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August 28, 1980

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, August 28, 1980

The House met at 10 a.m.
The Chaplain, Rev. James David Ford,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

We praise You, O God, for the ways
You have shown Your love to human-
kind. From generation to generation
Your word has been a light and a beacon
to guide pzople in the way of faith and
truth and life. Help us to remember Your
mighty acts done for our deliverance and
redemption and may we eagerly look to
You as the Lord and giver of life. Bless
our Nation with Your providence, and
minister to the people with Your forgive-
ness. Grant to those who are burdened
by any problem or concern the healing
balm of Your presence. Be with us and
remain with us always, we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment bills and a concurrent reso-
lution of the House of the following
titles:

H.R. 1781. An act to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide that civillan air traf-
fic controllers of the Department of Defense
shall be treated the same as air traffic con-
trollers of the Department of Transportation
for purposes of retirement, and for other pur-
poses;

H.R. 7072. An act to amend sections 5702
and 5704 of title 5, United States Code, to in-
crease the maximum rates for per diem and
actual subsistence expenses and mileage al-
lowances of Government employees on of-
ficial travel, and for other purposes; and

H. Con. Res. 410. Concurrent resolution di-
recting the Secretary of the Senate to make
ccrrections in the enrollment of S. 2680.

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

H.R. 1967. An act to modify the boundary
of the White River National Forest in the
State of Colorado.

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

H.R. 5410. An act to amend title 5, United
States Code, to require any Federal employee
who elects at the time of retirement not to
provide survivorshin benefits for the em-
ployee's spouse to notify (or take all reason-

able steps to notify) the spouse of that elec-
tion.

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

5. 1381. An act to amend section 9 of the
National Climate Program Act to extend the
authorization for appropriations for fiscal
years 1981, 1982, and 1983;

S. 1853. An act to authorize the President
of the United States to present on behalf of
thz Congress a specially struck gold medal
to Louis L'Amour;

S. 2483. An act to amend title 28 of the
United States Code to request the Chief Jus-
tice of the United States to give an annual

address to the Congress on the state of the
judiciary; and

S. 2566. An act to authorize the Adminis-
trator of General Services to donate to State
and local governments certain Federal per-
sonal property loaned to them for civil de-
fense use, and for other purposes.

SOCIAL SECURITY: THE REAL
OPTIONS

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

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, during
this past week, I have described in a
series of 1-minute speeches the dimen-
sions and nature of our social security
problems. These problems are real and
serious, but we need not feel helpless if
we are willing to look sensibly at the
long-term options for stabilizing the
system. Without getting into the details,
these solutions fall into three main cate-
gories. They all involve some biting of
the bullet. None are as painful in the
long run, or as damaging to Govern-
ment, as doing nothing. Some combina-
tion of these options should be con-
sidered, sooner rather than later.

First, we can suppress the growth of
those benefits which are not strictly re-
tirement related and thus are better
financed from the General Treasury
than by a payroll tax. Government can-
not be all things to all people, and nei-
ther can an important part of the Gov-
ernment like the Social Security
Administration. We all know there are
welfare-related items currently included
in social security benefits;

Second, a related option would adjust
the payroll tax, giving a larger portion
of it to social security and assigning
such nonactuarial programs as medicare
to the General Treasury. While this is
no substitute for disciplining the future
growth of benefits, it would take pressure
off the most burdensome tax on labor
we have and greatly improve the social
security revenue balance; and

Third, we could give additional in-

centives for working beyond age 65,
rather than forcing people to retire then
by the economic penalties implicit in our
present system. There are lots of ways of
doing this other than raising the retire-
ment age, and these incentives need not
put additional demands on the system.
They carry a big actuarial wallop, and
seem appropriate to increasing longevity
and a declining work force.

Mr. Speaker, we had better get at
this important work. Old people and
young people alike are losing confidence
in this central element in our personal
retirement plans, inflation is aggravat-
ing matters, and our responsibility as
patternsetters is clear.

LAMEDUCE CYNICISM

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

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
you banned poor little Donald Democrat,
our symbolic rubber lame duck from the
floor because you said he cast ridicule
on this body. Mr. Speaker, I would re-
spectfully suggest that a rubber lame
duck, symbolizing Democrat plans for a
lameduck session can neither add nor
detract from the ridicule that the major-
ity party heaps upon this House when it
refuses to deal with the important issues
facing America before the election be-
cause they care more about getting re-
elected than about doing the job for
which they were elected. The law re-
quires that the Nation’s budget be com-
pleted “not later than September 15 of
each year” and by ignoring the law of
the land, the majority party is giving
the back of its hand to the American
people. o if there is ridicule of this body,
it is caused by the cynical, politics as
usual, approach of the majority party.
The majority leader paid a great com-
pliment to the minority yesterday when
he said that the minority was somehow
responsible for the need for a lameduck
session. If we have that kind of power
with just one-third of the membership
just think how effective we could be if
we were the majority. If the majority
cannot govern with a two-thirds major-
ity it is time for a change.

MORE PROMISES FROM
THE PRESIDENT

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

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Soeaker, as I un-
derstand it. the President is going to
arnounce, for the third or fourth time,
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today, his master plan for the economic
salvation of the country.

I cannot wait to see it.

The press has informed us that while
the public is being left with the impres-
sion our economic woes are over, the
Congress, which must enact the program,
will not see it until after the elections.

This has been the hallmark of the
Carter administration. Some politicians
make promises and then do something
else. President Carter makes promises
and does nothing. Those words he spoke
to the Urban League are still ringing in
my ears. He promised, and I quote, “mil-
lions and millions and millions of peo-
ple back to work in new * * * exciting
« = * and stimulating jobs,” which will
“restore growth, reduce unemployment
without re-igniting the fires of inflation.”
His words. In:redible words are deceitful
words.

President Carter will reap a bountiful
political harvest from this 3-week long
media binge which started with the Ur-
ban Ieague. He knows how to make
promises. We do not yet know, however,
if he knows how to keep them. He has
never tried.

RESOLUTION OF INQUIRY CON-
CERNING PENTAGON LEAKS

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

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Speaker, today I
will introduce a resolution of inquiry
directing President Carter to provide the

Congress with all pertinent information
concerning the Pentagon leaks on the
so-called stealth aircraft. Secretary of

Defense Harold Brown claimed on
August 22 in a news conference, at
which he confirmed the existence of this
new technology, that the press confer-
ence was necessary because of the leaks.

Yesterday in testimony before the
House Armed Services Subcommittee on
Investigations it became apparent that
the administration may have orches-
trated the leaks they are now using to
justify the further dissemination of this
information.

If these allegations are true and the
Secretary of Defense and other high-
ranking Pentagon officials are purposely
releasing this information, it is a total
outrage. I hope the resolution of inquiry
will get to the bottom of this.

PENTAGON LEAKS OF INVISIBLE
BOMBERS

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

Mr. BEARD of Tennessee. Mr. Speak-
er, for those of my colleagues who may
not already be aware, the Investigations
Subcommittee of the Armed Services
Committee has begun its examination of
what I think could prove to be a major
political scandal.

You all know by now about those so-
called invisible bombers that the Depart-
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ment of Defense says they were forced
to disclose because of some “unfortu-
nate" leaks.

You also know that those leaks could
not have come at a more opportune time
for a President in the heat of a campaign
who has treated our national defense as
though it were a stepchild.

You should also know that yesterday’s
testimony given to a committee by Ben
Schemmer indicates what I suspected all
along. There is a definite possibility that
the administration leaked the story and
then called its own press conference to
confirm the leaks.

I have asked that Secretary of Defense
Harold Brown and several of his top
aides be called to testify under oath next,
week to deny—if they can—their part in
all of this—an irresponsible compromise
of one of our most sensitive national de-
fense secrets.

To play such a heavyhanded politi-
cal game with this Nation’s premier de-
fense secrets is unthinkable. If this in-
vestigation leads to positive identifica-
tion of the parties responsible for these
leaks, I will demand criminal prose-
cution.

O 1010
CONSIDERATION OF BUDGET

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

Mr. KRAMER. Mr. Speaker, yesterday,
the House was in session 1034 hours, and
once again we failed to take up the
budget. I would remind the leadership
that it has now been 28 days since it in-
dicated a lameduck session would be
necessary this year. It is hard to imagine
what legislation is so pressing as to de-
lay consideration of the second budget
resolution. Yet, we have seen no appar-
ent attempt to rearrange the schedule to
permit a vote on the budget prior to the
election. Mr. Speaker, some of us have
offered to work past the October 4 ad-
journment date, and right up to the
election, if that is what it takes. The
American people are paying us more
than $60,000 a year to make the tough
decisions that are needed to get this
country back on the right track. The
1981 budget represents the blueprint of
what we intend to do about inflation,
taxes, defense spending, and unemploy-
ment. Surely, the public has a right to
know how we vote on the budget before,
not after, election day. When we get back
from the Labor Day recess, let us not
waste any more time; let us get going on
next year’'s budget.

AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY ON
SUMMER VACATION

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

Mr. SCHULZE. Mr. Speaker, tomorrow
will be the 300th day of captivity for 52
Americans in Tehran. Primary season is
over, and with it have gone the prayerful
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litanies and strategically timed an-
nouncements of what used to be called
“the hostage crisis.” Are we to believe
that the Carter administration thinks
that this disgrace becomes less critical
the longer it drags on?

Half the world depends on the
strength of this Nation for its security.
What are our allies to think as they
watch us playing dead on Iran? Is Amer-
ican foreign policy on summer vacation?

Mr. Speaker, it only takes 295 days
after the moment of conception for a
child to be born. That is a miracle. I
wonder how it can be that it takes more
time for the United States of America
to secure the release of 52 of its citizens
from a small country in the midst of
near civil war, and bring them back
home where they belong.

T ————

NO NEED FOR A LAMEDUCK
SESSION

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

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, I think
that the debate over whether or not we
will submit to a lameduck session this
November demands something more
than a consideration of whether or not it
would be politically expedient. Let us
consider whether or not it would be truly
in keeping with the precepts of repre-
sentative government.

When the issue was debated at length
in 1932, in the context of the adoption of
the 20th amendment to the Constitution,
Representative Gifford of Massachusetts
concluded, in pointed and very thought-
ful terms, that such a lameduck session
is patently undemocratic.

Almost a half century ago on this very
floor, that man reasoned:

Looking into the matter from my own
standpoint, I would prefer not to come back
here and legislate after having been defeated,
because I suppose that I would have to con-
tinue my former frame of mind and some-
times vote directly against the exact wishes
of my constituents as expressed in the elec-
tion of my opponent.

If the same dose of intellectual honesty
were applied here as it was in 1932, there
would be no guestion that for the sake of
representative government we must dis-
allow the prospect of a lameduck session.

VETO OVERRIDE SETS NEW RECORD

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

Mr. LAGOMARSINO Mr. Speaker, it
is my distinet privilege to announce that
the House set a new record earlier this
week, in conjunction with the President.

By voting 401 to 5 to override the
President’s veto of the VA Health Care
Amendments of 1980, the House smashed
a T2-year record for the least number
of votes in support of a Presidential veto
of a public bill. It was in 1908, accord-
ing to the Library of Congress, that the
House voted 204 to 5 to override Presi-
dent Teddy Roosevelt's veto of the
Raney River Dam bill. Then as now, the
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override came at the hands of a House
in the control of the President’s own par-
ty. Maybe that is why he later quit the
party.

This is a record that has stood for
some 2,000-odd vetoes. Congratulations,
Mr. President.

LET US START WORK ON THE
BUDGET NOW

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

Mr. ROYER. Mr. Speaker, the session
is drawing rapidly to a close and this
Congress has yet to begin work on a sec-
ond concurrent budget resolution which,
according to the Budget Act, is to be
completed by September 15. I am ap-
palled by our obvious delay. Our coun-
try is economically floundering but no
policy exists which deals with our cur-
rent problems. We need to debate fiscal
and budget policies if we are ever going
to make the long-term structural chang-
es that need to be made. By putting off
the budzet debate we put off making the
spending and tax decisions that have to
be made to make the American economy
healthy again. I am also appalled be-
cause it seems to me that this delayv is
occwrring in order to avoid admitting
that the fiscal year 1980 budget is now
$60 billion in deficit and the budget that
we allegedly balanced for fiscal year 1981
is actually $30 billion out of balance. We
do not need a lameduck session—we need
to begin work on the budget now. Let us
take up the budget, make the hard budg-

etary choices and play it straight with
the American people.

THE PRESIDENT'S UNUSUAL
PROGRAM

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

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, today at
2 p.m. the President will announce his
new economic package. He seems to make
one several times a year.

Part of that message is said to include
a large tax cut for 1981. If this is true,
it appears that President Carter, having
surrendered to Senator KeNnNEpy on big
spending in the Democratic platform, is
now surrendering to Governor Reagan
on the subject of tax cuts.

We all well recall the President said
Senator KeNNEDY was very dangerous,
and that the tax cut suggested by Gov-
ernor Reagan was inflationary—maybe it
is immoral and fattening, too. Somehow,
Senator KENNEDY's spending programs
became less dangerous and Governor
Reagan’s tax cut became less inflation-
ary.

That is a very unusual kind of pro-
gram, even in a very unusual election
year.

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased that a majority of the Members
of this body has been sufficiently im-
pressed by the events taking place in
Poland that they have become cospon-
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sors to my resolution calling for a
peaceful conclusion to the conflict be-
tween the Polish workers and their Gov-
ernment, without external intervention.

I am also pleased to note there have

, been some compromises made by the

Polish Government in negotiation with
the strikers and that, in principle, many
of the strikers’ reguests have been met.
It seems as though the expansion of the
strike will be curtailed for several days
as the situation evolves further and as
the nation’s food needs are met.

Mr. Speaker, everyone should be
pleased that this extraordinary situation
has continued thus far without violence
or force applied by the Polish Govern-
ment or foreign intervention. It is evi-
dent thus far that the principles em-
bodied in the Helsinki accords are pos-
sible to achieve and that problems can
be resolved peacefully, with mutual ben-
efit to all.

Mr. Speaker, we in this Congress who
signed my resolution of nonintervention
in Poland are watchful and will con-
tinue to review and take account of the
events unfolding in Poland.

[ 1020
MR. CARTER AND MR. MUGABE

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

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr, Speaker, I am
willing to withhold judgment on the gov-
ernment of the new African nation of
Zimbabwe, but there has to be a line
drawn somewhere. The comments made
yesterday by President Carter about the
leadership of this new nation are ap-
palling to me.

This morning’s Washington Post
quotes President Carter, at an elabo-
rately arranged ceremony last night in
the White House, as saying that the prin-
ciples and ideals expounded by Mugabe
were “very similar, perhaps even iden-
tical” to those of this country.

Mr. Mugabe is a Communist, a self-
professed Marxist, and has made no
doubt about that, though in recent
months he has toned down his claim to
that title,

The President also quipped that he had
asked Mugabe to come to the White
House “‘to observe closely the techniques
you have used in your successful polit-
ical effort” as he himself gears for an
uphill struggle in the forthcoming Presi-
dential race.

Mr. Mugabe’s tactics were the slaugh-
ter of innocent thousands of whites and
blacks, including missionaries and the
appointment to his Cabinet of his ally,
Joshua Nkomo, a man who boasted that
he shot down an unarmed civilian air-
liner, killing many people.

Any President of the United States
ought to be very careful in what he says.
If Jimmy Carter believes this trash, there
is a serious question about his judgment
or his fitness to serve in office.

WHO’S A COMMUNIST?

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

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. Mr. Speaker,
I believe that if Thomas Jefferson, Thom-
as Paine, George Washington, and some
of the others were alive today, there
would be some gentlemen, not my good,
intelligent friend from Maryland, but
some other gentlemen who would call
them Communists because they were rey-
olutionaries at that time; because they
believed in overthrowing governments by
force and violence if the government did
not represent them. And, I believe that
any tactics that can help win an election,
Ronald Reagan will use.

e ——.
THE O'NEILL-DORNAN DEBATE

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

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, you are
my political hero, and I mean this sin-
cerely because we are both right-handed
Irish-Americans, and by blood I should
be able to match your unabashed politi-
cal partisanship and dedication. How-
ever you are on a plateau; whereas I am
on the way up. So, let us talk turkey
about the mysterious “stealth” bomber.
You were the leader in this body killing
for at least 4 years the magnificent B-1
bomber built in my district. It cost us
over 8,000 jobs in my beach cities, most of
them hard-working, middle-class, blue-
collar Democrats. You must remember
that large, white, sleek model of the B-1
“Peacemaker"” that I placed here on the
desk. You said it was “oh so beautiful,”
you will recall. Then, you shot it down.

It was 1978, George Washington’'s
birthday. Remember that irony.

Well, Mr. Speaker, you told me your-
self you were coming out to my district
to campaign for “Gregory” Peck. You
recall that I politely corrected you, that
you meant “Carey,” and you chuckled
and smiled warmly when I said, “No,
really, Mr. Speaker, you were right the
first time. The draw is big Gregory.”
Remember?

Well, let us, you and me, have a formal
debate in my great beach cities aero-
space district. I will get you a town hall
and an audience of a thousand people—
I can guarantee that—a thousand folks
for you and me to debate the B-1
bomber versus the so-called stealth
bomber which comes to us either by cour-
tesy of the tooth fairy or by a god awful
deliberate breach of national security.
A frightening leak, as Members on both
sides of the aisle have forcefully pointed
out this morning.

I look forward fo your exciting Sep-
tember 12 district visit, Mr. Speaker, and
I promise you I will even have some
lovely ladies to greet you singing lustily
from the hit broadway show and film
“Sweet Charity,” “Hey, Big Spender.”

The SPEAKER. The gentleman seems
upset.

PERMITTING ENLISTMENT IN U.S.
ARMED FORCES OF NORTHERN
MARIANA ISLANDS CITIZENS
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent to take from the Speaker’s
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desk the bill (H.R. 4627) to permit citi-
zens of the Northern Mariana Islands to
enlist in the Armed Forces of the United
States before becoming citizens of the
United States upon the establishment of
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mar-
iana Islands, with Senate amendments
thereto, and concur in the Senate
amendments.
The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Page 1, strike out all after line 2 over to
and including line 6 on page 2 and insert:
That notwithstanding the provisions of sec-
tion 3253 and 8253 of title 10, United States
Code, and in accordance with a Covenant to
Establish a Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands in Political Union with the
United States of America (approved on
March 24, 1976, by Public Law 84-241), a citi-
zen of the Northern Mariana Islands who in-
dicates in writing to a commissioned officer
of the Armed Forces of the United States of
America an intent to become a citizen, and
not a national, of the United States upon full
implementation of such Covenant, and who
is otherwise qualified for military service un-
der applicable laws and regulations, may en-
list in the Armed Forces of the United States
of Amerlca.

Amend the title so as to read: “"An Act to
authorize the enlistment of citizens of the
Northern Mariana Islands In the Armed
Forces of the United States of America.”

Mr. WHITE (during the reading) . Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Senate amendments be considered as
read and printed in the REcorp.

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

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, and I shall not object, I
would like to yield to the gentleman from
Texas for an explanation.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4627 would permit
citizens of the Northern Mariana Islands
to enlist in the Armed Forces prior to the
time the Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands is established and they
have the option of becoming citizens.

The Senate amendment simply re-
quires citizens of the Northern Mariana
Islands who seek enlistment to declare
their intention to become citizens of the
United States at the time the trusteeship
terminates.

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman, and I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

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

There was no objection.

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

There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

RESERVE OFFICERS’ TRAINING
CORPS SCHOLARSHIPS

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speaker's
desk the bill (H.R. 5766) to amend title
10, United States Code, to authorize
additional Reserve Officers’ Training

CXXVI——1485—Part 18
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Corps scholarships for the Army, to pro-
vide a certain number of such scholar-
ships for cadets at military junior col-
leges, to authorize the Secretary of the
Army to provide that cadets awarded
such scholarships may serve their obli-
gated period of service in the Army
Reserve or Army National Guard of the
United States, and for other purposes,
with Senate amendments thereto, and
concur in the Senate amendments with
House amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment, as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause,
and insert:

That (a) section 2107(a) of title 10, United
States Code, relating to financial assistance
for specially selected members of the Re-
serve Officers’ Training Corps, is amended
by striking out the period at the end of the
first sentence and all of the second sentence
and inserting in lieu thereof a comma and
the following: “except that the age of any
such member who has served on active duty
in the armed forces may exceed such age
limitation on such date by a period equal to
the period such member served on active
duty, but only if such member will be
under 29 years of age on such date.”.

(b) Section 2107 of such title is further
amended—

(1) by inserting “and”
clause (4) of subsection (b);

(2) by striking out clauses (5) and (6) of
subsection (b) and inserting in lleu thereof
the following:

“(5) agree in writing that, at the discre-
tion of the Secretary of the military depart-
ment concerned, he will either—

“(A) (1) accept an appointment, if offered,
as a commissioned officer in the Army, Navy,
Air Force, or Marine Corps, as the case may
be, and that, if he is commissioned as a
regular officer and his regular commission
is terminated before the sixth anniversary
of his date of rank, he will accept an ap-
pointment, if offered, in the reserve compo-
nent of that armed force and not resign
before that anniversary; and

“(H) serve on active duty for four or more
years; or

“(B) (1) accept an appointment, if offered,
as a commissioned officer in the Army,
Navy, Alr Force, or Marine Corps, as the
case may be; and

“(1i) serve In a reserve component of that
armed force until the eighth anniversary of
the receipt of such appointment, unless
otherwise extended by subsection (d) of sec-
tion 2108 of this title, under such terms and
conditions as shall be prescribed by the
Secretary of the military department, con-
cerned
The performance of service under clause (5)
(B) may include periods of active duty, ac-
tive duty for training, and other service in
an active or inactive status in the reserve
component in which appointed."; and

(3) by striking out "6,500'" the first place
it appears in subsection (h) and inserting
in lieu thereof “12,000".

(e) (1) Chapter 103 of such title, relating
to Senlor Reserve Officers’ Tralning Corps,
is amended by inserting after section 2107
the following new section:

“§ 2107a. Financial assistance program for
specially selected members: mili-
tary junior colleges

“(a) (1) The Secretary of the Army may
appoint as a cadet In the Army Reserve or
Army National Guard of the United States
any eligible member of the program who is
a student at a military junior college and
who will be under 25 years of age on June 30
of the calendar year in which he 1s eligible

at the end of

23623

under this section for appointment as a
second lieutenant in the Army, except that
the age of any such member who has served
on active duty in the armed forces may ex-
ceed such age limitation on such date by a
period equal to the period such member
served on active duty, but only if such mem-
ber will be under 29 years of age on such
date.

“(2) To be considered a military junior
college for the purposes of this section, &
school must be a civilian postsecondary edu-
cational institution essentially military In
nature that does not confer baccalaureate
degrees and that meets such other require-
ments as the Secretary of the Army may
prescribe.

“{b) To be eligible for appointment as a
cadet under this section, a member of the
program must—

(1) be a citizen of the United States;

“(2) be specially selected for the financial
assistance program under this section under
procedures prescribed by the Secretary of
the Army;

*“(3) enlist in a reserve component of the
Army for the period prescribed by the Secre-
tary of the Army;

“(4) contract, with the consent of his
parent or guardian if he is a minor, with
the Secretary of the Army to serve for the
period required by the program;

*(5) agree in writing that he will accept
an appointment, if offered, as a commis-
sioned officer in the Army Reserve or the
Army Natlonal Guard of the United States;
and

*“(6) agree in writing that he will serve

in such reserve component for not less than
eight years.
Performance of duty under an agreement
under this subsection shall be under such
terms and conditions as the Secretary of the
Army may prescribe and may include pe-
riods of active duty, active duty for training,
and other service in an active or inactive
status in the reserve component in which
appolinted.

“(c) The Secretary of the Army shall pro-
vide for the payment of all expenses of the
Department of the Army in administering
the financial assistance program under this
section, including the cost of tuition, fees,
books, and laboratory expenses which are in-
curred by members of the program ap-
pointed as cadets under this section while
such members are students at a military
junior college.

“(d) Upon satisfactorily completing the
academic and military requirements of the
program, a cadet may be appointed as a re-
serve officer in the Army in the grade of
second lieutenant, even though he is under
21 years of age.

*“{e) the date of rank of officers appointed
under this section in May or June of any
year is the date of graduation of cadets from
the United States Military Academy in that
year. The Secretary of the Army shall estab-
lish the date of rank of all other officers
appointed under this section.

“(f) A cadet who does not complete the
course of instruction, or who completes the
course but declines to accept a commission
when offered, may be ordered to active duty
by the Secretary of the Army to serve in his
enlisted grade for such period of time as the
Secretary prescribes but not for more than
four years.

“(g) In computing length of service for
any purpose, an officer appointed under this
section may not be credited with service as
a cadet or with concurrent enlisted service.

“{h) (1) The Secretary of the Army shall
appoint not less than 10 cadets under this
section each year at each military junior
college at which there are not less than 10
members of the program eligible under sub-
section (b) for such an appointment. At
any military college at which in any year
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there are fewer than 10 such members, the
Secretary shall appoint each such member
as a cadet under this section.

“(2) If the level of participation in the
program at any military junior college meets
criteria for such participation established by
the Secretary of the Army by regulation, the
Secretary shall appoint additional cadets
under this section from among members of
the program at such military junior college
who are eligible under subsection (b) for
such an appointment.

“(1) Cadets appointed under this section
are in addition to the number appointed
under section 2107 of this title.”.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning
of chapter 103 of such title is amended by
inserting after the item relating to section
2107 the following new item:

“2107a. Financial assistance program for spe-
clally selected members: military
junior colleges.”.

(d) Section 2108(d) of such title, relating
to advanced training after recelving a bac-
calaureate degree or completing preprofes-
sional studies, is amended by striking out
the second sentence and inserting in lleu
thereof the following: “If a member of the
program has been accepted for resident grad-
uate or professional study, the Secretary of
the military department concerned may de-
lay the commencement of that member’'s ob-
ligated period of active duty, and any obli-
gated period of active duty for training or
other service in an active or inactive status
in a reserve component, until the member
has completed that study. If a cadet ap-
pointed under section 2107a of this title has
been accepted for a course of study at an
accredited civillan educational institution
authorized to grant baccalaureate degrees,
the Secretary of the Army may delay the be-
ginning of that member’s obligated period
of service in a reserve component until the
member has completed such course of
study.”.

(e} The amendments made by this section
shall take effect on October 1, 1980.

Sec. 2. (a) Chapter 101 of title 10, United
States Code, relating to training, is amended
by adding at the end of such chapter the
following new section:

“'§ 2005. Advanced education assistance: ac-
tive duty agreement; reimburse-
ment requirements

“(a) The Secretary of an armed force may
require, as a condition to the Secretary pro-
viding advanced education assistance to any
person, that such person enter into a writ-
ten agreement with the Secretary concerned
under the terms of which such person shall
agree—

“(1) to complete the educational require-
ments specified In the agreement and to
serve on active duty for a period specified
in the agreement;

““(2) that if such person fails to comnvlete
the education requirements specified in the
agreement, such person will serve on active
duty for a period specified in the agreement,

*(3) that if such person, voluntarily or be-
cause of misconduct, fails to comvlete the
period of active duty specified in the agree-
ment, such person will reimburse the United
States in an amount that bears the same
ratio to the total cost of advanced education
provided such person as the unserved portion
of active duty bears to the total period of
active duty such person agreed to serve;
and

“(4) to such other terms and conditions
as the Secretary concerned may prescribe to
protect the interest of the United States.

“{b) The Secretary concerned shall deter-
mine the period of active duty to be served
by anv rerson for advanced education assist-
ance to be provided such person by an armed
force, except that if the perlod of active
duty required to be served is specified under
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another provision of law with respect to the
advanced education assistance to be pro-
vided, the period specified in the agreement
referred to in subsection (a) shall be the
same as the period specified in such other
provision of law.

“(c) Subject to the provisions of subsec-
tion (d) of this section, the obligation to
reimburse the United States under an agree-
ment described in subsection (a) of this
section is, for all purposes a debt owing
the United States.

*(d) A discharge in bankruptcy under
title 11 shall not release a person from an
obligation to reimburse the United States
required under the terms of an agreement
described in subsection (a) of this section if
the final decree of the discharge in bank-
ruptcy was issued within a period of five
years after the last day of a period which
such person had agreed to serve on active
duty. This subsection applies to a discharge
in bankruptey in any proceeding which be-
gins after September 30, 1978.

**{e) In this section—

“(1) ‘Advanced education' means educa-
tion or tralning above the secondary school
level but does not include technical train-
ing provided to a member of the armed
forces to qualify such member to perform a
specified military function, to workshops, or
to short-term training programs.

“(2) ‘Assistance’ means the direct pro-
vision of any course of advanced education
by an armed force, reimbursement by an
armed force for any course of advanced edu-
cation provided by another department or
agency of the Federal Government, or the
payment, in whole or in part, by an armed
force for any course of advanced education
provided by any public or private educa-
tional institution or other entity.

“(3) 'Cost of advanced education’ means
those costs which are, under regulations
prescribed by the Secretary concerned, di-
rectly attributable to the education of the
person to whom a course of advanced edu-
cation is provided, including the cost of
tuition and other fees (or, if none 1is
charged, an amount determined by the Sec-
retary concerned to be a reasonable charge
for the education provided), the cost of
books, supplies, transportation, and miscel-
laneous expenses, and the cost of room and
board, but such term does not include pay
or allowances under title 37 or a stipend
under section 2121 of this title.”.

(b) The table of sections at the begin-
ning of chapter 101 of such title is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new item:

“2005. Advanced education assistance: ac-
tive duty agreement; reimburse-
ment requirements.”.

Sec. 3. Effective only for the period begin-
ning October 1, 1980, and ending Septem-
ber 30, 1981, sectlon T572(b) of title 10,
United States Code, relating to accommo-
dations in place of quarters for members on
sea duty, is amended to read as follows:

“{b) Under such regulations as the Sec-
retary prescribes, any member of the uni-
formed services on sea duty who is deprived
of quarters on board ship because of re-
pairs or because of other conditions that
make the member's quarters uninhabitable,
may be reimbursed for expenses incurred in
obtaining quarters, in an amount not more
than the basic allowance for quarters of a
member of the same grade without depend-
ents, if it is impracticable to furnish accom-
modations under subsection (a). A member
entitled to receipt of basic allowance for
quarters may not be reimbursed for expenses
under this subsection when deprived of
gquarters aboard ship at a location at which
the member can reside with such member’s
dependents. The total amount of such re-
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imbursements for flscal year 1981 may not
exceed $9,000,000.".

Sec. 4. Section 3(a) of the Act of August
10, 1956 (33 U.S.C. B857a(a)), relating to
the applicability of certain laws to the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atomspheric Adminis-
tration, is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraph:

*(13) Section 7572(b), Quarters: accom-
modations in place of for members on sea
duty.”.

Sec. 5. (a) Sections 3686(2) and 8686(2) of
title 10, United States Code, relating to serv-
ice credit for service as members of the Army
and Air Force National Guard, are each
amended by striking out “sections 316 and
503-505 of title 32" and inserting in lieu
thereof “sections 316 and 502 through 505
of title 32".

(b) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall apply with respect to full-time
training or other full-time duty performed
under section 502 of title 32, United States
Code, on and after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

Sec. 6. The second sentence of sectlon
672(a) of title 10, United States Code, relat-
ing to authority to order members of the
Standby Reserve to active duty, is amended
to read as follows: “"However a member on
an inactive status list or in a retired status
may not be ordered to active duty under
this subsection unless the Secretary con-
cerned, with the approval of the Secretary
of Defense in the case of the Secretary of a
military department, determines that there
are not enough qualified Reserves in an
actlve status or in the inactive National
Guard in the required category who are
readily available.”.

Sec. 7. (a) Eection 4818 of the Revised
Statutes of the United States (24 U.S.C. 44),
relating to funds for the support of the
Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home, is amended by
inserting "or under authority of section 815
of title 10, United States Code" after “courts-
martial".

(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall become eflective on October 1,
1981.

Amend the title so as to read: “An Act to
authorize additional Reserve Officers’ Train-
ing Corps scholarships for the Army, to
authorize the Secretary of the Army to
provide that cadets awarded such scholar-
ships may serve their obligated period of
service in the Army Reserve or Army Na-
tional Guard of the United States, to au-
thorize the Secretary of an armed {force
to require an individual furnished post-sec-
ondary education by an armed force to re-
imburse the United States for the cost of
such education in the event such individual
falls to comply with such Individual’s ac-
tive duty obligation, to provide that cer-
tain full-time training duty of members of
the National Guard shall be considered as
active duty for training in Federal service
for certaln purposes, and for other pur-
poses.”.

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

Page 8, line 3, strike out "Secretary of an
armed force” and insert in lieu thereof “Sec-
retary concerned".

Page 10, lines 6, 7, and 10, strike out “an
armed force” and insert in lieu thereof “the
Secretary concerned™.

Page 10, line 12, strike out the period and
insert in lieu thereof “, but such term does
not include the payment for any course of
advanced education which is pald for under
chapter 106 or 107 of this title.".

Page 12, line 4, strike out "(13) " and Insert
in lieu thereof " (14)".

Tn lieu of the Senate amendment to the
title of the bill, amend the title so as to
read: "An Act to authorize additional Re-
serve Officers’ Training Corps scholarships
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for the Army, to authorize the Secretary of
the Army to provide that cadets awarded
such scholarships may serve their obligated
period of service in the Army Reserve or
Army National Guard of the United States,
to authorize the Secretary concerned to re-
quire an individual furnished post-secondary
education by an Armed Force to relmburse
the United States for the cost of such edu-
cation in the event such individual fails to
comply with such individual's active-dutly
obligation, to provide that certain full-time
training duty of members of the National
Guard shall be considered as active duty for
training in Federal service for certain pur-
poses, and for other purposes.".

Mr. WHITE (during the reading) . Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the further reading of the amendments
be dispensed with, and that they be
printed in the REcCORD.

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

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, I yield to the gentleman
from Texas for an explanation.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5766 deals with pro-
viding additional scholarships to the
Army Reserve Officers’ Training Corps
(ROTC) program and providing schol-
arships to military junior colleges.

The Senate amended the House bill
by increasing the age limit for eligibility
for ROTC scholarships and providing a
system for reimbursing the Government
for such scholarships if an individual does
not complete the program.

The Senate also attached four addi-
tional provisions to H.R. 5766. The first
is an administration proposal to provide
quarters allowances to Navy personnel on
sea duty whose ship is in overhaul when
no other guarters are available. The sec-
ond provision would permit all fines im-
posed as a result of nonjudicial forfeit-
ures under the Uniform Code of Military
Justice to be applied to the support of
the Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home. The
House passed a similar provision in the
94th Congress.

The final two provisions added by the
Senate relate to crediting certain full-
time training duty for members of the
National Guard as active duty for train-
ing in the Federal service and deleting
the requirement that the Director of Se-
lective Service screen members of the
Standby Reserve before they can be called
to active duty. Mr. Speaker, both of these
provisions have been passed by the House
as separate pieces of legislation.

The House amendments are technical
in nature.

I thank the gentlelady for yielding.
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Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. WHITE), and
I withdraw my reservation of objection.

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

_ There was no objection.

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

There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table,
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CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 390,
ANTITRUST PROCEDURAL IM-
PROVEMENTS ACT OF 1980

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the Senate bill
(S. 390) to expedite and reduce the cost
of antitrust litigation, and for other pur-
poses.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the rule,
the conference report is considered as
having been read.

(For conference reporf and statement,
see proceedings of the House of August
20, 1980.)

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. Mazzor1) will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes, and the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. McCrLorY) will be
recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. MAZzZOLI).

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

Mr. Speaker, S. 390, the Antitrust Pro-
cedural Improvements Act of 1980, is a
bill to expedite and reduce the cost of
antitrust litigation.

S. 390 is the product of recommenda-
tions made by the President’'s National
Commission for the Review of Antitrust
Laws and Procedures.

S. 390 was the subject of careful study
by the Committee on the Judiciary and
its Subcommittee on Monopolies and
Commercial Law.

The Monopolies Subcommittee held 3
days of hearings on the legislation, re-

ceiving favorable testimony from the ad-
ministration, judges, academics, mem-
bers of the private bar, business, and in-
dustry.

The subcommittee and the committee
amended the legislation reflecting rec-
ommendations of several witnesses to
strike a better balance between the need
to expedite and reduce the cost of com-
plex antitrust litigation, and the need
to fully protect the rights of the litigants.

The first provision of S. 390 amends
the Antitrust Civil Process Act with re-
spect to the application of civil investiga-
tive demands (CID’s). This provision
clarifies the authority of the Department
of Justice’s Antitrust Division to use
CID's to obtain the summaries, analyses
or other studies compiled from docu-
ments and materials produced in re-
sponse to discovery orders issued in con-
nection with another legal action.

The CID amendments provide adequate
protections for the parties in the initial
litigation, including extending the con-
fidentiality protection of the act to the
party from whom the discovered docu-
ments were originally obtained. More-
over, since both parties in the other ac-
tion are formal recipients of a CID, each
may seek a protective order against the
Government to prevent its making a sub-
sequent disclosure of this information to
others.

The CID amendments will promote the
efficient use of public resources by elimi-
nating the need for costly and time-con-
suming discovery efforts by the Antitrust
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Division that duplicate discovery proce-
dures already completed by a litigant.

The House and Senate versions of this
provision were substantially identical.
The lone significant disagreement cen-
tered on the definition of the term “prod-
uct of discovery."” The Senate bill said the
discovery had to have taken place “in
any litigation,” whereas the House bill
said “in any judicial or administrative
litigation."”

In an effort to clarify this language the
managers agreed to the substitute lan-
guage “in any judicial litigation or any
administrative litigation of an adversar-
ial nature.”

The managers intend that the term
“any administrative litigation of an ad-
versarial nature” should apply only to
those administrative proceedings that are
adversarial in nature and format, and in
which the agency or other party obtained
the product of discovery by agency or civil
discovery process that allowed the dis-
covered party to raise objections and be
heard on such objections.

It is not the House managers’ intention
that this term include rulemaking or
licensing proceedings unless the parties
against whom discovery orders issued
were accorded formal procedural safe-
guards, such as the right to object and
be heard on the objection.

Thus, “administrative litigation of an
adversarial nature” does not cover in-
formation gathering programs or purely
investigatory proceedings in which infor-
mation is obtained by the United States
or any governmental agency pursuant to
laws of regulations providing for the fil-
ing or forms or reports.

The second provision pertains to
sanctions against attorneys for dilatori-
ness and delay in connection with anti-
trust litigation.

The House took no position on the is-
sue, while the Senate amended the ex-
isting law, 28 U.S.C. 1927 to charge ex-
cess costs, expenses and attorney fees to
an attorney who intentionally engaged
in conduct primarily for the purpose of
delaying the litigation. Current law re-
quires the attorney conduet, if sanction-
able, to be solely for the purpose of delay
and sanctions include only costs.

The managers of both Houses agreed
that attorney sanctions complemented
the other parts of 8. 390 and helped pro-
vide a comprehensive approach to de-
terring unnecessary delays in antitrust
litigation.

The managers on the part of the
House were firm in their resolve to main-
tain the tough standard of current law
so that the legislation in no way would
dampen the legitimate zeal of an attor-
ney in representing his client,

Under the agreement of managers, an
attorney may be required to pay costs,
as well as expenses and attorney’s fees
reasonably incurred on account of such
attorney’s dilatory conduct. But, the
standard is that in current law, not the
less-severe standard the Senate had
agreed to originally.

The managers on the part of both the
House and the Senate strongly agreed
that judges who utilize section 1927
sanctions must make every effort to
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safeguard the rights of an attorney who
may be held in violation of that section.
In so doing, it is imperative that the
court afford the attorney all appropriate
protections of due process available un-
der the law.

The third provision is prejudgment in-
terest, a mechanism which provides a
significant disincentive for parties to en-
gage in litigation tactics which unduly
delay the disposition of antitrust litiga-
tion.

This legislation amends sections 4, 4A,
and 4C of the Clayton Act to authorize
the award of prejudgment interest, un-
der certain circumstances.

A court may award simple interest on
a successful claimant's actual damages
computed from the date of service of the
complaint, setting forth the antitrust
claim, to the date judgment is entered
or any shorter period included therein.

The court can award prejudgment in-
terest only if it makes a finding that the
award is just under the circumstances.

In determining what is just under the
circumstances the court must consider
whether the parties to the litigation:
Acted intentionally or in bad faith to de-
lay the proceedings; or, whether either
party violated any applicable rule,
statute, or court order providing for
sanctions for dilatory behavior; or,
whether either party engaged in conduct
primarily for the purpose of delaying or
increasing the cost of the litigation,

In single damage actions brought by
the United States—Clayton Act, section
4A—the court may also consider whether
a prejudgment interest award would be
necessary to adequately compensate the
United States for the injury it sustained
by reason of the antitrust violation.

The courts are limited to only these
factors in determining whether to award
prejudgment interest.

This provision of the Antitrust Pro-
cedural Improvements Act is prospective.
Here the managers on the part of the
Senate acceded to the House position.

The fourth issue is that of collateral
estoppel.

S. 390 amends section 5(A) of the
Clayton Act, which grants prima facie
effect in subsequent civil proceedings to
judgments obtained by the United States
under the antitrust laws, by providing
that the express use of “prima facie” in
section 5(A) shall not be construed to
preclude the application of the common
law doctrine of conclusive collateral
estoppel.

S. 390 does not create a special rule for
antitrust law. Rather, this clarifying
amendment to the antitrust laws will
allow the courts to apply the equitable
doctrine of collateral estoppel, just as it
does in all other litigation, to eliminate
the wasteful retrying of an issue and to
reduce the cost of complex antitrust liti-
gation to the courts and the parties.

During the Judiciary Committee’s
consideration of this legislation, there
was concern over the breadth of the
coverage of the collateral estoppel
provision.

While there was little opposition to the
application of collateral estoppel to
judgments rendered by a court, there
was concern over granting collateral
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estoppel effect to administrative and
other agency findings which could give
rise to claims for relief under the anti-
trust laws. This use of collateral estoppel
was prohibited in the House version of
S. 390.

The managers on the part of the
House indicated during the conference
that the primary concern of the House
lay with the Federal Trade Commission
and pointed out that Senate language
could be construed to permit the appli-
cation of collateral estoppel to FTC ad-
ministrative findings.

Accordingly, the managers of both
Houses agreed to the House provision on
administrative findings, but limited its
scope to the Federal Trade Commission
acting under the antitrust laws or under
section 5 of the FTC act.

The managers then agreed to a Senate
provision which allows Government
judgments to be given prima facie effect
where they, for some reason, are denied
full collateral estoppel effect.

This provision is prospective. As such,
S. 390 does not affect pending private
suits. It leaves existing law as it is. The
collateral estoppel effect, if any, of Gov-
ernment judgments obtained prior to
enactment of this act is to be determined
according to the principles of law prior
to enactment.

The fifth issue before the conference
pertained to the amendments to section
7 of the Clayton Act which permits the
Department of Justice and private par-
ties to challenge anticompetitive mergers
involving business entities or persons en-
gaged in any activity in interstate
commerce.

The Senate bill retained current law—
the House bill amended current law to
cover mergers “affecting” interstate com-
merce not just those of entities “in”
interstate commerce.

Many of the witnesses, including the
American Bar Association, who appeared
before the Subcommittee on Monopolies
and Commercial Law fayvored the “affect-
ing"” commerce amendment. In light of
that strong support, especially that of
the ABA, the managers agreed to adopt
the House language.

Ladies and gentlemen, we can all agree
that antitrust litigation tends to be very
complex, yet complexity should not be an
excuse for unnecessary delays and waste-
ful expenditures of time, effort and
money.

S. 390 endeavors to provide significant
disincentives for delay and eliminate un-
necessary and duplicative work by pri-
vate litigants, the Government and their
attorneys. The bill is based on the rec-
ommendations of the President’s Na-
tional Commission for the Review of
Antitrust Laws and Procedures. S. 390
accurately reflects a careful balance pro-
tecting the interests of both private liti-
gants and the Government.

The Antitrust Procedural Improve-
ments Act of 1980 has the support of
representatives of the private and public
sector, including the Department of Jus-
tice, the ABA and the Chamber of Com-~
merce. On August 18, 1980, the Senate
considered and unanimously passed the
conference report on S. 390.

I urge my colleagues to support the
conference report and pass S. 390.
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Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, first of all, I want to com-
mend the members of the conference
committee, particularly the House Mem-
bers, who sustained the House position
on virtually every issue. As a maftter of
fact, on this conference the House won.

S. 390 contains six different antitrust
bills, five of which have been acted on
by the House. With respect to those five,
the House version prevailed on virtually
every significant issue. With respect to
the sixth bill, the other body came more
than half way in fashioning a com-
promise. And as a result of our success-
ful efforts, former opponents of the leg-
islation, such as the Chamber of Com-
merce and the National Association of
Manufacturers, have withdrawn their
opposition.

This legislation is largely the result of
recommendations made by the National
Commission for the Review of Antitrust
Laws and Procedures, on which I was
privileged to serve. This legislation,
happily, should quiet those skeptics who
feel that National Commissions only
produce reports but never results.

The Members will recall that the
House bills contained in the present
package make clear the authority of the
Justice Department to issue CID's for
products of discovery and grant the De-
partment authority to hire consultants
to review CID materials. The bills also
authorize the award of prejudgment in-
terest in certain circumstances, extend
the jurisdiction of section 7 of the Clay-
ton Act to conform with that of the
Sherman Act, and make clear that the
prima facie evidence provision in sec-
tion 5(a) of the Clayton Act will not pre-
clude the application of collateral estop-
pel where appropriate. The sixth provi-
sion enacted by the Senate, but not con-
sidered in this body, amends current
statutory law—section 1927 of title 28—
regarding sanctions for attorney delay.
Unlike the other five provisions, this
provision is not limited to antitrust
matters.

The most controversial issue com-
mitted to conference concerned the basis
for awarding prejudgment interest. The
House approach was to view such awards
as a penalty for, and a disincentive to,
dilatory conduct. The Senate approach
was broader. It viewed such awards as
compensating plaintiffs for the loss of
the use of the money the plaintiff would
have had absent the violation. This is a
distinction with a difference. For I would
assume that whereas prejudgment in-
terest awards would have been the rule
under the Senate version, they will be
the exception under the House version,
which was the version agreed to in con-
ference.

Sharing the spotlight as a major issue
in conference was the issue of collateral
estoppel. While both bodies had agreed
that the doctrine of collateral estoppel
should be permitted application notwith-
standing the prima facie evidence provi-
sion of current law, the House version
imposed two conditions on the statutory
authorization for collateral estoppel:
First, that the effect of the amendment
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be prospective only and, second, that the
courts not give collateral estoppel effect
to findings of the Federal Trade Com-
mission in antitrust-related matters. In
conference, the first House condition was
accepted without change and the sr-:c_ond
condition was accepted with only minor
language chanzes and no change in sub-
stance. It may appear to some that since
the conferees deleted a provision except-
ing collateral estoppel application from
administrative findings under the anti-
trust laws, the House made a serious con-
cession. Not so.

The only administrative agency that
makes findings under the antitrust laws
is the Federal Trade Commission. While
other agencies apply the principles of
competition in performing their func-
tion, they do so under their own man-
date and not under “the antitrust laws”
as such, which is a narrowly defined
term embracing only the Sherman and
Clayton Acts. Since the Federal Trade
Commission is expressly included under
the prohibition in the bill, the change
made in conference may look like a com-
promise of substance whereas, in faet,
the House position was fully vindicated.

The issue that gave the House con-
ferees the most difficulty was the Senate
provision imposing personal liability on
counsel who delay litigation, Since the
House had not acted on this issue, the
conferees were required to use their own
judgment. In my opinion, our compro-
mise is a good one.

The House conferees were unable to
accept the Senate provision, as passed,
for several reasons. First, it would have
lowered the standard of dilatory conduct
necessary to make out a violation and
would have done so to such an extent
that, in our opinion, the legitimate zeal
of attorneys representing their clients
would have been chilled, Second, it would
have precluded the imposition of sanc-
tions on attorneys—even those who vio-
late the current provision—before the
conclusion of the trial. Since some cases
may take years to reach that stage—and
many never do, the deterrent effect of
the provision would have been largely
nullified. Third, it would have absolved
attorneys from all misconduct occurring
before the receipt of a warning from the
court. This would have, somewhat ironi-
cally, licensed the reprehensible conduct
we are seeking to deter.

Our compromise, fortunately, contains
none of these defects. Instead, we chose
not to alter the standard of conduct re-
quired by present law. What we did
change was the extent of liability to be
imposed on attorneys who engage in
clearly dilatory tactics. Our view is that
when an attorney engages in delay for
the sake of delay in order to wear down
the opposition, such conduct is not only
unethical but, in effect, tortuous. It thus
should subject the attorney to personal
liability. The extent of this liability can-
not, in justice, be limited merely to filing
fees and other nominal court costs as it
is today. But it should extend to out-of-
pocket costs that the opposition had to
incur for legal fees and witness expenses
because of the attorney’s misconduct.
This is what our compromise does—this
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is all it does, and I believe that it should
be accepted by this body.

Mr. Speaker, as a result of our efforts,
we have fashioned antitrust legislation
that both serves the public interest and
enjoys broad support from all sides of
the issues. I urge adoption of the report.
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute simply to commend my
colleague on the committee, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. McCrory), for
his hard work and cooperation on this
bill.

I would also like to commend staff on
both sides of the aisle for their excellent
work in the preparation of the materials
needed by the Members in the course of
the consideration of this legislation at
subcommittee, full committee, on the
floor and for the conference committee.
We were well briefed and well prepared.
I think the gentleman will agree that we
were substantially aided in carrying the
House position by the excellent work of
our staff. I would like to commend them
publicly.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further requests
for time, I yield back the balance of my
time, and I move the previous question
on the conference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1980

Mr, FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
I call up the conference report on the
bill (H.R. 5192) to amend and extend
the Higher Education Act of 1965, and
for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Daxn
Danier). Pursuant to the rule, the con-
ference report is considered as having
been read.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of Au-
gust 25, 1980.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. Forp) will
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. BUucHAN-
AN) will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. Forp).

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, the conference report on
reauthorization of the Higher Education
Act which we now bring before the
House, in my opinion, reflects the finest
spirit of accommodation, conciliation
and a true bipartisan cooperation among
the Members of this body and between
the Members of this body and the other
body in putting together the conference
report that we bring to you.

Mr. Speaker, I would like particularly
to express my appreciation to the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. BUCHANAN),
the ranking minority member on our
committee, for his very hard work and
for the amount of time that he has spent
working with me, as chairman, in close
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and full partnership in the development
of this legislation, as well as in shepherd-
ing it through the committee, the House
and the conference committee.

Also, Mr. Speaker, I would like to ex-
tend a special thanks to the chairman of
our full Committee on Education and
Labor, Mr. CarrL PerxINs of Kentucky,
who once again lived up to his reputa-
tion as one of the greatest friends to
education in the history of this House. I
do not think that anyone who has had
the opportunity, as I have had for the
past 16 years, to observe the efforts of
CarL PErxINs would doubt for 1 minute
the validity of the suggestion that no
person has given as many years and as
much of his life to developing education
legislation than CarL PERKINS. No person
in the history of this body has a record
that parallels that of CarL PergINS, and
we on the committee were very cognizant
of his presence throughout the entire de-
velopment of the legislation and the value
of his prestige in moving legislation of
this importance.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. AsH-
BROOK), the ranking minority member
on the full Committee on Education and
Labor, was also a very constructive and
active participant in the development of
this legislation. We are particularly
grateful on the majority side for his con-
stant cooperation.

I take pride, Mr. Speaker, in the fact
that this bill is a product of an open
process of hearings and consultations
that included all Members with an in-
terest in postsecondary education, as
well as a complete cross section of the
education community. This bill reflects
a consensus which enjoys the support of
the entire higher education community,
students, parents, college presidents and
faculty members. And I might say, that
I doubt that any other piece of legis-
lation has ever come from our commit-
tee with as much direct input from
student groups.
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No single interest group that appeared
before our committee during the 2
years of developing this legislation ap-
peared more often and with respect to
more individual parts of the legislation
than did the representatives of students
who were and are in our colleges and
universities across the country. They de-
serve our recognition for the very respon-
sible way in which they have worked
with our committee in informing us on
a first hand basis with respect to the real
impact of these programs on the people
most directly affected by them.

Mr. Speaker, this bill reflects in many
ways extraordinary individual effort by
members of the committee who had a
special concern and for that reason de-
veloped a special expertise and made
special contributions.

The gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
RATCHFORD) is clearly that person most
responsible, among all of us, for the de-
velopment of the new title I of this leg-
islation, which expands upon a number
of ideas that have been around for some
time, to make these programs more ef-
ficient and more effective in serving non-
traditional students.
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The gentleman from New York (Mr.
Biacer), who has made a study of non-
traditional students and the student
data bank and has championed the sup-
plemental education opportunity grant
program for a long time, was primarily
responsible for the improvements made
in this part of the legislation.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. AsH-
BROOK) asked us to go to Ohio for hear-
ings where we discovered the special
problem of married students and the way
in which they were treated for the pur-
pose of receiving grants. This hearing
led to an important change that will
affect all married students in every in-
stitution in the country.

The gentleman from Iowa (Mr. TAUKE)
is responsible in large part for the
changes we have made in the adminis-
tration of title III program and for the
development of the supplemental educa-
tional opportunity grant trigger.

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
SmMoN), who is an expert, I might say, on
the subject of international education
and has succeeded our colleague, the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BRADEMAS)
in responsibility for keeping the National
Institute of Education alive and kick-
ing in Washington, contributed a great
deal more than all of the rest of us in
the field of international education.

I might say also that the ranking
member of the committee the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. THOMPSON), was
very cooperative during the consideration
of this legislation. Of course, the years
of his experience show themselves in
many years of the legislation, and I am
sure that everyone in New Jersey is
aware of the numerous provisions of the
act which have special avoplication to
the institutions located in that State.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
WEeiss) worked very hard on improve-
ment of programs for schools of educa-
tion and particularly with the idea of
linking work study with educational
goals.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
Peyser) made great contributions with
respect to title III administration, and
it should be noted that one cf the areas
that we think is most important in the
adoption of this legislation is the cor-
rection of problems that have been
brought to our attention through a great
deal of publicity in recent years with re-
spect to administration of title III. We
think that this legislation will put
problems behind us.

The gentleman from Vermont (Mr.
JEFFORDS) collaborated in the title I
drafting and gave a perspective to the
bill that might not otherwise be there,
in that the gentleman from Vermont had
us go to Vermont for hearings and dem-
onstrated the need for changes to put
emphasis on outreach to rural citizens of
America.

He worked with the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. RaTrcarorp) in develop-
ing title I so that it reflected the inter-
ests of those States with large urban
areas, while preserving and enhancing
the activities that are directed toward
rural populations.

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
PETRI), & new member of the committee,
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has been particularly helpful in stream-
lining and modernizing the loan pro-
grams.

Mr. Speaker, during the consideration
of this legislation, we lost an old and dear
friend to all of us who participated in
fashioning it when the chief staff mem-
ber of the full committee, Bill Gaul, who
has worked on higher education longer
than anyone else on our staff, was taken
by death during the time that we were
in conference with this bill. The Mem-
bers will see the unusual, but certainly
fitting tribute to Mr. Gaul entered by
the chairman of the committee, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS)
in the statement of the managers ac-
companying this conference report.

