 238

Y-
e, S e, o=

Total fiscal year 1974_.._ 11,736, 757

i Estimate-—based on 1973 passenger figures for month.
Source: District of Columbia government figures.

HEARING

At a public hearing on H.R. 13608 by
the full Committee on the District of
Columbia on March 22, 1974, the exten-
sion of the school fare subsidy was sup-
ported by Members of Congress, and by
representatives on behalf of the Wash-
ington Metropolitan Area Transit Au-
thority; the District of Columbia govern-
ment; the Washington Metropolitan
Area Transit Commission; and the Board
of Education of the District of Colum-
bia.

No statements were presented or filed
in opposition to the extension of the
school fare subsidy.

COSTS

According to estimates of the District
of Columbia government, the costs to
the District for the school fare subsidies
provided in the reported bill are as fol-
lows:

[In Millions]
Fiscal year:

1975

1976

1977

The bill, H.R. 13608, as amended, was
ordered favorably reported to the House
by voice vote of the committee on July 1,
1974, a quorum being present.

CONCLUSION

The spokesman for the Washington
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority ex-
pressed at the hearing that subsidizing
the cost of transporting schoolchildren
to and from school is a legitimate ex-
penditure of funds on the part of local
government.

The committee heartily agrees with
this opinion, as well as that of the Tran-
sit Commission’s representative at an
earlier hearing on similar legislation:

Philosophically, we at the Commission be-
lieve that the 1968 law places the burden of
providing transportation for school children
where it properly belongs, on the community
at large rather than on only those members
of the community who happen to ride the
bus. Speaking from the standpoint of the
practical result, we can report that the shift
of that burden has resulted in substantial
benefit to the city’s bus riders and to the
city itself.

DEPARTMENTAL REPORTS

The report of the District Government
in support of the objective of H.R. 13608,
together with draft of proposed amend-
ments, follows:

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
Washington, D.C., May 23, 1974,

Hon. CHARLES C. D1GGs, Jr.,

Chairman, Commitiee on the District of Co-
lumbia, U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr MR, CHARRMAN: The Government of
the District of Columbia has for report HR.
13608, a bill “To amend the Act of August 9,
1965, relating to school fare subsidy Ifor
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transportation of schoolchildren within the
District of Columbia.”

H.R. 13608 would extend for an additional
three-year perlod, to August 1977, the sub-
sidy to common carriers providing reduced
fares for the transportation of schoolchildren
to and from publie, parochial, or like ele-
mentary and secondary schools In the District
of Columbia. The subsidy authorization ex-
pires August 1974,

Under existing law (Act of August 9, 1955,
as amended; D.C. Code sec. 44-214(a)), the
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Com-
mission, which succeeded to the jurisdiction
of the Public Service Commission over mass
transit carriers, is responsible for fixing the
rate of fare for transportation by bus of
schoolchildren going to and from public,
parochial, or like schools in the District of
Columbia at not more than one-half of the
regular cash fare, and to establish rules and
regulations governing the use thereof. The
reduced fare for schoolchildren is presently
established at ten cents for one-way trans-
portation in lieu of the regular adult fare
of forty cents. The District Government is
required to fund the difference between the
total of all reduced bus fares paid to the
carrier for schoolchildren and the amount
which would have been paid to the carrier
at the lowest regular adult fare.

Extension of the subsidy for transporta-
tion of schoolchildren is a recognition of the
fact that such transportation is a public
responsibility and the cost should be shared
by all taxpayers, not just those who ride the
buses. Consequently, the District Govern-
ment supports the objective of H.R. 13608.

We would, however, suggest that the Com-
mittee give consideration to certain addi-
tional amendments to existing law which are
contained in a substitute draft bill attached
to this report and explained in the follow-
ing paragraphs.

The draft bill would transfer the author-
ity to set the reduced fare rate for school-
children from the Washington Metropolitan
Area Transit Commission to the District of
Columbia Council and would authorize the
Council to establish rules and regulations
governing the administration of the school
fare subsidy program. This change is con-
sistent with the District of Columbia Self-
Government and Governmental Reorganiza-
tion Act and with the fact that the District
Government pays for the costs of the sub-
sidy out of its revenues. It is especially
appropriate at this time because the Transit
Commission is no longer actively involved
in the mass transit ratemaking process, The
bill also does not provide a maximum or
minimum limit on the school fare rate, thus
enabling the Council to effectively control
the amount of the subsidy.

Additionally, the proposed draft bill would
eliminate the role of the Transit Commission
as certifying agent with respect to the
amount of the monthly subsidy payment.
With the acquisition of the former privately-
owned D.C. Transit and WMA Transit Com-
pany bus lines by the Washington Metro-
politan Area Transit Authority, a govern-
ment agency, and the subsequent reduction
in the Transit Commission’s staff, it does not
now appear necessary that the Transit Com-
mission continue to exercise this funection.
These proposals have the support of the
Transit Commission.

The draft bill also would delete the present
age limitation of eighteen upon the use of
school fare tickets and allow all students to
utilize the reduced fare plan for so long as
they remain in attendance at an elementary
or secondary school. There appears to be no
compelling reason why students, regardless
of age, who are regularly attending elemen-
tary and secondary schools should not be
permitted to travel at a reduced fare, at
least until they cease their enrollment or
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graduate from the twelith grade. This pro-
posed amendment may further serve as an
inducement to encourage students to remain
in school until such time as they complete
all academic requirements. It is intended
that this proposal would be limited to school-
children pursuing a regular elementary and
secondary school program and would not be
avallable to adults or students enrolled in
colleges or proprietary schools.

While H.R. 13608 authorizes only a three-
yvear extension of the subsidy, the draft bill
contains no limitation as to time. With
transfer to the Council of the authority to
set the reduced fare rate and to establish
rules and regulations for administration of
the subsidy program, there appears to be no
further reason to limit the authorization to
a three-year period.

The draft bill further contains amend-
ments which would permit subway as well
as bus transportation; allow the orderly con-
clusion of the functions and authorities of
the Transit Commission and Transit Author-
ity under present law; eliminate certain ob-
solete legal references in the present statute;
and provides an effective date of September
1, 1974 to enable the rate to be timely set
by the Council.

The actual cost to the District of Columbia
Government for schoolchildren’s bus fares
in fiscal year 1973 was $3,391,000, and for
fiscal year 1974, $4,112,300 has been budgeted
for this purpose. With regard to the antici-
pated costs involved in a three-year extension
of the existing law, the District Government
is requesting $3,812,300 In its fiscal year 1975
budget estimates and, assuming a constant
fare structure, it is expected that the cost to
the District for fiscal years 1976 and 1977
will also be $3,812,300 each year.

It is anticipated that the amendments
contained in the proposed draft bill may in-
crease the foregoing cost estimates. Because
of the unavailability of data indicating the
number of students of the age of eighteen
and over who are in regular attendance at
public and private schools, we are unable to
provide an estimate of additional costs that
may result from elimination of the age lim-
itation. In addition, any change in the re-
duced fare for schoolchildren or in the adult
fare will affect the cost of the subsidy pro-
gram.,

We believe the amendments contained in
the draft bill will materially improve the ad-
ministration of the school fare subsidy pro-
gram and urge their favorable consideration
by the Congress. As the current statutory au-
thorization for the subsidy will expire in Au-
gust 1974, we urge early enactment of leg-
islation to allow continuation of this impor-
tant program.

The Office of Management and Budget has
advised that, from the standpoint of the Ad-
ministration's program, there is no objec-
tion to the submission of this report to the
Congress.

Sincerely yours,
WaLTER E, WASHINGTON,
Mayor-Commissioner.

The report of the Washington Metro-
politan Area Transit Authority, and pro-
posed amendment, follows:

WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA

TRANSIT AUTHORITY,
Washington, D.C., April 12, 1974.

Hon. CHARLES C. D1cas, Jr.,

Chairman, Commitiee on the District of Co-
Iumbia, U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR Mr. CHAmMAN: Thank you for ex-
tending to us the opportunity to make rec-
ommendations and report on H.R. 13608.

We recognize that the public interest is
served by a continuation through August
1977 of the long-standing policy of transpor-
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tation of District of Columbia school chil=
dren not over eighteen years of age at re=-
duced fares.

WMATA is pleased to recommend approval
of FLR. 13608; however, in the interest of
clarity, we believe it is necessary to point
out that the term *lowest adult fare” con-
tained in the 1971 amendment (P.L. 92-90,
85 Stat, 315) should not be confused with
the Metrobus “Golden Age"” fare, which 1Is
also a reduced fare, of course. We feel that
this clarification can be attalned by striking
the period after “1877" In the last line of
H.R. 13608 and adding the following: and
by providing that the term “lowest adult
fare” as used in section 2 shall be construed
as the standard adult fare in applying the
formula for adjustment and payment of the
fare subsidy.

Sincerely,
JACESON GRAHAM.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIGGS. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr,
Speaker, I rise in support of the bill
HR. 13608, the purpose of which is to
extend the present law with respect to
subsidy for the transportation of school-
children in the District of Columbia for
a period of 3 years, or until August 1977.

The present system for school fare
subsidy for schoolchildren in the Dis-
trict up to the age of 18 years was enacted
in 1968, as Public Law 90-605. Under
this system, the D.C. Public Service Com-
mission is required to fix a rate of fare
for the transportation of schoolchildren
within the District of Columbia at not
more than one-half the cash fare estab-
lished, from time to time, for regular
route transportation within the city. Ac-
tually, this school fare has been main-
tained at 10 cents to the present time,
although the regular route fare has in-
creased from 25 to 40 cents, the present
level. The law further requires that each
month, the Washington Metropolitan
Area Transit Commission shall certify
to the Commissioner of the District of
Columbia an amount which is the dif-
ference between the total of all the re-
duced fares for schoolchildren paid dur-
ing that month and the amount which
would have been paid if such fares had
been paid at the lowest adult fare rate
for regular route transportation. Upon
receiving this certification, the D.C.
Commissioner is required to pay the cer-
tified amount to the carrier providing the
service, which at present of course is
the Metro system.

At the present time, with the school-
children’s fare set at 10 cents and the
regular route fare at 40 cents, the actual
subsidy for the transportation of school-
children amounts to 30 cents per ride.
I am advised that the total cost of this
subsidy for fiscal year 1973 was $3,392,-
000, and that the estimated cost for
fiscal year 1974 is $4,112,000 and for fis-
cal year 1975 some $3,812,000.

Prior to 1968, when this present sys-
tem for subsidy was established, the re-
duced rate fares for schoolchildren were
set by the regulatory commission as at
present; and since these reduced fares
were never sufficlent to defray the actual
cost involved in transporting the school- ]
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children, the commission had to estab-
lish the adult fare rates high enough to
liquidate the total cost of the carrier’s
operation including the deficit resulting
from the reduced fares for schoolchil-
dren. Thus, the actual subsidy for the
schoolchildren's transportation was
borne by the adult bus-riding public.

In 1968, however, this obligation was
quite properly placed upon the entire
taxpaying community by the enactment
of Public Law 90-605, to which I have
referred. I supported this measure at that
time, and also gave my support to the en-
actment of Public Law 97-90 in 1971,
which extended this present subsidy sys-
tem for 3 years to August 1974.

Mr. Speaker, this bill H.R. 13608 is in-
deed worthy of our approval, and I am
pleased to recommend this proposed leg-
islation to my colleagues for their fa-
vorable action at this time, to extend this
subsidy for another 3-year period.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I know of
no objection to this particular measure.

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

Mr. DIGGS. I yield to the genfleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, what is the
subsidy in other cities of comparable
size?

Mr. DIGGS. We do not have any fig-
ures of comparability, I will say to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. And enactment of this
would result in a 10-cent fare for school-
children?

Mr. DIGGS. It would result in a con-
tinuation of the 10-cent fare if we au-
thorize this legislation.

Mr. GROSS. The regular adult fare is
what?

Mr. DIGGS. It is 40 cents.

Mr. GROSS. Anywhere in the District
of Columbia?

Mr. DIGGS. That is correct.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
previous question is ordered.

There was no objection.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on the
Distriet of Columbia be discharged from
further consideration of the Senate bill
(S. 3477 to amend the act of August 9,
1955, relating to school fare subsidy for
transportation of schoolchildren within
the District of Columbia, and I ask for
i;nﬁnedtate consideration of the Senate

ill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill as
follows:

S. 3477

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 2 of the Act entitled “An Act to pro-
vide for the regulation of fares for the trans-
portation of schoolchildren in the District
of Columbia™, approved August 9, 1965 (D.C.
Code, sec. 44-214a), as amended by an Act
approved October 18, 1968, and by an Act
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approved August 11, 1971, is further amended
by deleting “1974" and substituting *1977".

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DIGGS

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Dicas: strike
out all after the enacting clause of S. 3477
and insert in lleu thereof the text of HR.
13608 as passed, as follows:

That section 2 of the Act entitled "An Act
to provide for the regulation of fares for the
transportation of schoolchildren in the Dis-
trict of Columbia”, approved August 9, 1955
(D.C. Code, sec. 44-214a) as amended by an
Act approved October 18, 1968, and by an Act
approved August 11, 1971, is further amended
by deleting *1974" and substituting “1977",

Sec. 2. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, or any rule of law nothing in this
Act (including the amendment made by this
Act) shall be construed as limiting the au-
thority of the Council of the District of Co-
Iumbia to enact any act or resolution, after
January 2, 1975, pursuant to the District of
Columbia Self-Government and Governmen-
tal Reorganization Act with respect to any
matter covered by this Act.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Senate bill was ordered to be read
a third time, was read the third time and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

A similar House bill, HR. 13608, was
laid on the table.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA MOTOR
VEHICLE ACT

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia I call up the bill (H.R. 5686) to
amend the Motor Vehicle Safety Re-
sponsibility Act of the District of Colum-
bia and the District of Columbia Trafiic
Act, of 1925, to authorize the issuance of
special identification cards, and for other
purposes, and ask unanimous consent
that the bill be considered in the House
as in Commitiee of the Whole.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 5686

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

TITLE I—APPLICATION OF ADMINISTRA-
TIVE PROCEDURE ACT TO CASES IN-
VOLVING SUSPENSION OR REVOCATION
OF OPERATORS' PERMITS AND OWN-
ERS' REGISTRATIONS
Sec. 101. Section 4 of the Motor Vehicle

Safety Responsibility Act of the District of

Columbia (68 Stat. 121), as amended (D.C.

Code, sec, 40-420), is amended to read as

follows:

“SEc. 4. HEARINGS BY COMMISSIONER.— (&)
Any person aggrieved by any order or act of
the Commissioner under the provisions of
this Act shall have the right to file a peti-
tion for a hearing in the manner prescribed
by the Commissioner and it shall be the duty
of the Commissioner to set the matter for
hearing, to take testimony, and examine into
the facts of the case to determine whether the
order or act was done In accordance with the
provisions of this Act. Such petition shall be
in writing, shall set out in detall the reasons

July 9, 1974

for such hearing, and shall be filed with the
Commissioner within five days after such
order or act.

“(b) A petition for a hearing to the Com-
missioner shall operate as a stay of any order
of suspension. Such stay shall be allowed ior
such period as will enable the Commissioner
to afford the petitioner due notice and an
opportunity for a hearing. In the event the
initial order of suspension or revocation Is
sustained after such hearing, such order shall
become effective immediately.”

Sec. 102, Section 13 of the District of
Columbia Traffic Act, 1925 (43 Stat. 1125), as
amended (D.C. Code, sec. 40-302), is amended
to read as follows:

“Sec, 13. (a) As used in this section—

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

“(2) The term ‘license’ means any driver's
license or any other license or permit to
operaté a motor wehicle issued wunder, or
granted by, the laws of the District including:
(A) any temporary license or instruction per-
mit; (B) the privilege of any person to drive
a motor vehicle whether or not such person
holds a valid license; and (C) any nonresi-
dent's operating privilege as defined herein.

“(3) The term ‘nonresident’s operating
privilege’ means the privilege conferred upon
& nonresident by the laws of the District per-
taining to the operation by such person of a
motor vehicle, or the use of a vehicle owned
by such person, in the District.

*“{b) The Commissioner is hereby author-
ized to suspend or revoke without a prelim=-
inary hearing the operator’s permit of any
person for any reason which he may deem
sufficient.

*“{c) Whenever the operator’s permit of any
person is revoked or suspended, no new oper=
ator's permit shall be issued nor shall the
operating privilege of any person be rein-
stated for at least six months after the revo-
cation or suspension, except in the discretion
of the Commissioner.

“(d) Whenever the Commissioner sus-
pends or revokes the operator’s permit of
any person, the reasons therefor shall be
set out in the order of suspension or revo-
cation.

“(e) Any person denied an operator's per-
mit or whose operator’s permit has been
suspended or revoked by the Commissioner,
except where such revocation is mandatory
under the provisions of this Act, shall have
the right to file a petition for a hearing in
the manner prescribed by the Commissioner,
and it shall be the duty of the Commis-
sioner to set the matier for hearing, to take
testimony, and examine into the facts of
the case to determine whether the peti-
tioner is entitled to an operator's permit
or is subject to suspension or revocation
of such operator's permit under the pro-
visions of this Act. Such petition shall be
in writing, shall set out in detail the rea-
sons for such hearing, and shall be filed
with the Commissioner within five days
after the person has been denied an oper-
ator's permit or an order of suspension
or revocation has been issued.

“(f) A petition for a hearing to the Com-
missioner shall operate as a stay of any
order of suspension or revocation except
when such order has been issued revoking
or suspending the operator's permit of any
person on account of mental or physical
incapacity, or following a conviction for an
offense for which mandatory revocation of
a motor vehicle operator's permit is re-
guired under this Act. Such stay shall be
allowed for such period as will enable the
Commissioner to afford petitioner due no-
tice and opportunity for a hearing. In the
event the initial order of suspension or revo-
cation is sustained after such hearing, such
order of suspension or revocation shall be-
come effective immediately.

“(g) Any individual found guilty of oper-
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ating a motor vehicle in the District during
the period for which his motor vehicle op-
erator's permit is revoked or suspended un-
der this Act shall, for each such offense, be
fined not less than $100 mnor more than
$500, or imprisoned not less than thirty
days nor more than one year, or both.”

TITLE II—ISSUANCE OF SPECIAL IDEN-
TIFICATION CARDS TO RESIDENTS OF
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMEBIA
Sec. 201. SBection 7 of the District of Co-

lumbia Traffic Act, 1925 (43 Stat. 1121), as

amended (D.C. Code, sec. 40-301), is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“{f)(1) Upon request of any person who
is a resident of the District of Columbia and
who does not possess an operator's permit,
the Commissioner shall issue a special iden-
tifieation card to such person.

“(2) BSuch special identification card
shall be accepted as valid identification of
the person to whom it is issued when the
card is presented for the purpose of furnizh-
ing proof of the person’s identification.

“(8) The fees for the issuance and renewal
of the special identification card shall be
established by the District of Columbia
Couneil,

“(4) Buch special identification card shall
expire every two years, but may be renewed
upon request and payment of the fee for
renewal.

“(5) The speclal identification card issued
under this subsection shall be similar in
size, shape, and design to an operator's per-
mit, but sald card shall clearly state thereon
that it does not authorize the person to
whom it 15 issued to operate a motor vehicle.

“{6) Any person who shall use fraud or
misrepresentation in the application for or
for use of a special identification card issued
under this subsection shall be guilty of a
misdemeanor, and upon conviction thereof,
ghall be fined not more than $300; or im-
prisoned for a period not exceeding ninety
days, or both.

“{7) The District of Columbia Council is
authorized to promulgate such regulations
as It deems necessary for the effective im-
plementation of this subsection.”

Sec. 202. The amendments made by sec-
tion 201 shall take effect ninety days after
the enactment of this Act.

Sec. 203, The District of Columbia Traflic
Act, 1925, is amended as follows:
~ (a) Paragraph (d) of section 2 of such
Act (D.C. Code, sec. 40-602) is amended to
read as follows: “(d) The term ‘Commission-
er' means the Commissioner of the District
of Columbia or his designated agent.”

(b) Section 7 of such Act (D.C. Code, sec.
40-301) is amended by striking out “Commis-
sioners or their designated agent’ each place
such words appear therein and inserting in
lieu thereof “Commissioner.”

TITLE ITII—ISSUANCE OF OPERATOR'S
PERMITS TO POLICE OFFICERS AND
FIREMEN OPERATING GOVERNMENT
VEHICLES IN THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA
Sec. 301. Subsection (a) of section 7 of the

District of Columbia Traffic Act, 1925 (D.C.

Code, sec. 40-301(a) ), is amended by adding

at the end thereof the following new

paragraph:

“(7) Officers and members of any police
force operating in the District of Columbia
and of the Fire Department of the District
shall be issued, without charge, a permit
to operate government-owned vehicles, while
engaged in the performance of official duties,
upon the presentation of a certificate from
the Chief of such police force or the Fire
Chief, or their designated agents, to the effect
that such officer or member is assigned to
operate a government vehicle and is qualified
to operate such vehicle, and upon being
examined by the Commissioner as to his
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knowledge of the traffic regulations of the

Distriet of Columbla.”

TITLE IV—AMENDMENT OF REGISTRATION, TAG,
AND TRANSFER REQUIREMENTS

SEc. 401, Section 2 of title IV of the District
of Columbia Revenue Act of 1937 (50 Stat.
680: D.C. Code, sec. 40-102) is amended—

(1) by striking out “Commissioners of the
District of Columbia™ in subsection (b) and
Inserting in lleu thereof “District of Colum-
bia Council™;

(2) by striking out “Commissioners” iIn
paragraph (1) of subsection (b) and insert-
ing in lieu thereof *“Council’;

(8) by amending paragraph (2)
section (b) to read as follows:

“(2) of certificates of registration, and
identification tags, without charge, for all
motor vehicles and trallers owned by the
United States or by the District of Colum-
bia;'";

(4) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and
(4) of subsection (b) as paragraphs (4) and
(5), respectively, and by adding the follow-
ing new paragraph (3):

*(3) annually, without charge, of certifi-
cates of registration and identification tags
for all motor vehicles and trailers officially
used by any duly accredited representative
of a forelgn government;"; (5) by striking
out “Commissioners” in paragraph (5) of
subsection (b) (as redesignated by this sec-
tion), and inserting in 1lleu thereof
“Couneil”;

(8) by striking out “Commissioners” in
subsection (c) and inserting in lieu thereof
“Council’;

(7) by adding in subsection (d) immedi-
ately after the second sentence the following
new sentence: "“In the case of joint owner-
ship, upon consent of all the joint owners,
such transfer may be made in the manner
prescribed above to any person formerly a
party to the joint ownership.”;

(8) by striking out “Commissioners of the
District of Columbila are” in subsection (e)
and inserting in lieu thereof “District of
Columbia Councll is™;

(9) by striking out “Commissioners of the
District of Columbia are”, “Commissioners”,
and “Commissioners under rules and regula-
tlons prescribed by them" in the first
sentence of subsection (f) and inserting in
lieu thereof “District of Columbia Council
is”, “Council”, and “Commissioner or his
designated representative"”, respectively;

(10) by striking out “Commissioners” in
the second sentence of such subsection (f)
and inserting in lieu thereof “Commis-
sioner”; and

(11) by striking out “Commissioners” in
the third sentence of such subsection (f) and
inserting in lieu thereof “Commissioner”,

of sub-

With the following committee amend-
ments:

On page 5, strike out line 19 and all that
follows down through line 15 on page 7.

On page 7, line 16, strike out “III" and in-
sert in lieu thereof “II”,

On page T, line 20, strike out 301" and in-
sert in lieu thereof “201".

On page 8, line 10, strike out “IV" and in-
sert in lieu thereof “III".

On page 8, line 12, strike out 401" and in-
sert in lieu thereof “301".

On page 9, insert a semicolon at the end
of line 2,

On page 9, line 9, insert a semicolon im-
mediately after “government;’ .

On page 9, beginning in line 9, strike out
“(6) by striking out” and all that follows
down through line 12, and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

(6) by striking out “Commissioners” in
paragraph (6) of subsection (b) (as redesig-
nated by this sectlon), and inserting in lieu
thereof “Council”;

On page 9, insert a semicolon at the end of
line 20,
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On page 10, after line 11, insert the follow=
ing:

TITLE IV—AMENDMENTS RELATING TO
JUDGMENTS AND TRAFFIC REGULA-
TIONS
Sec. 401. Section 47 of the Motor Vehicle

Safety Responsibility Act of the Distriet of
Columbia (D.C. Code, sec. 40-463) Is amended
by inserting immediately before the period at
the end of such section a comma and the
following: “except that if the right to enforce
such judgment by docketing and revival, or
by revival, shall have expired without such
docketing and revival, or if the judgment
creditor fails to file notice of the docketing
and revival of his judgment with the Com-
missioner, the suspension of the license or
registration of the judgment debtor shall
be terminated’.

Sec. 402, The first sentence of subsection
(h) of section 6 of the District of Columbia
Traffic Act, 1925 (D.C. Code, sec, 40-603(h))
is amended to read as follows: “All regula-
tions promulgated under the authority of
this Act shall be published in accordance
with the requirements of the District of Co-
lumbia Administrative Procedure Act (D.C.
Code, sec. 1-1501 et seq.), but no penalty
shall be enforced for any violation of any
such regulation which occurs within ten
days after the date of such publication, ex-
cept that whenever the District of Columbia
Council deems it advisable to make effective
immediately any regulation relating to park-
ing, diverting of vehicular traffic, or the clos-
ing of streets to such traffic, the regulation
shall become effective immediately upon
placing at the point where it is to be in forca
conspicuous signs containing & notice of the
regulation.”.

Mr. GROSS (during the reading). Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the committee amendments be con-
sidered as read, and printed in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
comunittee amendments.

The committee amendments
agreed to.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr, Speaker, I move to
strike the requisite number of -vords.

Mr. Speaker, the purposes of the re-
ported bill (H.R. 5686), as set forth in
House Report 93-1174, are to streamline
the procedures of the operation of the
Motor Vehicle Safety Responsibility Act
and the Distriet of Columbia Traffic Act
of 1925. The legislation seeks to elim-
inate some of the procedures which may
be redundant and also to safeguard
rights of individuals who face the loss of
privileges to operate motor vehicles in
the city. This legislation will comple-
ment and strengthen existing motor
vehicle and traffic laws in the District of
Columbia.

NEED FOR LEGISLATION

The Safety Responsibility Act and the
Traffic Safety Act do not provide for
hearings prior to the suspension or rev-
ocation of privileges, and consequently
hearings are not afforded in the prac-
tical administration of this law. The re-
ported bill, HR. 5686, requires that any
person whose right or privilege has heen
suspended under either or both acts must
be afforded an opportunity for a hearing.
The bill also relieves police officers and
firemen of the necessity and expense of
securing licenses to operate specialized

were
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equipment and apparatus. Members of
the Armed Forces are currently relieved
of this responsibility. The yearly rereg-
istration of Federal and District of
Columbia government vehicles is not
deemed to be necessary and costs time
and money. This bill would abolish the
annual registration. The difficulty in
transferring title from a jointly owned
motor vehicle would be lessened by this
legislation.
SUMMARY OF MAJOR PROVISIONS OF THE BILL
TITLE I

Title I of the bill amends the D.C, Mo-
tor Vehicle Safety Responsibility Act
and the D.C. Traffic Act of 1925 to pro-
vide for hearings in cases involving the
suspension or revocation of operators’
permits and owners’ registrations to per-
mit effective application of the D.C. Ad-
ministrative Procedure Act.

TITLE IT

Title II of the bill authorizes the is-
suance, without charge, of motor vehicle
operators’ permits to police officers and
firemen operating government-owned
vehicles on official business.

TITLE III

Title IIT of the bill amends registra-
tion, tag and transfer requirements of
the Department of Motor Vehicles. The
annual reregistration requirement is
abolished for Federal and District gov-
ernment-owned vehicles and the drop-
ping of a name from a jointly owned ve-
hicle would be permiited when license
tags are transferred to a newly acquired
vehicle.

TITLE IV

Title IV of the bill amends existing
laws relating to the finality of court judg-
ments arising out of motor vehicle ac-
cidents and the publication of traffic
regulations.

HISTORY

Hearings on H.R. 5686 were held by
the Subcommittee on Business, Com-
merce and Taxation on May 8, 1974. Wit-
nesses included the Honorable GILBERT
Gupe; representatives of the District
government, National Retired Teachers
Association, American Association of Re~
tired Persons; and private citizens. No
testimony was received or statements
filed in opposition to the bill.

VOTE

The bill, H.R. 5686, was ordered favor-
ably reported to the House on July 1,
1974, by a voice vote, a quorum being
present.

CONCLUSION

The Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia believes that each of the pro-
posed amendments will strengthen and
improve the motor vehicle laws of the
District and urge that H.R. 5686 be en-
acted.

COST

The D.C. government indicates that
there will be no cost involved in the adop-
tion of title I, approximately $9,500 loss
of revenue involved in iitle II, and vir-
tually no cost involved in the adoption
of titles ITT and IV.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The committee amended the bill to

strike the second title of the bill as re-

ferred to the committee. Since the hear-
ing on this legislation, the City Council
passed and the Mayor signed into law
legislation which effectuated the legisla-
tive intent of the original second title
relating to issuance of identification
cards upon request to those residents of
the District who do not possess a mofor
vehicle operator’s permit. Therefore, this
title was no longer necessary in H.R.
5686.

The major committee amendment, to
title IV, amends existing laws relating
to the finality of court judgments aris-
ing out of motor vehicle accidents. The
amendment permits the lifting of the
suspension of a judgment debtor’s li-
cense, registration, or operating privilege
when the judgment on which such action
was based has expired. Under existing
law, the license of a motorist whose li-
cense has been suspended because of the
entry of a judgment against him must
remain suspended and cannot be renewed
until the judgment is satisfied. In many
instances, the judgment creditor is no
longer available to be paid the judg-
ment or cannot be located. However, as
a consequence of the requirement that
suspension files be maintained until sat-
isfaction of the judgment, the Depart-
ment of Motor Vehicles has now accu-
mulated almost 6,000 cases in which the
original judgment has expired without
docketing and revival by the judgment
creditor, and the number is ever increas-
ing.

Furthermore, it appears inconsistent
to punish someone when the court itself
will not enforce the judgment. The plain-
tiff is protected since he has the right to
revive the judgment. Thus, only the files
of those plaintiffs actively pursuing their
judgments will be kept open, and thus
will be more equitable to those who come
within the purview of the motor vehicle
Safety Responsibility Act.

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

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of H.R. 5686
is to streamline the procedures of the op-
eration of the Motor Vehicle Safety Re-
sponsibility Act and the District of
Columbia Traffic Act of 1925. The bill
seeks to eliminate unnecessary proce-
dures and to safeguard rights of in-
dividuals who face the loss of privileges
to operate motor vehicles in the city.
This legislation will complement and
strengthen motor vehicle and traffic laws
in the District of Columbia.

Title I provides for hearings in cases
involving the suspension or revocation of
operators’ permits and owners’ registra-
tion.

Title II authorizes the issuance, with-
out charge, of motor vehicle operators’
permits to police officers and firemen op-
erating government-owned vehicles on
official business.

Title IIT amends registration, tag and
transfer requirements of the Department
of Motor Vehicles. The annual reregis-
tration requirement is abolished for Fed-
eral and District government-owned
vehicles, and the dropping of a name
from a jointly owned vehicle would be
permitted when license tags are trans-
ferred to a newly acquired vehicle.

Title IV would permit the lifting of the
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suspension of a judgment debtor’s license
or registration when the judgment of
which such action was based has expired.
Title IV would also delete the present re-
quirement that traffic regulations, when
adopted, be printed in one or more daily
newspapers.

The Committee on the District of
Columbia believes that each of the pro-
posed amendments will strengthen and
improve the motor vehicle laws of the
District and urge that HR. 5686 be en-

acted.
DISTRICT GOVERNMENT REFORTS

The reports of the Mayor-Commis-
sioner of the District government, dated
May 7 and May 29, 1974, on H.R. 5686,
follow:

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMEBIA,
Washington, D.C., May 7, 1974,

Hon. CeARLES C. DicGs, JR.,

Chairman, Commitiee on the District of
Columbia, House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Government of
the District of Columbia has for report HR.
5686, a bill “To amend the Motor Vehicle
Safety Responsibility Act of the District of
Columbia and the Distriet of Columbia Traf-
fic Act, of 1925, to authorize the issuance of
special identification cards, and for other
purposes.”

H.R. 5686 is identical to draft legislation
submitted to the Congress by the District
Government on February 7, 1973. Since our
submission of this legislation, we have de-
veloped two additional proposals which
should be included in the proposed “District
of Columbia Motor Vehicle Act.” These pro-
posals, which we recommend be added to
HR. 65686 as a new Title V, are attached fo
this report.

The proposed Title V would amend exist-
ing law relating to the finality of court
judgments arising out of motor vehicle ac-
cidents and the promulgation of traffic regu-
lations, Section 502 of this proposed title
would amend section 47 of the Motor Vehicle
Safety Responsibility Act to permit the lift-
ing of the suspension of a judgment debtor’s
license, registration, or operating privilege
when the judgment on which such action
was based has expired. Under existing law
the license of a motorist whose license has
been suspended because of the entry of a
judgment against him must remain suspend-
ed and cannot be renewed until the judg-
ment is satisfied. In many Instances the
judgment creditor is no longer available to
be paid the judgment or cannot be located.
As a consequence of the requirement that
suspension files be maintained until satis-
faction of the judgment, the Department of
Motor Vehicles has now accumulated al-
most 6,000 cases in which the original judg-
ment, has expired without docketing and re-
vival by the judgment ereditor and the num-
ber is ever increasing, The proposed amend-
ment would allow the termination of these
inactive cases and thereby increase the op-
erating efficiency of the Department of Motor
Vehicles.

Section 502 of the proposed amendments
would delete the requirement of present law
that traflic regulations, when adopted, be
printed in one or more dally newspapers. It
is believed that such publication, which
results in additional expense to the District
Government, is no longer necessary in light
of the publication requirements of the more
recently enacted District of Columbia Ad-
ministrative Procedure Act, The proposed
amendment, however, retains the ten-day
grace period of existing law which allows the
public to become aware of and acquainted
with the provisions of any new traffic regu-
lation before any penalty for its vioclation
may be enforced.
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We urge favorable consideration of these
proposed additional amendments to HR.
5686.

Sincerely yours,
WaLTER E. WASHINGTON,
Mayor-Cominissioner-
THE Di1STRICT oF COLUMBIA,
Washington, D.C., May 29, 1974,

Hon. W. S. S8TuckeYy, Jr.,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Business, Com-
merce and Taration, Committee on the
Districi o} Columbia, U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, Washington, D.C.

DEearR MR, StucKEY: At the hearing of May
8, 1974 on H.R. 5686, the proposed “District
of Columbia Motor Vehicle Act”, the District
Government was requested to furnish your
Subcommittee with certain cost estimates
and other information relating to the various
proposals contained in the bill,

First, you inquired as to the probable loss
of revenue to the District of Columbia should
the proposal in section 401(7) of the bill re-
lating to the transfer of motor vehicle iden-
tification tags from joint to single ownership
be approved. Although many motorists in-
guire each year as to the removal of a name
from the title to a jointly-owned motor ve-
hicle, less than & hundred persons actually
apply for such transfers because of the in-
equitable cost and cumbersome procedures
involved. If license tags could be transferred
to a newly-acquired vehicle upon the pay-
ment of a $2.00 transfer fee, as authorized
by the proposal, we anticipate approximately
250 such applications annually. In such cases
the District would not collect a license fee
of either $30 or $50, depending on the weight
of the automobile. Based upon an average
charge of $40, therefore, the annual revenue
loss is estimated at $10,000, offset in part
by the charging of a $200 transfer fee, for a
total of $9,600. Both neighboring jurisdic-
tions of Maryland and Virginia handle joint
ownership transfers as proposed in H.R, 5686.

Second, you requested an estimate of the
costs to the District of issuing identification
cards to residents as proposed by Title II of
H.R, 6686, The District's budget request for
fiscal year 1975 includes an increase of $1,200
for implementation of the program. The
added resources will be needed primarily for
printing costs and supplies. The Department
of Motor Vehicles has estimated that 2,600
identification cards will be issued during the
next fiscal year at a cost of approximately 50
cents for each card. A total of 5,000 identi-
fication cards are expected to be issued in the
first several years of program operation, The
program costs will be recovered by the estab-
lishment and charging of a nominal fee to
the applicant.

The cost to the District for the issuance of
operators’ permits pursuant to Title III of the
bill would be minimal. The remaining pro-
posals would entall no costs to the District
Government,

Finally, inquiry was made as to the average
amount of money involved in the approxi-
mately 6,000 dormant but outstanding judg-
ments pending in the Department of Motor
Vehicles. Under section 501 of Title V, as
added to H.R. 5686 by the Subcommittee,
these inactive cases would be terminated
and removed from the files, A sampling of
these judgments indicated a range from $30
to $50,000. Twenty-five percent were for
amounts under $100 and another 25% were
for amounts between $100 and $200. Judg-
ments in the amount of over $500 account
for 20% of the total and the remaining 30%
were between $200 and $500.

I trust that this information will be use-
ful to the Subcommittee in its further con-
slderation of H.R. 5686,

Sincerely yours,
WALTER E. WASHINGTON,
Mayor-Cammissioner.
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SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS
TITLE I

Title I of H.R. 5686 would amend the
Motor Vehicle Safety Responsibility Act
of the District of Columbia and the Dis-
trict of Columbia Traffic Act, 1925, to
provide for hearings in cases involving
the suspension or revocation of opera-
tors’ permits and owners’ registrations so
as to permit effective application of the
District of Columbia Administrative Pro-
cedure Act.

Under the provisions of the Adminis-
trative Procedure Act, a contested case
is defined as one in which legal rights or
privileges of any person are required by
law to be determined after a hearing be-
fore the Commissioner or any agency of
the District government.