Mr. Speaker, all of us are deeply grate-
ful to the staff, both majority and mi-
nority, and note that development of this
legislation is an outstanding example of
staff people who are not only competent,
but capable of working past partisan
considerations to develop legislation that
ultimately had the approval of all of the
majority and minority members on the
committee. The staff, particularly Tom
Wolanin, Pat Rissler, Bill Clohan, and
Jenny Vance, are very largely respon-
sible for it.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5192 authorizes bal-
anced increases in grant assistance to
help needy and middle-income students
meet the increased costs of college at all
types of institutions—private and pub-
lic, 2-year and 4-year, small colleges and
research universities. It extends eligibil-
ity to unserved part-time students, and
establishes fellowship opportunities for
graduate and professional school. It
makes important reforms in the loan
programs aimed at reducing default
rates. While extendine the availability
of need-based loans, the bill establishes
a loan program for parents who are hard
pressed in assisting their child to attend
college. It strengthens authorities for
support of such priorities as continuing
education, developing institutions, Ii-
braries, international studies, and urban
universities.

I would like to stress that this is a fis-
cally responsible bill. The increased
grant maximums and loan limits do not
even keep pace with the inflation in edu-
cational costs that have occurred since
the last reauthorization in 1976. When
compared to the bill passed by the House,
this conference report reduces the au-
thorizations by a total of nearly $11 bil-
lion or about $2 billion for each year
authorized.

I would like to describe in more detail
the provisions of the conference agree-
ment.

Part A of title I establishes a new
Commission on National Development in
Postsecondary Education. The function
of the Commission shall be to review
National, State, and institutional policies
to examine the effectiveness of Federal
financial assistance to students and in-
stitutions in conjunction with State and
institutional aid policies: to consider the
research capacity of institutions and the
relationship between institutions and the
public and private sector in promoting
research; and to examine the resources
of institutions and the effect of demo-
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graphic changes which will impact on
their ability to meet social and economic
needs. At the initiative of the gentleman
from New York (Mr. Biaccr) the Com-
mission will also conduct a study of the
special needs of nontraditional and adult
students in postsecondary education.

Part B of title I is renamed “Educa-
tion Outreach programs.” It combines
the authorization for comprehensive
State planning from section 1203, the
authority for education information
centers from title IV, the current title
I (community service and continuing
education), and some essential elements
of title VI (financial assistance for the
improvement of undergraduate instruc-
tion) and title X (establishment and
expansion of community colleges).

The planning, information services
and continuing education (including
rural community education) activities
are all focused on outreach to adults
who have not been adeqguately served
by postsecondary education.

Ninety percent of the funds are al-
located to the States on an equal per
State basis and on the basis of their
adult population. The bill establishes a
general allocation of the funds among
the types of State activities authorized
while leaving substantial flexibility for
each State to set its own priorities. Each
State is guaranteed a minimum of
$187,500.

Ten percent of the funds are reserved
for the Secretary to support projects and
activities to expand access to education
particularly for underserved adults.

The following authorization levels are
established:

Fiscal year 1981, $20 million.

Fiscal year 1982, $40 million.

Fiscal year 1983, $60 million.

Fiscal year 1984, $80 million.

Fiscal year 1985, $100 million.

Title I substantially embodies and is
built on H.R. 4531, the Lifelong Learn-
ing Act of 1979, introduced by Mr.
RarcHFORD with 14 cosponsors. Title I
also incorporates the longstanding in-
terest of Mr. Biaccr of New York in stu-
dent data banks as embodied in E.R.
3513. A significant contribution to the
title, particularly with respect to state
planning, was drawn from H.R. 5051
which was introduced by Mr. JEFFORDS
of Vermont with the cosponsorship of
Mr. RATCHFORD.

Title II, college and research library
assistance and library training and re-
search, has been reorganized, by elimi-
nating the supplemental grant, which
has never been funded, and by trans-
ferring the special purpose grant pro-
gram from part A into a more compre-
hensive part B. Assistance under part A
will come in the form of resource devel-
opment grants up to a maximum of $10,-
000, increased from the current $5,000,
to institutions of higher education, com-
binations of institutions, branch cam-
puses, or public and private nonprofit
library institutions serving higher
education.

The maintenance of effort provisions
have been strengthened, permitting only
very unusual circumstances to qualify
institutions for waivers.

The funding for an expanded part B,
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library training research and develop-
ment, would be divided between three
functions on a one-third, one-third,
one-third basis, reflecting the addition
of special purpose grants to part B from
part A.

No major changes have been made in
the substance of part C, strengthening
research library resources, except the
addition of a provision prohibiting n_ecip-
jents of part C grants from receiving
grants under either parts A or B.

The conference substitute authorizes
the following amounts:

Part A: $10 million/fiscal year 1981,
$30 million/fiscal year 1982, $30 million/
fiscal year 1983, $30 million/fiscal year
1984, $35 million/fiscal year 1985.

Part B: $10 million/fiscal year 1_931.
$30 million/fiscal year 1982, $30 million/
fiscal year 1983, $30 million/fiscal year
1984, $35 million/fiscal year 1985.

Part C: $10 million/fiscal year 1_981,
$15 million/fiscal year 1982, $15 million/
fiscal year 1983, $15 million/fiscal year
1984, $15 million/fiscal year 1985.

An important change in the college
library programs in Title II is the addi-
tion of a new part D, a study of the fea-
sibility and advisability of establishing a
national periodicals system. The authori-
zation for this study is $750,000 for fiscal
years 1981 and 1982 and such sums for
fiscal years 1983 through 1985, to be
funded only if parts A, B and C are
funded at the fiscal year 1979 appropria-
tions level.

The conference substitute creates a
title III program which contains three
parts. Part A, strengthening institutions,
is derived from the provisions of the
House bill. Part B, aid to institutions
with special needs, contains provisions
that were in part A of the Senate amend-
ment. Fifty percent of the appropria-
tion will go to each of these parts. Under
both parts, the purposes of the program
are clarified to focus on strengthening
institutions which enroll large numbers
of disadvantaged students, lack re-
sources, and are taking steps to improve
their chances for survival.

Under part B of the conference sub-
stitute, the institutions that historically
have served substantial numbers of black
students shall be assured that their sec-
tor will receive not less than 50 percent
of the amount that the sector received
in fiscal year 1979 under the current title
III program. Community colleges are
guaranteed a floor of 24 percent of the
assistance under part A and 30 percent
of the assistance under part B.

The conference substitute incorporates
the provisions of the House bill pertain-
ing to challenge grants to institutions
eligible for assistance under part A or
part B. An institution receiving a chal-
lenge grant will match Federal funds on
a 50-50 basis. The institutional match
must be new money and can be raised
from alumni giving, foundation grants,
increased State appropriations, et cetera.

The conference substitute modifies the
provisions of the House bill establishing
an application review process and a com-
mittee on review to provide only for an
application review process.

The conference substitute authorizes
the following amounts for Parts A and
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B: $160 million/fiscal year 1981, $185
million/fiscal year 1982, $210 million/
fiscal year 1983, $245 million/fiscal year
1984, $280 million/fiscal year 1985.

The substitute provides the following
authorizations for the challenge grant
program: $25 million/fiscal year 1982,
$35 million/fiscal year 1983, $45 million/
fiscal year 1984, $50 million/fiscal year
1985.

TITLE IV, STUDENT ASSISTANCE
BASIC GRANTS

The basic grant is renamed the Pell
grant in recognition of the contribution
of the chairman of the Senate Subcom-
mittee on Education, Arts, and Humani-
ties, and the maximum award is in-
creased. In addition, the limitation in
the program that a student’s basic grant
may not exceed 50 percent of their cost
of attendance is modified. The maximum
grant amount is increased in steps from
the current level of $1,800 to $2,600 in
fiscal year 1985 and the percentage of
cost limitation is also increased from
the current level of 50 to 70 per-
cent when the maximum grant reaches
$2,600.

In the case of less than full funding,
students whose eligibility for a basic
grant is within $200 of the maximum
grant will be paid the full amount of their
grant first, then grants will be reduced
according to a statutory schedule which
gives the most protection to the lowest
income students. The minimum basic
grant award at less than full funding is
increased from $50 to $200.

Students will be eligible for a grant
during the period required to complete
their first baccalaureate course of study.
Current law provides for 4 years of full-
time support.

The thresholds in current law requir-
ing funding for the college work study,
supplemental educational opportunity
grant and national direct student loan
programs are retained. The level of the
college work study threshold is revised
from $500 million to $550 million, and the
SEOG threshold increases from $370
million to $480 million in step with in-
creases in the maximum grant and per-
centage of cost limitation. A new thresh-
old is established for the State student
incentive grant program at $76.75 mil-
lion—the current appropriation.

SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATIONAL OFPORTUNITY

GRANT

The definition of student eligibility is
simplified so that the program serves stu-
dents with “need.” The requirement that
SEOG awards be matched at the camvous
with other forms of assistance is elimi-
nated. Students are provided with the
same eligibility as basic grants toward
;:ompletion of their undergraduate stud-
es.

The maximum yearly award is in-
creased from $1,500 to $2,000. The $4,000
cumulative maximum in current law is
repealed.

The conference substitute authorizes
initial year appropriations of $400 million
for fiscal years 1981 through 1985 and
authorizes appropriations of such sums
as may be necessary for continuing year
SEOG awards for fiscal vears 1981
through 1985.
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The formula for the allocation of
SEOG funds among the States is modi-
fied to be based on ‘undergraduates”
rather than “persons” since the program
only serves undergraduates and not
graduate students who are included in
the term “persons.”

The conference substitute determines
institutional need for supplemental
grant funds by subtracting from 75 per-
cent of the total student expenses the
sum of family and student contributions,
Pell grants, SSIG assistance and 25 per-
cent of grants and awards made by the
institution from its own resources. The
substitute further provides a declining
institutional hold harmless related to in-
creased availability of appropriations
for the program.

For the purposes of determining each
institution’s need for SEOG funds, I be-
lieve that the conferees intend that SSIG
funds be counted in each institution’s
SEOG application in a manner that re-
flects total State grants (the Federal
SSIG contribution plus total State
matching contribution) received for
students at that institution. I have been
advised that certain States, such as Mis-
souri, maintain separate accounting pro-
cedures for distribution of Federal SSIG
funds and State funds. Where this pro-
cedure is used, and given the manner in
which the SEOG formula determines in-
stitutional need, certain institutions
could be unfairly penalized. Thus, I think
it important to emphasize that for the
purpose of determining SEOG need,
SSIG funds allotted to a State and the
State contribution shall be considered
proportionately utilized in each State
student grant.

Institutions will be permitted to use
up to 10 percent of their SEOG funds to
make awards to less-than-half-time
students.

With respect to the relationship be-
tween the basic educational opportunity
grant, the supplemental educational op-
portunity grant and the State student
incentive grant, a Federal policy objec-
tive is set of meeting 75 percent of a
student’s cost of education throuch a
combination of family contribution and
grant aid.

In sum, the SEOG program is simpli-
filed to make it a flexible source of
campus-based grant assistance available
to meet the diverse needs of students.

STATE STUDENT INCENTIVE GRANT PROGRAM

The distinction between authoriza-
tions for initial year and continuing year
awards is removed and authorizations
are provided as follows: fiscal year 1981.
$100 million; fiscal year 1982, $100 mil-
lion; fiscal year 1983, $§150 million; fiscal
year 1984, $200 million; fiscal year 1985,
$250 million.

The maximum award to a student is
increased from $1,500 to $2,000. Current
law is clarified to permit State grant
programs which serve less than half
time students or graduate students to
qualify. The requirement that eligible
State programs serve students in all non-
profit institutions is modified to exempt
State statutory restrictions enacted prior
to October 1, 1978. The bonus allotment
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for States with State guarantee agencies
is repealed.
TRIO PROGRAMS

The authorization is increased to $400
million in fiscal year 1981 and at such
sums authorization is provided for sub-
sequent years. The staff development au-
thority is clarified to provide for greater
involvement by professionals in the field.
The unfunded service learning cent.e;r
authority is repealed. The Secretary is
required to consider the prior experience
of applicants in making TRIO awards.

The talent search program is focused
as a community-based program serving
youth. The services to be provided to
clients are enumerated and include
tutorial services. Two-thirds of those
served must be both low income (150
percent of poverty) and first generation
in college (neither parent completed a
baccalaureate degree).

The Upward Bound program is focused
on junior and senior high school youth
and the services to be provided are
enumerated. Two-thirds of those served
must be low income and first generation
in college, and one-third can be either
low income or first generation.

The special services for disadvantaged
students program is focused on those en-
rolled in postsecondary education and
the services to be provided are enumer-
ated. Two-thirds of those served must be
low income and first generation in col-
lege or handicapped, and one-third of
those served can be either low income,
first generation, or handicapped.

The educational opportunity centers
are focused as a community-based pro-
gram serving adults. Two-thirds of those
served must be low income and first gen-
eration. The services to be provided are
specified and language is included to pre-
vent duplication between talent search
and educational opportunity centers.

Statutory authority is provided for the
special programs for students whose
families are engaged in migrant and
seasonal farm work. The authorization
for this program is $9.6 million in fiscal
vear 1981, $12 million in fiscal year 1982,
$14 million in fiscal year 1983, $16 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1984, and $18 million
in fiscal year 1985.

ASSISTANCE TO INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER

EDUCATION
Current law is retained unchanged.
VETERANS COST OF INSTRUCTION PROGRAM

The program is modified to provide
greater encouragement for institutions
to serve handicapped and disabled vet-
erans. Consortia arrangements among
institutions serving veterans and coordi-
nation among programs serving veterans
are also further encouraged.

GUARANTEED STUDENT LOANS

Seven days of hearings by the sub-
committee were devoted to this program.
These deliberations identified five major
areas of concern: The need to enhance
the ability of parents to obtain the liquid-
ity to pay their reasonable share of the
costs of educating their children, the
lack of capital availability in some areas
of the Nation, the need to provide a
mechanism for the consolidation of mul-
tiple student loans, the need to provide
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for extended and income sensitive re-
payment terms for borrowers with a
large student loan debt and the problem
of further curbing loan defaults. These
concerns and suggested solutions were
brought before the subcommittee by Mr.
SmutH of Iowa, Mr. MAGUIRE of New Jer-
sey, and Mrs. FEnwick of New Jersey
among others.

The first of these concerns is addressed
by the creation of a parent loan program.
Under the parent loan program, parents
could borrow up to $3,000 per year and
$15,000 total for any one student. Par-
ents would begin repaying a loan at the
earliest of the following dates: 4 years
after disbursement of the loan; the stu-
dent completes his or her studies; the
student ceases to be enrolled at least half
time; and a date set by the parent and
the lender.

Parents who begin repaying on an in-
stallment basis within 60 days or less
would pay 8-percent interest. Parents
who begin repaying after 60 days would
pay 11 percent. Thus, there is an incen-
tive for parents to begin repayment
within 60 days.

In all other respects, the parent loan
would be identical to the current guar-
anteed student loan program.

The Student Loan Marketing Associa-
tion (Sallie Mae) is given the authority
to make loans directly to students and
parents in areas where there is a severe
shortage of student loan capital. In addi-
tion, State guarantee agencies may act
as lenders of last resort using funds bor-
rowed from Sallie Mae.

If a student or parent borrower has
loans from more than one lender or un-
der NDSL, GSL or another Federal stu-
dent loan program the aggregate amount
of which exceeds $5,000, Sallie Mae could
make a single consolidation loan to the
borrower. If the total indebtedness of a
student or a parent exceeds $7,500, Sallie
Mae could make a new loan to the bor-
rower with graduated or income-sensi-
tive repayment terms of up to 20 years’
length. Sallie Mae is mandated to dis-
seminate information on its consolida-
tion and extended repayment loan
options.

Incentives are also provided for State
guarantee agencies to provide lender re-
ferral services to borrowers.

With respect to curbing defaults; mak-
ing loans available to parents, providing
for loan consolidation and providing for
extended and income-sensitive repay-
ment should effectively prevent defaults.
In addition, a system is established for
the Secretary to share information on
defaulted loans with credit bureaus. Pro-
vision is also made for student borrow-
ers to request lenders to report to credit
bureaus their positive record of student
loan repayment. The Department of Ed-
ucation is instructed to share informa-
tion on student names and addresses
with State guarantee agencies to facili-
tate the collection of defaulted loans.
Lenders under the program are also re-
quired to provide thorough and accurate
loan information to student borrowers.

Sallie Mae’s dependency on Federal
capital is reduced by prohibiting the
Secretary of the Treasury from requir-
ing that Sallie Mae raise funds through

August 28, 1980

the Federal financing bank and by re-
moving the guarantee of the full faith
and credit of the United States in 1984.
To complement these changes, Sallie
Mae's ability to raise private capital is
enhanced by permitting it to deal in debt
obligations comparable to those offered
by other secondary markets, to raise
funds through the sale of nonvoting
common stock and by removing the
specification in the law of the par value
of Sallie Mae’s stock.

Finally, Sallie Mae's ability to effec-
tively perform as a secondary market for
student loans is enhanced by permitting
Sallie Mae to advance to a lender up to
100 percent of the face value of a stu-
dent loan in warehousing and in broad-
ening the types of securities that Sallie
Mae can accept in providing warehouse
advances. Under current law, Sallie Mae
can deal with lenders with assets of less
than $50 million even if the lenders dis-
criminate against borrowers on the basis
of their banking relationship with the
lender. This $50 million limit is increased
to $75 million.

The annual loan limit for independent
undergraduate students is increased
from $2,500 to $3,000. The aggregate loan
maximums for students are modified as
follows:

HR.
5192

Current
law

Dependent
undergraduate

Independent
undergraduate

Graduate student

$7,500 812,500
15, 000

15, 000 25, 000

The Secretary is given the authority to
waive the aggregate maximum for grad-
uate students enrolled in unusually ex-
pensive programs of professional studies.

The interest rate for new borrowers
is increased from 7 to 8 percent, and the
grace period before repayment begins is
shortened from 9 to 12 months to 6
months for new borrowers.

Limitations are placed on the payment
of the special allowance for loan funds
raised through the issuance of tax-ex-
empt bonds to prevent abuses in this
practice.

The allocation of administrative al-
lowances among specified purposes by
State guarantee agencies is removed and
the definition of allowable administra-
tive expenses is clarified.

COLLEGE WORK STUDY

Authorization for the program is pro-
vided as follows: fiscal year 1981, $670
million, fiscal year 1982, $720 million,
fiscal year 1983, $760 million, fiscal year
1984, $800 million, fiscal year 1985, $830
million.

Students employed under this program
are required to be paid the minimum
wage. Institutions are permitted to carry
forward and carry backward up to 10
percent of their college work study funds.
The job location and development pro-
gram is expanded by permitting institu-
tions to use up to $25.000 for this purpose
rather than $15,000 in current law.

Institutions are permitted to use up to
10 percent of their work-study funds for
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less than half-time students and are en-
couraged, at the suggestion of Mr. WE1ss
of New York, to provide employment that
complements the educational program
of a student. Institutions are also per-
mitted to use part of their administra-
tive allowance to establish community
service learning programs.

NATIONAL DIRECT STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM

Authorization for new capital contri-
butions is provided as follows: fiscal year
1981, $400 million, fiscal year 19s2. =400
million, fiscal year 1983, $475 million,
fiscal year 1984, $550 million, fiscal year
1985, $625 million.

The aggregate loan limits are modified
as follows:

H.R.
5192

First 2 years as an
undergraduate

Undergraduate total

Undergraduate and
graduate total

#3, 000
6, 000

12, 000

The interest rate for new loans is in-
creased from 3 to 4 percent.

For both the national direct student
loan program and the guaranteed stu-
dent loan progzram four new circum-
stances under which borrowers can de-
fer repayment of their loans are defined:
First, periods of uo to 3 years for tem-
porarv tntal disahility (at the sueees-
tion of the gentleman from New York
(Mr. BincHAM) ; second, service in the
Commissioned Corps of the Public Health
Service (at the suzgestion of the gentle-
man from West Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS) ;
third, service as a full-time volunteer
with a nonvrofit agency that engaees in
activities like the Peace Corps or VISTA;
and fourth. internshirs required to be-
gin professional practice.

Efforts to curb defaults will be en-
hanced by a system for the exchange of
information on defaulted loans between
the Secretary and credit bureaus and
by providing for the sharing of names
and addresses of defaulters with lenders.
The conference substitute also reauires
the Secretary to attempt to collect de-
faulted loans for 4 years after they are
assigned and reocuires institutions to
provide thorough and accurate loan in-
formation to students.

The definition of handicapped stu-
dents for purposes of teacher loan can-
cellation is conformed to the definition
used in the Education of the Handi-
capped Act, at the initiative of the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. BAUMAN.)
The law is clarified with reeard to the
treatment of loan cancellations as in-
come.

The conference substitute also pro-
vides an alternative financing mecha-
nism through borrowing by the Secre-
tary to meet the student loan capital
needs of institutions of higher educa-
tion through a rrocedure hv which evist.-
ing campus revolving funds revert to
the Federal Government.

GENERAL FROVISIONS—TITLE IV
INSTITUTIONAL ELIGIBILITY

Institutions are renuired to provide

students and prospective students with
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information on their academic pro-
grams, costs, student financial aid pro-
grams, tuition refund policy, special
services for the handicapped, accredi-
tation status and standards of satisfac-
tory progress.

NEEDS ANALYSIS

The development of a single system of
needs analysis for eligibility for student
assistance is mandated. Participation by
the higher education community in the
development of an annual schedule of
expected family contributions is required,
and congressional review of the schedule
is provided for.

An assessment rate of 14 percent on
discretionary income is specified for ad-
justed gross family incomes less than
$25,000.

The criteria to be used in formulating
the expected family contribution sched-
ule are specified for all of title IV rather
than just for the basic grant program.
The criteria in current law applicable to
the basic grant program are retained
with the following exceptions and modi-
fications:

Reasonable child care expenses are in-
cluded in the student’s budget;

All individuals are provided with an
asset reserve of not less than $10.000. All
equity in the family’s principal place of
residence is excluded from consiuerat.on
as an asset at the initiative of Mr.
Drinan of Massachusetts. An additional
asset reserve of not less than $50,000 is
provided to those with farm or business
assets;

The assessment rate on the income of
independent students with dependents
will be the same as the rate for the fami-
lies of dependent students;

In calculating student cost of attend-
ance separate commuter budgets are pro-
vided for students who live with their
parents and those who do not;

Simplified data requirements from in-
stitutions by eliminating the requirement
that “actual” cost of attendance be pro-
vided for every student;

Permits the ecalculation of student
budgets on the basis of the costs of study
abroad where such study is included in a
formal program at the institution;

Requires that a married student will
be considered independent and be per-
mitted to use current year income in-
formation; and

Expenses for the special services or
equipment needed by handicapped stu-
dents are included in the student’s
budget.

EINGLE FORM

Requires that student eligibility for
title IV programs be established through
a single form without cost to the student
or the student’s family. Also requires that
the processing of such application be
decentralized to the maximum extent
practicable.

The Secretary is also authorized fo
develop a system of preeligibility assist-
ance to provide students with early no-
tice of their potential eligibility for
financial aid.

ADMINISTRATIVE ALLOWANCE

Provides institutions with an adminis-
trative allowance of $10 per each basic
grant recipient and $10 per each holder
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of a guaranteed student loan. In addi-
tion, provides that from the campus-
based programs each institution shall re-
ceive an administrative allowance equal
to 5 percent of the amount of campus-
based funds up to $2.75 million, 4 per-
cent of the amount of campus-based
funds greater than $2.75 million but less
than $5.5 million, and 3 percent of the
amount of campus-based funds in ex-
cess of $5.5 million. The ceiling on the
amount of administrative allowance an
institution can receive is removed, and
institutions are required to use their ad-
ministrative allowance solely for the
purpose of administering the student
financial aid programs.
CRIMINAL AND CIVIL PENALTIES

The criminal penalties for fraud
which in current law apply only to the
guaranteed student loan program are
applied to all of the title IV programs.
Institutions may be suspended or ter-
minated from the program or civil penal-
ties levied for substantial misrepresenta-
tion of educational programs, financial
changes or the employability of grad-
uates.

STUDENT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TRAINING

PROGRAM

The program is modified to provide
for training services through contracts
with the Secretary for those involved in
student financial assistance programs.

A National Commission on Student As-
sistance is established to undertake a
Z *ar studv of issues such as more
effective means to curb defaults, capi-
tal availability, the most appropriate
mix of gift aid and self help, the status
of financial aid for graduate students,
the appropriate level of public subsidy of
student loans and the impact of student
assistance on student career choices and
educational prices. In addition, special
1-year studies of the following topics will
be made: Insurance premiums charged
2 stu '-~t3. th= method of determining
the special allowance, the academic
progress standards required for student
eligibility for financial assistance and the
recapture of interest subsidies paid on
behalf of student borrowers by the Fed-
eral Government.

The President, the Speaker and the
President pro tempore of the Senate
each appoint one-third of the 12 mem-~
bers. It was evident in the hearings that
a great many questions concerning stu-
dent assistance generally cannot be an-
swered and that radical changes in the
current student loan programs cannot
therefore be justified at this time. The
Commission is created to provide an-
swers to these gquestions so that Congress
and the President will be better informed
in future deliberations on these pro-
grams. An authorization of $10 million is
provided.

TITLE V. TEACHER TRAINING PROGRAMS

The limitation on the salaries for
teacher interns in the Teacher Corps
programs is deleted. Cooperation be-
tween local educational agencies and in-
teacher center program is encouraged.

More emphasis is placed on updating
teachers in the use of technology, tele-
communications and testing. The pool
of eligible grantees for teacher centers
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is expanded with the inclusion of educa-
tional service agencies.

Direction is given to the Secretary to
make at least one grant award for
teacher centers in each State.

Grants to schools of education for up-
grading their faculty and curriculum to
meet current needs are authorized.

The conference substitute establishes
an Office of Education Professional De-
velopment in the Department of Educa-
tion to review professional development
operations and to coordinate their ac-
tivities among the various Federal edu-
cation programs.

The conference substitute authorizes
the following amounts for the Teacher
Corps program: $45 million, fiscal year
1981; $55 million, fiscal year 1982; $65
million, fiscal year 1983; $75 million, fis-
cal year 1984; $85 million, fiscal year
1985.

The conference substitute provides for
the following authorizations for teacher
training programs: $20 million, fiscal
year 1981; $30 million, fiscal year 1982;
$40 million, fiscal year 1983; $50 million,
fiscal year 1984; $55 million, fiscal year
1985.

The conference substitute authorizes
a new program of training for elemen-
tary and secondary school teachers to
teach handicapped children in areas
where there is a shortage of such teach-
ers. This training program is in the na-
ture of fellowships to individual teach-
ers who must within 5 years after com-
pletion of training teach for at least 2
years in a special education program or
repay the stipend awarded to the indi-
vidual.

The authorization levels for this new
program are: $2 million, fiscal year 1981;
$3 million, fiscal year 1982; $5 million,
fiscal years 1983-85.

Title VI of the current law is replaced
by a new title VI, foreign studies and
language development. The new title VI
incorporates title VI of the National De-
fense Education Act, language and area
studies, some provisions from the Inter-
national Education Act as well as the
recommendations of the President’s
Commission on Foreign Language and
International Studies. Mr. Smmon of Il-
linois, who served as a member of the
President’s Commission, provided the
leadership for the development of this
title.

The conference substitute provides the
following authorizations: $45 million,
fiscal year 1981; $55 million, fiscal year
1982; $70 million, fiscal year 1983; $80
million, fiscal year 1984; $85 million, fis-
cal year 1985.

The conference substitute authorizes a
new part B of title VI, business and in-
ternational education programs. This
new part establishes a dollar for dollar
matching grant program to postsecond-
ary institutions which have entered into
agreements with business enterprises,
trade organizations or consortia of such
organizations to establish or expand eur-
ricula to serve the international needs
of the American business community.

There is authorized an annual appro-
priation of $7,500,000 for fiscal year 1981
through 1985 for the purposes of this
new part.
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TITLE VII. CONSTRUCTION, RECONSTRUCTION, AND
RENOVATION OF ACADEMIC FACILITIES

The title is simplified but retains the
current State allocation formula. New

. authority to support improvement of re-

search facilities including libraries and
for compliance with section 504 is pro-
vided.

Assistance for facilities in areas ex-
periencing unusual increases in enroll-
ments or requiring the detection or re-
moval of asbestos hazards is also author-
ized. Part D, assistance in major disaster
areas, is repealed. The interest rate for
academic facilities loans is increased
from 3 to 4 percent.

The conference substitute provides the
following authorizations for part A, State
grant program for the construction, re-
construction and renovation of academ-
ic facilities: $140 million, fiscal vear
1981; $140 million, fiscal year 1982; $145
million, fiscal year 1983; $150 million,
fiscal year 1984; $155 million, fiscal year
1985.

The substitute provides an authoriza-
tion of $80 million per year for part B,
institutional grants for construction, re-
construction and renovation of graduate
academic facilities.

The substitute authorizes $110 million
per year for part C, loans for construc-
tion, reconstruction and renovation of
academic facilities.

TITLE VIII. COOPERATIVE EDUCATION

The conference substitute authorizes
$30 million for fiscal years 1981 through
1985 for the basic program. The maxi-
mum grant to a single institution is in-
creased from $175,000 to $325,000, and
the maximum grant to each member of a
consortium is increased from $120.000 to
$250,000. Different approaches to cooper-
ative education are encouraged by per-
mitting programs to include alternate
or “parallel” periods of work and study.

An authorization of $5 million for
each of the fiscal years 1981 through
1985 is provided for grants and contracts
for training and research.

TITLE IX. GRADUATE PROGRAMS

The title is updated by striking refer-
ences to the “expansion” of graduate
programs. Part A, grant to institutions
of higher education, is extended through
fiscal year 1985 at its current authoriza-
tion level of $50 million.

Parts B, C, and D of current law are
revised by the conference substitute to
provide a program of campus based grant
awards to graduate and professional stu-
dents based on financial need. The max-
imum award to a student is $4,500 per
year for 3 years.

The substitute also provides for the
maintenance of the level of awards (in-
cluding institutional allowances) for the
public service, mining and graduate and
professional opportunity fellowship pro-
grams. The substitute authorizes $60
million for fiscal year 1981 and for fiscal
year 1982 and such sums as may be nec-
essary for fiscal year 1983 through 1985
for this new part B.

The conference substitute also pro-
vides a new part C, national graduate
fellowships. This part would provide 450
portable competitive fellowships each
year in the arts, humanities, and social
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sciences. Selection of these fellowships
would be based on merit, with the
stipend awarded being related to the
recipient’s financial need. The national
graduate fellows program fellowship
board would be created to select the
areas in which the fellowships are to be
awarded and to appoint panels for the
selection of recipients.

The conference substitute extends the
program of assistance for training in
the legal profession as a new part D of
title IX with the following authoriza-
tions: $5 million, fiscal year 1981; $5
million, fiscal year 1982; $7.5 million,
fiscal year 1983; $7.5 million, fiscal year
1984; $10 million, fiscal year 1985.

The conference substitute continues
the authority for the law school clinical
experience program as part E in title IX
(deleting such authority from title XI).
The following authorizations are pro-
vided: $5 million, fiscal year 1981; $8
million, fiscal year 1982: $8 million,
fiscal year 1983; $9 million, fiscal year
1984; $10 million, fiscal year 1985.

TITLE X

The vacated parts of this title are re-
placed by transferring the authority for
the Fund for the Improvement of Post-
secondary Education from the General
Education Provisions Act. The Board of
the Fund is given a statutory base. The
following authorizations are provided:
$20 million, fiscal year 1981; $30 million,
fiscal year 1982; $40 million, fiscal year
1983; $50 million, fiscal year 1984; $50
million, fiscal year 1985.

Part C of title X creating the bureau
of occupational and adult education and
the community college unit is retained
in current law.

NEW TITLE XI. THE URBAN GRANT UNIVERSITY
FROGRAM

This title is designed to provide as-
sistance to urban educational institu-
tions in developing, in conjunction with
local officials, responses to needs and
problems of the urban area. It builds
on the idea that the urban university
and the urban area in which it is located
have a natural affiliation and that the
institution can provide research and
services to help address urban problems.

Under this program, grants will be
awarded on a competitive basis to insti-
tutions to provide applied research and
service projects for their cities. The ap-
plication must indicate the degree to
which the local government is involved
with planning and is committed to a fi-
nancial contribution to the project. The
Federal share is limited to 90 percent of
the project cost.

As defined in this title, an urban area
is an SMSA with a 500,000 or more popu-
lation (the State may designate an area
in States where there is no such SMSA).
An urban university is one which is lo-
cated in an urban area, draws a substan-
tial portion of its students from said
area; has the capacity to provide the
services authorized, and offers a suffi-
cient range of graduate or professional
programs to sustain its offerings of serv-
ices. A consortium can qualify for this
program as long as one member meets
all the qualifications.

I would like to stress one point all the
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supporters of title XI have made at one
time or another, and which I believe the
Department of Education must take very
much to heart. Title XI is a simple con-
cept, and one which requires a bare
minimum of Federal intervention. Un-
der the terms of title XI, the cities are
to decide what their problems are, and
the universities are to decide how they
can contribute to meeting those prob-
lems. The Secretary of Education has
broad discretion in deciding whether or
not a given city-university linkage is well
developed enough to justify approval of
an application under title XI, but those
of us who have worked on urban grant
for over 3 years now do not look upon
the provisions of the act as providing the
Secretary with a lot of blank spaces cry-
ing out to be filled with detailed regu-
latory prescription.

The conference report authorizes the
appropriation of up to $15 million for
fiscal year 1981 under this title. This
is not a large amount, but it is enough
to get the program underway and to
fund some projects, perhaps of a demon-
stration nature, during the initial pro-
gram year.

There are, Mr. Speaker, some urban
universities which have already devel-
oped the kind of ties with their cities and
counties which title XI calls for. I hope
the distinguished members of the Appro-
priations Committees will give careful
consideration to the appropriation of
some funds for title XI so that a few,
carefully chosen projects can get under
way in fiscal year 1981. The regulation
writing and application process should
be completed very soon, and there is no
good reason why, given some funding for
fiscal year 1981, we cannot embark on
the implementation of the Urban Grant
Act in the immediate future. Urban
grant, it seems to me, is in close har-
mony with the times. It does not call for
massive expenditures; it does not involve
major Federal intervention in local de-
cisionmaking, and it is intended to bring
the resources of the city and the re-
sources of the urban university together
in order to make the most effective and
economical use of both.

The authorization levels are: fiscal
yvear 1981, $15 million; fiscal year 1982,
$25 million; fiscal year 1983, $40 million;
fiscal year 1984, $50 million; fiscal year
1985, $65 million.

I introduced this legislation in the last
Congress with 57 cosponsors. Five days
of hearings were held on the bill in 1978.
The legislation was reintroduced in this
as H.R. 3181, which simplified and clari-
fied it on the basis of what was learned
through the hearings. HR. 3181 has 72
COSPONSOTS.

TITLE XII. GENERAL PROVISIONS

The provision for State agreements are
modified to simplify the mechanism
through which States provide assurances
to the Federal Government for their par-
ticipation in programs authorized under
the Higher Education Act.

; The States are given more flexibility
in establishing a structure through which
to perform federally required planning
under the Higher Education Act, but
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broad participation continues to be as-
sured.

The conference substitute authorizes
the Secretary to make such modifications
of any program under the act as she
deems necessary in order to adapt such
programs to the needs of the territories,
and requires the Secretary within 18
months after the time of enactment to
conduct an analysis of the unique edu-
cational needs of the territories.

The conference substitute also au-
thorizes $2 million for each fiscal year
through 1985 to support the cost of post-
secondary education programs in Guam
for nonresident students from other Pa-
cific territories.

The conference substitute establishes
a National Advisory Committee on Ac-
creditation and Institutional Eligibility
to advise the Secretary.

NEW TITLE XIII. WOMEN'S WORKSITE DEVEL-
OPMENT PROGRAM

The conference substitute authorizes a
program to encourage and to support the
efforts of all forms of postsecondary in-
stitutions to serve women in their work-
places with the collaboration of labor
unions and employers. An authorization
of $7.5 million is provided for each fiscal
year 1981 through 1985.

TITLE XIV. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

The conference substitute amends the
contingent extension provision of the
General Election Provisions Act to au-
thorize the contingent extension of any
forward-funded program for 2 fiscal
years,

The conference substitute amends the
General Education Provisions Act to au-
thorize the Congress to disapprove De-
partment of Education regulations in
whole or in part.

The conference substitute authorizes
appropriations to the Secretary of Edu-
cation for fiscal year 1981 of $2.5 million
for the college science teacher program,
and $5 million for the minority institu-
tion science program.

The conference substitute extends the
life of the Commission on the Review of
the Federal Impact Aid Program until
September 30, 1981.

The conference substitute amends the
General Education Provisions Act to pro-
vide that no regulation affecting any in-
stitution of higher education in the
United States shall become effective un-
less the agency promulgating such reg-
ulation publishes in the Federal Register
an educational impact assessment state-
ment which shall identify what informa-
tion specified by the regulation is avail-
able from another authority of the Unit-
ed States.

The conference substitute authorizes
the Secretary to make a 1-year study of
programs authorized by the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act, the Voca-
tional Education Act and the Education
of the Handicapped Act in order to ana-
lyze if there are unnecessary duplica-
tions, conflicts and reporting require-
ments in these programs, while at the
same time insuring the delivery of educa-
tional services and the ability of the Fed-
eral Government to monitor and evalu-
ate the programs’ effectiveness in serving
the desired target populations.

The conference substitute adds, as a
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priority for research by the National
Institute of Education, special problems
of the nontraditional student. The au-
thorization for the Institute is extended
at the following levels: $125 million, fiscal
year 1981; $145 million, fiscal year 1982;
$165 million, fiscal year 1983; $190 mil-
lion, fiscal year 1984; $215 million, fiscal
year 1985.

The conference substitute establishes
and advisory council to evaluate the
needs of Native Hawaiians and the effec-
tiveness of existing State and federally
assisted educational programs in meeting
such needs. A total of $500,000 is author-
ized for the period of fiscal years 1981
through 1983.

The conference substitute authorizes
a 1-year provision amending the impact
aid laws to provide special assistance to
local school districts facing influxes of
Cuban, Haitian, and Indochinese ref-
ugee children.

The conference substitute extends the
authorization of appropriations for con-
struction at Navajo Community College
for 1 year and changes the authorization
to an amount based on the actual cost of
operation and maintenance of the
institution.

The conference substitute makes the
College of Micronesia a land-grant
college.

The conference substitute authorizes
an appropriation of $750,000 per year to
be matched by funds from private
sources for the Robert A. Taft Institute.

The conference substitute authorizes
$6 million for fiscal year 1981 for a grant
to establish the General Daniel James
Memorial Health Education Center to be
located in the Tuskegee Institute in
Tuskegee, Ala.

The conference substitute authorizes
$750,000 for fiscal year 1981 to establish
the William Levi Dawson Chair of Pub-
lic Affairs at Fisk University at Nash-
ville, Tenn.

Mr. Speaker, sitting to my left is the
most senior member of this committee
who has contributed more to higher edu-
cation legislation since the adoption of
the act in 1965 than any other individ-
ual, and who was probably the most
active member of the conference.

The name of the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. JouN BRADEMAS) is synon-
ymous with higher education legislation
in this House.

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

Mr. FORD of Michigan. I yield to the
gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to express my appreciation to our col-
league, the gentleman from Michigan,
the Honorable WiLLiam D. Forp, for his
gracious remarks and to voice my strong
support for the conference report on
H.R. 5192, the Education Amendments
of 1980.

Mr. Speaker, allow me both as one who
has served on the House subcommittee
with jurisdiction over higher education
for nearly 22 years and as a member of
the conference committee on the legisla-
tion now under consideration, warmly to
commend the distinguished chairman of
the Subcommittee on Postsecondary
Education, BirL Forp, on his outstanding
leadership on this important legislation.
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BiLL Forp is a legislator's legislator.
He does his homework and understands
his subcommittee and committee and
knows how to work effectively with both
majority and minority members in the
House as well as in the other body.

So I want to congratulate him on the
splendid job he has done on this legisla-
tion as well as to salute the other mem-
bers of the subcommittee, both Demo-
crats and Republicans. They have work-
ed hard and cooperated effectively in
bringing this legislation to the floor.

In particular, Mr. Speaker, I should
like to acknowledge the valuable con-
tributions of several distinguished mem-
bers of the conference committee, the
chairman of the Education and Labor
Committee, the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. PErRxINS) ; the ranking minor-
ity member of the committee, Mr. AsH-
prook; and the ranking minority mem-
ber of the subcommittee, the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. BUCHANAN).

Mr. Speaker, I should also cite Mem-
bers of the other body for their contribu-
tions, in particular, the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Education, Arts, and
the Humanities, the distinguished senior
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL),
and the distinguished senior Senator
from New York (Mr. JAviTS).

I want also, Mr. Speaker, to echo the
tribute paid by Chairman Forp to Wil-
liam Gaul, who served as a principal
staff assistant on the Committee on
Education and Labor for so many years
and whose own conftributions to the
shaping of Federal higher education
policy will endure for many more years.
All of us who knew and worked with

Bill Gaul mourn his passing even as
we are grateful for his life.
Mr. Speaker, this important measure,

the conference report on HR. 5192,
seeks to advance the goal of achieving
equal educational opportunity through
continuing and strengthening our pro-
grams of Federal financial assistance to
students.

The passage of this legislation will re-
affirm the commitment of the Federal
Government to help students attend
colleges and universities throughout the
United States whether those institutions
are public or private.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the House and
Senate conferees have worked out a fair
compromise and that it is embodied in
the conference report we are today con-
sidering. The measure on which we shall
shortly act represents a genuine biparti-
san effort in which Members of the
House can take pride.

I shall not, Mr. Speaker, attempt to
discuss all aspects of the conference re-
port but I want to mention certain sec-
tions of the bill which, in my judgment,
deserve particular attetnion.

I think it important to note, Mr.
Speaker, that the conference report
contains several new provisions to as-
sist college students who need assist-
ance.

First, under the conference report, the
maximum basic educational opportu-
nity grant that a student can receive
would be increased step-by-step from
the current figure of $1,800 to $2,600
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by fiscal 1985. Moreover, that portion of
a student’s costs which the grant would
cover would rise from half to 70 percent.

Second, the conference report would
make basic grants available to students
for the full time required to complete
their undergraduate studies instead of,
as in present law, limiting the availa-
bility of the grants to four academic
Years.

Third, the conference report would
increase the supplemental educational
opportunity grant, for students with ex-
traordinary financial need, from $1,500
to $2,000.

These several changes, Mr. Speaker,
obviously continue our policy of provid-
ing assistance to students primarily on
the basiis of financial need. There are
other provisions in the bill which pre-
ser o our commitment to recognizing
not nly the needs of poor students but
of middle-income students and their
families for some help.

The maximum guaranteed student
loan available to independent students
rogardless of their income would, under
the conference report, be raised from

3,0 10 to $3,000.

7, enable parents more easily to con-
tiibute to the education of their children
in .ollege, the conference report estab-
lishes a new parent loan program per-
mitting parents to borrow up to $3,000.

Further help is offered to families, re-
gardless of income, by excluding the
principal residence of a family from con-
sideration as an asset in determining the
resources a student’s family has avail-
able to pay college costs.

Mr. Speaker, these provisions and
others in the conference report aimed
at expanding the several Federal student
assistance programs will help low- and
middle-income students meet the in-
creased costs of college at all types of
institutions—private and public, 2 year
and 4 year, small colleges and large re-
search universities.

I am especially gratified, Mr. Speaker,
that the House conferees insisted on re-
jecting provisions in the Senate bill
which would have seriously reduced the
ability of many students to borrow funds
for college. Members of the conference
committee refused to accept Senate pro-
visions that would have required stu-
dents, after leaving college, to repay the
interest they incurred while in college.

The conference committee also re-
jected a Senate provision that would
have raised the interest rate on guaran-
teed studentv loans from 7 to 9 percent
and reached a compromise on this mat-
ter. In addition, the conference rejected
a Eenate proposal to shorten from 9 to
4 months the grace period before repay-
me:t of loans must begin.

Let me mention as well, Mr. Speaker,
that the conference agreement also con-
tains provisions for the following pur-
poses: To strengthen college libraries,
assist institutions with high percentages
of low-income students, simplify pro-
cedures for student-aid applications,
expand programs in international educa-
tion, provide fellowships to train teach-
ers of handicapped children and con-
tinue support for educational research
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conducted by the National Institute of
Education.

Mr. Speaker, as author of the original
legislation that authorized the National
Institute of Education, I was of course
pleased to see the conference agree to
continue the work of this significant in-
stitution.

I am gratified as well to see our dis-
tinguished colleague from Illinois, the
Honorable PavL Smvon, chairman of the
Select Education Subcommittee, provide
leadership in another area of long-
standing interest to me, international
education, and Mr. SimoN's influence is
demonstrated by provisions contained in
the conference report.

To reiterate, Mr. Speaker, this legisla-
tion has strong bipartisan support. The
conference report deserves the approval
of this body and I urge its adoption.

J 1100

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

Mr. FORD of Michigan. I yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I, too, want
to join the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
BRADEMAS) in complimenting the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. BiLL Forp) for
his leadership in bringing forth this
monumental piece of education legisla-
tion. It was through his leadership and
his ability and the amount of hours he
has put in, he and the ranking Repub-
lican member, the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. BucHANAN) and all the mem-
bers of the committee that we are able
to vote on this piece of legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask a few
questions of the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. FORD).

The gentleman will remember that at
the request of the Speaker and myself,
the gentleman’s committee made a spe-
cial provision under title VII for con-
struction, reconstruction, and renovation
of academic facilities for graduate
libraries. I am delighted to see that the
House and Senate conferees have agreed
to these provisions.

Your committee recognized our request
specifically in its report to the House.
This provision was brought to the gen-
tleman's attention because there are a
few institutions who have not been able
to add new library facilities for over 35
or 40 years because of financial re-
straints. Many institutions have con-
structed new library facilities under the
provisions of this law. Is the gentleman
aware of that?

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Yes. I under-
stand that there is one such instance at
Boston College.

Mr. CONTE. Well, that is right. This
prestigious institution now has some
funds available, but needs assistance
under title VII.

In view of the need for funds for grad-
uate facilities, two priorities, which are:
Graduate facilities with unclosed loans,
and research libraries as reported by the
Senate and House conferees, prompted
our Appropriations Committee, under
the great leadership of the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. NATCHER) to release
$25 million from amounts available in
the higher education loan fund for grad-
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uate facilities. The committee also pro-
vided authority to the Secretary of Edu-
cation to provide funds in excess of
campus loan limits to meet gpeci_al and
critical needs within these priorities.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
I am delighted to say to the gentleman
from Massachusetts that the committee
took note, not only of the gentleman’s
request, but of the long and hard work
of the gentleman from Massachusetts
and his consistent efforts on behalf of
appropriations for the legislation that
comes from our committee and deemed
it wise to follow the gentleman’s coupsel.
If the gentleman sees the committee
report, he will note that we specifically
referred to the purposes the gentleman
has just outlined. We are very pleased
to note that the 1981 appropriations bill
coming from the gentleman’s committee
takes into account the report language
from our committee and we expect that
these projects will, in fact, come into
being very quickly and the gentleman
from Massachusetts and the Speaker are
to be complimented for bringing this to
our attention.

I think the gentleman should recog-
nize that it is a very strong compliment
to the gentleman from Massachusetts,
as well as to the Speaker, that when this
was raised by my amendment on the
gentleman’s behalf in the committee,
there was not a single dissenting vote.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. Forp) very much. He is a good man
and the gentleman’s district is lucky to
have him.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. FORD of Michigan. I yield to the
distinguished gentleman from EKentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, we are
bringing before the House today a land-
mark conference report on the contin-
uation and revision of the Federal higher
education laws. This bill, if adopted, will
afford millions and millions of American
citizens in the years ahead an oppor-
tunity they might not otherwise have to
pursue a postsecondary education.

This conference report is the product
of the efforts of many Members of Con-
gress; but I would particularly like to
acknowledge the diligent leadership of
the chairman, BiLr Forp, of the Subcom-
mittee on Postsecondary Education and
of its ranking minority member, Con-
gressman JOHN BUCHANAN.

These gentlemen, along with their ded-
icated staffs, have invested 2 years of
work in producing one of the most bal-
anced and forward-looking pieces of leg-
islation we have ever had in the area of
postsecondary education.

Since all the members of the Subcom-
mittee on Postsecondary Education
worked so hard on this bill, it is only ap-
propriate that we acknowledge their ac-
complishments at this time. In addition
to BiLn Forp and JoHN BucHANAN, the
following Members served with great
distinetion on that subcommittee: Jouw
BrADEMAS, FRANK THOMPSON, JR., MARIO
BiAGGr, PAuL SimMoN, PETER PEYSER,
JOsSEPH GAYDOS, AUSTIN MurpHY, TED
WEIss, WILLIAM RATCHFORD, JAMES JEF-
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FORDS, MICKEY EpwarDs, THOMAS TAUKE,
THoMAS PETRI, and JOHN ASHBROOK.

I am very pleased that the Senate-
House conference committee was able to
reach agreement on all of the difficult
issues facing us during the course of our
long hours of deliberation. But during
these sessions, Mr. Speaker, I was con-
stantly aware of, and saddened by, the
absence of our longstanding counsel for
higher education—Bill Gaul.

Bill worked for the committee for well
over 17 years and devcloped extraordi-
nary expertise in a wide number of
areas—most particularly in the area of
postsecondary education. I missed him
dearly during our conference proceed-
ings, and I know many of my fellow con-
ferees felt likewise. As a tribute to him
and his unique ability, the statement of
the managers in this conference report
contains a dedication to his fine work
over the years and to his memory.

Because I know that BrnL Forp and
JoHN BucHANAN will describe in great
detail the many provisions of this con-
ference report, I would like to only
briefly touch on the highlights.

GRANTS

The keystone of Federal aid in the
area of higher education involves the
provisions of Federal student financial
aid and the most essential ingredient of
that assistance is the basic educational
opportunity grant program.

I am very pleased to report to the
House that the conference report before
us today extends these grants through
fiscal year 1985, and increases the grant
limits over that period of time in order to
provide for a more equitable payment to
meet the rapidly increasing costs of
higher education.

Beginning in fiscal year 1980, basic
grants will be available to pay to the
neediest student 50 percent of their costs
of education, with a maximum grant of
$1,900. This grant will increase by fiscal
yvear 1985 to a maximum of 70 percent
of the cost of education, with the dollar
limit of $2,600.

These grants have very appropriately
been renamed the “Pell Grants” by this
conference report. The Senator from
Rhode Island was the initiator of this
concept back in 1972, and his steadfast
support of these grants over the years
has insured their being the most es-
sential ingredient today in Federal stu-
dent aid. Consequently, the conference
committee readily adopted a provision
renaming these grants in his honor as
a tribute to his leadership over the years.

In addition to the strengthening of the
“Pell Grants,” the conference report also
extends and increases the supplemental
educational opportunity grants, and the
assistance which is available under the
TRIO programs for the disadvantaged.
These programs are of vital importance
to the poor of this country in their efforts
to achieve a college education.

LOANS

The conference report also extends
through fiscal year 1985 the second
major ingredient of Federal student
aid—namely, the Federal student loan
programs. Both the guaranteed student
loan program and the national direct
student loan program are also exten-
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sively revised in order to more appro-
priately meet the needs of students seek-
ing a higher education in today’'s world.

The guaranteed student loan program
is modified by increasing the amounts
which students can borrow, thereby
acknowledging the rapidly increasing
costs of a higher education. In addition,
the interest rate for the guaranteed stu-
aent loan program is increased from
T to 8 percent.

I, as well as many other conferees,
fought a long hard battle against in-
creasing this interest rate on guaran-
teed loans. We lost out because the Sen-
ate was insistent on a higher interest
rate. We were fortunate, however, in re-
sisting demands to go to a 9 percent in-
terest rate, as advocated by the Senate.
Instead, we compromised at the 8-per-
cent level which is in the report.

I myself believe that a root cause of
today's economic problems in the coun-
try is the unconscionably high level of
interest being charged for use of money.
1 strongly feel that until we make money
available at more reasonable rates of
interest, our economy will never recover
from its present difficulties.

Consequently, I had a great deal of
difficulty in accepting this higher in-
terest rate, especially in light of the
fact that we will be discouraging citi-
zens from pursuing further education
because they will have to pay more money
for this training.

This seems to me to be just the oppo-
site of what we should be doing if we
want our country to grow and to prosper.
However, regrettably, the essence of a
conference committee is compromise
and in order to secure agreement on this
bill, we had to accept this somewhat
higher interest rate.

I am pleased though that the confer-
ence committee rejected the so-called
Metzenbaum amendment from the bill.
This Senate amendment would have im-
posed a needs test for students borrow-
ing from the guaranteed student loan
program, and it would have required
certain students to repay the interest
which had been deferred on their loans
while they attended school.

While many conferees felt attracted to
the principles espoused by the amend-
ment, prior experience with a needs test
in 1972 has shown us that the introduc-
tion of such a device would serve to de-
stroy the guaranteed student loan pro-
gram. As it is, a delicate balance exists
in trving to maintain certain Federal
standards while also trying to encourage
banks to make these loans which are
sometimes inconvenient and cumber-
some to them. A complexity such as a
needs test would have destroyed that
balance and severely hampered the pro-
gram.

Similarly. the imposition of a require-
ment for the payback of interest de-
ferred while attending school would have
brought undue complexity to the pro-
gram and would have further discour-
aged banks and students from partici-
pating.

Instead of adopting this amendment, a
study has been ordered to be completed
within 1 year on ways in which the prin-
ciples of the Metzenbaum amendment
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could be implemented without these
deleterious effects.

As regards the national student loan
program, the conference committee faced
a situation concerning interest rates in
that program similar to the problems
faced with the guaranteed student loan
program. The national direct loan
program has been extended by the con-
ference through 1985. However, the Sen-
ate sought to increase the interest rate
for this program all the way up to 7
percent from the current 3 percent. We
had to fight hard in order to retain a
reasonable compromise, and I am very
pleased to report that the interest rate
for this program was increased only
moderately to 4 percent.

I myself would have preferred to re-
main at 3 percent for the reasons I men-
tioned earlier. But given the fact that
the Senate’s bill had a T-percent interest
rate and that the Senate conferees were
pushing hard for cost savings, I feel that
we were fortunate in securing a 4-per-
cent interest rate for this program.

In my opinion, the national direct
student loan program is one of the finest
investments which the Federal Govern-
ment has ever made in the area of edu-
cation. The availability of these loans
has enabled thousands and thousands of
citizens over the years to attend institu-
tions of higher education, and I am grat-
ified that the conference report extends
this program essentially unchanged.

The only major modification made by
the conference report was the adoption
of an optional funding technicue which
was proposed by the Senate. This tech-
nique would permit the Secretary of Ed-
ucation to issue bonds in order to raise
revenue to provide the same amount of
loan capital on college campuses as 18
presently being provided through the in-
stitution’s revolving funds and through
annual Federal capital contributions.

The Senate had originally proposed
that this alternative financing be made
mandatory and that the entire national
direct student loan program be operated
by a new Federal association which
would operate apart from the Depart-
ment of Education. The conference re-
jected both the creation of the associa-
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tion and the mandatory nature of this
revenue bond funding.

However, again in the spirit of com-
promise and in order to reach an accord,
we did accept the idea of this type of
funding as an alternative funding device
available to the Secretary of Education.