The proposed amendments to both the
Traffic Act and the Safety Responsibility
Act would require that any person whose
right or privilege has been suspended
under either or both acts must be afford-
ed an opportunity for a hearing, thus
bringing such cases under the purview
of the Administrative Procedure Act.
The present provisions in both acts pro-
viding for “review” procedures are omit-
ted because a formal hearing as pre-
scribed in the Administrative Procedure
Act should provide all the due process
protection necessary.

TITLE II

Title II would authorize the issuance,
without charge, of motor vehicle opera-
tors' permits to police officers and fire-
men operating government-owned vehi-
cles in official business, This proposal
would relieve such individuals of the ne-
cessity and expense of securing licenses
to operate specialized equipment and ap-
paratus, and is similar to the authority
afforded by section 40-301(a) (5) of the
D.C. Code to members of the Armed
Forces who operate official vehicles in
the District of Columbia. Under this title
the police or fire chief would have to
certify that the applicant is qualified
to operate the respective department’s
equipment. Also, the applicant would be
examined by the Director of Motor Vehi-
cles as to his knowledge of District traf-

fic regulations.
TITLE III

Title III of HR. 5686 would amend
registration, tag, and transfer require-
ments of the Department of Motor Vehi-
cles. The annual reregistration require-
ment is abolished for Federal and District
government-owned vehicles. The present
annual reregistration provides no ad-
vantages for either the United States or
the District of Columbia and the elimina-
tion of this unnecessary requirement will
save time and money now consumed in
the annual registration of vehicles for
the many Federal and District agencies
and departments. Approximately 3,500
Federal and District-owned vehicles
would be involved.

Title III would permit the dropping
of a name from a jointly owned motor
vehicle when the license tags are trans-
ferred to a newly acquired vehicle. Pres-
ent law allows the addition of a spouse’s
name to the registration when transfer-
ring tags to a new automobile, but does
not permit the deletion of a joint owner's
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name, The proposed legislation would
permit the remaining owner(s) to have
the automobile tags to a newly acquired
vehicle transferred, allow the owner(s)
to maintain the old tag number, and pay
only a $2 transfer fee to cover the ac-
ministrative record changes involved.
Although this proposal would involve
some revenue loss, we believe that the
proposed legislation offers more equi-
table treatment to the public.

This title further makes certain tech-
nical changes in section 40-102 of tha
D.C. Code to conform existing law to the
present Commissioner-Council form of
the District government.

TITLE IV

Title IV would amend existing laws re-
lating to the finality of court judgments
arising out of motor vehicle accidents and
the publication of traffic regulations. Sec-
tion 502 of this title would amend the
Motor Vehicle Safety Responsibility Act
to permit the lifting of the suspension of
a judgment debtor’s license, registration,
or operating privilege when the judgment
on which such action was based has ex-
pired. Under existing law the license of a
motorist whose license has been sus-
pended because of the entry of a judg-
ment against him must remain suspended
and cannot be renewed until the judg-
ment is satisfied. In many instances the
judgment creditor is no longer available
to be paid the judgment or cannot be
located. As a consequence of the require-
ment that suspension files be maintained
until satisfaction of the judgment, the
Department of Motor Vehicles has now
accumulated almost 6,000 cases in which
the original judement has expired with-
out docketing the revival by the judg-
ment creditor and the number is ever in-
creasing. The proposed amendment
would allow the termination of these in-
active cases.

Furthermore, it appears inconsistent to
punish someone when the court itself will
not enforce the judgment. The plaintiff
is protected since he has the right to
revive the judgment. Thus, only the files
of those plaintiffs actively pursuing their
judgments will be kept open. It is felt
that this amendment would not only pro-
mote efficiency within the Department of
Motor Vehicles, but also would be more
equitable to those who come within the
purview of the Safety Responsibility Act.

Section 502 of title IV would delete the
requirement of present law that traffic
regulations, when adopted, be printed in
one or more daily newspapers. It is be-
lieved that such publication, which re-
sults in additional expense to the District
government, is no longer necessary in
light of the publication requirements of
the more recently enacted District of
Columbia Administrative Procedure Act.
Title IV, however, retains the 10-day
grace period of existing law which allows
the public to become aware of and ac-
quainted with the provisions of any new
trafiic regulation before any penalty for
its violation may be enforced.

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

Mr. Speaker, I wish to express my sup-
port for the bill, H.R. 5686, the purpose of
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which is to amend the Motor Vehicle
Safety Responsibility Act of the District
of Columbia and the District of Columbia
Traffic Act of 1925, in several respects so
as to improve the procedures prescribed
therein and the administration of both
acts.

Title I of this bill amends both of the
acts referred to above, to provide that
any person whose operator's permit or
owner's registration has been suspended
or revoked by order of the Commissioner
of the District of Columbia shall have
the right to file a petition for a hearing,
within a period of 5 days after such an
order of suspension or revocation has
been issued. This privilege of a hearing
also applies to a person who has been
denied an operator’s permit in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. This will serve to
permit the application of the D.C.
Administrative Procedure Act, which de-
fines a contested case as one in which the
legal rights of a person are required
under law to be determined only after a
hearing before the D.C. Commissioner or
an agency of the D.C. government.

At present, neither the Safety Respon-
sibility Act nor the Traffic Act requires
a hearing in the case of suspension or
revocation of driving privileges in the
District, although the latter act does
make such a hearing optional with the
Commissioner. Thus, the language of
title I of H.R. 5686 will provide for the
first time a requirement under the law
that any person whose right or privilege
has been suspended under either or both
of these acts must be afforded the oppor-
tunity of a hearing, at which time it will
be the duty of the Commissioner to take
testimony and examine into the facts of
the case, to determine whether the
person actually deserves to suffer the
revocation or suspension which is the
subject of the order issued.

Inasmuch as the privilege of operating
a motor vehicle is extremely important
today to most people, both for pleasure
and as an adjunct to the conduct of busi-
ness it is my opinion that this assurance
of a right to a hearing in the event of an
order of suspension or revocation of this
privilege is a “must” in existing codes of
law, in the District of Columbia and else-
where.

As a protection to the public in these
cases, however, the bill quite properly
provides that this right of a hearing for
suspension or revocation of driving priv-
ileges does not involve an automadtic stay
of an order of suspension or revocation
when such order has been issued revok-
ing or suspending the operator’s permit
on account of mental or physical inca-
pacity or following a conviction for an
offense for which mandatory revocation
of the operator’s permit is required under
the law. In other cases, however, the filing
of a petition for a hearing shall operate
as a stay of the Commissioner's order.

| Title IT of the bill provides that officers
and members of the D.C. Police and Fire
Departments shall be issued, without
charge, permits to operate government-
owned vehicles while engaged in the per-
formance of their official duties. Such
permits shall be issued, however, only
after the Chief of Police or the Fire Chief
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certifies that the officer or member is
qualified to operate the vehicle to which
he is assigned, and also affer the Com-
missioner has examined the officer’s or
member’s knowledge of the traffic regu-
lations of the District of Columbia. Thus,
ample protection of the public interest is
assured, and the individuals involved
will be spared the expense and difficulty
of acquiring licenses to operate the spe-
cialized equipment and vehicles used in
these services. This is identical to provi-
sions existing in law applying to mem-
bers of the armed services who operate
official vehicles in the District of Colum-
bia.

Title III of H.R. 5686 amends the reg-
istration, tag, and transfer operations of
the D.C. Department of Motor Vehicles
in several respects.

One of these amendments will elimi-
nate the present requirement of annual
registration of motor vehicles which are
the property of the Federal or District of
Columbia governments. The repeal of
this meaningless requirement will con-
serve time and money for the District.
I am advised that approximately 3,500
Government-owned vehicles will be af-
fected by this provision.

This title also provides that a name
may be dropped from a jointly owned
motor vehicle in the District of Columbia,
upon the consent of all the joint owners,
when the license tags for the vehicle are
transferred to a new vehicle. Under the
present law, a spouse’s or other joint
owner’'s name may be added to the regis-
tration when tags are transferred to a
new vehicle, but the deletion of such a
joint owner’s name is cumbersome and
relatively expensive. Under the provision
in this proposed legislation, this deletion
may be accomplished by the payment of
a fee of $2.00, and the owner may retain
his old tag number. This represents a
more equitable procedure, in the public
interest, which is well worth the loss of
revenue which will be involved.

Title IV provides a badly needed meas-
sure of reform in the matter of court
judgments arising out of motor vehicle
accidents in the District of Columbia.

The D.C. Motor Vehicle Safety Respon-
sibility Act presently provides that the
D.C. Commissioner, upon receipt of a
certified copy of a judgment or a certifi-
cate of facts relative to such judgment,
shall forthwith suspend the license and
registration of the person against whom
the judgment was rendered; or in the
case of a nonresident motorist, his privi-
lege of driving in the District shall be
suspended.

The present law further provides that
such suspension of license, registration,
or nonresident’s driving privilege shall
remain in effect until any such judgment
is satisfied and the person gives proof of
financial responsibility as required.

The problem in this area is that in
many instances, the judgment creditor in
these cases disappears and eannot be lo-
cated, or for other reasons is not avail-
able to be paid the judgment. As a result,
the D.C. Department of Motor Vehicles
has now amassed a backlog of nearly
6,000 cases in which a judgment has ex-
pired without docketing and revival by
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the judgment creditor, and I am in-
formed that the number is constantly
increasing.

Thus, under existing law, in 6,000 in-
stances a judgment has expired without
being “satisfied”, and thus the persons
involved in these cases are unable to have
the suspension of their licenses or reg-
istrations lifted, or in the case of non-
residents their right to operate a vehicle
in the Distriet restored. I am advised
that the amounts involved in these in-
active judgment cases ranges from $30
to $50,000. Twenty-five percent, however,
are for amounts less than $100, and an-
other 25 percent between $100 and $200.
Only 20 percent of the cases involve
amounts greater than $500.

Title IV of the bill will correct this
ridiculous inequity by providing that if
the right to enforce such a judgment by
docketing and revival, or by revival, shall
have expired without such action being
taken, or if the judgment creditor fails
to file notice of the docketing and revival
of his judgment with the D.C. Commis-
sioner, the suspension of the license or
registration of the judgment debtor shall
be terminated.

It is important to note that this
amendment will in no way affect any
creditor's right to recover whatever may
be his due in a judgment case. It will
serve only to restore a vehicle owner's
right to drive in these circumstances
where the judgment has expired but has
not technically been “satisfied.” It is my
opinion that this is the way the law orig-
inally must have been intended to be ad-
ministered, because the injustice in-
volved in a person’s right to drive not be-
ing restored under these circumstances
is obvious. Also, I certainly object to any
of my constituents, or other nonresidents
of the District of Columbia, not being
allowed to drive in the District under
these circumstances.

Title IV of H.R. 5686 also repeals the
present requirement that traffic regula-
tions, upon adoption, must be printed in
a daily newspaper of general circulation
within the District. The D.C. government
favors this provision, on the grounds that
this expense to the city is no longer justi-
fied in view of the recent enactment of
publication requirements in the D.C. Ad-
ministrative Procedure Act. However,
this amendment in H.R. 5686 retains the
present grace period of 10 days within
which no penalty will be imposed for vio-
lation of a new traffic regulation. Also,
this amendment provides that whenever
the D.C. Council deems it advisable to
make immediately effective any new reg-
ulation relating to parking, diverting of
vehicular traflic, or the closing of any
street to traffic, the regulation shall be-
come effective immediately upon placing
at the point where it is to be in force
conspicuous signs containing a notice of
the new regulation.

All the provisions of this bill, as
amended and reported by our committee,
are endorsed by the government of the
District of Columbia. No objection fo any
of the provisions of this proposed legis-
lation has been expressed from any
source whatever, and I commend the bill
to my colleagues at this time for their
favorable action.
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Mr. GROSS. Mr, Speaker, I move to
strike the necessary number of words.

Mr. Speaker, I have but one question
concerning this bill. It provides a 5-day
period in which one deprived of a license
may appeal. Is that not correct?

Mr. STUCKEY. Yes; that is correct.

Mr, GROSS, The person who loses an
operator’s license may appeal to the
Commissioner; is that correct?

Mr. STUCKEY. Yes; that is correct.

Mr. GROSS. What happens to the li-
cense in the meantime? May I assume
that the license is revoked or suspended
and the driver suspended during the 5-
day period?

Mr. STUCKEY. That is correct, during
the 5-day period.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to vote favorably on H.R.
5686, to amend the Motor Vehicle Safety
Responsibility Act of the District of Co-
lumbia and the District of Columbia
Traffic Act, of 1925, to authorize the is-
suance of special identification cards,
and for other purposes, H.R. 13608, a bill
to amend the act of August 9, 1955, relat-
ing to school fare subsidy for transporta-
tion uf schoolchildren within the District
of Columbia; and 8. 3703, an act to au-
thorize in the District of Columbia =&
plan providing for the representation 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.

The amendments to the motor vehicle
laws of the District of Columbia have
been urged upon the committee by the
Distriet of Columbia and other individ-
uals testifying before the subcommittee.

‘The school subsidy bill merely extends
the provisions of this law through 1977.
The appropriations for the D.C. school
fare subsidy and the funding for the lo-
cal Criminal Justice Act, 8. 3703, were
passed by the House on Friday, June 29,
1974, This is the authorization for those
two bills.

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

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
gmngrossment and third reading of the

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

AMENDMENT TO THE TITLE OFFERED BY MR,
STUCKEY

Mr. STUCEEY. Mr. Speaker, 1 offer
an amendment to the title.

The SPEAKER. The clerk will report
the amendment.

The clerk reads as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BTUCKEY:
Amend the title so as to read: “A bill to
amend the Motor Vehicle Safety Responsi-
bility Act of the District of Columbia and
the District of Columbia Traflic Act, of 1925,
and for other purposes.”

The amendment was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CRIMINAL
JUSTICE ACT

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on the District of Co-
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lumbia, I call up the Senate bill (S. 3703)
to authorize in the District of Columbia
a plan providing for the representation
of defendants who are financially unable
to obtain an adequate defense in crim-
inal cases in the courts of the District
of Celumbia, and for other purposes, and
ask unanimous consent that the bill be
considered in the House as in Committee
of the Whole,

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol-
lows:

S. 3703

Be it enacted by the Senale and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “District of Colum-
bia Criminal Justice Act",

Sec. 2. Title 11 of the District of Columbia
Code (1973 edition) is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new chap-
ter:

“Chapter 26.—REPRESENTATION OF IN-
DIGENTS IN CRIMINAL CASES
“Sec.
“11-2601. Plan for furnishing representation
to indigents in criminal cases.
Appointment of counsel.
Duration and substitution of ap-
pointments.
Payment for representation,
Services other than counsel.
Receipt of other payments.
“11-2607. Preparation of budget.
"“11-2608. Authorization of appropriations.
“§ 11-2601. Plan for furnishing representa-
tion of indigents in criminal
cases

“The Joint Committee on Judicial Admin=
istration shall place in operation in the Dis=
trict of Columbia a plan for furnishing rep-
resentation to any person in the District of
Columbia who is financially unable to obtain
adequate representation—

“(1) who is charged with a felony, or mis-
demeanor, or other offense for which the
sixth amendment to the Constitution re-
quires the appointment of counsel or for
whom, in a case which he faces loss of lib-
erty, any law of the District of Columbia
requires the appointment of counsel;

“(2) who is under arrest, when such rep-
resentation is required by law;

“(8) who is charged with violating a con-
dition of probation or parole, in custody as a
material witness, or seeking collateral relief,
as provided in—

“(A) Section 23-110 of the District of Co-
lumbia Code (remedies on motion attacking
sentence),

“(B) Chapter 7 of title 23 of the District
of Columbia Code (extradition and fugitives
from justice),

“(C) Chapter 19 of title 168 of the District
of Columbia Code (habeas corpus),

“(D) Section 928 of the Act of March B8,
1901 (D.C. Code, sec. 24-302) (commitment
of mentally ill person while serving sen-
tence);

“(4) who is subject to proceedings pur-
suant to chapter 5, title 21, of the District
of Columbia Code (hospitalization of the
mentally il1);

*“(6) who is a juvenile and alleged to be
delinquent or in need of superivsion.
Representation under the plan shall include
counsel and investigative, expert, and other
services necessary for an adequate defense.
The plan shall include a provision for private
attorneys, attorneys furnished by the Public
Defender Service, and attorneys and quali-
fled students participating in clinical pro-

“11-2602.
“11-2603.

*11-2604.,
“11-2605.
“11-2606.

grams,
*“§ 11-2602. Appointment of counsel
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“Counsel furnishing representation under
the plan shall in every case be selected from
panels of attorneys designated and approved
by the courte. In all cases where a person
faces a loss of liberty and the Constitution or
any other law requires the appointment of
counsel, the court shall advise the defendant
or respondent that he has the right to be
represented by counsel and that counsel will
be appointed to represent him if he is finan-
cially unable to obtain counsel. Unless the
defendant or respondent walves representa-
tion by counsel, the court, if satisfied after
appropriate inquiry that the defendant or
respondent is financially =unable to obtain
counsel, shall appoint counsel to represent
him. SBuch appointment may be made retro-
active to include any representation fur-
nished pursuant to the plan prior to appoint-
ment. The court shall appoint separate coun-
sel for defendanis or respondents having
interests that cannotf properly be represented
by the same counsel, or when other good
cause is shown. In all cases covered by this
Act where the appointment of counsel is
discretionary, the defendant or respondent
shall be advised that counsel may be ap-
pointed to represent him if he is financially
unable to obtain counsel, and the court shall
in all such cases advise the defendant or re-
spondent of the manner and procedures by
which he may request the appointment of
counsel,

“§ 11-2603. Duration and substitution of ap-
pointments

“A person for whom counsel is appointed
shall be represented at every stage of the
proceedings from his initial appearance be-
fore the court through appeals, including
ancillary matters appropriate to the proceed-
ings. If at any time after the appointment of
counsel the court finds that the person is
financially able to obtain counsel or to make
partial payment for the representation, it
may terminate the appointment of counsel
or authorise payment as provided in section
2608 of this chapter, as the interests of
justice may dictate. If at any stage of the
proceedings, including an appeal, the court
finds that the person is financlally unable
to pay counsel whom he had retained, it may
appoint counsel as provided In section 2602,
and authorize payment as provided in section
2604, as the interests of Justice may dictate.
The court may, in the interest of justice,
substitute one appointed counsel for an-
other at any stage of the proceedings.

“'§ 11-2604. Payment for representation

“(1) HourLy RATE—Any attorney ap-
pointed pursuant to this chapter shall, at
the conclusion of the representation or any
segment thereof, be compensated at a rate
fixed by the Joint Committee on Judicial
Administration, not to exceed the hourly
scale established by the provisions of section
S008A(d) (1) of title 18, United States Code.
Buch attorney shall be reimbursed for ex-
penses reasonably incurred.

“(2) Maximum AMoUNTS.—For representa-
tion of a defendant before the Superior
Court or before the District of Columbia
Court of Appeals, as the case may be, the
compensation to be pald to an attorney
shall not exceed the maximum amounts es-
tablished by section 3008A(d)(2) of title
18, United States Code, in the corresponding
kind of case or proceeding.

“(8) Warving Maxraom AMounNTs.—Claims
for compensation and reimbursement in ex-
cess of any maximum amount provided in
subsectlon (2) of this section may be ap-
proved for extended or complex representa-
tion whenever such payment is necessary to
provide fair compensation. Any such request
for payment shall be submitted by the at-
torney for approval by the chief judge of
the Superior Court upon recommendation
of the presiding judge in the case or, in cases
before the District of Columbia Court of Ap-
peals, approval by the chlef judge of the
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Court of Appeals upon recommendations of
the presiding judge in the case. A decision
ghall be made by the appropriate chief judge
in the case of every claim filed under this
subsection.

“(4) PiLmne Crarms.—A separate claim for
compensation and reimbursement shall be
made to the Superior Court for representa-
tion before that court, and to the District of
Columbla Court of Appeals for representa-
tion before that court. Each clalm shall be
supported by a sworn written statement
specifying the time expended, services ren-
dered, and expenses incurred while the case
was pending before the court, and the com-
pensation and reimbursement applied for
or received in the same case from any other
source. The court shall fix the compensation
and reimbursement to be paid to the attor-
ney. In cases where representation is fur-
nished other than before the Superior Court
or the District of Columbia Court of Appeals,
claims shall be submitted to the Superior
Court which shall fix the compensation and
reimbursement to be paid.

“(6) New Triars.—For purposes of com-
pensation and other payments authorized
by this section, an order by a court granting
a new trial shall be deemed to initiate a new
case.

“(6) PROCEEDINGS BEFORE APPELLATE
Court.—If a person for whom counsel is
appointed under this section appeals to the
District of Columbia Court of Appeals, he
may do so without prepayment of fees and
costs or security therefor and without filing
the affidavit required by section 1915(a) of
title 28, United States Code.

*#§ 11-2605. Services other than counsel

*“(1) Uron ReEquEsT.—Counsel for a person
who is financially unable to obtain investi-
gative, expert, or other services necessary for
an adequate defense may request them in an
ex parte application. Upon finding, after ap-

propriate inquiry in an ex parte proceeding,
that the services are necessary and that the
person is financially unable to obtain them,
the court shall authorize counsel to obtain
the services.

“(2) WritHoutr Prior REQUEST—Counsel
appointed under this section may obtain,
subject to later review, investigative, expert,
or other services, excluding the preparation
of reporter’s transcript, without prior au-
thorization if necessary for an adequate de-
fense. The total cost of services obtalned
without prior authorization may not exceed
$150 or the rate provided by section 3008A(e)
(2) of title 18, United States Code, which-
ever is higher, and expenses reasonably
incurred.

“(8) MaxmmumMm AMOUNTS—Compensation
to be paid to a person for services rendered
by him to a person under this subsection
shall not exceed $300, or the rate provided by
section 3006A(e) (3) of title 18, United States
Code, whichever is higher, exclusive of re-
imbursement for expenses reasonably in-
curred, unless payment in excess of that
limit is certified by the court, as necessary
to provide falr compensation for services of
an unusual character or duration, and the
amount of the excess payment is approved by
the presiding judge in the case.

*“§ 11-2606. Recelpt of other payments

“(a) Whenever the court finds that funds
are available for payment from or on behalf
of a person furnished representation, it may
authorize or direct that such funds be paid
to the appointed attorney, or to any person
or organization authorized pursuant to sec-
tion 2605 of this title to render investigative,
expert, or other services, or to the court for
deposit in the Treasury as a reimbursement
to the appropriation, current at the time of
payment, to carry out the provisions of this
sectlon, Except as so authorized or directed,
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no such person or organization may request
or accept any payment or promise of payment
for representing a defendant.

“(b) Any person compensated, or entitled
to be compensated, for any services rendered
under this chapter who shall seek, ask, de-
mand, receive, or offer to receive, any money,
goods, or services in return therefor from or
on behalf of a defendant or respondent shall
be fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned
not more than one year, or both.

“§ 11-2607. Preparation of Budget

“The joint committee shall prepare and
annually submit to the Commissioner of the
District of Columbia, in conformity with sec-
tion 11-17438 of this title, or to his successor
in accordance with section 445 of the District
of Columbia Self-Government and Govern-
mental Reorganization Act, for inclusion in
the annual budget, annual estimates of the
expenditures and appropriatlons necessary
for furnishing representation by private
attorneys to persons entitled to representa-
tion in accordance with section 2601 of this
title.

“$£11-2608. Authorization of appropriations

“There are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated to the District of Columbia such
funds as may be necessary for the adminis-
tration of this chapter for fiscal years 1975
and 1976. When so specified in appropriation
Acts, such appropriations shall remain avail-
able until expended.

Sec. 3. (a) Paragraph (1) of section 30064,
title 18, United States Code, as amended, is
amended to read:

“(1) APPLICABILITY IN THE DIsSTRICT OF CoO-
rumMBbia. The provisions of this Act, other
than subsection (h) of section 1, shall apply
in the United States District Court for the
District of Columbia and the United States
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit. The provisions of this Act shall not
apply to the Superior Court of the District
of Columbia and the District of Columbia
Court of Appeals.”.

Sec. 4. This Act shall take effect upon the
date of its enactment. Any person appointed
on or after July 1, 1974, but prior to the
commencing date of the plan referred to in
section 11-2601 of the District of Columbia
Code (as added by section 2 of this Act), by
a judge of the Superior Court or the District
of Ceolumbia Court of Appeals to furnish
to any person in the District of Columbia,
who is financially unable to obtain adequate
representation, that representation and those
services referred to in such section 11-2601,
may be compensated and reimbursed for
such representation and services rendered,
including expenses incurred therewith, upon
filing a claim for payment. Payment shall
not be allowed in excess of the amounts au-
thorized in accordance with those sections
added to the District of Columbia Code by
such section 2.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and inserf the following:

That this Act may be cited as the "Dis-
trict of Columbia Criminal Justice Act”.

SEc, 2. Title 11 of the District of Columbia
Code (1973 edition) is amended by the ad-
dition of the following new sections:

“Chapter 26—REFRESENTATION OF IN-
DIGENTS IN CRIMINAL CASES

“Sec.

“11-2601. Plan for furnishing representation
to indigents in eriminal cases.

“11-2602. Appointment of counsel.

*11-2603. Duration and substitution of ap-
pointments.

“11-2604. Payment for representation.

“11-2605. Services other than counsel.

“11-2606, Recelpt of other payments.
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*11-2607, Preparation of budget.

**11-2608. Authorization of appropriations.

“§ 11-2601. Plan for furnishing representa-
tion of indigents in criminal
cases

“The Joint Committee on Judicial Admin-
istration shall place in operation in the Dis-
trict of Columbia a plan for furnishing rep-
resentation to a person in the District of
Columbia who is financially unable to ob-
tain adequate representation—

“{1) who is charged with a felony or mis-
demeanor and the United States Attorney
prosecutes, or with juvenile delinguency by
the comimission of an act which if commit-
ted by an adult, would be prosecuted by the
United States Attorney;

“*{2) who is under arrest, when such repre-
sentation is required by law;

*(3) who is charged with violating a con-
dition of probation or parole, in custody as
a material witness, or seeking collateral re-
lief, as provided in—

“(a) section 110 of title 23 of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Code (remedies on motion
attacking sentence),

*{b) chapter 7 of title 23 of the District
of Columbia Code (extradition and fugitives
irom justice),

“(e) chapter 19 of title 16 of the District
of Columbia Code (habeas corpus),

*“(d) section 928 of the Act of March 8,
1901 (D.C. Code, sec. 24-302) (commitment
of mentally 1l person while serving sen-
tence), or

“(4) for whom the sixth amendment to
the Constitution requires the appointment of
counsel or for whom, in a case in which he
faces loss of liberty, any local law requires
the appointment of counsel. Representation
under the plan shall include counsel and in-
vestigative, expert, and other services nec-
easary for an adequate defense. The plan
shall include a provision for private attor-
neys, attorneys furnished by the Public De-
fender Service, and attorneys and qualified
students participating in clinical programs.
§ 11-2602. Appointment of counsel

“Counsel furnishing representation under
the plan shall be selected from panels of at-
torneys designated or approved by the
courts, In every criminal case in which a
person may be appointed counsel under this
chapter the court shall advise the defendant
that he Is entitled to be represented by
counsel and that counsel will be appointed
for him if he is financially unable to obtain
counsel. Unless the defendant waives rep-
resentation by counsel, the court, if satis-
fled after appropriate inguiry that the de-
fendant is financially unable to obtain coun-
sel, shall appoint counsel to represent him.
Such appointment may be made retroac-
tive to include any representation furnished
pursuant to the plan prior to appointment,
The court shall appoint separate counsel
for defendants having interests that cannot
properly be represented by the same counsel,
or when other good cause is shown.

“§ 11-2603. Duration and substitution of
appointments

“A person for whom counsel is appointed
shall be represented at every stage of the
proceedings from his initial appearance be-
fore the court through appeals, including
ancillary matters appropriate to the proceed-
ings. If at any time after the appointment
of counsel the court finds that the person
is financlally able to obtain counsel or to
make partial payment for the representa-
tion, it may terminate the appointment of
counsel or authorize payment as provided in
section 2606 of this chapter, as the interests
of justice may dictate. If at any stage of the
proceedings, including an appeal, the court
finds that the person is financially unable
to pay counsel whom he had retained, it may
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appoint counsel as provided in section 2602,
and authorize payment as provided in sec-
tion 2604, as the interests of justice may
dictate. The court may, In the interest of
justice, substitute one appointed counsel for
another at any stage of the proceedings,

“§11-2604. Payment for representation

“(1) Hourry RaATE—Any attorney ap-
pointed pursuant to this chapter shall, at
the conclusion of the representation or any
segment thereof, be compensated at a rate
fixed by the Joint Committee on Judicial
Administration, not to exceed the hourly
scale established by the provislons of title
18, United States Code, section 3008A(d).
Such attorney shall be relmbursed for ex-
penses reasonably incurred.

“(2) MaxiMuUnM AMOUNTS.—For representa-
tlon of a defendant before the Superior
Court or before the District of Columbia
Court of Appeals, as the case may be, the
compensation to be paid to an attorney shall
not exceed the maximum amounts estab-
lished by title 18, United States Code, sec-
tlon 3006A(d) (2) in the corresponding kind
of case or proceeding,

"(8) Wamine MAxmMuM AMOUNTS.—Pay-
ment in excess of any maximum amount
provided in subsection (2) of this section
may be made for extended or complex repre-
sentation whenever the SBuperior Court in
which the representation was rendered, cer-
tifies that the amount of the excess pay-
ment is necessary to provide fair compen-
sation and the payment is approved by the
chief judge of the District of Columbia
Court of Appeals.

*“(4) FrLme Crarms.—A separate claim for
compensation and reimbursement shall be
made to the Superlor Court for representa-
tion before that court, and to the District of
Columbia Court of Appeals for representa-
tion before that court. Each claim shall be
supported by a sworn written statement
specifylng the time expended, services
rendered, and expenses Incurred while the
case was pending before the court, and the
compensation and relmbursement applied
for or received in the same case from any
other source. The court shall fix the com-
pensation and reimbursement to be paid to
the attorney. In cases where representation
is furnished other than befors the Buperior
Court or the District of Columbia Court of
Appeals, claims shall be submitted to the
Superior Court which shall fix the com-
pensation and reimbursement to be paid.

“(6) New TriaLs—For purposes of com-
pensation and other payments authorized by
this section, an order by a court granting a
new trial shall be deemed to initiate a new
case.

“(8) PROCEEDINGS BEFORE  APELLATE
Court.—If & person for whom counsel is ap-
pointed under this section appeals to the
District of Columbia Court of Appesals, he
may do so without prepayment of fees and
costs or security therefor and without filing
the afiidavit required by 1915(a) of title 28
of the United States Code.

“‘§ 11-2605. Services other than counsel

“(1) Uron REQUEST.—Counsel for a per-
son who is financially unable to obtain in-
vestigative, expert, or other services neces-
sary for an adequate defense may request
them in an ex parte application. Upon find-
ing, after appropriate ingulry in an ex parte
proceeding, that the services are necessary
and that the person is financially unable to
obtaln them, the court shall authorize
counsel to obtain the services.

*(2) WrtHOUT PRIOR REQUEST.—CoOUNsel ap-
pointed under this section may obtain, sub-
Ject to later review, Investigative, expert, or
other services, excluding the preparation of
reporter’s transcript, without prior authori-
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zation if necessary for an adequate defense.
The total cost of services obtained without
prior authorization may not exceed $150 or
the rate provided by title 18, United States
Code, section 3006A(e) (2) whichever is high-
er, and expenses reasonably incurred.

“(3) Maxmvom AMOUNTS—Compensation
to be paid to a person for services rendered
by him to & person under this subsection
shall not exceed $300, or the rate provided
by title 18, Unifed States Code, section 3006A
(e) (3), whichever is higher, exclusive of
reimbursement for expenses reasonably in-
curred, unless payment in excess of that lim-
it is certified by the court, as necessary to
provide fair compensation for services of an
unusual character or duration, and the
amount of the excess payment is approved
by the chief judge of the District of Colum-
bia Court of Appeals,

“§ 11-2606. Recelpt of other payments

“Whenever the court finds that funds are
available for payment from or on behalf of
a person furnished representation, it may
authorize or direct that such funds be paid
to the appointed attorney, or to any person
or organization authorized by section 2605 to
render investigative, expert, or other services,
or to the court for deposit in the Treasury
as a reimbursement to the appropriation,
current at the time of payment, to carry out
the provisions of this section. Except as s0
authorized or directed, no such person or
organization may request or accept any pay-
ment or promise of payment for representing
a defendant.

**§ 11-2607. Preparatiion of budget

“(a) The Joint Committee shall annually
prepare and submit to the Commissioner of
the District of Columbia, or to his successor
in accordance with section 445 of the District
of Columbia Self-Government and Govern-
mental Reorganization Act, its estimate of
the amount needed for furnishing represen-
tation by private attorneys to persons en-
titled to representation in accordance with
section 2601(b) of this title.

“{b) In making its computation of such
estimate, the Joint Committee shall—

“(1) issue and follow definitional stand-
ards with respect to financial inability to
obtain adequate legal representation;

“(2) estimate the respective percentage of
indigent defendant cases which can be effec-
tively handled by the Public Defender Serv-
ice, private attorneys, and gualified law stu-
dents participating in clinieal programs un-
der attorney supervision;

“(3) take into account the number of cases
in the United States courts for which pay-
ment was made under the last appropria-
tion for the administration of the Criminal
Justice Act in such courts and the proportion
which such number bears to the estimated
number of such cases in the District of Co~
lumbia courts for the particular fiscal year;

“(4) shall not request an amount to be
paid private attorneys for representation pur-
suant to section 2601 of this title in excess
of the estimated appropriation for the prose-
cution of those persons thus represented.
“§ 11-2608. Authorization of appropriations

“There are authorized to be appropriated
for each fiscal year, out of any moneys in the
Treasury credited to the District of Colum-
bia, such sums as are necessary to carry out
the purposes of his chapter. Unless otherwise
specified in appropriations Acts, such appro-
priations shall remain avallable until ex-
pended. Disbursements from such appropria-
tions to persons entitled to payments, pur-
suant to orders of the courts, under this Act,
shall be made by the executlve officer of sald
courts, subject to the supervision of the fiscal
officer of the District of Columbia.”.

22329

“§ 11-2608. Authority of Council

“Section 602(a)(4) of the Distriet of Co-
lumbia Self-Government and Governmental
Reorganization Act shall not apply to this
chapter.”

Sec. 3. Section 3006A(1) of title 18 of the
United States Code is repealed.

SEc. 4. This Act shall take effect at the end
of thirty days following enactment.

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

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of the hill
(8. 3703), as set forth in House Report
93-1172, is to provide a plan to insure
that persons charged with crimes in the
District of Columbia, who are financially
unable to obtain an adequate defense in
the courts of the District of Columbia are
provided with legal representation. The
bill establishes a plan for furnishing such
representation and a mechanism for ap-
pointment and compensation of counsel.

BACEGROUND

In previous years payments for lawyers
representing indigent defendants under
a court appointment were reimbursed
through the plan established by the
Criminal Justice Act (18 U.S.C. 3006A).
That Act was specifically applicable to
the District of Columbia. Since the Court
Reform and Criminal Procedure Act of
1970 (84 Stat. 473) with its transfer of
local criminal jurisdiction from the
United States District Court to the local
Distriet of Columbia Court system, it
has been the position of the Administra-
tive Office of the United States Courts
and the Judicial Conference of the
United States to transfer the responsi-
bility for the indigent defenders program
to that local court system. The Adminis-
trative Office of the United States Courts
took the position in Committee hearings
held on the need for funds for the Crim-
inal Justice Act, that it was willing to
fund the program until the end of the
1974 fiscal year. At that point the pro-
gram would have to be included in the
District of Columbia budget for fiscal
1975. The District of Columbia Govern-
ment agreed to this proposal. Accord-
ingly, authorizing legislation (H.R. 14376
and S. 3703) was required to legitimate
the transfer.

NEED FOR LEGISLATION

The United States Supreme Court in
its 1972 decision, in the case of Arger-
singer v. Hamlin (407 U.S. 25), required
that counsel be appointed in any case
where there exists the possibility of the
deprivation of liberty. With the full im-
plementation of the District of Colum-
bia Court Reform and Criminal Proce-
dure Act however, the Administrative
Office of the United States Courts, the
United States Judicial Conference, and
the Chief Justice of the United States
have taken the position that the Supe-
rior Court of the District of Columbia
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and the District of Columbia Court of
Appeals are not the rightful beneficiaries
of the Criminal Justice Act of 1964 (18
U.S.C. 3006A), which has, up until now,
keen the source of funds for reimburse-
ment of counsel appearing before the
local D.C. courts.

In March of this year the available
funds were exhausted from which coun-
sel for indigent defendants could be
paid. As a result, the D.C. Superior Court
Trial Lawyers Association announced
that they would be unable to accept ap-
pointments to defend an indigent unless
there was some assurance of compensa-
tion. The D.C. courts, responding in the
best way that they could, asked for volun-
teers, and decided that they would or-
der the private bar to provide counsel
for defense if volunteers were insuffi-
cient. Such a system, however, is an
emergency system and cannot be ex-
pected to work or be relied upon in the
long run. The reported legislation is in-
tended to provide authorization for a
viable, local, indigent-defender in the
District of Columbia.

The Constitution, as interpreted by
the Supreme Court, requires that every
defendant in a eriminal or juvenile de-
linquent proceeding be represented by
counsel. If counsel is not available, the
court will ultimately have to discontinue
the conduct of criminal and juvenile de-
linquent proceedings. Whether this ac-
tion would mean that all individuals af-
fected would be held in confinement un-
til counsel were found or, as appears
more likely, that they would be released
pending solution of this problem—both

alternatives are highly unpalatable. This
legislation seeks to prevent the necessity
of dealing with either of those possibili-
ties.