I myself would hope that the situa-
tion would never arise where the Secre-
tary of Education would feel the need to
turn to this alternative funding tech-
nique. The program has served us well
over the years as it is presently consti-
tuted, and I would hope that we would
not jeopardize the benefits of the pro-
gram through experimenting with this
untried revenue raising procedure.

I am also pleased to report that the
conference agreement continues the can-
cellation provisions for these Federal loan
programs. These cancellation provisions
only cost the Federal Government about
$14 million annually, but they provide
the incentive for many hundreds of stu-
dents to enter the teaching profession in
disadvantaged areas and in the education
of the handicapped.

MISCELLANEQOUS

In general, the conference report ex-
tends all of the other expiring Federal
programs aiding higher education
through fiscal year 1985. I am particu-
larly pleased by the extension of the col-
lege library programs. Those programs
have provided much needed assistance to
institutions that are financially strapped
in trying to bring adequate library re-
sources to their campuses.

I am also happy to report that the
cooperative education program has been
extended and that its present focus re-
mains unchanged. The Senate had sought
to permit the Federal Administrators to
shift funds in that program toward large
demonstration programs at major uni-
versities. The adoption of that amend-
ment would have been very harmful to
small institutions which rely on these
Federal grants for their basic coopera-
tive programs. I am pleased that the con-
ference report retains that approach.

Lastly, I would like to note that the
conference report substantially reduces
authorizations for these higher educa-
tion programs from those contained in
the House-passed version of H.R. 5192.
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As a general principle, the conference
report reduces the House figures, by tak-
ing 60 percent of the difference between
the two bodies. As an example of the real
savings in authorization levels which
have been accomplished by this action,
the conference report reduced college li-
brary programs (title II) authorizations
from $140 million in fiscal year 1981 to
$30 million. Subsequent year authoriza-
tions reflect similar reductions for these
programs. I myself do not agree with
these reductions for the library programs,
but the House conferees had to take this
action because of the Senate’s insistence.

Annual Teacher Corps authorizations
amounted to $100 million in the House-
passed bill; in the conference report that
figure is reduced to $45 million for fiscal
year 1981, rising to $85 million in fiscal
year 1985.

Lastly, $300 million was recommended
annually by the House-passed bill for
g_rants for the construction and renova-
tion of undergraduate higher education
facilities. The conference report reduced
that figure to 8140 million for fiscal year
1981, going up to $155 million for fiscal
year 1985.

CONCLUSION

In summary, Mr. Speaker, I believe
we are bringing before the House a well-
balanced piece of legislation which will
permit the Federal Government to assist
millions of our citizens during the first
half of this decade to attend institutions
of higher education.

The results of this education will cer-
tainly be of benefit to all of us, and I
believe that the investment of these tax
dollars contained in this bill will be re-
turned to our country’s benefit many
times over, not only in terms of earned
taxes returned to the U.S. Treasury, but
also and more importantly, in terms of
potential creativity and imagination
which will be the result of the increased
academic endeavor and education bene-
fits made available to our citizens who,
without the help and assistance con-
tained in the program of this legislation,
vavﬁuld not be able to attend college at

Mr. Speaker, I believe this conference
report can be supported by every Mem-
ber of this body.

H.R. 5192—EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1980: CONFERENCE AGREEMENT

Titlefitem

Fiscal year—

1983

. Educatlan outreach:
of National Develop
8 S'Iate planning and continuing education
s Coilegellbrar:es
A. College library resources.
B. Library training, research, “and developmeni
C. Strengthening research 1!hrary TesoUrces.

D. National periodical system.. e i

. Institutional aid:

(Both part A, Strengthemng Insmullons and parl B, Aid to Institutions with Special Needs)____
1 2

C. Challenge grants.
. Student aid:
Basid educational opportunity grants_ .
Supplemental educahanal uppuriunliy llants
Initial year_.
Continuing year

State student ""ten"w grants (mma: and r.on!mulng gm.m

College work-study program
National direct loan program.
Student Aid Commission
TRIO (special services for disadvantaged)
Migrant students
. Teacher training programs:
A. Teachers Corp_ ...
B. Teacher training_ .. _ __
C. Teachers of handicapped

t in Postsecondary Education. . e
$40, 000, 000
30, 000, 000

15, 000, 000
185, 000, 000
25, 000, 000
Such sums

400, 000, 000
Such sums

100, 000, 000
720, 000, 000

§80, 000,000
30, 000, 000

30, 000, 000

15, 000, 000
Such sums

" §50, 006, 000 $160, 000, 050

000, 000

750, 000

210, 000, 000

245, 000, D00 .
35000000 280, 000, D00

45, 000, 000 50, 000, 000

Such sums

400, 000, 000
Such sums

Such sums

400, 000, 000
Such sums
00, 000, 000

Such sums
400, 000, 000

Such sums

85, 000, 000
55, 000, 000
§, 000, 000
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H.R. 5192—EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1980: CONFERENCE AGREEMENT

Title/Item

Fiscal year—
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. International education:

A. International and foreign language studies.____________

B. Business and international education program_

Sec. 605 (amendment to part N, ESEA 11, International Understanding). - ...
. Construction, reconstruction, and renovation of academic facilities:

A. Grants for undergraduate facilities
B. Grants for graduate facilities
C. Loans for acad facilities

Cooperative education:

Sec. 802—Grants
B03—Ri

Sec. 803

. Graduate programs.
A. Grants to institutions. .. ........
B. Graduate fellowshi

L
D.
E

St
National graduate reltnw_s progra
Training in legal profession
Law school clinical experience . .____.___.
. Fund for improy tof p dary educatio
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. General provisions: Territorial grant assistance. .
. Women's worksite lopment demonst
. Part B, National Institute of Education...

Part H(1) Robert A. Taft Institute

Part A, General Education Provisions________
Science education minority science education
Part H(3) William L. Dawson Chair of Public Affairs_

ation progra

Part D, Native Hawaiian Education Study . __.___..__..____
Part H(2), General Daniel James Memorial Health Education Centcr_

Part F, Navajo Com ty College p
Part E, Refugee Children Impact Aid
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Such sums

2, 878, 250, 000

3, 105, 000, 000

3, 394, 250, 000
$16, 050, 350, 000

3,674, 750, 000

t Available through Dec. 31, 1983.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the
distinguished chairman of the subcom-
mittee, the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. Forp), a couple of questions.

I would like to correct an error which
was made in the statement of the man-
agers. This error concerns the effective
date for a provision reducing the special
allowance in the guaranteed student
loan program.

Section 420 of the conference report
amends section 438 of the Higher Edu-
cation Act in order to modify the special
allowance. However, the effective date
for this modification in the conference
report states that it “shall not apply to
loans which were made or insured prior
to October 1, 1980."”

The statement of the managers in
item 94 states this effective date differ-
ently. If I may quote from the statement
of the managers.

The House recedes with an amendment
that the revised special allowance shall ap-
ply only to loans made or purchased from

proceeds of tax exempt bonds issued after
October 1, 1980.

For the sake of legislative history, I
would like to make clear that the provi-
sion in the conference report controls
and that the description in the state-
ment of the managers is incorrect. The
description in the statement of the man-
agers should say that this modification
of the special allowance shall not apply
to loans which were made or insured
prior to October 1, 1980.

If I might, I would like to ask the floor
manager of this conference report who
is the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Postsecondary Education whether he
agrees with this interpretation.

Mr. FORD. I agree with Chairman
PERKINS' description of the facts. The
statement of the managers is not correct,
and the conference report controls.

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

11110

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
conference report to H.R. 5192, Educa-

tion Amendments of 1980. This confer-
ence report represents the interests and
concerns of House Members as reflected
in their overwhelming passage on Nov-
ember 7, 1979 of H.R. 5192 by a 385 to 15
vote in spite of the opposition to the bill
by the administration.

We come before you with a conference
report that has been trimmed in the size
of its authorization to meet the concerns
of the administration and the other
body, but one that comprises a substan-
tial new commitment to post-secondary
education and to student assistance pro-
grams. We come before you today with a
conference report that has the adminis-
tration's support. I hope their support
does not cost us too many votes.

Before relating the contents of the
conference report, I would like to take
this opportunity to compliment the
chairman of the Education and Labor
Committee, Mr. PErRkINs, the ranking
Republican on the committee, Mr. Asa-
BROOK, and other conferees for their out-
standing work during this conference. In
particular, I would like to commend the
distinguished chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Post-secondary Education, Mr.
Forp, for his outstanding leadership
during the past 2 years in reauthorizing
the Higher Education Act. The excellent
conference report before us today can be
largely attributed to Mr. Forp’s thorough
preparation and knowledgeable guidance
throughout the reauthorization process.
From the time almost 2 years ago when
he urged the postsecondary community
to make recommendations to him in
writing until the last signature was
placed on the conference report, his
leadership has been an example that
other legislators ought to emulate.

Mr. Speaker, I would say that BiLn
Forp has stood as tall as a man can stand
and has done as much as one man can
do to make certain that in this country
we make the most of our most precious
resources, our human resources, to make
certain that every American who desires
a postsecondary education shall have that

education, and to make sure that every
family that has the dream, the great
American dream of sending a child to col-
lege, shall have that dream fulfilled.

I will say to every person involved in
education in the United States that when
Biir Forp enters the room they ought to
stand up and cheer. Mr. Forp has done a
magnificent job of leadership. We started
out with no bill. We started out with let-
ters he wrote to all of the interested
groups seeking their counsel on what was
right about existing programs and what
needed to be changed. Then the stafl
compiled the responses and we held hear-
ings based on those responses. BiLL ForD
then caused panels to be formed to talk
about the differences and to iron out the
problems. We saw throughout the process
statesmanship on the part of many in-
dividuals and entities in the postsecond-
ary education community as they them-
selves helped to resolve the problems and
work out a consensus and bipartisan bill.

Last November, this body gave a man-
date to the House conferees to stand firm
on the positions taken by the House re-
garding Federal postsecondary education
programs. I firmly believe that the report
presented to the House today represents
the best interests of the members of the
House of Representatives and reflects
those concerns expressed during the de-
bate on the Higher Education Act here in
the House. Despite the overwhelming sup-
port of H.R. 5192 last fall, some mem-
bers were concerned that the cost of the
reauthorized programs was too great.
Since last November budgetary concerns
have come to the floor in Congress and
pressure has been increasingly placed on
reducing the costs of Federal programs.
The Senate bill reflected these increased
budgetary concerns and the conference
report moves in the direction of the Sen-
ate bill. Almost without exception, the
final authorization levels for the pro-
grams in this bill are closer to the lower
Senate figures, thus lowering the yearly
authorized costs by over $1 billion per
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year when compared to the House re-
ported bill.

In spite of these reductions from the
House bill, I can confidently say that
this conference report expands the stu-
dent assistance programs tremendously
and, as in 1978 with the Middle-Income
Student Assistance Act, heralds a new
era for Federal support of access and
choice in postsecondary education. We
have kept our commitment made with
the passage of MISAA to the middle-in-
come taxpayer, and, most importantl:v.
insured that the low-income student will
be provided sufficient financial support
to allow him or her to make the best of
their mind and abilities. I am firmly
convinced that an investment in the fu-
ture of our young people is the single
best investment for insuring that
America will remain strong in the dec-
ades ahead.

As in current law, over 90 percent of
the authorized program moneys are in
the student financial assistance title
(title IV). The conferees feel that the
best way to provide educational oppor-
tunity to postsecondary students is to
provide them the financial means to
select the types of programs and insti-
tutions that will best supply their edu-
cational needs. One of the most difficult
issues during the past 2 years was how
to resolve the debate between the inde-
pendent and the public sector regarding
the basic educational opportunity grant
program (BEOG). In an effort to in-
crease the percentage of costs that could
be covered by a BEOG, we made sure
that in increasing that percentage the
independent institutions would be pro-
tected by increasing our support of those
programs that particularly are beneficial
to students attending independent insti-
tutions.

At this point I would like to commend
the various postsecondary education in-
terest groups for the manner in which
they dealt with the issue of the BEOG
“half-cost” compromise. At the urging
of the distinguished chairman from
Michigan (Mr. Forp) the various interest
groups worked cooperatively in drafting
a compromise that was fair to all sec-
tors of postsecondary education. With-
out this cooperation, our job would have
been more difficult and the cleavages
left by large scale disagreements in the
grant area would be disastrous for sup-
port of Federal student aid programs in
the coming years.

The conferees agreed to a half-cost
compromise which set the fiscal year
1981 maximum BEOG at $1,900 covering:
50 percent of a student’s cost, with n
minimum SEOG funding level of $40)
million. By 1985, we authorize a maxi-
mum BEOG of $2,600 covering 70 per-
cent of costs with a $480 million SEOG.
The issue of how to deal with the thresh-
olds for the BEOG program was a dif-
ficult one. The compromise finally struck
would allow a basic grant to be funded
up to $1,800 in fiscal year 1981 before
SEOG funding of $400 million is man-
dated. The SEOG thresholds are then in-
creased in proportion to the increases in
future years of the BEOG maximum,

The most difficult issue to deal with
in conference was the structure and fi-
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nancing of the national direct student
loan program. The Senate sought to es-
tablish a totally new, off-budget na-
tional Direct Student Loan Association
which would centralize the basic loan
program and shift the loan volume from
the current private sector to a Govern-
ment-run program. The House last year
very carefully studied this proposal and
rejected it overwhelmingly. We wanted
to retain the current NDSL program
which requires direct appropriations and
decentralization at the capital level, and
at the same time emphasize the use of
private capital in the guaranteed stu-
dent loan program, GSL. The compro-
mise presented today in the conference
report is as follows:

The national direct student loans,
NDSL, program is reauthorized to op-
erate essentially as under current law.
The interest rate is raised from 3 to 4
percent, and the option is added for
the Secretary of Education to finance
loans under the NDSL program through
borrowings from the Federal Financing
Bank as well as appropriations from the
Congress and loan repayments. Centrali-
zation of NDSL program operations
could occur at some point in the future,
but only if sufficient loan capital is avail-
able from Federal sources to completely
replace the total loan capital available
from all the NDSL revolving funds.

The guaranteed student loan (GSL)
program also is reauthorized to operate
essentially as under current law. The in-
terest rate is maintained at 7 percent for
new borrowers. The provisions placed in
the Senate version of the bill by Senator
HowaArp MEeTzENBAUM, which would add
interest accrued during the in-school
period to the repayment burden of many
student borrowers, are not included in
the conference report.

A new parent loan program is author-
ized to be established, with an interest
rate of 8 percent for parents who choose
to begin repayment within 60 days after
origination of the loans, and 11 percent
for those who choose to defer repayment.

Although the bulk of the Federal sup-
port of postsecondary education is
through student assistance, the confer-
ence report reflects significant changes
in many of the other institutional assist-
ance programs. The educational Out-
reach (title I) program reflects the ob-
jective of both Houses in coordinating
those programs of postsecondary plan-
ning, education information, and con-
tinuing education into one title so that
we can maximize the Federal effort in
insuring that all persons who want to at-
tend college have the opportunity to
do so.

Title II of the bill, the college and re-
search library assistance and library
training and research programs, reflects
the conferees desire to expand support
for college library programs while at
the same time recognizing the potential
for economies of scale in some type of
centralized lending program. The con-
ference document authorizes a study of
the feasibility and advisability of estab-
lishing a national periodical system and,
if found feasible and advisable, author-
izes the preparation of a design for such
a program.

Continued assistance to institutions of
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higher education is provided through
title III. Conferees agreed to creating
two parts to this institutional aid title
which further focuses assistance to those
institutions with special needs. Inclusion
of the challenge grant program under
title III promises to provide incentives
to institutions to match Federal dollars
with public or private funds to further
strengthen their self-sufficiency.

Title V, teacher corp and teacher
training programs, reflects the desire of
both bodies to coordinate the existing
teacher training programs that are scat-
tered throughout the Federal bureauc-
racy.

The conference report section relating
to title VI, international education pro-
grams, includes a Senate provision to
encourage and support the education of
business leaders in the cultural and lan-
guage characteristics of foreign coun-
tries. The addition of this vital new pro-
gram will hopefully assist the United
States to be more competitive in the
world market for goods and services. As
a member of the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee, I am convinced that our under-
standing of the world economy and our
balance-of-payments status can be much
improved by programs such as this. Title
VII, construction, reconstruction and
renovation of academic facilities and ti-
tle VIII, cooperative education, are not
drastically changed from the current law
or the House-passed position.

The conference on title IX, gradu-
ate programs, provided a unique oppor-
tunity to establish a better program than
was in either the House or the Senate
bill. The conference substitute provides
for a program of campus-based grant
awards to graduate and professional stu-
dents based on financial need. The sub-
stitute also provides for the maintenance
of the level of awards (including insti-
tutional allowances) for the current pub-
lic service, mining, and graduate and
professional opportunity fellowship pro-
grams. I feel very strongly that this new
program of graduate assistance and the
coordination provided by consolidating
some of the existing programs is a great
step forward in Federal support of the
vitally needed graduate programs in this
country.

The creation of a new title XI, the
urban grant university program is, in
my opinion, a significant step toward
beginning to bring universities and local
governments into cooperative efforts to
solve problems that plague our urban
centers. The urban grant university pro-
gram was a provision found in both the
House and Senate proposals, in a form
that showed very little difference. The
absence of controversy in this program,
I believe, is an indication of the over-
whelming support for the establishment
of this new and vitally needed program.

As ranking minority member on the
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Educa-
tion, I traveled to several cities across
the country in addition to hearings here
in Washington, observing and listening
to witnesses describe the need for a pro-
gram that would provide incentive for
universities and local zovernments to
join hands and minds in attempting to
alleviate the problems which plague the
cities today. I am convinced that there
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is an underutilized reservoir of skills,
talents, and knowledge in our urban
universities that must be applied.

The Secretary of Education is au-
thorized to make grants to urban uni-
versities to pay the Federal share of the
costs for carrying out projects consist-
ent with the purposes of title XI. Appli-
cations for such assistance must show
that the local agency or agencies of gen-
eral government within whose jurisdic-
tion fall the needs to be addressed have
been afforded a reasonable opportunitiy
to review and comment upon the pro-
posed projects. The Secretary is also re-
quired to achieve broad and equitable
geographical distribution throughout
the Nation. In the event that there is no
urban area in a State with a standard
metropolitan statistical area (SMSA)
having a population of 500,000, the Sec-
retary may designate an urban area for
the purposes of this title. Authorization
for each of the fiscal years 1981 through
1985 are $15 million/$25 million/$42
million/$50 million/$65 million.

The general provisions of the con-
ference report reflect the desire of both
the House and Senate to provide maxi-
mum flexibility to the States in doing
their postsecondary planning. The con-
ference document deletes the require-
ment for the establishment of a 1202
planning commission and instead pro-
vides that existing commissions, agen-
cies, or other entities doing postsecond-
ary planning in a State can be used to
satisfy the requirements of postsecond-
ary planning established by the Higher
Education Act. At the same time, the
conference report insures the represen-
tation of all interested parties, including
students and representatives of institu-
tions of higher education in the plan-
ning process.

One of the Senate provisions adopted
by the conferees was the authorization of
$600 million for fiscal year 1981 for a
grant to establish the General Daniel
James Memorial Health Education Cen-
ter to be located in Tuskegee Institute in
Tuskegee, Ala. As a representative from
the State of Alabama and as an admirer
of Chappy James, I am extremely pleased
that the conferees decided to include this
very important tribute to an outstanding
American.

I am pleased that the House accepted
the Senate proposal to establish a new
title XIIT which would provide for
women's worksite demonstration pro-
grams. Authorized at the modest level of
$7.5 million for each of the fiscal years
title XTIT would provide grants to insti-
tutions of higher education, either by
themselves, or in contract with nonprofit
community-based organizations, employ-
ers, and labor organizations to identify
the most effective means to inform
women of relevant postsecondary edu-
cation opportunities.

Women make up 52 percent of the
population, yet as a group, hold a much
less significant percent of the meaning-
ful jobs in this country. Title XIIT pro-
vides a needed avenue whereby women
will be able to learn more of employment
and postsecondary education options
available to them to enhance their pro-
ductivity and fulfillment in life.

In closing, I would like to again urge
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my colleagues to pass this conference re-
port overwhelmingly, and hopefully
unanimously, to indicate to the Nation
Congress deep support for the young
people of this country. This bill repre-
sents a giant step forward in insuring
educational opportunity and expanding
the horizons of young people for years
to come.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield such time as
he may consume to a distinguished mem-
ber of our committee, the Honorable
JoHN AsHBROOK of Ohio.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of the conference report to
H.R. 5192 and strongly urge its adoption.
I believe that the report presented to
the House today is one which can be
supported by Republicans and Demo-
crats, conservatives and liberals, and
those concerned with protecting the
various interests of both public and in-
dependent postsecondary education.

The spirit and consensus on the part
of the conferees, in particular the una-
nimity with which the House conferees
held their position, reflects, in large part,
the outstanding leadership of the chair-
man of the Postsecondary Education
Subcommittee, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. Forp). Through his
efforts and that of Chairman PERKINS
and the ranking Republican of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. BUCHANAN), the document
before us today is an outstanding ex-
ample of consensus, conciliation, and
compromise. The spirit of the confer-
ence and the desire to insure the protec-
tion of the best interests of those who
are the ultimate consumers of education,
the students, is laudable.

As in any conference, each side had to
give a little bit on the positions taken
by the respective congressional bodies.
Several general observations can be made
though about the final decisions made
on the provisions in this agreement.
First, the strong commitment made to
middle-income families in the Middle-
Income Student Assistance Act of 1978
was solidified in H.R. 5192. As the tax-
paying group which is unfortunately
overlooked in many of our Federal pro-
grams, the middle income group bears
the heaviest burden both in terms of
taxes paid and tuition paid from their
own resources. The Education Amend-
ments of 1980 continues the BEOG
grant to the middle-income student and
retains the important provision that al-
lows a subsidized guaranteed student
loan for any individual, no matter what
his or her family income.

The second general observation that
can be made is that the conference re-
port reflects the desire of both the House
and Senate to consolidate existing pro-
grams which need to be better coordi-
nated and eliminate those programs
which are no longer necessary, Title I,
the education outreach title, reflects the
desire of the conferees to place in one
title education information, comprehen-
sive planning, and continuing education
outreach. The combination of these ac-
tivities in one title will undoubtedly fos-
ter a more effective Outreach program
and ultimately result in more students
attending postsecondary classes.

The third general observation to be
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made is that the Federal Government's
involvement in the activities of the State
and the postsecondary education insti-
tutions has been minimized in this bill.
For example, no longer will the Higher
Education Act require that a specific
postsecondary planning commission be
established to do comprehensive plan-
ning in a State. Existing commissions or
other entities would be sufficient to meet
the requirements of this bill. The con-
ferees were also very specific about the
prohibition against the Federal Govern-
ment being involved in the tuition re-
fund policies of the institution. In an
affirmation of self-regulation, the con-
ferees applauded the efforts of the higher
education associations in establishing
their own tuition refund policy guide-
lines and a subsequent acceptance of
those guidelines by the Department of
Education.

A fourth observation that can be made
about H.R. 5192 is that it simplifies the
maze of Federal bureaucracy and paper-
work that a student must go through in
order to obtain Federal financial assist-
ance. The requirement to have a single
comment form and a single needs anal-
ysis will ease the burden of a student in
applying for Federal aid. Study after
study has shown that barriers to post-
secondary education are primarily finan-
cial, but that many students are frus-
trated by the process of obtaining finan-
cial aid or if they do not know of the
existence of the aid in the first place.
This bill would greatly enhance the
probability of receiving student aid in
order to pay for one’s education.

The final general observation I would
make about the bill before us today is
that it properly balances the interests of
both the independent and the public sec-
tor of postsecondary education. With de-
clining enrollments projected for the
coming decade, it is essential that we
insure the viability of the independent
sector so that our national postsecond-
ary education resource is fully diversi-
fied.

I want to take this opportunity to
thank the chairman of the Postsecond-
ary Education Subcommittee, Mr. Forp,
for holding a hearing in my State of
Ohio regarding the issue of the problems
of private colleges. As many of you may
know, Ohio has a valuable resource in
its many small, independent colleges and,
as is true throughout the country, they
are concerned with what the future may
hold for them during a period of declin-
ing enrollments. The current concerns
expressed at that hearing, I believe, are
provided for in the conference report we
consider here today.

One of the most difficult issues with
which the conference dealt was the in-
crease in the basic grant maximum, the
increase in the percentage of costs which
could be covered by a basic grant and the
thresholds which are tied to the basic
grant appropriations to insure adequate
funding of other programs such as the
supplemental grant program, -college
work study program, and the national
direct student loan program. By tieing
the increases in the threshold for the
sunplemental educational opportunity
grant program with the increases in the
percentage of costs covered by a BEOG
and the increases in the BEOG maxl-
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mum, I believe that the compromise pro-
tects the independent sector of higher
education. As a strong believer in ﬁscgl
constraint, I hope it is with some credi-
bility I inform the members of the Ap-
propriations Committee that the reason
for tieing funding of the BEOG program
with funding of the SFOG program 1s
not to leverage increased appropriations
in both programs. The purpose is to in-
sure that the mix of Federal education
assistance properly supports all sectors
of education and provides a balance be-
tween work, loans, and grants.

The most controversial issue in the
entire conference was whether to ac-
cept the Senate’s new off-budget Na-
tional Direct Student Loan Association.
The centralization of the NDSL pro-
gram in Washington was rejected by
the conferees, and most of the current
loan delivery and collection procedures
now in current law were retained. The
compromise agreement did provide that
borrowing through revenue bonds in-
stead of direct appropriations could be
used for financing NDSLs if sufficient
loan capital were made ava.ila.b}e
through the borrowing. Interest rates in
both the NDSL and the GSL program
were increased to reflect the higher bor-
rowing rates for commercial loans. The
NDSL rate was increased from 3 per-
cent to 4 percent and the GSL rate was
increased from 7 percent to 8 percent.
A new parent loan program was estab-
lished and the interest rate was set at
11 percent except for those borrowers
who began repayment within 60 days
after making the loan.

As I noted earlier, the in-school inter-
est subsidy which was established for
borrowers from all income backgrounds
in the Middle-Income Student Assist-
ance Act was retained in H.R. 5192. The
notorious Metzenbaum amendment to
require repayment of the in-school in-
terest subsidy was deleted by conferees,
in spite of its strong support by mem-
bers of the Senate Budget Committee
because it was almost impossible to
administer and would have been a re-
trenchment on the part of Congress
from the position they took in 1978.

Members of Congress must realize
that support for programs such as the
Higher Education Act programs is only
as strong as the base of its recipients.
My colleague from Michigan (Mr. Forp)
properly notes that the strong support
for tuition tax credits is reflected by the
number of its recipients and that an
adoption of the Metzenbaum amend-
ment would raise to new heights a ery
for enactment of a postsecondary edu-
cation tuition tax credit bill.

If I were to note one disappointment in
the conference report before us today, it
would be that it does not include a
Senate provision that would require the
Secretary of Education to make a com-
prehensive study of programs authorized
by the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act, the Vocational Educational
Act and the Education of the Handicap-
ped Act in order to analyze if there are

any duplications, conflicts, and unneces-
sary reporting requirements contained
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in those laws or regulations, This pro-
vision would have authorized the Secre-
tary to enter into agreement with not
less than 4 and no more than 10 States
for the conduct of study projects.
Unfortunately the conferees decided to
only retain a minor study of the issue of
duplication in education programs. As
the author of H.R. 7882, the Education
Improvement Act of 1980, I believe that
it is necessary to immediately review all
educational programs and where they are
duplicated or unnecessary they should be
changed or eliminated. We took a step
in that direction with H.R. 5192. I hope
that we will continue to look at those
programs and that with the reauthoriza-
tion of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act several years from now
we will consolidate many of those exist-
ing programs.

To my cost-conscious colleagues on the
Republican side of the aisle, you should
be aware that the conference report be-
fore us today costs approximately $1
billion less per year than H.R. 5192 as
passed last year by a vote of 385 to 15.
Where there were differences in the au-
thorizations between the House and Sen-
ate bills, the lower authorization figure
was adopted.

In summary, I urge my colleagues to
support me and the conferees in passing
the conference report to H.R. 5192. It is
a document that I am proud to be a part
of, and I believe your support of it will
be justified in the coming years.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 additional minute.

Mr. Speaker, I think before we go any
further in acknowledging the work that
was done and the contribution made by
50 many different Members oi Congress
in arriving at this conference document,
I would have to say a personal and spe-
cial word of commendation for the com-
mittee staff on both sides of the aisle.
Both the majority and minority staff
have done excellent work on this bill,
Their names may not appear as cospon-
sors, but I would say the excellence of
their work is literally reflected on every
page of this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from Ver-
mont (Mr, JEFFORDS) .

Mr. JEFFORDS. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding. I can only echo the
remarks made by my colleague in com-
mending the chairman of the subcom-
mittee.

I also want to commend the ranking
member of the subcommittee because I
know the joint work that the two indi-
viduals did at the subcommittee level
which made it so much easier for all of
us to come forward with a bill which re-
flects the needs of higher education. I
must say that the tremendous work that
went on in the committee, led by the
chairman of the full committee and our
ranking member, as well as the two in-
dividuals I named, wherein literally we
brought back a position very, very close
to the House position, and I think an ex-
cellent job was done in that respect. This
bill is a bipartisan effort which received
overwhelming support when it passed
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the House on November 7, 1979. The bill
not only expands higher education op-
portunities for all students, but reduces
bureaucratic redtape.

I also would like to join in commend-
ing the staff for their tremendous work.
I have worked with many staff members,
but I do not think I have ever seen any
staff work as hard as the staff on both
the minority and majority side. Their
efforts, especially during the interim
period in coming up with compromises
and working out alternative language
helped to make it possible to resolve
some of the problems we faced.

One of our goals as we developed this
legislation was to assist in the achieve-
ment of eaual educational opportunity.
We sought this goal by trying to reach
a balance of support between all types
of institutions of postsecondary educa-
tion: urban rural; community colleges
and 4-year degree-granting institutions;
historically black institutions and devel-
oping institutions; and public and pri-
vate colleges and universities. Balance
was also sought through our efforts to
provide access to all types of students:
nontraditional, adult learners, the dis-
placed homemaker, or the veterans, and
the traditional high school graduate
straight from school; full- and part-time
students; minorities and disadvantaged;
and dependent and independent stu-
dents. I believe that with the compro-
mises made during the conference on
H.R. 5192, the Higher Education Amend-
ments of 1980, the House did not com-
promise its basic goals, and that we did
in fact remain firm in our goal of equal
educational opportunity.

As a conferee, I was particularly con-
cerned about the programs available to
institutions in small and rural States,
and about the access opportunities for
students in such States. Critical to this
concern is the ability to improve access
for adults and nontraditional students
whose educational needs have been in-
adequately served for reasons such as
rural isolation. Under title I, continuing
postsecondary education program and
planning, it was necessary to assure that
each State would receive sufficient fund-
ing to meet the needs of this popula-
tion. Under this bill each State will re-
ceive a minimum of $187,500 so that at
least a basic program can be provided.

It is particularly important in small
States that adeauate funding be avail-
able for the administration and coordi-
nation of these programs. I would like
to clarify a portion of the report, re-
garding title I funding, so that the in-
tent is clearly understood by all, in-
cluding those staff in the Department of
Education. On page H 7752 of the con-
ference report the following language
appears:

Each state shall receive an allotment of
funds avallable appropriations based 60 per-
cent on relative state adult population and
40 percent on an equal basis, except that no
state shall receive less than $187,500 in any
fiscal year.

It was also my understanding, and I
would like to check this out with the
chezirman, that in the event an appro-
priation is not sufficient to provide the
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minimum of $187,500 for each State,
that each State's allocation would be re-
duced on a pro rata basis and not
switched back to the formula, as hap-
pened recently. This switch created
havoc throughout the program. I wonder
if this intent was also the understanding
of the chairman of the subcommittee?

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. I believe the
gentleman states very accurately my un-
derstanding of what the conference
agreed to.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I hope that under-
standing will be reflected, and I will try
to see that it is included by the Senate.
I hope the problem of reduced appro-
priations never has to be faced but if it
is that it will not have to be resolved as
it was before—with the passage of
emergency legislation.

I thank the chairman for this clari-
fication.

Additionally, I was able to have in-
cluded language that allows 5 percent of
the sums available or $40,000, whichever
is greater for the direct operation by the
State of continuing education programs.
It is essential to differentiate between
those moneys competed for under these
provisions and those moneys retained at
the State level for program operation.
This differentiation is necessary so that,
for example in a State such as Vermont,
the university, which houses the admin-
istrative offices for the continuing ed-
ucation programs over the State, would
not be precluded from competing for
funds through a different program in the
university. In conference we were able
to effect these requirements so that pro-
grams in rural States would not be
penalized, and could operate to meet the
needs of those students whose needs had
been previously unserved.

Also critical to small States was the
linkage between the BEOG and the
SEOG and other campus-based assist-
ance programs. BEOG's in excess of
$1,800 may not be paid unless SEOG,
work study, NDSL and SSIG programs
are appropriated at specified levels. This
balance expands the possible institutions
a student may attend and does not re-
strict access to only low-cost institutions
that may not provide programs or de-
sired career training. A decreasing hold
harmless for SEOG programs also pro-
tects these programs from the vagaries
of “fair share” formulas developed by
the Department of Education, which
would have, over the long run, severely
limited this program in small and rural
States. I am concerned that this commit-
ment to small States be maintained, and
I will carefully review the regulations
developed in this area.

I also find it encouraging to note that
the bill contains provision under title V,
that teacher center grants be made on
a equitable geographic basis, and that
under title XI, States that do not have
a standard metropolitan statistical area
can still qualify for the urban university
grant program by designation of the Sec-
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retary. Each of these reflects a con-
sideration of the special needs in rural
States.

H.R. 5192 has the support of the entire
higher education community and the ad-
ministration. It received resounding sup-
port in the House and in the Senate.
The conference provisions have resulted
in a bill which reflects the priorities of
the House, and strikes the balance for
which we all worked so diligently. I
strongly urge my colleagues to support
this conference report in a manner simi-
lar to the support they gave to the bill as
it passed the House in November.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. PuUr-
SELL).

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I want
briefly to compliment the Higher Edu-
cation Subcommittee, both the majority
and minority ranking members and lead-
ers, Mr. Forp especially for his leader-
ship in the last 2 years and in the Senate,
Senator PerLL, Senator Javirs, and other
Members. I think it was an excellent leg-
islative support for our university and
community colleges, postsecondary edu-
cation programs throughout the United
States.

I represent probably the largest stu-
dent body in the Nation, about 86,000
students. I think with the community
colleges and the universities, both pub-
lic and private, this bill in the next 5
years in terms of its approximately $35
billion, will go a long way in giving every
American person, young person and
older person who aspires to a postsecond-
ary education.

O 1120
I would like to ask a question of the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. Forp).
Before I doso I want to say that the pres-
ervation of academic freedom, I think,

has been consistent throughout the
thinking of all the members of the sub-
committee. My question is pragmatic at
this time, in point of the authorization
bill and the Appropriations Subcommit-
tee upon which I serve, dealing with
Labor-HEW. What is the timetable now
in terms of funding. The administration
is now in agreement with Congress with
regard to student funding, the various
programs for scholarships, student tui-
tion, work study, NDSL, the disadvan-
taged, basic opportunity grants—where
does the gentleman see this in terms of
funding this forthcoming 2 fiscal years
1980-81, 1981-82?

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURSELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Actually, this
bill could be funded with supplementals
in fiscal year 1981 but in reality we ex-
pect the bulk of the change in the bill
will be funded in fiscal year 1982. We
gave up earlier this year on being able
to precede the appropriations process.
We wanted to avoid the confusion that
would happen if we would inject a change
in the current school year so, as a mat-
ter of fact, people attending school this
year will be attending on the basis of the

23641

provisions of the Middle-Income Student
Assistance Act as we extended that last
year for 1 year.

Mr. PURSELL. So the gentleman sug-
gests we will have an orderly transition
this year through a continuing resolu-
tion and supplemental to finish this fiscal
year in 1981, but the full comprehensive
changes and improvements that the sub-
committee has made will be translated
in the budget of the President in the
1982 budget year.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURSELL. Yes.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. A continuing
resolution will not be necessary, because
in August of 1979 we passed Public Law
96-49, which extended all the existing
programs in this package for 1 additional
year to keep us from being in a position
of causing confusion in the event that
we took as long as we have to reach this
point. The appropriations process can
go forward with the existing programs as
they were modified by the Middle-
Income Student Assistance Act through
fiscal year 1981 without the need for a
continuing resolution; and, in fact, sup-
plemental appropriations would be ap-
propriate. We may be coming to you to
ask for those, particularly since yester-
day we were not at all happy to see the
cuts in the NDSL requests that our com-
mittee had made, but I am sure that, as
has been the case in the past, the gentle-
man from Michigan and the other mem-
bers of his committee will be sympathetic
to our plea for a supplemental later in
the year.

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank the committee for its out-
standing work. I fully support this con-
ference report.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York (Mr. PEvser) be per-
mitted to speak out of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Alabama?

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, what is so
important that we have to hear this out
of order?

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield to me, this is a
special statement we are making con-
cerning the 300th day of captivity and
an arrangement that has been made to
deliver copies of the CoNGRESSIONAL REC-
orp to the hostages.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Does the gentleman
refer to the hostages in Iran?

Mr. PEYSER. The gentleman is cor-
rect. Arrangements have been made to
deliver copies of this Recorp to the hos-
tages in Iran.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Alabama (Mr. BUCHANAN)?

There was no objection.

THE 300TH DAY OF CAPTIVITY FOR AMERICAN
HOSTAGES IN IRAN

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, tomorrow,
August 29, 1980, marks the 300th day of
captivity for fellow Americans in Iran. It
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has been said by some that we are down-
playing this tragedy and the public is
putting it out of its thoughts.

Mr. Speaker, nothing could be further
from the truth. Certainly, among all of
us in the House of Representatives, our
thoughts and prayers continually go out
to those 52 Americans still held hostage.

Mr. Speaker, I am now going to read
for the Recorp the names of all those
known to be held hostage at this time:

Thomas L. Ahern, Willlam Belk, Robert
Blucker, David Cooke, Donald T. Cortes,
John Cross, Willlam Daugherty, Lt. Cmdr.
Bob Engleman, Willlam Gallegos, Bruce Ger-
man, John Graves, Joseph Hall, Joseph M.
Hall.

Kevin Hermening, Donald Hohman, Lee
Holland, Michael Howland, Charles Jones,
Malcolm Ealb, Moorhead Kennedy, Jr., Wll-
liam F. Keough, Steven W. Kirtley, Kathcrine
Koob, Frederick Lee Eupke, Stephen Laater-
back, Bruce L. Laingen, Gary Lee, Paul E.
Lewls.

John W. Limbert, Jimmy Lopez, Richard
Metrinko, Jerry J. Miele, Michael Moeller,
Bert Moore, Richard Morefield, Paul M. Need-
ham, John D, Nickel, Robert Ode, Richard
Owen, Jerry Plotkin.

David Roeder, Barry Rosen, Harry Rosen,
Frank B. Schaeffer, Rodney Sickman, Joseph
Suble, Elizabeth Ann Swift, Victor Tom-
seth, Phillips R. Ward, Westley Willlams.

Mr. Speaker, I know if there were one
message that all of us in the House of
Representatives could send at this time,
we would like these brave men and
women to know that we here in Congress
have not given up hope nor determina-
tion that they will soon be free and will
be returned safely to their families and
to their country.

Mr. Speaker, I have arranged for 52
copies of today's CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
to be delivered to our Embassy in Iran
so that each hostage might receive a copy
so that they know they are certainly not
forgotten by any of the Members of this
House and that the whole country joins
us in this wish for their freedom and safe
return as soon as possible.

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

Mr. PEYSER. I will be happy to yield
to my friend from Alabama.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I com-~
mend the gentleman for this effort and
would like to say it is well the Nation
be regularly reminded of those coura-
geous persons who not only represented
us in Iran and who have suffered so long
and so much for their country there, but
there are others like them all over the
world who serve in places of difficulty
and danger as civilians, as employees of
the Department of State and related
agencies, who day by day do a service
to our country that is worthy of com-
mendation. I know all of them share the
sentiments the gentleman has expressed
for their colleagues in Iran.

Mr. PEYSER. I thank the gentleman
for requesting this time.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. BIAGGI).

Mr. BIAGGI. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.
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Mr. Speaker, and fellow colleagues,
I rise in full and enthusiastic
support of this conference revort be-
fore us on H.R. 5192, a bill to reauthorize
programs under the Higher Education
Act for an additional 5 years, as well as
other miscellaneous provisions. As a
member of the conference committee
which considered this legislation, as well
as an original cosponsor of the bill, I
am proud to say that I feel that we have
constructed this important piece of legis-
lation so that it is sensitive to the ever-
changing needs of our postsecondary stu-
dent body and institutions, as well as to
the need to be cost-minded. In confer-
ence, the cost of this bill was reduced by
approximately $1 billion, a total savings
of over $5 billion from what this body
approved last November.

I would like to pay tribute to the chair-
man of our Education and Labor Com-
mittee, Mr. Pergins, and thank him for
the cooperation he has shown us since
we began consideration of this bill in
September of 1978. His concern for and
commitment to these programs has al-
ways been of the highest magnitude.

Most importantly, I want to express
my deep admiration for the fine work
which our subcommittee chairman, BiLL
Forp, has done in steering this complex
piece of legislation through the House
and through the conference. I know of
no greater friend of students and institu-
tions of higher education than BILL
Forp. He has always been an advocate
for their interests, in financial aid for
middle-income students, for urban uni-
versities, for libraries, and for our dis-
advantaged, nontraditional student
population. In these areas, and many
more, we owe a debt of gratitude to BrLr
Forp for his ability to meld these inter-
ests together to produce a fine bill which
I am proud to have my name upon. From
the beginning to the end of this process,
he has received nothing but high praise
from everyone involved in this bill, our
colleagues from both sides of the aisle as
well as the entire educational commu-
nity.

Hearings on this bill began on
March 20, 1979, and testimony was re-
ceived from all segments of the higher
education community. A total of 33 hear-
ings were held, including six field hear-
ings, including one which I chaired in
New York on the problems of the adult,
nontraditional student. Our findings at
that hearing formed the basis of many
important legislative initiatives we took
in H.R. 5192 which help to further elimi-
nate barriers which these adults face in
obtaining a postsecondary education. In
all, we had 244 witnesses appear before
our committee representing a broad ar-
ray of concerned individuals, institutions
and organizations. For the record, I wish
to also note that of these 244 witnesses,
27 of them were students who are the
direct beneficiaries of many of these
programs.

As New York's ranking member of the
House Eduecation and Labor Committee,
I wish to note my particular contribu-
tions to this bill which I feel will be of
svecial benefit to New York students and
the schools they attend:

A compromise proposal in conference
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which assured that the distribution of
supplemental grant funds would not pe-
nalize States which make a larger than
average effort in providing aid to students
through both State and institutional
means;

I authored an amendment to provide
for a study of the remaining barriers
which adults face in seeking a postsec-
ondary education which will be of great
importance to us in the next reauthoriza-
tion;

I included a provision in title I, entitled
“Educational Outreach programs” to em-
phasize the needs of displaced homemak-
ers in programs operated under this title;

A provision tying increases in appro-
priations for our supplemental grant pro-
grams to increases in funding for basic
grants to assure balanced growth between
these two programs and so that students
who rely upon the supplemental grant
program will not be penalized in their
grant awards due to moneys available;

The incorporation of my bill, H.R. 3513
into title I which provides for the crea-
tion and maintenance of student finan-
cial aid data banks which will be instru-
mental in providing this kind of infor-
mation to students through fast, efficient
and effective means;

An acknowledgment by the conferees
that the College for Human Services,
which has a campus in New York City,
is eligible for funds under title III, “In-
stitutional Aid,"” even though it does not
meet the eligibility criteria for develop-
ing institutions but does meet the intent
of this title in its activities.

In sum, this bill, HR. 5192, provides
for balanced growth and development of
our higher education programs. It is par-
ticularly sensitive to our audit, nontra-
ditional student population which most
often attends school on a part-time or
less than halftime basis. We have in-
cluded a provision that institutions may
use up to 10 percent of their SEOG
moneys for less-than-half time students
as well as to provide SSIG awards to
graduate and less than halftimers. It
is my sincere hope that we can address
this issue even further in the next set of
amendments to this legislation.

Most importantly in this bill, we have
not faltered on our commitment to our
middle-income students established in
the 1978 amendments. Since that time,
we have been able to proudly point to
the fact that some form of Federal finan-
cial aid is available to any eligible stu-
dent who wishes to apply for it, regard-
less of income. We have maintained that
provision in this legisation in our guar-
anteed loan program, raising the inter-
est rate from 7 to 8 percent for new bor-
rowers, and establishing a parent loan
program which allows for parents to also
take out these same loans in order to as-
sist their children in paying for their
college education. In addition, the total
amount of money that can be borrowed
under this program for undergraduates
has been raised to $12,500 and repayment
schedules have been expanded in order
to further reduce the default rate.

In conclusion, this bill offers an equi-
table approach in extending these pro-
grams for an additional 5 years. We not
only have balanced increases in our grant
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programs to help both low- and middle-
income students at both public and pri-
vate institutions, but have also expanded
our loan and fellowship programs so that
more students will be able to take advan-
tage of these opportunities. I should not
fail to mention the other important pro-
visions of the bill which assist libraries,
research universities, urban universities,
international education, and language
training as well as institutions which
need aid in helping them get off the
ground.

We have also included extensive lan-
guage, authored by myself, and my col-
leagues Mr. MiLLER of California and our
distinguished majority whip, Mr. BRADE-
MaAs, on the provisions extending the Na-
tional Institute of Education. We included
this specific language for several reasons.
One reason was that we did not have the
House bill in conference because the
House did not have time to consider the
bill before we went to conference. In the
House bill I authored several provisions
which would have expanded the activities
of NIE to include greater and diverse
numbers of individuals and organizations.
These provisions also required NIE to
provide data to Congress each year on
the grant awards made by the Institute
each year. The second reason for this ex-
tensive report language is that we truly
feel that NIE, as the centerpiece of edu-
cational research in the new Department
of Education should take appropriate
steps to assure that its mission is consist-
ent with the intent of Congress and its
research activities will be of benefit to as
many in the educational community as
possible. With those two points in mind,
I hope that we can look forward to close
cooperation with NIE in the future so
that our goals will always be diyected
toward similar ends.

Seldom in this body has anyone on our
committee seen the kind of cooperation
that has been a part of our deliberations
on this bill. It is strongly supported by all
segments of the higher education commu-
nity as well as both the majority and the
minority members of the Education and
Labor Committee. I am proud to have
been a part of this achievement. This
conference report deserves the unguali-
fied support of this body and I urge my
colleagues to join me in approving this
measure,

[From the Christlan Science Monitor,

Aug. 26, 1980]
OrpEr, MinorrTYy StupEnNTts WinL HELP FILL
COLLEGE CLASSROOMS OF THE '80s
(By Paul Van Slambrouck)

HousToN.—WIll the halls of higher edu-
cation in the United States echo with fewer
footsteps in the 1980s?

The number of 18-year-olds begins falling
this year, and that has been expected to trig-
ger substantial declines sometime this dec-
ade in enrollment at the nation’s colleges and
universities.

However, early indications are that enroll-
ments for the 1980-81 school year may equal
or exceed 1979-80. And a recent study by
the American Council on Education, a non-
profit association, takes exception with the
widely held view that enrollments will in-

evitably decrease sharply for the decade as
a whole.

The study outlines a number of strategles
for increasing the enrollment of adult men
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and women, minorities, low-income youths,
and foreign students. An influx of these stu-
dents, it claims, could “easily” result in only
a nominal decrease or even a small increase
in the total US student population in the
1980s. These new students would offset the
projected enrollment decline among the
traditional 18-to-24-year-old population, the
study asserts.

It is a controversial conclusion. Fred Cross-
land of the Ford Foundation reflects the
counterview when he says expecting stable
enrollments is “hoping for the best, but not
planning for what is most likely."

Mr. Crossland forecasts a 15 to 18 percent
decline in the college student population
from the early 1980s to the early 1990s, and
asserts that higher enrollment of nontradi-
tional, older students can at best offset one-
third of the decline in 18-year-olds.

For its part, the National Institute of In-
dependent Colleges and Universities pro-
jects a steep 15 to 26 percent drop in enroll-
ments nationally this decade.

For the 1980-81 school year, however, there
is little dispute that the enrollment picture
looks bright. A major contributor is the na-
tional economic recession, which is expected
to result in more students from the ranks
of the unemployed.

“Education 1is always countercyclical.
When people are out of jobs, they see school
as a way to upgrade their skills,” says Judith
Spich, a research economist with the Ameri-
can Council on Education. She notes that
during the 1973-75 economic downturn en-
rollment at community colleges jumped 10
percent.

Regardless of the state of the economy,
older students already are signing up for
college classes in Increasing numbers. A
report published last month by the Na-
tional Institute of Independent Colleges and
Universities shows that between 1969 and
1979 the number of graduate, professional,
nondegree, and part-time students increased
41 percent at private colleges and univer-
sities in the U.S. That compares with an 11
percent rise in undergraduate enrollment at
those institutions.

While projections for enrollment this fall
vary, many foresee an increase. The Depart-
ment of Education’s National Center for Edu-
cation Statistics is forecasting 11.6 million
undergraduate and graduate students this
year, compared with 11.5 milllon last year.

A national survey conducted in June by
the Chronicle of Higher Education found
that applications for admission to fresh-
man classes at colleges and universities were
higher at four out of five institutions. “If
actual enrollment this fall follows the trends
indicated in applications and deposits re-
celved, the total number of students on
American campuses could reach another rec-
ord high" a summary of the survey states.

The long-term enrollment picture is likely
to be one of contrast between various re-
glons of the country, say experts on en-
rollment patterns. Dr. Virginia Fadil, execu-
tive director of the National Institute of In-
dependent Colleges and Universities, expects
enrollment declines to be most pronounced
in the Northeast and Midwest, where, in her
view, there are an excess number of colleges
compared to the population.

In the West and Southwest, however, she
sees potential growth in enrollment as
schools profit from the continuing migra-
tion of people to those areas.
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Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr, RATCHFORD) .

Mr. RATCHFORD. Mr. Speaker, I too
hail what appears to be the final step in
this House of this landmark higher edu-
cation legislation. I especially applaud
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the efforts and results of the House con-
ferees because, as a result of their dili-
gence, they have kept student loan inter-
est rates low. They have preserved access
to the student loan process to the middle-
income student. They have prevented
the initiation of interest charged from
the day of entering into an institution
and kept it to a point where it now will
be assessed from the time the student
graduates from the institution. Finally,
they have opened up this system to the
parents of middle-income students.

As a person actively involved in title T,
I would applaud the passage of the Life-
long Learning Act because it provides'
new access to institutions of higher edu-
cation for the nontraditional student—to
the factory worker, to the housewife re-
turning to school after raising a family,
to the person pursuing a career change
in midlife, to the retiree going to school
after working for a lifetime. In every re-
spect, Mr. Speaker, I think the result of
the adoption of this conference report
will be to improve the quality of life in
all institutions of higher education.

I applaud the result, and as a member
of the conference committee, I am very
proud to have participated in the process.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. SimoN).

Mr. SIMON. Mr. Speaker, adding any
words of praise to our colleague from
Michigan for what he has done is like
carrying coals to Newcastle, but let
me simply add that there is a really
significant contribution to higher educa-
tion here that he, in large measure,
is responsible for. In my years of
legislative work in the State Legisla-
ture of Illinois and here in Congress, I
have never worked with a finer legis-
lative craftsman than Biir Forp. I want
to commend my colleagues on the other
side also on this.

Let me add one significant aspect, that
is in the area of international educa-
tion. For the first time, we are not sim-
ply letting universities at whim go out
and say, “We are going to have an Afri-
can studies program or an Asian studies
program.”

But, we call for a coordinated look by
all the agencies of Government; the De-
partment of Defense, the State Depart-
ment and others.

Let me give the Members an illustra-
tion of the need. I read just the day be-
fore yesterday that in the area of stud-
ies of Albania we have not had a student
of Albania—either the language or the
country—in the United States since 1972,
when we had one student. Now, maybe
Albania will never be a security area of
great significance for this Nation, or an
area of great economic consequence, but
it might be, and we should fill vacuums
like this. For the first time now we will
have a coordinated program and ask,
“What really are the needs of this coun-
try and how can the higher education
community contribute to those needs?”

Again, I commend my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle for, I think, a very
solid product.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
I yield such time as I have remaining to
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the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WEISS) .

Mr., WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, because of the constraints
of time, I am going to make a fuller
statement under the general leave pro-
visions. I simply want to take this oc-
casion to commend the distinguished
chairman of the Postsecondary Educa-
tion Subcommittee, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. Forp), and the ranking
minority member, the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. BucHANAN), for the tre-
mendous work they did, especially within
the context of the very negative attitudes
which have recently prevailed in this
House. We have indeed seen some very,
very grim days. Sometimes, we in this
House seem to forget what our reponsi-
bilities are.

This piece of legislation, with over-
whelming support coming from both
sides of the aisle, demonstrates that this
House and the other body are capable
of doing tremendous work for all the
people of this country. I am proud to
have been able to play a part in that
effort.

Mr. Speaker, I support the conference
report on the Higher Education Act.

The reauthorization of the Higher
Education Act builds upon existing,
successful education programs and ex-
pands the various financial aid plans.
The changes that have been made in the
grant, loan, and work-study programs
insure access for a student regardless of
his or her income, to almost any univer-
sity, college, or community college. A new
parent loan program will be made avail-
able to those parents who encounter dif-
ficulty in meeting the expensive burden
of tuition. And while at the same time
preserving the loan programs, important
changes have been made to reduce de-
faults, and make repayment easier and
income sensitive.

Pursuing an education will be made
easier for the new type of population
currently entering college, the so-called
nontraditional student who may be older,
independent, and have family respon-
sibilities. Eligibility for the financial aid
programs will no longer be restricted to 4
years but guaranteed for the completion
of a degree. For those who wish to attend
part time, or even less than half time,
eligibility for many of the financial aid
programs will be newly provided. In de-
termining for financial aid purposes the
cost of an education, child care expenses
will be deducted, a married student will
be considered as independent, and able to
use current year income information.

As a member of the Subcommittee on
Postsecondary Education, and the con-
ference committee, I was pleased to play
an active role in the passage of this legis-
lation, and adoption of a number of pro-
visions I authored. One, a new program
of grants to some of the 1,150 schools of
education across the country, will facili-
tate their modernization of faculty and
curriculum. This will enable these
schools to develop joint programs with
other local colleges, promote efficient
planning, and redirect schools to train
personnel for service in arcas of short-

ages, including training of the handi-
capped, and work in conjunction with
employment programs such as CETA_ the
Comprehensive Employment and Train-
ing Act.

The conferees also agreed to adopt
an amendment which I offered to enable
college work-study recipients to be
placed in positions which complement
their education program, or vocational
goals. The New York City Urban Corps
provided for the committee an outstand-
ing example of the potential of the work-
study program to enhance the education
of the eligible student.