SUMMARY OF MAJOR FROVISIONS OF THE BILL

The bill creates a new chapter 26, Title
II of the District of Columbia Code to
provide for representation of indigents in
criminal cases in the District of Columbia
courts. It creates a plan for the furnish-
ing of legal representation to indigents
in cases where they are subject to the
possibility of loss of liberty or where
Federal or local law requires such repre-
sentation. Counsel furnishing represen-
tation under the plan shall be selected
from panels desrignated or approved by
the courts. Counsel is to be provided for
the duration of the complete judicial
process with compensation to be fixed
approximately parallel to that of the
Federal Criminal Justice Act (18 U.S.C.
3006A). The bill also provides for com-
pensation for ancillary services necessi-
tated by the defense. The bill specifically
provides for aqualified law students to
be included in its coverage in the light
of Mr. Justice Powell’s concurring opin-
jon in the Argersinger case wherein he
cited the availability of such student-in-
court programs as being an excellent re-
source to tap.

The budget estimate for the program
will be submitied by the Joint Committee
on Judicial Administration.

The legislation repeals the applicability
of the Federal Criminal Justice Act (18
U.S.C. 3006A) to the District of Colum-
bia. The District of Columbia Council is
given the authority to make modifica-
tions in only this chapter of title IL.
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HISTORY

Hearings on the proposed legislation
(H.R. 14374 and H.R. 14376) were held
by the Subcommittee on the Judiciary
on June 13, 1974. Testimony in support
of the legislation was presented by rep-
resentatives of the Administrative Office
of the United States Courts, the Chief
Judges of the District of Columbia Court
of Appeals, and the District of Columbia
Superior Court, the District of Columbia
Corporation Council, the Director of the
FPublic Defender Service, and by repre-
sentatives of the District of Columbia
Unified Bar, the District of Columbia
Bar Association, and the Washington
Bai Association. No testimony was given
nor statements filed in opposition to the
objective of providing counsel for indig-
ent defendants.

The subcommittee reported the biil,
HR. 14376, as amended, on June 24,
1974.

H.ER. 14374 provides for a complete
overhaul of the system by which indigent
defendants are provided legal representa-
tion. On the other hand, the reported bill,
S. 3703 (companion to H.R. 14376) merely
provides the authorization for a con-
tinuation of the current system under the
auspices of the Joint Committee on Judi-
cial Administration. The Subcommittee
agreed to S. 3703 as a temporary measure
to provide legislative authorization for
the pending appropriation item in the
D.C. budget providing funds urgently re-
quired to continue the counsel program.
The Full Committee concurred in this
recommendation and ordered, reported S.
3703 in lieu of H.R. 14376.

VOTE

The bill, S. 3703, was ordered favorably
reported to the House on July 1, 1974, by
a voice vote, a quorum being present.

COST

The District of Columbia estimates the
cost of this program for fiscal year 1975
will be $2.3 million, and approximately
such an amount is included in the D.C.
apprepriation bill which recently passed
the House. The Committee anticipates
similar amounts for the ensuing fiscal
years.

CONCLUSION

By this legislation, the Committee has
endeavored to insure that indigent per-
sons in the District of Columbia will
receive adequate legal representation in
the courts as is guaranteed by the Con-
stitution.

It is important to note that the rep-
resentation of indigents is a crucial part
of the criminal justice system, and it is
the view of this Committee that budget-
ary priorities should be effectively ar-
ranged to underscore the necessity for
defender services to all indigents in the
District and to insure that they are ade-
aquately funded. Failure to do so may well
bave a deleterious effect on the criminal
justice system in the District of Colum-
bia, to the detriment of the community
as a whole.

JUDICIAL RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE
LEGISLATION

The recommendations of the Joint
Committee on Judicial Administration
in the District of Columbia, as presented
to the Committee by Judge Gerard D.
Reilly, Chief Judge of the District of
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Columbia Court of Appeals, in transmit-
ting the proposed legislation which be-
came H.R. 15376, follows:
DisTrRICT OF CoLumMBIA COURT OF
APPEALS,
Washington, D.C,, April 19, 1974.

Hon. CHARLES C. Dices, Jr.,

Chairman, Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia, House of Representatives, Wasi-
ington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I am herewith trans-
mitting for the consideration of the House
Committee on the District of Columbia pro-
posed legislation which would establish a
plan for providing representation of defend-
ants who are financially unable to retain
defense counsel in criminal cases in the
courts of the District., This draft bill has
been prepared by the Joint Committee on
Judicial Administration in the District of
Columbia, established by D.C. Code 1973,
§11-1701. If enacted, it would repeal the
provision in the Criminal Justice Act which
makes that statute applicable to cases In the
District of Columbia courts (i.e., subsection
(1) of 18 U.S.C. 3006A) and create in lieu
thereof a similar act covering only the Dis-
triet of Columbia Court of Appeals and the
Superior Court. Such legislation would pro-
vide statutory authorization for a requested
appropriation of $2,300,000, now pending be-
fore the House Appropriations Committee, as
an item included in the Mayor-Commission-
er's budget estimate for fiscal year 1975.

The need for this legislation is compel-
ling for the whole system of criminal justice
in this jurisdiction is threatened with break-
down as a result of the exhaustion of funds
appropriated for the current fiscal year to
pay counsel for representing indigent de-
fendants in our courts. Since early March,
Chief Judge Greene and I have had to resort
to a makeshift plan for drafting lawyers. We
are rapidly approaching a day when these
efforts will be unavailing, as the staff of the
Public Defender Service and experlenced pri-
vate trial counsel are already burdened with
an excessive number of assignments. In the
meantime, the Federal Judicial Conference
has remained adamant in its position against
including in its budget estimate any pro-
posal for supplemental appropriations to
meet the obligations incurred by our courts
for appointments of private counsel in the
fiscal years 1973 and 1974.

Continuation of this situation into the
next fiscal year would be intolerable. Con-
sequently, in order to expedite passage of an
authorization bill the enclosed draft pro-
poses mno change in the structure of opera-
tion of the Public Defender Service. In
other words, the Joint Committee at the
present time is making no recommendations
for amendments to Chapter 22, Title 2, of the
D.C. Code, as the pending D.C. budget esti-
mate for the Service has already been formu-
lated on the basis of this existing statutory
framework.

Accordingly, the revised legislative proposal
of the Joint Committee simply fills the gap
created by the absence of any federal budget
estimate for the payment of fees of private
counsel, transcripts and other expenses. It
follows the same scales of compensation pre-
scribed by the Federal Criminal Justice Act,
but by repealing the subsection of that
statute making it applicable to the District
of Columbla courts and authorizing direct
appropriations for this purpose to the Dis-
trict government, it precludes the raising of
possible points of order to the 1975 budget
estimate.

We recognize, of course, that the proposed
bill is something of a stopgap measure, for
some revisions of the laws relating to the
Public Defender Service should eventually
be considered by Congress. At present, how-
ever, there are so many confiicting views as
to what should be done in this respect, par-
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ticularly as the Federal Judiclal Conference
for this circuit last month authorized ap-
pointment of a committee to study the mat-
ter, we believe that to include in the author-
ization bill controversial proposals on this
subject might result in postponing until the
next fiscal year passage of this much needed
legislation.

My colleagues and I shall be available at
any time should the Committee decide to set
the matter down for hearing.

Faithfully yours,

Gerarp D, REmLLY,
Chairman, Joint Committee on Ju-
dicial Adminisiration in the District
of Columbia.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS
SECTION 11—-2601. PLAN FOR FURNISHING REPRE-
SENTATION OF INDIGENTS IN CRIMINAL CASES

This section provides a plan for fur-
nishing representation to indigents in
criminal cases. The Joint Committee on
Judicial Administration of the local
courts is required to place into operation
in the District of Columbia a plan for
furnishing representation to persons in
the District of Columbia who are finan-
cially unable to obtain adequate repre-
sentation when they are charged with
crimes and for whom the Sixth Amend-
ment of the Constitution requires the ap-
pointment of Counsel; or for whom, in
a case in which he faces loss of liberty,
the local law requires the appointment
of counsel.

Representation must be provided to
indigents in all felony or misdemeanor
cases where the United States Attorney
prosecutes or would prosecute were the
defendant not a juvenile, and in all cases
of indigent persons under arrest where
representation is required by law, Repre-
sentation must also be provided for per-
sons charged with violation of parole or
probation, or in custody as a material
witness cases or seeking collateral relief,
Those classes of collateral relief include
remedies on a motion attacking sen-
tence, extradition, habeas corpus and
commitment of mentally ill persons
while serving sentence. Case representa-
tion under the plan includes counsel, in-
vestigative, experfs and other services,
if necessary.

The plan is required to include a pro-
vision for private attorneys, attorneys
provided by the Public Defender Serv-
ice, and attorneys and qualified students
who are participating in clinical pro-
grams.

BECTION 11—-2602. AFPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL

This section provides a plan for select-
ing counsel from panels of attorneys
designated or approved by the courts.
Every defendant in every criminal case
must be advised that he is entitled to be
represented by counsel, and counsel shall
be appointed for him if he is financially
unable to afford it. Such appointment
may be made retroactive to include rep-
resentation provided prior to appoint-
ment under the plan, Separate counsel
may be appointed when appropriate.
This is to ensure that when cases of co-
defendants should be served for reasons
of law that there will be compensation
available for separate counsel.

SECTION 11-2603., DURATION AND SUBSTITUTION
OF APPOINTMENTS

This section provides that persons for

whom counsel is appointed shall be repre-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

sented at every stage of the proceedings
from initial appearance before the court
through appeals, including ancillary mat-
ters appropriate to the proceeding. It
further provides that the court may ter-
minate the appointment of counsel
should the individual become financially
able to provide it. The court is given the
discretion in the interest of justice to
substitute one appointed counsel for an-
other at any point in the proceedings.

SECTION 11-2604. PAYMENT FOR REPRESENTATION

This  section provides for a payment
schedule to be established by the Joint
Committee on Judicial Administration,
not to exceed the hourly scale established
under the Federal Criminal Justice Act,
title 18 of the United States Code, sec-
tion 3006A(d). Attorneys shall be reim-
bursed for expenses reasonably incurred.
This section further provides for maxi-
mum amounts o be paid to attorneys, not
to exceed the maximum amounts estab-
lished under the Federal Criminal Justice
Act, title 18 of the United States Code,
section 3006A(d) (2), unless special cir-
cumstances warrant a waiver of the limit.
Currently, these maximum amounts are
$1,000 for a felony case and $400 for mis-
demeanors. It also provides a procedure
for filing claims for compensation and re-
imbursement by affidavit. New trials are
deemed to be new cases for compensation
purposes. Representation in the District
of Columbia Court of Appeals will be
provided without prepayment of fees and
cost.

BECTION 11-2605. SERVICES OTHER THAN

COUNSEL

This section provides compensation for
services other than legal counsel. Counsel
for a person who is financially unable to
obtain investigative, expert or other serv-
ices necessary for adequate defense may
request such services in an ex parte ap-
plication. The court may then, if it finds
such services to be necessary, authorize
counsel to obtain such services. Counsel
appointed under this section may obtain,
subject to later review, investigative, ex-
pert or other services, excluding the
preparation of reporter’s transcript,
without prior authorization, if necessary
for adequate defense. There is a maxi-
mum amount schedule established with a
waiver if necessary.

SECTION 11-2606. RECEIPT OF OTHER PAYMENTS

Whenever the courts find funds are
available for payment for counsel serv-
ices from a third party, it may direct that
such funds be paid to the appointed at-
torney, or to any person or organization
authorized to render investigative, ex-
pert or other services or deposited in the
Treasury as reimbursement for the ap-
propriation of such funds.

SECTION 11-2607. PREPARATION OF BUDGET

This section requires the Joint Com-
mittee on Judicial Administration to an-
nually prepare and submit to the Com-
missioner of the District of Columbia its
estimate of the amount needed for fur-
nishing representation by private attor-
neys for persons entitled to representa-
tion under this act. The Joint Commit-
tee is required to establish definitional
standards for indigency to qualify for
the program and to take into account the
number of indigent cases which can be
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handled by the Public Defender Service,
private attorneys, and by law students,
and to take into account the number of
cases in the United States courts for
which payment was made under the last
appropriation for the administration of
the Criminal Justice Act in those courts.
The request shall not exceed the appro-
priation for the prosecution of those
represented.
SECTION 11-2608

The District of Columbia Self-Govern-
ment and Governmental Reorganization
Act prohibits the D.C. Council from mod-
ifying any provisions of Title 11 of the
D.C. Code. This section, as amended,
would give the Council the authorization
to change any part of chapter 26 of
Title 11 relating to a plan providing for
the representation of indigent defend-
ents, It does not permit any other change
to be made in any other section of the
chapter or of Title 11.

SECTION 11-2609. AUTHORIZATION OF
APPROPRIATIONS

The appropriation language authorizes
funds to be appropriated out of any
money in the Treasury to the credit of
the District of Columbia in such sums as
may be necessary for the administration
of this plan. Such appropriations remain
available until expended.

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

Mr, Speaker, the legislation which you
have before you is vitally needed to assure
that the residents of the District of Co-
lumbia are able to secure adequate coun-
sel for their defense when charged with
a crime in which a prison sentence is a
possibility. A requirement for the provi-
sion of counsel is mandatory in every
jurisdiction by reason of the Supreme
Court's decision in Argersinger v. Hamlin
(407 U.S. 25 (1972)) rendered in 1972.

The District of Columbia government,
at the request of the local court requested
$2.3 million of which the Committee on
Appropriations recommended that $2.1
million be made available. Without the
authorization of this bill, however, it is
not possible for the funds to be expended.

In previous years, funds were provided
to the local courts through the plan of
the Federal Criminal Justice Act which
is administered by the Administrative
Office of the U.S. Courts. With the enact-
ment of the 1970 Court Reorganization
Act, and the concomitant transfer of
local criminal jurisdiction from the U.S.
district court to the newly created Su-
perior Court, which is a local court, both
the Administrative Office and the Judi-
cial Conference of the United States
determined that the responsibility for
continued funding logically rested with
the local jurisdiction, in this case, the
Distriet of Columbia.

To aid an orderly transfer, the Admin-
istrative Office continued to seek and per-
mit the use of funds through fiscal year
1974 if the District government would
agree to take over the responsibility in
1975. This proposal was accepted and the
bill which is before you today is the re-
sult of that understanding and of action
by your Committee on the District of
Columbia.

Thus, while this is new authorization
for the District of Columbia government,
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it is not really a new program as a pro-
gram to provide counsel has been in op-
eration under the auspices of the Federal
Criminal Justice Act as administered by
the Administrative Office. Both the
House and Senate Appropriations Sub-
committees for State, Justice, Commerce,
and Judiciary, as recently as in this Con-
gress, have emphasized that they believe
this to be an activity which should be in-
cluded in the Distriet of Columbia gov-
ernment’s budgetary process as opposed
to the prior practice of including it in the
Federal judiciary's budget.

The District of Columbia Public De-
fender Service does provide a substantial
portion of the defense offered to indi-
gents; but, it is able to only provide ap-
proximately 30 to 40 percent of the
needed service. The remainder is pro-
vided by the private bar which is reim-
bursed by CJA moneys. While the Serv-
ice is currently providing less assistance
than it is authorized to provide, the legal
community made no expression that the
mix should be substantially changed at
this time. Rather, it was felt that the bet-
ter course of action would be fo provide
the simple authorization of this bill. The
city would then be able to provide funds
for the defense while examining and
enacting an appropriate scheme which
would provide a better system of defense
utilizing both the private bar and the de-
fender service.

Your committee, after extensive testi-
mony and discussion, believes that this
scheme should be placed into operation
by the Council within the next 12 to 18
months. While neither the bill nor the
committee report carries any directive to
the city government, the city is urged to
immediately consider a scheme of de-
fense which is similar to the more com-
prehensive bill which was passed over by
yvour committee. This bill is briefly dis-
cussed in the report and is known as H.R.
14374.

The urgency which confronted your
committee did not allow for the ade-
quate consideration of the city govern-
ment’s proposal and thus the committee
preferred the bill recommended by the
Joint Committee on Judicial Adminis-
tration in the District of Columbia.

There are several important aspects
of the bill which I would like to call to
yvour attention. As it is currently writ-
ten, the bill provides definite ceilings on
the amounts which may be paid for any
undertaking unless waived and certified,
as to need, by the Superior Court in
which representation was rendered and
approved by the chief judge. These max-
imum amounts are the same as are pro-
vided in the Federal courts: $1,000 for
a felony case and $400 for a misde-
meanor. I would only parenthetically note
that Justice Powell felt that these rates
on which the maximums are derived are
now by normal American standards—
$20 an hour for out-oi-court work and
$30 an hour for in-court work. Addi-
tionally, I want to call to your attention
the fact that the local courts have im-
posed strict limits on the amounts
which an attorney may earn from repre-
senting indigents. The maximum annual
amount is $18,000.

I would also like to note thal your
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committee paid special attention to the
concurring opinion laid down by Mr.
Justice Brennan in the Argersinger case
(407 U.S. 25, 40) where in observation
of the discussion of legal resources
raised in the Court’s opinion he said that
“law students as well as practicing at-
torneys may provide an important
source of representation for the indi-
gents.” The bill and the report contain
language which authorizes the plan and
budget to include a provision for quali-
fied students participating in clinical
legal education programs as well as pro-
visions for private counsel and the de-
fender service.

Your committee is ever cognizant of
the need to assure continuity and sensi-
ble program coordination. To that end,
your committee voted to enable the Dis-
trict of Columbia government to make
changes in the requested CJA funds to
assure that the request is consistent with
the needs and resources of the defender
service. Additionally, your committee
determined that it would be appropriate
that the city government be given au-
thority to amend this aspect of the code
providing indigent defense.

It is impractical to believe that either
the private bar or an organized public
defender service can provide all of the
defense needs in this city. Your commit-
tee continues to believe that the process
of providing for the defense of indigents
is one which must be met by both the
public and private sectors through orga-
nized defender services, public compen-
sation of the private bar, and free serv-
ices by the private bar.

That belief stems from strong practi-
cal and philosophical considerations
which dictate that the public sector can
provide better service when challenged
in its legal excellence by private practi-
tioners who can also be challenged by
the public defender.

Furthermore, your committee does not
believe that it is practical to just to look
to the private bar without provisions of
compensation. In the District of Colum-
bia, more than 15,000 cases are annually
prosecuted in which there is a need for
provided counsel. While the rolls of the
Distriect of Columbia Unified Bar carry
some 14,000 lawyers, fewer than 1,000 of
them have had any extensive trial ex-
perience which would permit them to be
considered competent to represent an
indigent charged with a crime. Thus, a
very small number of lawyers would
have to bear the burden of representing
these 15,000 persons.

Additionally, it is useful to remember
that many firms do provide pro bono
services in other areas aside from crimi-
nal defense. We would not want these
services lost to us by deciding that the
efforts which they represent are to be
channeled solely into the defense of in-
digents however important that is.

For these reasons, I urge this body to
approve the bill before you today.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, this bill, in
codifying section 11-2609 entitled “The
Authority of the Council,” provides an
exemption to section 602(a)(4) of the
District of Columbia Self-Government
and Governmental Reorganization Act
of 1973 that prohibits the Council of the
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District of Columbia from amending any
of the provisions of title 11 of the District
of Columbia Code.

During the debate on the District of
Columbia home rule legislation, the
House, in my opinion, made it quite clear
that Congress, and Congress only, was to
amend title 11 of the District of Columbia
Code having to do with the organization
and jurisdiction of the courts of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and that provision re-
mained intact throughout the conference
on the home rule legislation.

I do not want this bill in any way
construed as opening the door to the
Council of the District of Columbia that
will take office January 2, 1975, to amend
other provisions of title 11. I have gone
along with this provision because I be-
lieve that provisions of the local Crimi-
nal Justice Act, which are incorporated
in S. 3703, may be in need of amendment
within the next 2 years. I would have
preferred to see the matter come back
to Congress, but, on the other hand, this
is a matter that could be handled by the
locally elected Council, since it basically
does not go to the organization and ju-
risdiction of the courts, in my view. My
preference would have been to place this
bill in another title of the District of Co-
lumbia Code, possibly title 13. Then there
would have been no question but that the
locally elected Council could amend that
title at will,

I do want to make it abundantly clear
that our action here is not in any way
to be construed as giving any additional
authority to the Council of the District
of Columbia to otherwise amend, change,
repeal, or otherwise act with respect to
title 11 of the District of Columbia Code.
I strongly recommend that, if, as, and
when the Council of the District of Co-
lumbia acts on this matter, they remove
the Criminal Justice Act from title 11 of
the District of Columbia Code.

In the event this matter were to go to
conference with the Senate, I believe that
I would support a provision that would
take the provisions of this bill out of fi-
tle 11 of the D.C. Code and place them in
some other title that the District of Co-
Ilumbia Self-Government and Govern-
mental Reorganization Act otherwise
permits the Council of the District of Co-
lumbia to amend and that does not pro-
hibit the locally elected Council from act-
ing such as the provisions contained in
section 602(a) (4) of the Self-Govern-
ment Act.

And I wish to insert this statement on
behalf of Congressman WiiLiam H.
HARSHA:

I wish to take this opportunity to endorse
and support the comments of the Ranking
Minority Members of the House District
Committee, Congressman Ancher Nelsen, as
they relate to S. 8703.

The District of Columbia Self-Government
and Governmental Reorganization Act of
1973 as passed by the House prohibited the
locally elected Council, which will take of-
fice January 2, 1975, the Council of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, from amending, repealing,
or otherwise enacting laws as they might af-
fect Titles 11, 22, 23, and 24 of the D.C. Code.
The Conference adopted a provision that
would prohibit the locally elected Council
from acting to repenl. amend, or otherwise
act on provisions in Title 11, having to do
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with the organization and jurisdietion of the
local courts. The Conference, however, did
expand on the authority of the local Council
as it affects Titles 22, 23, and 24. The Confer-
ence Committee agreed to transfer authority
to the locally elected Council to make
changes in Titles 22, 23, and 24 of the District
of Columbia Code, effective January 2, 1977.
After that date, changes in Titles 22, 23, and
24 by the Council would be subject to a Con-
gressional veto by either House of Congress
within 30 legislative days. The erpedited pro-
cedure provided in section 604 shall apply to
changes in Titles 22, 23 and 24,

I wish to take this opportunity to make
it quite clear that the provisions in this
bill, 8. 3703, permitting the District Couneil
to act to amend or repeal Chapter 26 of
Title 11 is in no way to be construed as
authorizing any other provision in Title 11
which will be amended, repealed or other-
wise acted upon by the locally elected Coun-
cil after January 2, 1975. As Congressman
Nelsen has suggested, I would in turn strongly
suggest that when, as and if the Congress
does act to repeal or otherwise amend the
provisions of this enactment that they re-
move it from Title 11 of the D.C. Code.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FAUNTROY TO THE

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT

Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment to the committee amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, FaunTtroY to the
committee amendment: On page 11, immedi-
ately preceding line 14, add a new section
heading as follows:

g 11-2609. Authority of Council”

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from the District of Columbia (Mr.
FaunTROY) to the committee amendment.

The amendment to the committee
amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
committee amendment as amended.

The committee amendment as amend-
ed was agreed to.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the necessary number of words.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to know what
is meant by “indigent”; whether this is
meant to describe someone who can-
not pay or who will not pay for legal
services.

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from the District of Columbia.

Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr, Speaker, the
answer to the question, of course, is that
this refers to these people who are unable
to pay.

Mr. GROSS. But what is the real
definition? Does it mean they have abso-
lutely no money? What is the test of an
“indigent” in this case?

Mr, FAUNTROY. Mr. Speaker, under
the procedure set up by the courts, that
determination is made by the coordina-
tor of the criminal justice administration
in the city.

Mr. GROSS. By whom?

Mr. FAUNTROY. By the coordinator
of the local CJA program.

Mr. GROSS. What is the “CJA pro-
gram”?

Mr., FAUNTROY. CJA, the Criminal
Justice Act program.

Mr. GROSS. So someone in that pro-
gram determines who is an indigent; who
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does not have money or who does have
money; who can pay or who cannot pay
for legal services; is that correct?

Mr., FAUNTROY. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr, GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I will ask
the gentleman this further question:
What was the average number of indi-
gent cases for the last 5 years in the
District of Columbia?

Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further, I am not
able to supply the average figure for the
last 5 years. I have previously quoted the
number handled last year, and that figure
is 15,000.

Mr. GROSS. Fifteen thousand indigent
cases?

Mr. FAUNTROY. Yes, requiring either
total or partial compensation.

Mr. GROSS. This bill provides for $§2.3
million; is that correct?

Mr. FAUNTROY. That is correct.

Mr. GROSS. For the payment of at-
torneys?

Mr. FAUNTROY. That is right. It au-
thorizes that much. However, the House
has already approved the report of the
Committee on Appropriations which sets
it at $2.1 million.

Mr. GROSS. The House Committee on
Appropriations made available for this
purpose last year how much?

Mr. FAUNTROY. This year. This ac~
tion has already been taken, and with-
out this authorization that appropria-
tion could not be spent, really.

May I add that in that connection——

Mr. GROSS. What was spent last year
for legal services for so-called indigents?

Mr. FAUNTROY. $1.1 million, accord-
ing to the report from the superior
court. This in light of the fact that as of
March of this year we had to discontinue
our aid to indigents because the avail-
able funds had been exhausted, and
since March those services have been
provided on a volunteer basis.

Mr., GROSS. Did the gentleman say
the Committee on Appropriastions has al-
ready approved the same amount of
money as last year?

Mr. FAUNTROY. No. It has approved
$2.1 million.

Mr. GROSS. $2.1 million? Nearly dou-
ble.

Mr. FAUNTROY. Yes.

Mr. GROSS. As compared to what
last year?

Mr. FAUNTROY. As compared to $1.1
million appropriated last year, which
funds as I said, were dispensed by
March. And, for example, that amount
was only 14 percent of the amount
available for the Federal courts in the
District of Columbia. The superior courts
handle with those funds fully one-
third—

Mr, GROSS. How do other cities handle
indigent legal representation, does the
gentleman know?

Mr. FAUNTROY. I am not able to say
how all cities do it, but I do know that
many cities handle it through an appro-
priation from local funds. As a matter
of fact, the judgment here by the com-
mittee of conference is inasmuch as
these are local courts, these are superior
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courts, that they should not be covered
totally by CJ funds.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman does not
know what Cleveland, Ohio—a city of
comparable size—does?

Mr. FAUNTROY. No.

Mr. GROSS. It is hard to believe that
neither in the hearings nor other com-
mittee consideration of the bill, there
was no attempt to learn what other cities
do with respect to legal services in the
trials of indigents?

Mr. FAUNTROY. I am sure they did,
but I do not recall them at the moment.

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman bas expired.

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

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The guestion is on the
third reading of the Senate bill.

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

The SPEAKER. The time of the
passage of the bill.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was refused.

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

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 242, nays 120,
not voting 72, as follows:

[Roll No. 366]
YEAS—242

Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Diggs
Dingell
Donochue

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif,
Anderson, 11l.
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Ashley
Aspin
Barrett
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Biester
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Breckinridge
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich,
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C,
Broyhill, Va.

Gubser

Gude

Haley
Hamilton
Hanley
Harsha
Hastings
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass,
Heinz

Hicks

Hogan
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Hutchinson
Johngon, Calif,
Johnson, Pa,
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Okla.
Jordan

Drinan
Dulski
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala. Earth
Edwards, Calif. Kastenmeier
Ellberg EKazen
Erlenborn Kluczynski
Eech Eoch

Evans, Colo, Kyros

Burgener
Burke, Calif,
Burke, Mass.
Burton, John

Fascell
Findley
Flood
Fountain

Burton, Phillip Fraser

Butler
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Casey, Tex,
Cederberg
Chisholm
Clark
Cleveland
Cohen
Collins, 111,
Conable
Conte

Frelinghuysen
Frenzel

Frey

Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Gray

Green, Oreg.
Griffiths
Grover

MecCormack
McDade
McFall
McEinney
McSpadden
Madden
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
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Mathias, Calif. Regula

Matsunaga
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky

Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan

Natcher
Nelsen
Obey
O'Brien
O’'Hara
O'Neill
Owens
Patman
Patten
Perkins
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Preyer
Price, Il
Quie
Railsback
Rangel

Abdnor
Alexander
Arends

Burlison, Mo.
Byron

Camp
Chamberlain
Clancy
Clawson, Del
Cochran
Collins, Tex.
Conlan
Crane
Daniel, Dan

Danlel, Robert

W., Jr.
Davis, Wis.
Denholm
Devine
Dickinson
Downing
Duncan
Eshleman
Fish
Fisher

Andrews,

N. Dak,
Archer
Badillo
Bafalls
Biaggi
Bingham
Brasco
Breaux
Buchanan
Carey, N.X.
Chappell
Clausen,

Don H.
Clay
Collier
Culver
Davis, Ga.
Dorn
Evins, Tenn.
Foley
Ford

Sullivan
Reuss Symington
Rhodes
Riegle
Rinaldo
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Rooney, Pa.

Treen

Udall
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vander Veen
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Walsh
Wampler
‘Whalen

Rose
Rosenthal
Roush
Roy
Ruppe
Ryan
St Germain
Sandman ‘White
Sarasin Whitehurst
Sarbanes Widnal
Sebelius Willlams
Seiberling Wilson, Bob
Shriver Wilson,
Sisk
Slack
Smith, Jowa
Smith, N.Y.
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Steed
Steelman
Steiger, Wis.
Stratton
Stuckey
Studds

NAYS—120

Goldwater Nichols
Goodling Parris
Poage
Powell, Ohio
Price, Tex.

Wolff
‘Wright
Wyatt
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, Il.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion
Zwach

Jones, N.C.
Kemp
Eetchum
KEing
Lagomarsino
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Lent
Lott
Lujan
McCollister
Madigan
Marazitl
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Michel
Milford
Miller
Mizell
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif,
Myers

NOT VOTING—T72

Forsythe Mink
Giaimo Murphy, 111,
Gilman Nedzl
Grasso Nix
Green, Pa. Passman
Gunter
Hammer-

schmidt
Hanna Pritchard
Hansen, Idaho Quillen
Hansen, Wash. Rees
Harrington Reid
Helstoski
Hillis
Holifield
Hosmer
Jones, Tenn,
Kuykendall
McEwen
McKay
Macdonald
Mills

P
Stubblefield
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague
Thone
Thornton
Towell, Nev.
Veysey
Ware
Whitten
Winn
Wylie
Young, 5.C.

Roybal
Schroeder
Shipley
Skubitz
Stark
Steele

Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.

Charles, Tex.

Robison, N.Y,
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Stokes
Tiernan
Traxler Charles H.,
Waggonner Calif,

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Gunter.

Mr. Rostenkowski with Mr, Helstoski.

Mr. Chappell with Mr. Reid.

Mr, Giaimo with Mr, Collier.

Mrs. Grasso with Mr. Hanna.,

Mr. Green of Pennsylvania
Forsythe.

Mr. Macdonald with Mr. Gilman.

Mr, Nix with Mrs. Hansen of Washington.

Mr. Roybal with Mr. Andrews of North
Dakota.

Mr. Waggonner with Mr. Dorn.

Mr. Charles H. Wilson of California with
Mr. Hansen of Idaho.

Mr. Murphy of Ilinols with Mr. Hammer-
schmidt.

Mr. Bingham with Mr. Don H, Clausen.

Mr. Brasco with Mr. Hillls.

Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Archer.

Mr. Breaux with Mr, Hosmer.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. McKay.

Mr., Badillo with Mrs. Schroeder,

Mr. Ford with Mr, Bafalis,

Mr, Jones of Tennessee with Mr, McEwen.

Mr. Holifield with Mr. Mills.

Mr, Harrington with Mr. Euykendall.

Mr. Rees with Mr. Quillen.

Mr, Podell with Mr, Pritchard.

Mr. Roncallo of Wpyoming with
Buchanan,

Mr, Shipley with Mr, Pettis.

Mr, Stark with Mr, Robison of New York.

Mr. Stokes with Mr. Culver,

Mr. Tiernan with Mr. Skubitz.

Mr. Pepper with Mr. Traxler.

Mr. Passman with Mr. Wiggins.

Mr. Nedzi with Mr. Young of Florida.

Mrs, Mink with Mr, Wydler.

Mr. Biaggl with Mr. Young of Alaska.

Mr, Carey of New York with Mr, Steele,

Mr. Clay with Mr. Foley.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Wydler
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.

Wiggins
Wilson,

with Mr.

Mr.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 2893,
NATIONAL CANCER ACT AMEND-
MENTS OF 1974

Mr., STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I call
up the conference report on the Senate
bill (S. 2893) to amend the Public Health
Service Act to improve the national can-
cer program and to authorize appropria-
tions for such program for the next 3
fiscal years, and ask unanimous consent
that the statement 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 West
Virginia?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of June 24,
1974) .

Mr. STAGGERS (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to dispense with further reading of the
statement.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from West
Virginia?
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There was no objection.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, the
conference report before us now is on 8.
2893, the National Cancer Act Amend-
ments of 1974. This bill provides a 3-year
extension through 1977 of our national
cancer program, It originally passed the
House on May 2, 1974, by a vote of 390
yveas to 1 nay and the Senate on March
26 by a vote of 89 yeas to 0 nays. The two
bills which passed were very close to
identical and I can report to you that
we have succeeded in working out a very
reasonable set of compromises in the
conference. The House bill originally au-
thorized $2.765 billion. The Senate bill
authorized $2.786 billion, only $21 mil-
lion more. This small difference we split.

The conference report is otherwise
similar to the House bill except for the
following changes. The Senate bill called
for a large new program of Pap tests and
we compromised with the Senate by re-
quiring in the conference report appro-
priate trials of such programs since we
were not aware of answers to questions
concerning how, how often, and for
whom these programs should be con-
ducted. The Senate bill required that the
Senate advise and consent on the Direc-
tor of NIH and the conference adopted
this provision for directors appointed
after enactment of this act since officers
of the Department of comparable rank
are also subject to Senate advice and
consent. The Senate bill contained a pro-
vision which was not included in the
House similar to the expiring provision
in section 601 of the Medical Facilities
Construction and Modernization Amend-
ments of 1970, and the conference re-
port adopted a compromise position by
removing the expiration date from such
section 601.

Finally, the Senate bill required the
establishment of a permanent Presiden-
tial Biomedical Research Panel which
was not called for in the House bill. The
conference report again contains a com-
promise which establishes such a Panel
with a life of only 18 months and a man-
date that the Panel study during its life
policy issues concerning the NIH and
make recommendations on them to us.

You all know of the importance of the
cancer program and I think you are all
aware that the House and Senate bills
were quite close in their original provi-
sions. This is a good conference report
whieh will allow this vital program to
continue, and I urge its adoption.

Mr. CARTER. Mr, Speaker, I just wish
to say that I strongly support this con-
ference report. I think it is much needed.

The particular subject which means
so much to me and other members of the
committee is the finding of the cause,
prevention and cure of cancer in its vari-
ous forms. In the past 10 years, we have
seen great progress made in this direc-
tion. Victims of this insidious disease
now stand a much greater chance of sur-
vival. From 70 to 90 percent of the vic-
tims of Hodgkin’s disease are now cured.

One eminent physician, whose spe-
cialty is in the field of leukemia, has been
able to secure remissions in 50 of 100
youngsters attacked by lymphatic leu-
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kemia. Mr. Specaker, only 10 years ago
few if any of these children would have
survived as long as 2 months.

I submit that the cost may be con-
sidered by some to be heavy—over $600
million per year. But actually, this is a
small price to pay for the good which
has been accomplished. This cost per
vear is approximately one-half of the
cost of a Trident submarine. I support
construction of this submarine, but I
support even more strongly the attack
which has been launched against can-
cer.

Already, great gains have been made
for the sake of those who are suffering
from this dread disease. Let us not be
penurious—neither would I ask that we
be wasteful. We must persevere, we must
authorize and appropriate every cent
which can be used fto conquer cancer.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. ROGERS) .

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I urge the
adoption of this report. It is a good one,
and it will help in the fight against
cancer.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
conference agreement on the National
Cancer Amendments of 1974, This meas-
ure is essential to the continued progress
of the assault on cancer, the second lead-
ing cause of death in the United States
today.

This legislation would do two things:
It would revise and extend the programs
under the National Cancer Act for 3
years, and it would establish a Biomedi-
cal Research Panel to advise the Presi-
dent on policy issues respecting biomedi-
cal and behavioral research conducted
and supported by the National Institutes
of Health and the National Institute of
Mental Health,

Title I of the conference sgreement
would revise and extend the cancer pro-
gram, and it is virtually identical to
H.R. 13053, which passed the House by
a vote of 390 to 1 on May 2, 1974. The
only substantive addition is a provision
which would permanently prohibit the
impoundment of appropriated health
moneys.

Title II of the agreement would es-
tablish the President’s Biomedical Re-
search Panel. The Senate-passed bill
would have mandated the establishment
of a permanent five-man panel which
would monitor the development and exe-
cution of biomedical and behavioral re-
search programs of the NIH and NIMH
to insure the continued excellence of
Federally sponsored research. The House
bill contained no such provision, al-
though the committee report expressed
serious concern about the dramatic shift
in balance among NIH programs, par-
ticularly in the support of certain cate-
gorical disease areas at the expense of
others. The compromise would provide
for a seven-man panel to review, assess,
identify and make recommendations to
the President and the Congress on policy
issues concerning the organization and
operation of biomedical and behavioral
research conducted and supported under
the programs of the NIH and the NIMH.,
The Panel would terminate 18 months
after the appointment of its members.
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Mr. Speaker, since the passage of the
original Cancer Act in 1971, we have
made great progress in the control of
cancer. We are beginning to unlock the
mysteries behind this dread disease. I
urge the wholehearted support of every
member of this body for this program.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
previous question is ordered on the con-
ference report.

There was no objection.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 2830,
NATIONAL DIABETES MELLITUS
RESEARCH AND EDUCATION ACT

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I call
up the conference report on the Senate
hill (8. 2830), an act to amend the Pub-
lic Health Service Act to provide for
greater and more effective efforts in re-
search and public education with regard
to diabetes mellitus, and ask unanimous
consent that the statement of the man-
agers 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 West
Virginia?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of June 25,
19740

Mr. STAGGERS (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the statement of
the managers be dispensed with.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, the
conference report before us today is on
8. 2830, the National Diabetes Mellitus
Research and Education Act of 1974,
This legislation would provide new sup-
port for research on diabetes. The bill
originally passed the House on March 19
by a vote of 380 yeas to 6 nays and the
Senate by a voice vote. The original
House bill authorized a total of §22.5
million and the original Senate bill au-
thorizes a total of $62.5 million. This
compromise authorizes $40 million,
which is a little closer to the House fig-
ure than the Senate.