The House already demonstrated its
overwhelming support for the bill last
November when it passed by a vote of
357 to 15. This legislation has emerged
intact from the conference committee.
I want to applaud Mr. Forp and his staff
for their remarkable efforts on behalf
of all students and their families. As a
member of the subcommittee, and con-
ference committee, I am pleased to have
participated in the reauthorization of
what I consider to be an exemplary piece
of legislation.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
I move the previous question on the con-
ference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the conference report.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that the
ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. FORD of Michigan. 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 pro tempore, 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 373, nays 16,
not voting 43, as follows:

[Roll No. 503]
YEAS—373
Boggs
Beiand
Bolling
Boner
Bonior
Eonker
Bouguard
Brademas
Breaux
Brinkley -
Brordhead
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown, Calif.
Brown. Ohio
Broyhill
Buchanan
Burgener
Burlison
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Butler
Byron
Campbell
Carr
Carter
Cavanaugh
Cheney
Chishoalm
Clausen
Clay
Cleveland
Clin<er
Coelho
Coleman

Addabbo
Akaka
Albosta
Alevander
Ambro
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, I1l.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,
N.Dak.
Annunzio
Applegate
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspin
Atkinson
Bardham
Bafalis
Ba'ley
Baldus
Barnard
Barnes
Beard, R.T.
Beard, Tenn.
Be-e'l
Beilenson
Beniamin
Bennett
Bereuter
Eethune
Bevill
Blaogl
Eingham
Blanchard

Collins, 1I1.
Conte
Corcoran
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Courter
D'Amours
Daniel, Dan
Danlel, R. W.
Danlelson
Daschle
Davis, Mich.
Davis, 5.C.

de la Garza
Deckard
Dellums
Derrick
Derwinskl
Dickinson
Dicks

Dineell

Dixon

Dornan
Downey
Drinan
Duncan, Oreg.
Duncan, Tenn.
Earivy
Eckhardt
Edear
Edwards, Ala.
EAdwars, Calif.
Edwards, Okla.
Emery
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English
Erdahl
Erlenborn
Ertel
Evans, Del.
Evans, Ga.
Evans, Ind.
Fary
Fascell
Fazlo
Ferraro
Findley
Fish
Pisher
F'thian
Flippo
Fiorio
Foley
Ford, Mich.
Ford, Tenn.
Forsvthe
Fountain
Fowler
Frenzel
Frost
Fuqua
Garc'a
Gaydos
Gephardl
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gilman
G'narich
Ginn
Glickman
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gore
Gradison
Gramm
Grassley
Gray
Green
Grisham
Guarini
Gudeer
Guyer
Haze’omn
Hall, Ohilo
Hal!, Tex.
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hance
Harkin
Harris
Harsha
Heckler
Hefner
Heftel
Hishtower

Horton
Howard
Hubbard
Huckaby
Ruzhes
Hutchinson
Hutto

Hyde
Ireland
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jeffries
Jenkins
Jenrette
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Kastenmeler
Kazen
Eemp
Kildes
Kindness
Korovsek
Eostmayer

Archer
Bauman
Collins, Tex.
Cecnable
Crane, Daniel
Crane, Philip
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Kramer
LaFalce
Lag-marsino
Latta

Leach, Towa
Leath, Tex.
Lee
Lehman
Leland
Lent
Levitas
Lewis
Livingston
Lloyd

Loeffler
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lott
Lowry
Lujan
Luken
Lundine
Lyvnzren
McClory
McCloskey

Maguire
Markey
Marks
Marlenee
Marriott
Martin
Matsul
Mattox
Mavroules
Mazzoll

Mica

Michel
Mikulski
Mi'ler, Calif,
Miller, Ohlo
Mincta
Minish
M'tchell, MA.

Mitchell, N.Y.

Mrakley
Moffett
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead,
Celif.
Mottl
Murphy, Pa.
Murtha
Musto
Mpyers, Ind.
Natcher

N

Nedzi
Nelson
Nolan
Nowak
O'Brien
Oakar
Ottinger
Panetta
Patten
Patterson
Pease
Penper
Perkins
Petri
Peyser
Pickle
Porter
Prever
FPrice
Pritchard
Pursell
Quillen
Rahail
Raneel
Ratchford
Rezula
Reuss
Rhodes

NAYS—16

Deznnemeyer
Fenwick
Hansen

Holt

Ke'ly
McDonald

Richmond
Rinaldo
Ritter
Roberts
Robinson
Rodino
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roybal
Rover

Satterfield
Sawyer
Scheuer

hroeder
Schulze
Sebelius
Selberling
Sensenbrenner
Sharp

She by
Shumway
Shuster
Simon

Ske ton
Smith, Towa
Smith, Nebr.
Snowe
Snyder
Solarz
Solrmon
Spellman
Spence
Stack
Staggers
Stangeland
Stanton
Stark
Stenholm
Stewart
Stokes
Srratton
Studds
Swirt
Synar
Tauke
Tauzin
Taylor
Thomas
Thompson
Traxler
Trible
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Van“er Jagt
Vanik
Vento
Volkmer
Walgren
Walker
Wampler
Watkins
Wavman
Weaver
Weiss

¥y
Whirtaker
Whitten
Williams, Mont.
Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wirth
Wolff
Wolpe
Wrvatt
Wrydler
Wylie
Yates
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, Mo.
Zablocki
Zelerettl

McEwen
Paul
Rousselot
Stump

NOT VOTING—43

Abdnor
Anthony
AuColin

Bowen
carney
Chappell

Congers
Devine
Dodd
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Moorhead, Pa.
Murphy, Il
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers, Pa.
Nichols
Oberstar
Obey
Pashayan
Quayle
Rallsback
Roe

Roth

[ 1150

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Anthony with Mr. Abdnor.

Mr. Nichols with Mr. Pashayan.

Mr, Murphy of New York with Mr. Quayle.

Mr. Chappell with Mr. Young of Alaska.

Mr. Roe with Mr. Willlams of Ohlo.

Mr. Wright with Mr. Symms.

Mr. Obey with Mr. Hinson.

Mr. Hanley with Mr. Devine.

Mr. Hawkins with Mr. Carney.

Mr. AuCoin with Mr. Rallsback.

Mr. Bowen with Mr. Moorhead of Pennsyl~
vania.

Mr. Mathis with Mr., Stockman.

Mr. McHugh with Mr. Dougherty.

Mr. Murphy of Illinois with Mr. Holland.

Mr. Myers of Pennsylvania with Mr. Leach
of Louilsiana.

Mr. S5t Germain with Mr. Steed.

Mr. Lederer with Mr. Charles H. Wilson of
California.

Mr. Dodd with Ms. Holtzman.

Mr. Shannon with Mr. Ichord.

Mr. Conyers with Mr. Donnelly.

Mr. Oberstar with Mr. Charles Wilson of
Texas.

Mr. DANNEMEYER and Mr. ARCHER
changed their votes from “yea” to “nay.”
So the conference report was agreed

Shannon

St Germain
Steed
Etockman
Symms
Willinms, Ohio
Wilson, C. H.
Wilson, Tex.
Wright
Young,

Donnelly
Dougherty
Hanley
Hawkins
Hinson
Holland
Holtzman
Ichord
Leach, La.
Lederer
McHugh
Mathls

;I‘he result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in which
to revise and extend their remarks on
the conference report on the bill, H.R.
5192, just agreed to.

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

There was no objection.

REPORT ON A BILL MAKING APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR THE GOVERN-
MENT OF THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on
Appropriations may have until midnight
tonight to file a privileged report on a
bill making appropriations for the gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia and
other activities chargeable in whole or in
part against the revenues of said District
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1981, and for other purposes.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from California?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 3904, MULTIEMPLOYER PEN-
SION PLAN AMENDMENTS ACT OF
1979

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 3904) to
amend the Employee Retirement Income
Security Act of 1974 and the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to improve retire-
ment income security under private
multiemployer pension plans by
strengthening the funding require-
ments for those plans, to authorize
plan preservation measures for fi-
nancially troubled multiemployer pen-
sion plans, and to revise the manner
in which the pension plan termination
insurance provisions apply to multiem-
ployer plans, and for other purposes,
with Senate and House amendments
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend-
ments to the House amendment to the
Senate amendment, and request a con-
ference with the Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from New Jersey?

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr., Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, I yield to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
THompsoN) for the purpose of explain-
ing to the House the situation now fac-
ing the House relative to this multiem-
ployer insurance bill, H.R. 3904, and the
intentions of the gentleman relative to
this request for a conference.

Mr. THOMPSON. I thank my colleague
and friend, the gentleman from Illinois,
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I greatly regret the ne-
cessity for this action. As my colleagues
know I have done everything possible to
expedite this legislation. Apparently cer-
tain Members of the other body have
not taken seriously the statements made
by Members of this body.

We are in disagreement with the Sen-
ate on two issues and two issues only.
It is on these issues alone that we are
requesting a conference.

The first issue is the special exemption
for the Hawaii Health Care Act. Last
week I informed my distinguished col-
leagues from the Hawali delegation, and
on at least two occasions have publicly
explained that, notwithstanding my
sympathy for their problem, I was
obliged to firmly oppose the special Ha-
waii exemption. It has been necessary to
do so to preserve the coalition of business
support for this bill that enabled us to
save the legislation from the antilabor
amendments that threatened to kill it.
I promised my colleagues a hearing on
the issue at the earliest possible date.

Our colleagues in the other body ap-
parently mistook my expressions of sym-
pathy. Be that as it may, the other body
has restored the special exemption. On
this matter I have committed myself
ta going to conference and preserving
the House position.

The other issue on which we are seek-
ing a conference is the unemployment
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compensation offset. Regrettably the
other body chose to reject our provision
to protect social security benefits and
have restored the Senate provision. I be-
lieve one of our distinguished colleagues
from the Committee of Jurisdiction, the
Ways and Means Committee, will speak
to that.

Mr. Speaker, I expect the conference
to be brief. I will reiterate the Hawaii
exemption and the unemployment com-
pensation offset are the only issues for
conference.

I urge my colleagues support for this
request.

J 1200

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Speaker, fur-
ther reserving the right to object, let me
ask my colleague, is it the gentleman’s
belief that if this unanimous-consent
request is granted that the conference
may be concluded as early as next week
and this very important legislation may
be sent to the President for signature
possibly before we adjorn at the end of
next week?

Mr. THOMPSON. It is indeed my be-
lief and my fervent hope that that be
the case.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Speaker, fur-
ther reserving the right to object, I have
said all along that this legislation was
extremely necessary. I had hoped that it
could have been enacted before now.

The situation presently is that the
other body has recessed. They are not in
session today and will not be until next
week. We could not conclude our legis-
lative consideration of this bill until
next week, no matter what procedure we
followed.

I am in agreement with the gentleman
to limit the issues to just those two that
he enumerated and to have this legisla-
tion disposed of most expeditiously, that
it would be best to agree to this unan-
imous-consent request.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr. THOMPSON) ?

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, if I may inquire from
the distinguished subcommittee chair-
man, I would inquire of the perimeters
of the second point in dispute between
the House and Senate versions.

The original House version contained
no language on unemployment compen-
sation. The Senate bill returned with the
so-called Chafee amendment. The gen-
tleman’s amendment, which was ac-
cepted under a rule here, then modified
the Chafee amendment, after which the
Senate again passed the original Chafee
amendment.

Now when we go into conference, are
the conference boundaries going to be no
law and the Chafee amendment, or are
they going to be the nongermane unem-
ployment compensation feature of the
Thompson amendment and the Chafee
amendment?

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

Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.
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Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I
wonder if the gentleman would be kind
enough to yield to the gentleman from
California (Mr. CORMAN), & member of
the committee responsible for this sec-
tion of the act.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, further
reserving the right to object, I yield to
the distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CORMAN).

Mr. CORMAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

It is my understanding that the House
and Senate go to conference on the most
recent action of each of the two bodies
and would be the most recent action of
the House, the most recent action of the
Senate, and therefore be the Chafee
amendment and the House-passed pro-
vision dealing with pension offsetting the
unemployment compensation bill.

It is further my understanding, and
I would ask on the gentleman's reserva-
tion, if that is the total sum of the dif-
ferences that the Committee on Ways
and Means will be dealing with?

Mr, THOMPSON. If the gentleman
will yield, the answer is in the affirma-
tive, yes, that is the total difference.

Mr. FRENZEL. Further reserving the
right to object, Mr. Speaker, the House
original bill included no unemploy_ment.
compensation. And the extra provision,
which I am now informed will be the
House position, was adopted under a rule
in which there was no debate on this sub-
ject. I think, only under the flimsiest of
rationale can it be considered the House
position, at least on this bill.

Mr. THOMPSON. If the gentleman
will yield further, the Committee on
Ways and Means, in another piece of
legislation, had addressed itself to this
subject. Otherwise, the gentleman's
statement is correct.

Mr. FRENZEL. Yes, and I tried to be
careful in my statement to say that on
this bill, the original House position was
as I stated it. It is true that the commit-
tee has taken another position on an-
other bill. It is also true the House took
a different position on the existing law,
which was passed rather recently.

Mr. Speaker, because I do not think
the House has had an appropriate time
to consider the original position versus
the later position versus the Senate
amendment, it is my intention to object
to the unanimous-consent request. And
I do object.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objection
is heard.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. PERKINS

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I think
we all know this is one of the most im-
portant pieces of legislation that has
confronted the House of Representatives
in many, many years.

Thousands of insurance plans
throughout the Nation are in the bal-
ance. Hundreds of thousands of em-
ployees are losing out on their pension
system, and in view of the gentleman's
objection, I do want to state that the
House Committee on Education and La-
bor has laid the foundation to make a
motion.

Mr. Speaker, pursuant to the provi-
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sions of clause 1, rule XX, and by direc-
tion of the Committee on Education and
Labor, I move to take from the Speaker’s
table the bill, H.R. 3904, with the Senate
and House amendments thereto, disagree
to the Senate amendments to the House
amendment to the Senate amendment
and request a conference with the Senate
thereon.

@ Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
multiemployer pension plans are a
vitally important mechanism for pro-
viding retirement income to millions of
American workers, and the legislation
before us today, which will protect and
strengthen those plans, therefore de-
serves the support of every Member of
Congress.

But this legislation is of particular
importance to workers covered by pen-
sion plans in what have come to be
called declining industries. For in certain
industries, whether because of competi-
tion from foreign imports, massive auto-
mation, or drastically reduced consumer
demand, the employment base—and
therefore the contribution base—has
declined to the point that serious finan-
cial difficulties have arisen for the multi-
employer pension plans the workers are
counting on for retirement security.

Once the employment base in an in-
dustry has begun to shrink, a snowball
effect develops: Contributing employers
can see that their contributions will have
to increase to meet unfunded liabilities
that grow at an accelerating pace. To
avoid these growing liabilities the em-
ployers withdraw from the plan or go
out of business and reorganize, leaving
an even smaller contribution base to sup-
port the plan and making further with-
drawals inevitable.

The current law encourages such a
snowballing of employer withdrawals by
making an employers’ liability propor-
tional to the length of time it sticks with
a plan. If it withdraws more than 5 years
before plan termination, an employer
has no liability whatsoever. .

I have followed with concern the prob-
lems of a multiemployer plan in my own
district that has suffered because of the
decline of the American auto industry
and the migration of businesses to the
Sun Belt. While this plan is well run
and has no unfunded liabilities, its future
has been jeopardized by the threat of
employer withdrawals. Throughout my
participation in the development of the
legislation before us today I have worked
to see that this bill strengthens the via-
bility of plans such as the autoworkers’
plans in my district—particularly by
removing any incentives for employer
withdrawals.

H.R. 3904 accomplishes this goal by
holding each contributing employer ac-
countable for the totality of unfunded
liabilities attributable to it. Moreover, by
giving plans added flexibility when their
contribution base drops below the num-
ber of retirees, the bill lessens the bur-
dens of maintaining a plan in a declining
industry.

I am proud to have worked with the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
TrOoMPSON) on this urgently needed
legislation, and I know that the entire
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multiemployer pension community, both
lgbor and management, are grat.ef’ul for
his 'I%ntisrli:x;‘:g and capable leadership.®

The AKER pro tempore. The Cl
will report the motion, .

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. PERKINS moves to tak 1
Speaker’s table the bill HR. 39;4. ?1?1: 3::
Senate and House amendments thereto, dis-
agree to the Senate amendments to the
House amendment to the Senate amendment
:;ngmre:uest a conference with the Senate

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The -
tleman from Kentucky (Mr., Pnnxmgfn is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the motion.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the motion offered by the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS).

The question was taken: and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that the
ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of or-
der that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Evidently
a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will i
sent Members. o

viThe vgtih was taken by electronic de-
ce, an €re were—yeas 384, nays 1
not voting 47, as follows: ol

[Roll No. 504]
YEAS—384

Bur-~ener
Bu:IB ison :
urton. John  ®dward .
Ale-ander Burton, Philllp Emery S
Ambro Butler Enelish
Anderson, Byron Erdahl
Callf, Campbell Er'enborn
Anderson, IIl. Carr Ertel
An-rews, N.C. Evans. Del.
Ga.

Andrews, Evans,
N.Dak. Evans, Ind.
Fascell

Annunzio

Applegate
Fazio
Fenwick

Archer

A=hhrook
Ferraro
F'n-iley
Fish

Addabbo
Avnka
Albosta

Carter
Cavanaugh
Cheney
Clausen
Cleve'and

Ashley
Coll'ns, T1.
Collins, Tex.
Conable
Conte
Corcoran

Fisher
Fithian
Flippo
Florio
Foley
Ford, Mich.
Ford, ‘Tenn.
he
Forontain

Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Courter
Crane, Dan'el
Crane, Philip
D'Amonrs
Daniel, Dan
Dan‘el. R. W.
Danielson
Danremeyer
Daschle
Davis, Mich.
de la Garza
Deckard
Dellums
Derrick
Derwinski
Dickinson
Dicks
Dingell
Divon
Dorpan
Dourherty

Goodling
Gore
Gradison
Brinkley G
Brodhead
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Ohlo
Brovhill
Buchanan

Drinan
Duncan, Oreg.
Duincan, Tenn.
Early
Eckbhardt
Fdgar
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Hagedorn

Hollenbeck
Holt
Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hutchinson

Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Couo.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn,
Kastenmeier
Kazen

Kelly

EKemp

Klldee
Kindness
Kogovsek
Kostmayer
Kramer
LaFalce
Lagomarsino
Latta

Leach, Towa
Leath, Tex.
Lee

Lehman
Leland
Lent
Levitas
Lewis
Livingston

Madigan
Maguire
Markey
Marks
Marlenee
Marriott
Martin
Matsul
Mattox
Mavroules
Mazzoll
Mica
Michel
Mikuiski
Miller, Callf.
Miller, Ohio
Mineta
Minish
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley
Moffett
Moilohan
Moore
Moorhead,

Calif.
Mottl
Murphy, Pa.
Murtha
Musto
Myers, Ind.
Natcher
Neal

Nedzi
Nelson
Nolan
Nowak
O'Brien
Oakar
Ottinger
Panetta
Patten
Patterson
Paul
Pease
Pepper
Ferkins
Petri

Peyser
Pickle
Porter
Preyer
Price
Pritchard
Pursell
Quayle
Quillen
Rahall
Raneel
Ratchford
Recula
Reuss
Rhodes
Richmond
Rinaldo
Ritter
Roberts
Robinson
Rodino
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Rousselot
Roybal
Royer
Rudd
Russo
Sabo

NAYS—1
Frenzel

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Santinl
Sawyer
Scheuer
Schroeder
Schulze
Sebelius
Se.beriing
Sensenbrenner
Shelby
Shumway
Shusier
Simon
Ske.ton
Smith, Iowa
Smith, Nebr.
Snowe
Snyder
Solarz
Solomon
Speliman
Spence

St Germain
Stack
Staggers
Stangeland
Stark
Stenholm
Stewart
Stockman
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Stvmp
Swift
Synar
Tauke
Tauzin

Taylor

Ullman
Van Deerlin
Venik
Vento
Volkmer
Walgren
Walker
‘Wampler
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weiss
White
‘Whitehurst
Whitley
‘Whittaker
Whitten
‘Williams, Mont.
Williams, Ohio
‘Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wirth
Wolft
Wolpe
Wyatt
Wrydler
Wyiie
Yates
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, Mo.
Zablocki
Zeferettl

NOT VOTING—47

Convers
Davis, 8.C.
Devine
Dodd
Donnelly
Hanley

Hinson
Holland
Holtzman
Ichord
Leach, La.
Lederer
McHugh
Mathis
Montgomery

Moorhead, Pa.

Murphy, 1.
Murphv. N.Y.
Myers, Pa
Nichels
Oberstar
Obey

1220

The Clerk announced

pairs:

Pashayan
Railsback
Roe

Roth
Satterfield
Shannon
Sharp
Stanton
Steed
Symms
Vander Jagt
Wilson, €. H.
Wilson, Tex.
Wright
Young, Alaska

the following

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Jagt.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Chappell with Mr. Hinson.
Anthony with Mr. Pashayan.
Satterfield with Mr. Rallsback.
Wright with Mr. Leach of Loulsiana.
Murphy of New York with Mr. Vander

Montgomery with Mr. Symms.

Breaux with Mr. Stanton.

Steed with Mr. Abdnor.

McHugh with Mr. Beard of Tennessee.
Mr. Murphy of Illinois with Mr. Carney.
Mr. Moorhead of Pennsylvania with Mr.

Devine.

Mr. Nichols with Mr. Holland.

Mr. Oberstar with Ms. Holtzman.

Mr. Dodd with Mr. Young of Alaska.

Mr. Bowen with Mr, Conyers.

Mr. AuCoin with Mr, Davis of South

Carolina.

Mr. Myers of Pennsylvania with Mr.

Donnelly.

Mr. Lederer with Mr. Clay.

Mr. Mathis with Mrs. Chisholm.

Mr. Roe with Mr. Ichord.

Mr. Shannon with Mr. Charles H. Wilson
of California.

Mr. Charles Wilson of Texas with Mr. Obey.

Mr. Hanley with Mr. Sharp.

So the motion was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the Chair appoints the follow-
ing conferees: Messrs. PERKINS, THOMP-
soN, BrapEmaAs, Cray, ASHBROOK, and
ERLENBORN, on the Senate amendments
designated Nos. 2 and 3, and modifica-
tions committed to conference; and

Messrs. ULLMAN, CORMAN, RANGEL,
BRODHEAD, CONABLE, and FRENZEL, on the
Senate amendment designated No. 1, and
modifications committed to conference.

There was no objection.

PERMISSION ON CALL OF PRIVATE
CALENDAR ON THURSDAY, SEP-
TEMEBER 4, 1980

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that it shall be in order
to call the Private Calendar on Thurs-
day, September 4, 1980.

The SPEAKER pro temnore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Washington?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFER-
ENCE REPORT ON 8. 985, CONSOLI-
DATED FARM AND RURAL DE-
VELOPMENT ACT AMENDMENTS

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the conferees
may have until midnight tonight to file
Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop-
ment Act amendments.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Washington?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFERENCE
REPORT ON 8. 1125, FEDERAL
CROF INSURANCE ACT

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the conferees may
have until midnight tonight to file a

conference report on the Senate bill (S.
1125) the Federal Crop Insurance Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
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objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Washington?
There was no objection.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 7765, PROVIDING FOR REC-
ONCILJATION OF FIRST CON-
CURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE
BUDGET

Mr. DERRICE, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Report No. 96-1264) on the resolution
(H. Res. 776) providing for the consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 7765) to pro-
vide for reconciliation pursuant to sec-
tion 3 of the first concurrent resolution
on the budget for the fiscal year 1981,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

HEALTH RESEARCH ACT OF 1980

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 765 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as

follows:
H. Res. 765

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move, sec-
tlon 402(a) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974 (Public Law 83-344) to the contrary
notwithstanding, that the House resolve it-
self into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 7036) to amend the
Public Health Service Act to revise and ex-
tend the authorities under that Act relat-
ing to national research institutes, and for
other purposes, and the first reading of the
bill shall be dispensed with, After general de-
bate, which shall be confined to the bill and
shall continue not to exceed one hour, to be
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce, the bill shall be read for amendment
under the filve-minute rule. It shall be in
order to consider the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute recommended by the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce now printed in the bill as an orig-
inal bill for the purpose of amendment un-
der the five-minute rule, each section of said
substitute shall be considered as having been
read, and all points of order against said sub-
stitute for fallure to comply with the pro-
visions of clause 5, rule XXI are hereby
waived. At the conclusion of the considera-
tion of bill for amendment, the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted, and any Member may demand a sep-
arate vote in the House on any amendment
adopted in the Committee of the Whole to
the bill or to the Committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion Lo recommit with or without in-
structions. After the passage of H.R. 7036,
the House shall proceed, section 402(a) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (Public
Law 93-344) to the contrary notwithstand-
ing, to the consideration of the bill (8. 988),
and it shall then be in order in the House to
move to strike out all after the enacting
clause of the said Senate bill and to insert in
lieu thereof the provisions contained in H.R.
7036 as passed by the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
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tleman from South Carolina (Mr. DEr-
RICK) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 30 minutes
to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr, LaT-
TA), pending which I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resoltuion 765
provides for the consideration of
HR. 17036, the Health Research
Act of 1980. This is an open rule
with 1 hour of general debate to be
equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and the ranking minority
member of the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce. It shall
be in order to consider the amendment
in the nature of a substitute recom-
mended by the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce now printed in
the bill as an original bill for the pur-
poses of amendment under the 5-minute
rule, and each section of said substitute
shall be considered as having been read.

The rule waives points of order
against said substitute for failure to
comply with the provisions of clause 5
of rule XXI which prohibits appropri-
ations in a legislative bill. The waiver is
needed because section 474 of the substi-
tute provides that the Secretary of the
Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices may accept conditional gifts for the
National Institutes of Health, authority
which constitutes an appropriation.

The resolution also waives section
402a of the Budget Act, which requires
that new budget authority for a fiscal
year be reported by May 15 preceding
the beginning of such fiscal year, against
consideration of HR. 7036 and S. 988.

Finally, the rule provides one motion
to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

After the passage of H.R. 7036, the
House shall proceed to the considera-
tion of the bill, S. 988, and it shall be
in order in the House to move to strike
out all after the enacting clause of the
Senate bill and to insert in lieu thereof
the provisions of H.R. 7036 as passed by
the House.

H.R. 7036 amends the Public Health
Service Act to revise and extend the
authorities under that act relating to
the National Research Institutes. The
bill establishes the National Institutes of
Health as an agency of the Public Health
Service and establishes the 11 existing
National Research Institutes in law. For
the first time, all of the National Re-
search Institutes would be subject to an
authorization of appropriations.

H.R. 7036 provides authorizations for
the National Institutes of Health, which
is the principal medical research arm of
the Federal Government, of $4.076 bil-
lion for the fiscal years 1981, 1982, and
1983.

Mr. Speaker, NIH's accomplishments
in biomedical research are recognized
throughout the world and have con-
tributed greatly to improving the qual-
ity of life and health of our American
people. I am sure my colleagues will
carefully consider this legislation which
provides authorities for needed medical
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research. I urge the adoption of House
Resolution 765 so that we may proceed
to the consideration of this important
legislation.

[ 1230

Mr. Speaker, I yield for purposes of
debate only to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. LATTA).

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, this rule
could almost be described as routine. It
contains two waivers of the Budget Act,
and also, a waiver of the rule prohibiting
appropriations on legislation. But unfor-
tunately, there is nothing unusual about
this procedure.

If anything, these waivers may be less
objectionable than usual because they
are essentially technical waivers.

The first waiver is of the Budget Act
requirement that authorization bills be
reported by May 15 before the fiscal year
they become effective. The waiver is nec-
essary because the bill includes certain
indirect authorizations which could take
effect this fiscal year and therefore, the
bill should have been reported by May
15, 1979, which it was not. However, the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce has agreed to offer an amend-
ment making the effective date of the bill
October 1, 1980, and this would cure the
Budget Act problem.

The same Budget Act waiver is neces-
sary to allow consideration of the Senate
bill, after passage of the House bill. It is
necessary to consider the Senate bill in
order to insert the House-passed lan-
guage in the Senate bill number, and
thus, expedite going to conference.

Finally, the rule waives points of order
because there is technically an appro-
priation included in this legislative bill.
The problem arises because the bill al-
lows certain donations to be used with-
out going through the appropriations
process, and technically, this constitutes
an appropriation.

Mr. Speaker, other than the waivers
this rule includes no notable provisions.
It provides 1 hour of general debate
for the consideration of H.R. 7036, the
Health Research Act of 1980. There are
no special restrictions on amendments
included in the rule.

Mr. Speaker, the bill made in order by
this rule eliminates the permanent au-
thorization which has covered most of
activities under NTH, and replaces it with
specific 3-year authorizations for all NTH
activities.

Looking at the amount of the authori-
zations, you would never guess that this
is a time of austerity. The proposed
authorization level for fiscal year 1981
is 23.7 percent higher than the appropri-
ation for fiscal year 1980. The average
annual increases in spending proposed
for the fiscal years 1981 through 1983
comes to 19.2 percent.

Mr. Speaker, I have no requests for
time and reserve the remainder of my
time.

Mr. DERRICEK. Mr. Speaker, I have no
requests for time, and I move the pre-
vious question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the resolution.
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The question was taken: and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that the
ayes appeared to have it.
~ Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 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 342, nays 28,
not voting 62, as follows:

[Roll No. 505]
YEAS—342

Deckard
Dellums
Derrick
Derwinski

Addabbo
Akaka
Albosta
Alevander
Alabro
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, Il
Andrews,
N.Dak.
Annunazio
App'ezate
Archer
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspin
Atkinson
Badham
Bafalis
Balley Erdahl
Baldus Er'enborn
Barnard Ertel
Barnes Evans, Del.
Beard, R.I. Evans, Ga.
Bedell Evans, Ind.
Beilenson
Benjemin
Bennett
Bethune
Bevill
Biagel
B nzham
Blanchard
Bozes
Boland
Bolling
Boner
Bonlor
Bonker
Bouquard
Bracdemas
Breaux
Brinkley
Brodhead
Brooks
Broomfleld
Brown, Calil.
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill
Buchanan
Burlison
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Butler
Byron
Campbe!l
Carr
Carter
Cavanaugh
Chisholm
Cleve and
Clinger
Coelho
Coleman
Collins, IL.
Conable
Conte
Corcoran
Corman
Cotter
Courhlin
Courter
D'Amours
Dan'el, R. W.
Danilelson
Dannemeyer
Davis, Mich.
de la Garza

Hightower
Hillis
Hollenbeck
Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hutchinson
Hutto

Hyde
Tre'and
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jenkins
Jenrette
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Kastenmeier
Kazen

Eelly

Eemp
Eildee
Kogovsek
Kostmayer

Dickinson
Dicks
Dourherty
Downey
Drinan
Duncan, Oreg.
Duncan, Tenn.
Early
Fekhardt
Edgar
Friwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Edwards, Okla.
Emery

Enaclish

Fary
Fascell
Fazio
Fenwick
I'erraro
Findley
Pish
Fisher
Fithian
Flippo
Florio
Foley
Ford, Tenn.
Forsythe
Fountain Long, La.
Fowler Long, Md.
Frenzel Lott
Frost Lowry
Garcla Lujan
Gavdos Luken
Gephardt
cGla'mo
Gibbons
Giiman
Gingrich
G'nn
Glickman
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gore
Gradison
Gramm
Grassley
Gray
Green
Grisham
Guarini
Gudger
Guyer
Hagedorn
Hall, Ohio
Hall, Tex.
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmicdt
Hance
Harkin
Harris
Hawkins
Herkler
Hefner
Heftel

Kramer
LaFalce
Latta
Leach, Iowa
Lee

Lent
Levitas
Livingston
Lloyd
Loeffer

Lundine
McClory
MecCormack
McDade
McKay
McKinney
Madigan
Maguire
Markey
Marks
Marlenee
Marriott
Martin
Matsul
Mattox
Mavroules
Mazzoll
Mica

Michel
Mil'er, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Mineta
Minish
Mitche'l, Md.
Mitchell, N.¥.
Mrakley
Moffett
Molichan
Moore
Mottl
Murphy, Pa.
Murtha
Musto
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Roybal
Rudd
Russo
Sabo
Santini
Sawyer
Scheuer
Schroeder
Schulze
Seiberling
Sensenbrenner

Tauke
Tsuzin
Taylor
Thompson
Traxler
Trible
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vento
Volkmer
Walgren
Wa.ker
Wampler
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weiss
White
Whitehurst

Myers, Ind.
Natcher

Nedzi

Patterson
Pease
Pepper
Perkins
Peyser
Pickle
Porter

Smith, Iowa
Smith, Nebr.
Snowe
Snyder
Soiarz
Solomon
Spe.lman
Spence

St Germain
Stack
Stagzers
Stangeland
Stark

Steed
Stenholm
Stewart
Stockman
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Swift
Synar

NAYS—28

Jefiries
Kindness
Lagomarsino
Lewls
Lungren
McDonald
Moorhead,
Calif.
O'Brien
Paul

NOT VOTING—62

Hanley Nichols
Harsha Oberstar
Hinson Obey
Holland Pashayan
Holtzman Pritchard
Ichord Radlsback
Leach, La. Roe
Leath, Tex. Roth
Lederer
Lehman
Leland
McCloskey
McEwen
McHugh
Mathls
Mikulskl
Montgomery
Moorhead, Pa.
Murphy, II1.
Murphy, N.Y.
Mpyers, Pa.
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The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr,
Mr.

Willlams, Mont.
Wililams, Ohlo
Wilson, Bob
Wirth

Wolpe

Wyatt

Wylie

Yates

Yatron

Young, Fla.
Young, Mo.
Zeferettl

Petrl
Bereuter Quillen
Burgener
Clausen
Collins, Tex.
Crane, Danlel
Crane, Philip
Dornan
Hansen

Holt

Abdnor
Andrews, N.C.
Anthony
AuColn
Beard, Tenn.
Bowen
Carney
Chappeil

Royer
Satterfield
Shannon
Stanton

S

ymms
Wilson, C. H.
Wilson, Tex.
Wolff
Wright
Wydler
Youne, Alaska
Zablocki

Lederer with Mr. Harsha.

Murphy of New York with Mr. Pasha-
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr,
Mr.

Chappell with Mr. Pritchard.
Nichols with Mr. Carney.
Wolff with Mr. Cheney.
Zablocki with Mr. Hinson.
Anthony with Mr. McEwen.

Mr. Hanley with Mr. Symms.

Mr. Montgomery with Mr. Wydler.

Mr. Murphy of Illinois with Mr. Beard of
Tennessee.

Mr. Fuqua with Mr. Abdnor.

Mr. Dodd with Mr. Roth.

Mr, Dingell with Mr. Royer.

Mr. Dan Danlel with Mr. Satterfield.

Mr. Bowen with Mr. Charles Wilson of Cali-
fornia.

Mr. AuCoin with Mr. Young of Alaska.

Mr. McHugh with Mr. Donnelly.

Mr. Myers of Pennsylvania with Mr. De-
vine.

Mr. Roe with Mr. Davis of South Carolina.
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Mr. Wright with Mr. Andrews of North
Carolina,.

Mr. Mathis with Mr. Holland.

Mr. Dixon with Ms. Holtzman.

Mr, Conyers with Mr. Ichord.

Mr. Clay with Mr. Leach of Loulsiana.

Mr. Daschle with Mr. Leath of Texas.

Mr. Ford of Michigan with Mr. Leland.

Mr. Lehman with Mr. McCloskey.

Mr, Charles Wilson of Texas with Ms. Mi-
kulskl.

Mr. Shannon with Mr. Stanton.

Mr, Obey with Mr. Rallsback.

Mr. Oberstar with Mr. Moorhead of Penn-
sylvania.

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 7036) to amend the Pub-
lic Health Service Act to revise and ex-
tend the authorities under that act relat-
ing to national research institutes, and
for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the motion offered by the
gentleman from California (Mr. Wax-
MAN) .

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill, HR. 7036, with
Mr. Weiss in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the rule,
the first reading of the bill is dispensed
with.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
Waxman) will be recognized for 30 min-
utes, and the gentleman from Kentucky
(Mr. CARTER) will be recognized for 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. WAXMAN) .

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

Mr. Chairman, I am asking the House
to consider today H.R. 7036, the Health
Research Act of 1980.

I am especially pleased to present this
bill because it is a forceful statement of
support for our Nation’s biomedical re-
search programs. I want to thank the
members of the Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee, and particularly
Chairman StaccerRs and Dr. CARTER, for
their extensive contributions to the de-
velopment of this legislation.

H.R. 7036 is supported by the admin-
istration as well as many scientific and
health groups. It was reported from the
Subcommittee on Health and the En-
vironment by a unanimous voice vote
and from the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce by a vote of 23
to 1.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Health, I am firmly committed to an
effective effort to prevent and cure can-
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cer, heart disease, arthritis, diabetes, and
all the many other diseases that affiict
the American people. The National Insti-
tutes of Health are in the forefront of
our commitment to this endeavor. The
NIH is our Nation's finest biomedical re-
search institution.

H.R. 7036 has four major features:

First, the bill extends the authoriza-
tions for the National Cancer Institute,
the National Heart, Lung, and Blood In-
stitute, as well as a number of the pro-
grams in the National Institute of Ar-
thritis, Metabolism and Digestive Dis-
eases. These programs all have author-
izations which expire at the end of this
fiscal year. This bill is, most fundamen-
tally, a reauthorization bill.

Second, the bill mandates that NIH
undertake more intensive efforts in the
areas of arthritis, diabetes, and digestive
diseases. These painful, chronic diseases
afflict millions of our citizens. It is now
time for our Nation’s research effort to
make greater progress in improving the
lives of the many Americans suffering
from these conditions.

Third, the bill makes a number of im-
portant changes to promote the more
effective, efficient management of the
National Institutes of Health. In par-
ticular, the National Research Service
awards, NRSA, program is amended to
encourage more young physicians to con-
sider careers in biomedical research and
research in the social sciences is exempt-
ed from review by local institutional
review boards.

Fourth, the statutory authority for the
National Institutes of Health is revised
to set in law for the first time the NIH,
its 11 individual institutes, and the insti-
tutes’ advisory councils.

The provisions of H.R. 7036 were ex-
tensively debated and carefully designed
by the Subcommittee on Health. The bill
is the product of an in-depth 6-month
review of the operation and statutory au-
thority of the Federal biomedical re-
search programs; 4 days of hearings and
5 days of markup sessions were devoted
to the development of the bill. The mark-
up of the bill was delayed three times
to allow all interested individuals ad-
ditional time to present their views to
committee members. Due to the extent
of these deliberations, the bill report was
not filed by the committee until May 16,
the last day allowed by the Budget Act.

This point should be emvhasized. The
committee deliberations on the renewal
of the NIH authorities began with over-
sight hearings in November and con-
tinued until the last possible day.

During this long period of considera-
tion, committee members and staff met
with dozens of interested organizations
and individuals. The bill was substan-
tially revised by the subcommittee and
additional amendments were adopted by
the full committee at the specific request
of various interest groups, including the
Association of American Medical Col-
leges, and the administration.

A major issue during the deliberations
was the provision of authorizations for
the nine Institutes which do not now
have authorizations. After careful re-
view the committee favored providing
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authorizations for these Institutes for
three reasons:

First, the two largest Institutes of
NIH—the National Cancer Institute and
the National Heart, Lung and Blood In-
stitute—have authorizations since 1972
and 1973 respectively. Under authoriza-
tions these two Institutes, which togeth-
er comprise 45 percent of the budget of
NIH, have performed exceptionally well.
Over this period both of these Institutes
have grown more rapidly than the nine
smaller institutes which have not had
authorizations. This natural experiment
on the impact of authorizations on NIH
research programs clearly shows that au-
thorizations can be beneficial.

Second, the setting of authorizations
for NIH is consistent with the usual ap-
proach to the review of general revenue
programs by the committees of the
House. The research programs managed
by the Departments of Defense and
Energy and the National Science Foun-
dation all have annual authorizations.
The setting of authorizations for expen-
ditures—including expenditures for
scientific research—is the current prac-
tice in the House.

Third, review of all of the programs
in NIH will provide needed balance. To-
day, almost 50 percent of the expendi-
tures of NIH are under authorizations
while the other half are not. This situa-
tion leads inevitably to an imbalance
in the review of the research activity by
the committee. The cancer and heart/
lung programs are reviewed every 3
years as part of the reauthorization
process, while activities in other impor-
tant areas such as neurology, infectious
diseases, aging, and others are neglected.
With almost $2 billion in expenditures
these programs warrant greater atten-
tion.

In providing authorizations, however,
the committee was sensitive to the con-
cerns of the biomedical community. Two
amendments were adopted to provide the
additional safeguards sought by health
researchers.

An amendment offered by Mr. PREYER
allows for authorizations to be provided
for an additional year automatically if
program extensions are unavoidably de-
layed in 1983;

An amendment offered by Dr, CARTER
provides an overall authorization of $100
million to assure that unexpected break-
throughs in research will not be impeded
by limited sauthorization levels.

With these two amendments, author-
izations for all of the Institute of Health
will serve to protect and enhance the im-
portant work of the nine smaller Insti-
tutes. These authorizations will encour-
age adequate support for the full spec-
trum of biomedical research.

Mr. Chairman, support of the com-
mittee reported bill is important to the
conquest of cancer, arthritis, diabetes,
and the other serious diseases facing the
American people. The 11 Research In-
stitutes which constitute the National
Institutes of Health are our Nation’s
finest Biomedical Research Institution.
An effective biomedical research pro-
gram will lead to a healthier more pro-
ductive population. H.R. 7036 provides
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the statutory framework necessary to
maintain a strong, accountable health
research program,

I now yield to my distinguished col-
league from EKentucky, Dr. CarTER. In
addition to being the author of the key
provision regarding breakthroughs in re-
search, Dr. CarTEr is the principal spon-
sor of sections of the bill encouraging
greater efforts to understand and cure
arthritis, diabetes, and digestive diseases.
As always, Dr. CarTER’s views have
heldped shape the bill from beginning to
end.

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

Mr. Chairman, I am firmly con-
vinced that biomedical research is
tremendously important to the future
health and well-being of the citi-
zens of this country and of the peo-
ple of the world. There is no doubt
in my mind that the directions and pri-
orities set by the Congress for ongoing
and future federally supported research,
particularly in the area of prevention,
can significantly alter the nature of
disease as we know it today. This is why
I have strongly supported our biomedical
research efforts in the past and will con-
tinue to do so in the future.

I believe that H.R. 7036 should be seen
as a strong expression of continued sup-
port for biomedical research by the Con-
gress. First, and most importantly, the
bill follows the regular legislative process
by providing authorizations for each of
the Institutes at NIH. In this way, we
have assured that a proper framework
has been established for oversight of our
Federal biomedical research effort. This
is especially important in fulfilling our
responsibility to set general biomedical
research priorities and policies, and to
insure that those priorities are reflected
in the actual operation of the Research
Institutes.

However, the committee has recognized
that specific authorizations must pro-
vide flexibility in order to respond to
possible research breakthroughs. For
this reason—the committee agreed to an
amendment which I offered to provide
authority for appropriations for research
breakthroughs where the specific au-
thorizations for the National Research
Institutes are insufficient to that end. In
a further effort to insure flexibility and
continuity in the operation of the Re-
search Institutes, H.R. 7036 also pro-
vides for continued funding for NIH if
Congress does not reauthorize research
programs in a timely fashion. I believe
that these two amendments should al-
lay the fears of those who are con-
cerned about flexibility and continuity
in regard to our biomedical research
programs.

In my view HR. 7036 is a good bill
and one which is worthy of support. I can
assure you that in drafting this legis-
lation we gave careful consideration to
the concerns expressed by the biomedi-
cal research community and by the pub-
lic. Moreover, as in the case of the
amendments to the authorization section,
several amendments were adopted to
deal specifically with those concerns.

I am committed to strong support of
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biomedical research, a commitment I
know I share with many others.

Mr. Chairman, in crafting this bill it
has been my pleasure to have worked
with the distinguished chairman of the
full committee, who is responsible for
many of the amendments in the legisla~-
tion affecting the Natiomal Institutes
of Health; really, I think it should bear
his name. I want to commend the chair-
man for his valuable contribution.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
distinguished chairman of the subcom-
mittee for his kindness and cooperation,
and for his leadership over the years. I
want to thank the staff, which has been
so helpful.

Mr. Chairman, if we go back through
this legislation, we find that it started
in 1937 with legislation establishing the
National Cancer Institute, and since that
time it has been improved and has grown
until now, there are 11 National In-
stitutes of Health.

I see one of the proponents of the Na-
tional Institutes on Aging here, one of
the Institutes included in the legisla-
tion before us today; the gentleman who
was most effective in getting this done
is the gentleman from Florida, the Hon-
orable CraupE PEPPER. I want certainly
to commend him for his work and for
his assistance over the years.

Mr. Chairman, sometimes we look at
the funds that we spend, and we wonder
what good they are doing. If we look at,
for instance, in cancer, in leukemia, we
will find that in cases of acute lympho-
cytic leukemia, just a few years ago the
mortality was 100 percent. Now, at least
50 percent of the youngsters with the
disease are going into remission. We owe
some of the physicians in this country
a great deal of credit for this.
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One of them is Dr. Emil Frei of Har-
vard, and he is now a physician with the
Farber Institute. Sidney Farber was a
renowned cancer specialist over the
years. Another physician prominent in
the cancer field is Dr. Emil Freirich. It
is an unusual thing that these two men,
Emil Frei and Emil Freirich, were in the
same class at Harvard, and both of them
are well known and tremendously dedi-
cated oncologists.

Mr. Chairman, I would like also to
remind the Members of Dr. Holland of
Mt. Sinai, who has been so helpful in
this area also.

Just this morning we received a report
that one of the cancers, acute myelog-
enous leukemia, which has been resist-
ant to treatment, now is being treated
successfully on an experimental basis.
These cases are going into remission
under treatment approximately 40 per-
cent of the time, and soon they may well
be cured.

I want to commend the appointment
of Dr. Vincent DeVita as Director of
the National Cancer Institute. Few peo-
ple know that his son, although he did
not suffer from cancer, suffered from an
incurable disease, aplastic anemia, in
which his body could not fight off any
type of infection, and he had to live in
a laminar flow unit for years and years,
where the air always flows outward
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and the inside must be kept absolutely
sterile.

Mr. Chairman, I would say that if we
ever had a man who has the right to be
dedicated, it is a man who has had a
family member under such treatment
and suffering such a condition over such
a long period of time. I know that Dr.
DeVita will be a dedicated man.

With such men, I am sure, Mr. Chair-
man, that we can go forward. There will
be breakthroughs in this area.

Mr. Chairman, we have also accom-
plished a great deal in diabetes. At the
present time there is under production
a battery-powered pump to inject in-
sulin gradually as the body requires it. I
am thankful for that. This instrument
is not universally available at this time,
but it will be within the near future.

Not only that, but we are transplant-
ing the islet cells of Langerhans which
produce insulin from one animal to an-
other. We trust that in the future we will
be able to transfer these cells from one
human to another and in this way rid
our people of this dread disease, dia-
betes, which is one of the greatest causes
of blindness that we have.

What has the Heart, Lung, and Blood
Institute done? In heart disease, heart
attacks have declined 26 percent since
1968, and this is the leading cause of
death in the United States. I think that
is money well spent.

Deaths from stroke have declined over
38 percent since 1968, and so I commend,
too, the people who are engaged in ex-
amining and treating people for hyper-
tension.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support this
legislation, and I urge its passage.

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CARTER. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, it
is difficult in general to oppose the prin-
ciple of periodic authorizations for any
area of Federal spending. But I am deeply
concerned with the implications of pe-
riodie authorizations in the field of medi-
cal research where the time frame of
projects often exceeds the tenure of Mem-
bers of Congress.

Specifically, H.R. 7036 breaks with long
standing tradition by eliminating the
general research authority of section 301
of the Public Health Service Act under
which most of the health institutes now
operate. For the past 35 years, under this
arrangement of broad policy oversight,
remarkable progress has been made in
the understanding, treatment, and pre-
vention of disease.

The Health Research Act of 1980 would
radically change the basic arrangements
undergirding this record of progress. Re-
moving the current flexible authority,
H.R. 7036 would place all of the institutes
on a triennial authorization cycle, with
specific expenditure ceilings.

Frequent reauthorizations carry with
them the danger of politicizing what has
been to date a noncontroversial, broadly
supported program characterized by in-
stitutionalism rather than politics. The
problem with periodic authorizations is
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reflected vividly in the amendments to
be offered today on this bill.

Three of the four published amend-
ments are concerned with highly specific
research causes. Undoubtedly, each of
these amendments addresses a most seri-
ous and worthy problem, but I am con-
cerned that frequent reauthorization in
the future will carry, not 3, but 30 or
more such directives, in some cases re-
gardless of scientific ability to address
the problem and in all cases jeopardizing
research priorities which today are large-
1y set by scientists not politicians. There
is already sufficient opportunity for Con-
gress to oversee and direct biomedical
research in this country without adding
a new layer of opportunity for well in-
tended but possibly mischievous political
input.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is opposed by
four former assistant Secretaries for
Health, serving since 1965. It is opposed
by the four living previous Directors of
NI1H, serving since 1955. It is opposed by
the American Association of Medical Col-
leges, the Association of Professors of
Medicine, the Joint Health Policy Com-
mittee of the Association of American
Universities, the National Association of
State Universities and Land Grant Col-
leges, and numerous individual profes-
sions in the field.

Finally, let me stress that congres-
sional policy is effected by people as well
as institutional arrangements.

As much as I respect the gentleman
from California and the gentleman from
Kentucky and their enlightened views on
the need for responsible medical re-
search, I fear that sometime in the fu-
ture less enlightened people may take
their places on this key subcommittee,
in which case the great research institu-
tions of America may be forced to come
on bended knee to Congress instead of
in the current spirit of cooperation and
Progress.

1 would urge my colleagues to vote
against this bill. But if it prevails it
would be my hope that members of the
House-Senate conference committee will
resolve differences between the bills by
preserving, not destroying, the general
research authority of section 301 of the
Public Health Service Act.

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

Mr. CARTER. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

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

Mr. Chairman, I want to point out to
my colleague, the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. LeacH), that he is misinformed
about the support for this legislation.
We have sent out to our colleagues a
letter which indicates the Surgeon Gen-
eral, Dr. Richmond, as well as the Di-
rector of the National Institutes oi
Health, Dr. Fredrickson, support the
legislation.

There was some concern about the re-
view of contract provisions and the in-
tramural review that goes on in NIH.
They now support the legislation.

There are some who disagree with the

idea of authorizations. The gentleman
raised the question of political interfer-
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ence. I believe the gentleman referrea
to actions he might not approve of by
our colleagues in an appropriation bill
as opposed to an authorization bill. I a.
not believe there are distortions. I think
we have a responsibility, in spending the
taxpayers’' money, to oversee what is be-
ing done with that money.

Here we have a very sensitive area, be-
cause we do not want to substitute our
opinions and judgments for those which
are basically scientific judgments.

I have only asked the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. CarTER) to yield on this
point because it has been, I think, a very
much misunderstood aspect of legisla-
tion. But this is the time for the gentle-
man from EKentucky to yield to those
who might wish to speak on the bill. We
have some Members on our side also who
want to speak.

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to point that
out, and perhaps later in the discussion
of the legislation other questions might
also be answered.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished subcommittee chair-
man for his comments, and in reclaiming
my time I would say that, on the idea
of the politics of health, over the years
the men in this House and the women in
this House have seen my actions, and I
do not believe they can say that on any
occasion the word “politics” has ever
entered my mind. I resent the implica-
tion of anyone saying that.

I will ask my good friend, the gentle-
man from Iowa (Mr. LEacH), on which
committee he serves.

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CARTER. I yield. I yield for an
answer.

On what committee does the gentle-
man serve?
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Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
I serve on two committees, the Post Of-
fice and Civil Service Committee and the
Banking Committee.

Mr. CARTER. All right, sir. On the
gentleman’s Banking Committee, my
good friend, do you not authorize funds?
Is that not right?

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Yes; we do, sir.

Mr. CARTER. And on Post Office and
Civil Service, do you not authorize funds?

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Yes; we do, sir.

Mr. CARTER. Then the Appropria-
tions Committee appropriates funds,
does it not?

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Yes; it does, sir.

Mr. CARTER. The gentleman has the
two-tier system, of which he is com-
plaining of us.

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Yes, sir.

Mr. CARTER. Do you politicize yours?
We are not going to politicize ours. We
are very much interested in this legisla-
tion. We think it is good, and we think we
should have the same oversight which
the gentleman exercises himself on the
Committee on Banking and Currency
and also on the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Will the gentle-
man yield for a clarification?

Mr. CARTER. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. I will be very
brief in responding. The politics I am
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concerned with is the politics of too much
heart and not too little. All of us have
our favorite cause. This basic legislation
adds a second layer of political input.

Mr. CARTER. I will reclaim my time
and say that it has no more second layer
than yours.

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. That is correct.

Mr. CARTER. Really, my friend, the
pot should not call the kettle black. How
can the gentleman say something to me
when he does the same thing himself?

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

Mr. CARTER. I am most pleased to
yield to my good friend, the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. I would like to say that
if Members of the House represent medi-
cal schools, as I do—and I represent
two—they have all gotten these filery
telegrams saying, “Don’t set up a pro-
cedure that sunsets health research.”

First, it is very misleading. We are not
sunsetting health research. We have pro-
visions in this bill that stand in stark
contrast with other legislation, where
funds are automatically authorized if we
do not act.

But at its very root here is the sheer
arrogance of the National Institutes of
Health to say, “We should not have to
be authorized by the Congress. What we
are doing is above the legislative
process.”

I certainly reject that. The Committee
on Health and the Environment rejected
it, and I think time is long overdue that
we ask, “What are we getting for our
health dollar?” I think we are getting a
lot. I think it is high yield. But I want
to look at it, I want to authorize it, I
want to subject them to the test of fiscal
responsibility and good yield on the dol-
lar, like everybody else.

I associate myself with the remarks
of the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. CARTER. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman for his remarks.

I see here in this august body one of my
good friends, the distinguished Speaker,
who recently, at the conventions held in
Madison Square Garden, referred to
those on this side as being right-wingers
and possibly related to far-right groups,
my good friend of years, that courtly,
white-haired gentleman. You know, he
got me down here. Since I have been
here I have always tried to vote for what
was right and what would benefit the
people, I do wish my good friend would
not be so hard on his friends on this side
of the aisle.

I yield to my good friend, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. O'Brien), and I
will ask: How are things on the Pon-
derosa?

Mz, O'BRIEN. I thank my good friend
for yielding. I speak not on behalf of any
societies or associations or groups of
physicians other than those who practice
‘n the 17th Distriet of Illinois, and for
the deans of Loyola University and the
University of Illinois Medical Schools.
They have serious reservations about this
bill and question whether in the long pull,
it is in the best interest of biomedical re-
search. I guess the area that most
troubles me some is this: There will be
something in the nature of 1¢ to 12 sep-
arate authorizations for the several Na-
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tional Institutes of Health. If we face the
problem that occurs frequently, where the
authorization committees are in dispute,
and if spirited competition develops
among the Institutes, we may find our-
selves appropriating for the National In-
stitutes of Health through the unsatis-
factory means of continuing resolutions
and based on previous noncurrent levels
of funding.

My notion is that if we do anything
well, we do it in the health area, and I
am concerned that we are damaging
something of very high quality by a bill
designed to produce extremely question-
able results.

Mr. CARTER. I thank the distinguish-
ed gentleman for his comments, and I
will say that we have support for legisla-
tion from Dr. Frederickson, the Director
of the National Institutes of Health, and
also from the Surgeon General Dr. Rich-
mond, and I am pleased to tell the Mem-
bers that.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, two of
our colleagues are retiring this year, and
much of the great work of the National
Institutes of Health, and so many other
of our health programs, are due to their
efforts. The first is Dr. Tim LEE CARTER.
The other is the very distinguished chair-
man of the Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce Committee, the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr, Staccers) . They have
fought over the years for a strong and
effective NIH program to conquer disease.
I now yield to him such time as he may
wish to consume.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to speak this afternoon in sup-
port of H.R. 736, the Health Research
Act of 1980.