The conference report generally re-
flects the House bill except that the
following changes were made. Both bills
call for the preparation of a diabetes
plan by a national commission with the
House bill allowing 7 months for the
preparation of the plan and the Senate
bill 9 months. These provisions follow
the House bill except that the Commis-
sion is allowed the Senate’s 9 months in
which to prepare the plan. Requirements
for the plan were added to the House
provision from the Senate bill including
a requirement for a balance of basic and
applied research, a requirement that the
plan speak to diseases related to diabetes
and a requirement that the plan give at-
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tention to disseminating knowledge of
diabetes. The Senate bill required a new
program of diabetes prevention and con-
trol which was not contained in the
House bill. As a compromise the confer-
ence report adds diabetes to the diseases
for which existing disease control pro-
grams are responsible, The Senate bill
required the establishment of an Inter-
agency Technical Committee on Dia-
betes to coordinate Federal diabetes ac-
tivities and the conference report adds
this coordination function to the re-
sponsibilities of a diabetes coordinating
committee which was contained in each
bill.

Finally, the Senate bill required the
establishment of an Associate Director
for Diabetes in the National Institute of
Arthritis, Metabolism, and Digestive Dis-
eases, a provision not contained in the
House bill. The conference report author-
izes but does not require the establish-
ment of such a position.

This is important legislation which has
had overwhelming support in the Con-
gress, and I can assure you that the con-
ference report which you have before you
is a reasonable compromise between the
House and Senate bills. I urge your sup-
port for it.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I strongly
support the conference report.

It is essential that we focus greater
attention on this particular disease which
affects so many of our people. Expanded
research, training of professional people
in diagnosis and treatment, and dissem-
ination of information will provide mean-
ingful and constructive advances in this
area of great concern.

I am particularly interested in section
435(a) since this was an amendment of-
fered to establish 15 diabetic centers
throughout the United States to study
the causation, detection and treatment of
diabetes. I feel that it will be extremely
helpful in training physicians and allied
health personnel in the problems of
diabetes.

I strongly support the legislation.

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

Mr. CARTER. I am happy to yield to
the distinguished gentleman from Wis-
consin.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I am grateful to the distin-
guished gentleman from Kentucky, both
for the leadership he has exhibited on
this bill and for his yielding of time
to me,

There is one question that I would
like to ask of the distinguished gentle-
man from Kentucky and the chairman
of the subcommittee, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. Rocers). In the re-
port of the managers, item No. 6, the
diabetes plan on page 9 of the statement
of the managers indicates that the re-
quirement in the House amendment that
the plan contain proposed Federal,
State, and local programs for the
screening and detection of diabetes and
continuing counseling and education of
doctors and diabetics—and their rela-
tive—was deleted by action of the con-
Terence. I wonder if it is possible to get
an explanation as to why that particular
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item was deleted. Perhaps as impor-
tantly, what is the intent of the con-
ferees insofar as attempting to insure
that that concept of training medical
personnel as well as families is done ap-
propriately within the framework of this
legislation?

Mr. CARTER. May I say to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Wisconsin
that I was not a member of the group of
conferees, and I do not know why that
was stricken. I regret it very much.

I am happy to yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. STAGGERS. In the conference re-
port we decided the two terms were
redundant, and combined them in one.
It had the same meaning and carried out
the same purposes, and that is the
reason that was done.

Mr. STEIGER. of Wisconsin. Am I
correct, then, that the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce states that
the intent of the conference is to provide
that this kind of training, both for med-
ical doctors and families, as well as
training and detection, will be au-
thorized and carried forward?

Mr. STAGGERS. The gentleman is
correct in his assumption.

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin., Mr.
Speaker, I must say that this bill has
been a long time in coming. I am deeply
grateful to the commitiee for the fact
that they were willing to put the time in,
bring the bill to the floor, and take it
up with the other body. This is a great
day for all of us who feel so deeply
about the need to expand and enhance
our capability in fighting diabetes.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the remarks of the distinguished
gentleman from Wisconsin. I know of his
interest since he himself is a victim of
this insidious disease, as are some other
Members on this floor at the present
time.

It is hoped that through this legislation
we will do much to help in detection,
determination of cause, and treatment.

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

Mr. CARTER. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa,

Mr. GROSS. Why did this go from
$22.5 million up to $40 million?

Did we not just pass a bill dealing with
cancer wherein there is an authorization
for the expenditure of $2.5 billion?

Mr. CARTER. This is a different sec-
tion of the bill to which the gentleman
has referred.

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

Mr, CARTER. I will be happy to yield
to the gentleman from West Virginia.

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

The gentleman is quite correct. We did
pass a cancer research bill. This is the
conference report on the diabetes re-
search bill which we have brought up
NOoW.

I think the gentleman has answered
the question that was asked. This is, I
would say, a compromise between what
the Senate had provided in its bill, which

vas $62.5 million, and what we had pro-
vided, the figure of $22.5 million. This
figure we are speaking of here is closer
to the House bill than it is to the Senate
appropriation. We had a conference, and
that is the reason for the difference in
the amounts of money.

Actually, T am not so sure but what
the other body is nearer to the fact than
we are, and that $62 million is closer to
what is really needed. We started out
with a smaller figure, and we were will-
ing to compromise. We are ready to com-
promise in every conference; that is the
reason for having a conference.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, if the gentle-
man from Kentucky will yield further,
the Senate authorized $45 million, not
$62 million. According to the report, they
authorized $45 million. We brought the
House figure up from $22 million to the
conference figure of $40 million.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further, I am afraid
the gentleman from Iowa has been read-
ing from the lower part of the page, the
section on “Diabetes research and train-
ing centers.” If the gentleman will look
just immediately above that section, he
will find it says, “Diabetes prevention
and control program, and it contains the
figure of $17.5 million, which is added
on to come up to the $62 million.

Mr. Speaker, that is the reason for the
compromise.

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

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. ROGERS).

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I urge support of this
conference report.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
conference agreement on the National
Diabetes Mellitus Research and Educa-
tion Act, which would amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for greater
and more effective efforts in research and
public education with regard to diabetes
mellitus.

This measurc would establish a 17-
member National Commission on Dia-
betes to formulate a long-range plan
to combat diabetes mellitus and submit
a proposed budget and final report to the
Congress within 9 months after its es-
tablishment. It would also provide fund-
ing for diabetes research and training
centers, located geographically on the
basis of population density and in en-
vironments with proven research capa-
bilities. The Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare may establish a new
position of Associate Director for Dia-
betes within the National Institute of
Arthritis, Metabolism, and Digestive Dis-
eases who would be responsible for pro-
grams with regard to diabetes mellitus
within the Institute.

Mr., Speaker, the needs for persons
with diabetes in the United States are
not being met at the present time. Dia-
betes affects directly approximately 10
million Americans and is the fifth lead-
ing cause of death from disease today.
Our lack of knowledge and our inability
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ease itself or the complications thereof
emphatically underscore the crucial im-
portance of an expanded research pro-
gram on and related to diabetes. The
Commission which would be established
by this measure would be charged with
presenting a plan with specific recom-
mendations for the use and organization
of national resources to combat diabetes.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the unanimous
support of this body for this important
measure.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. RANDALL).

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

I am as much interested in economy
as the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. GroOSs).
But let me say there are many, many
ways to save money that are meritorious
and sometimes it happens we should
spend money in the broader sense of in-
vesting in better health for our people.

As to the priorities in Federal expendi-
tures, I suppose national defense should
be given top consideration—hut near the
top of everyone’s list of priorities should
be expenditures for medical research.
Diabetes mellitus is a dread killer disease.

The last matter the House considered
was the conference report on the Na-
tional Cancer Act. We all know how im-
portant it is to improve the national can-
cer program. Diabetes is just as serious
and an equally dread disease. We never
think how deadly it is until it attacks
some relative or close friend. Before the
victim realizes it, he is in a stage of dia-
betes that is incurable.

There is much that can be done to con-
trol diabetes if we have the money to re-
search the cures and the money to edu-
cate those who are victims or potential
victims. The time is past that we can
rely on voluntary contributions of the
United Fund or any other voluntary con-
tributions to control diabetes. It cannot
be done by these agencies alone.

Mr. Speaker, I am going to ask for a
roll call vote on this conference report
so that we may see which of the Members
believe that medical research belongs at
the very top of our priorities.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, diabetes mellitus
is a major health problem that affects
as many as 10 million Americans directly
and as many as 50 million Americans in-
directly. It has been established that
there is a tendency to develop diabetes
mellitus and to pass it on to one’s chil-
dren or grandchildren or both. Diabetes
is a family of diseases that has an impact
on all of the biological systems of the
human body.

It may be difficult for the casual ob-
server to appreciate and understand the
facts that diabetes is the fifth leading
cause of death from disease and is the
second leading cause of blindness.

There should be no mistake about it
that diabetes significantly decreases life
expectancy. There is a respectable body
of evidence that shows that the preval-
ence of diabetes has increased within the

past decade.
What this measure is abouf is to im-
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prove the understanding among our citi-
zens of the nature of the impact of dia-
betes and to provide for better methods
of diagnosis and treatment. The estab-
lishment of reasonable diabetes research
and training centers throughout the
country is essential for the development
of information and therapies to deal
with diabetes.

Mr. Speaker, overall the conference re-
report which accompanies S. 2830 should
be adopted without a dissenting vote.
Early detection, proper control, patient
education, and research are some objec~
tives of Federal expenditures which
should enjoy the highest priority.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I just wish to say that I
want to compliment not only the com-
mittee, but I want to compliment
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
SteEIGER) and the gentleman from Mich-
igan (Mr. VanDER Jaer). I wish to thank
them for their interest in this bill and
for proposing it to the committee. I wish
also to thank all those Members who
have worked on this committee in fight-
ing against this disease. This is a disease
which we have neglected too long during
the history of our Nation. I think it is
time we pay more attention to the pre-
vention of diabetes.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the conference
report be adopted, and I ask for a unani-
mous vote in the affirmative.

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise to urge
my House colleagues to give their strong-
est support to S. 2830, “The National
Diabetes Mellitus Research and Edu-
cation Act.”

This bill is the final version of H.R.
8194, which I cosponsored on May 29,
1973. It is the product of more than a
year's work, first in the Public Health
and Environment Subcommittee, then in
conference committee. As a member of
the House Health Subcommittee, I am
proud of my part in shaping this legis-
lation.

With as many as 10 million Ameri-
cans afflicted with this disease, a strong,
well-coordinated national research effort
on diabetes is overdue. For too long, this
disease has been given short shrift by
the leadership of the National Institute
of Health. Incredibly, 325,000 new cases
of diabetes are diagnosed each year. But,
despite the fact that this disease is now
known to be an underlying or contribut-
ing cause of other illnesses such as heart
disease, stroke and kidney disease, and
is the second leading cause of blindness,
only one-half of 1 percent of the NIH
budget has been earmarked for diabetes
research. This totals a mere $1.25 per
diabetic per year.

The enactment of this legislation, how-
ever, will allow us to change this shock-
ing misallocation of health research
resources. “The National Diabetes Melli-
tus Research and Education Act” will
establish under the NIH Director a new
National Commission on Diabetes. This
“blue ribbon Commission” would be
charged with formulating a coordinated,
comprehensive research plan designed to
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combat this complex disease. Further-
more, the measure provides for the es-
tablishment of new centers for diabetes
research and training. These centers
shall also provide information services
and training programs to physicians and
allied health personnel in advanced
methods of diagnosing and treating
diabetes.

I salute the members of the Public
Health and Environment Subcommittee
for taking the initiative to develop this
badly needed legislation. In addition,
however, sincere congratulations and
thanks must go to a fine gentleman from
my own State of Pennsylvania, Carl
Stenzler.

Mr. Stengler is, in many ways, &
unique man. As chairman of the Pennsyl-
vania Commonwealth Committee on
Diabetes and Blindness, and as a dia-
betic for nearly 50 years, he has been in
a good position to attest to the need for
a national research effort to eradicate
this disease. And from this position, Mr.
Stenzler has generated a first-class,
citizen lobby for a National Diabetes Re-
search Act, So, while I am proud today
of my role in this legislation and I com-
pliment the Health Subcommitiee on its
work on S. 2830, my strongest commen-
dation and congratulations go to Carl
Stenzler. Without his determination, his
long hours and his perseverance in spear-
heading the national effort to combat
diabetes, I doubt that the House of Rep-
resentatives would be voting today on
this important legislative initiative.

Mr. Speaker, as a salute to Carl Stenz-
ler, I would like to include in the Recorp
at this point an article which details the
hard work that Mr. Stenzler invests in
his battle against diabetes. While he is
a diabetic and has been for half a cen-
tury, his battle is not a selfish, personal
one. Rather, he fights for those of the
younger generations who face the threat
of living their entire lives with this com-
plex and often deadly disease.

I urge all Members to carefully read
this April 20, 1974, Philadelphia Inquirer
article about Carl Stenzler—the one man
who has made a difference. I am certain
that the House will then overwhelmingly
approve S. 2830, “The National Diabetes
Mellitus Research and Education Act.”

The article follows:

Diaeeric SHAKES Up Sacrep Cow, Wins

CONCESSIONS
(By Willlam Vance)

WasHmneTON . —Because he is alive at age
60, has all his limbs and can see with the ald
of glasses, Carl Stenzler refers to himself as
“gsort of a freak.”

Like about 8 million other Americans, only
about half of whom know it, Stenzler is a
diabetic.

Unlike most, he has lived with the disease
50 years. By his own reading of the medical
odds, Stenzler figures he should have said
good-by to this world 15 or 20 years ago.

Or, if not death, then blindness, a stroke,
gangrene and subsequent amputations, or
any of the other relentless and lethal com-
panions of this common but still mysterious
and incurable disease should have touched
him,

Stengler, who lives in Elkins Park, a Phila-
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delphia suburb, showed up in Washington
this week to talk about the awful odds of
diabetes and to raise a little hell with the
Faderal health bureaucracy for not paying
more attention to it.

He came with an impressive array of med-
jcal talent—some of the physicians he has
recruited as chalrman of Pennsylvania's
Commonwealth Committee on Diabetes and
Blindness—and a few others, all experts in
flelds related to the disease.

CONCERNED LAYMAN

Stenzler is not a doctor. He Is a former
clothing manufacturer who describes him-
self on the committee roster simply as “con-
cerned layman.”

In that job, handed to him two years ago
by Gov. Milton Shapp, Stenzler has put to-
gether what amounts to a national diabetes
lobby.

This week that lobby did something that
almost nobody ever does. Armed with more
statistics than anyone could digest at one
sitting, Stenzler and his allies confronted
one of the government’s most sacred cows—
the National Institutes of Health—and
challenged Its policles and priorities for
combatting diabetes.

Before it was over, the cow blinked.

Stenzler's complaint is that NIH, a $#1.8
billion-a-year health conglomerate that
spearheads Federal medical research, is in-
vesting pathetically small sums in diabetes
research—contrary to the intent of Con-
gress—and has falled to coordinate the effort
among its myraid Institutes.

MEDICAL MUSCLE

The complaint is generally shared by the
team Stenzler called together for the lobby-
ing blitz at the sprawling NIH complex in
Bethseda, Md.

Among them are Dr. Robert F. Bradley,
medical director of Boston's Joslin Clinic;
Dr. Richard A. Fleld, senior scientist of the
Retina Foundation and assocliate professor
of medicine at Harvard Medical School; Dr.
Addison Scoville Jr., president of the Amer-
fcan Diabetes Association; Dr. Christlan R.
Klimt, professor at Unlversity of Maryland
School of Medicine and coordinator of a un-
iversity group diabetes program; Dr. Irving
Kessler, of the department of epldemiology;
Dr. Arnall Patz, professor of ophthalmology
at Johns Hopkins university.

It was an overwhelming show of medical
muscle, and Dr. Robert Stone, director of
NIH, and officlals of four NIH institutes did
more listening than talking.

OUTKILLS CANCER

Stenzler has devoured mountaine of in-
formation about diabetes. He buttressed his
arguments with awesome statistics which
even some doctors had missed. Examples:

Diabetes kills 200,000 more people each
year than does cancer,

Between one-fourth and one-third of all
deaths officlaly attributed to heart disease
are caused by diabetes,

The life span of a diabetic is one-third
shorter than that of a nondiabetic. The
average lifespan after onset of the disease is
about 18 years.

The number of known diabetics doubled
between 1960 and 1970, and the rate of dia-
betes 1s Increasing about 10 percent a year.

Diabetes will blind about 685,000 of today's
diagnosed diabetics. Most of them will not
be able to learn braille because diabetic
neuropathy destroys sensitivity in the finger-
tips.

NIH officials, unaccustomed to being cross-
examined, reacted sharply to assertions that
they had ignored a Congressional mandate
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to devote “a significant portion" of increased
appropriations to diabetes research.
GROSSLY INADEQUATE

“Get your facts stralght,” snapped Dr,
Ronald Lamont-Havers, deputy director of
the National Institute of Arthritis, Meta-
bolism and Digestive Diseases, which has pri-
mary responsibility for diabetes.

The agency increased its spending from
$7.9 million to $10.9 million this year, he
sa'd.

“Grossly inadequate,” Stenzler retorted,
pointing out that more than &1 million of
the lncrease came with the release of im-
pounded funds, and the rest from an §18.6
million budget increase.

After more than an hour of talking,
Stenszler and his medical lobby had won a few
tentative concessions.

Dr. Theodore Cooper, head of the Heart
and Lung Institute, acknowledged that he
probably had erred in not giving diabetes
more recognition. Only a fraction of that
agency’s 8303 million budget goes into grants
for vascular-diabetes research.

“You're dissatisfied with the amount of
money, and I'm dissatisfied,” said Cooper,
“We're with you, Carl. We want to team up
with you, but we have to have good applica-
tions, good ideas. I won't fund crap—I want
to make that very clear to you."

A MODEST SUCCESS
hey shook hands on it, and Stenzler told
his companions later that he felt the mission
was a modest success if for no other reason
than getting some fresh air inio the rarified
atmosphere of the NIH.

“We've got them talking to each other,
and that's important,” he said. "I think
they're aware, for the first time that someone
is looking over their shoulders and that
they're going to be held accountable.”

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
previous question is ordered on the con-
ference report.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
conference report.

The question was taken.

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 356, nays 4,
not voting 74, as follows:

[Roll No. 367]
YEAS—356

Abdnor
Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Callf.
Anderson, Iil.
Andrews, N.C.
Annunezio
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Aspin
Baker
Barrett
Bauman
Beard
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biester
Blackburn

Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Bray
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, N.C,
Broyhill, Va.
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex,
Burlison, Mo.
Burton, John

Burton, Phillip
Butler
Byron

Camp

Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chisholm
Clancy

Clark
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collins, 111,
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Cconyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin

Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis,
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell
Donohue
Downing
Drinsn
Dulski
Duncan
du Font
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Ford
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gettys
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Green, Oreg.
Griffiths
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Ghuyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Hanrahan
Hastings
Hays
Hébert
Hechler, W, Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Henderson
Hicks
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif,
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa,
Jones, Als.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla,
Jordan

Collins, Tex.
Crane

Karth
Kastenmeier
Kazen
Eemp
EKetchum
King
Kluczynski
Koch
Kuykendall
Kyros
Lagomarsino
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Lent
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lujan
Luken
MecClory
McCloskey
McCollister
McCormack
McDade
McEinney
McSpadden
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Michel
Milford
Miller
Minish
Minshall, Ohlo
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, N.Y.
Murtha
Myers
Natcher
Nedzl
Nelsen
Nichols
Obey
O'Brien
O’Hara
O’'Nelll
Owens
Parris
Passman
Patman
Fatten
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Poage
Podell
Powell, Ohio
FPreyer
Price, Ill.
Price, Tex,
Quie
Railsback
Randall
Rangel
Rarick
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle

NAYS—4
Landgrebe
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Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Roush
Rousselot
Roy
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Ryan
5t Germain
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebeli
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sisk
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Steed
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz,
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague

Thompson, N.J.

Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Towell, Nev,
Traxler
Treen
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vander Veen
Vanik
Veysey
Vigorito
Waldie
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
williams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wolft
Wright
Wyatt
Wylie
Wyman
Yatles
Yatron
Young, Ga,
Young, Il
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion
Zwach

Symms

NOT VOTING—T4

Andrews,
N. Dak.

Archer

Ashley

Badillo
Bafalis

Blaggl
Bingham

Brasco
Breaux
Buchanan
Carey, N.Y.
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Roncallo, Wyo.

Rooney, N.Y.

Rostenkowskl

Roybal

Schroecder

Shipley

Sikes

Skubitz

Stark

Steele

Stokes

Stuckey

Tiernan

Udall

Waggonner

Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.

Wydler

Young, Alaska

Young, Fla,

Harsha
Hawkins
Helstoski
Hillls
Holifield
Hosmer
Jones, Tenun.
Lott
McEwen
McFall
McEay
Macdonald
Mills

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Murphy, Iil.
Nix

Pepper
Pritchard
Quillen

Rees

Reid
Robison, N.Y.

So the conference report was agreed
to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Rostenkowski with Mr. Helstoski.

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr, McFail.

Mr. Chappell with Mr. Reid.

Mr., Giaimo with Mr. Andrews of North
Dakota.

Mrs. Grasso with Mr. Hanna,

Mr. Green of Pennsylvania with Mr.
Biaggl.

Mr. Carey of New York with Mr., Mitchell
of Maryland.

Mr. Macdonald with Mr. Gunter.

Mr, Nix with Mrs. Hansen of Washington.

Mr. Roybal with Mr. Pritchard.

Mr, Charles H. Wilson of California with
Mr, McEwen.

Mr. Waggonner with Mr. Dorn.

Mr. Murphy of Illinois with Mr. Lott.

Mr, Bingham with Mr. Hammerschmidt.

Mr. Brasco with Mr, Forsythe.

Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Archer,

Mr. Breaux with Mr, Hosmer.

Mr, Evins of Tennessee with Mr. McEay.

Mr. Badillo with Mr. Gray.

Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Robison
of New York.

Mr. Holifield with Mr, Mills.

Mr. Harrington with Mr. Quillen,

Mr. Rees with Mr. Hillis.

Mr. Roncalio of Wyoming with Mr, Bafalis.

Mr. Shipley with Mr, Skubitz.

Mr. Stark with Mr. Collier.

Mr. Stokes with Mr. Hawkins.

Mr. Tiernan with Mr. Buchanan.

Mr. Pepper with Mr. Hansen of Idaho.

Mr, Diggs with Mr. Culver.

Mr, Ashley with Mr, Steele.

Mrs. Mink with Mr. Don H. Clausen,

Mrs. Schroeder with Mr. Sikes.

Mr. Clay with Mr. Foley.

Mr. Carney of Ohlo with Mr, Udall.

Mr. Stuckey with Mr. Young of Florida.

Mr, Wydler with Mr. Young of Alaska.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Carney, Ohio
Chappell
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Collier
Culver
Davis, Ga.
Diggs
Dorn
Evins, Tenn.
Foley
Forsythe
Giaimo
Grasso
Gray
Green, Pa.
Gunter
Hammer-
schmidt
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the two con-
ference reports just agreed to.

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

There was no obiection.

THE RETIREMENT OF ADM. TOM
MOORER

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

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, last week,
my wife Carolyn and I attended the re-
tirement ceremonies for Adm. Tom
Moorer, a great Alabamian and an out-
standing American.

This was one of the most impressive
and moving ceremonies I have ever at-
tended and I only wish that every Mem-
ber of this body could have attended.

Over the many years, Alabama has
had more than her fair share of great
military officers in all the branches of
the armed services but never before has
an Alabama officer attained the highest
position offered in the military, Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Stafi. I per-
sonally will miss Tom Moorer for he has
not only been a good friend but a trusted
adviser and counsel.

For the reading of those Representa-
tives unable to attend this stirring and
inspiring ceremony, I am submitting for
the Recorp of this House a copy of an
article from the July 3 edition of the
Birmingham News about the retirement
ceremony. In addition I am including
the statements made at the ceremonies
by Secretary of Defense Schlesinger,
Vice President Forp, a copy of a personal
letter to Admiral Moorer from President
Nixon and the remarks by Admiral Moor-
er. I do hope that all of my colleagues
will take an opportunity to read these
fine statements about a man who has
dedicated his life to the protection of
American freedom and liberty.

[From the Birmingham News, July 3, 1974]
RETIRING ADMIRAL MOORER LAUDED BEY FORD AT
SPECIAL REVIEW
(By James Free)

WasHINGTON —Admiral Thomas H. Moorer,
whose four years service as chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff makes him the highest-
ranking military officer ever produced by the
State of Alabama, has been retired after 41
years of active duty, with the thanks of top
officlals of a grateful nation.

Vice President Gerald Ford told a gathering
of several thousand at a special retirement re-
view at nearby Andrews Air Force Base Tues-
day afternoon that he had made a point of
being present. “I deeply desired to pay trib-
ute to Tom Moorer as a personal friend”, said
Ford, himself a former reserve officer in the
Navy.

SBecretary of Defense James R. Schlesinger
sald that Moorer has earned the admiration
of thousands of service men who served under
him, the esteem of his colleagues in the De-
partment of Defense and the gratitude of the
American people.

And Secretary Schlesinger read a personal
letter to Moorer from his commander-in-
chief, President Richard M, Nixon.

Nixon wrote that “since the early days of
the Republic Americans have been blessed
with leaders of stature, men dedicated to the
principle of service and freedom . .. Your
place among such leaders is assured.

“Your example of courage and unswerving
devotion to duty will long serve as an Inspira-
tion to all who would share the responsibili-
ties of national and military leadership.”

At the bottom of the typewritten
letter, the President added in his own hand-
writing: “In a personal sense, I want you to
know how much I have appreciated your
courage and loyal support in some pretty
tough situations".

“Mrs. Nixon joins me,"” the President con-
cluded, “in expressing our affection for your
lovely wife.”

The colorful “special joint gervice retire-
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ment review"” was held at micdday ia glant
hanger number one at Andrews AFB, Tem-
porary stands for invited guests—Iirom the
military services, from the govermment, rep-
reseniatives of foreign nations, vhe Congress,
and friends of the Moorers—were set up on
one side, Units from all the armed services,
led by the Army Band, marched in and lined
up on the other side.

Moorer, in Navy summer white dress uni-
form, entered to the accompaniment of a
19-gun salute. He walked down the line of
assembled troops on a final inspection be-
fore the speaking program began.

Prior to his own remarks, Secretary of De-
fense Schlesinger presented Moorer with the
only oak leaf cluster ever awarded with the
Department of Defense Distinguished Serv-
ice Medal. And along with it, Schlesinger
pinned on Distinguished Service Medals
from both the Army and the Air Force.

All of these were for extraordinary serv-
ice and occomplishments as Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff during what President
Nixon referred to as “some pretty tough situ-
ations.”

Vice President Ford sald that Moorer has
“added strength, dignity and feasibility to
the military services . . . he deserves an ac-
colade of ‘well done’ for accomplishments
during difficult and terrible times.”

These “times"” included the final years of
the Vietnam War, drastic reduction in U8,
armed services, the end of selective service
and the start of the all-volunteer forces.

Moorer's remarks were, to a large extent,
addressed to his associates in uniform. But
he did have three points of emphasis to the
people generally. One was the “will and de-
termination of the American people that
stands out in times of stress such as the
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. This will”
the Alabamian said, “must not waver.”

Then, observing that “while we all hope
and strive for a relief from the burden of
maintaining a strong defense posture, let us
not forget that wars result from weakness
and not from strength.”

Thirdly, Moorer commented that some-
how the guestion of whether the United
States really has civillan control of its
armed forces continues to be raised, “I have
never seen, I have never heard, any member
of the armed services that does not belleve
completely and fully in eivilian control,” he
sald.

The Moorers will remain in the Wash~
ington area for the time being, with one of
his first retirement chores being to put in
order the official papers of his years as
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs and earlier as
Chief of Naval Operations, Later, they plan
to make their permanent home in Alabama.

REMARKS AT ADM. THOMAS MOORER'S RE-
TIREMENT CEREMONY, ANDREWS AIR FORCE
Base, TUEsSDAY, JULY 2, 1074

Secretary of Defense Schlesinger: Mr. Vice
Fresident, Secretary Clements, Admiral Moor-
er, Secretaries of the Millitary Departments,
Members of the Jolnt Chiefs of Staff, dis-
tinguished guests, we come together here to-
day to represent both the components of the
Department of Defense and the American
people. In an expression of gratitude to a
man who has devoted more than 45 years of
his life to the service of his country. Admiral
Tom Moorer’s naval career has run a course
from a “plank owner” aboard the cruiser USS
NEW ORLEANS in 1934, where he served in
the gunnery and engineering departments
from the day of her commissioning to the
highest military office in the land which he
now prepares to relinguish.

His career has included service aboard
cruisers and aboard aircraft carriers, in fight-
er squadrons, in patrol squadrons, and in sea
plane tenders., He has commanded bombing
squadrons and carrier divisions. And for the
past two years he has been holder of the
Navy's Gray Eagle Trophy as the naval avia=-
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L. with the longest fiying service. He is the
only naval officer ever to serve as commander-
in-chief of the Atlantic and the Pacific fleets,

Admiral Moorer's service includes action
in key events in our recent history. He was
at Pear]l Harbor on the 7th of December, 1941,
A= g matter of historic record, he piloted the
first PBY to become airborne after that at-
tack. His service in combat almost took a very
different and tragic turn soon afterwards.
For two months later, while piloting a patrol
plane near Darwin, Australia, he was attack-
ed by Japanese aircraft and his own patrol
plane was shot down. The odds were not with
himx that day. The ship which rescued him
was sunk by enemy action that very same
day.

Admiral Moorer, two Presidents and five
Secretarles of Defense, have sought and val-
ued your wise counsel,

In the two terms as Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Stafl and as Chief of Naval Opera~-
tions, you have played a steady role in the
continuing effort to maintain the military
strength of the United States as second to
none,

Your lifetime of distinguished service has
earned for you the admiration of those who
follow In your footsteps, the esteem of your
colleagues and the gratitude of your nation.
I am personally most appreciative for the
loyal support and assistance you have =0
generously provided to me and to Bill Clem-
ents during the past twelve months. We all
recognize that you will continue to take an
active interest in matters of national se-
curity and we are sure that there will be
occasions when your wealth of experience and
wisdom will be called upon by your Govern-
ment.

I can recall a Navy slogan of some years
past that read: “United States Navy—Mark
of a Man."” It seems appropriate to recall that
slogan today as Admiral Moorer leaves active
duty. I salute you, Admiral Moorer, as a
great officer and statesman. You have earned
forever your country's respect, its confidence
and its gratitude. As Becretary of Defense,
and as an American, I can only say, “Thank
you."

Tom, I have & personal letter for you from
the President. I would like to read a portion
of that letter at this time,

“Dear Tom:

“On the occasion of your retirement from
the Navy, I welcome this opportunity to ex-
press to you my profound gratitude for your
distinguished service to our Nation. Since the
earliest beginnings of our republic, Americans
have been blessed with leaders of stature,
men dedicated to the principles of service
and to freedom. Your place amongst such
eminent leaders is assured. Your personal ex-
amples of courage and unswerving devotion
to duty will long serve as an inspiration to
all who would share the responsibilities of
national and military leadership.

“In a personal sense, I want you to know
how much I have appreciated your courageous
and loyal support in some pretty tough situ-
ations. It is therefore, with a special sense
of gratitude, that I extend to you now on
behalf of your many friends and colleagues
and a thankful Nation my warm and heart-
felt wishes for every success and happiness
in the years ahead.

“Sincerely,
“RicHARD NIxon.”

And now, ladies and gentlemen, I have the
very great pleasure in presenting to you on
this occasion the Vice President of the
United States.

REMARKS BY VICE PRESIDENT FORD
Vice President Ford: Secretary Schlesin-
ger, Secretary Clements, Admiral Moorer,
distinguished members of the Department of
Defense civilian and military, friends and
guests of Admiral Moorer. It's a very great
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personal privilege and a very high honor for
me to have the opportunity to participate in
this retirement ceremony. I can say that be-
cause I deeply desired the opportunity to pay
tribute to a personal friend, Admiral Moorer,
I also wanted to pay proper tribute and re-
spect to a man for 41 years who has added
strength, and dignity and stability to the
military scrvices of the United States.

Obvlously, all of us who are here wanted
to pay trlbute to a person whose military
career, his service in the Navy, has been ex-
emplary. One's reading of this career should
certainly indicate that Admiral Moorer, from
the beginning to today, has done nothing but
the best and deserves the highest Navy ac-
colade of “well done.”

It has been mentioned that Admiral Moorer
has served in positions of great responsibility
during some very difficult and very perilous
times, The Secretary of Defense has indicated
that he is the only person who has ever com-
manded both the Atlantic and the Pacific
fleets. I think it might be worthwhile to men-
tion that Admiral Moorer was In a position of
highest responsibility in the military at the
time the decision was made in the war in
Vietnam to Vietnamize forces in South Viet-
nam, a job that was most difficult to accom-
plish and a difficult assignment under the
circumstances that prevailed at that time, I
congratulate you, Admiral Moorer, for giving
the leadership in this very hard and serious
responsibility.

It should also be mentioned that Admiral
Moorer was our top military officer at the
time the decision was made to move from
Selective Service to an All Volunteer military
force. Again, it called for tremendous leader-
ship, tremendous guidance, because we were
going from an era of almost 25 or 30 years
to a period with somewhat uncharted seas.
But Admiral Moorer, as he has always done,
took on the task, gave it the leadership and
guidance that has made it a success.

Probably the highest accolade that can
come to Admiral Moorer is the fact that in
recent weeks those in the military in not one,
but several poles, have been recognized by the
American people as that segment of our so-
clety that is most highly thought of. A career
that was admired the most by a majority of
the American people. It is my judgment that
Admiral Moorer's example, his record, every-
thing he has done has convinced the Ameri-
can people that he and those in the military
deserve this accolade and these plaudits.

And, Tom, let me conclude by saying those
of us who have known you will miss you as
the leader among the military. Those of us
who have known you as a friend will miss
your wise counsel and sound advice. We
wish you the very best and hope and trust
that after you have had a deserved rest you
will somehow come back and give us addi-
tional advice and counsel in the difficult days
ahead. Congratulations and Godspeed.

REMARKS BY ADMIRAL MOORER

Admiral Moorer: Mr. Vice President, Sec-
retary Schlesinger, Secretary Clements, mem-
bers of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, very dis-
tinguished guests and in particular the dedi-
cated men and women of the Army, the
Navy, the Air Force, the Marine Corps and
the Coast Guard in the United States forces
deployed around this globe. As has been said
before it's been some time since I took the
oath of office and donned my first uniform.
And certainly in my wildest dreams I did
not anticipate at that time that I would
pass a major milestone in my career that is
this retirement in the presence of the Vice
President, the Secretary of Defense, the Dep-
uty Secretary of Defense as well as so many
national leaders in all branches of our Gov-
ernment that are warm friends as well. For
this T am highly honored and I am deeply
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grateful. And, Mr. Vice President, I would
ask you please to convey to the President
my warm appreciation for those very gener-
ous words that were read by Dr. Schlesinger.

As has been sald in 19 February 1942, I
faced in combat what proved to be a major
erisis in my life. I vowed at that time If the
good Lord permitted me to survive that I
would never look back but would in the fu-
ture face each major problem as if it was an
anticlimax to what had gone before. This I
have done through three difficult wars and
du-ing many difficult times in our Nation's
history. And with clear conscience I can say
that I always supported the things I thought
were right and I opposed the things that I
thought were wrong as viewed in terms of
what I thought was best for the people of
the United States rather than what was
best for me. I apologize to no one, as to the
positions I have taken on the critical issues
of the times. And as the years have sped by,
while participating in meetings of the Na-
tional Security Council, discussions with the
President, working closely with seven Sec-
retaries of Defense, meeting hundreds of
times with the Joint Chiefs of Staff and tes-
tifying before the Congress frequently, I
have had a very unique opportunity to ob-
serve the crisis management as well as the
less time-sensitive but nevertheless far
reaching decisions made In our Government.

I must emphasize that the men and women
in our Government are dedicated; they are
hard-working; they are competent. The peo-
ple of the country must realize that the
problems that are faced at this level are ex-
tremely difficult and they do not always have
a clear cut yes-and-no answer. Certainly I
have enjoyed this experience, and so today
as I pass from the real world of rapid deci-
sions and am now planning to enjoy the
dream world of sometimes biased and often
uninformed opinion, I would like to pass on
some observations and conclusions that I
have formed in the process.

First, I would like to emphasize the ex-
treme importance of the will and determina-
tion of the American people—the will and
determination that is perceived by a poten-
tial adversary. It is this perception by others
that forms the basis for our deterrence and
our defense. The Japanese attacked Pearl
Harbor because they had reason to believe
that our will was weak.

The North Vietnamese, unfortunately as-
sisted by many in our own country, con-
tinually sought to break down the will of
the American people. This is something
which must be watched very carefully and
our will must not waiver.

Secondly, while we all hope and strive for
a rellef from the burden of maintaining
a strong defense posture, let us not forget
that wars result from weakness and not from
strength. To those who charge the United
States with provocation as we earnestly en-
deavored to maintain a strategic balance
and they suggest instead that we unilaterally
disarm so that others will follow suit, I say
that they are charting a course that our
country cannot afford to follow. The people
of America simply will not accept a position
of military inferiority. What is needed here
in ths effort is mutual, not unilateral re-
straint.