I have long supported our Nation’s
biomedical research programs and the
National Institutes of Health. This bill
advances these research programs. It
provides the basis for a renewed effort
to conquer cancer, prevent heart disease
and detect and cure all the other many
disorders which afflict people in the
United States and around the world.

H.R. T036 is the product of more than
6 months work by the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce and its
Subcommittee on Health and the En-
vironment. During this period, the many
provisions of the bill were thoroughly
reviewed by committee members. Innu-
merable meetings were held with in-
dividuals from interested organizations.
This bill was extensively revised by the
subcommittee and further amendments
were adopted by the full committee.

As a result of the extensive delibera-
tions, and the amendments which were
adopted, the bill is broadly supported by
committee members. It was reported
from subcommittee on a unanimous voice
vote and by the Commerce Committee on
a vote of 23 to 1.

The bill merits the support of every
Member of the House. It provides a
strong foundation for our biomedical re-
search programs in the eighties.

In particular, I would point out that
the provisions of the bill establishing
each of the nine smaller institutes in
statute insures that the Congress will
pay greater attention to these programs
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in future years. I am especially pleased
that there will be additional interest in
and support for the National Eye In-
stitute. Just 2 years ago I had surgery
for cataracts, and I am keenly aware of
the contributions which can result from
research into diseases of the eye.

Again, Mr. Chariman, I am pleased to
speak in favor of H.R. 7036. It is the
product of careful deliberations in the
committee. It is strongly supported by
committee members. It will provide for
an effective, efficient biomedical research
program in the years to come.

The chairman of the subcommittee,
and all its members should be con-
gratulated for bringing this bill to the
floor; it is a very much needed bill. Mr.
Waxman has done a good job all through
the time that he has been chairman. I
would also like to congratulate the staff
on the work they are doing. Finally, I
would especially like to congratulate the
gentleman from Kentucky. I have
served with him from the time he has
been on our committee, from the time
he has been here, and I have never seen
him once be influenced by politics
where the health of the people of Amer-
ica is concerned. His actions have al-
ways been for their betterment. He has
been a gentleman with integrity. And
no one, Dr. John Cooper or anyone else,
could ever point to him and say he has
ever put politics ahead of the good of
the people. He has always, in my opin-
ion, stood for what was good for Amer-
ica, whether it was in health, or what-
ever came before our committee. I would
attest to that.

I will say this: I am the author of the
first bill on heart, cancer, and stroke.
Those Institutes have been authorized
since 1973, and they have grown far
more than the other Institutes have. So
now why are opponents objecting to
authorizations for the other ones? Let
us provide specific authorizations, and
then we can get adequate appropria-
tions for them, and maybe they will
grow a little bit. So far as heart, can-
cer, and stroke is concerned, as the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. CARTER)
has said, research in those areas has
certainly reduced the incidence of death.
Let us put more money into the other
Institutes through the authorization
process. We will not be playing politics.
We will be working to solve the health-
care problems that face the American
people. I can say honestly that we have
tried, and I know that the gentleman
from California (Mr. Waxman) and all
of the other members of the committee
have tried, to do what is right for this
country. That is our job to do it here.
We have tried to do that with this bill.
I think we have had interference from
the outside. I think it should be re-
sented and resented deeply. And I do
resent it.

This is an important bill. It means
so much to America. It needs to be
passed now. Let us get on with our job
and pass the bill. And let us do it in
the next few minutes.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I now
vield 2 minutes to a very distinguished
member of our subcommittee, the gentle-
man from North Carolina (Mr. PREYER)
who has made a great contribution to
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this legislation with his amendment to
allow authorizations for a fourth year if
necessary. This amendment goes a long
way toward alleviating the concerns that
have been raised about the authoriza-
tions provided by this bill.

Mr. PREYER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this legislation. I do want to
call attention of the Members to the con-
cern in the scientific community over
some provisions of the bill. The commit-
tee made a real effort to address these
concerns, and I think we have addressed
them successfully. I hope and believe
that the scientific community will find,
as the bill works, that we have answered
them successfully. But as the bill goes
through conference, as it is administered
by HHS, and as we conduct congression-
al oversight, I think it is important that
we keep in mind these concerns of the
scientific community to insure that the
NIH remains the greatest biomedical re-
search institute in the world.

Mr. Chairman, while I am supporting
this bill to authorize funds for the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, I do want to
caution my colleagues about the concern
which the scientific community has re-
garding the far reaching proposal which
changes the way biomedical research has
been administered by the National Insti-
tutes of Health.

In addition to extending the expiring
authorities for the National Cancer In-
stitute and the National Heart, Lung, and
Blood Institute through 1983, the bill re-
moves the permanent statutory author-
ity under which the other nine Institutes
have operated and replaces it with a 3-
year time limiting authorization with
specific appropriation ceilings. Four for-
mer Assistant Secretaries for Health
have stated in a letter to the editor of the
Washington Post in the August 25 edi-
tion that “We are convinced that a long-
term Federal commitment to research is
by far and away best served by perma-
nent authority of the type contained in
section 301 of the Public Health Service
Act.”

They are concerned about the impact
that short-term authorities will have on
the progress of biomedical research,
which has been phenomenal in this coun-
try. Opponents in the scientific commu-
nity also are convinced about the appro-
priations ceiling and the effect such a
cap will have on any unexpected break-
throughs in research.

In committee we were successful in
providing some protection against these
concerns through amendments I offered
which will provide for an automatic au-
thorization for an additional year should
the extension of the programs be delayed
unavoidably in 1983. Another amend-
ment provided for an overall authoriza-
tion of $100 million to assure that un-
expected breakthroughs would be al-
lowed to go forward.

I think the committee has made a real
effort to address these objections, and I
cannot support efforts to eliminate these
authorizing provisions for the National
Institutes which currently make their
treatment unique from all other aspects
of Government. However, there are other
aspects of the bill which do concern the
scientific community and in view of the
importance of biomedical research and
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of NIH, I think we shall carefully con-
sider the impact such provisions may
have on the future and progress of bio-
medical research. These include the pro-
visions calling for advisory council dis-
cretionary authority to review any con-
tract, regardless of cost, and to mandate
such a review of contracts over $500,000.
Councils will also be required to approve
grants over $50,000. Serious questions are
raised about the capability involved in
these kinds of reviews and whether or
not there is sufficient time for the coun-
cils to provide the kind of review that
should be required. The reporting re-
quirements in the bill may be overly
burdensome and thus tend to take away
from the basic research activity. The
provision which establishes NIH in law
and assigns duties and powers to the
Secretary of DHHS, the Director of NIH,
and the Directors and Advisory Councils
of the various institutes are also new
and are of particular concern to the
scientific community. This would curtail
the authority and managerial flexibilit+
of the NIH Director and opponents feel
that the NIH has functioned effectively
without this explicit delineation of au-
thorities and powers.

Over the past 50 years in which the
Federal Government has been involved
in the effort to eliminate disease from
our midst we have seen phenomenal pro-
gress and success. It is my hope that the
concerns of our scientific community
which contributes so much to this effort
of eradicating disease will be sufficiently
addressed as we proceed to a Conference
with the Senate on finalizing this im-
portant Health Research legislation. The
National Institutes of Health have been
synonymous with the progress of medical
development in the world and I am cer-
tain the Secretary of DHHS is aware of
the strong feeling of the scientific com-
munity on this important issue. It is mv
hope that proper attention can be given
to these concerns within the Department
as well, and that they be carefully mon-
itored through congressional oversight.
to ensure that the NIH remain the
‘shining city on the hill” for all bio-
medical research.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. Gepe-
HARDT) .

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, the
Health Research Act, HR. T036, would
make comprehensive changes in the au-
thority of the National Institutes of
Health. I am fully confident that the
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
mittee, in recommending these changes,
is well-intentioned, that the committee’s
objective is to strengthen NIH. A num-
ber of experts in the field, however, have
expressed concern to me that some pro-
visions of the bill may frustrate rather
than achieve that goal.

During its 50-year history, NIH has
amassed an outstanding record. I am
sure all of my colleagues are aware of
the breakthroughs and progress that
have been made in finding the causes
and cures for many diseases with the
help of the Institutes. With such a rec-
ord, questions have been raised with re-
spect to the wisdom of substantial
changes in the authority for NIH. Would
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they improve the agency or merely
tamper with it? In particular, a number
of academic groups and representatives
of medical schools have alleged the lim-
ited authorizations would undermine
the quality of biomedical research spon-
sored by NIH, encouraging short-term
result-oriented projects rather than
those which pursue the fundamental
causes of disease but take longer to pro-
duce results.

Furthermore, they believe frequent re-
authorizations will make biomedical re-
search policy susceptible to politics and
special interests. With the whole pro-
gram coming before the Congress every
3 years, will priorities be set according
to the strength of an individual lobby or
the health and medical needs of the
Nation?

Certainly, the increased oversight and
greater budget control these provisions
are designed to achieve are desirable ob-
jectives and ones I have strongly sup-
ported in the past. Nevertheless, it would
be unfortunate if they could be brought
about only at the expense of advance-
ments in medical research.

After careful consideration, I have
concluded that inadequate safeguards
have been built into the legislation to
protect NIH from overpoliticization. In
addition, to make sure the reauthoriza-
tion process would be meaningful and
not meddlesome, I believe it is necessary
to establish criteria for evaluating the
accomplishments of the various Insti-
tutes so that reasoned, objective deci-
sions can be made with respect to reau-
thorization at the end of the 3-year
period.

I am hopeful that conference with
the Senate on legislation to authorize
the National Institutes of Health will
result in modifications leading to
stronger protection of the agency against
special interest influences and assur-
ance of continued superior biomedical
research.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I now
yield 3 minutes to a very distinguished
Member of the House who has been long
concerned with biomedical research, the
chairman of the Aging Committee, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. PEPPER),
to speak on this bill.

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the able chair-
man and my friend for his kindness in
vielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, other than the Na-
tion’s honor and its security, nothing is
more important to the people of our
country than health and nothing is more
important to the health of the people of
this country than the 11 Institutes in
the National Institutes of Health, the
preservation and continuity of which are
involved in this bill that is before the
House today.
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I hope I am not being indelicate by
saying that I personally have reason to
be very grateful for the existence of
these Institutes, not only because I
was the principal author of five of the
Institutes in the other beody and co-
author of another one, the Cancer In-
stitute, but hecause in 1976 I had a heart
operation. the insert'on of a synthetic
aortic valve and a bypass of an artery
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that I am sure saved and prolonged my
life

The techniques that made possible
that operation were developed by the
National Heart Institute. How many
more in America today are living, grate-
ful for the National Heart Institute and
for what it has made possible in their
lives. A comparable compendium could
be made about the achievements of the
other Institutes in the National Insti-
tutes of Health.

So this is one of the greatest institu-
tions we have, an institution dedicated
to the betterment of health and the pro-
longation of happy lives for the people
of this country.

I especially want to commend the dis-
tinguished chairman of the full com-
mittee, the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia, Mr. HARLEY STAGGERS, for he has
been a dedicated chairman of the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce, one of the great committees of
this House. His inspiration, his dedica-
tion to the cause of the health of the
people has immeasurably contributed to
a greater and a better America. How for-
tunate we are to have as the chairman of
this subcommittee and the ranking
member of the subcommittee respec-
tively, the gentleman from California
(Mr, WaxMman), and the gentleman from
Kentucky, Dr. Tim LEe CarTER. No two
Members in this body have served with
greater distinction and dedication to
their people, the people of America,
than these two gentlemen.

This is not only a legislative matter,
this is a matter of heart because they
know what it means to America to pro-
long these institutions.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. PeppER) has
expired.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 additional minutes to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. PEPPER. I want to ask just a few
questions and give an opportunity to the
distinguished chairman of the subcom-
mittee to answer those questions, be-
cause there is some concern, as was said
by the distinguished gentleman from
North Carolina, among some of the peo-
ple in the country that for the first time
we are authorizing or permitting the au-
thorization by this committee and by the
Congress of the funds that may be ap-
propriated for all of the Institutes except
Heart and Cancer, which have had au-
thorizations for some time. That is what
is disturbing.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, there is
great concern in the biomedical research
community over several aspects of the
time-limited authorization for NIH in
the bill.

First, many research projects are, of
necessity, lengthy, and 3-year authoriza-
tions could jeopardize the stability of
these projects, leaving researchers un-
sure of continued support or discouraging
the undertaking of lengthy projects.

Can the gentleman respond on that?

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

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. WAXMAN. That is an important
aspect of biomedical research that we
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are talking about, a commitment that
will give continuity to research projects
over a number of years in order to
achieve the success with those projects
and in order to keep the commitment of
the researcher to engage in those proj-
ects.

I think it is important to us to fully
support biomedical research with that
understanding. Authorizations for re-
search in this area are similar to the au-
thorizations and appropriations for the
National Science Foundation and for re-
search done in the area of defense. I do
not think those research activities have
been hindered in any way.

I expect this would also be the case
for the NIH researchers, that we would
keep that continuity for the research.

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the able chair-
man.

Second, some fear that the bill would
encourage shortsighted mandates to ex-
plore applied uses of research at the ex-
pense of basic research, which can have
ramifications for understanding many
diseases.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. PEPPER)
has again expired.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 additional minutes to the gentle-
man from Florida.

Mr. PEPPER. How would the gentle-
man prevent this?

Mr. WAXMAN. I believe it is the re-
sponsibility of Congress to continue our
commitment to biomedical research,
particularly basic biomedical research.
I believe that decisions regarding the
kind of research and how it ought to
be conducted are decisions to be made
by scientists, not those in political
office.

Our responsibility, as I see it, is only
in establishing the overall priorities for
using the taxpayers’ money. In estab-
lishing those priorities, basic biomedical
research should be continued both in-
tramurally and extramurally by the
National Institutes of Health.

Mr. PEPPER. 1 thank the able
gentleman,

Third, I have been concerned that
the authorization process, establishing
ceilings for the Institutes, could restrict
appropriations needed to pursue a scien-
tific breakthrough. The gentleman’'s bill
authorizes $100 million in discretionary
funds to be used by the NIH Director
should this happen. How would this
work? Would it not mean considerable
jockeying among the various institutes
for this relatively small amount of
money? What other steps would be
available for making additional funds
available should a promising break-
through come about, for example, in
cancer research?

Mr. WAXMAN. In the area of au-
thorizations, I would expect the Policy
Committee to give generous support, by
way of authorizations, for each of the
Institutes to indicate the relative pri-
ority we want placed on each. Insofar
as there may be an area of research
that shows great promise, that may well
even lead to a breakthrough, we have
authorized the Committee on Appropri-
ations to appropriate an additional
$100 million over and above the amount
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of money authorized for the Institutes.
Should that not be sufficient, we in
Congress would want to move immedi-
ately to take up whatever action may
be necessary to continue to promote the
research.

I think we have given a great deal of
protection so that we can meet any sit-
uation that may arise that is not fore-
seen during that authorization period.

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the gentleman.
All of the Institutes, except Cancer
and Heart, Lung and Blood, have been
authorized under the broad, permanent
authority included in section 301 of the
Public Health Service Act.

In the past, appropriations have been
made without the necessity of an author-
ization, and the chairman of the dis-
tinguished Subcommittee on Labor Ap-
propriations, the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. Narcaer), and his subcom-
mittee have done a very fine job in that
area. When section 301 is so flexible and
has worked so well, why is it desirable
to bring the other nine Institutes under
a limited 3-year authorization?

Mr. WAXMAN. I think it is desirable
to authorize all of the Institutes for the
same reasons we now have the Cancer
Institute and the Heart, Lung and Blood
Institute under authorizations. Those
two alone constitute almost half of the
total budget of NIH. When the Policy
Committee, that is looking into how we
are going to spend our taxpayers’ money
on medicaid and medicare and spiral-
ing health costs, deals with the policy
questions of health, it seems to me that
we have to be concerned about prevent-
ing disease, doing research so that we can
conquer these diseases, prevent them
and control them.

In that way I think the Policy Com-
mittee, in authorizing funding for bio-
medical research, will be of help to the
subcommittee of the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. Narceer), which has
handled this area so well in the appro-
priations. We will help them by estab-
lishing levels of funding which will en-
courage them to be as generous as pos-
sible for needed biomedical research.

I thank the gentleman for these ques-
tions, because they allow clarification,

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the con-
cern about the provision of authoriza-
tions. Again, I would point out that the
two largest Institutes—the Cancer, and
Heart/Lung Institutes—have had au-
thorizations for almost a decade. In ad-
dition, of course, almost all of the other
Federal research programs—those spon-
sored by the Department of Defense and
Energy and the National Science Foun-
dation also have authorizations. The
National Science Foundations programs,
in patricular, have single year authori-
zation bills.

This bill, by providing a 3-year author-
izations is thus, not unusual. It is the
typical congressional process with re-
spect to all programs even research pro-
grams.

I appreciate your interest in these pro-
grams. I know how much vou have done
cver the years to build NIH into the In-
stitution that it is today. Your accom-
plishments are enormous.

This bill. and the current work of the
subcommittee, builds on your foundation.
I, and I am sure the other subcommittee
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members, would not like to see harm
come to our Nation’s biomedical efforts.
This bill provides the foundation for
strengthening of these efforts in the dec-
ade to come.

Mr. PEPPER. As one who was deeply
involved with establishing some five of
the Institutes of Health, I share the con-
cern expressed by many that this time-
limited authorization process could make
the NIH subject to the vagaries of chang-
ing political situations. I have proposed
an approach which might alleviate some
of these concerns—namely, that you
maintain the 3-year authorizations in-
cluded in H.R. 7036 at the levels you pro-
pose, and add, for each Institute, that
such sums as may be necessary be au-
thorized for the subsequent 7 fiscal years.
This would carry us through the decade
sure in the knowledge that the Institutes
would indeed exist. It would give assur-
ances to the biomedical research com-
munity that the Institutes would have
stability. Moreover, at the time you would
ordinarily reauthorize the Institutes un-
der the current provisions of your bill,
you could attach specific authorization
levels for these out years. I have not of-
fered this as a floor amendment but
wish to express my hope that you will
consider such an alternative in the course
of conference with the Senate.

O 1330

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr. MAGUIRE).

Mr. MAGUIRE. I thank the chairman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, this is an important
bill to reorganize and rationalize our
Nation’s health research efforts. I join
with the chairman, the distinguished
ranking minority member, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. GrRaMm) who spoke
a moment ago in believing that the Na-
tional Institutes of Health could stand
some more vigorous oversight and per-
form better if subjected to the authoriza-
tion process.

Mr. Chairman, the Health Research
Act of 1980 represents a landmark, coop-
erative effort on behalf of many mem-
bers of the House Health and the En-
vironment Subcommittee to reorganize
and rationalize our Nation’s health re-
search efforts. There can be no doubt
that health research is a very proper
province for the wise expenditure of
Government funds. But, as was made
abundantly clear in our subcommittee’s
hearing sessions, the National Institutes
of Health could stand some more vigor-
ous oversight and perform better if sub-
jected to the congressional authoriza-
tion process. For understanding this is-
sue and for dealing with it so effectively,
I commend the efforts of Chairman
WaxmAaN, our dear colleague Dr. Trm LEE
CarTER, and the work of their staffs.
They have fashioned an excellent bill.

I am particularly pleased that the leg-
islation retains some of the language
which I added to the Public Health Serv-
ice Act through the Biomedical Research
Amendments of 1978. These amendments
brought some much needed focus on the
environmental causes of cancer to NCI's
research. T would like to take some of
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the committee’s time to discuss the need
for NCI—and in fact all of our Nation’s
consumer protection agencies—to devote
thought and action to environmental
carcinogenisis.

Cancer is the only major cause of
death that has continued to rise since
1900. It is now second only to heart
disease as a cause of death and is
responsible for the loss of 400,000 lives
each year.

One of the most important cancer-
related discoveries over the past few
years is that perhaps 60 to 90 percent
of all cancers may be induced by agents
in the environment. The Environmental
Protection Agency recently listed 43,000
chemicals in its inventory of chemicals
subject to the Toxic Substances Control
Act. About 500 new chemicals or com-
pounds are introduced each year. Can-
cer affects all ages, all sexes, and is an
expression of each individual's past ex-
posures to carcinogens in air, water,
food, drugs, other consumer products
and the workplace.

Some progress in governmental pol-
icy is being made. The national toxi-
cology program recently released a two-
volume report which focuses on 26
human carcinogens to which Ameri-
cans are exposed on a daily basis.
This “First Annual Report on Car-
cinogens,” which was mandated by
one of my amendments, compiles
an updated report on these carcin-
ogenic substances, the nature of their
human exposures, the toxicity of the
agents, the degree to which they act
synergistically, and other important
data. The entire Department of Health
and Human Services is to be congratu-
lated for its efforts on the report.

But more must be done.

We must recognize that although we
have spent billions on cancer research
that the incidence of this disease still
is on the upswing. The annual costs of
cancer are about $30 billion, but the
human cost can never be quantified and
this is why our task in curing and pre-
venting cancer is so urgent. That is why
Congress must be very wary of argu-
ments about “safe thresholds” or “ac-
ceptable exposures" to substances known
to be carcinogenic. In the wise words of
the Toxic Substances Control Commit-

Methods do not now exist for determining
a safe threshold level of exposures to car-
cinogens. Uncertainties in the dose response
relationship between speclfic exposures and
cancer risk, unknown factors that influence

individual susceptibility to cancer, and
unpredictable interactions among cancer-
causing agents prevent determination of
safe levels for human exposure to a carcino-
gen. Any exposure, however small, is re-
garded as an addition to the total car-
cinogenic risk.

Ideological cost-benefit analyses are
no substitute for effective research and
cancer prevention. By retaining the lan-
guage pertaining to environmental car-
cinogenisis, the Health Research Act of
1980, will continue to direct our cancer
rescarch efforts in a balanced direction
that will truly benefit the citizens of our
Nation.

Again, my thanks to Chairman Wax-
man and to Dr. CarTer—a true gentle-
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man who has always written legislation
as if people mattered.

® Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Chairman, I
have grave reservations about H.R. 7036,
the Health Research Act of 1980. Basi-
cally, the bill authorizes appropriations
of funds for the 11 research institutes of
the National Institutes of Health (NIH)
and makes technical amendments to the
Public Health Service Act of 1944. I am
concerned about provisions subjecting
biomedical research to a short-term
authorization and placing a cap on re-
search funds. I feel Members of the
House should seriously reflect on the
effects of such a change in policy before
voting to pass the bill.

Now, 9 of the 11 institutes are under
permanent authority rendered in sec-
tion 301 of the Public Health Service
Act of 1944. The exceptions are the Na-
t'onal Cancer Institute and the National
Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute. Au-
thorizations are only needed for these in-
stitutes as well as for programs relating
to diabetes, arthritis, and digestive dis-
eases within the National Institute of
Arthritis, Metabolism, and Digestive Dis-
eases. However, the Subcommittee on
Health and the Environment determined
that all 11 institutes should be reauthor-
ized periodically and not have access to
fund appropriation under section 301,
arguing that inequities and inconsisten-
cies in funding and administration exist,
2 institutes—the National Institute of
Allergy and Infectious Diseases and the
National Institute of Environmental
Health Sciences—have no statutory au-
thority, and Congress—which represents
taxpayers—must periodically review NIH
programs.

While I cannot argue that the system
is perfectly efficient, I do know that NIH
scientists and scientists funded by NIH
grants have made tremendous advances
in the field of biomedical research. Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services
Patricia Roberts Harris, although now
supporting the committee bill, sent a
letter to the chairman of the Interstate
and Foreign Commerce Committee, Rep-
resentative Harley O. Staggers, on
March 14, 1980, which stated in an at-
tached critique that—

While the organization of title IV [of the
Public Health Service Act] may be confus-
ing, there is no compelling need for a revi-
sion at this time.

It goes on to point out:

It may seem peculiar that, while nine of
the eleven research institutes are specified
in statute, NIH as a whole has no explicit
statutory foundation. It has been established
within the Public Health Service under exist-
ing administrative authorities. As such, NIH
has experienced and, in fact, has flourished
to become the leading research institute of
its kind in the world.

In the same critioue, the Department
stated that it “must strongly oppose
anv prohibition against the use of any
other authority, particularly secton 301,
to authorize appronriations for the re-
search proerams of NTH * * * Author-
izations with srecific dollar limits would
limit the flexibility to provide amounts
thought best for biomedical research.”

In other words, until recently the ad-
ministration opposed section 410(¢) (1)
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of the bill which subjects biomedical re-
search to the authorization process by
not allowing appropriations under sec-
tion 301 of the Public Health Service Act,
and it also opposed setting specific dollar
limits to NIH research institutes. One
major reason for my concern and for the
administration’s earlier opposition is the
fact that reauthorization bills are not
always passed on schedule. In an exam-
ple cited in the critique, the Department
pointed out that funds for the national
research service awards, a program for
which section 301 funds are already pro-
hibited, were delayed during the 95th
Congress because the reauthorization bill
was not passed on time and serious prob-
lems resulted.

In regard to congressional oversight,
I would like to point out that the Appro-
priations Subcommittee on Labor,
Health and Human Services, and Educa-
tion must approve any appropriations for
NIH and therefore, thoroughly studies
NIH programs each year. I feel Congress
already has adequate oversight oppor-
tunities in the appropriations process.

Finally, I understand that, although
the Senate bill originally authorized all
NIH Institutes on a short-term basis,
committee members reconsidered and
changed the provision before reporting it
to the Senate. So, on June 29, the Senate
passed its counterpart to H.R. 7036 with
provisions retaining the permanent au-
thority for the Institutes that have it
and restoring the same authority to the
National Cancer Institute and the Na-
tional Heart, Lung and Blood Institute.

In conclusion, I have reservations

about changing NIH’s permanent au-

thorization of funds to a short-term au-
thorization, thereby restricting each
research institute by time and spending
ceilings. U.S. biomedical facilities are the
best in the world, and I think everyone
agrees that great advances have been
made at NIH and through NIH research
grants, contracts, and other support to
universities, foundations, and private in-
stitutions. Because of the recognized
need for Federal support, Congress man-
dated permarent authority for NIH in
the Public Service Act, and I would rec-
ommend that all Members seriously con-
sider the implications of changing that
policy before voting.@

® Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, biomed-
ical research offers perhaps the greatest
hope for discovering new ways to pre-
vent disease, to reduce the enormous hu-
man suffering and economic losses from
illness, and to improve the quality of life
and health of the American people. Thus,
the bill before us today, the Health Re-
search Act of 1980 (H.R. T036) offers
hope for the future, through the contin-
uation of the National Institutes of
Health, which has supported biomedical
research programs since its humble be-
ginnings in 1887.

From a one-room Laboratory of Hy-
giene in 1887, the National Institutes of
Health has evolved into one of the
world's largest biomedical research cen-
ters. Today, NIH consists of 11 major na-
tional research institutes: the National
Cancer Institute; National Heart, Lung,
and Blood Institute; National Institute
of Dental Research; National Institute
of Arthritis, Metabolism and Digestive

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Diseases; National Institute of Neuro-
logical and Communicative Disorders
and Stroke; National Institute of Al-
lergy and Infectious Diseases; National
Institute of General Medical Sciences;
National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development, National Eye In-
stitute; National Institute of Environ-
mental Health Sciences; and the Nation-
al Institute on Aging. These 11 research
institutes are our Nation's finest bio-
medical research institutions.

NIH currently accounts for 85 percent
of all health research expenditures by
the Department of Health and Human
Services and 68 percent of federally-
sponsored health research spending. In
the past decade, the NIH budget has in-
creased from less than $1 billion in 1970,
to a budget of $3.4 billion in 1980.

The bill before us continues the finan-
cial support for biomedical research
through a proposed authorization but,
at a level that is 23.7 percent higher than
for fiscal year 1980, and the average in-
crease in spending proposed for the fis-
cal years 1981-83 comes to 19.2 percent.
By contrast, the annual increase in
spending by NIH for fiscal years 1979
and 1980 averaged 13.1 percent. Specific-
ally, the bill authorizes some $13.982 bil-
lion over 3 years as follows: $4.076 bil-
lion for fiscal year 1981, $4.606 billion for
fiscal year 1982, and $5.300 billion for fis-
cal year 1983. Finally, the bill allows &
15 percent automatic increase in fiscal
year 1984, unless Congress authorizes
a different amount in reauthorizing leg-
islation.

Those large increases only mean that
Congress cannot bring the appropriation
reality up to the authorization aspera-
tions. I would prefer that the authoriz-
ing committee had been more priority
conscious.

As a matter of fact, the body yester-
day passed the 1981 appropriation that
this bill authorizes. The appropriation
bill reduced the increase we will author-
ize today by about one half. So much for
our commitment.

In spite of Congress failure to balance
the fiscal year 1981 budget, and consid-
ering that even the most worthwhile pro-
grams—as worthy as those included in
this bill—are slated for severe budget
cuts, I would have been happier to sup-
port a reasonable increase for vitally
needed biomedical research.

I, too, place a very high priority on
finding a cure for cancer, heart disease,
kidney disease, arthritis, and other
dreadful diseases that are responsible for
so much human suffering and severe eco-
nomic losses. However, I also place a very
high priority on the losses and suffering
that relate to double-digit inflation that
Congress has forced upon the American
people.

I will vote for this authorization,
but again I do so with regret. We and
our constituents know that Congress
cannot achieve the spending levels in
this bill. On some utopian date in the
future, authorizing committees may want
to set their own priorities, rather than
passing dreams and allowing the Appro-
priations Committee to set the financial
priorities.®
® Mr. BARNES. Mr, Chairman, over the
last 35 years the National Institutes of
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Health has made extraordinary contri-
butions to both the level of scientific
knowledge, and to the treatment and
prevention of diseases which affect the
lives of millions of Americans. With the
NIH's leadership, American researchers
have emerged as the undisputed leaders
in the world medical and scientific
community.

The Health Research Act of 1980
would authorize almost $14 billion for
the NIH over the next 3 years. I am sup-
porting this particular bill, which em-
bodies a new approach of specific con-
gressional authorizations for NIH activi-
ties, with some reservations. I am aware
of the concerns voiced by many in the
biomedical research community that
Congress should not take any action
which might decrease the emphasis on
basic scientific research. There is a real
and legitimate role for congressional
oversight of all Federal programs, but
Congress should not intrude unneces-
sarily in scientific research or impede
the creativity which leads to major
breakthroughs.

Nevertheless, I am supporting H.R.
7036, because it provides vital funding
increases for health research programs
and provides a vehicle which allows the
House to move to a conference with the
Senate. I am hopeful that the conferees
will produce a good compromise ap-
proach which will have one major goal—
the improved future health of the Amer-
ican people.®
® Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this bill. I am partic-
ularly concerned with changes proposed
in this bill for section 301 affecting bio-
medical research. I represent Birming-
ham, Ala., which is proud to have an ex-
cellent biomedical research center at the
University of Alabama in Birmingham.
I have been contacted by many of the
doctors and professors at this institute
who, with their substantial expertise in
the field of biomedical research, are very-
much opposed to changes in section 301.

This legislation will replace the per=—
manent program authorities of nine NIH
Institutes with short-term author-
izations and  ceilings for their
appropriations.

Biomedical research requires continu-
ous efforts by a wide variety of profes-
sionaiws as they seek new cures for
diseases. Many of my constituents fear
that the proposed changes in H.R. 7036
demonstrate a weakened commitment of
Congress in supporting biomedical re-
search and will politicize, and thus delay,
action on future research projects.

I am a proponent of congressional
oversight and would not be in favor of
exempting an agency from such over-
sight. It is my understanding that the
congressional committees with respon-
sibility in the area of NIH hold various
oversight hearings on the research being
done and in addition the Appropriation
Committee investigates the overall NIH
goals.

Biomedical research has contributed,
and will continue to contribute, to the
health and welfare of the American
people. I would certainly hate to see this
progress impeded by unnecessary con-
gressional interference.®
® Mr. CORRADA. Mr. Chairman, I rise
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in support of H.R. 7036, the Health Re-
searcn Act of 1980, cornerstone of the
Nation’s biomedical research nprorr~m [
also support the amendment by Co_n-
gressman Younc which would provide
for increased attention to Reye’s syn-
drome by the National Institutes of
Health, and the amendment by Con-
gressman HorkIns which directs the Na-
tional Institute of Arthritis, Metabolism,
and Digestive Diseases to conduct a study
of the safety and effectiveness of di-
methyl sulfoxide and of its use by
patients with arthritis.

Even if we agree with the statement
that we Americans are healthier today
than we ever have been, we are none-
theless in the dark when it comes to the
cause, treatment, and cure of many life-
threatening diseases. It was not until re-
cently that the possible wonders of inter-
feron were exposed to the public light.
Now, scientists can even alter the genetic
makeup of a cell to program it for cer-
tain tasks. The Federal Government has
to undertake an even more active role
in biomedical research to make possible
more discoveries such as these. There-
fore, the statutory authority of the Fed-
eral biomedical research programs
should be strengthened.

In my district, Puerto Rico, the Na-
tional Institutes of Health plays an im-
portant role in providing research grants
for numerous programs at the medical
science campus of the University of
Puerto Rico. As a result of its location,
this schonl has provided fertile ground
for various research nrom=om- :
by NIH such as the Caribbean Primate
Research Center, the CaliGel Couuve., vae
heart disease program, and the Latin
American Center for Sexually Transmit-
ted Diseases, to name only a few.

The cancer center provides investiga-
tion and treatment facilities including
the physiological effect of the disease,
environmental diagnosis, and therapeu-
tic and basic cancer research program.
The center keeps a list of all cancer pa-
tients in the island which makes it easier
for scientists to contact patients for
research.

Among the major projects in this area
are therapeutic treatment, cancer vac-
cine studies, and education programs.
The center is affiliated with the national
radiotherapy and southeastern chemo-
therapy cancer groups.

The heart disease program sponsored
by the Lung and Heart Institute devel-
oped a svecial project by which data on
10,000 adults in Puerto Rico was gath-
ered and a followup on their eating
habits, physical characteristics, and so
forth, were studied for 10 years or until
their death. The data has been com-
puterized and the results will be avail-
able within the next 3 or 4 years. It is
estimated that the data collected will
bring about interesting discoveries relat-
ing to heart disease.

The Caribbean Primate Research
Center provides a unique program where
the genealogy of the primates is traced
and a study is made of the different
social groups they have formed. These
animals were brought to the island in
the early fifties. They have aged in a

controlled environment thus posing a
tremendous potential for the study of the
aging process. The center has three sites
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and is a very important program with a
lot of potential for research.

Mr. Chairman, as you and my other
colleagues can appreciate, the programs
presently under the sponsorship of the
NIH in Puerto Rico provide the means
necessary for serious, scientific, and use-
ful biomedical research not only for us,
but for the whole Nation as well.

I have only mentioned three of the
various other research programs now
in effect in Puerto Rico. We should not
overlook the importance of these pro-
grams. I am confident Puerto Rico will
be considered in the near future as one of
the most important centers for biomedi-
cal research in the Caribbean and the
southeast part of the Nation.e

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time. I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN, All time has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, it shall be in
order to consider the amendment in the
nature of a substitute recommended by
the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce now printed in the bill
as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment, and each section of said
substitute shall be considered as having
been read.

The Clerk will designate section 1.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be con-
sidered as read, printed in the Recorp,
and open to amendment at any point.

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

There was no objection.

The bill reads as follows:

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 “Health Research
Act of 1980".

SEc, 2. Title IV of the Public Health Service
Act is amended to read as follows:

“TITLE IV—NATIONAL RESEARCH
INSTITUTES
“PART A—NATIONAL INSTITUTES oF HEALTH
“ORGANIZATION OF NIH

“Sec. 401. (a) The National Institutes of
Health is an agency of the Service. The fol-
lowing national research Institutes are agen-
cles of the National Institutes of Health:

(1) The National Cancer Institute.

“{2) The National Heart, Lung, and Blood
Institute.

"“(3) The National Institute of Arthritis,
Metabolism, and Digestive Diseases.

“(4) The National Institute on Aging.

“(b) The National Institute of Allergy and
Infectious Diseases.

“(6) The National Institute of Child Health
and Human Development.

“{7) The National Institute of Dental Re-
search.

**{8) The Natlonal Eye Institute.

“(9) The National Institute of Neurologi-
cal and Communicative Disorders and Stroke.

“{10) The National Institute of General
Medical Sciences.

“{11) The National Institute of Environ-
mental Health Sciences.

“{12) Each national research Institute es-
t.a;l;llshed by the Becretary under subsection
(b).

“{b) (1) The Secretary may establish in the

National Institutes of Health one or more
additional national research institutes to

conduct and support research, training,
health information, and related programs re-
Iating to any particular disease or groups of
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diseases or any other aspect of human health
when the Secretary determines that an addi-
tional institute is necessary to carry out such
activities.

“{2) Any institute established under para-
graph (1) may be abolished and its functions
transferred elsewhere in the National Insti-
tutes of Health upon a finding by the Secre-
tary that a separate institute is no longer
required for such purposes.

“(3) In lleu of the establishment under
paragraph (1) of an additional institute with
respect to any disease, diseases, or other as-
pect of human health the Secretary may ex-
pand the functions of any national research
institute so as to include functions with
respect to such disease, diseases, or other
aspect of human health, and the Secretary
may terminate such expansion and transfer
the functions given such institute elsewhere
in the National Institutes of Health upon a
finding by the Secretary that such expansion
is no longer necessary. In the case of any
such expansion of an existing institute, the
Secretary may change the title of the insti-
tute so as to reflect its new functions.

“(c) For purposes of this title, the term
‘national research institute’ means a national
research institute referred to in subsection
(a).

“APPOINTMENT AND AUTHORITY OF
OF NIH

"“Sec. 402. (a) The National Institutes of
Health shall be headed by the Director of
the National Institutes of Health (herein-
after in this title referred to as the ‘Director
of NIH') who shall be appointed by the Presi-
dent by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate. The Director of NIH shall per-
form functions as provided under subsection
(b) and as the Secretary may otherwise
prescribe.

“(b) The Secretary, and the Director of
NIH pursuant to such delegation as the Sec-
retary may prescribe—

*“{1) shall be responsible for the overall
direction of the National Institutes of Health
and for the establishment and implementa-
tion of general policies respecting the man-
agement and operation of programs and ac-
tivities within the National Institutes of
Health;

“(2) shall coordinate and oversee the op-
eration of the national research institutes
and other administrative entities within the
National Institutes of Health;

“{3) for the national research institutes
and other administrative entities within the
National Institutes of Health—

“(A) may—

*“{1) after consultation with the National
Institutes of Health Advisory Board, acquire
and construct, and

“{il) improve, repair, operate, and malin-
tain,

laboratories, other research faclilities, other
facilities, equipment, and other real or per-
sonal property (including patents), and

**(B) may acquire, without regard to the
Act of March 3, 1877 (40 U.S.C. 34), by lease
or otherwise through the Administrator of
General Services, bulldings or parts of build-
ings in the District of Columbia or communi-
ties located adjacent to the District of
Columbia for use for a period not to exceed
ten years;

“(4) may secure resources for research
conducted by or through the National In-
stitutes of Health;

*(5) may, without regard to the provisions
of title 5, United States Code, governing ap-
pointments in the competitive service, and
without regard to the provisions of chapter
51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of such
title relating to classification and General
Schedule pay rates, establish such technical
and scientific peer review groups as are
needed to carry out the requirements of this
title and appoint and pay the members of
such groups, except that officers and employ-
ees of the United States shall not receive

DIRECTOR
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additional compensation for service on such
LH

grﬁ?{?j shall assure that research at the Na-

tional Institutes of Health is subject to re-

view in accordance with section 472;

“(7) may secure for the National Institutes
of Health consultation services and advice on
persons from the United States or abroad;

“(8) may use, with their consent, the serv-
ices, equipment, personnel, information, and
facilities of other Federal, State, or local
public agencies, with or without relmburse-
ment therefor;

*(9) may, for purposes of study, admit and
treat at facilitles of the National Institutes
of Health individuals not otherwise eligible
for such treatment;

“(10) may accept voluntary and uncom-
pensated services; and

“(11) may perform such other administra-
tive functions as the Secretary determines
are needed to carry out effectively this title.

The Secretary may make available to individ-
uals and entities, for blomedical and behav-
foral research, substances and living orga-
nisms. Such substances and organisms shall
be made available under such terms and con-
ditions (including payment for them) as the
Secretary determines appropriate.

“{e) (1) The Secretary, after consultation
with the Natlonal Institutes of Health Ad-
visory Board, may obtaln (in accordance with
section 3109 of title 5, United States Code,
but without regard to the limitation in such
section on the number of days or the period
of service) the services of not more than two
hundred experts or consultants, with scien-
tific or other professional qualifications, for
the National Institutes of Health.

“(2) (A) Except as provided In subpara-
graph (B), experts and consultants whose
services are obtained under paragraph (1)
shall be pald or reimbursed, in accordance
with title 5, United States Code, for Lheir
travel and other expenses assoclated with
thelir assignment.

“(B) Expenses specified In subparagraph
(A) shall not be allowed in connection with
the assignment of an expert or consultant
whose services are obtained under paragraph
{1) unless the expert or consultant has
agreed In writing to complete the entire
period of the assignment or one year of the

assignment, whichever is shorter, unless
separated or reassigned for reasons which are
beyond the control of the expert or consult-
ant and which are acceptable to the Secre-
tary. If the expert or consultant violates the
agreement, the money spent by the United
States for such expenses is recoverable from
the expert or consultant as a debt due the
United States.

“{d) There shall be in the National Insti-
tutes of Health an Assistant Director to
whom the Director of NIH shall delegate the
function of promoting the prevention, edu-
cation, and health information programs of
the national research institutes and coordi-
nating such programs between the institutes
and between the Institutes and other public
and private entities.

“NATIONAL INETITUTES OF HEALTH ADVISORY
BOARD

“Sec. 403. (a) The Secretary shall appoint
a National Institutes of Health Advisory
Board (hereinafter in this section referred
to as the ‘Advisory Board'). The Advisory
Board shall advise, consult with, and make
recommendations to the Secretary and the
Director of NIH with respect to the functions
under section 402 and with respect to the
policies to be followed in the exercise of such
functions.

“(b)(1) The Advisory Board shall consist
of—

“(A) twelve members appointed by the
Secretary from among the leading repre-
sentatives of the health and sclentific dis-
ciplines;

“{B) five members appointed bv the Sec-
retary from leaders in each of the fields of
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public policy, law, health policy, economics,
and management and one member appointed
by the Secretary from the general public;
and

*(C) such nonvoting, ex officlo members
as the Secretary may designate to assist the
Advisory Board in carrying out its functions.

Not less than four of the appointed members
ot the Advisory Board shall be experts In
public health or the behavioral or social
sciences.

“(2) Members of the Advisory Board who
are officers or employees of the United States
shall not receive any compensation for serv-
ice on the Advisory Board. The other mem-
bers of the Advisory Board shall receive, for
each day they are engaged in the perform-
ance of the functions of the Advisory Boaxt,
compensaticn at retes not to exceed the daily
equivalent of the annual rate in effect for
grade GS-18 of the General Schedule, in-
cluding traveltime.

“(c) The term of office of an appointed
member of the Advisory Board is four years,
except that any member appointed to fil] a
vacancy for an unexpired term shall be ap-
pointed for the remainder of such term and
of the members first appointed to the Ad-
visory Board—

“(1) five members shall be appointed for
& term of three years,

“(2) five members shall be appointed for
a term of two years, and

“{3) three members shall be appolnted for
a term of one year.

as designated by the Secretary at the time
of appointment. A member may serve after
the expiration of the member's term until
& successor has taken office. A member who
has been appointed for a term of four years
may not be reappointed to the Advisory
Board before two years from the date of the
expiration of such term of office. If a vacancy
occurs in the Advisory Board, the Secretary
shall make an appointment to fill the va-
cancy not later than ninety days from the
date the vacancy occurred.

“{d) The chalrman of the Advisory Board
shall be selected by the Secretary from
among the appointed members, except that
the Secretary may select the Director of NIH
to be the chairman of the Advisory Board.
The term of office of the chalrman shall be
two years.

“(e) The Advisory Board shall meet at the
call of the chairman or upon the request of
the Director of NIH, but at least four times
in each fiscal year. The Advisory Board may
hold such hearings, take such testimony,
and sit and act at such times and places as
the Advisory Board deems advisable to carry
out its functions.

“{f) The Director of NIH shall deslgnate
a member of the staff of the National In-
stitutes of Health to serve as the executive
secretary of the Advisory Board. The Direc-
tor of NIH shall make avallable to the Ad-
visory Board such staff assistants, informa-
tion, and other assistance as it may require
to carry out its functions. The Director of
NIH shall provide orientation and training
for new members of the Advisory Board to
provide them with such information and
training as may be appropriate for their ef-
fective participation in the functions of the
Advisory Board.

“{g) In carrying out its functions the Ad-
visory Board may appoint subcommittees,
convene workshops and conferences, and
collect data.

“{(h) The Advisory Board shall prepare,
for inclusion in the annual report under sec-
tion 404, an annual report respecting the ac-
tivities of the Advisory Board and including
its recommendations respecting the program
policies of the Secretary and the Director of
NIH.

“ANNUAL REPORT

“Sec. 404. The Secretarv shall transmit to
the President and to the Congress an annual
report which shall be prepared by the Direc-
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tor of NIH and which shall consist of —

"(1) a description of the activitie: carried
out through the National Institutes oi Health
and the policies respecting the progrems of
the National Institutes of Health, a five-year
plan for such activities and policies, and such
recommendations réspecting such policies as
the Secretary deems appropriate;

“{2) without revision, the annual report
of the Natlonal Institutes of Health Advisory
Board, and

*(3) the annual reports of the Directors of
each of the national research institutes and,
without revision, the annual report of the
advisory council for each such lastitute.

Each report shall be submitted not later than
November 30 of each year and shall relate
to the fiscal year ending on the preceding
September 30.

“PART B—GENERAL PROVISIONS RESPECTING
NATIONAL RESEARCH INSTITUTES

“APPOINTMENT AND AUTHORITY OF THE DIREC-
TORS OF THE NATIONAL RESEARCH INSTITUTES

“SEC. 407. (a) The Director of the National
Cancer Institute shall be appointed by the
President, and the Directors of the other na-
ticnal research institutes shall be appointed
by the Secretary.

“(b) (1) With respect to the human disease
or disorder or other aspect of human health
for which the institutes were established, the
Secretary, acting through the Director of
each national research institute—

“(A) shall encourage and support research,
investigations, experlments, demonstrations,
and studies in the health sclences related
to—

“(1) the maintenance of health,

“(11) the detection, diagnosis, treatment,
and prevention of human diseases and other
disorders,

"(ii1) the rehabilitation of individuals
with human diseases, disorders, and disabili-
ties, and

“(lv) the expansion of knowledge of the
processes underlying human diseases, dis-
orders, and disabilities, the processes under-
lying the normal and pathological function-
ing of the body and its organ systems, and
the processes underlying the interactions be-
tween the human organism and the environ-
ment;

“(B) may, subject to the review prescribed
under sectlon 472 and advisory council review
prescribed by section 408(a) (3) (A) (1), con-
duct the research, investigations, experi-
ments, demonstrations, and studies referred
to in subparagraph (A);

“(C) may conduct and support research
training for which fellowship support may
not be provided under section 461;

“(D) shall develop, implement, and sup-
port demonstrations and programs for the
application of the results of the activities
of the institute to clinical practice and dis-
ease prevention activities;

“(E) shall develop, conduct, and support
public and professional education and infor-
mation programs;

“(F) shall secure, develop and maintain,
distribute, and support the development and
maintenance of resources needed for re-
search;

"“{G) may make available the facilities of
the institutes to appropriate entities and
individuals engaged in research activities
and cooperate with assist Federal and State
agencies charged with protecting the public
health;

“(H) may accept unconditional gifts made
to the institutes for their activities, and, in
the case of gifts of a value in excess of
850,000, establish suitable memorials to the
donor;

“(I) may secure for the institutes con-
sultation services and advice of persons from
the United States or abroad;

“{JY may use, with their consent, the
services, equipment, personnel, information,
and facilities of other Federal, State, or local
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public agencles, with or without reimburse-
ment therefor;

“(K) may accept voluntary and uncom-
pensated services; and

“(L) may perform such other functions as

the BSecretary determines are needed to
carry out effectively the purposes of the in-
stitutes.
The indemnification provisions of section
2354, title 10, United States Code, shall apply
with respect to contracts entered into under
this subsection and section 402(b).

“(2) Support for an activity or program
under this subsection may be provided
through grants, contracts, and cooperative
agreements. The Secretary, through the Di-
rector of each national research institute—

“(A) may approve any contract for re-
sources for research conducted at or through
the institute, 2xcept that if the total cost of
the contract to be approved exceeds $500,000
the contract may be approved only after the
advisory council to the institute has recom-
mended approval of the contract;

“(B) may approve other contracts under
paragraph (1) for research or training, ex-
cept that—

“(1) if the total cost of the contract to
be approved does not exceed $500,000, the
contract may be approved only after appro-
priate technical and sclentific review in ac-
cordance with section 472, and

“(11) if the total cost of the contract to
be approved exceeds $500,000, the contract
may be approved only after appropriate tech-
nical and scientific review in accordance with
section 472 and recommendation for approval
by the advisory council to the institute; and

“(C) may approve grants, and cooperative
agreements under paragraph (1) for research
or training, except that—

“(1) if the direct cost of the grant, or
cooperative agreement to be approved does
not exceed $50,000, such grant or cooperative
agreement may be approved only after appro-
priate technical and sclentific review in ac-
cordance with section 472, and

“(41) if the direct cost of the grant, or
cooperative agreement to be approved exceeds
#£50,000, such grant or cooperative agreement
may be approved only after appropriate tech-
nical and sclentific review in accordance with
section 472 and recommendation for approval
by the advisory council to the Institute.

“(c) In carrying out subsection (b), each
Director of a national research institute
shall—

*(1) coordinate the activities of the insti-
tute with similar programs of other public
and private entitles; and

*“(2) cooperate with the Directors of other
national research institutes in the develop-
ment and support of multidisciplinary re-
search and research that involves more than
one institute.

“ADVISORY COUNCILS

“Sec. 408. (a) (1) Except as provided in
subsection (i), the Secretary shall appoint
an advisory council for each national re-
search institute which (A) shall advise, as-
sist, consult with, and make recommenda-
tions to the Secretary and the Director of
the institute on matters related to the activi-
ties carried out through the institute and the
policies respecting such activities, and (B)
shall carry out special functions prescribed
by part C.

“(2) Each advisory council for a national
research institute shall recommend to the
Secretary acceptance, in accordance with sec-
tion 501, of conditional gifts for study, in-
vestigation, or research respecting the disease,
diseases, or other aspect of human health
with resnect to which the institute was estab-
lished, for the acquisition of grounds, or for
the construction, equipping, or maintenance
of facilities for the institute.

**(3) Each advisory council for a national
research Institute—

"“(A) (1) shall (I) on the basis of the ma-
terials provided under section 472(d) (2) re-
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specting research conducted at the institute,
make recommendations to the Director of
the institute respecting such research, and
(II) periodically review the program of re-
search which is belng carrled out at the in-
stitute and make recommendations to the
Director respecting the program, (ii) shall
review contracts and applications for grants
and cooperative agreements for research or
training and for which advisory council
approval is required under section 407(b) (2)
and recommend for approval applications
for projects which show promise of making
valuable contributions to human knowledge,
(iii) shall review contracts proposed to be
entered into for resources for rezearch and
for which advisory council approval is re-
quired under section 407(b) (2) and recom-
mend for aporoval contracts that will ef-
fectively meet the needs of the institute,
(iv) may review any grant, contract, or co-
operative agreement proposed to be made or
entered into and (v) may review the activi-
ties carried out under contracts and coopera-
tive agreements referred to In clauses (11)
and (1i1);

“(E) may collect information as to studies
whicl. are being carried on in the United
States or any other country as to such dis-
ease, diseases, or other aspect of humam
health by correspondence or by personal in-
vestigation of such studies, and with the ap-
proval of the Director of the institute make
avallable such information through appro-
priate publications for the benefit of public
and private health entities and health pro-
fession personnel and sclentists and for the
information of the general public;

*“{C) shall advise the Secretary and the
Director of the institute respecting the por-
tion of the funds appropriated for the in-
stitute which should be obligated for grants,
contracts, and cooperative agreements: and

“(D) may appoint subcommittees and
convene workshops and conferences.

“(4) Any advisory council established by
the Secretary for a national research institute
established under section 401(b) may be
terminated by the Secretary when the new
institute which occasioned such new ad-
visory council is terminated.

“{b) (1) Each advisory council shall con-
sist of nonvoting, ex officio members and
eighteen members appointed by the Secre-
tary. The ex officio members of an advisory
council shall consist of the Secretary, the Di-
rector of NIH, the Director of the national re-
search institute for which the council is es-
tablished, the Chief Medical Officer of the
Veterans' Administration, a medical officer
designated by the Secretary of Defense, or
the designees of such persons and such ad-
ditional officers or employees of the United
States as the Secretary deems necessary for
the advisory council to effectively carry out
its functions. The members of an advisory
council who are not ex officlo members shall
be appointed as follows:

“(A) Twelve members shall be appointed
from among the leading representatives of
the health and scientific disciplines relevant
to the activities of the institute for which
the advisory council is established,

“{B) Flve members appointed by the Sec-
retary from leaders in each of the fields of
public policy, law, health policy, economies,
and management and one member ap-
pointed by the Secretary from the general
publie.

Of the members appointed to each advisory
council, not less than four shall be experts
in public health or the behavioral or soclal
sclences.

“{2) Members of an advisory council who
are officers or employees of the United States
shall not receive any compensation for serv-
ice on the advisory council. The other mem-
bers of an advisory council shall receive, for
each day they are engaged in the perform-
ance of the functions of the advisory council,
compensation at rates not to exceed the
daily equivalent of the annual rate in effect
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for grade GS-18 of the General Schedule, in-
cluding traveltime.

“{c) The term of office of an appointed
member of an advisory council is four years,
except that any member appointed to fill a
vacancy for an unexpired term shall be ap-
pointed for the remainder of such term and
the Secretary shall make appointments to an
advisory council in such a manner as to
stagger the terms of the members. A mem-
ber may serve after the expiration of the
member’s term until a successor has taken
office. A member who has been appointed
for a term of four years may not be reap-
pointed to an advisory council before two
years from the date of expiration of such
term of office. If a vacancy occurs in the ad-
visory council among the appointed mem-
bers, the Secretary shall make an appoint-
ment to fill the vacancy within ninety days
from the date the vacancy occurs.

“(d) The chairman of an advisory council
shall be selected by the Secretary from
among the appointed members, except that
the Secretary may select the Director of the
institute for which the advisory council is
established to be the chairman of the ad-
visory council. The term of office of the chair-
man shall be two years.

“(e) The advisory council shall meet at the
call of the chairman or upon the request of
the Director of the national research insti-
tute for which it was established, but at least
three times each fiscal year. The advisory
council may hold such hearings, take such
testimony, and sit and act at such times and
places as the advisory council deems advisa-
ble to carry out its functions.

“(f) The Director of the national research
institute for which an advisory council is es-
tablished shall designate a member of the
stafl of the institute to serve as the executlve
secretary of the advisory council. The Direc-
tor of such institute shall make avallable to
the advisory council such staff assistants, in-
formation, and other assistance as it may re-
quire to carry out its functions. The Director
of such institute shall provide orientation
and trainingy for new members of the ad-
visory council to provide them with such
information and training as may be appro-
priate for their effective participation in the
functions of the advisory council.