Thirdly, I'd like to speak just a word
about civilian control—an issue which is
continuously raised for reasons unknown
to me. I have never seen, I have never heard
any member of our armed services that does
not believe completely and fully support ci-
vilian control. Nevertheless, one day I read
that the Joint Chiefs of Staff are weak and
are never consulted and the very next day
I read that the Joint Chiefs of Staff control
the country and are seeking to frustrate
the policles of the Commander-in-Chief. I
would lke as I leave to assure the American
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people that both of these allegations are
nonsense in its purest form. The men in
uniform like the Constitution the way it
is. And General George Brown, as he took
over from me yesterday, expressed this point
very clearly and very succinctly.

I would also like to talk briefly about the
wonderful young men and women wearing
the uniform of cur country today, many of
whom are destined to be the key military
leaders of the future. We are now moving
forward with considerable success towards
the achievement of an all volunteer force.
The Congress, the Secretary of Defense, the
Military Services have all done everything
possible to make this program a success. I
view this program with hope and optimism
but at the same time I do know this: the
American people cannot have it both ways.
They cannot on cne hand demean and de-
grade the military Services as was so popular
during Vietnam war and happily has now
been reversed as mentioned by the Vice
President. But they cannot do this and also
take national security for granted. The
young men and women in uniform must be
recognized, they must be appreciated, they
must be made to feel proud. The public
must realize that while there are compen-
sations in terms of personal and patriotic
satisfaction, the man In uniform does not
enjoy the full freedoms of our great de-
mocracy. The uniformed services are not de-
mocracies and they never will be. The man
in uniform does what he is told, when he
is told. In short, he gives up his freedoms
so all of the other citizens In our country
can have theirs. So recognition and apprecia-
tion and pride will go a long way towards
insuring that we can avold the legal demand
as a means for ralsing manpower of our
armed services.

So as I think of these many things, and
several others, as I now retire from active
duty, I would say that I certainly leave

without regret but with gratitude in my
heart. Gratitude first and foremost for hav-

ing been born American. Gratitude that
during this fleeting moment of history I
have had the opportunity to play a small
part at the highest levels of our Govern-
ment.

Gratitude that I and my family have
maintained our health over so many years.
And gratitude above all for the host of
staunch friends that I have made world-
wide, in and out of Government.

Yesterday I turned over the Chairmanship
of the Joint Chiefs of Stafl to General George
Brown, an old friend and an officer of superb
qualifications for this challenging and inter-
esting assignment. George, I wish you and
our colleagues who form the corporate body
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff all the best and
I am confident of the future in your hands.

In closing, let me extend my best wishes
to the thousands and thousands of sallors,
airmen and soldiers, retired and on active
duty, that I have worked with closely, both
afloat and ashore for so many years. As a
senior commander, I followed their perform-
ance, for instance, round by round and sortie
by sortie from the Tonkin Gulf to the release
of the POWs in January of last vear. Eight
and a half years of frustrating, inconclusive
and restrained battles of confrontations that
have appeared to have no end. The fact that
morale and professionalism and performance
did not sag under those adverse conditions, I
think is a true mark of the top quality of
the American fighting man.

So finally, if I may express my appreciation
to the Joint Staff, who has supported me so
well, I would pass on to my family and I
would like to pay a well-deserved tribute to
my wife and family who have made my life so
worthwhile for so many years. It was four
years that I said that my wife, Carrie, was the
kind of a person that not only made me
happy but I think made me successful. She
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has never wavered as the demands of my
assignments forced me to spend less and less
time with our children during their formative
years. She has never complained despite 26
moves to many, many different countries,
often to inadequate housing and inadeguate
schools, She has proved for all to see that
she is a great American, a lovely lady, a warm
friend, an understanding and loving mother
and g perfect wife. No man could ask for any
more.

And so, Mr, Vice President, T want to say
again how much I appreciate your presence
and I would say to all, goodbye, good luck
and Godspeed. Thank you.

THE PERSECUTION OF REPRESENT-
ATIVE ANGELO RONCALLO OF
NEW YORK

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

Mr. GROVER. Mr, Speaker, the Mem-
bers of the House are deeply concerned
over the abuses of process and violations
of civil and constitutional rights of our
colleague, Representative AnceLo RonN-
caLLo which appear to have been per-
petrated by highly placed officials of the
Justice Department. An excellent in-
vestigative report in today’s New York
Times brings the matter into sharp focus
and underscores the need for an in-depth
but speedy inquiry so that those who
have corrupted justice in persecuting our
colleague will feel its proper measure.

The Times story follows:

Junee's DoueTs o U.S., ATTORNEY'S PROSE-
cuTioN oF RoNcALLO ARE Focus oF IN-
QUIRY ON DRUGGING OF AIDE

(By Fred Ferretti)

A Federal judge’s recurring chastisement
of the United States Attorney's office here on
the grounds of faulty preparation and mis-
handling of the extortion case against Rep-
resentative Angelo D. Roncallo last May has
provided a focus for the three-way investiga-
tion into the drugging of Assistant States
Attorney Peter R. Schlam, the Government
prosecutor in the case.

The investigation, by the Justice Depart-
ment, the Federal Bureau of Investigation
and the House Judiclary Committee, 1s re-
ported to be looking into the possibility that
the prosecution panicked at the prospect of
losing the case or having it thrown out of
court, and thus seized upon the drugging of
Mr. Schlam during the trial to charge that
he had been the victim of foul play.

Representative Roncallo, an Oyster Bay Re-
puklican, was eventually acquitted of the ex-
tortion charges and demanded a Federal in-
vestigation of what he said was a political
vendetta against him by the United States
Attorney’'s office for the Eastern District and
by its former acting chief, Edward J. Boyd
5th.

FOUL PLAY SUSFECTED

The Justice Department was called in to
investigate the drugging of Mr. Schlam, who
falled to appear in court on May 9 in the
Ronecallo trial, In his place, Assistant United
States Attorney Thomas P. Puccio told Fed-
eral Distriet Judge Edward R. Neaher that
investigation had shown that, “as we all sus-
pected,” Mr. Schlam '"‘never has taken any
drugs.” He also said that “the F.BI. is now
convinced, and we are all conyvinced, that
the—his sickness—was the result of foul
play.”

However, there was a demurrer from the
F.B.I. that speculated, according to sources
in the Justice Department, that the drugs
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either were self-administered or had been
administered by Mr. Schlam's father, Dr,
Isaac Schlam, a Lindenhurst, L.I., physician.
This was denied by Dr. Schlam.

Inconsistencies regarding the events of
May 9 and 10—when Mr. Schlam was exam-
ined by his father and admitted to a Long
Island hospital first as a drug-overdose case
and then as an exhaustion case—arose and
three investigations were begun. The House
Judiclary Committee says its inguiry into
the preindictment phase of the Roncallo
matter is continuing.

The new United States Attorney for the
Eastern District, David G. Trager, asked the
Justice Department to investigate not only
that aspect of the case, but also events lead-
ing to the drugging of Mr. Schlam, Then the
F.B.I. said it had at last been asked to par-
ticipate in the investigation. The F.B.I. had
maintained all along, contrary to what Mr,
Puccio said in court, that it had not con-
ducted an investigation but had merely done
some blood sampling of Mr. Schlam, who is
still on Mr. Trager's staff,

Spokesmen for all the agencles say it will
be some weeks before their inguiries are
finished and their findings are released. In
the meantime, Mr. Schlam has declined to
respond to gqueries, as has Mr. Trager, who
releases statements through his secretary.

Transcripts of sesslons of the trial, which
took place in Judge Neaher's chambers, show
that the judge was highly critical of the Gov-
ernment's handling of the case.

On May 10 he said he had doubts about the
Government's ability to put forth a convine-
ing enough case on the question of extortion,
saying: “There really may not be enough to
enable a court to rule on the question.”

JUDGE IS “ASTOUNDED"

On the same day, one day after Mr. Schlam
had reportedly been drugged by foul play,
Mr. Puccio suggested that Mr. Schlam’s as-
sistant, Robert Katzberg, who “spent quite a
bit of time with Mr. Schlam,” be “examined
today and that tests be taken as far as he i8
concerned.”

Judge Neaher exploded. “Wait a minute,”
he said. “They ought to at least consult with
the court . .. I am a judge of the judicial
branch and we have judicial business to con-
duct. I must say I am astounded by what
you say."”

Later he added: "I must say I have never
seen a case s0 plagued with problems as this
one'ﬂ

Still later, Judge Neaher said: “I feel this
case has been terribly mishandled by the
U.S. Attorney’s office,”” After Mr. Puccio
argued with him, he said, “This case is either
8 case or it isn't a case,” and added: “I just
think it an incredible performance.”

Continued arguments by Mr. Puccio
brought this from Judge Neaher: “I tell you,
this case will certainly go down in history as
the most unusually conducted trial of a so-
called ‘important case' that anyone has ever
seen or heard of.”

In another aspect of the Roncallo case, the
indictment of John W, Burke, Supervisor of
Oyster Bay, was quashed by Judge Neaher
in Brooklyn last June 24, Mr. Trager said he
had not had enough evidence for a convic-
tion. The indictment said Mr. Burke had
made a false gtatement to a grand jury in
denying that he had met in 1972 with Mr,
Roncallo in East Norwich, LI, along with
two town officials,

Before the case even went to trial, Judge
Neaher told the Government attorneys in
April that the Government's subpoena was
“badly worded” and that the Government
had failed to provide any justification for the
subpoena.

OTHER THEORIES INVESTIGATED

As the inquirles focus on what the judge
deemed a poor case, reports from investiga-
tive sources are that the former Acting
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United States Attorney, Mr. Boyd, now an
assistant to Mr. Trager, has been questioned
by Justice Department investigators, as have
Mr. Schlam and Mr. Puccio,

Judge Neaher’s comments have increased
in significance, invest!gative sources say, par-
ticularly in light of Representative Roncallo’s
charge that Mr. Boyd indicted him in a “web
of deceit"” because Nassau County Repub-
licans refused to nominate Mr. Boyd for per-
manent appointment as the United States
Attorney.

One theory advanced and being looked
into, F.B.I. sources say, is whether the
Schlam drugging was designed to take the
heat off the Government's badly drawn-up
case.

QUESTIONS REMAIN

The questions still to be answered are: Was
Mr. Schlam's collapse a result of drugs—
which were known to be in his apartment—
or of exhaustion after taking of the drugs?
Did he taken them himself, or did his father
administer them? Or was he drugged by some
unnamed conspirator? If the drugs were
self-administered, why did the United States
Attorney say in court that foul play was in-
volved? If no foul play was involved, did the
United States Attorney’s office knowingly lie
to Judg Neaher in open court?

A source in the Justice Department esti-
mates that it will be another month before
there will be answers, The House Judiciary
Committee, already burdened with the Wa-
tergate Investigation, has had to give the
Roncallo inquiry to one staff member. A
committee spokesman said it would be “some
time’ before it had conclusions on the case.

REES INTRODUCES LEGISLATION
TO GIVE FEDERAL RESERVE
JURISDICTION OVER ISSUANCE
OF BANK HOLDING COMPANY
NOTES

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

Mr, REES. Mr. Speaker, the Federal
banking authorities and the SEC are ap-
parently powerless to stop the major
bank holding companies from conducting
& massive raid on the Nation’s savings
markets—thereby siphoning off the
funds which support lending to the busi-
nessman, the farmer, and the home-
buyer, and banking customers seeking
personal loans.

Over a billion dollars in super-rate,
$1,000 minimum, note issues have been
announced thus far by Citicorp, the
parent of the First National City Bank,
and the Chase Manhattan Corp., hold-
ing company for the bank of the same
name. According to last Friday’s Wall
Street Journal, an additional $4 billion is
“waiting in the wings” if these financing
schemes succeed. These financings are
an open invitation for nonbanking busi-
ness—such as utilities or nationwide re-
tailers to raise capital in the same
fashion.

The Citicorp and Chase registration
materials are pending at the SEC. The
press reports that clearance is expected
sometime this week. The securities are
cleverly designed to skirt the rate con-
trol system and the present rules gov-
erning bank holding company sctivities.
The issues carry a floating interest rate
which will be readjusted every 6
months, The rate is set 1 percent above
the average Treasury bill rates in spe-
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cified periods. For the initial 6 months
the rate will be 9.70 percent. Since the
offerings are made by the holding com-
panies and not the banks themselves, the
rate control law is inoperative.

These securities will be sold in $1,000
amounts—following a first purchase of
five notes—and are clearly targeted at
the small savings account holder. Most
significantly, the instruments may be
cashed in at full value every 6 months on
30-day notice; this feature exposes the
so-called long-term “notes”—15 years for
Citicorp; 25 for Chase—as really 6-month
savings certificates. Brokerage houses re-
port that the Citicorp issue is already
oversubscribed, due, no doubt, to the
tremendous publicity these securities
have received as well as their attractive
terms.

The Federal Reserve has declared that
these bank holding company financings
are not “in the public interest at this
time.” In a letter to the SEC last week,
Governor Mitchell stated:

Given the present sensitive state of finan-
cial markets and the extent to which savings
institutions are already under heavy pres-
sure, the result of the present large oiffer-
ings—and any other offerings like it, whether
issued by bank holding companies or other
corporations—ecan well be to divert the flow
of savings from the residential mortgage
market and to deprive homebuyers of needed
mortgage financing.

However, the Fed concluded that it had
‘no grounds for objecting, under au-
thority of the Bank Holding Company
Act, to the terms of the proposed security
issue’; nor could it subject the note is-
sues to the reserve requirements for de-
posits unless the proceeds could be traced
to the banks.

Reportedly, SEC Commissioner Loomis
responded to the Fed's letter by saying
that the Commission recognizes the rami-
fications of the bank holding company
issues, but “we cannot prevent this regis-
tration statement from becoming effec-
tive if full and adegquate disclosure is
made.”

This is not the first time that bank
holding companies have attempted an
end run around rate control and reserve
requirements through securities issues.
When our committee considered the rate
control extension in 1969, we said in
House Report 91-755:

There is a loophole in regulation Q per-
mitting large banks to obtain funds in ex-
cess of the ceiling through the bank holding
company device. Under this device a bank
holding company or its nonbanking sub-
sidiary can issue short-term notes in the
commercial paper market at prevsllmg rates
which at the present time are more than 214
percentage points higher than the regula-
tion @ ceiling. The proceeds can then be
channeled by the parent hOldlng company to
its subsidiary bank.

In enacting 12 U.S.C. 461(a), we gave
the Federal Reserve authority to deter-
mine what type of obligations—whether
issued by a bank or its holding com-
pany—were indeed deposits, at least for
reserves purposes. The Fed subsequently
defined “deposits” to include obligations
of a holding company of 7 years or
less, the proceeds of which are used in
the banking business.

The present situation differs only
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slightly from 1969. These notes are sup-
posedly long term—though the semi-
annual redemption at par feature, as
noted above, makes their 15- and 25-
yvear terms highly suspect. And the
target audience this time is the retail
savings market—not the sophisticated
investors in commercial paper.

It may well be a disservice to the pub-
lic to lure the small saver with these
9.70 percent $1,000 notes. The Treasury
bill rate is highly volatile from week to
week. Over the past 15 years it has
bounced up and down in a range from 2
percent to this year's historic 9 percent.
Hopefully, we will not again see the ex-
traordinary rates that the Government
had to pay in late April and early May,
the averaging period used to determine
the 9.70 percent figure. And, the way this
formula works, if the rate takes a sudden
dip just before the semiannual redemp-
tion dates, the 30-day notice provision
means that the note holder is “locked
in” for another 6 months. These notes,
moreover, are not federally insured—
though, to the unsophisticated, distine-
tion between Citibank and Citicorp, and
Chase Manhattan Corp., and Chase Man-
hattan Bank is a fine one—nor do they
carry the full faith and credit of the
United States as do the Treasury bills
so prominently referred to in the pro-
spectus. So, over time, the consumer
saver might be better served by the gen-
erally 5 to 7Y% percent offered by thrift
institutions.

More fundamentally, perhaps, is the
profound impact which approval of these
issues will have on the entire financial
system. Bank holding companies already
possess enormous financial power. The
chairman of this committee recognizes
their influence, and the oversight hear-
ings scheduled for the end of July may
more fully develop this growing concen-
tration of economic resources.

Consider this data: In 1955, there were
117 bank holding companies, with de-
posits amounting to about 6 percent of
all commercial bank deposits; by 1969,
holding companies controlled 57 percent
of all deposits in banks; by 1972—the
latest year for which I have data—this
figure had grown to 61.5 percent. Yet, in
1972, only 19.5 percent of the Nation's
13,927 commercial banks were part of
holding companies.

These companies already possess tre-
mendous market power. To permit them
to gather in additional deposits under
the guise of note issues could threaten
the viability of thousands of competing
commercial banks, mutual savings banks,
and savings and loan associations.

If these funds are destined for the
banks themselves, we are permitting a
new class of banking institutions totally
outside of Federal control and super-
vision. We would be ereating a privileged
class of superbanks, infinitely superior in
their ability to raise funds from the pub-
lic and capable of unrestrained expan-
sion and growth.

If, as Citicorp and Chase Manhattan
contend, the funds are to be used with
their nonbank subsidiaries only, we are
permitting capital to be siphoned away
from the full range of investment activi-

_ties of thousands of other commercial
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banks and the housing-related thrift in-
stitutions. These funds will then end up
in a selected list of foreign and domestic
subsidiaries which provide only limited
lending and other services, such as trav-
elers checks and leasing operations.

In my view, we cannot abdicate our
responsibilities for orderly control of the
banking system to these enterprising
holding companies.

Therefore, I am introducing today a
bill which would give the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve clear au-
thority to control the debt offerings of
bank holding companies. The legislation
is limited to issues with maturities of
under 5 years. The language would
clearly cover the Citicorp and Chase
Manhattan securities, which are, in ef-
fect, 6 months in duration. Yet, holding
companies, like other business concerns,
would not be restrained from raising
funds as they have traditionally done in
the longer term capital markets.

Further, I would urge my colleagues to
give immediate consideration to this leg-
islation. We all know that we are op-
erating under severe time limitations in
processing legislation if it is to have any
chance of final action in this Congress.
Our hearings at the end of this month
will explore more fully what may be
needed to prevent a recurrence of these
events. Hopefully, the hearings will also
educate the Congress and the public on
the performance of these companies un-
der the Bank Holding Company Amend-
ments of 1970, and lead to appropriate
legislation controlling their concentra-
tion of economic power. However, if we
delay, the damage from these first trend-
setting issues will have already been
done. As Governor Mitchell pointed out,
the loss of $1 billion in deposits will di-
vert funds from other banking and thrift
institutions at this particularly difficult
period when loans to individuals and
businesses are already priced sky-high,
and housing is in the depths of a depres-
sion.

We cannot risk further disruption in
our banking system.

I would therefore ask your immediate
support for my bill.

WASHINGTON POST DETAILS DE-
STRUCTIVE EFFECTS OF HIGH
INTEREST RATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McFaLL of California). Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. PaATMAN) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, the cur-
rent high level of interest rates once
again has thrown the housing market
into a severe depression and today thou-
sands of American families are priced
out of a chance for decent homes.

The Washington Post, under the by-
line of James L. Rowe, Jr., is performing
an outstanding public service by detail-
ing the problems of the current high in-
terest rate policies pursued by the Fed-
eral Reserve. Once again, we have a se-
vere interest rate war underway and the
thrift institutions are experiencing a
sharp outflow of funds to the detriment
of people seeking mortgages.
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The problems have been heightened by
recent moves by bank holding companies
to issue floating interest rate notes—
easily redeemable on short notice—at in-
terest rates ranging to 9 percent and
more. These notes are a thinly-disguised
ecircumvention of regulation @ which was
designed to provide some cushion for the
homebuilding industry during the re-
peated high interest binges of the Fed-
eral Reserve.

For almost a decade the Nation has
been faced with repeated cycles of high
interest policies which have left the Na-
tion with an ever-increasing backlog of
needs for housing and community devel-
opment. These policies have fostered
higher and higher housing costs and
builders have constructed more and more
housing for the afluent—the only ones
who can afford the high downpayments
and the high monthly charges imposed
by the high interest rates.

The result has been greater and great-
er gaps in housing for low- and moder-
ate-income families. In fact, today, a
$20,000 home will require about $40,000
in interest payments over the life of a
30-year mortgage—that is, the home-
buyer must pay three times for the same
home with two-thirds of the cost coming
in the form of interest payments.

Mr., Speaker, here is the way that the
Washington Post article by James Rowe
puts the situation:

When the Federal Reserve Board tightens
its monetary policy and allows interest rates
to rise to fight inflation, those high interest
rates invariably choke off home buying and
new home building before they batten down
prices,

Although most companies face disloca-
tions because of ups and downs in the busi-
ness cycle, those assoclated with the hous-
ing industry of late seem to be particularly
volatile. Home sales are dependent on the
avallability of financing and the cost of that
financing. It is the rare consumer who can
buy a home without taking out a mortgage
loan.

When interest rates rise, as they are now
doing, home buyers are discouraged—not
only by the high cost of money—but by its
scarcity. Savings and loan associations,
which make more than half of the home
loan mortgages, discover that, during periods
of high interest rates, the flow of new de-
posits slows substantially and, in some
months, customers actually withdraw more
money than they put into their accounts.

Mr. Speaker, it is obvious that we are
going to have to do something about this
situation if we are serious about provid-
ing decent homes for all Americans on
reasonable terms. The Congress cannot
afford to allow these repeated boom and
bust cycles in monetary policy. Too often
in the past public officials have simply
lamented the problem without taking de-
finitive action to remedy the situation.
Next week—July 16—the Banking and
Currency Committee will be opening
hearings on monetary policy and its ef-
fect on inflation and high interest rates
and I am hopeful that these sessions will
help point to some new solutions.

Mr, Speaker, I place in the Recorp a
copy of the first in a series of articles by
Jim Rowe entitled “Fund Crunch Hits
Housing Once Again”:
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Funp CruncH Hirs HousiNg ONCE AGAIN
(By James L. Rowe Jr.)

Interest rates have skyrocketed to record
levels, mortgage funds are drying up and the
home bullding industry is close to chaos.

While the situation seems more tense than
usual, the current housing crunch is only
the latest Installment in a saga that has been
played out four times In the last eight years.

When the Federal Reserve Board tightens
its monetary policy and allows interest rates
to rise to fight inflation, those high interest
rates invariably choke off home buying and
new-home building before they batten down
prices.

Although most companies face dislocations
because of ups and downs in the business
cycle, those associated with the housing in-
dustry of late seem to be particularly volatile.
Home sales are dependent on the availability
of financing and the cost of that financing.
It is the rare consumer who can buy a home
without taking out a mortgage loan.

When interest rates rise, as they are now
doing, home buyers are discouraged—not
only by the high cost of money—but by its
scarcity. Savings and loan associations, which
make more than half of the home loan mort-
gages, discover that, during periods of high
interest rates, the flow of new deposits slows
substantially and, in some months, customers
actually withdraw more money than they put
into their accounts.

The Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment estimates that the amount of
money available for home loan mortgages
fell to $14.8 billion in the first three months
of the year from $15.5 billion during the last
quarter of 1973. “It's safe to say it fell further
during the second quarter,” said HUD hous-
ing specialist Rudy Penner.

Scarce money first strikes at buyers and
sellers of older or previously occupied homes.
Before they break ground, new-home builders
generally get guarantees from a savings and
loan or bank that there will be money avall-
able for qualified buyers when the homes
are bulit,

But buyers of older homes cannot go look-
ing for financing until they have found the
home they wish to purchase. Today, those
buyers face not only high interest rates but
financial institutions reluctant to make loans
because they are husbanding thelr funds to
make good on commitments made to builders
months or even years before.

“We've pretty much been out of the market
sinee last July,” sald Henry L. Bouscaren,
senior vice president of National Permanent
Federal Savings and Loan, the area’s second
biggest S&L.

Berious home buyers, when they can find
an institution willing to lend them money,
are often faced with Interest rates of 9 or
9.5 per cent and down payment requirements
of 25 or 30 per cent. It becomes even harder
to find loans in states with usury laws that
put cellings on the amount of interest a
home buyer may be charged.

Maryland just raised its usury ceiling from
8 to 10 per cent and the District of Columbia
is contemplating a similar change.

In addition to scarce money and rapidly
rising interest rates, home buyers are shying
off because of rapidly rising prices both for
previously occupied homes and for new
homes,

It is mainly because of the financial ob-
stacles that the homebuilding industry is in
its worst shape for decades, according to the
chief economist of the National Association
of Home Builders, Michael Sumichrast.

One sign of this is the sharp increase in
construction firm fallures for the first four
months of this year to 580 from 433 last
year, according to Sumichrast. The impact
of those failures totalled $150.8 million com-
pared with $101.1 million in 1973.

Nationwide, builders have 449,000 unsold
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homes and, as long as prices and interest
rates are high, they will have trouble whit-
tling that number down.

Builders, who were starting units at an
annual rate of 233 million in May 1973,
slowed to a 1.45 million pace last month, ac-
cording to Commerce Department figures.
Moreover, building permits, an indication of
future housing starts, tapered off to a 1.055
million annual rate in May, down substan-
tially from 1.838 million in May 1973.

The dropofl reflects not only the high in-
ventory of unsold homes, but the inability
of savings and loans or other financial in-
stitutions to guarantee builders that they
will finance purchase of the homes when
completed.

The gyrations of home bullding add other
innumerable costs to the economy that are
hard to calculate. For example, when skilled
laborers take nonconstruction jobs during
bust periods, they are often lost to the per-
manent home-building labor force.

The ups and downs of the housing indus-
try are caused in part by the same factors
that produce other industries’ good and bad
periods. But the normal cycles of the indus-
try are sharply magnified because the
builders rely so heavily on financing from
the savings and loan industry.

Savings and loan assoclations, whose as-
sets are primarily tied up in long-term
mortgages with fixed interest rates, find
themselves ill-equipped to pay competitive
rates on deposits during periods of rapidly
rising interest rates.

When interest rates zoom, as is now the
case, 5&Ls have to hold off making new
mortgage loans because of the trafloff—and
sometimes net decline—in deposits.

According to the United States League of
Savings Associations, 8&Ls had a net decline
in deposits of $204 million in April and a
gain of $350 million in May. Early indica-
tions are that the S&Ls fell back into a net
outflow situation in June.

So far this year, the gain in deposits is 30
per cent below last year's and mortgage
loans made by those institutions are off by
20.4 per cent,

Mutual savings banks have lost even more
deposits than savings and loan associations.

The Nizon administration has proposed a
plan, based on a 1971 report of a Presidential
commission, to solve the problems by sub-
stantially overhauling the nation’s financial
structure. But even if the administration’s
plan would work, it is a long way from frui-
tion,

In the meantime, the effects of tight
money on the mortgage market present eco-
nomic policy makers with the dilemma of
how to fight inflation by concentrating on
high interest rates without simultaneously
upsetting the critical and politically sensi-
tive housing sector.

Arthur ¥. Burns, whose Federal Reserve
Board is primarily responsible for pursuing
higher interest rates to fight Inflation, told
reporters in a rare press conference last April
that combatting rising prices is more im-
portant than the *“fortunes of home build-
ing.”

The government knows that it cannot sit
by and do nothing: the housing lobby is too
well organized for that.

The Federal Home Loan Bank Board, which
regulates the savings and loan industry in
much the same way the Federal Reserve sys-
tem overseas the nation's banks, has been
lending money to S&Ls to help replace the
deposits they have lost.

In total, according to bank board chairman
Thomas R. Bomar, the system has $17 billion
in loans (called advances) outstanding to
Béls.

The Nixon administration also has an-
nounced a special program designed to in-
ject $10.3 billion In various ways to help ease
the crunch.
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Rick Sullivan, an official of Page Corp., an
area builder, said his firm has been able to
make use of some of that money promised
by the administration. The program that
Page, a subsldiary of U.S. Home Corp., uses
is a $3 billion commitment by the Federal
Home Loan Mortgage Corp. designed to per-
mit home builders to “start houses with con-
fidence.”

The FHLMC guarantees that it will buy
the mortgage from the S&L which makes
the loan up to 12 months from the date the
8&L makes its commitment to the home
builder. In a sense, then, the savings and
loan association acts as a broker.

Sullivan said that, while his sales are not
suffering terribly, purchasers are averse to
paying 10 per cent for a mortgage, Many
savings and loan assoclations are making it
tougher for potential home buyers to “qual-
ify" for a loan, he added.

Sullivan said his company, which builds
“gtarter homes” aimed at young couples, can
utilize the special mortgage corporation pro-
gram because nearly all the mortgages are
under the $35,000 ceiling specified by the
government, Page built the Cinnamon Tree
complex of homes in Columbia, Md.

Other builders, selling more expensive
homes, cannot be guaranteed the financing
under that program because of the $35,000
limit. They are not beginning new projects.

Most projects, however, have guaranteed
financing now, although new projects are
having their difficulties. Purchasing a home
that is already occupled is getting close to
impossible,

Lack of financing has transformed many a
would-be seller into a reluctant landlord,
often renting his home to the very person
who would buy it if mortgage money were
available.

“When someone comes to me and tells me
he wants to sell his house, the first thing I
ask him is if he needs cash,” said an official
of Shannon and Luchs, a major area real
estate firm. If he is moving into an apart-
ment, “I suggest that he finance” the buyer
himself.

The situation of a Washington professional
who could get normal financing neither for
the house he bought nor for the house he
sold is illustrative. He became the “reluctant”
financer of the couple which bought his
house just as the retired chemist he pur-
chased his new house from financed him.

He bought a $68,000 house in Northwest
Washington and sold his 857,000 house on
which he had $17,300 remaining to pay off
on his mortgage. The chemist wanted a
down payment of £15,000, a lower one than
normal.

After cashing in 2,500 in mutual fund
shares and taking out £3,000 in savings, the
professional needed $9,500 for the down pay-
ment plus §17,300 to pay off his mortgage.
He found a couple who put together enough
between their savings and loans from their
families to come up with nearly half of the
$57,000 purchase price. He is financing the
rest at B per cent interest, the legal limit
in the District.

“It was hairy getting down to closing day,"
he said. “Trying to figure out all your money,
to make sure you were getting enough. I
had to learn a lot more about real estate
financing than I ever wanted to know."”

In some sense, he was luckier than most
who try to finance their homes. He found
a couple with more than $25,000 who was
willing to buy a 57,000 house,

“Most people with $25,000 or £30,000 to
put down are looking for a $100,000 or a
$125,000 home,” one real estate agent said.
“It's a real scramble to find financing. It
used to be Iif you sell one, you settled one,
Now you may sell two, but only settle one
because the other one cannot get financing.
We're having to work a lot harder.”

As a result, homes are remaining on the
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market for weeks or months, when, two years
ago they would have been scld in several
weeks,

“We tell 50 people a day that we can’t make
them a loan,” sald an official of another
major S&L. “We won't make any commit-
ments to home builders and we're scrambling
for money to make sure we honor commit-
ments we already made."”

SOCIAL SECURITY: STILL A GOOD
VALUE

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. SCHNEE-
BELI) is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Speaker, in re-
cent months, a rash of adverse criticism,
directed at our social security system,
has appeared in public print. One series
of articles in particular, distributed
through New York Times special fea-
tures, has drawn a great deal of atten-
tion, raising a number of questions about
the present value and future viability
of the system. At least one authority on
the subject, former Health, Education,
and Welfare Secretary Wilbur Cohen,
has prepared answers to these questions,
and his response already has been print-
ed in the Recorp. However, another re-
buttal paper has been called to my at-
tention, and I feel it deserves as large
an audience as possible.

It was prepared with reference to the
newspaper series, but it also serves in a
more general way as a reminder of what
the social security system was designed
to be, how it has worked for 312 decades,
and what its prospects are for the future.

The author of this paper is Dr. Rich-
ard E. Johnson, a professor of insurance
and risk management at the University
of Georgia. In addition to his academic
experience, Dr. Johnson has served in
sales, sales management, and field train-
ing capacities for a major insurance
company and is both a certified life un-
derwriter and certified property and
casualty underwriter. He has written an
excellent rebuttal to a number of
charges made against the system, and I
ask unanimous consent to have his paper
printed in the Recorp at this point.

Social SEcURITY: STILL A GooD VALUE

(By Richard E, Johnson)

Newspaper readers around the country
have reoentiy been exposed to a series of
articles condemning the social security pro-
gram. These articles, written by a Chicago
newspaper reporter, Warren Shore, are not
only inaccurate and misleading, but an ele-
ment of viciousness can almost be detected
in the manner in which the reader is given
isolated half-truths to the exclusion of all
other pertinent information. One is
‘p;:ompted to question what motivated this

as.

For example, Mr. Shore writes of Jeff Al-
fred, who, at the age of 23, contributed $676
(matched by an equal amount by his em-
ployer) to the Social Security Administra-
tion as a tax on his earnings this year, He
then comments that should Jeff die, less
than $300 would be paid to his wife as the
total settlement of his account. This seems
Lueqult.nhle. but let us look at another pos=-
sible example of & young married couple. Bob
Miller (age 23) is a successful salesman and
earns $13,200 both this year and next. At
the end of that period he is killed in an auto
accident and leaves behind his wife, Mary,
and twin children, age one.
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It is possible for Mary and the children
to receive social security benefits in excess of
$1,844,715. This total benefit would only be
paid to the Millers if the children were dis-
abled during childhood and continued so
until age 65. (An even greater benefit would
be paid if they lived longer.)

It is assumed in this calculation that a
vearly increase of 37 in benefits is made to
offset increased inflation. Thus, for a con-
tribution of slightly over £1,500, Bob’s fam-
ily profited to the extent of $1.8 million.
Even if neither child had been disabled, a
benefit of $819 per month would have been
paid immediately and this monthly benefit
would have been increased as the cost of liv-
ing increased. The mother would have re-
ceived this until the children were 18 and
they . would have recelved almost this
amount had they continued their education
until age 22, the total benefit pald being
about $280,000.

No one will defend the first part of this
example as being reasonable or typical—
twins being disabled for life. It is, however,
just as typical as many of the examples used
by Shore in his series. Jeff Alfred’s widow
would have had to have been childless ta
have recelved the benefit stated by Mr. Shore.

Although this is possible, it does not repre-
sent the average family being covered by
the Social Security Act. Instead of looking at
either the “less than $300 pay-ofi"” or the
£1,800,000 benefit,” let us instead look at
the total program and investigate its purpose
and what it has done for our society.

In the early 1930s many schemes were de-
veloped to solve the crisis of the depression.
One of the most popular movements was
known as the Townsend Plan. This plan
guaranteed $200 per month for all citizens
60 years of age or older, The only obligation
on the part of the recipient was to promise
not to work and &1so to spend his $200 within
30 days.

It was assumed that this great influx of
dollars into our stagnant economy -would
lift us up by our hootstraps and solve our
economic problems. The requirement that
the retiree not work supposedly would guar-
antee work for many younger people who
could not find employment.,

Although the Townsend Plan never he-
came law, the Social Security Act did become
law and benefits were paid to retirees prior
to World War II, Initially only retirement
benefits were to be paid and those only if the
insured individual did not work in employ-
ment covered by social security,

The same philosophy fostered by the
Townsend Act permeated the Social Security
Act—'""Create Jobs for the Young." As the
program expanded and started providing sur-
vivor benefits to widows with children, the
same philosophy was continued. If a mother
with small children was widowed, her right
to full benefits depended upon her fer-
minating *“covered” employment.

Even at this time, however, the benefits
paid on the children's behalf were still con-
tinued regardless of whether the mother
worked or not.

Today, almost 40 years later, the Social
Security Administration follows the same
pattern laid out initially—"If a parent is lost
to a family, the surviving children need a
full-time survivor parent as a guardian.” If
this is no longer the belief or attitude of the
population, then the approach can be modi-
fied, but not without cost.

The present cost projections of the social
security program (OASDHI) consider the
fact that some participants will not claim
their benefits, preferring to work rather than
to recelve a social security benefit.

If the “retirement test" were eliminated
for all groups, retirees and survivors, the
eatimated increased cost would be about 34
billion. The ultimate result would be an
increase in the socidl security payroll tax.

Perhaps this is the proper time to look
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at the cost of the program. Mr. Shore, in
his serles, constantly compares the cost of
commercial insurance with that provided
under OASDHI. His major failing is that
he constantly compares the cost or the tax
for the whole soclal security program with
the premium charged for isolated coverages
by the commercial insurance industry.

Your author would be one of the last to
criticize marketing methods used by the
commercial insurance industry. Having been
a part of it for 20 years and having made my
living teaching the intricacies of the dis-
cipline for the last 10, I still find it a most
viable and necessary component of our so-
ciety. But, it cannot compete with a social
insurance program. Social insurance is man-
datory, there are no acquisition expenses
in the form of sales commissions and under-
writing expenses. Everyone must join the
OASDHI system and their tax added to the
employer's tax is automatically forwarded to
the government.

Due to the great savings generated by the
efficlencies mentioned above, social security
cash benefits are administered for about 2
percent of the total tax income. SBince the tax
monies in the trust funds earn 5.6 percent
interest per year, over 103 percent of all
social security tax revenue is available for
benefit payments.

An average of 98% of all social security
tax revenue is actually pald out yearly in
the form of benefits to its insureds or their
dependents. The remaining 5 percent plus
has been added to the trust fund in antici-
pation of further increases in the benefit
formula.

For the individual to continue receiving
these most favorable rates, the program must
continue as a compulsory program. It can-
not exist if voluntary choice of participation
is extended the public. If free choice were
implemented, two groups would discontinue
the coverage—the wealthy and the very
poor.

The wealthy would discontinue the cov-
erage because they really do not need it and
because of the slight redistribution effect of
the program (slightly higher benefits per
dollar of tax for the lower income). The
poor would discontinue because they realize
that our soclety will not let them starve and
will take care of them via the welfare route.

Thus, the large group of middle income
earners will not only pay for their own
future security, but will also be obligated
to pay most of the tab for the increased
welfare costs.

How does the life insurance industry com-
pare in terms of costs and benefits? On the
average, about 85 percent of premium income
is returned in the form of benefits. The bal-
ance is required for administration and ac-
quisition costs. This is not a large charge
in comparison with the rest of the insurance
industry. For most segments of the industry,
expenses vary between 25 and 45 percent of
premium income. Thus, even though the life
insurance industry is doing a great job in
comparison to the rest of the insurance in-
dustry, the Soclal Securlty Administration is
doing a phenomenal one, almost beyond be-
lief for a governmental agency.

Perhaps one of the biggest problems con=
fronting the individual is that of comparing
costs and benefits of the social security pro-
gram with those provided by the commer=-
cial insurance Industry. The major benefits
provided by the OASDHI program include:

Monthly retirement benefits to retired
workers;

Monthly benefits to disabled workers;

Monthly benefits to husbands or wives of
retired workers;

Monthly benefits to widows and widowers
of covered workers;

Benefits to widowed mothers;

Benefits to disabled widows and widowers;

Benefits for children of retired workers;

Benefits to children of deceased workers;
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Benefits to children of disabled workers;

Benefits to parents of workers; and

The entire Medicare benefit program.

Since these benefits are so varied and com-~
plex, no insurance company will offer all or
duplicate benefits. But even when cost or
price comparisons are made with similar
contracts, there Is no commercial insurance
company that can compete, price wise, with
the Soclal Security Administration. Perhaps
an exampie is called for.

When Mr. Shore speaks of the term policy
as being the equivalent of the survivor bene-
fit being paid for children under the age
of 18, he is incorrect.

When a 20-year term policy is purchased
from a life insurance company to protect
against premature death during the critical
period while his children are young, he re-
celves protection for that peried. If, how-
ever, he had additional children later in
life, the original contract is only good if
it 1s renewable,

Even then, it will only be renewed at a
substantially higher price. The Soclal Se-
curity Administration makes no demands
upon the individual as to his age or the time
in life when he has his children.

The only requirement is that children
exist at the time of death, whether this be
when he is 25 or 65. How does one compare
the premiums charged for these “similar"”
coverages? It is almost impossible for any-
one, let alone the interested insured-

It is now time to answer some of Mr.
Bhore’s charges. In his first article, he com-
ments on the increase in social security
taxes during the past 20 years. He mentions
an BOO percent increase in the soclal security
tax, while benefits were increased only 300
percent. His figures are faulty. He is correct
in that the total tax receipts did, in fact,
increase by 800 percent; but, the benefits
paid during this same period increased by
almost 1,000 percent. Benefits actually in-
creased more than contributions, not less,
as his article stated.

Mr. Shore also states that the tax rate
of the soclal security program has discour-
aged savings. He stressed the fact that in
1942 savings were at a very high level while
only 3 years later, in 1945, savings had
started to drop. He neglects to mention that
in 1942 about the only thing available for
sale was a tank or a battleship while in 1945
Germany had already surrendered.

It is very difficult to understand how he
finds a causal relationship between the pro-
gram as now constituted and lack of savings.
Many people are not saving today because
of a drop in value of the dollar due to in-
flation. It is not the fault of the social
security program that the dollar has depre-
ciated.

It is to the credit of the program that
it guards against the fallure of the dollar
by virtue of its inflationary hedge. (A bene-
fit that increases in walue to maintain a
relatively constant relationship in purchas-
ing power.) There is no evidence to indicate
that larger tax rates or salary bases have
caused reduced savings by the individual.

If one income group has profited more
than others by the Soclal Security Act, it
is probably the “great middle class.” This
is the group which would suffer most if re-
quired to provide for their aged parents and
relatives. As stated previously, it is no major
burden for the wealthy, and for the poor
it is impossible. The group in the middile
would be forced again to provide for their
own, and also for those who found it im-
possible,

When Mr. Shore criticizes the situation
where the middle-aged worker must pay
the bulk of his security cost during his
working years, the question must be asked
when does he expect the individual to pay
these costs? If he walts until retirement, it
is too late. Adequate preparation must be
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made in advance to guarantee that which
our people have come to expect.

Mr. Shore also considers the plight of Mrs,
Marion Poteka, whose husband died and, due
to low earnings in his early years, had an
average taxable income of only $6,600. He
states that her benefit check for her two
children and herself amounted to only $435
per month (incidentally, this is tax free).
For this amount to have been correct, death
would have had to occcur prior to 1971.

To illustrate the advaniages of the “infla-
tion hedge” provided in the Act, the benefit
would have been $522 in 1972 and about $580
today. This benefit will continue to increase
as the cost of living increases.

Inasmuch as this income is tax free and
inasmuch as there is no longer any expense
involved in securing this income or in pro-
viding for deceased spouse, this should prove
to be adequate income, assuming her hus-
band took some steps to supplement it with
other private insurance. The reduction in
benefits as depicted In the article ($435 re-
duced to $220 when Mrs. Poteka went to
work) is simply not true. If Mrs. Poteka works
and earns the total $7,540 cited in the paper,
she would still receive about $360 per month
if death occurred prior to 1971 and about
$480 if death occurred today.

For many years the Insurance industry has
tried to convince the public that a reasonable
aim for retirement is one-half the gross in-
come prior to retirement. It is assumed that
the cost of going to work, living away from
home, and paying income tax will take 25
to 35 percent of one’s gross income. In addi-
tion, since a retiree no longer has the finan-
cial obligation of paying social security taxes,
retirement insurance premiums or other pre-
retirement expenses, this income level is
usually deemed reasonable.

How Is the Soclal SBecurity Act meeting this
challenge? Actually, the benefits promised
are very close to that mark. A married in-
sured who has earned an average of $8,000
per year which has been subject to social
security taxation will be entitled to $558 per
month or about $6,840 per year, probably
more than this couple realized on the gross
pay of $8,000 prior to retirement. Similarly,
a married individual who averaged $6,000
under the Act would be paid $440 monthly
or $5,388 per year. If either the retired worker
or his spouse died, the survivor would con-
tinue to receive about $3,600 per year.

The beauty of the present program is that
there is no need for the retiree to worry about
inflation. Today an automatic provision of
the Act increases benefits as the cost of liv-
ing increases. No commercial Insurance con-
tract can provide that benefit. The closest
approximation would be the variable annulty
which is offered by some companies. This
provides an inflation hedge if the value of
common stock keeps pace with the cost of
living,

In recent years there has been almost no
correlation between the cost of living and
the value of common stocks. The Social
Security Act removes this worry from our
retired citizens.

Primarily due to faulty assumptions and
incorrect data, Mr. Shore comes to the con-
clusion that the program is bad and that
it is even bankrupt. There is no way that
anyone could consider the social security
program bankrupt.

It is true that the trust funds do not have
adequate funds on hand to pay all future ob-
ligations today, but then neither do most
private pension plans. The trust funds con-
tain in excess of 50 billlon dollars, sufficient
to pay aproximately one year’'s obligations.
During that period they will collect sufficient
revenue to pay the following year's bene-
fits. This has been the basic technique over
most of the history of the program.

Most people would be far more concerned
over some governmental agency having 400 to
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700 billlon dollars to play with. Disregard-
ing what this might have done to the econ-
omy (some suggest that even World War II
would not have brought prosperity if bur-
dened by a fully reserved social security
trust) think what an enjoyable time our con-
gressmen would have had in increasing the
debt limit sufficiently to provide securities
for the social securlty trust to invest in. Per-
baps an excerpt from the 1871 Advisory
Council on soclal security’s report might
make this clear. The advisory board, con-
sisting of economists, businessmen, and at
least one executive from a major life insur-
ance company, stated in its report:

“The test of actuarial soundness for a
social insurance system is whether the ex-
pected future income from contributions
and interest or invested assets will be suf-
ficlent to meet anticipated expenditures for
benefits and administrative costs over the
valuation period. The concept of actuarial
soundness as it applies to a compulsory
soclal insurance system differs considerably
from the concept as it applies to private in-
surance and private pension plans, although
there are certain points of similarity, par-
ticularly with the latter. A private insur-
ance company must have sufficient funds on
hand so that it will be able to pay all exist-
ing obligations. Such funding, however, is
not necessary for a national compulsory
social insurance system and is frequently
not provided for in private pension plans,
which may or may not have funded all the
liabllity for prior-service ecredits toward
benefits.

“Because compulsory social insurance is
assured of continuing income (new workers
must come into the program), it does not
have to build up the kind of reserves that
are necessary at all times in an institution
that cannot count on current income to
meet current obligations. It is proper In a
social insurance program to count both on
receiving contributions from new entrants
to the system and on paying benefits to fu-
ture beneficiaries, as well as those now on
the rolls.”

Thus, social insurance need only main-
tain funds sufficient to serve as contingency
reserves. The assets of the social security
funds serve this purpose.

Throughout this paper, most of the space
has been devoted to pointing out the errors
and omissions in Mr. Shore's articles. It
would be just as much in error for me not to
admit the shortcomings of the Social Secu-
rity Act as that for which I have criticized
Mr. Shore. Nothing is ALL good or ALL bad.
There are areas in the Social Security Act
which need improvement and further study.
It is true that the single person or the
married couple without children receive far
less in protection than the typlcal married
couple with one or more children. By the
same token, less benefit for dollar con-
tributed is provided the married couples
where both parties work and pay social
security taxes.

The problem of having retirement bene-
fits reduced if the retiree continues receiv-
ing earned income Is also worthy of con-
sideration. Of the 22 million people eligible
to receive retirement benefits, only 6.4% are
having any amount of their benefit withheld
due to the earnings test. Although more peo-
ple might work if the earnings test did not
exist, it is reasonable to assume that the
number would not exceed a total of 10%.

Although this does affect the people con-
cerned, the resulting benefit for the other
90% and the effectiveness of accomplishing
the basic alm of the program, that of taking
older people out of the labor market, is not
disputed.

The criticisms levied by Mr. Shore are not
new. They have been with us in some fashion
since the initial implementation of the Act.
Committees are constantly studying the pro-
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gram, its projections, and possible changes.
Recently, James B. Cardwell, Commissioner
of Social Security, issued the report of the
trustees of social security., This 1974 Trus-
tee’s Report shows a long-range actuarial
deficit for the OASDI program of about 3%
of taxable earnings over the next 76 years.

Much of this projected deficit is caused by
a change in life style of many of our younger
married couples, and the resulting decrease
in birth rates for the Nation.

We are now approaching a “no-growth™
birth rate and it is important to know what
effect zero population growth might have on
the future levels of social security income
and outgo.

Although no major impact will be experl-
enced until the 21st century, the entire area
of financing will be the main subject of
study by the new Advisory Council on So-
cial Security. Their recommendations wiil
be submitted to the Congress by the end of
the year.

Therefore, by the end of 1975, in all prob-
ability, Congress will have enacted legisla-
tion to help solve this problem of the 21st
century.

Over the history of the Social Security Act,
many changes have been made, faults cor-
rected, and more changes will undoubtedly
be made in the future. The solution to the
problems faced by the Social Security Ad-
ministration cannot be solved by Mr. Shore’s
suggestions. Should the government ever
make the decision to follow the recommen-
dations of Mr. Shore—discard payroll tax for
social security and buy government bonds—
the most incredible fiscal confusion imag-
inable would result. All of the benefits of
the social approach to insurance would be
lost and all of the problems of Federal bu-
reaucracy would remain.

Social security today is paying $4.6 bil-
lion & month in benefits to 30 million people.

Ninety-one percent of the people age G5
and over are receiving social security bene-
fits or are eligible to receive them.

Ninety-five percent of all children under
age 18 and their mothers will receive bene-
fits if the family breadwinner dies.

Eighty percent of the population between
the ages of 21 and 64 are eligible for dis-
ability benefits in case of a severe and pro-
longed disability.

Anything which can and does provide so
much for so many cannot be bad. To the
contrary, no better plan has yet been offered
to us. Certainly, Mr. Shore's suggestion is not
a better alternative.

ON STRATEGIC ARMS ACCORDS:
PREDICTABLE AND INCONSE-
QUENTIAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. HARRING-
TON) , is recognized for 15 minutes,

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr, Speaker, the
1974 summit conference with the Soviet
Union has ended without the conclusion
of any major agreement curbing the nu-
clear arms race. The specific agreements
announced on underground nuclear
testing and on the deployment of a sec-
ond antiballistic missile system should
not be viewed as being of major impor-
tance. These agreements are predictable
and in many ways inconsequential. Each
agreement, moreover, represents a
formal ratification of decisions already
made unilaterally by both the Soviet
Union and the United States. While I
applaud the good-faith eflorts of Presi-
dent Nixon and Secretary Kissinger to
negotiate a more comprehensive accord,
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the public should not expect the agree-
ments to result in any meaningful re-
duction in the momentum of the strate-
gic arms race. In fact, false confidence
engendered by these agreements may
set back the cause of arms control.

I believe the quest for a stable stra-
tegic equilibrium is nonpartison and that
the initiative of the administration, in
focusing on strategic questions during
the Moscow summit, is heartening and
proper. We are at a critical juncture in
the arms race. Neither our country nor
the Soviet Union can afford delay in at-
tempting to resolve the complicated
questions of the nuclear arms race.

Both sides now stand at the brink of
major new weapons development pro-
grams. The Soviet Union is developing
four new land-based intercontinental
ballistic missiles—ICBM's—a new sea-
based missile, and is currently testing
multiple warhead technology. Soviet
leaders have publicly expressed a desire
to avoid the expenditures of $30 to $45
billion necessary in the next decade to
complete their MIRV program. Such ex-
penditures would represent a consider-
able strain on the Soviet economy, for
the Soviet Union’s gross national product
is only half that of the United States,
and the drain of expensive weapons de-
velopment programs on the Soviet
Union’s technological resources is even
more severe.

For our part, the United States is also
proceeding with major initiatives in the
area of strategic arms. The new Trident
ballistic-missile submarine, with ifs new
C—4 MIRV'd missile, will cost more than
$1 billion each. A new strategic bomber
program, the B-1, now awaits production
approval. This program will cost at least
$15 billion. The Congress has been asked
to approve more than $300 million for
new strategic “‘counterforce” and “flexi-
bility” programs to develop the techno-
logical capability to fight limited nuclear
war and to attack hardened targets—
such as missile silos.

Apart from the massive cost of new
weapons initiatives, the likelihood is that
these developments will further compli-
cate the already difficult task of nego-
tiating arms control agreements. Unfor-
tunately, the Moscow agreements do not
provide much in the way of useful ac-
complishments toward the goal of arms
confrol. The agreements are more
illusory than real in their restraining
effects, for each nation has agreed to do
something it probably would not have
done in any case. The momentum of the
arms race will only be rechanneled by
these agreements, not slowed.

ABM AGREEMENT

The Soviet Union and the United
States have agreed that neither nation
will deploy the second of the two anti-
ballistic missile—ABM—systems allowed
under the SALT I Treaty. In the case of
the Soviet Union, this means that no
ABM systems, with 100 missiles, will be
constructed to protect a portion of the
Soviet land-based ICBM fleet. The Soviet
ABM now operational around Moscow
will be retained.

In the case of the United States, the
agreement means that we will forsake
construction of an ABM to defend the
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“national capital area”—Washington,
D.C.—while we retain our ABM now
operational at the Minuteman ICBM
base near Grand Forks, N. Dak.

The agreement does not appear to
change the status quo at all, since neither
the Soviet Union nor the United States
have demonstrated any real interest in
building the second ABM system allowed.
The U.S. Congress has specifically re-
jected the “national capital area” ABM.
Deployment of an additional ABM by
either the United States or the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics would cost bil-
lions of dollars without any improvement
in security, since the limited ABM system
allowed could be easily overpowered by
the multiple-warhead missiles of the
other side. And, the need for an ABM
system in an era of increasing depend-
ency on relatively invulnerable sea-based
deterrent forces is also highly question-
able.

Hence, the ABM agreement is more
“summit atmospherics” than substance.

UNDERGROUND NUCLEAR TESTING

An agreement has been reached to
establish a threshold level restricting
nuclear testing underground. Detona-
tion of military devices of a yield larger
than 150 kilotons—or 150,000 tons of
TNT—are to be prohibited. The agree-
ment is to take effect on March 31, 1976.

On the positive side, this agreement
calls for unprecedented cooperation be-
tween the superpowers relating to the
vertification of compliance with the
agreement. The two sides are to ex-
change technical and geographical in-
formation, and are even to conduct
calibration tests—in which each side
will prenotify the other in advance of the
tests for the purpose of determining the
reliability and accuracy of verification
instruments. In addition, press reports
suggest that the two sides have agreed in
principle that onsite inspectors will be
allowed to observe tests of nuclear de-
vices for peaceful purposes above the
150-kiioton threshold, as allowed by
article III of the treaty. If the reports
are accurate, this agreement would mark
a significant departure from past Soviet
opposition to onsite inspection of any
kind.

Unfortunately, the weaknesses of this
agreement are such that it will have lit-
tle more than a cosmetic effect. By giving
both nations nearly 2 years before even
the limited 150-kiloton restriction takes
effect, both the United States and the
U.8.8.R. will be able to complete testing
on the majority of the new strategic
weapons programs now in eritical devel-
opment stages.

The Soviet Union should be able to
“proof test” its new MIRV'd warheads—
for the 85-18, S5-19, and so forth—while
the United States will probably be able to
complete essential testing of the new
high-accuracy, high-yield warheads,
such as the Mk. 12A warhead designed to
give our Minuteman-III ICBEM's a “hard
target”—or antisilo—capability. Other
U.S. counterforce programs are un-
likely to be impeded by the 1976
threshold.

The provisions of article IIT of the
agreement, allowing for tests to exceed
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150 kilotons if they are for peaceful pur-
poses—are also disturbing. The failure
of the U.S. Plowshare program and the
history of unsuccessful efforts to develop
a peaceful use for nuclear explosives tes-
tifies to the apparent absence of any le-
gitimately peaceful purpose for a nuclear
device. It is virtually impossible to imag-
ine any nonmilitary purpose for devices
s0 large as to exceed a 150-kiloton limi-
tation. Frankly, I am concerned that ar-
ticle I1T may become a loophole that ne-
gates whatever minimal positive eflects
the testing agreement might otherwise
have.

I would anticipate that the only mate-
rial effect of this agreement will be that
both the Soviet Union and the United
States will accelerate their underground
nuclear testing programs prior to the
1976 deadline.

Further, this agreement is little more
than a formal ratification of existing
technological realities. There appears to
be little military value to development of
warheads above the 150-kiloton level.
One potential use of large warheads—in
ABM interceptors like the Spartan mis-
sile of the U.S. Safeguard system—has
been eliminated by the SALT I Treaty,
and in any case, recent research casts
doubt on the need for high-yield war-
heads for the ABM interceptor mission,

Further, both the Soviet Union and
the United States appear to have recog-
nized the limited military advantages of
high-yield warheads. In the mid-1960's
the United States made the decision to
deemphasize development of large war-
heads and instead emphasize multiple-
warhead—MIRV—technology and the
accurate delivery of these warheads.
MIRV's warheads have lower yields be-
cause of the technologically dictated
tradeoff between warhead yield and the
number of warheads in a given reentry
vehicle—a 1-megaton single warhead,
for example, would be replaced by three
300-kiloton warheads in the MIRV'd re-
entry vehicle for the same booster, While
the Soviet Union has in the past ap-
peared to place more emphasis on higher
vield warheads, some experts suggest this
to be more the result of necessity, based
on technological incapacity, rather than
choice. In other words, the Soviet Union
was forced in the direction of large war-
heads because of its inability to match
U.S. sophistication in miniaturization,
guidance, onboard computers, and other
key elements of MIRV technology. Now
that the Soviet Union has begun to test
a MIRV technology of its own, it appears
that the Soviets have concurred in the
earlier U.S. decision to deemphasize
large-yield weapons in favor of larger
numbers of smaller yield warheads.

Further, it should be noted that the
explosive effects of a warhead do not rise
directly in relation to warhead size. A 5-
megaton warhead, for example, is not five
times more powerful than a 1-megaton
warhead. A law of diminishing returns
operates here, and comprises an addi-
tional factor motivating against large
warheads.

As a reference point, the 150-kiloton
limit agreed on in Moscow would still al-
low testing of devices more than 10 times
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more powerful than that exploded over
Hiroshima.

While the 150-kiloton threshold treaty
contains only the illusion of restraints,
a comprehensive test ban—CTB—agree-
ment, immediately prohibiting all forms
and sizes of underground tests, would
have been a major accomplishment. A
CTB would have been a check on devel-
opment of destabilizing new weapons
technology, equally advantageous to the
United States and the Soviet Union. A
CTB would also have demonstrated a
superpower commitment to arms control
that would have been useful in efforts to
restrict the proliferation of nuclear arms.
A danger of the limited freaty signed
in Moscow is that it will cause false ex-
pectations and delay efforts to arrive at a
more comprehensive agreement.

EXTENSION OF THE INTERIM ACCORD ON
OFFENSIVE WEAPONS

The great disappointment of the sum-
mit was the failure to achieve an agree-
ment on multiple warhead technology,
currently the key issue of the arms race.
Acknowledging failure of efforts to reach
a permanent agreement on offensive
strategic arms, the two superpowers in-
stead committed themselves to seek an
agreement to extend existing accords to
cover the unresolved issue of multiple
warheads—MIRVs.

The failure to reach an agreement on
MIRV's is all too telling an example of
the adverse effects of uncontrolled mili-
tary technology upon arms control ef-
forts and of the bureaucratic pressures
within both the United States and the
Soviet Union which create a momentum
all their own inimical to the cause of
arms control. Moreover, the failure to
reach an agreement raises the danger
that both sides will abstain from seeking
a comprehensive agreement, and will in-
stead look for piecemeal solutions which
will not hold up to the overall dynamics
of the arms race.

I am particularly concerned by the sug-
gestion that the future negotiations
should follow the lines of the Interim
Accord limiting offensive weapons that
was signed in Moscow at the same time
as the SALT I Treaty. I am skeptical
that the Interim Accord represents a
good foundation for negotiating a stable
permanent agreement,.

The interim agreement was founded
on the principle that a Soviet advantage
in the number of allowed missiles and in
the “throw-weight”—or payload—of
these missiles would be counterbalanced
by the U.S. advantage in multiple-war-
head technology. But while U.S. in-
creases in numbers of launchers are
prevented by the interim agreement, im-
provements in Soviet MIRV technology
is not similarly restrained. Thus, in the
eyes of some U.S. planners, the agree-
ment gives the Soviet Union the poten-
tial opportunity, which it shows evidence
of attempting to exploit, to close the
technological gap in MIRV development
and deployment while the United States
remains fixed in the number of launch-
ers it can deploy. The concern expressed
is that Soviet equivalence in MIRV tech-
nology and deployment could conceiv-
ably mean that at some point the Soviet
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Union would achieve a substantial ad-
vantage over the United States in all
categories: Launchers, throw-weight,
and deliverable warheads.

Of course, the “worst case” fears of
these planners tend to assume that dur-
ing the course of an inevitably lengthy
Soviet MIRV catchup effort, the United
States would be, essentially, standing
still. As a matter of fact, the United
States currently is deploying more than
three new warheads every day on ICBM's
and SLBM's, is continuing both the
Minuteman III and Poseidon MIRV
programs, and is in advanced stages
of development of a new strategic
manned bomber—the B-1—and subma-
rine and submarine ballistic missile sys-
tem—Trident. New strategic cruise mis-
siles are under development by both the
U.8. Navy and U.S. Air Force, and are
not covered by the Interim Accord. In
sum, the breadth and intensity of U.S.
strategic arms developments are such
that assumptions of an eventual Soviet
“superiority” are both premature and
tenuous, at best.

Still, conducting future negotiations
within the framework of the Interim
Accord may encourage, rather than dis-
courage, further attempts by both na-
tions to obtain a strategic advantage.
The SALT I Treaty and the Interim
Accord have not so much slowed the
arms race as they have rechanneled it
into a “qualitative” contest, with both
sides seeking technological supremacy.
By its nature, it is much more difficulf
to negotiate agreements restraining the
qualitative aspects of strategic arms
than to negotiate guantitative—or nu-
merical—limitations.

Unless a comprehensive agreement re-
stricting both guantitative and qualita-
tive growth is reached soon, the explosion
of weapons technology may very well
make the task of negotiating a viable
agreement impossible. The critical re-
quirements for a successful agreement
are assessment—ithe ability of each side
to know the capabilities of the other;
and verification—the ability of each side
to confirm, by unilateral—national tech-
nical—means, that the other has and
continues to comply with the terms of
the agreements. On both counts, the
strategic weapons technology now on the
horizon will greatly complicate the task
of negotiation. It is presumably impossi-
ble, for example, for a satellite to count
the number of warheads, or the accuracy
of these warheads, Inside the nose cone
of a closed ICBM silo. It is also impossi-
ble, we can assume, for one side or the
other to verify compliance with an agree-
ment which, for example, limited the
deployment of strategic cruise missiles.
A submarine-launched strategic cruise
missile is expected to be no more than
2 feet in diameter and can fit in the
torpedo tubes of any one of hundreds of
vessels, be their purpose expressly stra-
tegic or not.

We should remember that it is the
task of politicians to negotiate strategic
arms agreements, not technocrats or
soldiers. For ideally a politician’s respon-
sibility is to the common welfare of the
Nation, while the technocrat or the
soldier must to some extent carry the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

motivations and sometimes narrow goals
of their parent bureaucracy. We should
not let the collective fate of our Nation
be determined by the various bureau-
cratic interests of this or that depart-
ment or this or that military service;
nor should we let our welfare be deter-
mined by unbridled technology. An en-
during lesson of the last 25 years of the
arms race is that despite constant ad-
vances in weapons technology—and
expenditures of billions and billions of
dollars—we are less secure today than
we were 1 year ago, or 5 years ago, or
10 years ago.

We must accept, as a nation, that
peace and stability will not be found if
either the Soviet Union or the United
States pursues the illusory goal of “stra-
tegic superiority.” There can be no gen-
uine superiority when only 500 deliver-
able warheads would destroy approxi-
mately 70 percent of the industrial base
and 30 percent of the population of either
the Soviet Union or the United States—
and the United States will have nearly
8,000 deliverable nuclear warheads at
the end of this year; the Soviet Union
approximately 2,600. “Superiority” is
worse than meaningless—it is a danger-
ously false goal.

Stability will be found, I believe, if
both countries continue efforts to nego-
tiate a comprehensive agreement, and if
both countries show restraint in their
unilateral weapons decision and avoid
the development or deployment of arms
which, by their nature, would destabilize
the strategic balance, worsen the task of
negotiation, and increase the chance of
nuclear conflict.

AMERICAN PARTICIPATION IN MOS-
COW CRIME TECHNOLOGY TRADE
EXPOSITION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr, VaNIK) is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr., VANIE. Mr. Speaker, several days
ago. I became aware of the fact that a
group of American companies will be
participating in August, in a Moscow
Trade Exposition displaying—for sale—
the latest types of police equipment.

Mr. Speaker, this is a most shocking,
unconscionable actions in which Ameri-
can business are deeply involved. For the
sake of sales and profits, a group of
American businessmen will be placing
their wares on sale in Moscow for exam-
ination by the KEGB.

Mr. Speaker, much to my surprise, I
could find no laws or regulations con-
trolling the export and sale of these types
of police equipment. During the coming
weeks, the Congress will be considering
amendments to the Export Administra-
tion Act. I hope that amendments can
be included in this act to prohibit the
export of sophisticated American crime
control devices.

Recent developments in the Soviet
Union reveal that police harassment and
torture—torture which ends in suicide—
still continues. The Gulag Archipelago is
alive and well In the Soviet Union—and
there is no need to strengthen that po-
lice state through modern crime control
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techniques. It is even more shocking that
such export displays would be permitted
in view of the fact that some of these
products were probably developed and
produced with the direct or indirect as-
sistance of the Department of Justice's
Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration.

I would like to include in the REcorp
at this point a copy of an article by Sam
Jaffe which appeared in the Chicago
Tribune on July 7, 1974, entitled “Rus-
sians Invite U.S. Firms to Police Trade
Show.” I would also like to include in
the Recorp a copy of a letter which I
sent to Secretary of State Kissinger on
July 1—with an identical letter to Com-
merce Secretary Dent—requesting in-
formation on whether any official direct
or indirect U.S. assistance was being
supplied to American manufacturers
participating in the Crime Technology
Exposition. In these letters, I also re-
quested information on whether any
forms of export controls or licensing
were available to limit the sale of this
1984-type equipment to the KGB.

A crime control device can easily be
converted into a weapon of oppression.
It would be tragic if oppression in the
Soviet Union would result from devices
and equipment stamped, “Made in
America.”

Iinclude the following:

RussiANs INvITE U.S. FiIeMs TO POLICE TRADE
SHOW
(By Sam Jaffe)

WasHiNgTON, July 6.—The Soviet Union
has invited dozens of American and foreign
manufacturers of police equipment to dis-
play their goods at an International exhibi-
tion to be held in Moscow next month.

The exposition, “EKrimtehnika *74" spon-
sored by the Soviet chamber of commerce, is
officlally described as a major showing of
ithe latest In criminology and law enforce-
ment equipment.

At least two United States companies
specializing In highly sophisticated elec-
fronlc crime detection equipment which can
be used for intelligence gathering said they
would attend the August 14 to 28 Eremlin
show. Several other manufacturers and dis-
tributors of police equipment said they
hoped to participate.

According to these manufacturers, the
Russians are waging an all-out eflort to at-
tract American firms, which offer the most
advanced police equipment and crime detec-
tion devices in the world.

In some cases, the Soviets have sent per-
sonal cables and hand-written invitations to
company representatives to attend “Erim-
tehnika '74.” They are also using a Midwest
firm, speclalizing in East-West trade, to con-
tact others.

“It seems mighty strange to us,” sald one
manufacturer of police equipment, who
politely declined to attend the show, “that
a country that has always maintained it has
little or no crime, would want our goods.”

One State Department Soviet expert said
he was vaguely familiar with “Erimtehnika
'74,” and was “not aware of any American
participation in it.”

An official at the Department of Commerce
sald he had been advised of the Soviet police
exhibition by the American embassy Iin Mos-
cow. “The embassy recommended that we
take a hands-off position if any American
businessman contacted us concerning the
show,” he sald.

Another Commerce Department official
sald they had no regulations against manu-
facturers of police equipment sending their
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goods to Communist countries. But Rep.
Charles Vanik [D. Ohio] has written to
Secretary of Commerce Frederick Dent and
Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, asking

that they look into American business par-,

ticipation in “Erimtehnika '74.”

In light of the present situation which
exists in the Soviet Union,” Vanik wrote, “in
regard to dissidence and the harassment of
people who have applied, under Sovlet law,
to emigrate to other countries, it seems high-
1y insensitive on the part of our government
to allow American eguipment manufactur-
ers to participate in such an exhibition.”

Vanik plans to raise the issue in the
House tomorrow.

A spokesman for Welt International Corp.
of Chicago, a company which calls itself a
marketing specialist and exhibition manager
for Communist Eastern Europe and the So-
viet Union, sald the company has already
signed up two police equipment firms, and
“we hope to have others before the exhibi-
tion opens."”

“The Soviets have made a definite budget
commitment for the purchase of all types of
laboratory and equipment and instruments,
law enforcement equipment, and associated
devices systems for forensic and criminology
activities,” the spokesman said.

American exporters of lethal devices are
required by the State Department's muni-
tions Control Board to check with that de-
partment before exporting their merchandise
to Communist countries.

One of the companies attending the Mos-
cow exposition is Voice Identification, a New
Jersey organization speclallzing in ‘‘voice
prints.” According to Rick Alexanderson,
company president, they have developed a
system *“as good as fingerprints,” that can
positively compare voices and identify them.

The company recently identified former
Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev's voice
from 180 hours of tape recordings he made
after his ouster. The tapes were translated
and published in the book “Khrushchey
remembers: The Last Testament.”

Optronics International of Massachusetts,
a company that has develcped a fool-proof
identification ecard, will also exhibit at
“Krimtehnika."”

A spokesman for SBirchie Fingerprint Lab-
oratorins in New Jersey, one of the biggest
manufacturers of mobile crime labs, and his
organization hopes to attend the Moscow
exposition.

“The Russlans are very anxious to have us,"”
Jim O'Rourke company vice president sald.

“They wanted one of every major item
we make, including our $100,000 mobile
crime lab and $40,000 in miscellaneous equip-
ment. We cabled them that we weren’t in-
terested in just selling parts or one of every-
thing, and that we had dropped our broker.

“The Russians shot back a cable, practl-
cally begging us to attend the exhibition.
They said, “Your parts undoubtedly will in-
terest our specialists.’ They really want our
crime lab.”

But, as an afterthought, he added, “Some
of this equipment could be used against in-
nocent people. It bothers me.”

Jury 1, 1974,
Hon. HENRY KISSINGER,
Secretary, Department of State,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. SecreTary: It has come to my
attention that Erimtechnieca, a trade exposi-
tion, will be held in Moscow in August to
display the latest police equipment produced
by manufacturers throughout the world.

From what has preliminarily been indi-
cated, this display will include crowd control
devices, bullet proof vests, body detection
devices, the latest types of mace, as well as
a number of other police related equipment.

In light of the present situation which
exlsts in the Soviet Unlon, in regard to dis-
sidence and the harrassment of people who
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have applied, under Soviet law, to emigrate
to other countries, it seems highly insensi-
tive on the part of our government to allow
American equipment manufacturers to par-
ticipate In such an exposition.

Could you please advise me whether there
is any officlal direct or indirect U.S. govern-
mental assistance being supplied to any
American manufacturers or suppliers in con-
junction with the development or participa-
tion in this Moscow exposition?

Could you also advise me whether any of
the items to be displayed had to be cleared
for export by your Department? If not, could
you please advise me why such clearances or
export controls do not exist?

Your assistance in this matter will be
appreciated.

Sincerely yours,
CHARLES A. VANIE,
Member of Congress.

Mr, Speaker, the immorality of Amer-
ican participation in this crime technol-
ogy exposition is nearly beyond descrip-
tion. Perhaps some idea of what we are
doing—in the name of profit—can be ob-
tained from reciting several passages
from the Gulag Archipelago.

For example, why do the Soviet police
need lie detector devices? In his chapter
on “The Interrogation,” Nobel prize win-
ner Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn describes
some of the methods which the state
police have used to extract confessions:
Method No. 23 involved the bedbug-in-
fested box:

The bedbug-infested box has already been
mentioned. In the dark closet made of
wooden planks, there were hundreds, maybe
even thousands, of bedbugs, which had been
allowed to multiply. The guards removed
the prisoner’s jacket or fleld shirt, and im-
mediately the hungry bedbugs assaulted
him, crawling onto him from the walls or
falling off the ceiling. At first he waged war
with them strenuously, crushing them on
his body and on the walls, suffocated by
their stink. But after several hours he weak-
eéned and let them drink his blood without a
murmur,.

Method 26 involved the ‘“ancient,”
“medieval” torture of starvation:

Starvation has already been mentioned in
combination with other methods, Nor was it
an unusual method: to starve the prisoner
inte confession. Actually, the starvation
technique, like interrogation at night, was
an integral element in the entire system of
coercion. The miserly prison bread ration,
amounting to ten and a half ounces in the
peacetime year of 1933, and to one pound in
1945 in the Lubyanka, and permitting or
prohibiting food parcels from one's family
and access to the commissary, were univer-
sally applied to everyone. But here was also
the technique of intensified hunger: for ex-
ample: Chulpenyev was Kept for a month on
three and a half ounces of bread, after
which—when he had just been brought in
from the pit—the interrogator Sokol placed
in front of him a pot of thick borscht, and
a half a loaf of white bread sliced diagonally.

(What does it matter, one might ask, how
it was sliced? But Chulpenyev even today
will insist that it was really sliced very at-
tractively.) However, he was not given a
thing to eat. How ancient it all is, how medi-
eval, how primitivel The only thing new
about it was that it was applied in a socialist
soclety!

Is American business to provide equip-
ment to the Soviet police so that political
prisoners—innocent persons—may be
tortured and broken?

I find it particularly ironic that one of
the companies which will be participat-
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ing has developed the ultimate in voice-
print devices. Has no one read Solzhenit-
syn’s “The First Circle?"” This entire 670
page book describes the ordeal of a prison
camp of scientists who have been ordered
to build a voice print device to catch a
“‘political criminal.” It is a very special
prison camp in which the inmates are
treated somewhat decently so that they
will work better. But it is still a prison
hell, In fact, the very title of the book
is an allusion to Dante’s “Inferno,” in
which the least painful stage of Hell was
the first circle. The novel—a factual
description of the situation in the Soviet
prison camps around 1950—contains
some quotes relevant to the erime tech-
nology exposition.

For example, the entire prison camp
was busy working on voice decoder and
voice print devieces which they knew were
available in the West. Fortunately for
millions of Soviet prisoners, Stalin did
not hold a crime detection exposition
during his regime. To quote from Solz-
henitsyn:

“Clipped Speech” had been taken from
English, and not only the engineers and
translators, but also the assembly and in-
stallation men, the lathe operators, and per-
haps even the hard-of-hearing carpenter
knew that the pilece of equipment in ques-
tion was being bulilt along the lines of Amer-
ican models. But it was accepted practice
to pretend it was all of native origin. There-
fore the American radio magazines with dia-
grams and articles on the theory of “clip-
ping,” which were sold in New York on coun-
ters outside secondhand-book shops, were
here numbered, bound with string, classi-
fied, and sealed up in fireproof safes, out of
reach of American spies.

To provide voice print devices to a
nation which makes no bones about
massive wiretapping would be a criminal
and immoral act on the part of the
United States. Following is an imagined
conversation—again quoting from “The
First Circle"—between the Minister for
State Security, Abakumov, and one of the
special political interrogators, Ryumin:

“I'll take care of them, Mikhail Dmitriye-
vich, belleve me. I'll take such care of them
that no one will Ye able to collect their
bones!” Abakumov answered, looking threat-
eningly at all three.

The three guiltily lowered their eyes.

“I'll give them the tape of the conversa-
tion. They can play it over and compare it.”

“Oh!—did you arrest anyone?"

“Of course.” Ryumin smiled sweetly. “We
grabbed four suspects right near the Arbat
metro station.”

But a shadow crossed his face. He knew
the suspects had been grabbed too late, that
they were the wrong ones. Yet, having once
been arrested, they would not be released.
In fact, it might just be necessary to pin the
case on one of them—so that it would not
remain unsolved.