“(g) This section does not terminate the
membership of any advisory council to a na-
tional rezearch institute which was in exist-
ence on the date of the enactment of the
Health Research Act of 1080. After such
date—

“{1) the Secretary shall make appoint-
ments to each such advisory council in such
a manner as to bring about as soon as prac-
ticable the composition prescribed by this
section,

“{2) each advisory council shall organize
itself in accordance with this section and
exercise the functions prescribed by this sec-
tion, and

“{3) the Director of each national research
institute shall perform for such advisory
council the functions prescribed by this sec-
tion.

“(h) Each advisory council shall prepare
for inclusion in the annual report made un-
der section 404 an annual report (1) respect-
ing the activities of the advisory council in
the fiscal year respecting which the report is
prepared (2) commenting on the progress of
the national research institute for which it
was established in meeting its objectives, and
(3) making recommendations respecting the
future directions and program and policy em-
phasis of the institute.

“{1) (1) This sectlon applies to the Na-
tional Cancer Advisory Board, the advisory
council for the National Cancer Institute,
except that (A) appointments to such Board
shall be made by the President, (B) of the
members appointed to the Board not less
than five members shall be individuals
knowled~eable in environmental carcino-
genesis (including carcinogenesis involving
occupational and dietary factors), (C) the
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chairman of the Board shall be selected by
the President from the appointed members
end shall serve as chairman for a term of
two years, (D) the ex officio members of the
Board shall be the Secretary, the Director of
the Office of Science and Technology Policy,
the Director of NIH, the chief medical officer
of the Veterans' Administration, the Director
of the National Institute for Occupational
Safety and Health, the Director of the Na-
tional Institute of Environmental Health
Sciences, the Secretary of Labor, the Com-
missioner of the Food and Drug Administra-
tion, the Administrator of the Environmen-
tal Protection Agency, the Chairman of the
Consumer Product Safety Commission or the
designees for such persons, and a medical
officer designated by the Secretary of Defense,
and (E) the Board shall meet at least four
times each fiscal year.

"(2) This section applies to the advisory
council to the National Heart, Lung and
Blood Institute, except that the advisory
council shall meet at least four times each
fiscal year.

“ANNUAL REPORT

“Sec. 409. The Director of each national
research Institute shall prepare for inclusion
in the annual report made under section
404 an annual report which shall consist
of—

"{1) a description of the activitles and
program policies of the Director of the insti-
tute in the fiscal year respecting which the
report is prepared; and

“(2) a five-year plan for such activities
and policies and such recommendations as
the Director of the institute deems appro-
priate.

“AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS

“Sec. 410. (a) The following amounts are
authorized to be appropriated for the na-
tional research institutes:

“{1) (A) For the National Cancer Institute
(other than its programs under sections 418
and 415), there are authorized to be appro-
priated $400,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1972, §500.000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1973, $600,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30 1974, $750.-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1975, $830,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1976, $985,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1977, $923,580,000 for
the fiscal year ending September 30 1978,
$9824,500,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1979, $9827,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1980, $1,074,000-
000 for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1981, $1,220,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1982, and $1,376,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30 1983.

“{B) There are authorized to be appro-
priated for the programs under section 413
$20,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1972, $30,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1973, $40,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30 1974, 853,600,000 for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1975, $68,500,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, §88,-
500,000 for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1977, 884,560,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1978, $90.500.000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1979, $103.000,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1980,
$80,600,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1981, $91.500,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1982, and $103,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1983.

*{C) There are authorized to be aporopri-
ated for section 415, $90,000.000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1981, $108.000.000
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1982,
and $130,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1983.

“(2) (A) For the National Heart, Lung,
and Blood Institute (other than its programs
under section 422) there are authorized to
bes aporopriated $375,000.000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1973, $425.000,000 for
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the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, $475.—
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1975, $339,000,000 for fiscal year 1976, $373,—
000,000 for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1977, $426,320,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1978, $170,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1979, 8515,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1980, $570,700,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1981, $648,320,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1982, and
$731,300,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1883. Of the sums appropriated
under this subsection for any fiscal year, not
less than 15 per centum of such sums shall
be reserved for programs respecting diseases
of the lung and not less than 15 per centum
of such sums shall be reserved for programs
respecting blood diseases and blood resources.

“(B) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated for the programs under section 422, $25,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973, $35,000,000 for the fiscal year cnding
June 30, 1974, $45,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1975, $10,000,0C0 for fiscal
year 1976, $30,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1977, $30,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1978, 340,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1979, 315,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1980, $45,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1981, $15.-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1982, and $50,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1983.

“(3)(A) For the National Institute of
Arthritis, Metabolism, and Digestive Diseases
(other than activities of or relating to the
Institute for which appropriations are au-
thorized under subparagraph (B)), there
are authorized to be appropriated $393,798,-
000 for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1981, $447.,355,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1982, and $504,616,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1983.

“{B) (1) For each of the advisory boards
under secticn 435 there are authorized to
be appropriated $300,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1981, $300,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1982, and
$300,000 for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1983.

“{ii) (I) For grants for arthritis demon-
stration projects under section 436(a) there
are authorized to be appropriated $3.000,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1978,
$4,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem-~
ber 30, 1979, and £5,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1980, and for each of
the next three fiscal years.

“(II) For the arthritis data system under
sectlon 436(c) trhere are authorized to be
appropriated $1,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1978, $1,250,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1979, and
$1.500,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1980, and for each of the next three
fiscal years.

“(ii1) For multipurpose arthritls centers
under section 437 there are authorized to be
appropriated $11.000.000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1976, $20,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1977, $18.700,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1078,
$10,000,000 for the fiscal vear ending Sep-
tember 30, 1879, $20,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1980, £14.000.000 for
the fisca] year ending September 30, 1981,
£17.000,000 for the fiscal vear ending Septem-
ber 30. 1982, and $20,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending Seotember 30, 1983.

*“{iv) For diabetes research and tralning
centers and the diabetes data system under
section 438 there are authorized to be aporo-
priated $8000.000 for the fiscal vear ending
June 30. 1975. £12.000.000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30. 1976, $20 000.000 for the fiscal
vear ending June 30. 1977, #12.000.000 for the
fiscal vear ending September 30. 1978, $20.-
000.000 for the fiscal vear ending September
30, 1979, $20.000.000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1980, $14,000,000 for the fiscal
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year ending September 30, 1981, $17,000,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1982,
and $20,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1983,

“(4) For the National Institute on Aging,
there are authorized to be appropriated $80,-
780,000 for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1981, 891,766,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1982, and $103,512,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1983.

“(5) For the National Institute of Allergy
and Infectious Diseases, there are authorized
to be appropriated $248,574,000 for the fiscal
vear ending September 30, 1981, $282,380,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1982,
and $318,525,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1983.

“(6) For the National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development, there are
authorized to be appropriated $241,164,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1981,
$273,962,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1982, and £309,029,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1983.

“(7) For the National Institute of Dental
Research, there are authorized to be appro-
priated $78,839,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1981, $89,661,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1982, and $101,-
025,000 for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1983,

“(8) For the National Eye Institute, there
are authorized to be appropriated $163,000,-
000 for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1981, $180,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1982, and $200,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1983,

“(9) For the National Institute of Neuro-
logical and Communicative Disorders and
Stroke, there are authorized to be appropri-
ated $279,268,000 for the flscal year ending
September 30, 1981, $317,248,000 for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 1982, and
$357,856,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1983.

“(10) For the National Institute of General
Medical Sclences, there are authorized to be
appropriated $360,600,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1981, $409,642,000 for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1982, and
$162,076,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
temper 30, 1983.

“{11) For the National Institute of En-
vironmental Health Sciences, there are au-
thorized to be appropriated $96,834,000 for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1981,
$110,003,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1982, and $124,083,000 for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 1983.

“(b) For each national research institute
and for each activity for which there is an
appropriation authorization for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1983, under sub-
section (a) there is authorized to be appro-
priated for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1984, the amount authorized to be appro-
priated for the preceding fiscal year plus 15
per centum of such amount unless Congress
by law authorizes a different amount,

*“(e) (1) No funds appropriated under sec-
tion 301 (a) may be used for any activity un-
dertaken by or through a national research
institute llsted in paragraphs (1) through
(11) of section 401(a).

"{2) No funds appropriated under subsec-
tion (a) may be used for National Research
Service Awards under section 461.

“(d) (1) If the authorization of appropri-
ations under subsection (a) for a national
research institute is not sufficient to enable
the institute to accelerate research in an area
of speclial promise or to pursue a break-
through in research, the Director of NIH
may, upon request, allocate, from funds ap-
propriated under paragraph (2), to the In-
stitute such funds as may be necessary to
accelerate such research or to pursue such a
breakthrough.

“{2) There is authorized to be aporooriated
for the period ending September 30, 1983, to
the Director of NTH to carry out paragraph
(1) 100,000,000 to remain available for obli-
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in such period. The Director of NIH
f:?:;ogot requestpan appropriation under this
paragraph unless the request has been ap-
proved by the National Institutes of Health

Board.
Ad"vll;?r;‘he Director of NIH shall report an-
nually to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce of the House of Repre-
sentatives and the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources of the Senate a descrip-
tion of the activities for which funds were
provided under paragraph (1) and the
amount provided for each such activity.
“PapT C—SPECIFIC PROVISIONS RESPECTING
NATIONAL RESEARCH INSTITUTES

“Subpart 1—National Cancer Institute
“PURPOSE OF INSTITUTE

“Sgc. 411. The general purpose of the Na-
tional Cancer Institute (hereinafter in this
subpart referred to as the ‘Institute’) is the
conduct and support of research, training,
health information, and related programs
with respect to the cause, diagnosis, preven-
tion, and treatment of cancer.

“NATIONAL CANCER PROGRAM

“Spc, 412. The Natlonal Cancer Program
shall consist of (1) an expanded, intensified,
and coordinated cancer research program
encompassing the research programs con-
ducted and supported by the Institute and
the related research programs of the other
national research institutes and including
an expanded and intensified research pro-
gram for the prevention of cancer caused by
occupational or environmental exposure to
carcinogens, and (2) the other programs and
activities of the Institute.

“CANCER CONTROL PROGRAMS

“Sec. 413. The Director of the Institute
shall establish and support demonstration,
education, and other programs for the detec-
tlon, diagnosis, prevention, and treatment of
cancer and for rehablilitation and counseling
respecting cancer. Programs established and
supported under this section shall include—

(1) locally initiated education and dem-
onstration programs (and regional networks
of such programs) to transmit research re-
sults and to disseminate information respect-
ing the detection, diagnosis, prevention, and
treatment of cancer and rehabilitation and
counseling respecting cancer to physiclans
and other health professionals who provide
care to individuals who have cancer;

“(2) the demonstration of and the educa-
tion of health professionals in—

“(A) effective methods for the prevention
and early detection of cancer and the iden-
tification of indlviduals with a high risk of
developing cancer, and

“{B) improved methods of patient referral
to appropriate centers for early diagnosls and
treatment of cancer; and

**(3) the demonstration of new methods
for the dissemination of Information to the
general public concerning the preventlon,
early detection, diagnosis, and treatment and
control of cancer and information concern-
ing unapproved and Iineffective methods,
drugs, and devices for the dlagnosis, preven-
tion, treatment, and control of cancer.
“SPECIAL AUTHORITIES OF THE SECRETARY AND

THE DIRECTOR

“Sec. 414. (a) The Secretary, acting
through the Director of the Institute, shall
establish an information and education
center to collect, identify, analyze, and dis-
seminate on a timely basis, through publica-
tions and other appropriate means, to can-
cer patients and their familles, physiclans
and other health professionals, and the gen-
eral public, information on cancer research,
diagnosis, prevention, and treatment (ln-
cluding information respecting nutrition
programs for cancer patients and the rela-
tionship between nutrition and cancer). The
Director of the Institute may take such ac-
tion as may be necessary to insure that all
channels for the dissemination and exchange
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of sclentific knowledge and information are
maintained between the .nstitute and other
scientific, medical, and blomedical disciplines
and organlizations nationally and Interna-
tionally.

“(b) The Director of the Institute in car-
rylng out the National Cancer Program—

“(1) may establish or support the large-
scale production or distribution of speclal-
ized biological materials and other thera-
peutic substances for cancer research and set
standards of safety and care for persons us-
ing such materials;

‘(4) may, with the approval of the ad-
visory council for the Institute, support (A)
research in the cancer field outside the
United States by highly qualified foreign na-
tionals which research can be expected to
inure to the benefit of the American peo-
e, (B) collaborative research Involving
American and foreign participants, and (C)
the tralning of American sclentists abroad
and foreign sclentists in the United States;

“{(3) may, with the approval of the advi-
sory council for the Institute, support appro-
priate programs of education (including con-
tinuing education) and training;

*(4) may encourage and coordinate cancer
research by industrial concerns where such
concerns evidence a particular capability for
such research;

*(6) may obtain (with the approval of the
Institute's advisory councll and in accord-
ance with section 3109 of title 5, United
States Code, but without regard to the limi-
tation in such section on the number of days
or the period of such service) the services
of not more than one hundred and fifty-one
experts or consultants who have scientific or
professional qualifications;

*(6) (A) may—

“(1) with the approval of the Institute’s
advisory council, acquire and construct, and

*“(il) improve, repair, operate, and main-
tain, such laboratories, other research facili-
ties, equipment, and other real or personal
property (including patents) as the Director
deems necessary;

“(B) may make grants for new construc-
tion or renovation of facilities; and

“{C) may acquire, without regard to the
Act of March 3, 1877 (40 U.S.C. 34), by lease
or otherwise through the Administrator of
General Services, bulldings or parts of build-
ings in the District of Columbia or commu-
nities located adjacent to the District of Co-
Iumbia for the use of the Institute for a
period not to exceed ten years;

“(7) may, with the approval of the Insti-
tute’s advisory council, appoint one or more
advisory committees composed of such pri-
vate citizens and officials of Federal, State,
and local governments as he deems desirable
to advise him with respect to his functions;

“(8) may, subject to section 407(b) (2),
enter into such contracts, leases, cooperative
agreements, or other transactions, without
regard to sections 3648 and 3709 of the Re-
vised Statutes (31 U.S.C. 529, 41 U.8.C. 5), as
may be necessary in the conduct of his func-
tions, with any public agency, or with any
person, firm, assoclation, corporation, or ed-
ucational institution; and

“(9) (A) shall prepare and submit, directly
to the President for review and transmittal
to Congress, an annual budget estimate (in-
cluding an estimate of the number and type
of personnel needs for the Institute) for the
National Cancer Program, after reasonable
opportunity for comment (but without
change) by the Secretary, the Director of
NIH, and the Institute’s advisory council;
and (B) may receive from the President and
the Office of Management and Budget di-
rectly all funds appropriated by Congress for
obligation and expenditure by the Institute.
“NATIONAL CANCER RESEARCH AND DEMONSTRA-

TION CENTERS

“Sec. 415. The Director of the Institute,
under policles established by the Director
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of NIH and after consultation with the In-
stitute's advisory council, is authorized to
enter into cooperative agreements with pub-
He or private nonprofit agencies or institu-
tions to pay all or part of the cost of plan-
ning, establishing, or strengthening, and
providing basic operating support for exist-
ing or new centers for basic and clinical
research into, training in, and demonstra-
tion of advanced diagnostic, prevention, and
treatment methods for cancer. Federal pay-
ments under this subsection in support of
such cooperative agreements may be used
for (1) construction (notwithstanding any
limitation under section 473), (2) stafing
and other basic operating costs, including
such patient care costs as are required for
research, (3) training, including training for
allled health professionals, continuing edu-
cation for health professionals and allied
health professions personnel, and informa-
tion programs for the pubic respecting can-
cer, and (4) demonstration purposes, As used
in this section, the term 'construction’ does
not include the acquisition of land, and the
term ‘training’ does not include research
training for which fellowship support may
be provided under section 461. Support of a
center under this section may be for a pe-
riod of not to exceed five years and such
period may be extended by the Director for
additional perlods of not more than five
years each after review of the operations of
such center by an appropriate sclentific re-
view group established by the Director.
“PRESIDENT'S CANCER PANEL

“Sec. 416. (a) (1) The President's Cancer
Panel (hereinafter in this section referred
to as the ‘Panel’) shall be composed of three
persons appointed by the President, who by
virtue of their training, experience, and
background are exceptionally qualified to
appraise the National Cancer Program.

“(2) (A) Members of the Panel shall be
appointed for three-year terms, except that
any member appointed to fill a vacancy oc-
curring prior to the expiration of the term
for which his predecessor was appointed shall
be appointed only for the remainder of such
term. A member who has been appointed
for a term of three years may not be re-
appointed to the Panel before two years from
the date of the expiration of such term of
office. If a vacancy occurs in the Panel, the
President shall make an appointment to fill
the vacancy not later than ninety days from
the date the vacancy occurred.

“(B) The resldent shall designate one of
the members to rerve as the chairman of the
Panel for a term of one year.

“{C) Members of the Panel shall each be
entitled to receive the dally equivalent of
the sannual rate of basic pay In effect for
grade GS-18 of the General Schedule for
each day (including traveltime) during
which they are engaged in the actual per-
formance of duties vested in the Panel.

“(3) The Panel shall meet at the call of
the chalrman, but not less often than four
times a year. A transcript shall be kept of
the proceedings of each meeting of the
Panel, and the chailrman shall make such
transcript available to the public.

*“(b) The Panel shall monitor the devel-
opment and execution of the activities of the
National Cancer Program, and shall report
directly to the President. Any delays or
blockages in rapid execution of the Program
shall immediately be brought to the atten-
tion of the President. The Panel shall sub-
mit to the President periodic progress re-
ports on the Program and shall submit to
the President, the Secretary, and the Con-
gress an annual evaluation of the efficacy
of the Program and suggestions for improve-
ments, and shall submit such other reports
as the President shall direct.
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“Subpart 2—National Heart, Lung, and
Blood Institute

“PURFOSE OF THE INSTITUTE

“gpe. 421. The general purpose of the Na-
tional Heart, Lung, and Blood Instituie
(hereinafter in this subpart referred to as
the ‘Institute’) is the conduct and support
of research, training, health information,
and other programs with respect to heart,
blood vessel, lung, and blood diseases and
with respect to the use of blood and blood
products and the management of blood
resources.

““HEART, BLOOD VESSEL, LUNG, AND BLOOD DIS-

EASE PREVENTION AND CONTROL PROGRAMS

“Spc. 422. The Director of the Institute,
under policies established by the Director
of NIH and after consultation with the ad-
visory council for the Institute, shall estab-
lish programs as necessary for cooperation
with other Federal health agencles, State,
local, and reglonal public health agencies,
and nonprofit private health agencies in the
diagnosis, prevention, and treatment (in-
cluding the provision of emergency medical
services) of heart, blood vessel, lung, and
blood diseases, appropriately emphasizing
the prevention, diagnosis, and treatment of
such diseases of children.

“INFORMATION AND EDUCATION CENTER

“Spc. 423. The Secretary, acting through
the Director of the Institute, shall establish
an Iinformation and education center to
collect, identify, analyze, and disseminate
on a timely basis, through publications and
other appropriate means, to patients, fam-
ilies of patients, physicians and other health
professionals, and the general public, infor-
mation on research, prevention, diagnosis,
and treatment of heart, blood vessel, lung,
and blood diseases, the malntenance of
health to reduce the incidence of such dis-
eases, and on the use of blood and blood
products and the management of blood re-
sources. In carrying out this section the
Secretary shall place special emphasis
upon-—

“({1) the dissemination of information re-
garding diet and nutrition, environmental
pollutants, exercise, stress, hypertension,
cigarette smoking, weight control, and other
factors affecting the prevention of arterio-
sclerosis and other cardiovascular diseases
and of pulmonary and blood diseases, and

“(2) programs designed to encourage chil-
dren to adopt healthful habits respecting the
risk factors related to the prevention of such
diseases.
“NATIONAL HEART,

BLOOD

GRAM

“Sec. 424. (a) The National Heart, Blood
Vessel, Lung, and Blood Diseases and Blood
Resources Program (hereinafter in this sub-
part referred to as the 'Program’) may pro-
vide for—

“{1) Investigation into the epidemiology,
etiology, and prevention of all forms and
aspects of heart, blood vessel, lung, and blood
diseases, including investigations into the
soclal, environmental behavioral, nutrition-
al, biological, and genetic determinants and
influences involved in the epldemiology,
etiology, and prevention of such diseases;

“{2) studles and research into the basic
biological processes and mechanisms in-
volved In the underlying normal and abnor-
mal heart, blood vessel, lung, and blood
phenomena;

“(3) research into the development, trial,
and evaluation of techniques, drugs, and de-
vices (including computers) used in, and
approaches to, the diagnosis, treatment (in-
cluding the provision of emergency medical
services), and prevention of heart, blood ves-
sel, lung, and blood diseases and the re-
habilitation of patients suffering from such
diseases;

“(4) establishment of programs that will

BLOOD VESSEL, LUNG, AND
DISEASES AND BLOOD RESOURCES PRO-
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focus and apply scientific and technologlical
efforts involving blological, physical, and en-
gineering sciences to all facets of heart, blood
vessel, lung, and blood diseases with em-
phasis on refinement, development, and
evaluation of technological devices that will
assist, replace, or monitor vital organs and
improve instrumentation for detection, diag-
nosis, and treatment of those diseases;

“(5) establishment of programs for the
conduct and direction of field studies, large-
scale testing and evaluation, and demonstra-
tion of preventive, diagnostie, therapeutic,
and rehabilitative approaches to, and emer-
gency medical services for, such diseases;

*(8) studies and research into blood dis-
eases and blood, and into the use of blood
for eclinical purposes and all aspects of the
management of its resources in this coun-
try, including the collection, preservation,
fractionation, and distribution of it and its
products;

*{T) the education (including continuing
education) and training of scientists, clin-
ical investigators, and educators, in fields
and specialties (including computer sciences)
reguisite to the conduct of clinical programs
respecting heart, blood vessel, lung, and
blood diseases and blood resources;

“(8) public and professional education re-
lating to all aspects of such diseases, includ-
ing the prevention of such diseases, and the
use of blood and blood products and the
management of blood resources;

*{9) establishment of programs for study
and research Into heart, blood vessel, lung,
and blood diseases of children (including
cystlc fibrosis, hyallne membrane, and
hemolytic and hemophilic diseases) and for
the development and demonstration of diag-
nostic, treatment, and preventive approaches
to these diseases; and

**(10) establishment of programs for study,
research, development, demonstrations and
evaluation of emergency medical services for
people who become critically i1l in connec-
tion with heart, blood vessel, lung, or blood
diseases.

The Program shall be coordinated with other
national research institutes to the extent
that they have responsibilities respecting
such diseases and shall give special emphasis
to the continued development In the Insti-
tute of programs related to the causes of
stroke and to effective coordination of such
programs with related stroke programs in
the National Institute of Neurological and
Communicative Disorders and Stroke. The
Director of the Institute, with the advice of
the advisory council to the Institute, shall
revise annually the plan for the Program and
shall carry out the Program in accordance
with such plan.

*“(b) In carrying out the Program, the Di-
rector of the Institute, under policles estab-
lished by the Director of NIH—

“(1) may, after approval of the advisory
council to the Institute, obtain (in accord-
ance with section 3109 of title 5, United
States Code, but without regard to the lim-
itation in such section on the number of
days or the period of such service) the serv-
ices of not more than one hundred experts
or consultants who have scientific or pro-
fessional qualifications;

“(2) (A) may—

“{1) after approval of the advisory council
to the Institute, acquire and construct, and

“(i1) improve, repair, operate, alter, reno-
vate and malntain,
heart, blood vessel, lung, and blood disease
and blood resource laboratory, research,
training, and other facilities, equipment, and
such other real or personal property (includ-
inz patents) as the Director deems neces-
sary; and

“(B) may acquire, without regard to the
Act of March 3, 1877 (40 U.S.C. 34). by lease
or otherwise, throuzh the Administrator of
General Services, buildings or parts of build-
ings in the District of Columbia or commu-
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nities located adjacent to the District of Co-
lumbia for the use of the Institute for a pe-
riod not to exceed ten years;

“(3) subject to section 407 (b) (2), may en-
ter into such contracts, leases, cooperative
agreements, or other transactions, without
regard to sections 3648 and 3709 of the Re-
vised Statutes (31 U.B.C. 529, 41 US.C. 5), as
may be necessary in the conduct of the Di-
rector’s functions, with any public agency,
or with any person, firm, association, cor-
poration, or educational Institutions; and

“{4) may make grants to publlc and non-
profit private entitles to assist in meeting
the cost of the care of patients In hospitals,
clinics, and related facilities who are particl-
pating in research projects.

“(e) There shall be in the Institute an as-
sistant director to coordinate and promote
the prevention, education, and health infor-
mation programs of the Institute who shall
be appointed by the Director of the Insti-
tute.

"“NATIONAL RESEARCH AND DEMONSTRATION CEN-
TERS FOR HEART, BLOOD VESSEL, LUNG, AND
BLOOD DISEASES AND BLOOD RESOURCES

“Sec. 425. (a) (1) The Director of the In-
stitute may provide, in accordance with sub-
section (b), for the development of—

“(A) ten centers for basic and clinical re-
search into, training in, and demonstration
of, advanced diagnostie, prevention, and
treatment methods (including methods of
providing emergency medical services) for
heart and blood vessel diseases;

"“(B) ten centers for basic and clinical re-
search into, training in, and demonstration
of, advanced diagnostic, prevention, and
treatment methods (including methods of
providing emergency medical services) for
lung diseases (including bronchitls, emphy-
sema, asthma, cystic fibrosis, and other lung
diseases of children); and

“(C) ten centers for basic and clinieal re-
search into, training in, and demonstration
of, advanced diagnostic, prevention, and
treatment methods (including methods of
providing emergency medical services) for
blood diseases and research into blood, in
the use of blood products and in the man-
agement of blood resources.

“{(2) The centers developed under para-
graph (1) shall, in addition to belng uti-
lized for research, training, and demon-
strations, be utilized for the following
prevention programs for cardiovascular,
pulmonary, and blood diseases:

“(A) Programs to develop Improved
methods of detecting individuals with a
high risk of developing cardiovascular, pul-
monary, and blood diseases.

“{(B) Programs to develop Iimproved
methods of intervention against those fac-
tors which cause Individuals to have a high
risk of developing such diseases.

*“(C) Programs to develop health profes-
sions and allled health professions person-
nel highly skilled in the prevention of such
diseases.

“(D) Programs to develop improved
methods of providing emergency medical
services for persons with such diseases.

“(E) Programs of continuing education
for health and allied health professionals
in the diagnosis, prevention, and treatment
of such diseases and the maintenance of
health to reduce the incidence of such dis-
eases and Iinformation programs for the
public respecting the prevention and early
diagnosis and treatment of such diseases
and the maintenance of health.

“(3) The research, training, and demon-
stration activities carried out through any
such center may relate to any one or more
of the diseases referred to in paragraph (1)
of this subsection.

*“{b) The Director of the Institute, under
policles established by the Director of NIH
and after consultation with the advisory
council to the Institute, may enter into co-
operative agreements with public or non-
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operative agreements under this subsec
may be used for—

“(1) construction {notwithstanding any
limitation under section 473),

“(2) stafing and other basic operating
costs, including such patient care costs as
are required for research,

“(8) training, including training for allied
health professions personnel, and

“(4) demonstration purposes.

Supgort of a center under this subsection
may be for a period of not to exceed five
years and such period may be extended by
the Director for additional periods of not
more than five years each after review of the
operations of such center by an appropriate
scientific review group established by the
Director.

“(¢) As used in ths section, the term ‘con-
struction’ does not include the acquisition of
land; and the term ‘training’ does not in-
clude research training for which fellowship
support may be provided under section 461.

“INTERAGENCY TECHNICAL COMMITTEE

“Sec. 426. (a) The Secretary shall establish
an Interagency Technical Committee on
Heart, Blood Vessel, Lung and Blood Dis-
eases and Blood Resources which shall be
responsible for coordinating those aspects of
all Federal health programs and activities
relating to heart, blood vessel, lung, and
blood diseases and to blood resources to as-
sure the adequacy and technical soundness
of such programs and activities and to pro-
vide for the full communication and ex-
change of information necessary to maintain
adequate coordination of such programs and
activities.

“(b) The Director of the Institute shall
serve as chairman of the Committee and the
Committee shall include representation from
all Federal departments and agencles whose
programs involve health functions or respon-
sibilities relevant to the functions of the
Committee, as determined by the Secretary.
“Subpart 3—National Institute of Arthritis,

Metabolism, and Digestive Diseases
“PURPOSE OF THE INSTITUTE

“8Sgc. 431. The general purpose of the Na-
tional Institute of Arthritis, Metabollsm, and
Digestive Diseases (hereinafter in this sub-
part referred to as the ‘Institute’) is the
conduct and support of research, training,
health Information, and related programs
with respect to arthritis and related muscu-
loskeletal diseases, diabetes mellitus and en-
docrine and metabolic diseases, digestive dis-
eases, and kidney, urologic, and hematologic
diseases.

“INFORMATION AND EDUCATION CENTERS

“Sec. 432. The Secretary, acting through
the Director of the Institute, shall
establish—

“(1) an information and education cen-
ter for arthritis and related mus:uloskeletal
dis=ases,

“(2) an Information and education center
for diabetes mellitus and endocrine and
metabolic diseases, and

“(3) an information and education cen-
ter for digestive diseases,
to identify, collect, analyze, and disseminate
information respecting the diseases and to
serve as a national educational resource
for patlents with such diseases and their
families, physicians, and other health pro-
fessionals.
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"“ASSOCIATE DIRECTORS FOR ARTHRITIS, DIABETES,
DIGESTIVE DISEASES, AND KIDNEY, UROLOGIC,
AND HEMATOLOGIC DISEASES

“Sec. 433. In the Institute there shall be
an Assoclate Director for Arthritis and Re-
lated Musculoskeletal Diseases, an Assoclate
Director for Diabetes, Endocrinology, and
Metabolic Diseases, an Assoclate Director for
Digestive Diseases, and an Associate Director
for Kidney, Urologic, and Hematologic Dis-
eases who, under the supervision of the
Director, shall be responsible for—

"(1) the coordination of the programs of
the Institute respecting arthritis and re-
lated musculoskeletal diseases, dlabetes
mellitus and endocrine and metabolic dis-
eases, digestive diseases, and kidney, uro-
logic, and hematologic dlseases, respectively;
and

“{2) monitoring and reviewing expendi-
tures and activities of the other national
research institutes related to such diseases
and the identification of research opportu-
nities In Federal activities related to such
diseases and recommendation of means to
take advantage of such opportunities.

“INTERAGENCY COORDINATING COMMTITTEES

“Sec. 434. (a) For the purpose of—

“{1) better coordination of the research
activities of all the national research in-
stitutes relating to arthritis and related
musculoskeletal diseases, diabetes mellitus
and endocrine and metabolic diseases, and
digestive diseases; and

“(2) coordinating those aspects of all Fed-
eral health programs and activities relating
to such diseases to assure the adequacy and
technical soundness of such programs and
activities and to provide for the full com-
munication and exchange of information
necessary to maintain adequate coordina-
tion of such programs and activities,

the Director of NIH shall establish an Arth-
ritis Interagency Coordinating Committee,
a Diabetes Mellitus Interagency Coordinating
Committee, and a Digestive Diseases Inter-
bgency Coordinating Committee (herein-
after in this section individually referred
to as a ‘Committee’) .

"(b) Each Committee shall be composed of
the Directors (or their designees) of each of
the national research institutes and divisions
involved in research involving the diseases
with respect to which the Committee is
established and shall include representation
from all Federal departments and agencies
whose programs involve health functions or
responsibilities relevant to such diseases, as
determined by the Secretary. Bach Commit-
tee shall be chaired by the Director of NIH
(or his designee) . Each Committee shall meet
at the call of the chairman, but not less
often than four times a year.

“(c) Each Committee shall prepare an an-
nual report for the Secretary and the Direc-
tor of NIH detailing the work of the Com-
mittee in the fiscal year for which the report
was prepared in carrying out the coordinat-
ing activities described in paragraphs (1) and
(2) of subsection (a). Such report shall
be submitted not later than the sixtieth day
after the end of each fiscal year.

“ADVISORY BOARDS

“SEC. 435. () The Secretary shall estab-
lish in the Institute the National Arthritis
Advisory Board, the National Diabetes Ad-
visory Board, and the National Digestive Dis-
eases Advisory Board (hereinafter in this sec-
tion individually referred to as an ‘Advisory
Board').

“(b) Each Advisory Board shall be com-
posed of eighteen appointed members and
nonvoting, ex-officio members as follows:

“(1) The Becretary shall appoint—

"(A) twelve members from individuals who
ars sclentists, physicians, and other health
professionals, who are not officers or em-
ployees of the United States. and who rep-
resent the specialities and disciplines rele-
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vant to the diseases with respect to which the
Advisory Board is established; and

“{B) slx members from the general public

who are knowledgeable with respect to such
QioSdses.
Of the appointed members at least five shall
by virtue of training or experience be knowl-
edgeable in health education, nursing, data
systems, public information, or community
program de .elopment.

“{2) The following shall be ex-officlo mem-
bers of each Advisory Board: the Director
of NIH or his designee, the Director of the
Institute or his designee, the Associate Di-
rector of the Institute appointed under sec-
tion 433 for the diseases for which the Ad-
visory Board is established, and such other
officers and employees of the United States as
the Secretary deems necessary for the Ad-
visory Board to carry out Its functions.

“(c) Members of an Advisory Board who
are officers or employees of the Federal Gov-
ernment shall serve as members of the Ad-
visory Board without compensation in
addition to that recelved in their regular
public employment. Other members of the
Board shall recelve compensation at rates
not to exceed the daily equivalent of the
annual rate in effect for grade GS-18 of the
General Schedule for each day (including
traveltime) they are engaged in the perform-
ance of thelr dutles as members of the
Board.

*“(d) The term of office of an appointed
member of an Advisory Board is three years,
except that no term of office may extend be-
yond the expiration of the Advisory Board.
Any member appointed to fill & vacancy for
an unexpired term shall be appointed for the
remainder of such term. A member may
serve after the expiration of the member's
term until a successor has taken office. If
a4 vacancy occurs in an Advisory Board, the
Secretary shall make an appointment to fill
the vacancy not later than ninety days from
the date the vacancy occurred.

“{e) The members of each Advisory Board
shall select a chairman from among the ap-
pointed members.

“(f) The Secretary shall, after consultation
with and consideration of the recommenda-
tlons of an Advisory Board, provide the Ad-
visory Board with—

“{1) such support staff, and

*“{2) such administrative support services
and facilities, such information, and such
services of consultants,

as the Secretary determines are necessary
for the Advisory Board to carry out its
functions.

“(g) Each Advisory Board shall meet at
the call of the chairman or upon request of
the Director of the Institute, but not less
often than four times a year.

“{h) Each Advisory Board shall—

“(1) review and evaluate the implementa-
ticn of the plan (referred to in section 439)
respecting the diseases with respect to which
the Advisory Board was established:

“(2) for the purpose of assuring the most
effective use and organization of resources
respecting such diseases, advise and make
recommendations to the Secretary, the Di-
rector of NIH, the Director of the Institute,
and the head of other appropriate Federal
agencies for the implementation and revi-
sion of such plan; and

“(3) maintain liaison with other advisory
bodies related to Federal agencies involved
in the implementation of such plan, the
Coordinating Committee for such diseases,
and with key non-Federal entities involved
in activities affecting the control of such
diseases.

“(1) In carrying out its functions the Ad-
visory Board may establish subcommittees,
convene workshops and conferences, and col-
lect data.

*“(}) Each Advisory Board shall submit to
the Secretary and to the Congress an annual
report—
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“(1) which describes the Advisory Board's
activities in the fiscal year for which the re-
port is made;

“(2) which describes and evaluates the
progress made in such year in research, treat-
ment, education, and training with respect
to the diseases with respect to which the Ad-
visory Board was established;

“(3) which summarizes and analyzes ex-
penditures made by the Federal Government
for activities respecting such diseases in the
fiscal year for which the report is made; and

“(4) which contains the Advisory Board's
recommendations (if any) for changes in the
plan referred to in subsection (h)(1).

“(k) Each Advisory Board shall expire on
September 30, 1883.

“(1) The National Arthritis Advisory Board
and the National Diabetes Advisory Board in
existence on the date of the enactment of the
Health Research Act of 1980 shall terminate
not later than ninety days after such date.
The Secretary shall make appointments to
the Advisory Boards established under sub-
section (a) before the expiration of such
days.

“ARTHRITIS DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS AND

DATA SYSTEM

“Sgc. 436. (a) The Secretary may make
grants to public and other nonprofit entities
to establish and support projects for the de-
velopment and demonstration of methods
for arthritis screening and detection and for
referral for treatment, and for dissemination
of information on these methods to the
health and allied health professions. Activi-
ties under such projects shall be coordinated
with (1) Federal, State, local, and regional
health agencies, (2) centers assisted under
section 437, and (3) the data system estab-
lished under subsection (c).

“(b) Projects under this section shall in-
clude—

“(1) programs which emphasize the de-
velopment and demonsiration of new and
improved methods of screening and early
detection, referral for treatment, and diag-
nosis of individuals with a risk of develop-
ing arthritis, asymptomatic arthritis, or
symptomatic arthritis;

*(2) programs which emphasize the devel-
opment and demonstration of new and im-
proved methods for patient referral from
local hospitals and physicians to appropriate
centers for early dlagnosis and treatment;

“(3) programs which emphasize the de-
velopment and demonstration of new and
improved means of standardizing patient
data and recordkeeping;

“(4) programs which emphasize the de-
velopment and demonstration of new and
improved methods of dissemination of
knowledge about the projects and methods
referred to in the preceding paragraphs of
this subsection to health and allied health
professionals;

“(5) programs which emphasize the devel-
opment and demonstration of new and im-
proved methods for the dissemination to the
general public of information—

“(A) on the importance of early detection
of arthritls, of seeking prompt treatment,
and of following an appropriate regimen; and

“(B) to discourage the promotion and use
of unapproved and ineffective diagnostic,
preventive treatment, and control methods
for arthritis and unapproved and ineffective
drugs and devices for arthritis; and

“(g) projects for the Investigation Into
the epidemiology of all forms and aspects
of arthritis, including investigations into
the soclial, environmental, behavioral, nu-
tritional, and genetic determinants and in-
fluences involved in the epidemiology of
arthritis.

“(¢) (1) The Director shall establish the
arthritis data system for the collection, stor-
age, analysis, retrieval, and dissemination of
data derived from patient populations with
ssvmptomatic and symptomatic types of
arthritis, including, where possible, data in-
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volving general populations for the purpose
of detection of individuals with a risk of
developing arthritis,

“(2) The Director shall provide for the
standardization of patient data and record-
keeping for the collection, storage, analysis,
retrieval, and dissemination of such data in
cooperation with projects under this section
and centers assisted under section 437, and
other persons engaged in arthritis programs.

“MULTIPURPOSE ARTHRITIS CENTERS

“Sec. 437. (a) The Director of the Institute
may, after consultation with the advisory
council to the Institute and conslstent with
the arthritis plan developed pursuant to the
Natlonal Arthritis Act of 1974, provide for
the development, modernization, and opera-
tion (including staffing and other operating
costs such as the costs of patient care re-
quired for research) of new and existing
centers for arthritis research, screening, de-
tention, diagnosis, prevention, control, and
treatment, for education related to arthritis,
and for rehabilitation of individuals who
suffer from arthritis. For purposes of this
section, the term ‘modernization’ means the
alteration, remodeling, improvement, ex-
pansion, and repair of existing bulldings and
the provision of equipment for such build-
ings to the extent necessary to make them
sultable for use as centers described In the
preceding sentence.

“(b) Each center assisted under this sec-
tion shall—

(1) (A) use the facilities of a single in-
stitution or a consortium of cooperating in-
stitutions, and (B) meet such qualifications
as may be prescribed by the Secretary; and

“{2) conduct—

“{A) basic and clinical research into the
cause, diagnosis, early detection, prevention,
control, and treatment of arthritis and com-
plications resulting from arthritis, including
research into implantable biomaterials and
biomechanical and other orthopedic proce-
dures and in the development of other diag-
nostic and treatment methods;

“(B) training programs for physicians and
other health and allied health professionals
in current methods of diagnosis, screening
and early detection, prevention, control, and
treatment of arthritis, and in research in
arthritis;

“(C) information and continuing educa-
tion programs for physicians and other
health and allied health professionals who
provide care for patients with arthritis; and

“(D) programs for the dissemination to
the general public of information—

“(1) on the importance of early detection
of arthritis, of seeking prompt treatment,
and of following an appropriate regimen;
and

“(i1) to discourage the promotion and use
of unapproved and ineffective diagnostic,
preventive, treatment, and control methods
and unapproved and ineflfective drugs and
devices.

A center may use funds provided under
subsectlon (a) to provide stipends for nurses
and allied health professionals enrolled in
training programs described in paragraph
(2)(B).

“(e¢) Each center assisted under this sec-
tion may conduct programs to—

“(1) develop new and improved methods
of screening and early detection, referral,
and diagnosis of individuals with a risk of
developing arthritis, asymptomatic arthri-
tis, or symptomatic arthritis,

“(2) disseminate the results of research,
screening, and other activities, and develop
means of standardizing patient data and
recordkeeping, and

“(3) develop community consultative serv-

ices to facilitate the referral of patients to
centers for treatment.

“(d) The Director shall, insofar as prac-
ticable, provide for an equitable geographical
distribution of centers assisted under this
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section. The Director shall give appropriate
consideration to the need for centers espe-
cially suited to meeting the needs of chil-
dren affected by arthritis.

“(e) The Director shall evaluate on an
annual basis the activities of centers re-
celving support under this section and shall
report to the appropriate committees of
Congress the results of his evaluations on
or before November 30 of each year.

“(f) Support of a center under this sec-
tion may be for a period of not to exceed
five years and such period may be extended
by the Director for additional periods of not
more than five years each after review of
the operations of such center by an appro-

priate scientlfic review group established by
the Director.

“DIABETES RESEARCH AND TRAINING CENTERS;
DIABETES DATA SYSTEM

"Sec. 438. (a) Consistent with applicable
recommendations of the National Commis-
sion on Diabetes, the Director of the Insti-
tute shall provide for the development, or
substantial expansion of centers for research
and training in diabetes mellitus and en-
docrine and metabolic disorders. Each center
developed or expanded under this section
shall (1) utilize the facilities of a single
institution, or be formed from a consortium
of cooperating institutions, meeting such re-
search and training qualifications as may be
prescribed by the Secretary; and (2) con-
duct (A) rezearch in the diagnosis and treat-
ment of diabetes mellitus and endocrine and
metabolic diseases and the complications re-
sulting from such diseases, (B) training pro-
grams for physicians and allied health per-
sonnel in current methods of diagnosis and
treatment of such diceases and complications,
and In research in dlabetes, and (C) infor-
mation programs for physiclans and allied
health personnel who provide primary care
for patients with such diseases or complica-
tions. Insofar as practicable, centers devel-
ozed or expanded under this section shall
be located georraphically on the basis of
population density throughout the United
States and in environments with proven re-
search capabilities. A center may use funds
provided under this subsection to provide
stipends for nurses and allied health pro-
fessionals enrolled in training programs de-
scribed in clause (B).

“{b) Sunport of a center under this sec-
tion may be for a period of not to exceed
five years and such reriod may be extended
by the Director for additional periods of not
more than five years each after review of
the o-erations of such center by an appro-
priate scientific review group established by
the Direztor.

“{c¢) The Director shall evaluate on an
annual basis the activities of centers de-
veloped or expanded under this section and
shall report to the Congress, on or hefore
November 30 of each year, the results of his
evaluation.

“(d) The Director shall establish the dia-
betes data system for the collection, storage,
analysis, retrieval, and dissemination of data
derived from patient populations with dia-
betes, including, where possible, data in-
volving general populations for the purpose
of detection of individuals with a risk of
developing diabetes.

"ANNUAL REPORT

“Sgc. 439. The Director of the Institute
shall prepare for inclusion in the annmual
report made under section 404 a description
of the Tnstitute's activities—

*“(1) under the current Arthritis Plan
under the National Arthritis Act of 1974,

“(2) wunder the current diabetes plan
under the National Diabetes Mellitus Re-
search and Education Act, and

“(3) under the current aigestive diseases
plan formulated under the Arthritis, Dia-
betes, and Digestive Diseases Amendments
of 1976.
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“Subpart 4—Natlonal Institute on Aging
“PURPOSE OF THE INSTITUTE

"Sgc. 441. The general purpose of the Na-
tional Institute on Aging (hereinafter in this
subpart referred Lo as the ‘Institute’) is the
conduct and support of oiomedical, social,
and behavioral research, training, health In-
formation, and related programs with re-
spect to the aging process and the diseases
and other special problems and needs of the

aged.
“SPECIAL FUNCTIONS OF THE SECRETARY

“Sec, 442. (a) In carrying out the train-
ing responsibilities under this Act or any
other Act for health and aillied health pro-
fessions perzonnel, the Zecretary shall take
appropriate steps to insure the education
and training of adequate numbers of allied
health, nursing, and paramedical personnel
in the fleld of health care for the aged.

“(b) The Secretary shall, through the Di-
rector of the Institute, conduct scientific
studies to measure the impact on the bio-
logical, medical, and psychological aspects
of aging of programs and activities assisted
or conducied by the Department of Health
and Human Services.

“(¢) The Director of the Institute shall
carry out public information and education
programs to disseminate as widely as possi-
ble the findings of Institute-sponsored and
other relevant aging research and studies
and other information about the process of
aging which may asslst elderly and nDear-
elderly persons in dealing with, and all
Americans in understanding, the problems
and processes assoclated with growing older.
“Subpart 5—National Institute of Allergy

and Infectious Diseases
“PURPOSE OF THE INSTITUTE

“Sec. 443. The general purpcse of the Na-
tional Institute of Allergy and Infectious
diseases is the conduct and support of re-
search, training, health information, and
related programs with respect to allergic
and immunologic diseases and disorders and
infectious diseases.

“Subpart 6—Natlonal [nstifute of Child
Health and Human Development
“PURPOSE OF THE INSTITUTE

“SEc. 445. The general purpose of the Na-
tional Institute of Chlld Health and Human
Development (hereinafter in this subpart
referred to as the ‘Institute’) is the conduct
and support of research, training, health in-
formation, and related programs with re-
spect to maternal health, chiid health, hu-
man growth and development, including
prenatal development, population research,
and special health problems and require-
ments of mothers and children.

“SUDDEN INFANT DEATH SYNDROME

“SEc. 446. The Secretary shall, through the
Director of the Institute, conduct and sup-
port research which specifically relates to
sudden Infant death syndrome.

“Subpart 7—Natlonal Institute of Dental

Research

““PURPOSE OF INSTITUTE

“SEec. 447. The general purpose of the Na-
tional Institute of Dental Research is the
conduct and support of research, training,
health information, and related programs
with respect to the cause, prevention, and
methods of diagnosls and treatment of den-
tal diseases and conditions.

“Subpart A—National Eye Institute
“PURPOSE OF INSTITUTE

“BEC. 448. The general purpose of the Na-
tional Eye Institute (hereinafter in this sub-
part referred to as the ‘Institute’) is the con-
duet and support of research, training, health
information, and related programs with re-
spect to blinding eye disease, visual disorders,
mechanisms of visual function, preservation
of sight, and the special health problems and
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requirements of the blind. The Secretary
may, through the Director of the Institute
and without regard to section 742, carry out
a program of grants for public and private
nonprofit vision research facilities,
“Subpart 9—National Institute of Neurologi-
cal and Communicative Disorders and
Stroke
“PURPOSE OF THE INSTITUTE

“Sec. 450. The general | urpose of the Na-
tional Institute of Neur logical and Com-
municative Disorders anc. Stroke is the con-
duct and support of research, training,
health information, and related programs
with respect to neurological disease and dis-
orders, stroke, and disorders of human com-
munication.

“Subpart 10—National Institute of General
Medical Sciences

“PURPOSE OF THE INSTITUTE

“Sec. 451. The general purpose of the Na-
tional Institute of General Medical Services
is the conduct and support of research, train-
ing, and, as appropriate, health information
and related programs with respect to gen-
eral or basic medical sciences and related
natural or behavioral sciences which have
significance for two or more other national
research Iinstitutes or are outside the general
area of responsibility of any other national
research institute.

“Subpart 11—Natlonal Institute of Environ-
mental Health Sclences

“PURPOSE OF THE INSTITUTE

“Sec. 452. The general purpose of the Na-
tional Institute of Environmental Health
Sclences is the conduct and support of re-
search, training, health information, and re-
lated programs with respect to factors in the
environment that affect human health, di-
rectly or indirectly.

“PaRT D—NaTiONAL INSTITUTE oF MENTAL
HEALTH

“ESTABLISHMENT OF INSTITUTE

“Bec. 455. (a) There is established the Na-
tional Institute of Mental Health (herein-
after in this part referred to as the ‘“nsti-
tute’) to administer the programs and au-
thorities of the Secretary with respect to
mental health. The Secretary, acting through
the Institute, shall, in carrying out the pur-
poses of sections 301 and 303 of this Act and
the purposes of the Community Mental
Health Centers Act (other than part C of that
Act) with respect to mental illness, develop
and conduct comprehensive health, educa-
tion, training, research, and planning pro-
grams for the prevention and treatment of
mental iliness and for the rehabilitation of
the mentally ill. The Secretary shall carry out
through the Institute the administrative, fi-
nancial management, policy development,
and planning, evaluation, and publle in-
formation functions which are required for
the implementation of such programs and
authoritiea.

“(b) (1) The Institute shall be under the
direction of a Director who shall be appointed
by the Secretary.

“(2) The Director, with the approval of
the Secretary, may employ and prescribe the
functions of such officers and employees, in-
cluding attorneys, as are necessary to ad-
minister the programs and authorities to be
carried out through the Institute.

“(c) The programs to be carried out
through the Institute shail be administered
50 as to encourage the broadest possible par-
ticipation of professionals and paraprofes-
sionals in the flelds of medicine, science, the
social sclences, and other related disciplines.

“PART E—AWARDS AND TRAINING
“NATIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE AWARDS

“SEc. 461. {a) (1) The Secretary shall—

“{A) provide National Research Service
Awards for—

“(1) biomedical and behavioral research at
the National Institutes of Health and the Al-
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=ohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Ad-
ministration or under programs administered
by the Division of Nursing of the Health
Resources Administration, in matters relat-
ing to the cause, dilagnosis, prevention, and
treatment of the diseases or other health
problems to which the activities of the na-
tional research Institutes and Administra-
tion or Division of Nursing are directed.

“(ii) training at the National Institutes of
Health and at the Administrations of in-
dividuals to undertake such research,

“(iil) blomedical and behavioral research
at public and nonprofit private institutions
(including a research center assisted under
part C of this title),

“(iv) research at the National Center for
Health Services Research, the National Cen-
ter for Health Statistics, and the National
Center for Health Care Technology,

“(v) training at such Centers to undertake
such research,

“({vi) research on the matters set forth in
section 304(a) (2) at public institutions and
at nonprofit private institutions, and

“(vil) pre- and post-doctoral training at
such public and private institutions of indi-
viduals to undertake biomedical and behav-
loral research and the research described in
clause (vi), and

“(B) make grants to public and nonprofit

private Institutions (including a research
center assisted under part C of this title) to
enable such institutions to make to indi-
viduals selected by them National Research
Service Awards for research (and tralning
to undertake blomedical and behavioral re-
search and the research described in sub-
paragraph (A)(vl)) in the matters described
in subparagraph (A) (1).
A reference in this subsection to the National
Institutes of Health or the Alcohol, Drug
Abuse, and Mental Health Administration
shall be considered to include the institutes,
divisions, and bureaus included in the Insti-
tutes or under the Administration, as the
case may be.

“{2) National Research Service Awards
may not be used to support residencles.

“(3) National Research Service Awards
may be made for research or research train-
ing in only those subject areas for which.
as determined under section 463, there is &
need for personnel.

“(b) (1) No National Research Service
Award may be made by the Secretary to any
individual unless—

“(A) the individual has submitted to the
Secretary an application therefor and the
Secretary has approved the application;

“(B) the individual provides, in such form
and manner as the Secretary shall by regu-
lation prescribe, assurances satisfactory to
the Secretary that the individual will meet
the service requirement of subsection (c)
(1); and

“{C) in the case of a Natlonal Research
Service Award for a purpose described In
subsection (a)(1)(A) (1), (a)(1)(A)(vi),
or (a)(1)(A)(vii), the individual has been
sponsored (in such manner as the Secretary
may by regulation require) by the institu-
tlon at which the research or training under
the award will be conducted.

An application for an award shall be in such
form, submitted in such manner, and con-
tain such information, as the Secretary may
by regulation prescribe.

*(2) The making of grants under subsec~
tion (a) (1) (B) for National Research Service
Awards shall be subject to review and ap-
proval by the appropriate advisory councils
within the Department of Health and Hu-
man Services (A) whose activities relate to
the research or training under the awards,
or (B) for the entity at which such research
or training will be conducted.

**(3) No grant may be made under subsec-
tion (a) (1) (B) unless an application there-
for has been submitted to and approved by
the Secretary. Such application shall be In
such form, submitted in such manner, and
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contain such information, as the Secretary
may by regulacion prescribe. Subject to the
provisions of this section other than para-
graph (1) of this subsection, National Re-
search Service Awards made under a grant
under subsection (a) (1) (B) shall be made in
accordance with such regulations as the
Secretary shall prescribe.

“(4) The period of any National Research
Service Award made to any individual under
subsection (a) may not exceed—

“(A) five years in the aggregate for pre-
doctoral training, and

“(B) three years in the aggregate for post-
doctoral training,
unless the Secretary for good cause shown
waives the application of such limit to such
individual.

“(5) National Research Service Awards
shall provide for such stipends and allow-
ances (including travel and subsistence ex-
penses and dependency allowances), ad-
justed periodically to reflect increases in the
cost of living, for the reciplents of the
awards as the Secretary may deem necessary.
A National Research Service Award made L0
an individual for research or research train-
ing at a non-Federal public or non-profit
private institution shall also provide for
payments to be made to the institution for
the cost of support services (including the
cost of faculty salaries, supplles, equipment,
general research support, and related items)
provided such individual by such institution.
The amount of any such payments to any
institution shall be determined by the Sec-
retary and shall bear a direct relationship
to the reasonable costs of the institution
for establishing and maintaining the quality
of its blomedical and behavioral research
and training programs.

“(e) (1) (A) Each individual who receives
a8 National Research Service Award shall, in
accordance with paragraph (2), engage in—

“(1) health research or teaching or any
combination thereof which is In accord-
ance with usual patterns of academic em-
ployment,

“(ii) if authorized under subparagraph
(B), serve as a member of the National
Health Service Corps or serve in his spe-
cialty, or

“(1i1) if authorized under subparagraph
(C), serve in a health-related activity ap-
proved under that subparagraph,
for a period computed in accordance with
paragraph (2).

“(B) Any individual who received a Na-
tional Research Service Award and who is
a physician, dentist, nurse, or other in-
dividual tralned to provide health care di-
rectly to individual patients may, upon ap-
plication to the Secretary, be authorized
by the Secretary to—

*“(1) serve as a member of the National
Health Service Corps, or

“(11) provide services in his specialty for
& medically underserved population (as de-
fined in section 1302(7)),

in lieu of engaging in health research or
teaching if the Secretary determines that
there are no suitable health research or
teaching positions available to such individ-
ual.

“(C) Where appropriate the Secretarv may.
upon application, authorize a reciplent of
& National Research Service Award, who is
not trained to provide health care directly to
individual patlents, to engage In a health-
related activity in lieu of engaging in health
research or teaching if the Secretary deter-
mines that there are no suitable health re-
search or teaching positions available to
such individual.

“(2) (A) The requirement of paragraph
(1) applies to an individusal if the cumula-
tive period of the award or awards received
by the individual exceeds twelve months.
Such recuirement shall be complied with by
any individual to whom it applies within
such reasonable period of time, after the
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completion of such individual's award, as the
Secretary shall by regulation prescribe.

“(B) The Secretary shall (1) by regula-
tlon prescribe (I) the type of research and
teaching which an individual may engage
in to comply with such requirement, and
(II) such other requirements respecting such
research and teaching and alternative serv-
ice authorized under paragraphs (1) (B) and
(1) (C) as he deems necessary; and (ii) to
the extent feasible, provide that the mem-
bers of the National Health Service Corps
who are serving in the Corps to meet the re-
quirement of paragraph (1) shall be assigned
to patient care and to positions which utilize
the clinical training and experience of the
members.

“(C) The period of service required by
paragraph (1) is computed as follows: For
each month in excess of twelve for which an
individual holds a National Research Serv-
ice Award, such individual shall—

“(1) for one month engage in health re-
search or teaching or any combination there-
of which is In accordance with the usual
patterns of academic employment, or, if s0
authorized, serve as a member of the Nation-
al Health Service Corps, or

“(11) 1f authorized under paragraph (1)
(B) or (1) (C), serve for one month in the
individual’s specialty or engage in a health-
related actlivity.

“(8) (A) If any individual to whom the re-
quirement of paragraph (1) 1s applicable
fails, within the period prescribed by para-
graph (2) (A), to comply with such require-
ments, the United States shall be entitled to
recover from such individual an amount de-
termined in accordance with the formula—

t

A=®

in which ‘A’ Is the amount the United States
is entitled to recover; ‘¢’ is the sum of the
total amuunt paild under one or more Na-
tional Research Service Awards to such indi-
vidual; ‘t' 1s the total number of months in
such individual’s service obligation; and ‘s’ is
the number of months of such obligation
served by him in accordance with paragraphs
(1) and (2) of this subsection.

“(B) Any amount which the United States
is entitled to recover under subparagraph (A)
shall, within the three-year period beginning
on the date the United States becomes en-
titled to recover such amount, be pald to the
United States. Until any amount due the
United States under subparagraph (A) on
account of any National Research Service
Award is paild, there shall accrue to the
United States interest on such amount at a
rate fixed by the Secretary after taking into
consideration private consumer rates of in-
terest prevailing on the date the United
States becomes entitled to such amount.

“{4) (A) Any obligation of any individual
under paragraph (3) s“-all be canceled upon
the death of such individual.

*“(B) The Secretary shall by regulation pro-
vide for the waiver or suspension of any such
obligation applicable to any individual when-
ever compliance by such individual Is impos-
sible or would involve substantial hardship
to such individual or would be against equity
and good conscience.

*{d) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to make payments under Natlonal
Research Service Awards and under grants
for such awards $207,947,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1975, $165,000,000 for
fiscal year 1976, $185,000,000 for the filscal year
ending September 30, 1977, $161,390,000 for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1978,
8197,600,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1879, $210,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1980, $222,500,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1981,
%232,991,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1982, and $262,814,000 for the
fiscal vear ending September 30, 1983. Of the
sums appropriated under this subsection, not
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less than 15 per centum shall be made avail-
able for payments under National Research
Service Awards provided by the Secretary
under subsection (a)(1)(A) and not less
than 50 per centum shall be made available
for grants under subsection (a)(1)(B) for
National Research Service Awards. In any
fiscal year not more than 4 per centum of
the amount obligated to be expended under
this section may be obligated for National
Research Service Awards for perlods of three
months or less.
“VISITING SCIENTIST AWARDS

“Sgc. 462. (a) The Secretary may make
awards (referred to as ‘Visiting Scientist
Awards') to outstanding scientists who agree
to serve as visiting scientists at institutions
of postsecondary education which have sig-
nificant enrollments of disadvantaged stu-
dents. Visiting Scientist Awards shall be
made by the Secretary to enable the faculty
and students of such institutions to draw
upon the specla] talents of sclentists from
other institutions for the purpose of recelving
guldance, advice, and instruction with re-
gard to research, teaching, and curriculum
development in the biomedical and behav-
ioral sclences and such other aspects of these
sclences as the Secretary shall deem appro-
priate. "

*“({b) The amount of each Visiting Sclentist
Award shall include such sum as shall be
commensurate with the salary or remunera-
tion which the individual recelving the award
would have been entitled to recelve from the
institution with which the indlvidual has,
or had, a permanent or immediately prior
affiliation. Eligibility for and terms of Visit-
ing Sclentist Awards shall be determined in
accordance with regulations the Secretary
shall prescribe.

“STUDIES RESPECTING BIOMEDICAL AND BE-
HAVIORAL RESEARCH PERSONNEL

“Sgc, 463. (a) The Secretary shall, in
accordance with subsection (b), arrange for
the conduct of a continuing study to—

“(1) establish (A) the Natlon's overall need
for biomedical and behavioral research per-
sonnel, (B) the subject areas in which such
personnel are needed and the number of such
personnel needed in each such area, and (C)
the kinds and extent of training which
should be provided such personnel;

*(2) assess (A) current tralning programs
available for the training of blomedical and
behavioral research personnel which are con-
ducted under this Act, at or through national
research institutes under the National In-
stitutes of Health and institutes under the
Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health
Administration, and (B) other current train-
ing programs available for the training of
such personnel;

*“{3) identify the kinds of research posl-
tions avallable to and held by individuals
completing such programs;

“(4) determine, to the extent feasible,
whether the programs referred to in clause
(B) of paragraph (2) would be adequate to
meet the needs established under paragraph
(1) if the programs referred to in clause (A)
of paragraph (2) were terminated; and

“(5) determine what modifications in the
programs referred to in paragraph (2) are
required to meet the needs established under
paragraph (1).

“(b) (1) The Secretary shall request the
National Academy of Sclences to conduct the
study required by subsection (a) under an
arrangement under which the actual ex-
penses incurred by such Academy In con-
ducting such study will be paid by the Secre-
tary. If the National Academy of Sclences is
willing to do so, the Secretary shall enter
into such an arrangement with such Acad-
emy for the ronduct of such study.

*“(2) If the National Academy of Sciences
is unwilling to conduct such study under
such an arrangement, then the Secretary
shall enter into a similar arrangement with
other appropriate nonprofit private groups
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or associations under which such groups or
assoclations will conduct such study and
prepare and submit the reports thereon as
provided in subsection (c).

“(83) The National Academy of Sciences
or other group or association conducting the
study required by subsection (a) shall con-
duct such study in consultation with the
Director of NIH.

“(c) A report on the results of such study
shall be submitted by the Secretary to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce of the House of Representatives and
Committee on Labor and Human Resources
of the Senate at least once every two years.

“PART F—GENERAL PROVISIONS

‘“INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARDS; ETHICS
GUIDANCE PROGRAM

“Sgc. 471. (a) The Secretary shall by regu-
lation require that each entity which applies
for a grant or contract under this Act for
any project or program which involves the
conduct of biomedical or behavioral research
involving human subjects submit in or with
its application for such grant or contract as-
surances satisfactory to the Secretary that it
has established (in accordance with regula-
tions which the Secretary shall prescribe) a
board (to be known as an ‘Institutional Re-
view Board') to review blomedical and be-
havioral research—

“(1) which is conducted at or sponsored
by such entity,

“(2) which involves human subjects, and

*(3) which is supported by Federal finan-
cial assistance,
to protect the rights of the human subjects
of such research. This subsection does not
apply to research which, as determined un-
der regulations of the Secretary, does not
involve risk to human subjects.

*“{b) The Secretary shall establish a pro-
gram within the Department under which
requests for clarification and guidance with
respect to ethical issues raised in connec-
tion with blomedical or behavioral research
involving human subjects are responded to
promptly and appropriately.

“PEER REVIEW

“SEc. 472. (a) The Becretary, after consul-
tation with the Director of NIH, and where
appropriate, the Directors of the National
Institute of Mental Health, the National In-
stitute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism,
and the National Institute on Drug Abuse,
and the head of the Division of Nursing of
the Health Resources Administration (or the
successor to either such entity). shall by
regulation require appropriate technical and
sclentific peer review of —

“(1) applications made for grants and co-
operative agreements under this Act for blo-
medical and behavioral research (including
research under programs of such Divislon of
Nursing); and

“{2) blomedical and behavioral research
and development contracts to be adminis-
tered through the National Institutes of
Health, the National Institute of Mental
Health, the Natlonal Institute on Alcohol
Abuse and Aleoholism, the National Institute
on Drug Abuse, or the Division of Nursing
of the Health Resources Administration (or
the successor to any such entity).

“(b) Regulations promulgated under sub-
section (a) shall require that the review of
grants, contracts, and cooperative agree-
ments required by the regulations be con-
ducted—

“(1) in a manner consistent with the sys-
tem for sclentific peer review applicable on
the date of the enactment of the Health
Research Act of 1980 to grants under this
Ac; for biomedical and behavioral research,
an

*(2) to the extent practical, by peer re-
view groups performing such review on or
before such date.

“(c) The members of any peer review
group established under such regulations
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shall be individuals who by virtue of their
training or experience are eminently quali-
fied to perform the review functions of the
group and not more than one-fourth of the
members of any peer review group estab-
lished under such regulations shall be offi-
cers or employees of the United States.

“(d) The Director of NIH shall establish
procedures for periodic, technical and scl-
entific peer review of research at the Na-
tional Institutes of Health. Such procedures
shall require that—

“{1) the reviewing entity be provided a
written description of the research to be
reviewed; and

“(2) the reviewing entity provide the ad-
visory council of the national research insti-
tute Involved with such description and the
results of the review by the entity.

""USE OF APPROPRIATIONS UNDER THIS TITLE

“Sec. 473. Appropriations to carry out the
purposes of this title shall be available for
the acquisition of land or the erection of
bulldings only if so specified. Such appropri-
ations, unless otherwise expressly provided,
may be expended In the District of Columbia
for personal services, stenographic recording
and translating services; by contract if
deemed necessary, without regard to section
3709 of the Revised Statutes; trave] expenses
{including the expenses of attendance at
meetings when specifically authorized by the
Secretary); rental, supplies and equipment,
purchase and exchange of medical books,
books of reference, directories, periodicals,
newspapers, and press clippings; purchase,
operation, and maintenance of passenger mo-
tor vehicles; printing and binding (in addi-
tion to that otherwise provided by law); and
for all other necessary expenses in carrying
out the provisions of this title.

“Sgc. 474. The Secretary may, in accord-
ance with section 501, accept conditional
gifts for the National Institutes of Health
or a national research institute or for the ac-
quisition of grounds or for the erection,
equipment, or maintenance of facilities for
the National Institutes of Health or a na-
tional research institute. Donations of $50,-
000 or over for the Natlonal Institutes of
Health or a national research institute for
carrying out the purposes of this title may
be acknowledged by the establishment with-
in the National Institutes of Health or insti-
tute of suitable memorials to the donors.”.

Sec. 3. (a) The National Advisory Health
Council established under section 217 of the
Health Service Act is terminated.

(b) Sectlon 217(a) of such Act is
amended—

(1) in the first sentence—

(A) by striking out “Natiomal Advisory
Health Council, the National Advisory Men-
tal Health Council, the National Advisory
Couneil on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism,
and the National Advisory Dental Research
Council” and inserting in lieu thereof “Na-
tional Advisory Mental Health Council and
the National Advisory Council om Alcohol
Abuse and Alcoholism™; and

(B) by striking out “by the Surgeon Gen-
eral with the approval of the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare” and insert-
ing in leu thereof “by the Secretary";

(2) in the second sentence—

(A) by striking out *“in the case of the Na-
tional Advisory Health Council, are skilled
in the sclences related to health, and”;

(B) by striking out *“the National Advisory
Mental Health Councll, the National Ad-
viscry Council on Alcohol Abuse and Alcohel-
ism, the National Advisory Heart Counecll,
and the National Advisory Dental Research
Council” and inserting in lieu thereof “the
National Advisory Mental Health Council and
the National Advisory Councll on Alcohol
Abuse and Alcoholism™; and

(C) by striking out “, alcohol abuse and al-
coholism, and dental diseases and condi-
tions" and inserting in lleu thereof “and al-
cohol abuse and alcoholism”™; and

(3) by striking out the third sentence.
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(e) Bubsection (b) of section 217 of such
Act is repealed and subsections (¢) through
(g) are redesignated as subsections (b)
through (f), respectively.

(d) Section 222(c) of the Public Health
Service Act is amended to read as follows:

“(c) Upon appointment of any such coun-
cil or committee, the Secretary may delegate
to such council or committee suzh advisory
furctions relating to grants-in-aid for re-
search or training projects or programs, in
the areas or fields with which such council
or committee is concerned, as the Secretary
determines to be appropriate.”.

(e) Section 301(a) of such Act is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking out “as
are recommended" through “for such fiscal
year" and inserting in lieu thereof “as are
recommended by the advisory council to the
entity of the Department supporting such
projects or, in the case of mental health
projects, by the National Advisory Mental
Heaith Council; and make, upon recommen-
dation of the advisory council to the entity
of the Department involved or the National
Advisory Mental Health Council, grants-in-
aid to public or nonprofit universities, hos-
pitals, laboratories, and other institutions
for the general support of their research™;

(2) in paragraph (8), by striking out
“recommendations of the Natlonal Advisory
Health Council” through “such additional
means” and inserting In lleu thereof “rec-
ommendations of the advisory councils to
the entities of the Department Involved
or, with respect to mental health, the Na-
tional Advisory Mental Health Counecil, such
additional means”, and

(3) by adding at the end of the section
the following: “The Secretary may not carry
out this subsection through a natlonal re-
search institute listed in paragraphs (1)
through (11) of s=ction 401(a).".

Bec. 4. The Comptroller General shall eval-
uate the Natlonal Research Service Awards
program under section 461 of the Public
Health Eervice Act to determine the effect
of the program on the number of physicians
who enter the varlous medical speclalties.
The Comptroller General shall report the re-
sults of such evaluation to the Congress
not later than January 1, 1983.

EBec. 5. Sectlon 327(]) 1s amended (1) by
striking out “or (4)" in paragraph (5) and
inserting in lleu thereof “(4), or (5)", (2) by
redesienating paragraph (5) as paragraph
(6), and (3) by adding after paragraph (4)
the following new paragraph:

*(5) For the purpose of grants under sub-
section (a) for preventive health service
programs for tuberculosis there are author-
ized to be apnropriated $15,000.000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30. 1981, 817.-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1982, and $19.000,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1983.",

Segc. 6. The Comptroller General of the
United States shall study—

(1) the performance of review functions
by advisory councils to the national re-
search institutes under se-tion 408(a)(3)
{A) of the Public Health Service Act; and

(2) the rerformance of review under sec-

tlon 472(d) of the Public Health Service
Act of research at the national research
institutes.
The Comptroller General shall, not later
than January 1, 1983, complete the study
under this seztion and report the results of
it to the Committee on Interstate and For-
eien Commerce of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources of the Senate.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR, WAXMAN

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr, Chairman, I offer
two amendments, and I ask unanimous
consent that they be considered en bloc,
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

The amendments are as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. Waxman: Page
92, strike out lines 2 and 3 and insert in lieu
thereof the following: “and subsections (c),
(d), (e), and (g) are redesignated as sub-
sections (b), (¢), (d), and (e) respectively.’.

Page 94, insert after line 18 the following:

SEec. 7. This Act and the amendments made
by this Act do not authorize appropriations
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1980.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, the two
amendments that I have at the desk
are technical amendments. One is re-
guired by the Budget Act. The provisions
of the bill were never intended to take
effect until October 1, 1980.

The other amendment is a clarifica-
tion. It is a renumbering.

I ask that these amendments be ap-
proved.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gentle-
man from California (Mr. WaAxMan),

The amendments were agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WALGREN

Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Chairmnan, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WaLGREN: Page
71, insert after the period in line 12 the
following: “Of the sums appropriated for
any fiscal year under section 410 for research
by the Institute, not less than $16,000,000
shall be obligated for basic and clinical re-
search in the area of regenerauon of the
spinal cord.”.

Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Chairman, I
understand the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Youns) has a plane to catch and I
do not want to interfere with that.

1 will be very brief ultimately, but if
the gentleman needs to go forward, I
would withdraw the amendment.

Mr, Chairman, I withdraw the amend-
ment at this point, and subsequent to
the presentation of the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. Youwa), I would like to be
recognized.

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment
offered by the gent’eman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. WALGREN) is withdrawn.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. YOUNG
OF FLORIDA

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment, and I ask
unanimous consent that the amendment
be considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

The amendment is as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Youxc of
Florida: Page 71, insert after llne 12 the
following new section:

“REYE'S SYNDROME FROGRAMS

“Sec. 451. (a) The Secretary shall estab-
lish, throurh the National Tnstitute of
Neurological and Communicative Disorders
and Stroke, the Reye's Syndrome Coordinat-

ing Committee (hereinafter referred to in
this ssction as the 'Committee’).

“(b) (1) The Committee shall he composed
of—
“(A) the Director of the National Insti-
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tute of Neurological and Communicative
Disorders and Stroke;

“(B) the Director of the National Insti-
tute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases;

“(C) the Director of the Natlonal Insti-
tute of Arthritis, Metabolism, and Digestive
Diseases;

“{D) the Director of the National Insti-
tute of Child Health and Human Develop-
ment;

"“{E) the Director of the National Insti-
tute of General Medical Sclences;

“(F) the Director of the National Heart,
Lung and Blood Institute; and

“(G) the Director of the Center for Dis-
ease Control.

“(2) The Director of the National Insti-
tute of Neurological and Communicative
Disorders and Stroke shall serve as Chalr-
man,

“{3)(A) The Secretary, acting through
the Committee, shall make grants to and
enter into contracts with public and non-
profit private entities to establish two com-
prehensive Reye's syndrome diagnostic and
treatment centers. Each center shall be
located in a single institution.

“(B) A center established under
paragraph shall—

“(1) conduct basic and clinical research
relating to the causes, diagnosls, early de-
tection, and treatment of Reye’s syndrome;

“(11) develop new and Improved treat-
ments for the detection, diagnosis, and
treatment of Reye's syndrome;

“(iil) provide training programs for phy-
sicians relating to the early diagnosis, con-
trol, and treatment of Reye's syndrome;

“{iv) develop professional education pro-
grams and information for paysicians relat-
ing to the treatment of Reye's syndrome, and
disseminate such information;

“{wv) develop and disseminate public in-
formation relating to Reye's syndrome;

“(vl) disseminate within the sclentific and
medical communities the results of the re-
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search and training conducted under this
paragraph; and

*(vil) develop standardized methods of
recordkeeping of patient data.

“(Q) In considering applications for grants
and contracts to establish Reye's syndrome
diagnostic and treatment centers under this
paragraph, the Committee shall consider
among other factors—

(1) the geographic distribution of reported
Reye's cases;

*{11) the work in progress In Reye's syn-
drome or similar childhood diseases;

“(ii1) the number of persons to be served
by the program; and

‘“(iv) the extent to which rapid and eflfec-
tive use will be made by such centers of funds
under such grants and contracts.

“{D) No grant or contract may be made
under this paragraph unless an application
therefor has been submitted to and approved
by the Secretary. Such application shall be
in such form, submitted in such manner,
and contain such information, as the Secre-
tary shall by regulation prescribe.

“(E) The Secretary shall prescribe regula-
tions for the operation of the Committee,
and the centers shall report to the Commit-
tee from time to time as required by such
regulations.

“(F) Grants under this paragraph shall be
for no more than three years, except that
the Secretary, acting throuzh the Commit-
tee, may extend for two additional years the
period for grants if he determines, upon re-
view of the activities under the grants by
the Committes and consideration of recom-
mendations made by the Committee, that
such extension is appropriate.

*(4) /A) The Secretary, acting through the
Committee, shall make grants to and enter
into contracts with public azencies, nonprofit
private entities, and Individuals, not associ-
ated with the centers established under para-
graph (3), to conduct research relating to the
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diagnosis, control, and treatment of Reye's
syndrome. Such grants and contracts shall be
for no more than three years.

*“{6) The Secretary shall, not later than
April 1, 1984, submit a report prepared by
the Committee and approved by the Director
of the National Institute of Neurological and
Communicative Disorders and Stroke, to Con-
gress. Such report shall account for the activ-
ities, accomplishments, and progress of the
centers and research grants provided by this
section, and shall recommend such further
action relating to Reye's syndrome as the
Committee determines appropriate.

**(6) Contracts may be entered into under
this section without regard to sections 3648
and 3709 of the Revised Statutes (31 U.S.C.
529; 41 U.B.C.5).

"*{7) (A) For each center established under
paragraph (3), there are authorized to be
appropriated $750,000 for the fiscal year end-
Ing September 30, 1981, $750,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1982, and $750,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1983.

“(B) There are authorized to be appro-
priated for grants and contracts under para-
graph (4), $500,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1981, $500,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1982, and $500,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1983.

Page 71, line 16, strike out 451" and in-
sert in lieu thereof 453",

Page 72, line 4, strike out "'452" and insert
in lieu thereof “454",

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
I appreciate very much the gentleman
from Pennsylvania accommodating me
in this matter. I will be very brief.

I offer this amendment in behalf of
myself and our distinguished colleague,
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
FERrARO) . This amendment seeks to cre-
ate a coordinating committee within the
National Institutes of Health. It does not
create any more bureaucracy. Rather it
deals with research relative to Reye’s
syndrome. Reye’s syndrome is a vicious
disease that attacks children without
warning and in too many cases causes
death within hours.

‘We seek to authorize the appropriation
of about $1 million a vear more than they
are now spending, which is about $1 mil-
lion, for the purpose of beginning
some coordinated research on Reye's
syndrome.

The report on the Labor-HEW appro-
priations bill that we passed yesterday
spoke very strongly to the need for a
coordinated effort in attempting to find
the cause and hopefully a cure to this
mvsterious disease.

This amendment requests a total ap-
propriation of $6 million over the next 3
years, $1,500,000 for the operation of two
Reye's syndrome diagnostic and treat-
ment centers for each fiscal year, and
$500,000 for research grants for each
fiscal year.

My amendment would provide for the
establishment of a Reye's Syndrome Co-
ordinating Committee to make grants to
and enter into contracts with public and
nonprofit private entities for a 3-year
project to establish two comprehensive
Reye's syndrome diagnostic and treat-
ment centers.

The centers would serve four basic
functions in helping doctors diagnose
and treat Reye’s syndrome patients.
Those functions include: First, conduct-
ing basic and clinical research; second,
developing new and improved treat-
ments; third, providing rhysician train-
ing programs; and fourth, information
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services with respect to the detection,
diagnosis, and treatment of the disease.

This amendment would also authorize
the Reye’s Syndrome Coordinating Com-
mittee to provide financial assistance to
public agencies, nonprofit private enti-
ties, and individuals not associated with
the centers, to conduct research on
Reye's syndrome.

Reye’s syndrome is a mysterious con-
dition which follows outbreaks of infiu-
enza or other viral diseases, usually
affecting children between the ages of
1 and 18 years of age. However, cases
have been reported on young adults up
to 22 years of age.

No cure or immunizations exist today
for Reye's syndrome.

The mortality rate for Reye's syn-
drome is between 20 to 40 percent. Many
children who do survive, however, can
suffer severe brain damage, resulting
in either a loss of IQ or serious brain
malfunctions.

Patients with the best survival and
recovery rate, are children who have re-
ceived prompt and proper medical at-
tention.

The key lies in the diagnosis of the
disease. If more doctors were trained to
immediately recognize the symptoms
and diagnose the disease, which can of-
ten be mistaken for influenza complica-
tions, more patients would survive.

If the patient survives, the quality of
medical care received determines the de-
gree of brain damage that can result in
the patient.

Since Reye's syndrome is not among
those diseases which must be reported,
statistics on its prevalence are difficult
to obtain. However, some States, includ-
ing Florida, have now required that
Reye's syndrome cases be reported to the
Center for Disease Control in Atlanta,
Ga.

The Center for Diseases Control’s pre-
liminary figures on known Reye's syn-
drome deaths during the 1979-80 influ-
enza season total 66 out of 400 reported
cases in the Nation.

Reye's syndrome is the second most
frequent cause of brain damage related
deaths in individuals less than 19 years
of age in the United States.

In all honesty, since so little is known
about the disease, I really believe that
there should be a first step in combating
Reye's syndrome, and I believe my
amendment is a good start.

I have discussed this at length with
the chairman of the subcommittee and
the ranking minority member and other
members.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to yield
at this point to the cosponsor of the
amendment, the gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. FERRARO) .

Ms. FERRARO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I want to
congratulate the gentleman on his lead-
ership in sponsoring this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support
of the amendment. I want to congratu-
late the gentleman from Florida on his
leadership in sponsoring this amend-
ment. As a sponsor of legislation identi-
cal to Mr. Youne’s, I wholeheartedly sup-
~ort ‘ncorroration of this amendment
into H.R. 70386.

Reye’s syndrome is a little-known and
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lesser understood disease which affects
children ages 1 to 18 years. The dis-
ease, which often follows viral infec-
tions like influenza, chicken pox, or Ger-
man measles, continues to puzzle the
medical profession. Its causes and cures
are unknown. Nonetheless, it can be suc-
cessfully managed if the patient is under
the care of a pediatrician, neurologist,
neurosurgeon, and anesthesiologist fa-
miliar with the disease. Sadly, all too
often Reye's is fatal because neither the
parents nor the family doctor are aware
of the disease and its symptoms.

In 1977, 337 suspected cases of Reye’s
were reported to the Center for Disease
Control. Of those cases where CDC knew
the outcome, 49 percent of the patients
recovered completely, 12 percent suffered
residual neurological damage, and 39
percent died.

The neurological damage, caused by
the swelling of the brain, varies from
slight IQ alterations to serious brain dys-
functions. The problem of this little
known disease was brought to my atten-
tion by constituents of mine whose 17-
yvear-old daughter died from Reye's 2
years ago. They have founded a chapter
of the National Reye's Syndrome Foun-
dation and are working diligently to edu-
cate parents of children who might be
afiicted by Reye’s. As the mother of three
teenage children, I am grateful to them
for enlightening me. In supporting this
amendment, I hope that we can further
the educational process and continue to
bring Reye’s under control.

Adoption of this amendment will mark
a major step forward in this fight. Two
diagnostic and research centers would
be established to conduct research, train
physicians, and develop professional
education and public information pro-
grams. Each center would be funded at
$750,000 a year for fiscal years 1981
through 1983. To assist in the research
effort being made by physicians at pri-
vate facilities, another $500,000 a year
would be authorized for research activi-
ties not associated with the two centers.
All these programs would be admin-
istered and coordinated by the Reye’s
Syndrome  Coordination Committee
within the National Institute of Health.

I want to stress one aspect of this
amendment that I think is particularly
important. Obviously there is a need for
expanded research in the diagnostic and
treatment areas. But perhaps as im-
portant in this case is the effort to in-
form parents of the dangers of Reye’s.
The disease usually strikes very quickly,
and early recognition by parents can be
critical in getting the intense, specialized
professional care required to control the
disease.

In recent months, public service ads on
television have alerted many Americans
to the dangers of this childhood killer.
But more must be done. I am very pleased
that one of the functions of the centers
established by this amendment will be
to develop and disseminate information
on Reye’s to the public. By alerting par-
ents as well as medical professionals to
this disease, we can take major strides
towards eliminating the danger it poses.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment would
cost a mere $2 million a year to combat
a disease that robs us of our most price-
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l:f.ss possession—our children. In these
times of tight budgets, it is hard to
imagine a better way to spend that
money. Just 3 years ago, one out of
every three children who came down with
Reye's died. Today, that figure is down
to 1 out of 10. I am hopeful that this
amendment, once enacted into law, will
eliminate these senseless and tragic
dea_r.l?s entirely. I urge all my colleagues
to join me in supporting the gentleman
from Florida in this most worthwhile
effort.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the
chairman,

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I want
the gentlewoman to know that what she
has said is an excellent reason why I do
not oppose this amendment.

I would like to have the House con-
sider this measure before the author has
to leave.

I want to express my appreciation for
the support of the gentleman for the
work being done at NIH and to encour-
age them to continue their research on
this serious disease.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman very much
for his comment.

I yield to the distinguished gentle-
man from Kentucky.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port the distinguished gentleman’s
amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank those who have taken part
in this debate and for the support that
has been offered for this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. Young).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WALGREN

Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment, and I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the REcorp.

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

There was no objection.

The amendment is as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WALGREN: Page
71, insert after the period in line 12 the fol-
lowing: "Of the sums appropriated for any
fiscal year under section 410 for research by
the Institute, not less than $16,000,000 shall
be obligated for basic and clinical research
in the area of regeneration of the spinal
cord.”.

Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Chairman, I will
not take the 5 minutes; but subsequent
to the markup of this bill in the House
Health Subcommittee, the subcommittee
held hearings on the status of spinal cord
injury research. This amendment comes
out of a consensus that I believe grew
out of those hearings. I ask the House
to support this amendment which would
increase the level of research in spinal
cord regeneration to $16 million per year.
These funds would be used to train new
investigative researchers and to fund
research proposals that have been pre-
viously unfunded because of the lack of
adequate funds within the NINCDS,
which is the National Institute for Neu-
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rological Communicative Disorders and
Stroke.

This amendment calls attention to a
disability which, by its catastrophic na-
ture, devastates thousands of families
every year.

At present, injury to the spinal cord
invariably results in permanent paraly-
sis. It is most commonly known as a
broken neck resulting in gquadriplegia
where paralysis affects all four limbs or
as a broken back resulting in paraplezia
where paralysis affects both legs.

Over 300,000 people suffer from spinal
cord injury in the United States. Twenty
thousand more are injured each year,
losing all sensation or ability to move
below the level of their injury, primarily
young people 16 to 35 years old, confined
to wheelchairs for the rest of their lives.

Each of us has many constituents who
are victims of this crippling condition.
It results from car accidents, sports re-
lated injuries, like football, diving and
skiing, wounds of violence like gunshots,
as well as mundane accidents, like falling
from a ladder or step. None of us is im-
mune. At least 2 of our 434 colleagues
have members of their immediate fam-
ilies with broken necks.

Personal and financial loss from spinal
cord injury is immeasurable. If you set
all personal suffering aside, NIH has
testified to our subcommittee that the
costs to the Federal taxpayer exceed $2.5
billion per year. This includes medical
benefits, rehabilitation costs and social
security payments. This $2.5 billion every
year is at least doubled by private sector
costs. Thus we are speaking of a dis-
ability that leads to a loss approaching
$7 billion every year.

Where there is real hope, any reason-
able person would invest in research to
make this expenditure unnecessary.

Until recently, spinal cord injury was
a permanent sentence of paralysis. Now
there is hope within the medical com-
munity that nerve regeneration is pos-
sible. Researchers now indicate that
major breakthroueghs in nerve regenera-
tion are close; not tomorrow, but within
the foreseeable future.

It is that hope, small but real, that I
ask us to make a reality by committing
an additional $8 million per year. This
amendment neither adds funds to the
bill, nor takes money away from other
programs. We ask to designate within
the existing NINCDS budget under the
bill the expenditure of at least $16 mil-
lion a year.

I urge the House to act positively to re-
lieve the suffering of spinal cord injury.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. , will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WALGREN. I would be happy to
yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the gentleman for yielding and
to point out to our colleagues the exten-
sive work the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania has done in bringing to the
attention of the committee the exciting
possibilities we now see in the area of
spinal cord regeneration.
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The amendment the gentleman is of-
fering is not an additional authorization
of funds. It dedicates $16 million to re-
search on regeneration, a modest amount
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which will not substantially reduce sup-
port for other areas of research.

I want to tell the gentleman I fully
support the amendment he is now offer-
ing. I join him in urging our colleagues
to adopt it.

Mr. WALGREN. I thank the gentle-
man for his support.

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

Mr. WALGREN. I am happy to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. WHITTEN. I wish to thank the
gentleman for offering this amendment
and I rise in support of the amendment.

Some years ago I was in Russia and at
the airport there was a picture of a dog
with a leg having been severed. They
presented the story of having success-
fully replaced it. That was when we
knew of nothing like that in this coun-
try. We, of course, doubted the accuracy
of this story considering how the Rus-
sians sometimes exaggerate their accom-
plishments.

I think when we see the victims of this
spinal destruction we certainly owe it to
them to pursue any type of progress
made in this area. When I saw this pic-
ture in Russia years ago about replacing
severed limbs, it took our doctors time to
catch up with the technique. We should
not be afraid of where the expertise is
developed but we should get busy and re-
fine the technique. There are many mi-
raculous things that have occurred in the
last number of years in the way of trans-
plants, putting back amputations and
things of that sort, and I encourage this
progress. This amendment goes in the
right direction and we should have
started this effort a long time ago.

Mr. WALGREN. I thank the gentle-
man.

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

Mr. WALGREN. I yield to the gentle-
man fromg Montana.

Mr. M. EE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment offered by
Mr., WALGREN,

I have had a close and personal ex-
perience with the tragedy of spinal cord
injury. I was the parent of a total quadri-
plegic. This was the result of a tragic
senseless accident.

I can testify to the frustration and
anger that is felt after an accident like
this. In addition, the high costs of re-
habilitation is enough to financially ruin
most families. The Federal Government
already has a financial stake in reducing
the devastating effects of spinal cord in-
jury. The No. 1 investment is paying for
medical bills through medicaid. No. 2 1s
paying for rehabilitation. No. 3 is the
cost of the loss of not one but three or
four members of society, the injured
party, the kids, the parents.

I believe that the investment contained
in this amendment is inconsequential
to the amount of suffering and the cost
of rehabilitation and maintenance that
results from spinal cord injury.

Congress should not be content to re-
sign our Nation’s thousands of quadri-
plegics to their wheelchairs. I urge your
support of the Walgren amendment. It is
like a pinhole of light seeping into a dark
well at the bottom of which are the help-
less, disabled victims of spinal injuries.
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Into this well we are pouring dollars for
support. Let us put in dollars that add
hope—support Walgren which will save
dollars and hopefully disabled bodies.

Mr. WALGREN. I thank the gentle-
man for his support.

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

Mr. WALGREN. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. RICHMOND. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the Walgren amendment
which will give the National Institute of
Neurological Communicable Disorders
and Stroke an additional $16 million for
spinal cord regeneration research.

At least 10,000 Americans become
wheelchair-bound each year. This not
only causes immeasurable financial and
emotional hardship to the victim and his
or her family, but it also creates an enor-
mous drain on the Federal Treasury,
through subsidies for health care and re-
habilitation services.

Other countries have made a concen-
trated effort to research ways to aid in
spinal cord regeneration. This country,
sadly, lags far behind in research in this
area. It is ironic that the United States,
which boasts of its medical superiority
to the rest of the world—a country where
people come to seek the most advanced
medical treatment—is so ineffective in
an area of such crucial importance to so
many thousands of our fellow Americans.

The Walgren amendment is an essen-
tial first effort to bridge this gap in med-
ical services for the victims of spinal cord
injuries.

Recent studies have confirmed that
massive injections of steroids into the
spinal column immediately following an
injury have successfully halted per-
manent nerve damage. For example:
last year in Washington, D.C., a man in-
jured in an automobile accident was
paralyzed from the neck down by a spi-
nal cord injury. Thanks to quick-think-
ing physicians using this new technique,
the man’s motor functions were restored
and he was able to resume his life as
before.

The Department of Defense is work-
ing on a similar chemical treatment for
spinal cord injuries, but it, too, requires
injections immediately following an in-
jury. Because the success of these pro-
cedures depends on the immediate treat-
ment of an injury, they may be effective
for only 1 out of 100 spinal cord in-
juries, but they are a promising start.

The other area that these appropria-
tions will affect is the field of research
for chronic spinal cord injuries. The peo-
ple who are paralyzed as a result of in-
juries that occurred 5 or 10 years ago are
in desperate need of new medical pro-
cedures that will free them from their
wheelchairs. The steroid treatments will
be too late to be of help to them. How-
ever, there are several new methods for
chronic spinal cord injuries in the de-
velopmental stages at New York Uni-
versity, George town University, and
other research centers around the coun-
try—but, without additional funding,
these methods will remain in the de-
velopmental stages.

The appropriations for spinal cord re-
search provided by the Walgren amend-
ment may lead to new breakthroughs
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that will benefit the many thousands of
people afflicted by spinal cord injuries.

I strongly urge support of the Walgren
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired.

(By unanimous consent Mr. WALGREN
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? )

Mr. WALGREN. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to urge my colleagues to support the
amendment offered by my good friend
and colleague from Pennsylvania (Mr.
WALGREN) .

My congressional district is fortunate
to have 1 of the 17 spinal cord in-
jury rehabilitation centers. I have had
the opportunity to visit the center at
Santa Clara Valley Medical Center in
San Jose and to witness the fine program
they have established there. But the fact
remains that even with rehabilitation
the struggle these people face through-
out the rest of their lives is overwhelm-
ing.

While the rehabilitation work must
continue, we also need to direct empha-
sis to regenerative research on the spinal
cord. We have provided funds to pro-
grams which seek to enable the spinal
cord injured to live with their handicap.
We also need to direct funds to a cure.

It is important to point out that this
amendment does not increase the au-
thorization level. It merely specifies that
regeneration research on the spinal cord
be allocated $16 million of the available
funds.

Mr. Chairman, I hope my colleagues
will agree that this priority should be
given and will support this amendment.

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

Mr. WALGREN. I yield to the gentle-
marn.

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

Mr. WALGREN. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I thank the gentleman for
bringing this amendment to the House.
I think it is an important one and I hope
it will be supported.

Mr. WALGREN. I thank the gentle-

man for his support.
@ Mr. BRINKLEY. Mr. Chairman, T rise
in support of the amendment offered by
our distinguished colleague from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WaLGreN) who has spear-
headed the drive for spinal cord regen-
eration funding. Recent progress in the
splicing of severed nerve endings offers
great promise, and, as a cosponsor of
H.R. 4358, I firmly believe that further
research into spinal cord regeneration is
absolutely vital.

Today, more than 250,000 Americans
suffer spinal cord injuries, with a new in-
jury occurring every 40 minutes. This
yvear alone will see 15,000-20,000 new
cases, and over 90 percent of the vic-
tims will be under 35 years of ace.
Every week hundreds of heslthy, able-
bodied Americans are severely maimed
and often permanently paralyzed from
tragic car wrecks and accidental falls

OXXVI——1488—Part 18

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

across this country. I know the personal
torment with which they must be faced.

The extreme handicaps endured by
paralysis victims demand new treatment
programs to ease their pain. I have been
heartened to see, firsthand, the exciting
programs now being offered to the spinal
cord injured at Warm Springs Hospital,
in my district. We have now before us,
through passage of this amendment, the
opportunity to fund crucial spinal cord
regeneration research which may enable
the lame to walk and to run as freely as
each of us in this Chamber can today.

Dr. Donald Tower, Director of the Na-
tional Institute of Neurological and Com-
municative Disorders and Strokes, said
Tecently, on the promises of regeneration,
“The view that there is no hope of restor-
ing the nerve pathways—the view you
would have heard from virtually every
scientist not long ago—is no longer held.”

Mr. Chairman, let us provide today the
research funds that may dramatically
decrease the number of victims forced to
live a life of dependency, forever con-
fined to Stryker frames and wheelchairs.
In good conscience, we can do no less.®
© Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I want
to congratulate Congressman WALGREN
and Chairman Waxwman for the work they
have done on this amendment concern-
ing regeneration research on the spinal
cord. I was very pleased to join as a co-
sponsor of Congressman WALGREN's origi-
nal bill.

A couple weeks ago, Mr. Chairman,
we had a terrible flood in the area
of Bradys Bend, Pa. As I toured the
area, I met a young man named Carl
Stimac. Carl was a student at East Brady
High School and a football player. In a
game against Karns City High School on
October 21, 1978, Carl received an in-
jury that severed his spinal cord, leaving
him permanently paralyzed. As difficult
as it is for his family during regular
times, on the night of the flood as the
water rose in the family's basement and
entered the kitchen, they had to carry
Carl to the second floor and hope the ris-
ing water would subside. Finally, it did,
but not before they had to use battery
radios to keep his resuscitator going.
Once the water cleared, they found it had
moved the special van used for transport-
ing him at least a quarter of a mile down
the stream, and he later told one of my
staff, that someone even stole the CB unit
out of the van.

I greatly admire the effort by Carl to
overcome h's difficulties. And we also need
to recognize the tremendous courage and
dedication of his family.

But I am sure that this story—or a
similar one—can be repeated by thou-
sands of families across America whose
families have unfortunately had someone
incur a serious spinal cord injury. That is
why this amendment today is so impor-
tant—vital, in fact, to get the Nation
moving toward finding ways to help
these individuals recover.

I strongly support this amendment and
urge its adoption.®@

Mr. MARRIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment of my
distinguished colleague from Pennsyl-
vania.

The total number of people in this
country who have suffered spinal cord
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injuries is conservatively estimated at
200,000. It may well be closer to the esti-
mate of 500,000 offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

The annual national cost of care for
persons with spinal cord injury is esti-
mated by the Paralyzed Veterans of
America to be in the neighborhood of $3
billion.

To the individual with the injury, the
cost is just as great. The PVA estimates
that a quadriplegic—a person paralyzed
from the neck down—will incur lifetime
medical costs of approximately $700,000
to $1 million. Let me emphasize the point
that we are talking about the medical
costs to a single individual,

To the individual paralyzed from the
waist down, a paraplegic, lifetime medi-
cal costs are about $250,000 to $500,000.

To these costs must be added the cost
of the potential permanent unemploy-
ment of the individual: There is an addi-
tional cost to the Gross National Prod-
uct, the loss of personal income taxes, the
expense to the Government of disability
insurance payments, and additional ex-
penses for other Government programs.

Next to these figures, the $16 million
called for by the amendment of my
friend from Pennsylvania is a small fig-
ure indeed.

I would like to suggest, however, that
the cost to society of spinal cord injury
is not the only reason to fund additional
research in this area. A second equally
important reason is that there is a prom-
ise of success. In other words, it will be a
wise investment of taxpayers’ dollars.

Dr. Franklin D. Collins, assistant pro-
fessor of anatomy at the University of
Utah Medical Center, told me—

This is a very promising area of research.
We are beraking ground toward answering
questions which may well hold the key to
ultimate success in spinal cord regeneration.

In Dr. Collins’ words, it has become
“almost routine” to restore severed limbs
and to restore the functions in parts of
the peripheral nervous system. He notes
that for some reason, the nerves in the
spine and brain, the central nervous sys-
tem, do not work that way. Dr. Collins
says finding the answer to why they do
not work that way may hold the key to
laying the foundation for an artificial
process that will help them regenerate.
Ar one writer put it, “The machinery
seems to be there.”

In the July 18, 1980, issue of Science
magazine, the following observation was
made about those attending a conference
on spinal cord regeneration:

The participants came away pleasantly
surprised by the news that the potential for
regeneration of the neurons of the mamma-

lian central nervous system is greater than
they had thought.

That was in 1970, 10 years ago, and we
have come a long way since then.

Just last year Dr. Donald Tower, head
of the National Institute of Neurologi-
cal and Communicative Disorders and
Stroke, noted—

The view that there is no hope of restoring
the nerve pathways—the view you would
have heard from virtually every scientist not
long ago—is no longer held.

Research is our only hope for compre-
hending the complexities of the central
nervous system and for putting back to-
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gether the lives interrupted by spinal
cord injury. In very recent years techno-
logical advances have made improved
and more promising research possible.

In short, the cost of funding spinal
cord regeneration research in the amount
proposed in this amendment is far from
too high. In fact, if anything, given the
cost both to society and to the individ-
uals concerned, it may not be high
enough.

Second, there is reason to hope the
research will bear tangible, measurable
fruit.

For these two very important reasons,
as well as those stated so eloquently by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, I urge
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment.
® Mr. SANTINI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of my distinguished colleague,
Mr. WALGREN'S, amendment to H.R. 7036,
the Health Research Act.

As the parent of a child born with
spinal bifida, I have a personal knowl-
edge of the tragedy caused by spinal de-
fects.

Millions of Americans have spinal cords
defects as a result of accident or birth.
There is no better way to express our
commitment to assisting these individ-
uals than to authorize funds for re-
search on spinal cord regeneration. I can
think of no better commitment of gov-
ernment resources than to give someone
the ability to walk again.

I am very proud of the efforts of a
Nevada-based organization to further
research into this area. “Help them walk
again” has been instrumental in the
search for a method of helping current
and future victims of spinal injury. This
organization was organized by JoAnne
Toadvine of Las Vegas, who has devoted
endless energy and personal commit-
ment to this cause. This young organi-
zation has brought together some of the
world’s leading experts on spinal regen-
eration for international conferences.
They have done a great deal fo height-
en the public’s awareness of the tragedy
of spinal injury. We all owe a debt of
gratitude to Ms. Toadvine and all of the
dedicated volunteers in help them walk
again.

Mr. WALGREN'S amendment is an im-
portant first step toward achieving this
medical breakthrough for which help
them walk again has been working with
such great enthusiasm. Spinal regenera-
tion is presently only a scientific hope
and aspiration. Let us begin to make this
dream a reality by passage of this
amendment. Thank you.®
® Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania. The importance of the amend-
ment’s cause cannot be underestimated.
I would like, at this time, to share with
my colleagues a few frightening sta-
tistics:

Every 40 minutes, someone will suffer
a spinal cord injury; 300,000 spinal cord
injured victims are estimated to live in
the United States today, with over 10,-
000 new cases annually; and the cost to
the American taxpayer to sustain SCI
victims is over $6% million per day.

Mr. Chairman, spinal cord injuries are
a terribly debilitating handicap. The
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gentleman from Pennsylvania’s amend-
ment would require the National Insti-
tute of Neurological and Communicative
Disorders and Stroke to set aside $16
million of its annual appropriations to
study spinal cord regeneration.

I support this amendment. In south-
ern California, a research project has
been proposed which would evaluate the
relation between sleep disorders and
spinal cord injuries. Several of my col-
leagues and myself have been working
hard to support funding for such re-
search in an effort to one day find a cure
for spinal cord injuries. This amendment
would take one more step in that direc-
tion, and deserves the support of this
House.®
® Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to speak on be-
half of the Walgren amendment, which
authorizes $16 million for fiscal year 1981
to finance spinal cord regeneration re-
search.

Mr. Chairman, a day does not pass, a
newspaper is not published without an
article describing a sporting accident
which ends a fine athletic career or a
devastating automobile accident which
often cuts down a man, woman, or child
in the prime of life. If the injury affects
the spinal cord, the result usually is some
type of paralysis. Although advanced
technology allows the spinal cord victim
to meet most of the demands of daily
living, the human suffering is immeasur-
able. There is always the threat of de-
terioration of either physiological, socio-
logical, or the psychological state—and
the fear of this is constant. The human
cost shows up in the high number of
suicides that are reported of paraplegic
victims.

Nevertheless, we are not here today
to focus on the morbid. Those same news-
papers which chronicle the multitudes
of stories of spinal injuries are now be-
ginning, with increasing freouency, to
report the new discoveries of the pos-
sibility of nerve regeneration in spinal
cord injury. Scientific papers on the
subject have increased from only a few
in 1970 to over 500 last year. Experts in
the field are excited about new possibili-
ties in finding cures. They, along with
those who are suffering from paralysis
are looking up to us for the funds neces-
sary for research. The right step has been
taken in establishing the interagency
task force on spinal cord injury. Now we
must act. When we consider the human
cost as well as the economic loss to our
paraplegics, commonsense as well as
compassion demands that Congress sup-
port this funding.e

Mr. WALGREN. I would simply urge
the support of this amendment, and I
yvield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. WALGREN) .

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. COLLINS OF TEXAS

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CoLrLiNs of
Texas: Page 25, line 20, strike out "$1,074,-
000,000"" and insert in lieu thereof *$1,051,-
600,000".

Page 25, line 21, strike out “$1.220.000,000"
and insert in lieu thereof "“$1,189,100,000".
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Page 25, line 22, strike out ““$1,376,000,000™
and insert in lleu thereof '$1,345,600,000".
Page 27, line 5, strike out “$570,700,000"
and insert in lleu thereof “$56561,700,000",
Page 27, line 6, strike out "'$648,320,000"
and insert in lieu thereof *$630,000,000",
Page 27, line 8, strike out “8731,300,000"
and insert in lieu thereof "$713,600,000".
Page 28, line 8, strike out “'$393,798,000"
and insert in lleu thereof “$350,600,000".
Page 28, line 9, strike out "$447,355,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$395,200,000".
Page 28, line 11, strike out “8504,616,000"
and insert in lieu thereof ''$446,500,000",
Page 30, line 8, strike out ““$80,780,000" and
insert in lieu thereof “$79,200,000".
Page 30, line 9, strike out “§91,766,000" and
insert in lieu thereof *“$89,600,000".
Page 30, line 11, strike out “$103.512,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “'$101,400,000".
Page 30, line 15, strike out “$248,574,000"
and insert In lieu thereof “$243,700,000".
Page 30, line 16, strike out '“'$282,380,000"
and Insert in lieu thereof “$275,700,000".
Page 30, line 17, strike out “$318,525,000"
and insert In lieu thereof “$312,100,000".
Page 30, line 21, strike out “$241.,164,000"
and insert in lieu thereof *“$236,400,000",
Page 30, line 22, strike out “$273,962,000"
and insert in leu thereof “$267,400,000".
Page 30, line 23, strike out “$309,029,000"
and insert in lieu thereof *$302,700,000".
Page 31, line 3, strike out “$78,839,000"
and insert In lieu thereof “$77,300,000.”
Page 31, line 4 strike out “$89,561,000" and
insert in lieu thereof, “'$87,400,000",
Page 31, line 5, strike out *$101,025,000"
and insert in lleu thereof “$98,900,000".
Page 31, line B, strike out *“$163,000,000"
and insert in lleu thereof “$§127,800,000".
Page 31, line 9, strike out “$180,000,000"
and insert in lieu thereof "“$144,600,000".
Page 31, line 11, strike out “$200,000,000"
and insert in lieu thereof *$163,600,000".
Page 31, line 15, strike out "$279,268,000"
and insert in lieu thereof '"$273,800,000".
Page 31, line 16, strike out '‘$317,248,000"
and insert in lieu thereof "“$309,900.000",
Page 31, line 18, strike out *"357,856,000"
and insert in lieu thereof *“$350,600,000".
Page 31, line 22, strike out “$360,600,000"
and insert in lieu thereof *“‘$353,500,000".
Page 31, line 23, strike out "$409,642,000"
and insert in lleu thereof *$399,900,000".
Page 31, line 24, strike out “$462,076,000"
and insert in lieu thereof *"$452,400,000".
Page 32, line 3, strike out “$96,834,000" and
insert in lleu thereof *'$934,900,000".
Page 32, line 4, strike out "$110,003,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$107,400,000".
Page 32, line 5, strike out ''$124,083,000"
and insert in lieu thereof *$121,500,000".

Mr. COLLINS of Texas (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I have a very lengthy amendment. Basi-
cally there has been a change in this
amendment situation since yesterday,
but I wanted to tell my colleagues what
was involved when our committee made
our authorization in this bill. My amend-
ment would simply authorize an increase
in the 1980 appropriation of 13 percent
rather than 21 percent, which is what we
authorize for 1981 in the bill that we have
before us. The 13-percent figure is based
on the fact that President Carter next
year anticipated 13-percent inflation,
and also was based on the fact that 13
percent is about what we have been
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maintaining in the normal appropria-
tions of this type.

But what happened is this, and it is
discouraging that we do it in our legis-
lative process: We took up yesterday
the appropriation bill before we got to
this authorization bill. In other words,
the House has already appropriated the
money, and today we come in here and
talk about authorizing it.

Yesterday was quite an appropriation.
Most of the Members probably did not
realize how much money we appropriated
because we handled the bill so fast. But
we appropriated in this one appropria-
tion bill, we appropriated $274,398,000,-
000. We passed through $274 billion, and
it was only later that I learned from my
distinguished friend from Kentucky (Mr.
CarTER) that this section had been part
of it. Yesterday we had a most lengthy
appropriation. I want to say this about
the $274 billion appropriation because I
commend them for the way they handled
it. They came through with less of an
appropriation on this section than we
had authorized. In other words, in our
authorization we were talking about in-
creasing 21 percent, but in their overall
appropriation they only had increased it
by 11 percent.

Basically we are talking in this bill
about a very, very serious issue. We are
talking about legislating a 3-year au-
thorization. What does it mean to have a
3-year authorization when we do not
even pay any attention to the first year,
and we go ahead and authorize and ap-
propriate? It is just a mumbo-jumbo
system.

The second thing we are talking about
is health. The way to cover health by
authorization is just the way the distin-
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. WaLGrREN) did when he brought out
this spinal cord issue and everyone here
saw the value of it. They have the oppor-
tunity to discuss research and develop-
ments which is what authorizations are
all about. It is to have a consensus view-
point. But for Congress, for Congress, a
bunch of laymen, to try and define what
should be the medical research of the
country, is just beyond my comprehen-
sion.

What we are doing in this authoriza-
tion bill is going at it the wrong way. To
prove how we go at it in the wrong way,
we started out by asking for a 21-percent
increase when Appropriations had not
asked for that much themselves. Now
when we talk about health, let us re-
member Congress is a very generous
group. Our appropriations are most gen-
erous, our authorizations are always
generous.

Today health makes up 50 percent,
50 percent of the budget of this country.

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

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. STAGGERS. I appreciate what the
gentleman is saying. I know he is very
sincere. Does the gentleman know that
during the Second World War, when we
faced that crisis in the security of this
Nation, every item that the military
needed had to come before an authoriz-
ing committee for an authorization be-
fore it went to the Appropriations Com-
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mittee. If we do not do that here in
peacetime, if we do not take the time
for such an important step, I think it
would be a great mistake.

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. I would tell
the chairman that I was over in France
at the time that they were using that
procedure. We won the war. Now let us
help Congress maintain a sound peace.

Mr. STAGGERS. I was in the Pacific.
I was injured in the Pacific. So I was a
part of the war. I know that the military
had to come every year to get an au-
thorization and an appropriation. I think
if we can do that in the time of war,
then we can take the time to do that in
a time of peace.

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Of course in
time of peace we have a different budg-
et situation. At the time of the war most
of the money was going for immediate
war commitments.

0 1350

Now while we are spending so much
on health, I would rather the doctors
determine how we spend it on health in-
stead of having technical medical deci-
sions being made by Congressmen sitting
here in the House.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong
opposition to this amendment which
would reduce the amount of money
that we are going to authorize for
the work being done at the National In-
stitutes of Health. The authorizations
included in this bill indicate our com-
mitment to biomedical research. It is at
a higher level, as it turns out, for 1981
than the Committee on Appropriations
has appropriated, but that is not un-
usual. Often the authorization commit-
tees authorize sums in excess of what
the Committee on Appropriations is will-
ing to spend. This is understandable be-
cause the Committee on Appropriations
has the authorizations as their maximum
ceiling. I think we ought to keep the com-
mittee authorization levels as an in-
dication of our clear commitment to
fight these dreaded diseases. We are
talking about cancer, heart, lung and
eye diseases. Let us keep our support
clear and strong for that work that is
being done.