Annoyance grated In Ryumin’'s insinuating
volee: “I can get half the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs on tape for them, if you like. But
that's not necessary. Only six or seven people
have to be picked up—the only ones in the
ministry who could have known about it.”

“Well, arrest them all, the dogs. Why fool
around?” Avakumov demanded indignantly.
“Seven people! We have a big country—they
won't be missed!"”

Finally, toward the end of the novel, as
the prisoner scientists develop their voice
identifier and close in on the “political
prisoner,” one prisoner is asked to make
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another type of police device—hidden
camera that will take night pictures. This
prisoner, who if he cooperates will soon
be released to join his old wife, Natasha,
is faced with one of the ultimate deci-
sions:

The prison official describes the device:

“One of them is a camera that can be
used at night. It works on those . . . what
are they called? Ultra-red rays. You take a
picture of a person at night, on the street,
vou find out who he's with, and he’ll never
know as long as he lives. There are already
rough versions of it abroad, and all that
has to be done is to imitate them creatively.

The prisoner Gerasimovich thinks to
himself:

Here was the answer to Natasha’s plea.

Gerasimovich saw her withered face, and
her glassy frozen tears.

For the first time in many years, the
warmth of returning home stirred in his
heart.

All he had to do was what Bobyer had
done: fix 1t so that a few hundred unsuspect-
ing, stupld people were put behind bars.

Hesitating, embarrassed, Gerasimovich
asked, “But couldn’t I stay—with television?"”

“You refuse?” [State Security Officer] Os-
kolupov asked indignantly. He frowned. His
face easily took on a look of anger. “Why?”

Natasha was his one lifetime companion.
Natasha was waiting for his second term
to end. Natasha was on the threshold of
extinction, and when her life flickered out,
his, too, would be over.

“My reasons? Why do you ask? I can't do it.
I wouldn't be able to cope with 1t,” Gerasim-
ovich replied very quietly, his voice almost
inaudible.

[Colonel of Engineers of State Security]
Yakonov, inattentive up to this moment,
now stared at Gerasimovich with curiosity.
Here evidently was another case that verged
on madness. But the wuniversal law that
“your own shirt is closer to your body™” had
to prevail this time, too.

Gerasimovich could have remained silent.
He could have bluffed. He could have ac-
cepted the assignment and then falled to
do 1it, according to the zek rule. But Gera-
simovich stood up. He glared contemptuously
at the fat, double-chinned, stupid mug in
a general’s astrakan hat.

“Nol That's not my field!” he said in a
clear high voice. “Putting people in prison
is not my field! I don't set traps for human
beings! It's bad enough that they put wus
in prison . . .”

Mr. Speaker, supplying the latest po-
lice technology to the Soviet Union is not
our field. Putting people in prisons is
not our field. Mr. Speaker, I hope that
the American businesses involved in this
atrocity will reconsider. I would also hope
that the American Congress would act
swiftly to prohibit this type of policy
technology export.

NATIONAL HEALTH INSURANCE:
THE NEED FOR THE HEALTH
SECURITY ACT, HR. 22

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms, Arzuc) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, today it was
my privilege to testify before the House
Ways and Means Committee about na-
tional health insurance. As one of the
original cosponsors of H.R. 22, the Grif-
fiths-Corman Health Security Act, and
as a continuing supporter of that legis-
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lation, I was pleased to have the oppor-
tunity to present my views fo the com-
mittee.

I would like to share my testimony
with my colleagues and ask that it be
included in the RECORD:

TESTIMONY BY CONGRESSWOMAN BELLA S,
Aszve, JUuLy 9, 1974

Mr, Chairman, I am pleased to have the
opportunity to appear again before this
Committee to present my views on national
health insurance. As you may recall, I testi-
fied earlier, on November 18, 1971, in sup-
port of the Kennedy-Griffiths bill to estab-
lish a national system of health security, a
bill which I co-sponsored in the House. At
that time, I reviewed some of the major de-
fects in our health care system. Almost
three years later, It is depressing to note how
little has changed. The major problems to
which I referred then were the maldistribu-
tion of services, the poor organization of
services, the failure of private insurance
companies to control costs or to use their
financial strength to reduce excessive costs
associated with hospitallzation, the uncon-
trolled profiteering of the drug industry, in-
adequate attention to increasing the sup-
ply of trained health personnel, and the lack
of quality control in the provision of health
services.

Despite a few improvements, none of these
major problems has yet been seriously at-
tacked, much less brought under control.
The establishment of mandated peer review
processes under the Professional Standards
Review Organization (PSRO) system is a
step in the right direction, but much more
remains to be done to establish standards
of quality control and review processes in
which the consumer and the public can
have confidence. I will have more to say on
this matter later. Aside from this step, and a
small beginning in the direction of orga-
nizing Health Maintenance Organizations
(HMO's), little has been done. And in some
respects we are significantly worse off today
than we were then.

The administration has cut back support
for medical research and for the training of
doctors and other badly needed health pro-
fessionals. Medicare deductibles have in-
creased and benefits have been curtailed.
Community-based health and mental health
centers have been cut back, cut out, or left
to wither on the vine. An inflation which this
administration does not know how to
stop has Imj sharply higher costs for
securing essential health care, I point out
that in the district I represent, prices, In-
cluding the cost of medical care, have risen
faster than in any other part of the coun-
try since 1967. If good medical care was ex-
pensive and hard to get, especially for mid-
dle-income and low-income people, in 1971,
it has become even more difficult to obtain
and far costlier in 1974.

Each year I invite people in my district to
an all-day conference on issues which Con-
gress should be addressing. This year, as in
the past, the program included a discus-
sion on health and medical care. Person after
person rose to describe how their search for
decent care has become ever more difficult,
medical problems more serlous, doctors less
available, and public institutions more hard-
pressed to provide even minimal services. I
heard innumerable reports of longer waits,
higher bills, and ever deepening fear and anx-
iety. This administration may continue to
ignore or neglect the needs of our poor, our
elderly, our children, our workers, our minor=-
ities, and other groups with real and press-
ing concerns. But we in this Congress can-
not be blind to the problems or needs of our
constituents. We cannot turn our backs on
the immediate need for fundamental re-
structuring and reorganization of our health
care system.
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THE LONG-RANGE NEED

I am convinced that this country must
eventually develop a national system of
health care, going well beyond even the most
ambitious bills which have yet heen sub-

‘mitted to the Congress. None of the meas-

ures under consideration comes close to pro-
viding the comprehensive cost-free services
which are central features of social policy
in Canada, Scandinavia, Holland, Israel,
Britain, and other modern nations. These
systems establish health care, like education
and retirement benefits, as a right to which
everyone iz entitled regardless of ability to
pay. They are financed largely or wholly
from general tax revenues. They cover doc-
tors' services, hospital costs, drugs and pre-
scriptions, prosthetic and other devices, con-
valescent care, home care, family planning
services, and dental costs. Until we begin to
move In that direction, we cannot hold our
head up in the company of civilized na-
tlons or pretend that we have dealt ade-
quately and humanely with the health care
problems of our people.
STEPS NEEDED NOW

Clearly this country is not yet ready to
move seriously along these lines. Instead,
even the most progressive bill you have be-
fore you—H. R, 22, the Griffiths-Corman bill—
has been abandoned by its Senate sponsor
and a principal national spokesman in favor
of a more modest approach in the name of
“realism.” We must reject that approach and
that retreat. The minimum requirement for
action in this legislative year is the enact-
ment of the original Kennedy-Griffiths bill
Too much work, too much struggle has gone
into the development of that bill and into
building public support for it to permit it
to go down the drain. I do not accept the
argument that the people are not yet ready
to support and welcome a comprehensive
approach such as that embodied in HR. 22.
The people in my district have made their
voices very clear; they understand that we
need, at a minimum, to take this step, and
they are impatient that it has not already
been done. I believe that we should stop
listening to those with a vested interest in
piecemeal progress, who counsel only limited
change, and listen to the people. They know
that the American system of health care re-
quires drastic changes right now,

I support HR 22 and urge its passage for
these reasons:

it is the only bill which meets the great
bulk of health care costs for all Americans;

it puis the siress on strengthening ambu-
latory care and avoiding hospitalization;

it covers the widest range of needs of any
bill, including home health services, psy-
chiatric ecare, nursing home care, drugs, ap-
pliahces, glasses, and such things as podia-
trist services (from what my constituents
tell me, I sometimes think that sore feet is
one of the most neglected aspects of health
care);

it imposes no deductibles or coinsurance
requirements;

it recognizes that nutrition, counseling,
health education, and social work belong in
the area of health care, and provides cover-
age for them;

it provides Incentives for prevention and
health maintenance as goals of the system,
moving us away from the approach that rec-
ognizes a health problem only when someone
is sick enough to seek help;

it includes a timetable for adding dental
services to the list of covered services;

it recognizes that we must train the people
who are needed to provide care if we are to
meet our responsibilities, and it provides
funds to do so;

it provides a comprehensive statement of
the services which an HMO must provide to
qualify and Incentives to organize them;

it recognizes the need for establishing
standards of quality, and takes the first




July 9, 1974

necessary steps in that direction through the
Commission on the Quality of Care;

it ends the middle man role of the private
insurance companies;

it takes the first steps toward a national
uniform set of standards of qualification,
away from the present hodge-podge with
each state setting its own standards of licen-
sure and qualification.

Each of these steps is a necessary mini-
mum which we must adopt now if we are to
meet what has been repeatedly described as
the crisis of the American health care sys-
tem. Last month a distinguished group of
citizens In my state, under the leadership of
Murray H. Finlay, President of the Amal-
gamated Clothing Workers of America, an-
nounced the formation of a New York State
Committee for Natlonal Health Security to
work for the enactment of this bill, Similar
committees are being established in other
states. I welcome this evidence of a national
determination to move now in the direction
of the Griffiths-Corman bill, and expect to
work actively with this and other groups to
secure lts passage.

BEYOND H.R. 22

This bill represents a significant first step
in the right direction. But more remains to
be done. In the balance of my testimony, I
shall point out certain improvements which,
I feel, are essential, HR 22 is a good bill; it
could and should be made better.

Quality Control: PSRO's are a step in the
right direction, but they entrust the forma-
tion and application of standards of guality
to professional groups. There is no role pro-
vided either for public agencies or for con-
sumers. In New York City, the Health De-
partment was able to establish very effective
procedures for monitoring both the quality
of car provided by practitioners and the ac-
curacy and fairness of billing for reimburse-
ment. Important abuses were uncovered and
major savings achieved despite limited re-
sources and the strong opposition of profes-
sional organizations. T must confess that I
am dubious of an approach which has, so far,
found fairly ready acceptance among doctors,
and was recently found acceptable by the
American Medical Association. A monitoring
process with real teeth is not going to find
the going that easy. The AMA is moving to
take control of the review process before
consumers demand that the government do
it, AMA involvement in shaping the PSRO
structure and process has been extensive
since the leglislation was passed. Senator
Bennett, author of the bill, said that he saw
PSRO activity as “educational, not punitive”.
That is well and good, but there is little in-
centive to doctors to accept standards unless
failure to do so Involves some penalties, As
the Federation of American Sclentists noted
in its analysis of the PSRO law, “The oppor-
tunities for abuse of PSROs are many, and
the sanctions are relatively weak.”

I believe that the guality control mech-
anisms provided in H.R. 22 need to be
strengthened in three ways:

1. Including an active role for state and
city departments of health, utilizing the
New TYork City experience;

2. Strengthening the sanctions imposed
for fallure to adhere to standards; and

3. Mandating inclusion of consumer and
community representatives in PSRO orga-
nizations,

Prevention and Health Education: The bill
recognizes the need, and importance, of pre-
ventive measures, but its provisions are
vague and ill-defined. I would amend the
bill to require HMO's to include major pre-
ventative and eduecational components in
their programs of work, as a condition of
eligibility, Standards must be established,
incentives provided, and specific goals re-
gquired of HMO's. There are good precedents
to utilize in the experlence of some of the
more successful nelghborhood health centers
which were supported by OEO, Including, in
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New York City, the Martin Luther King, Jr.,
health center in the Bronx, and the North-
east Neighborhoods (NENA) health cenfer
on the Lower East Side of New York. These
centers were able to relate such factors as
housing, environmental conditions, nutri-
tion, schools and drugs to the health needs
of their patients, and to extend their work
and resources to deal with some of these
very relevant problems, These are important
and valuable lessons which need to be in-
corporated in a mnational health security
program.

Non-Medical Personnel: HR, 22 recognizes
that personnel other than physicians and
nurses must be utilized in the delivery of
health services, and provides support for
their training., I thoroughly endorse this
concept. Looking again at the experience
which we have had with community health
centers, I have been greafly impressed by
the critical contributions made by parapro-
fessionals and by non-professionals. Such
groups will have a never-inereasing and even
more valuable role to play as we move from
a patient-centered system of health care to
one which stresses prevention, outreach,
continuity of care, and health education. I
would strengthen the provisions of the bill
dealing with paraprofessionals in order to
correct the imbalance which now prevalls
in the health care system. Steps in this di-
rection have important cost implications as
well. Our scarcest and most costly resource
in the health care system is the physician,
Last Wednesday's Wall Street Journal noted
that thousands of nurse-practitioners have
improved pediatric care in both cities and
small towns, have relieved the burden on
pediatriclians, have improved patlent satis-
faction, have lowered costs to patients, and
have preserved, if not improved, standards
of care provided. The physicians’ assistants
programs in various parts of the country
show similar results, We need to move much
more vigorously in this direction in the
future.

Consumer and Community Role: A major
defect of this bill is its failure to mandate
a significant role for consumers' represen-
tatives and community spokesmen. Con-
sumers are given a minority role in the Na-
tional Health Security Advisory Council, and
a policy-making role in HMO's, but no role
in governance or scrutiny. Neither HMO's
nor hospitals are required to disclose their
finances to the communities in which they
work. Hospitals are notorious for their fail-
ure to disclose the fiscal information which
is critical to any effort to judge their fiscal
competence, the falrness of their charges, or
the relationship between costs and charges.
I would mandate full financial disclosure as
a condition of reimbursement for all eligl-
ble provider organizations.

Family Planning: Any system of national
health insurance must, as HR. 22 does, in-
clude family planning as a covered benefit
avallable to those who want to avail them-
selves of it. Services avallable should com-
prise all safe, medically acceptable and legal
methods of family planning including oral
contraceptives, abortafacient drugs and de-
vices such as the interuterine device, volun-
tary sterilization including vasectomy and
tubal ligation, and abortion,

Mr, Chairman, 1970 data show sterilization
as the preferred method of family planning
for 259 of couples over the age of 30. I also
believe that abortion is the least desirable
method of birth control, No woman prefers
it. It is generally regarded as a method of
last resort. Hopefully, there will be fewer
abortions as women and men gain more
familiarity with and access to contraceptives.
But safe and legal abortion must be available
to any woman who finds herself pregnant
and for any one of a multitude of reasons
does not want to have a child then. Other
testimony which you have heard has argued
against the inclusion of sterilization or abor-
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tion in national health benefits. Those who
hold this belief are free to model their own
lives on these precepts. They are also free
to state their views publicly, to argue to seek
to persuade other Americans of the right-
ness of their morality or dogma. But they
have no right to demand that all Americans
conform to their particular beliefs.

Financing: Too much of the burden of
financing is put on the beneficiaries them-
selves, H.R. 22 calls for a 50 percent coniri-
bution from general tax revenues, the re-
malinder to be pald by increased social secu-
rity taxes pald by employer and employee in
unegual shares, The reliance on the social
security tax system is understandable but
dangerous. These taxes have now reached
a level where they are an important regres-
sive element in the tax structure, bearing
more heavily on low and middle income
familles than on those at higher income
levels. I regret that the bill does not set forth
a timetable for moving from this financing
formula toward heavier reliance on general
revenues in the future, with concomitant re-
ductions in the direct contributions to be
made by employers and workers. I would
amend the bill to provide that 75 per cent
of all costs be met from general revenues
within five years, and 100 per cent with 10
years of enactment.

CONCLUSION

I remaln committed to the original Ken-
nedy-Grifiiths-Corman bill, and will work
actively for its passage, this year. I believe
this bill can and must be enacted. I belleve
we cannot, as a nation, wait any longer to
remedy the severe defects in our system of
health care. I do not think the delivery of
health services can be left entirely to the
medical profession. There must be public
scrutiny, public accountability, and public
control over all aspects of health care. This
is no threat to our doctors and thelir profes-
sion. On the contrary, it is our only hope of
preserving their historic role in our health
care system. We live In a new era, and this
bill recognizes that fact. At the same time,
we would be deluding ourselves and the peo-
ple if we pretended that this bill solves our
health care problems. It does not; it is only a
necessary first step. Others are needed, and
I have started some of them. I will work to
make them a reality. Let us shape a health
care system worthy of a great and compas-
sionate nation.

PRIVACY SAFEGUARDS FOR
HEALTH DATA BANKS

(Mr. KOCH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, since 1969, I
have appeared before many committees
on both the House and Senate side out of
a concern for the neglected field of citi-
zen privacy. So now, I welcome the pros-
pect that finally this year Congress will
enact legislation that comes to terms
with the serious threat to individual pri-
vacy posed by modern technology and
government.,

As Members of the Congress that is
considering national health proposals, I
would urge that in considering the legis-
lation that will finally be voted on, one
of the goals be the preservation of the
citizens’ right to privacy.

No one would disagree that an indi-
vidual often gives away some of his pri-
vacy when he applies for a benefit or
service. But we must always remember
that the Government is still organized to
serve the interests of the people rather
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than its own institutional aggrandize-
ment and that there is a balance to be
preserved. The right to privacy remains
threatened as long as there are no ef-
fective legal constraints on the under-
s;andable but dangerous appetite of pub-
lic servants who have forgotten whom
they serve.

Perhaps my own experience as a pri-
vate citizen years ago planted the seed
from which my legislative efforts have
grown. It involved a life insurance com-
pany inquiry but the investigative proce-
dure would have just as well been pur-
sued by a Federal agency.

When I was a younger man, I made an
application for life insurance, and it was
rejected. I could not understand why
because I felt pretty healthy, and the
company did not give me the reason why.
Because I pressed and pressed, I finally
was able to secure an off-the-record
statement from the individual who had
solicited the account. He said, “Well, we
have information in our records that 10
years ago you had cancer.” I said, “Well,
that is very interesting, but I am not
aware of it.” I asked what the nature of
this cancer was. The records showed it
was leukemia. I asked, “Where did you
get that information.” The company in-
dicated they had obtained it from a
neighbor.

The truth is, I did not have cancer
and, of course, would have been dead &
long time ago had I had it. Had I not
pressed on that matter, I would not have
known and I would not have been given
an insurance policy. I brought this mat-
ter to the company’s attention, and de-
manded that they analyze their file
again and finally they agreed that the
information that had been provided to
them had been given maliciously.

While a city councilman in New York
I introduced legislation in 1968 to give
the citizens of New York City the right
to inspect and supplement municipal
files. At that time I said my bill was
“just a first step taken on a local level
in what is really a national problem of
protecting the citizenry against unjusti-
fied governmental prying into private
affairs.”

All of the national health insurance
proposals pending before this Congress
will have an enormous impact on the
privacy of individuals, whether private
carriers or the Social Security Adminis-
tration runs the program.

At the present time, there is a data
bank that over T00 insurance companies
can plug into and receive information on
an individual—information that pertains
to the physical condition of the person—
and deals with psychiatric disorders,
sexual behavior, and drinking patterns.
The patient expects confidentiality in his
relationship with his physician. The ex-
istence of the medical information bu-
reau data bank raises serious questions
about this privileged relationship.

We must take care to guard against
information on a patient's insurance
forms finding its way to the personnel
department or to the employee’s super-
visor. In contracts between employers
and insurance carriers—or the Federal
Government—any employer participa-
tion in the processing of individual
claims should be prohibited.
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Furthermore, security safeguards
should be established to protect the pri-
vacy of an individual during any exami-
nation of his medical record under the
guise of “program evaluation,” ‘“audit,”
or “cost justification."

In the Mills-Kennedy bill, section 2034
(a) and (b) authorize the central admin-
istration to obtain from any State agen-
cy participating in administering aid
plans for families with dependent chil-
dren “any information or data relating
to family status or family income which
such agency may have” and “to enter
into such contracts and arrangements
with other public agencies—Federal,
State, or local—as may be necessary or
appropriate to obtain information and
data which relates to family status and
family income.”

Under no circumstances should we
permit the unbridled transfer of such
information—particularly without the
written, informed consent of the indi-
vidual—unless it is a case of medical
emergency and then with the most
stringent regulations. The individual has
a right to know the uses to which in-
formation he submits will be put, to
whom it will be disseminated, and how
its release, or nonrelease, will affect his
eligibility for benefits.

The creation of a health credit card—
although efficient and easy to use, could,
without regulation, lend itself to abuses.
The code numbers provide quick, easy
access to the individual's medical rec-
ords. If an individual’s health credit card
code number can be used by other orga-
nizations—the accessing of information
from many sources on a given individual
is made much easier.

If the Social Security Administration
is chosen to administer the national
health program, and if Congress author-
izes SSA to use the social security num-
ber as the health card number, the way
will have been paved toward using the
social security account number as a uni-
versal numerical identifier—and the
specter of a national data bank with
voluminous material being accessible by
the use of one number is made more real.

Let me briefly outline in general terms
what I think this legislation should con-
tain with respect to privacy safeguards.
These 10 commandments of privacy are:

First, permit any person to inspect his
own file and have copies made at rea-
sonable cost to him;

Second, permit any person to supple-
ment the information contained in his
file;

Third, permit the removal of errone-
ous or irrelevant information and pro-
vide that agencies and persons to whom
the erroneous or irrelevant material has
been transferred, be notified of its re-
moval;

Fourth, prohibit the disclosure of in-
formation in the file to individuals in
the agency or organization other than
those who need to examine the file in
connection with the performance of their
duties;

Fifth, require the maintenance of a
record of all persons inspecting such
files, and their identity and their pur-
pose;

Sixth, insure that information be
maintained completely and competently
with adequate security safeguards.
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Seventh, require that when informa-
tion is collected from him, the individual
must be told if the request is mandatory
or voluntary and what penalty or loss of
benefit will result for noncompliance;

Eighth, require that those involved
with the collection, maintenance, use or
dissemination of medical information op-
erate with clearly defined data access
policies, and with adequate data
security measures to provide medical
confidentiality;

Ninth, require that persons involved
in handling personal information act
under a code of fair information prac-
tices, know the security procedures, and
be subject to penalties for any breaches;
and

Tenth, prohibit agencies or organiza-
tions from requiring individuals to give
their social security number for any pur-
pose not related to their social security
account, or not mandated by Federal
statute and prohibit the development of
any other universal numerical identifier.

I am hopeful that the bipartisan spirit
by which privacy legislation has been ini-
tiated, shaped, and refined will continue
through the efforts of this Congress in
drafting a national health insurance plan
because citizen privacy must be every-
one’s concern—conservative and liberal,
policymaker and taxpayer, physician and
patient.

SENATOR JACKSON AT THE APEX
OF HIS CAREER

(Mr. SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SIKES, Mr. Speaker, it is refresh-
ing to note an article in the Washington
Post on Saturday, July 6, entitled, “Sen-
ator Jackson at the Apex of His Career.”
The writer, Geri Joseph, is a contributing
editor with the Minneapolis Tribune, in
which the article first appeared.

There are many of us who admire
HENRY JACKSON and we recognize the au-
thenticity of the comments made in Mr,
Joseph's article, Senator Jackson is in-
deed a strong leader whose forthright-
ness and abilities are very much needed
on Capitol Hill.

I am pleased to submit the article at
this point in the RECORD:

SENATOR JACKSON AT THE APEX oF His CAREER
(By Gerl Joseph)

Old-fashioned virtues have not counted for
much in the recent media-minded world of
American politics. They have been, for ex-
ample, no match for the vague but much-
sought after guality known as charisma. Fur-
ther, a suspicion lingers that the old-fash-
ioned is to be obsolete in terms of today's
problems.

It is possible, however, that Sen. Henry
(Scoop) Jackson, an old hand on Capitol
Hill, is out to prove that charisma is not
everything, and old-fashioned virtues have a
place in the modern world after all.

Disciplined and hard-working, as unassum-
ing as a next-door neighbor, the senator
from the state of Washington has earned his
share of news stories over the years. But
nothing in the past can compare with the
attention he is getting now.

At a remarkably youthful 62, when others
begin to think of retirement, Jackson has
reached an apex in his admirable career.
Probably no other man or woman in Congress
has so powerful—though not uncontro-
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versial—a volce on so many leading issues.
It is as if all the pleces of his 34 years in
public life have fallen suddenly, luckily, into
prominent place. Oll and energy, détente and
trade policy with the Russians, nuclear weap-
ons and land use, to name a few.

And there are some Democratic politicians
who figure that the presidency, too, may be
in Jackson's immediate future. Certainly he
is one of two or three Democrats at the top
of everybody’s list of possibles.

In a recent Interview with Jackson in his
comfortable, uncluttered Senate office, con-
versation covered many subjects—from ad-
verse effects of affluence on young people, to
the opposition his nomination is likely to
arouse from his party’'s left wing.

But again and again, he came back to two
issues on which he has been catching plenty
of heat. One is his outspoken skepticism
about the value of détente as pursued by the
Nixon administration. The other is his trade-
bill amendment that requires countries seek-
ing most-favored-nation trade status with
the United States to allow free emigration.
The amendment is worded generally, but ap-
plies clearly to Soviet Jews who wish to leave
Russia.

For his critical questioning of détente,
Jackson has been called a Cold War warrior,
a hard-liner and a man who cannot change
with the times. He shrugs at those descrip-
tions, although the cold-war warrior phrase
slightly ruffles the usually calln manner. He
is for détente, he explained, but he wants it
to mean not just better business and the
movement of commercial cargo, but the
movement, too, of people and ideas.

He would take a tougher bargaining stance
than BSecretary of State Henry Kissinger.
“Henry does not pick on those things he
thinks the Russians won't accept or like, I
say the whole purpose of negotiation is to dis-
cuss hard things on which we differ.”

Jackson wondered frankly if the Cold War
“is really over” or merely disguised. He re-
ferred several times to the Russlans' desire
for “primacy.” When you examine détente, he
said, “What have we achieved since that great
and glorious word came into the vocabulary?”
He listed what he regards as benefits to the
Russians, There was the wheat deal. (“We
were had.”) Anocther example: the joint space
venture in which the United States will put
up $240 million, the Russians, nothing. ("I
call it ‘wheat in the sky.'”) Further, in trade
agreements and the strategic arms limitation
talks, Jackson clalmed the Russians have
come out ahead.

“Kissinger says the United States is bene-
fiting from detente through a better world
climate and good will,” Jackson said. He
snorted “Good will? Like being eyeball to
eyeball in the Middle East? With the Rus-
slans telling the Arabs to keep the price of
oil high? With Gromyko doing everything he
could to break up the negotiating efforts?”

As for his insistence that the Russians
change their emigration policy before getting
most-favored-nation status, Jackson sald
guletly. “This is a moral, civil-libertarian is-
sue.” He denied that his amendment is a
calculated play for Jewish votes. His Nor-
weglan heritage taught him respect for
human rights and liberties, he sald, and his
horrified reaction to Buchenwald concentra-
tion camp In 1945 reinforced that bellef,
From that time on, he became a staunch
supporter of the state of Israel.

“Where I get in trouble on foreign policy,”
he added, “is I have very strong views on
individual liberties. But at least I'm consis-
tent. I voted against ald to Greece and for
the embargo on Rhodesia.” He spoke with
feeling of Soviet emigres who visit his office
to thank him, “I feel a personal responsibility
not to let these people down,” he explained.
“You know, it says in the Talmud that if
you save one life, you help save the world.”

Jackson critics fault him—oddly enough in
these times—for his consistency and his un-
willingness to compromise. But the senator
pointed out that he has changed his mind
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many times during his long career, and he
has had to compromise on almost every bill
he has introduced. The time may have ar-
rived when he will have to compromise on his
trade-bill amendment.

“But I am not a bowl of mush,” he as-
serted. “And I do have strong convictions.”
He also had a blunt directness to his speech,
a respected regard for the rights of others
and a solemn belief that the right of free
speech means “the right to sound like a fool
on oceasion.”

If all those old virtues ever replace char-
isma, Scoop Jackson could be a prime bene-
ficiary.

PIONEERING BY CAGLE LEAVES
STRONG LEGACY

(Mr, SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I have been
impressed time and again with the abili-
ty and leadership of Vice Adm. Malcolm
W. Cagle. His most recent command has
been as Chief of Naval Education and
Training at the Nayval Air Station in Pen-
sacola. Because of my close contact with
defense programs, I have had frequent
occasion to know firsthand of the con-
tributions of Admiral Cagle to the U.S.
Navy. I feel without question that he is
one of the strongest leaders in today’s
Navy. His retirement will come at a time
when the military services particularly
need strong leaders, and the loss of his
services will be a damaging blow to Navy
progress. It is most unfortunate that he
could not be persuaded to remain in the
service.

The Pensacola Journal of Thursday,
June 13, carried an excellent editorial
which shows the attitude of the people
who have been in best position to view
Admiral Cagle’s work for the improve-
ment of Navy programs. I am glad to
submit it for the Recorn. I hope that it
will help Navy leaders everywhere to rec-
ognize the importance of Admiral Cagle’s
work. The article follows:

[From the Pensacola Journal, June 13, 1974)
PIONEERING BY CAGLE LEAVES STRONG LEGACY

Ranking military commanders come and
go in West Florida, but few have brought to
Pensacola the commanding stature for the
Navy and the community as Vice Adm. Mal-
colm W. (Chris) Cagle.

We regret his surprise retirement but find
his decision to return here as he plans his
“second career” gratifying.

Chris Cagle not only is the genius behind
the establishment of the Chief of Naval
Education and Training headquarters here
but reflects strong vision toward modernizing
and streamlining all naval training,

His coming opened a new era for the U.S.
Navy in Pensacola: A stronger command with
broadened duties and responsibilities plus
stabllization of Naval Aviation, which has
been the major misslon of the vast naval
establishment in Escambia and Santa Rosa
counties.

But Admiral Cagle, writer and educator
with a diversified military command career
spanning nearly four decades, quickly proved
himself a strong citizen in major community
activity. His brlefings on the Navy's new
educational methods were revealing for com-
munity leaders throughout West Florida;
his concern for the erosion of American sea-
power alerted many Americans—especlally
Pensacolians—as he worked for quality man-
power training to fit the needs of an all-
volunteer force.

His insight helped launch the new Navy
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education and his work here will be remem-
bered as pioneering architecture for military
training more attuned to the times and the
age of electronics. He worked closely with
Florida educators, including Pensacola Jun-
for College and the University of West Flor-
ida officials, and he followed a new formula
for more enlightened and more economic
mManpower,

Cagle’s planned retirement, along with
others, including submariner Dean Axene
(Cagle’s deputy) and the head of Navy med-
ical facllities, Rear Admiral Oscar Gray, has
set off speculation that changes are in order
for Pensacola’s naval training complex. But
we feel the Navy will learn from newer con-
cepts now in practice and will continue
efforts to strengthen seapower and man-
power training policles.

Certainly Dean Axene and Oscar Gray have
contributed immensely to the growth of the
new naval training command.

Admiral Cagle kept a busy pace in military
work, darting about the nation helping
solidify various technical and fleet training;
but he also had the time—and imagination—
to quickly emerge as a well-liked commu-
nity leader. He joined in civic endeavor, in-
cluding work of the Pensacola Area Chamber
of Commerce, unity efforts by the black coali-
tion and the goals of Action '76. When ex-
plosive racial troubles developed at Escambia
High School, Admiral Cagle volunteered his
stafl as the Pensacola community leadership
worked for harmony and a return to sanity
on campus.

As a Virginia cattleman, incisive writer on
military topics and Naval Aviator who
dreamed of a living monument to men of
flight at Pensacola’s new Naval Aviation
Museum, Admiral Cagle leaves a strong legacy
for the second Chief of Naval Education
and Training after the change of command
September 3.

His three years here were rewarding, not
only producing a firm foundation for newer
concepts of Navy education but working for
a community that should recognize a rank-
ing military commander who inspired better
participatory citizenship.

We're happy Chris Cagle will be returning
here to bring the Naval Aviation Museum to
national prominence as well as continue his
role as a prominent Pensacollan.

DR. NORMAN RASMUSSEN TESTI-
FIES IN SUPPORT OF PRICE-
ANDERSON ACT

(Mr. PRICE of Illinois asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. PRICE of Illinois, Mr. Speaker,
considerable interest has been generated
in both Houses over a report under
preparation of Dr. Norman Rasmussen
of the Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology and ifs relation to legislation ex-
tending the Price-Anderson indemnifica-
tion provision in the Atomic Energy Act
of 1954. Dr. Rasmussen testified before
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
during our hearings on this legislation
on May 186 of this year. I ask unanimous
consent that his statement at those
hearings be included in the Recorp at
the conclusion of my remarks.

Earlier today the ranking minority
member on the Joint Committee on the
House side, Congressman Craic Hos-
MmeR, and I sent a letter to all the Mem-
bers containing excerpts from Dr. Ras-
mussen’s testimony before the Joint
Committee on May 16 which specifically
related to the proposed Price-Anderson
amendment.

Dr. Rasmussen’s statement follows:
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Mr. Chalrman, I am Dr. Norman C. Ras-
mussen, Professor of Nuclear Engineering at
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.
For the last year and a half I have been a
consultant to the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion, and during that time, I have been the
director of a study to assess the risks to the
public from accidents in nuclear power
plants of the type being built in the United
States today. I am happy to say that the
study is now nearly complete. We are now in
the process of reviewing and checking the
numerous calculations in this risk analysis.
Until that process is finished and we are
completely satisfied that, to the best of our
knowledge, the results are accurate, I do not
think it would be appropriate to discuss the
specific results in detail. I anticipate that
a draft of this report will be issued for com-
ment from interested parties early this sum-
mer. Nevertheless, I am prepared to discuss
here today some general conclusions that
the study has produced that may be useful
to you in your consideration of the renewal
of the Price-Anderson Legislation.

Let me start by reviewing the nature of
the risk to the public from power reactors,
and then discuss factors that effect the
magnitude of the consequences. The latter
part of this testimony will discuss the
broader question of the total risks to soclety
and some of my personal observations about
the insurance guestion.

An operating nuclear power station con-
tains a large gquantity of radioactivity which
is produced by nuclear processes that take
place during its operation. The vast major-
ity of this radioactivity is produced inside
the uranium dioxide fuel. Relatively small
amounts of radioactivity collect in other
parts of the system during its operation.
These sources outside the fuel are so small
that their accidental release would not have
a serious effect on the public health and safe-
ty, although they might contaminate the
plant and its immediate surroundings and
the decontamination process could represent
an economic loss to the utility. In order to
have an accident large enough to produce
serious public consequences, it Is necessary
to release a significant fraction of the radio-
activity contained within the fuel. Consid-
erable experimental work has shown that to
do this requires heating the fuel to its melt-
ing point of about 5000° F.

The above facts have long been recognized
by the designers, operators and regulators of
nuclear reactors and so a great deal of atten-
tion has been paid to this problem with the
intent of making the probability of accidents
leading to core melt very small. Our study’s
preliminary indications are that the proba-
bility of such accidents is, indeed, quite
small. Not surprisingly, however, we have
identified some ways where with modest ef-
fort the probability could apparently be made
somewhat smaller if that is determined to be
necessary. These matters will be discussed in
detail in the final report and I shall not go
into them in detail here today, pending our
final review of all calculations.

Let me turn your attention now to the con-
sequences of melting the core. The conse-
quences of core melting depend principally
upon three factors: (1) how much radio-
activity gets released into the environment,
(2) how this radioactivity gets dispersed in
the environment by existing weather condi-
tions, and (3) the number of people and the
amount of property exposed.

The amount of radioactivity that gets re-
leased from the nuclear plant into the en-
vironment depends upon how much of this
is trapped Inside the containment prior to
its escape. All plants have provisions to trap
radioactivity within the containment. In ad-
dition there are natural processes that lead
to deposition of many of the radioactive spe-
cies on the wall and other surfaces in the
containment building. In most core melt ac-
cldents these processes would be expected to
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be guite effective in reducing the amount
of radioactlvity released. However if an ana-
lyst were asked what the worst possible re-
lease could be, he could imagine a series of
uniikely circumstances where the processes
for removing radloactivity would not be very
effective and a much larger release would re-
sult. Our analysis of core melt accidents
shows just this effect, namely, that the most
likely course of events following core melt
results in rather modest releases and larger
releases are even less likely to occur. This
means, of course, that the largest release is
considerably less likely than the expected or
typical release in such an accident.

Now let us consider the weather conditions
that cause the dispersal of airborne radio-
activity into the environment. There are
many weather conditions in which there is
very rapid dilution of released pollutants.
Under these conditions even a large re-
lease would be dispersed so quickly that the
public consequences would be rather small.
Of course, during a small percent of the time,
unfavorable weather conditions associated
with strong inversions and low wind speeds
exists. In such weather the radioactivity is
diluted more slowly and public consequences
can be more severe. Not only must this un-
favorable weather exist, but it must continue
to exist for many hours after the accident
for the worst consequences to occur. Of
course the likelihood of the most unfavorable
weather, therefore, becomes guite small.
Thus, as in the case of the release from con-
tainment, we find that the average weather
effect for a large release is to produce modest
consequences and more severe consegquences
are associated with weather conditions that
are less likely to occur.

Next let us look at the people and property
exposed. The number of people in a par-
ticular direction from a reactor site varies
from close to zero for those directions out
over the ocean or over large bodies of water
to a few cases where the population density
is several thousands of people per square mile
within 10 or 20 miles of the site. Since the
value of real property is about proportional
to population density, both health effects
and property damage will depend on the
number of people over which the radiocac-
tivity is dispersed. An analysis of the paop-
ulations density near reactors shows that
80% of the area has populations a factor of
10 smaller than the highest and 509% has
populations a factor of 100 less than the
highest. The very high populations cover
only 1% of the area. Thus, given a release
of radioactivity, we would expect the high
population areas to be exposed 1% of the
time and on the average (le., 509% of the
time) the exposed population to be a factor
of 100 smaller. This, of course, means that,
other factors being equal, the consequence
would be a factor of 100 less,

From the above discussion we see that
three random factors, the type of release,
the type of weather, and the population
density exposed, affect the overall conse-
guences of a core melt accident. On the aver-
age we have found that these combine to
give modest consequences following core
melt. Only under very unlikely circums-
stances would we expect to see the worst re-
lease combined with the worst weather com-
bined with the highest population density
exposed. Although the analysis done in
WASH-T740 showed a number of cases with
very small consequences, no attempt was
made to estimate the likelihood of these
cases relative to the worst case that was
calculated. As a result attention focused on
this worst case and many people came to be-
lieve that if a reactor core should melt these
very serious consequences would surely re-
sult. From the above discussion we see this
is not the case. In fact the likelihood of
various consequences of a nuclear accident
show a distribution that is characteristic
of all other types of man-caused accidents
which ean be studied from historical data.
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That is, the likelihood of small consequences
are much higher that the likelihood of large
consequences, and the most likely conse-
guence of a glven type of accident is much
smaller than the worst accident that clever
people can imagine.

The nuclear industry is to some extent the
victim of its excellent safety record. We
have accumulated in the United States well
over 1500 reactor years of experience in water
reactors. This includes about 200 reactor
years with commercial power stations; the
rest are military reactors. There has never
been an accident that has led to injury of
the public, let alone an accident involving
core melting. Many critics of nuclear power
take advantage of this lack of experience
with serious accidents such as core melt by
saying that if it occurs it will be a catas-
trophy in terms of public consequences, The
catastrophy they describe is one associated
with the worst set of events they can imagine,
regardless of how unlikely the events. This
has led to the bellef by many people that
power reactors present a public risk with
consequences much larger than any of the
other activities soclety pursues. Our study
has shown that this is not the case, and, in
fact, a number of other activities of soclety
could produce under very unlikely circum-
stances accidents of similar consequences.

One example of interest regarding large
non-nuclear risks in our society comes from
the consideration of earthquakes, We have
all heard of the very large 1806 San Fran-
cisco earthquake in which there were ap-
proximately 750 fatalitles. The question has
often been asked about what consequence
an earthquake of a similar size would cause
today. A recent study by the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration has esti-
mafted that an earthquake of such size could
occur on the average of every 100 years and
could cause fatalities in the range of 10,000-
20,000.! The study also notes that if the
earthquake were to also cause dam failures in
the area another 10,000 or so people would be
killed.

Let me give another illustration of these
points based on my own experience. During
the last year I have asked many non-tech-
nical people what they feel is the largest pos-
sible consequence of an airplane crash in
terms of fatalities. Almost all gave an answer
in the range of 300 to 400. When asked how
they arrived at this number most said they
heard of many airplane crashes and none
had killed more people than 300, and, be-
sides, the largest planes could carry only this
number. I then pointed out it might be pos-
sible for two planes to collide. Most then
revised the number upward to 600 or so. I
then suggested that a plane might crash into
a crowded place on the ground. Most then
increased their estimate by 100 or so more.
Finally I suggested that the crash might be
into a crowded sports stadium and kill 10,-
000 or more. Although they recognized that
this was hypothetically possible almost all
Telt it was unrealistic to believe that it would
really ever happen. None of these people
realized that the very serious postulated
reactor accidents that they have heard about
involve an even more unlikely combination
of circumstances. This has come about be-
causeé there has been a tendency, in the
abgsence of any real experience with serious
nuclear accidents, to ask what Is the worst
that could happen and clever people can
think of some very unlikely combinations
of circumstances. The safety philosophy ap-
plied to nuclear power plants which uses a
number of hypothetical accidents to set
safety design requirements has also been In
part responsible for this.

I hope our study will help people under-

1A Btudy of Earthquake Losses in the Los
Angeles, California Area"” Prepared by NOAA
for the Pederal Disaster Assistance Adminis-
tration, 1973.
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stand that the most likely consequence of
a core melt accident, which itself is unlike-
Iy, would be quite modest, in fact, no worse
than many other kinds of accidents such as
fires and airplane crashes that society has
experienced. Just as it is possible to imagine
an airplane crash producing 10 or 100 times
more serious consequence than the average
under a very unlikely set of circumstances,
it is also possible to identify an unlikely
set of circumstances in which reactor acci-
dents could produce much more serious con-
sequences,

The gquestion that now arises ls whether
Price Anderson legislation is still needed.
We now have about 40 nuclear plants in op-
eration and more than 110 more under con-
struction or on order. These 150 plants rep-
resent about a 70 billion dollar investment.
According to several recent studies, they can
be expected to produce electricity for about
one half a cent a kilowatt hour less than
fossil fuel plants at current fuel prices. If
these plants have a load factor of 70% they
will represent an annual savings to society
of more than 4 billion dollars over the cost
of electricity produced by fossil plants. It
should thus be clear that even if a reactor
accldent were to occur that caused signifi-
cant property damage, the savings in cost of
electricity due to use of nuclear power com=-
bined with the low likelihood of such an
accident indicates that the property damage
costs would not represent a large burden on
opur economy. It seems to me that by the
middle 1980's the nuclear power industry
should be quite capable of dealing with any
loss it might possibly encounter.

I belleve the present legislation you are
considering which provides for a gradual
phasing out of the Price-Anderson insurance
and a take over by the insurance pools and
the nuclear industry is a good approach to
this problem. At this time, I see no reason
for changing the current 560 million dollar
limit. Of course, completion of the Reactor
Bafety Study may shed more light on this
matter.

While it is possible there may be nuclear
accidents with more severe consequences, so
are there accidents possible in many other
industries that go beyond the levels of insur-
ance obtainable. It is also possible to imagine
very unlikely circumstances in many indus-
tries that would lead to public consequences
beyond the financial capabilities of these
companies. This is true of some of those
companies that process and transport large
quantities of explosive, poisonous, or flam-
mable materials. It may also apply to some
of those companles that supply large quan-
tities of food and medicine.

Soclety accepts these risks because the
commodity being handled is considered es-
sential, because the event is so unlikely that
it is not considered to be credible, or, per-
haps in a few cases, because it is not un-
derstood how large the consequences might
be.

Past history has shown that when natural
or man-caused events such as this occur,
soclety, usually through its government, acts
to help the victims of the unfortunate event.
I have no doubt that should an event of this
type happen in the nuclear or any other in-
dustry the Congress and the government
would take whatever action was necessary to
help those involved.

In summary I believe that the proposal
before you represents a reasonable way to
phase out the Government responsibility
for nuclear insurance and shift the respon-
sibllity to the insurance companies and the
nuclear industry. I belleve that the current
560 million dollar limit Is reasonable value
at this time and will cover all combinations
of circumstances which can reasonably be
considered credible. The National Safety
Counecil now reports that accidents in the
U.S. are currently causing 100,000 fatalities
per year and an economic loss of 30 billion
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dollars per year. Any reasonable estimate of
probability and consequences of nuclear ac-
cidents indicates that they would not have a
significant impact on this already large acci-
dent burden that soclety bears.

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ABOUT
STRIP MINING

(Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia
asked and was given permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and to include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, as a strong advocate of H.R.
15000, which phases out the strip mining
of coal in the mountains in 6 months and
also ends strip mining over periods from
18 to 54 months in other areas, I am fre-
quently asked similar questions concern-
ing reclamation, availability of deep-
minable coal and other questions relating
to the feasibility of banning strip mining.

In order to clarify the factual data
which leads me to the conclusion that
strip mining must be phased out, I have
prepared answers to a series of questions
most frequently asked about strip
mining:

Question: In a time of energy shortages,
how can you favor the abolition of strip min-
ing? How are we golng to make up for that
lost energy——half our coal production comes
from strip mining.

Much as I would like to, I am not call-
ing for an immediate end to strip mining.
We must replace this strip coal produe-
tion with production from deep mining
and this will take time. That is why my
bill phases out strip mining over a 4%~
year period. In 6 months, all stripping on
slopes steeper than 20 degrees will be
stopped. In 18 months, stripping on flat
lands—slopes less than 20 degrees—will
be phased out. Large Western strip mines
are given 45 years to be phased out—
this applies to mines west of the Missis-
sippi which produce more than 500,000
tons annually.

This orderly phaseout period will allow
deep mining production time to step up to
meet the level of lost strip production.
According to the most conservative
estimates, deep minable economically
recoverable with present technol-
ogy reserves outnumber strippable re-
serves by a ratio of 8 to 1, 356 billion tons
to 45 billion tons, According to the U.S.
Bureau of Mines, if we continue to con-
centrate on strippable reserves, all strip-
pable reserves will be exhausted within
20 years. Appalachian strip reserves
would be virtually exhausted in 10 years.
The Department of Interior in its re-
cent “Energy Research Program of the
Department of Interior” study concluded
“We have to rely on underground mining
to a large extent, both in the East and in
the West”.

The first step in replacing the phased
out strip coal will be to cut off coal ex-
ports, 90 percent of which come from
underground mines. The cutoff of coal
exports has been advocated by the steel
industry as well as by some major ufili-
ties. Present projections indicate that
exports should total at least 60 million
tons in 1974. Excluding the exports to
Canada, which would not be cut off,
this would mean at least 37 to 40 mil-
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lion tons would be available immediately
to replace lost strip tonnage.

The second source of new production
lies in unused existing capacity in our
deep mines. Most U.S. mines operate two
shifts or less each day and many operate
only 4 or 5 days per week. The Bureau
of Mines has estimated that deep mine
production could be increased 42 mil-
lion tons annually merely by adding a
sixth day at existing mines. In addition,
137 million tons could be generated by
operating all mines on a three-shift-per-
day, 5-day-week schedule. Allowing for
downtime, et cetera, approximately 100
million tons could be generated.

A third source of new supply would be
to reopen previously closed deep mines.
According to the Bureau of Mines, be-
tween 1970 and 1972, 752 deep mines
closed, but had not exhausted their coal
reserves. These mines had an annual pro-
duction of 28,294,000 tons in their last
yvear of operation. Reopening the 50 larg-
est mines would result in annual produc-
tion of nearly 14 million tons. With the
advent of the energy crisis and the new
demand for coal at high prices, a number
of these mines are slated to reopen
already.

Production from new deep mines can
also be expected to provide considerable
additional production. The energy crisis
has shortened the lead time for opening
new deep mines. Approximately 15 major
new deep mines have been announced in
West Virginia alone. All of these are
planned for annual production levels of
atleast 1 million tons each and are slated
to come into full production by 1976-77.
Some production is expected from most
by late this year. With strip mining shut
off, capital investment will flow toward
new deep mines, The research depart-
ment of UMW estimates that 20-35 mil-
lion tons of additional capacity can be on
line in 18 months, the end of 1975.

The final source of additional produc-
tion is the expansion of the use of long-
wall techniques. Longwall mining is a far
safer technigue and recovers more than
90 percent of the reserves as compared
with 57 percent for more conventional
deep mining methods. Longwall mining
is presently responsible for only a small
percentage of U.S. coal production. How-
ever, Bureau of Mines experts have pro-
jected longwall production of more than
80 million tons annually by 1985. The
potential for expanded use of this tech-
nique in the near future is substantial.
The UMW projects 15 million tons addi-
tional production by late 1975.

Question: If money and effort are com-
mitted by the strip mine operator, is it
not possible to achieve successful reclama-
tion? Why do you favor a complete ban, why
not allow this mining in those areas where
reclamation is feasible?

Answer: The likelihood of success of
reclamation is dependent on the char-
acteristics of the mine site. The crucial
variables are: slope, sulfur content of
coal and overburden, acid-alkali balance
in spoil, amount of rainfall, depth and
thickness of the coal seam, and amount
and quality of topsoil. Successful recla-
mation has been carried out in Germany
and Great Britain. In both countries,
conditions for reclamation are ideal:
very thick topsoil, moderate rainfall, flat
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land absence of acid or alkall spoils. In
the United States, this combination is
rare indeed. In addition, the Germans
and British conduct extensive prepara-
tion and site selection prior to mining
and commit substantial sums—$4,000 per
acre average.

In Appalachia, the combination of
steep slopes, pyritic shales, heavy rain-
fall, and thin topsoil creates monumental
erosion problems, sedimentation, land-
slides, and acid drainage. Newer tech-
niques have reduced environmental dam-
age in the mountains, but the key prob-
lems: landslides and sedimentation con-
tinue regardless as documented by the
recent Mathematica study of eastern
Kentucky.

In the flatter terrain of Ohio and the
Midwest, reclamation would seem to have
a better chance. However, because of the
high sulfur content of the coal and of
the shale strata above and below the coal
seam, acid drainage problems are very
serious. Extensive research by Dr. Moid
Ahmad of Ohio University and by the
Ohio Department of Natural Resources
have found that even when toxic materi-
als are buried and compacted, leaching
of acid and toxic elements has continued.
While reclamation efforts in the Mid-
west ocecasionally produce esthetically
pleasing sites, this can be quite mislead-
ing since degradation to neighboring
streams and to ground water systems is
often being caused by these same recla-
mation sites.

The arid lands of the West present
still another set of reclamation prob-
lems. Western lands are characterized
by very thin topsoil, low rainfall, alkali,
saline, and sodic spoils—no acid produc-
ing materials—and the general scarcity
of water. Recent research by the Na-
tional Academy of Science, by Dr.
Robert Curry of the University of Mon-
tana, and by the Montana Bureau of
Mines has all indicated that reclama-
tion in the west faces grave difficulties.

The key to western reclamation is
water—the arid areas of the west, ac-
cording to the academy study, should be
declared national sacrifice areas—rec-
lamation is impossible. In areas with
a little more rainfall possibilities for re-
vegetation are greater but additional
problems come into play.

If the area is a subirrizated hay
meadow or alluvial valley floor, mining
and reclamation in a particular site may
be possible—at tremendous cost to down-
stream water users. Once part of an al-
luvial valley floor has been mined, it
acts as a sponge soaking up water which
previously continued on down to other
Uusers,

This is the secret of the relatively suc-
cessful Amax mine near Gillette, Wyo.
The test grasses growing at Amax are
soaking up water that ranchers down-
stream desperately need. Similarly, strip
mining of aquifers, the strata which
carry water below ground, will disrupt
surface and ground water systems.

In many parts of the West, the strip-
pable coal seam is the aquifer. While
localized reclamation may be possible
the impacts of mining and reclamation
will be far greater for the region as a
whole. In short, strip mining of the west-
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ern lands poses potentially graver prob-
lems than even the disastrous stripping
of the hills of Appalachia.

Question: Would it not be possible to pass
& very tough regulatory bill with standards
guaranteeing total reclamation and then
follow it up with really tough enforcement?

A bill requiring total reclamation and
tough enforcement would be in effect an
abolition bill because it is virtually im-
possible to eliminate all environmental
damage caused by strip mining. There-
fore, a really tough set of regulations
would force the regulatory authority to
choose between abolition of strip mining
or flexibility in enforcement. This deci-
sion should not be left to the regulators.

Of course, regulatory authorities do
not operate in an ideal vacuum—en-
forcement is to a great degree a func-
tion of the relationship between the in-
spector and the operator. In the Appala-
chian region, this relationship has re-
peatedly resulted in coal industry dom-
ination of the regulatory authority.
Coal is the major industry in Appala-
chia—it exerts tremendous influence
over the legislatures, the county courts,
and the State agencies. In the milieu,
tough enforcement of strip mining reg-
ulations is impossible.

In West Virginia, a top official in the
Department of Natural Resources re-
signed because strip mine operators
were being aided in bending the law by
inspectors and employees of the Depart-
ment.

More recently, an in-depth study of
enforcement in eastern Kenfucky con-
ducted by Mathematica for the Appala-
chian Regional Commission has revealed
the serious problems with enforcement.
The study states:

The charge that the law has not been
vigorously and impartially administered has
some basis in fact.

The study details how the inspectors
in Pike County, Ky., had failed to report
violations. As the Commissioner of the
Kentucky Department of Natural Re-
sources stated:

This supervisor submitted glowing reports
of compliance . . , The reports and what I
saw didn't match. What I saw was far from
satisfactory.

The study concluded that inadequacies
in training and failures to report de-
tected violations were the major en-
forcement problems.

Examples of this type are legion in
Appalachia. The miles of highwalls, sedi-
ment laden streams, and landslides bear
grim testimony to the failure of State
legislation and State enforcement
throughout the mountains.

Question: If tough enforcement for strip
mining legislation is impossible, then why
did you support the 1960 Coal Mine Health
and Safety Act? If enforcement s impossi-
ble, why didn't you push for abolition of
deep mining to protect the safety of miners?

There is one critical difference be-
tween enforcement of safety laws and
enforcement of reclamation laws. Safety
laws have the strong support of the min-
ers because their lives are at stake. In
the case of strip mining, the workers are
likely to side with the company because
it is in the economic interest of the com-
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pany to do poor reclamation. Poor recla-
mation means higher production and
perhaps higher salaries. In any case, the
life of the strip miner is not on the line
where reclamation is concerned.

The new leadership of the United
Mine Workers has taken a strong stand
in favor of safety. Union members at the
mines watch safety conditions carefully
and push for tough enforcement. There
is no similar incentive for tough recla-
mation—the affected homeowner would
have an interest but he is rarely present
when the inspector carries out the in-
spection.

Question: Popular reports have indicated
a shortage of coal miners exists at present.
If this is the case, is there sufficient man-
power available to make the shift from strip
mining to deep mining?

A recent Bureau of Mines study car-
ried out by the Institute for Research on
Human Resources at Penn State provides
considerable insight on this question.
The study, entitled “The Demand for and
Supply of Manpower in the Bituminous
Coal Industry for the Years 1985 and
2000,” concludes that in the period 1975—
2000 “the probability of shortages, of
labor, is very remote.” The study esti-
mated that labor supply for 1975 would
be 184,739 miners. In addition the study
identified a supply of 54,868 “potential
miners” for 1975.

The potential miners category includes
“persons who were miners at some time
prior to 1970 but were employed as non-
miners during 1970, as well as other per-
sons who might choose employment in
the coal mining industry if working con-
ditions were sufficiently better than those
of the next best alternative.” The com-
bined labor pool for 1975 would thus be
239,607 miners; 107,808 men were em-
ployed in underground mines in 1970,
the most recent year for which com-
prehensive employment statistics are
available.

Phasing out strip mining and replacing
the lost tornmage completely with deep
mined coal could, at its most severe im-
pact, require double the present number
of deep miners. The available labor pool
for 1975 would be more than adequate to
cover this demand.

Note that a substantial amount of
production could be replaced by adding
a fifth or sixth day to present miners’
work schedules not necessitating any new
workers. The Bureau of Mines has esti-
mated that 42 million tons could be
generated annually merely by adding a
sixth day.

Question: How can you favor a shift to
deep mining when deep mining is responsi-
ble for the highest fatality rate of any in-
dustry in this country? Strip mining is much
safer.

Is strip mining really safer? MESA
statistics for the first 4 months of 1974, a
period when strip mining has been ex-
panding, show that strip mining has
been responsible for a higher fatality
rate per million man-hours of exposure
than deep mining has during this period.
The rate for strip mines nationwide was
0.53 per million man-hours as compared
with deep mine rate of 0.35 fatalities per
million man-hours.

In addition, the captive deep mines
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operated by U.S. Steel and Bethlehem
Steel have had the best safety records in
the industry over the last 6 years, safer
than deep mines or strip mines operated
by any other major company. The secret
of this great record is twofold: the man-
agement of the steel companies is com-
mitted to safety and these deep mines
do not have to face the competitive mar-
ket pressure of the strip mines. Since
strip mined coal is cheaper by several
dollars per ton, many deep mine opera-
tors are forced to cut corners to compete.
And they cut on safety. With the phasing
out of strip mining, this will no longer
be necessary—we can expect to see a
major improvement in the safety of all
deep mines. Germany and Britain oper-
ate relatively safe deep mines—the steel
companies have shown that it can be
done in this counfry as well.

It's interesting to note that the strip
mines operated by the number one and
two strip mine producers, Peabody Coal
and Consolidated Coal, posted fatality
rates equal to or exceeding that of all the
major deep mine companies in 1972 with
the exception of Consol's own deep
mines.

Question: What about black lung dis-
ease? Strip miners don't get black lung
but underground miners certainly do.

Australia once had a black lung prob-
lem similar to ours. Australia passed a
tough coal mine health and safety law
setting standards for dust levels. Today,
Australia has virtually no new case of
pneumonconiosis. The 1969 Coal Mine
Health and Safety Act sets standards
modeled after Australia’s. If that law is
enforced properly, miners entering the
mines for the first time in the 1970’s
should never contract black lung.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows to:

Mr. PeppEr (at the request of Mr,
O’NEmLL), for today, on account of offi-
cial business.

Mr. CuHarLES H. WiLson of California
(at the request of Mr. O'NeLL), for this
week, on account of death in immediate
family.

Mr. Younc of Alaska (at the request
of Mr. Arewnps), for today and the bal-
ance of the week, on account of of-
ficial business.

Mr. HELsToskKI (at the request of Mr,
O’NErLL), for today and Wednesday,
July 10, on account of personal business
in the District.

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:

Mr. Parman, for 60 minutes, today.

Mr. MonTGOMERY, for 60 minutes, on
July 16th, 1974,

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Bavman), to revise and ex-
tend their remarks, and to include ex-
traneous matter:;

Mr. Kemp, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. SceneEBELI, for 15 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. JorN L. BurTOoN), to revise
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and extend their remarks, and to include
extraneous matter:

Mr. HarrincTON, for 15 minutes, to-
day.

Iﬁir. Vanik, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Gonzarez, for 5 mintues, today.

Ms. Aszug, for 15 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

Mr. NeuseN to insert his statement
immediately following the statement of
Mr, FaunNTROY Oon S. 3703.

Mr. PERKINS in two instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr, Bavman), anc to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr, WHALEN.

Mr. Smrte of New York,

Mr. Kemp in four instances.

Mr., WyMman in two instances.

Mr. Mirrer in four instances.

Mr. BAKER.

Mr. HuBer in two instances,

Mr. GILMAN.

Mr, MinsHALL of Ohio.

Mr., Corrins of Texas in five instances.

Mr, KETCHUM,

Mr. ABDNOR.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Joun L. Burton) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. ANNUNZIO in six instances.

Mr. AnpeErsoN of California in two in-
stances.

Mr. GonzaLEz in three instances.

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

Mr. VanIx in two instances.

Mr. MurpHY of New York.

MSs. JORDAN,

Mr. Ropmno in two instances.

Mrs. Burke of California in 10 in-
stances.

Mr. DINGELL.

Mr. BRINKLEY.

My, HIicKs.

Mr. MURTHA.

Mryr. UpaLL in six instances.

Mr. KASTENMEIER,

Mr. OBEY in six instances.

Mr. REES.

Mr. RoonEY of New York.

Mr. VANDER VEEN.

Mr, CORMAN.

Mr. HANNA,

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee had examined and found truly
enrolled a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title, which was thereupon signed
by the Speaker:

HR. 7130. An act to establish a new con-
gressional budget process; to establish Com-
mittees on the Budget in each House; to es-
tablish a Congressional Budget Office; to es-
tablish a procedure providing congressional
control over the impoundment of funds by
the executive branch; and for other purposes.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that
that committee did on July 3, 1974 pres-
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ent to the President, for his approval,
bills of the House of the following title:

H.R. 29. An act to provide for payments by
the Postal Service to the Civil Service Retire-
ment Fund for increases in the unfunded
liability of the Fund due to increases in
benefits for Postal Service employees, and for
other purposes;

H.R. 1378. An act for the relief of J. B.
Riddle;

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. T089. An act for the relief of Michael
A. Korhonen;

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

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

HR. T724. An act to amend the Public
Health Service Act to establish a program of
National Research Service Awards to assure
the continued excellence of biomedical and
behavioral research and to provide for the
protection of human subjects involved in bio-
medical 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 Fed-
eral employees in meeting their tax obliga-
tions under city ordinances;

H.R. 8747. An act to repeal section 274 of
the Revised Statutes of the United States
relating to the District of Columbia, requir-
ing eumpulsory vaccination against smallpox
for public school students;

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

H.R. 8977. An act to establish in the State
of Florida the Egmont Key National Wildlife
Refuge;

H.R. 9281. An act to amend title 5, United
States Code, with respect to the retirement
of certain law enforcement and firefighter
personnel, and for other purposes;

H.R, 9800. An act to amend sections 2733
and 2734 of title 10, United States Code, and
section T15 of title 32, United States Code,
to increase the maximum amount of a claim
against the United Btates that may be paid
administratively 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
nutrition program for the elderly to provide
authorization 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 relief
to Pakistan, Nicaragua, and the drought-
stricken nations of Africa, and for other
purposes;

H.R. 12799. An act to amend the Arms
Control and Disarmament Act, as amended,
in order to extend the authorization for ap-
propriations, 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 Fisherles Act of 1950 to permit U.S.
participation in international enforcement of
fish conservation In additional geographic
areas, pursuant to the International Conven-
tion for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries,
1949, and for other purposes;

H.R. 15124, An act to amend Public Law
03-233 to extend for an additional 12 months
(untii July 1, 1975) the eligibility of supple-
mental security income recipients for food
stamps; and

H.R. 15206, An 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.
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ADJOURNMENT

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.
The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 1 o’clock and 47 minutes p.m.), the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Wed-
nesday, July 10, 1974, at 12 o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
commuanications wcre taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

2526. A letter from the President of the
United States, transmitting notice of his in-
tention to exercise authority under section
614(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961, as amended, to provide assistance for
Suez Canal clearance projects in fiscal year
1975, pursuant to section 652 of the Forelgn
Assistance Act of 1961, as amended; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.,

2527. A letter from the General Counsel
of the Department of Defense, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to authorize
the secretaries of the military departments
to reimburse nonappropriated fund instru-
mentalities located in the Ryukyu Islands
and Daito Islands, Japan, for increased costs
ir severance pay entitlements of their Ja-
panese employees incurred as a result of the
reversion of those islands to Japan; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

2528, A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of the Interior, transmitting the
annual report of the Interim Compliance
Panel for calendar year 1973, pursuant to
section 5(f)(2) of the Federal Coal Mine
Health and Bafety Act of 1960 (Public Law
91-173); to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

2520. A letter from the U.S. Commissioner
of Education, Department of Health, Edu-
catlon, and We!fare, transmitting a copy of
the proposed schedule of family confribu-
tions for use in the basic educational oppor-
tunity grants program during the 1975-76
academic year, pursuant to section 411(a)
(3) (A) (ii) of tae Higher Education Act of
165, as amended (20 U.S.C. 1070a); to the
Committee on Eduecation and Labor.

2530. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Congressional Relations, Department of
State, transmitting a copy of the Acting
Becretary of State's findings, determinations,
and certifications for providing technical ex-
perts to Egypt in the field of entomology,
pursuant to section 620 of the Forelgn As-
sistance Act of 1961, as amended; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

2531. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Congressional Relations, Department of
State, transmitting notice of the depart-
ment’s intent to consent to a request by the
Government of Jordan for permission to
transfer ammunition to a friendly govern-
ment in the Middle East pursuant to section
3(a) of the Foreign Military Sales Act, as
amended; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

2532. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Department
of State, coples of international agreements
other than treaties entered into by the
United States, pursuant to Public Law 82—
403:; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

2533. A letter from the Acting Secretary of
the Interior, transmitting a proposed plan
for the use and distribution of Seneca judg-
ment funds awarded In dockets 342-A and
368-A before the Indian Claims Commission,
pursuant to Public Law 93-134 (87 Stat. 466—
468): to the Committee on Interfor and In-
sular Affairs.

2534. A letter from the Acting Secretary
of the Interior, transmitting a proposed plan
for the use and distribution of Washoe judg-
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ment funds awarded in docket 288 before
the Indian Claims Commission, pursuant to
Public Law 93-134 (87 Stat. 466); to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

2535. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Interior, transmitting a draft of pro-
posed legislation to authorize the appropria-
tion of such sums as may be necessary to
rehabilitate Eniwetok Atoll, Trust Territory
of the Pacific Islands; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

2536. A letter from the Director, Pacific
Northwest Regional Commission, transmit-
ting a resolution adopted by the Commission
requesting Congress to conduct an investi-
gation to develop a basis for subsidized com-
muter air service; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

2537. A letter from the Commissioner Fed-
eral Prison Industries, Inc., Department of
Justice, transmitting the annual report of
the Board of Directors for fiscal year 1973,
pursuant to 18 United States Code 4127; to
the Committee on the Judlciary.

2538. A letter from the Administrator,
General Services Administration, transmit-
ting a report of a building project survey
for San Pedro, Calif., pursuant to the Public
Building Act of 1959, as amended; to the
Committee on Public Works.

2539. A letter from the Administrator,
Environmental Protection Agency, trans-
mitting a report on waste oil disposal, pur-
suant to section 104(m), Public Law 92-500
(86 Stat. 816); to the Committee on Public
Works.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIIT, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. MORGAN: Commiitee on Foreign Af-
fairs. H.R. 14780, A bill to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 1975 for carrying out
the provisions of the Board for International
Broadcasting Act of 1973; with amendment
(Rept. No. 93-1180). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr, FRASER: Committee on Forelgn Af-
falrs. 8. 1868. An act to amend the United
Nations Participation Act of 1945 to halt the
importation of Rhodesian chrome (Rept. No.
93-1181). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. FRASER: Committee on Foreign Af-
falrs. Senate Concurrent Resolution 72. Con-
current resolution extending an invitation
to the International Olympic Committee to
hold the 1980 winter Olympic games at Lake
Placld, N.Y,, in the United States, and pledg-
ing the cooperation and support of the Con-
gress of the United States; with amendment
(Rept. No. 93-1182). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. CULVER: Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. HR. 15487. A bill to authorize the
Secretary of Commerce and the Secretary
of the Treasury to conduct a study of for-
eign direct and portfolio investment in the
United States, and for other purposes; (Rept.
No. 93-1183). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Unlon.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ASPIN (for himself, Mr. Maz-
oLy, and Mr. HOWARD) :

HR. 15801. A bill to prohiblt the military
departments from using dogs in connection
with any research or other activities relat-
ing to biological or chemical warfare agents;
to the Committee on Armed Services.
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By Mr. DINGELL (for himself, Mr.
Grover, Mr. Burxe of Massachu-
setts, Mr. ECKHARDT, Mr. THOMPSON
of New Jersey, Mr. CHARLES WILSON
of Texas, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mrs.
ScHROEDER, Mr, Moss, Mr. TIERNAN,
Mr. AwpErsoN of Californla, Mrs.
Grasso, Mr. RiecLE, Ms, HOLTZMAN,
Mr. OsEY, Mr. RoBmvsoN of Virginia,
Mr, Creveranp, and Mr. GUNTER):

HR. 15802. A bill to amend the Fisher-
men’s Protection Act of 1967 in order to
strengthen the import restrictions which
may be imposed to deter foreign countries
from conducting fishing operations which
adversely affect international fishery con-
servation programs; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr, DULSKI:

HR. 15803. A bill to provide for protec-
tion of franchised dealers in petroleum prod-
ucts; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. FULTON:

H.R. 15804. A bill to provide for protection
of franchised dealers in petroleum products;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

By Mr. GILMAN:

H.R. 15805. A bill to amend the Age Dis-
crimination in Employment Act of 1967 to
remove the 65-year-age limitation; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. GOLDWATER (for himself, Mr,
KocH, Mr. CoTTER, Mr. GUNTER, Mr,
HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr,
Que, Mr. Roe, Mr. ScHERLE, and Mr,
SEIBERLING) :

H.R. 15806. A bill to protect the constitu-
tional right of privacy of individuals concern-
ing whom ldentifiable information is recorded
by enacting principles of information prac-
tices in furtherance of articles I, III, IV, V,
IX, X, and XIV of amendment to the U.S.
Constitution; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MARAZITI:

H.R. 15807. A bill to guarantee the right
of employees to organize and bargain collec-
tively which safeguards the public interest
and promotes the free and unobstructed flow
of commerce; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

H.R. 15808. A bill to provide that employ-
ees of States and political subdivisions there-
of shall be subject to the provisions of the
National Labor Relations Act; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr, REES:

H.R. 15809. A bill to amend the Bank Hold-
ing Company Act of 1956 to authorize the
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System to regulate the issuance and sale of
debt obligations by bank holding companies
and their subsidiaries; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. ROGERS:

HR. 15810. A bill to amend the Marine
Mammal Protection Act of 1972 to prohibit
the intentional killing or injuring of por-
poises, manatees, and other marine mammals
pursuant to permits authorizing the taking
of such mammals incident to commercial
fishing operations; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. RUPPE:

HR. 15811, A bill to amend section 5051 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating
to the Federal excise tax on beer); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SEIBERLING (for himself, Mr.
Bapinro, Mr. BiNncHAM, Mr., BROWN
of California, Mrs. CoLrins of Illi-
nols, Mr. DriNan, Mr. Epwarps of
California, Mr. HecHLER of West
Virginia, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. MoAR-
LEY, Mr. RoE, Mr. STARK, Mr. STOKES,
Mr. TmrNaN, and Mr. WRIGHT) :

HR. 15812. A bill to authorize research,
development, and demonstration projects
relating to new technigques of protein pro-
duction, fertilizer production, and process-
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ing vegetable protein, and an eduecation pro-
gram to encourage market acceptance of
products produced by such methhods; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. SISK:

H.R. 15813. A bill to amend chapter 55 of
title 10, United States Code, to provide con-
tract medical care for disabled persons di-
vorced from active and former members of
the uniformed services; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

509. By the SPEAEER: Memorial of the
Legislature of the State of Louisiana, relative
to recognizing the Choctaw Indian Com-
munity at Jena, La., as an Indian Tribe; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

510. Also, Memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Arkansas, relative to federally
mandated devices on automobiles; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.
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511. Also, Memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Iowa, relative to a study by the
National Science Foundation on energy re-
sources; to the Committee on Science and
Astronautics.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DULSKI:

H.R. 156814, A bill to authorize the Presi-
dent of the United States to present in the
name of Congress a Medal of Honor to Brig.
Gen. Charles E. Yeager; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. MIZELL:

H.R. 15815. A bill for the relief of John
Czarnecki; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. REUSS:

H.R. 15816. A bill for the relief of Antonio
Miguel Callender; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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By Mr. ROSE:
H.R, 16817. A bhill for the rellef of Leah
Maureen Anderson; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

456. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the city
council of Merilden, Conn., relative to Amer-
icans missing In action in North Vietnam,
Laos, and Cambodia; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

457. Also, petition of the Fifth Circuit Dis-
trict Judges’ Association, New Orleans, La.,
relative to the statutory structure of the cir-
cuit councils; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

458. Also, petition of the Southern Environ-
mental Resources Conference, Oklahoma
City, Okla., relative to the use of water re-
sources; to the Commitiee on Public Works.

459, Also, petition of the city of Midwest
City, Okla., relative to providing resources for
water pollution control; to the Committee on
Public Works.

SENATE—Tuesday, July 9, 1974

The Senate met at 11 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. EASTLAND) .

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Eternal God, unto whom in all ages
men have lifted up their hearts in pray-
er, as we come to Thee, deliver us from
all coldness of heart and indolence of
attitude that we may learn that to pray
is to improve work and to work is to
worship Thee. Help us to shut out all
distracting sounds, obstructing move-
ments and the confusion of many voices
that we may hear Thy voice and be sure
it is Thy voice. Spare us from slavery to
desk pads and appointment calendars,
from hours cluttered with trivia, cor-
roded by deadening delays, from proce-
dures which magnify little things and
minimize great and profound needs.
Help us to sort out our priorities accord-
ing to the standards of Thy kingdom.
Give us the value judgments of the Son
of God and Son of Man who went about
doing good and in whose name we pray.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Mon-
day, July 8, 1974, be dispensed with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider a nom-
ination on the Executive Calendar under
“New Report.”

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business.
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
nomination will be stated.

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nomination of James V. Day, of Maine,
to be a Federal Maritime Commissioner.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nomination is consid-
ered and confirmed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the President be
notified of the confirmation of the nom-
ination.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume the con-
sideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Senate resumed consideration of legis-
lative business.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all committees
may be authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate today.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN
ITEMS ON THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendars
Nos. 945 and 947.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered,

INFLATION POLICY STUDY BY THE
JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE

The Senate proceeded to consider the

concurrent resolution (8. Con. Res. 93)
relating to an inflation policy study,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration with
an amendment to strike out all after the
resolving clause and insert in lieu
thereof:
That the Joint Economic Committee, or any
subcommittee thereof, as authorized by the
Employment Act of 1946, shall undertake,
as soon as possible—

(1) an emergency study of the current
state of the economy and of the problems
relating thereto, with special reference to
inflation, including, but not limited to, such
inflation-related problems as Federal spend-
ing; tight money and high interest; food,
fuel, and other shortages; credit policies; ex-
port policies; international exchange rates;
and indexing; and

(2) to provide the Congress with specific
recommendations for legislation to remedy
the existing ills and improve the perform-
ance of the economy.

Bec. 2. (a) For the purposes of this con-
current resolution, the Joint Committee, or
any subcommittee thereof, is authorized
from July 1, 1974, through December 31,
1974, in its discretion (1) to make expendi-
tures from the contingent fund of the Sen-
ate, (2) to employ personnel, (3) to hold
hearings, (4) to sit and act at any time or
place during the sessions, recesses, and ad-
journed periods of the Senate, (5) to require,
by subpena or otherwise, the attendance of
witnesses and the production of correspond-
ence, books, papers, and documents, (6) to
take depositions and other testimony, (7) to
procure the services of Individual consult-
ants or organizations thereof, in accordance
with the provisions of section 202(i1) of the
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1846, and
(8) with the prior consent of the Govern-
ment department or agency concerned and
the Committee on Rules and Administration,
touse on a reimbursable basis the services of
personnel of any such department or agency.

(b) Subpenas may be issued by the Joint
Committee, or subcommittee thereof, over
the signature of the chalrman or any other
members designated by him, and may be
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