I would hope that the Members would
join me in opposing this amendment.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr., Chairman,
Irise in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, in a perfect world,
there would be little reason to
object to anything in this bill. Every-
one is for health research and all
of us acknowledge the tremendous con-
tribution the MNational Institutes of
Health have made over the years in
terms of medical research break-
throughs. But, sad to say, this is not a
perfect world; 1980 is not a year in which
we, as a nation, can financially afford
anything and everything our govern-
mental heart desires. Rather, 1980 has
been a year when the weakness of our
financial position has been all too evi-
dent; its susceptibility to inflationary
spurts all too obvious. Moreover, suc-
ceeding years could be even worse if we
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do not correct the one thing that has
been most responsible for 1Y80 having
been a year of high inflation, high in-
terest rates, higher unemployment, and
recession. And, that one thing is excess
Federal spending, authorized and then
appropriated by the Congress.

The bill we have before us today is
essentially a trade-off. In exchange for
being subjected to the authorization as
well as the appropriation process, the
11 National Institutes of Health are au-
thorized even bigger increases in spend-
ing then they have enjoyed in recent
years. Specifically, the authorization
level called for in H.R. 7036 is 28.2 per-
cent higher, for fiscal 1981, than the level
of appropriations provided the Institutes
in 1980. Then, for fiscal 1982, another
13-percent increase is contemplated, fol-
lowed by a 12.9-percent increase in 1983.

While I am not sure how we can ex-
pect to reduce inflation by increasing
spending to compensate for it, there is a
certain degree of logic in the 13-percent
and the 12.9-percent increases for fiscal
1982 and 1983. It is the 28.2-percent in-
crease in fiscal 1981 that seems out of
line, especially in view of the fact that
appropriations for NIH only increased
9.3 percent in fiscal year 1980 and 15.5
percent the year before that.

Since the increase in spending by NIH
increased 13.12 percent these last 2 years,
the amendment I am supporting today
would simply continue that trend. Rath-
er than authorization increases of 28.2,
13, and 12.9 percent, it would provide
that authorizations under section 410 of
this bill would increase by 13.12 percent
each of the next 3 fiscal years. Adop-
tion of this amendment would result in
a savings of $503 million over the 3-year
period; $147.1 million the first year,
$174.2 million the second year, and $182.6
million the third.

For past experience, I know the
counter-argument will be—it is only
half a billion—a mere drop in the bucket
compared to total Federal spending—
and the money is going for a cause near
and dear to the hearts of all Ameri-
cans—good health. But drops in the
bucket add up. Just last week similar
arguments were offered in support of a
mental health bill that will triple au-
thorization levels by fiscal year 1984.
Next week, or the week after, it will be
a health manpower bill calling for an
authorization increase of 19.2 percent
in fiscal 1981. And then it will be medi-
care and medicaid reform bills that
will add almost a billion dollars to
spending by 1985. Where do we draw
the line? When do we start worrying
about the financial health of the
American taxpayer? And why is there
no recognition of the fact that worry
over how to raise a family in the face
of rising taxes and inflation can, and
does, cause both physical and mental
health problems for a great many
people. In fact, worry and strain are a
major contributory factor to ill health
in this country.

I could go on, but rather than do so,
just let me add one final thought; the
quicker we put the Nation's financial
house in order, the more money will
be available for health research—if not
from public sources then from private
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ones. After all, everyone benefits from
a healthy economy, including the foun-
dations that, along with NIH, have
done so much tc promote health re-
search. What we are arguing here is
not the end result, but the means of
obtaining it, and I think this amend-
ment offers a better way with less risk
for all concerned. I urge its adoption.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the last word. What I say on
this will be extremely brief.
. I strongly oppose the amendment of-
fered by the distinguished gentleman
from Texas (Mr. Corrins). I believe
the health of our country is much more
important than the small anuthoriza-
tion diminutions that the sponsors of
this amendment recommend. Actually,
we authorized more to give their ap-
propriations more flexibility in case
they need more funds for breakthroughs
or to pursue possible promising research
results. I would hate to oppose money
which would help us to find the cause
or the cure for cancer.

Some years ago we had appropria-
tion legislation for HEW vetoed, and
it was brought up here and overridden.
At that time the statement was made
that 1 in every 4 had the possibility of
having cancer. Within that year, be-
fore the year was out, the Vice Presi-
dent's wife had cancer and the Presi-
dent’s wife had cancer. You remember
that. As it happens, fortunately, both
of them are well as far as we know
today.

We want to continue to improve our
methods of treatment. We want to find
the cause of these diseases, and we can-
not do it without assistance. We cannot
do it by cutting back. We have got to
regard the poor and the sick and to do
something for them, as I see it.

I strongly oppose the amendment, and
I move the previous question.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. COLLINS).

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. RousseLoT),
there were—ayes 4, noes 15.

So the amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BEY MR. MOFFETT

Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MorrETT: Page
53, line 8, strike out “and”; insert "and"”
at the end of line 10; and insert after that
line the following:

“(4) an information and education center
for kidney, urologic, and hematologlc
diseases,”.

Page 54, begining in lne 17, strike out
“and digestive diseases"” and insert in lieu
thereof “digestive diseases, and kidney,
urologic and hematologic diseases”,

Page 556, line 3, strike out “and” and In
line 4 insert after “Committee’” a coma and
the following: “and a Kildney, Urologic, and

Hematologic Diseases Interagency Coordinat-
ing Committee".

Mr. MOFFETT (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
the amendment be considered as read
and printed in the Recorb.

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

There was no objection.
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Mr. MOFFETT. Mr Chairman, I will
not take a great deal of time with this
amendment. It is fairly straightforward.

Before yielding to the chairman of the
subcommittee, as I understand we spent
$790 million on kidney dialysis last year
and in about 20 percent of the cases, if
we had early detection of the symptoms
we could have avoided a great deal of
expenditure.

This simply says that those informa-
tion dissemination systems that the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Kentucky
was speaking about earlier with regard
to heart, lung, and blood and with regard
to diabetes should also be instituted for
kidney disease. Kidney disease affects
more than 52,000 persons nationally and
costs the Feds $791 million last year
through the renal dialysis program.
Twenty percent of patients on dialysis
are there primarily because of high blood
pressure problems which, had they been
detected earlier, could have been treated
and the need for dialysis averted. An ed-
ucation center for kidney diseases could
publicize some of the symptoms of kidney
disease and prevent perhaps millions of
dollars of expenditures for treatment of
the disease. As things are now, little is
known about the disease or how to spot
it, yet when it hits, it is brutal.

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

Mr. MOFFETT. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

The amendment would focus greater
attention on research on kidney disease.
It is a conforming amendment to com-
mittee amendments on arthritis and dia-
betes.

Mr. Chairman, we do not object to the
amendment.

Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his support.

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

Mr. MOFFETT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Kentucky.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, we sup-
port the amendment.

Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Kentucky and I
salute him on his service on the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. MOFFETT) .

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOPKINS

Mr. HOPKINS.- Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HoPEINsS: Page
62, insert after line 20 the following:

“{d) The Secretary, acting through the
Institute, shall conduct a clinical investi-
gatlon of the safety and eficacy of di-
methylsulfoxide as a drug to be used by
persons with arthritis. The Secretary shall
report to Congress not later than one year
after the date of the enactment of this sub-
section the results of the investigation con-
ducted under this subsection.

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to have the opportunity to offer
an amendment of such significance to
the health of older Americans, but I can-
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not take all the credit here. I am indebted
to several of my colleagues, and I want
the record to reflect that without their
tireless efforts, we would not have this
chance. The Select Committee on Aging
first brought DMSO to national atten-
tion, and I want to thank the chairman
of the committee, as well as the gentle-
woman from Ohio, MARY ROSE OAKAR,
and the gentleman from Illinois, MARTY
Russo, who serve with me on the com-
mittee. Another one of our colleagues,
the gentleman from Oregon, Bos DUNCAR,
has supplied his support and encourage-
ment. The efforts of these individuals
should be noted by senior citizens all over
this country.

Mr. Chairman, 31 million Americans
of all ages suffer from the crippling dis-
ease known as arthritis. One in every
seven Americans is a victim of arthritis,
and someone new is added to this list
every 33 seconds. While there is no
known cure for arthritis, there are cer-
tainly no shortages of quack remedies
and fake cures for arthritis sufferers.

There is, however, an inexpensive
chemical compound which appears to of-
fer significant relief from the nagging
aches and pains which accompany this
chronic disease. My amendment simply
directs the National Institute of Arthri-
tis to conduct a clinical study of this
promising remedy, known as dimethyl-
sulfoxide, or DMSO. The purpose of the
study is to determine the safety and ef-
fectiveness of DMSO in helping to relieve
some of the pain and suffering experi-
enced by these 31 million Americans
every day.

DMSO is not a new drug: It is not a
rare drug: And it is not an expensive
drug. DMSO costs about $4 a quart to
produce and it is a byproduct of the
manufacture of paper. The medicinal
possibilities of DMSO first came to light
in the United States in the early 1960’s
when it was discovered that DMSO is
rapidly absorbed into the skin. Since
that time it has been approved for hu-
man use in a dozen other countries. But
in the United States DMSO is approved
for only one rather rare bladder disease
in humans, and for veterinary use.

Doctors have testified before the
House Select Committee on Aging that
DMSO significantly reduces pain, in-
flammation, and swelling, and helps pro-
mote healing in soft tissue injuries. Pro-
fessional athletes have indicated that
use of DMSO is widespread among their
ranks. Yet for the average American suf-
fering from arthritis, the drug is offi-
cially off limits, because the Food and
Drug Administration is adamant in its
refusal to approve DMSO and persist-
ent in its attempts to discredit DMSO
proponents.

Nor are future prospects very bright
that DMSO will ever be available except
in bootleg form. Again, DMSO is not rare
and it is not expensive. But few firms are
willing to devote their private resources
to the testing and development of a sub-
stance commonly found in nature, cheap
to produce, and in all probability not
patentable. The income potential is sim-
ply not there to meet their investment
criteria. Thus, there are no tests pres-
ently being conducted to determine the
value of DMSO for use by patients with
arthritis.
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Mr. Chairman, I am not a doctor or
a scientist, nor do I claim to be an ex-
pert. But I do know when it is time to
turn a problem over to the experts for
their study and analysis and at this time
we need a study of DMSO.

The situation at present is that thou-
sands of Americans are going abroad,
primarily to Mexico, to obtain DMSO
treatments at outrageous prices, Thou-
sands more are treating themselves at
home with DMSO that they obtain from
their veterinarians in a concentration
designed for horses, not humans; or
DMSO that they obtain from their hard-
ware store, where it is sold as an indus-
trial solvent; or DMSO they obtain
through the mails from Oregon or Flor-
ida, where it is legal, but again at prices
a 100 times what it costs to produce, and
with no guarantees as to quality.

Efforts on the part of the administra-
tion to discourage the use of DMSO by
the public must, in my opinion, be com-
bined with vigorous efforts to pursue re-
search into its safety and effectiveness.
Public demand and scientific doubts
where DMSO is concerned will only be
put to rest through efforts to establish
the truth.

It is time for an objective, unbiased
study to determine once and for all
whether or not DMSO is the ray of hope
31 million arthritis suffers in this country
are praying for. It is time to put to rest
the false claims and false hope. For these
reasons I ask my colleagues to vote for
my amendment to direct the National
Institute of Arthritis to conduct a clinical
study of DMSO for use by patients with
arthritis.

The research dollar will seldom be as
wisely spent, nor will the potential re-
wards be as significant. By taking this
step, we may be able to place a low-cost
and effective pain reliever in the hands
of millions who will otherwise continue
to experience chronic pain.

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

Mr. HOPKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

There have been many reports pro and
con on the DMSO drug. I think it is im-
portant that the claims of both the pro-
ponents and opponents of the drug be
scientifically examined.

Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to
this amendment here today.

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

Mr. HOPKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Florida.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to support Congressman LARRY
HorPkins, an able member of the House
Select Committee on Aging, concerning
his amendment to H.R. 7036, the Health
Research Act of 1980, to call upon the
National Institute on Arthritis to under-
take tests on the effectiveness of DMSO.

Dimethylsulfoxide (DMSO) is a
liquid byproduct derived from the
manufacture of paper. Its medicinal pos-
sibilities were first brought to attention
in America in the early 1960’s.

DMSO can reach the bloodstream
within seconds when applied to the skin.
It is commonly given in ointments to be
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used topically or sometimes by injection.

There is little doubt but that DMSO
is effective in reducing pain caused by
arthritis, that it is effective in helping
to reduce swelling and promote healing
in soft tissue injuries. It may have value
in healing skin ulcers such as those pro-
duced by the disease, scleroderma. It may
be useful in helping to promote healing
in first- and second-degree burns, in lim-
iting damage of spinal cord injuries, and
in relieving intracranial pressure caused
by head injuries. It is an open question
as to whether it helps arthritics: It does
relieve pain but no one knows whether
it reduces the inflammation which is the
underlying cause of the pain. In addition
to its other properties, DMSO heightens
the effect of other drugs and may be
useful acting as a carrier of other sub-
stances through its absorption qualities
through the skin.

The House Select Committee on Aging
conducted an investigation and hearings
which helped confirm the effectiveness of
DMSO as an analgesic. Former team
physicians with pro sports teams testi-
fied in generous terms about the drug's
ability to help reduce swelling and pro-
mote healing of soft tissue injuries. In
addition, literally thousands of letters
and testimonials have been received by
the committee since its March 24, 1980,
hearings. Responses to committee ques-
tionnaires to veterinarians and rheuma-
tologists also supplied a good deal of
support for the use of the drug. Medical
researchers testified about its potential
in stroke victims, and in patients with
scleroderma and intracranial pressure.

Witnesses at the committee’s hearing,
including representatives of the Food
and Drug Administration, testified that
DMSO is a relatively safe drug; garlicky
breath and some minor skin irritations
are the most common side effects; al-
though a few people may be hypersensi-
tive to the drug and may suffer allergic
responses.

The FDA has approved the drug for
use in animals for some time, and in
1978, approved its use in humans for
treatment of a bladder condition known
as interstitial cystitis. It should be noted
that before the FDA can approve the
use of a drug in man, they must reach
the determination: First, that it is safe;
and second, that it is effective. The safety
question has not been in doubt, at least
not since 1978.

In order to clear up any confusion, a
recent statement by the FDA warns
against the unsupervised use of DMSO.
Many people have been buying industrial
grade DMSO which may contain impuri-
ties. The combination of DMSO with
impurities may cause harm. Since DMSO
is a carrier which penetrates the skin,
there is a danger that other drugs mixed
with it may enter the bloodstream. It
should be understood that DMSO is not
a patent medicine; it must be prescribed
and used under the direction of a physi-
cian.

The obvious question is: What is hold-
ing up FDA approval for the use of
DMSO in humans for conditions other
than cystitis? The answer is that the
FDA must have objective double blind
scientific studies which prove effective-
ness. The problem is that the FDA does
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not initiate tests. The FDA must wait
for major drug companies to come for-
ward and ask to test a product for cer-
tain uses. Since DMSO is an agent com-
monly found in nature, and produced
easily and inexpensively, it is not
thought to be patentable. Drug compa-
nies ask why they should spend millions
to get FDA approval when there is no
assurance that they will have the exclu-
sive right to market the drug if it is ap-
proved. Because of its status, DMSO has
been included in a category of so-called
orphan drugs.

Mr. Chairman, there is a significant
amount of anecdotal evidence that
DMSO may be helpful to older Ameri-
cans and particularly to the 31 million
U.S. citizens—most of them elderly—
who suffer from the pain of arthritis.
DMSO has been approved for use in
about a dozen foreign countries. Two
States, Oregon and Florida, have passed
their own laws legalizing the use of
DMSO by physicians. Physicians can not
lose their licenses for prescribing DMSO
in those States. Since DMSO has such a
great potential for good and so few side
effects associated with its use, I believe
it is incumbent on Government to test
the drug and to report to the American
public on its value at the earliest possi-
ble date.

The bill I introduced with Congress-
man Hoegins, H.R. 7023, which now has
more than 100 cosponsors, and which is
the substance of this amendment, would
call upon the National Institute on Ar-
thritis to undertake testing on the value
of DMSO in arthritis and report back
to the Congress within a year. The Na-
tional Institute is certainly a highly re-
spected organization whose results would
gain immediate acceptance. We need the
kind of professional judgment that
they can bring to this issue and we need
it fast. As I noted, there seems to be
little doubt but that DMSO relieves the
pain of arthritis. There also seems to
be no doubt but that it relieves swelling
associated with the disease. The remain-
ing question is: Does it relieve the in-
flammation which is the underlying
cause of the disease? Veterinarians are
convinced that it does so. Rheumato-
logists see the potential and have sug-
gested the kind of tests that our amend-
ment would make possible.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment
will be adopted. I believe there will be
tremendous benefit to the American peo-
ple if it is enacted. I would like to com-
mend Congressman Hopkins for his work
in this area as well as Mike Wallace and
CBS “60 Minutes” who helped bring the
matter to the attention of the publie.

Mrs. HECKLER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPKINS. I will be delighted to
yield to the gentlewoman from Massa-
chusetts.

Mrs. HECELER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the Hopkins amendment
to the Health Research Act, H.R. 7306.

It is unfair to millions of Americans
who are in daily pain from arthritis to
keep DMSO (dimethylsulfoxide) in
limbo. The drug offers hope for relief
from the anguishing pain of a crippling
illness that strikes both young and old.
Certainly DMSO should be tested. Sub-
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stantial evidence indicates it will n_xeet.
the standards of the medical profession.
After these necessary hurdles, DMSO
should be marketed.

An estimated 31 million Americans
have arthritis: 5 million of them are
disabled. Arthritis causes more prolonged
pain to more Americans than any ot.h_er
disease. Since DMSO has the poten_hal
to relieve a great deal of that suffering,
it could provide one more tool in the
arsenal of pain relief.

This amendment directs that a clini-
cal investigation of the safety a_nd
efficacy of DMSO as drug for arthritis
sufferers be conducted through the Na-
tional Institute of Arthritis, Metabolism
and Digestive Diseases and that the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services
report to the Congress no later than 1
year after the date of enactment the re-
sults of the investigation.

I believe the drug will be a standard
form of relief for arthritis in the future.
It has proven its potential, This amend-
ment provides the vital first step of re-
quired testing. Let us take that step to
make giant strides for millions of arthri-
tis sufferers.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPKINS. I do yield to the gen-
tleman from Arkansas.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Chair-
man, first I want to express my support
for this legislation, H.R. 7036 and com-
mend Chairman STAGGERS, Mr. WAXMAN,
Mr. CarTER and the members of the Sub-
committee on Health and the Environ-
ment for their work. I take this time to

rise in support of Mr. HoprINs' amend-
ment to fund a study of the drug di-
methylsulfoxide. Persons who have suc-
cessfully used DMSO or worked with it
maintain that it has some very bene-

ficial properties. According fo their
reports, it can stop pain; aid in the
healing of soft tissue injuries, such as
bruises; and because it is quickly ab-
sorbed into the bloodstream, carry with
it other drugs.

Because of the attention DMSO has
received through the CBS television pro-
gram “60 Minutes” and a hearing by the
Select Committee on Aging, there is now
widespread knowledge in our country
about the existence of this drug. The
hopes of millions of people suffering from
musculo-skeletal diseases have been ele-
vated. Indeed, I have heard from some 80
people in my own State of Arkansas,
ranging from sged arthritis vietims to a
little 3-year-old girl suffering from myo-
sitis ossificans—a terrible condition
which causes her muscles to become cal-
cified. Some of these people have the
means to travel to States or countries
where they can get the drug and believe
that it is helpful to them; others who
are not so well off desperately want this
drug to be accessible in the hope that it
may alleviate their pain.

I am sure that some of my colleagues
who are unfamiliar with the history of
DMSO testing are guestioning the need
for an NIH study of the drug when a
mechanism for the testing of drugs ex-
ists under the auspices of the FDA. The
experience with DMSOQO illustrates a
weakness in our drug certification sys-
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tem; because the agency does not initiate
new drug studies but must wait for re-
searchers to conduct them, the public is
sometimes unnecessarily deprived of
remedies and treatments which are badly
needed. At the time of our hearing by
the Aging Committee, the FDA had
reached a real logjam in trying to certify
DMSO for use by arthritis patients be-
cause all studies to date had not been
of sufficient quality to offer definitive evi-
dence and because no pharmaceutical
companies or research organizations had
applied to conduct new studies. A study
by the National Institute of Arthritis
would break this logjam and give us some
quick and definitive answers about the
potential of this drug.

It is wrong for persons suffering from
chronic pain to be tantalized by the pos-
sibility that a substance which may bring
them relief exists but is out of their
reach. A well-controlled and respon-
sible study on the drug by the National
Institute of Arthritis could once and for
all substantiate the claims about it or
put persistent theories about it to rest.

Mr. DUNCAN of Oregzon. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPKINS. I will be delighted to
yield to the gentleman from Oregon.

Mr. DUNCAN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I assume this amendment is offered
out of a sense of the gentleman's frus-
trations at the delay in getting protocols
approved by the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration. Is that correct?

Mr., HOPKINS. That is correct.

Mr. DUNCAN of Oregon. I share that
same frustration that the gentleman
feels. I have been working on this since
about 1963. In the course of that 17-
vear period, FDA has approved this drug
for use on a single disease, interstitial
cystitis.

Now, Mr. Chairman, when they have
approved it that means they have found
it to be safe. They have also found it to
be efficacious for this particular purpose.
Once they found it safe for the intersti-
tial cystitis it seems to me you are over
that obstacle as to whether or not the
drug has any substantial adverse impact
on the patient, and it does not. It has
been used as widely, I think, as almost
any other drug in its particular stage of
development and the only really sub-
stantial adverse impact that you find is
the odor and sometimes a slight tingling
of the skin.

While in the Senate hearings recently
there were some suggestions made of
ocular changes, those have never been
verified in human beings. My colleague
from Ohio (Ms. Oaxar) will introduce
into the Recorp at the appropriate point
a complete rebuttal from Dr. Scherbel of
the Cleveland Clinic.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tfleman has expired.

(At the request of Mr. Duncan of Ore-
gon and by unanimous consent, Mr. Hop-
KINs was allowed to proceed for 2 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. DUNCAN of Oregon. The gentle-
man’s amendment, as far as I can tell,
does not take away from the Food and
Drug Administration the ultimate re-
sonsibility for determining safety and
efficacy with respect to arthritis. Am T
correct on that?

August 28, 1980

l\tlr. HOPKINS. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

Mr. DUNCAN of Oregon. I appreciate
your answer. I do not believe that the
Congress is the proper body to make de-
cisions of a technical nature with respect
to drugs and drug use. What we are hop-
ing to do, and what the gentleman hopes
to do, and I join in the gentleman’s hope,
is that a test devised by this Institute on
the 2 questions of safety and efficacy, the
vital questions that FDA must decide,
will be very persuasive to the Food and
Drug Administration and, in any event,
by close cooperation in developing the
test, between the Institute and FDA, a
test may be devised that FDA will be will-
ing to accept. Thus far, they have not
accepted any.

I share the gentleman’s frustrations,
I congratulate him on his efforts. I hope
his efforts are successful and that FDA
will note that if the Congress can do this
with arthritis they will also be able, will-
ing, and anxious to do it with burns and
bursitis and tendonitis and all of the
other ailments in which there has been
demonstrated some degree of hope for
people suffering from an otherwise in-
curable disease.

Mr. HOPKINS. I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s remarks. I certainly want to
note the contribution the gentleman has
made over the years, bringing this along
to where it is today.

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

Mr. HOPKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment. The drug
dimethylsulfoxide (DMSO) has been
used industrially as a solvent since the
1940’s. Currently, it is also used for the
treatment of a chronic bladder disorder.
In addition, a good deal of evidence has
been gathered by health professionals
which suggests that DMSO might have
further use as an effective treatment for
pain and swelling of diseases of the con-
nective tissue, such as arthritis. This dis-
covery has given new hope to those mem-
bers of our society who suffer from arth-
ritis and, since many of these people are
elderly, I have taken a great deal of in-
terest in the drug in my capacity as rank-
ing minority member of the Select Com-
mittee on Aging.

In March of this year, the committee
held hearings on DMSO. In those hear-
ings, a number of qualified medical pro-
fessionals testified as to the efficacy of
the drug. The consensus was that, while
the evidence is not conclusive, there is a
substantial body of evidence to suggest
that DMSO is effective in the treatment
of arthritis. However, further testing is
needed before the drug can meet the
efficacy standards of the Food and Drug
Administration. As you are aware, this
involves a long and costly process
wherein a drug company is required to
obtain an investigational new drug ap-
plication and conduct a number of tests
on the drug under application. In order
for a drug company to undertake such
an enterprise, it obviously must be able to
assure itself of a reasonable return on its
investment. In the case of DMSO, it
would appear that this is not possible
since the molecule is in wide use and not
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considered patentable. Thus, progress
has been slow and millions of Americans
who suffer from arthritis have been de-
nied what might prove to be an effective
treatment.

Mr. Chairman, I feel that the study
required by the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Kentucky is fully justified.

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPKINS. I will be delighted to
vield to the gentlewoman, a member of
the Select Committee on Aging.

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, this dis-
ease affects millions of Americans with
arthritis, bursitis, and so forth. This is
a nontoxic drug. We have had countless
doctors say it works.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

(At the request of Ms. OAxAR and by
unanimous consent, Mr. HOPKINS was
allowed to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.)

Ms. OAKAR. Will the gentleman con-
tinue to yield?

Mr. HOPKINS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Ohio.

Ms. OAKAR. Dr. Scherbel, who is head
of rheumatology at the internationally
known Cleveland Clinic in my city, has
done the tests that FDA wants. The prob-
lem is that they are absolute obstruc-
tionists. I hate to be cynical about the
FDA because we like to think it is an
objective asset of our Government
However, I have come to the conclusion—
I do not say this lightly, believe me—I
think they are absolutely biased when
it comes to this drug, I think that they
have people who they have put on these
research committees and they have not
done the research. The people who have
done the research who are Harvard Med-
ical School graduates, heads of depart-
ments of internationally known hospi-
tals, are the ones who can show the
cases, and have tried to bend over back-
ward to meet this criteria. Yet the FDA
will not approve this drug for common
ordinary diseases like arthritis.
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I have to say that I personally have
come to the conclusion that the FDA
may be unduly influenced by the very,
very powerful drug lobbies around here
who produce drugs such as aspirin and
cortisone, which commonly is used—and
sometimes effectively—to treat arthritis.
They do not want to see an inexpensive
drug that is nontoxic, that cannot hurt
one at all, take the place of these more
expensive drugs.

I want to quote at this point from a
letter by Dr. Scherbel to the FDA Com-
missioner, who testified at the Kennedy
hearing, and I have to say I was some-
what disappointed in the manner in
which that was conducted, but never-
theless he says:

CLEVELAND CLINIC,
Cleveland, Ohio, August 7, 1980.
Dr. Jere GoYaN,
Commissioner, Food and Drug Administra-
tion, Rockville, Md.

DeEAR DR. Govaw: I am deeply concerned
about the recent testimony that was pre-
sented by FDA officials at the Kennedy hear-
ing last week regarding ocular toxieity re-
sulting from the administration of DMSO.
This is truly a gross misrepresentation of the
facts. Several nationally known opthalmol-
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ogists studied these patients and concluded
that DMSO was not responsible for the cata-
racts. This information was sent to FDA be-
fore the Kennedy hearing.

Those few patients, who are considered by
FDA to have cataracts resulting from DMSO
administration, actually had myopic changes
or cataracts prior to the administration of
the drug. All patients were in the age group
where cataracts are likely to occur. All pa-
tlents had serious connective tissue disease
and were treated with corticosteroids before
and during DMSO administration. Some pa-
tients had inflammatory eye lesions as a
complication of their connective tissue dis-
ease. It Is well known that cataracts may
appear In this situation.

As a result of the distorted testimony pre-
sented by FDA, DMSO is now recelving un-
warranted, adverse publicity through the
news medla. This matter appears to me to
be of such serfous nature that I am request-
ing you to issue a statement of clarification.
Another alternative would be to schedule an
open hearing on the DMSO controversy at
your earliest convenience. I would appreciate
hearing from you as soon as possible.

Sincerely yours,
ArTHUR L. ScEERBEL, M.D.

Dr. Scherbel implies that the FDA has
misrepresented the results of his re-
search at a recent Kennedy hearing on
DMSO. There are many other doctors
who feel that the FDA is biased about
this drug. The FDA has repeatedly with-
held approval of this drug “for lack of
sufficient data.” Yet they do not ques-
tion the harmful side effects of aspirin
or cortisone. Mr. Chairman, DMSO
could help millions of Americans with
arthritis, bursitis, and scleroderma. It is
a nontoxic, inexpensive drug which has
one side effect—it produces a garlicy
breath odor. I think the American people
ought to know that the FDA is not serv-
ing their interests. It is a shame that we
have to go to another objective group
to do this kind of research when they,
the FDA, are shirking their duties.

So, I want to commend the gentleman
and certainly support this unfortunate
but necessary amendment.

Mr. HOPKINS. I thank the gentle-
woman.

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

Mr. HOPKINS. I will be delighted to
yield.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I congratu-
late him on his amendment, and I do
hope that it is universally supported.

I know it is getting redundant at this
time, but I have to underscore the words
of the gentleman from Oregon and the
gentlewoman from Ohio—except that I
do not share the conclusion of the gentle-
woman from Ohio as to why the FDA
does its work so poorly

There would be no need for this kind
of an amendment if the FDA were an ef-
fective, efficient agency of the U.S. Gov-
ernment. Instead, they have totally
failed their responsibilities, and denied
millions of Americans a potential cure
when all the facts would indicate that
there is no harm from the use of this

The FDA, I think, in its counterpro-
ductive and clumsy way, is about to reach
the pinnacles of ineptitude previously
achieved only by the FTC and the EPA.
It is rapidly becoming the most coun-
terproductive agency of the Federal Gov-
ernment.
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I congratulate the gentleman from
Kentucky, and I think the time is not far
when the Members of this body are going
to have to rise up and strike down some
of these agencies which cannot do the
people’s work in a more effective manner.

Idonot think there is any way the con-
duct of FDA can be justified in this par-
ticular instance, in the nitrite instance,
and even in the saccharin instance. They
have a repeated history of blunders
which I believe are going to jeopardize
the very existence of the agency of the
future.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

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

Mr. HOPKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. PICKLE, Mr. Chairman, some 10
years ago I was on the Commerce Com-
mittee. At that time, I attempted to get
some kind of definite statement from
the FDA regarding this DMSO drug. I
was not successful then. For some 10
vears at least they have ducked this is-
sue. At least, the amendment the gentle-
man is offering is for a time certain, and
making them do something of a defini-
tive nature.

It is time we do it. None of us are say-
ing that it has got to be the drug. We do
not know that, but this vacillating has
got to stop.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. HOPXINS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his remarks, and I
thank the many other colleagues who
have spoken. I think it is just time for
the FDA quit dragging its feet. They
have done it for over 15 years. This
amendment is straightforward. It gives
them 1 year.
® Mr. MINISH. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to compliment the gentleman from
Kentucky on his amendment to the
Health Research Act, which would ini-
tiate an immediate clinical investiga-
tion of the efficacy of dimethylsulfoxide,
or DMSO, in treating arthritis and other
painful diseases.

There has been a great deal of pub-
licity lately some of it exaggerated or
sensationalized, about DMSO. The hear-
ings conducted by Select Committee on
Aging earlier this year revealed that the
medical community is somewhat divided
in its opinion of this drug. Unfortunate-
ly, many people who are in real pain
have had their hopes of relief raised by
reports of this “wonder drug” only to be
frustrated by its unavalaibility. The Gov-
ernment appears in their eyes to be keep-
ing a drug they desperately want off the
market for reasons of bureaucratic red-
tape.

Even if this perception may not be en-
tirely accurate, we here have the re-
sponsibility to these many affiicted peo-
ple to get the information we need to
make an informed decision about DMSO.
There is a vast body of medical litera-
ture about this subject, compiled over
the years, yet no definitive conclusions
have been reached. A 1-year study with
a mandated reporting deadline can give
us the information we need now; other-
wise, the uncoordinated research efforts
could drag on inconclusively for years.
Although concentrating on applications
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of DMSO to arthritis, this research may
turn up information useful in relieving
other conditions as well.

I have heard from my constituents
who feel that this drug could free them
from lives of daily suffering. When their
Government is keeping DMSO off the
market, we owe it to them to change this
policy or tell them why we can not. This
amendment will allow us to do just that.
Thank you.@
® Mr. RATCHFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today to lend my support to the
amendment to House Resolution 7036,
which would direct the National Institute
of Arthritis, Metabolism and Digestive
Diseases to conduct a study of the safety
and effectiveness of DMSO—dimethyl
sulfoxide, for use by patients with
arthritis.

Over 32 million citizens, including 20
million older Americans, suffer from
arthritis. Presently the most frequently
prescribed pain reliever for the treat-
ment of this disease is aspirin. Arthritis
sufferers have long sought a more effec-
tive treatment, and many health authori-
ties believe that DMSO is that treatment.

Dimethyl sulfoxide—DMSO, is a low-
cost, easily produced byproduct from the
manufacture of paper, which can be
rapidly absorbed into the bloodstream
when applied to the skin. Advocates of
DMSO have said it is a new “miracle
drug,” equal in importance to penicillin
or aspirin; opponents argue that it is
unproven and ineffective.

Doctors, researchers and DMSO-users
who appeared before the House Select
Committee on Aging, and the Senate
Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources, described DMSO's effectiveness
in reducing the pain, inflammation and
stiffness associated with arthritis, bur-
sitis, tendonitis and scleroderma. Despite
these claims, there have been no ongoing
studies to establish the possible effective-
ness of DMSO, in the long term treat-
ment of arthritic diseases. The Food and
Drug Administration refuses approval of
DMSO, because it has insufficient scien-
tific data.

This situation is unacceptable to the
millions of Americans, who suffer from
arthritis, and the thousands who go
abroad each year for DMSO treatments
or pay exorbitant prices for DMSO here
in the United States. However, within
the United States the drug is already
available legally in Oregon and Florida.

What is necessary is an objective
evaluation so that the value of DMSO
for use by arthritis sufferers can be es-
tablished conclusively. This amendment,
sponsored by Congressman CLAUDE
PerPEr and Larry HoPKINS, would re-
quire the National Institute on Arth-
ritis to conduct appropriate tests and
report back te Congress within a year.
The cost involved in conducting such a
study would be a fraction of the national
research commitment, while the pro-
portional benefits are enormous.

When this proposal was introduced as
House Resolution 7023, more than 100
Members of the House cosponsored it. By
funding this study we will learn definite-
ly about the benefits of DMSO and we
may be able to provide a low-cost, effec-
tive relief to the millions of Americans
who now suffer from chronic pain due
to arthritis.e
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® Mr. RUESO. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to take this opportunity to speak in
support of Mr. HoPkINs' amendment
that would mandate the National In-
stitute of Arthritis, Metabolism, and
Digestive Disease to undertake clinical
studies of the effectiveness of the drug
dimethyl sulfoxide (DMSO) for use by
patients suffering from the pain and
discomfort of arthritis.

All of us know people who are suffer-
ing from aching joints caused by arth-
ritis, rheumatism, and bursitis. These
friends and constituents deserve relief so
they can be free to live normal produc-
tive lives. There are some 20 million
Americans who are in this position, yet
there is a drug that may be readily avail-
able today, and no drug company is will-
ing to test it—DMSO.

The situation is further complicated
by the Food and Drug Administration’s
inability to sanction the marketing of a
drug unless it has been proven safe and
effective. The FDA cannot do this unless
a pharmaceutical company is willing to
do the testing. Unfortunately, to date,
no drug company is willing to undertake
the clinical studies because production
of DMSO would produce little or no
profit.

This situation is particularly unfor-
tunate because all available data indi-
cates that DMSO can relieve and cure
arthritis and related ailments from be-
tween 70 to 90 percent of the time, and,
yet, the side effects are minimal—only
garlicky breath and some minor skin
irritations.

As I see it, this dilemma between the

needs of those ailing from arthritis and
related diseases and the FDA and the
pharmaceutical companies must be re-
solved. However, we must be cautious
and not market DMSO before the neces-
sary research is completed to determine
if the drug is both safe and effective. It
is for these reasons that I stand in sup-
port of Mr. HorkiNs' amendment. I
strongly believe the National Institute of
Arthritis, Metabolism, and Digestive
Diseases should begin research on
DMSO, immediately. Let us now act so
that research on DMSO can go forth,
and maybe someday soon many of those
20 million Americans suffering from
arthritis can be relieved of the nagging
pain. I ask my colleagues to support the
Hopkins amendment to the Health Re-
search Act.@
@ Mr. BONKER. Mr. Chairman, for the
past 18 years I have been hearing about
DMSO. While I was a staff aid on the
Senate Special Committee on Aging in
the early 1960's hearings and investiga-
tions were being conducted. Now in the
1980's we on the House Select Com-
mittee on Aging and Senator KENNEDY
are still holding hearings. The time
for action is now. Further delay is
unconscionable.

In the intervening 20 years, tens of
thousands of people have lived with the
aches and pain of arthritis, bursitis, and
a. variety of other ailments. And that
suffering may have been unnecessary.

Definitive studies on the safety and
efficacy of DMSO must be undertaken
at once. Where there is a possibility, a
probability, that pain can be relieved or
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lessened—we must follow up all the
leads.

I have received several hundred let-
ters on this subject—all of them request-
ing congressional action on DMSO. The
writers are not just arthritis sufferers
and senior citizens. In my State there is
a Downs’ syndrome child who—accord-
ing to her mother, her teacher, her
neighbors, and her doctor—has been
helped enormously by DMSO treat-
ments. Not only have some of the physi-
cal characteristics associated with
Downs' syndrome abated, but her men-
tal acuity and functioning have im-
proved as well; scleroderma—a little
known disease which results in ulcer-
ated fingers and toes may also be re-
sponsive to DMSO. A staff member of
mine addressed a conference in Seattle
where one of the participants mentioned
a critically ill mother. When it was clear
that she was suffering from scleroderma
my stafl person said:

If you had said “scleroderma’” to me a
week ago, it would have meant nothing, But
last week the Aging Committee held hear-
ings on an experimental drug, DMSO, that
kas been used with some success—maybe it
could help your mother.

DMSO is a story of foot dragging by
the FDA, of overzealous—at times—
sales techniques by its proponents. It is
a story of claims and refutations. But
above all it is a story of people. We can
do no less than support this amendment
to insure that properly controlled and
executed tests are carried out to estab-
lish the safety and efficacy of DMSO.
As a cosvonsor of H.R. 7023, I whole-
heartedly urge passage of Mr. Hopxins'
amendment.®
@ Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, I believe
it extremely important in regard to this
amendment that we have the benefit of
the views of FDA Commissioner Goyan.
Therefore I am inserting in the REcorD
at this point a press release regarding
DMSO.

Food and Drugs Commissioner Jere E.
Goyan today expressed concern about
the widespread use of DMSO (dimethyl
sulfoxide) for the treatment of arthritis
and similar conditions.

Many people started treating them-
selves with DMSO following recent tele-
vision reports about the drug.

Human use of DMSO is approved by
FDA only for the treatment of a painful
bladder condition called chronic inter-
stitial cystitis. There is no generally ac-
cepted evidence the drug is either safe
or effective in treating arthritis and bur-
sitis.

Dr. Goyan said:

People are taking a risk whenever they use
a substance of unknown quasality and effect
on the basis of a TV show.

FDA is eager for researchers to test DMSO
to see whether it is safe and effective for
conditions besides interstitial cystitis. We are
working with the company marketing DMSO
as & human drug to see that studies capable

of ylelding meaningful results are carried
out.

In the meantime, it's risky business to
drink, inject or apply to the skin any sub-
stance not intended for that purpose.

Clarifying its own position on DMSO,
the Arthritis Foundation recently said it

“did not and does not ‘endorse’ DMSO
for arthritis. What we do endorse is the
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idea that it might have limited useful-
ness as a pain reliever, and we are urg-
ing that the necessary tfesting of this
possibility be carried out and an appro-
priate application be made to the FDA
for approval for such limited use.”

Since DMSO, a byproduct of the pa-
permaking industry, is available as an
industrial solvent, and also is approved
for use in horses and dogs, people can
readily obtain it. People apparently are
using both types of DMSO to treat them-
selves. They are ingesting it as well as
applying it to their skin; in some in-
stances, it is being injected directly into
the body.

Dr. Goyan said such use is risky for a
number of reasons:

The industrial grade DMSO is not of
the quality used for drug treatment of
humans and is not made under condi-
tions that are necessary for the produc-
tion of human drugs.

The safety of DMSO in high concen-
trations and large amounts has not been
established. Animal studies suggest that
DMSO can affect the eyes and could
cause loss of visual acuity or eye damage.
Other side effects associated with its
use include nausea, headache, and skin
rash.

Since DMSO is a “carrier” chemical,
it could also deliver harmful substances
into the bloodstream if they are present
in impure DMSO or are on the skin.

DMSO treatments are being offered in
many facilities that were created solely
to administer DMSO. It is sold through
the mails and in stores as well. FDA
is investigating to determine the scope
of the problem and will take appropriate
regulatory action if needed.

DMSO has been used industrially
since the 1940’s. Tests of DMSO as a
human drug began in the mid 1960's
and the drug has been tested for a num-
ber of purposes. An evaluation of DMSO
in 1972 by the National Academy of
Sciences concluded that it lacked scien-
tific evidence of effectiveness for the
treatment of any disease. NAS said fur-
ther study was necessary.

In 1978, following the submission of
studies, FDA approved it for treatment
of interstitial cystitis. The agency is
currently evaluating data on the use of
DMSO in treating scleroderma, a crip-
pling disorder involving the hands and
other tissues in the body.

The Arthritis Foundation has said that
DMSO does not appear to be the “wonder
drug” it once promised to be. Dr. Goyan
agreed, pointing out that the drug has
been tested for a plethora of disease
conditions, including mental retarda-
tion, retinitis pigmentosa, and genital
herpes. Most of these studies, however,
have been discontinued because of failure
to prove effectiveness. Other conditions
for which it is currently being tested in-
clude joint and spinal cord injuries.®

The CHATIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from EKentucky (Mr. HOPKINS).

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ALBOSTA. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, in 1973 the fire
retardant  polybrominated biphenyl
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(PBB) was inadvertently mixed into
livestock feed in Michigan. This con-
tamination affected thousands of farm
animals, resulting in their death or
destruction.

Unfortunately, until the source of the
contamination was determined, substan-
tial amounts of PBB contaminated the
meat and milk produced in those farms
hit by PBB. The bloodstream of the peo-
ple in Michigan, particularly in my area
of Michigan and where farmers consume
their own products, was infiltrated by
this toxic chemical.

When I was in the Michigan Legisla-
ture, I served as chairman of a special
committee that investigated the PBB in-
cident in Michigan. I came away from
those deliberations a very concerned
man—concerned that the people I repre-
sented were not being protected from a
hazardous situation they had no control
over. It is with this concern that I came
to the U.S. Congress in 1979. And, it is
with this concern that I seek the chair-
man's clarification in this matter.

A study is currently being undertaken
in the National Institute of Environ-
mental Health Sciences into the effects
of PBB on the human system. The results
of this study, which are due within the
year, will confirm my own thoughts as to
the dangers of PBB. I have one problem
with the study being undertaken, how-
ever. The current analysis includes
people from all over the State of Michi-
gan. Such a sample heavily favors those
individuals who do not live on or near
a farm that was contaminated by PBB.
This suggests that such weighting would
downplay the severity of the health
ailments associated with PBB contami-
nation. I would thus like to see a study
of the people in two particular counties
in Michigan that have been hit the
hardest by this chemical. Comparing
those two counties with two others in
different areas of the Nation would
provide a more accurate guide to the
problems brought on by PBEB.

Another study that I feel is vital would
be of the environmental impact of PBB.
Such a study, which I plan to request,
would look into the toxicity level of PBB
and the effect such contamination has on
the land. In addition, the proper meth-
od of disposal and methods of clean-up
of the chemical would be examined by
the NIEHS under such a study.

I would like to ask the chairman of
the subcommittee whether it would be
in the spirit of the legislation before us
today to authorize the two studies I
referred to in my statement?

I would like to ask the chairman of the
subcommittee whether it would be in the
spirit of the legislation before us today
to authorize the two studies I referred to
in my statement?

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate Mr. ALsosta’s concern for the
safety and well-being of the people in
his congressional distri-t and the State
of Michigan. In my opinion as chairman
of the subcommittee with jurisdiction
over that agency I believe that the stud-
ies on the health effects of PBB which
you mention in your statement would be
well within the scope of authority of the
National Institute of Environmental
Health Sciences.

23679

Mr. ALBOSTA. I thank the gentleman.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, WAXMAN

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Waxman: Page
94, insert after line 18 the following:

Sec. 7. (a) Whenever in this section (other
than in subsections (k) and (1)(1)) an
amendment is expressed in terms of an
amendment to a section or other provision,
the reference shall be considered to be made
to a sectlon or other provision of the Public
Health Service Act.

(b) The second sentence of section 1501
(b) (1) (42 U.S.C. 300k-1(b) (1)) is amended
by striking out “in" and inserting in lleu
thereof “including those in".

(c) Section 1513(g)(2) (42 U.S.C. 3001-2
(g)(2)) is amended by striking out “three
years” and inserting in lleu thereof “five
years".

(d) Section 1516(d) (3) (42 U.S.C. 3001-
5(d) (3)) 1s amended (1) by inserting after
“of subsection (c) (1) the following: *(but
without regard to the dollar limit prescribed
by subparagraph (A) (ii))", and (2) by in-
serting before “, to the extent” the follow-
ing: “no such agency shall receive a grant
in excess of 3,750,000 and”.

(e) The first sentence of section 1524 (c) (8)
(42 US.C. 300m-3(c) (6)) is amended by
striking out “section 409" and inserting in
lieu thereof “section 409 or 410™.

(f) Section 1527(b)(3)(B) (42 U.S.C.
300m-6(b) (3) (B)) is amended (1) by strik-
ing out “that (1)” and inserting in lleu
thereof “that”, (2) by striking out *, which
intends to acquire the controlling Interest
or which intends to use the facility is" and
inserting in lieu thereof “which intends to
acquire the controlling interest in or use
the facility is (i)”, (3) by striking out “and
(ii)" and imserting in lieu thereof “and”,
and (4) by striking out “or the requirements
of clauses (i) and (ll) of subparagraph (B)
of paragraph (1)” and inserting in leu
thereof “, or (ii) a health care facility which
meets the requirements of clauses (i), (ii),
and (ili) of subparagraph (B) of paragraph
(1) and with respect to its patients meets
the requirements of clause (iv) of such sub-
paragraph”.

(g) The last sentence of section 1531(3)
(42 U.S.C. 300n(3) ) is amended (1) by strik-
ing out “An individual” and inserting in lieu
thereof “Notwithstanding subparagraph (B),
an individual”, and (2) by striking out “an
entity” and inserting in lleu thereof “one or
more entities".

(h) Bection 1531(5) (42 U.S.C. 300n(5)) is
amended by striking out “maintained or de-
veloped by the Department of Commerce
and”.

(1) Section 1531(6) (42 U.S.C. 300n(6)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“The term ‘capital expenditure' does not in-
clude an expenditure made by or on behalf
of a health care facility for health research
at the facllity if the obligation of the ex-
penditure or the operating costs of the re-
search will not affect the charges of the
facility for the provision of medical or other
health services, if the research will not in-
volve the provision of such services to
patients of any health care facility, and if
the person making the expenditure files a
notice with the State agency of the State in
which the facllity is located describing the
nature of the research and providing assur-
ances satisfactory to the State agency that
the expenditure or operating costs will not
affect such charges and the research does not
involve the provision of medical or other
health services to patients of any health care
facility. A notice required by the preceding
sentence respecting an expenditure shall be
made in writing and filed with the appro-
priate State agency at least thirty days before
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any contractual arrangement is entered into
to make the expenditure.”.

(]) Section 1532(b)(12)(D) (42 TU.S.C.
300n-1(b) (12) (D) is amended by striking

out “administratively”.

(k) Section 124(c) of Public Law 96-79
(93 Stat. 627) is amended to read as follows:

*(c) (1) section 1524(b) (1) (C) is amended
by striking out ‘one-third’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘one-half’.

“(2) Section 1524(b)(1)(D) is amended
(A) by striking out ‘two’ and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘one’, and (B) by striking out ‘an
ex officlo’ and inserting In lleu thereof ‘a
nonvoting, ex officio’.”".

(1)(1) Section 129(b)(2)(A) of Public
Law 96-79 (93 Stat. 630) 1s amended by
striking out “Health Planning and Resources
Development Amendments of 1979 and In-
serting in lieu thereof “Health Planning
Technical Amendments of 1980".

{2) Section 1521(d)(1)(B)(1) (42 USC.
300m(d) (1) (B) (1)) 1s amended by strik-
ing out “Health Planning and Resources
Development Amendments of 1979" and in-
serting in lleu thereof “Health Planning
Technical Amendments of 1980".

(m) Section 338(a) (42 U.B.C. 254k(a))
is amended (1) by striking out “and” after
“1979:", and (2) by adding before the peri-
od a semicolon and the following: “and
$04,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1981".

Mr. WAXMAN (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the REecorb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the reouest of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, my col-
leagues, this amendment is the text of
the bill, H.R. 7911, which passed the
House on Monday on the Suspension
Calendar without objection by any Mem-
ber. By including this bill as an amend-
ment to the pending matter, we can ex-
pedite its passage by the Congress.

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

Mr. WAXMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Kentucky.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, I strong-
ly support the amendment.

The CHATIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from California (Mr. WAXMAN) .

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments?

If not, the question is on the commit-
tee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. Dawn
Danier) having assumed the chair, Mr.
Weiss, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 7036) to amend the Public Health

Service Act to revise and extend the au-
thorities under that act relating to na-

tional research institutes, and for other
purposes, pursuant to House Resolution

765, he reported the bill back to the
House with an amendment adopted by
the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
adopted by the Committee of the Whole?
If not, the question is on the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

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

The SP]-_:AKER pro tempore. Evidently
& 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 292, nays 48,
not voting 92, as follows:

[Roll No. 506]
YEAS—202

Coughlin
Courter
D’Amours
Danfiel, Dan
Danielson
Daschle
Davis, Mich.
de la Garza

Akaka
Albosta
Ambro
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, I1l.
Andrews,
N.Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Aspin
Atkinson
Bafalis
Balley
Baldus
Barnes
Beard, R.I.
Bedell
Beilenson
Beniamin
Bennett
Bereuter
Bethune
Bevill
B

Hishtower

. Hillis

. Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hubbard
Huckaby
Huehes
Hutchinson
Hutto
Hyde
Ireland
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jenkins
Jenrette
Jrhn=on, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Kastenmeler
Kemp
Kildee
Kindness
Eogovsek
Kostmayer

Bineham

Boggs
Bolling
Bonior
Bonker
Erinkley

Brodhead
Broomfield
Brown, Calif.
Brovhill
Burlison
Burton, John
Burton, Phillip
Byron

Carr

Carter
Cavanaugh
Cheney
Chisholm
C'ausen

Clay

Clinger
Coslho
Coleman
Conable
Conte
Corcoran
Corman

Glickman
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gore
Gradison
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Lehman
Leland
Lent
Lewis
Livingston
Lioyd
Loeffier
Long, Md.
Lowry
Lujan
Luken
Lungren
MeCiory
MoCloskey
McCormnack
McDade
McEwen
McEKay
McKinney
Madigan
Magzuire
Markey
Marks
Marlenee
Marriott
Martin
Matsul
Mattox
Mazzoll
Mica
Mlkulski
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Mineta
Minish
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Moakley
Moffett
Moore
Moorhead,
Calif.
Murphy, Pa.
Musto
Myers, Ind.
Neal

Andrews, N.C.
Ashbrook
Badham
Bauman
Beard, Tenn.
Buchanan
Burgener
Campbell
Collins, Tex.
Crane, Daniel
Crane, Philip
Daniel, R. W.
Dannemeyer
Edwards, Ala.
Fenwick
Forsythe

Abdnor
Addabbo
Alevander
Anthony
Applegate
Ashley
AuCoin
Barnard
Blanchard
Boland
Boner
Bouquard
Bowen
Brademas
Breaux
Brooks
Brown, Ohlo
Butler
Carney
Chappell
Cleveland
Collins, 111.

Donnelly
Downey
Early
Eigar
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Nedzi
Nelson
Nolan
Qakar
Ottinger
Patten
Patterson
Pease

Pepper
Perkins
Porter
Preyer
Price
Pritchard
Quayle
Rahall

Rangel

Batterfield
Sawyer
Scheuer
Schroeder
Sebelius
Sziberling

Smith, Nebr.
Snowe
Snyder
Solarz
Spellman
Spence

NAYS—48

Fountain
Hansen
Holt
Jeffries
Eazen
Eelly
Leach, Iowa
Levitas
Lott
McDonald
Michel
Montgomery
Natcher
O'Brien
Paul

Petri

Lundine
McHugh
Mathis
Mavroules
Mollohan

Moorhead, Pa.

Mottl
Murphy, Il

Murphy, N.¥.
Murtha

[ 1430

Stack
Staggers

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vento
Volkmer
Walgren
Walker
Wampler
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver

White
Whittaker
Whitten
Willlams, Mont.
Williams, Ohin
Wilson, Boh
Wirth

Wolff

Wolpe

Wyatt

Wydler

Wylle

Yatron
Zablocki

Pickle
Pursell

Quillen
Roberts
Robinson
Rousselot
Rudd
Sabo
Schulze
Sensenbrenner
Shumway
Shuster
Solomon
Stenholm
Stump
Taylor

NOT VOTING—H2

Myers, Pa.
Nichols
Nowak
Oberstar
Obey
FPanetta
Pashayan
Peyser
Rallsback
Roe

Rostenkowskl
Roth

Russo
Shannon
Smith, Iowa

Whitley
Wilson, C. H.
Wilson, Tex.
Winn

Wright

Yates

Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Mo.
Zeferettl

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

Mr. Addabbo with Mr. Railsback.
Mr. Zeferettl with Mr. Stanton.




August 28, 1980

Mr. Hanley with Mr. Young of Florida.

Mr. McHugh with Mr. Symms.

Mr. Cotter with Mr. Abdnor.

Mr. Boland with Mr. Cleveland.

Mr. Barnard with Mr. Harsha.

Mr. Brademas with Mr. Winn.

Mr. Breaux with Mr. Butler.

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. White-
hurst.

Mr. Nichols with Mr. Emery.

Mr. Mottl with Mr. Hollenbeck.

Mr. Russo with Mr. Young of Alaska.

Mr. St Germaln with Mr. Brown of Ohlo.

Mr. Wright with Mr. Carney.

Mr. Obey with Mr. Roth.

Mr. Panetta with Mr. Pashayan.

Mr. Mathis with Mr. Hinson.

Mr. Lederer with Mr. Fish.

Mr. Gialmo with Mr. Devine.

Mr. Dodd wtih Mr. Bowen.

Mrs. Bouquard with Mr. Myers of Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. Murtha with Mr. Vanik.

Mr. Whitley with Mr. Charles H. Wilson of
California.

Mr. Yates with Mr. Nowak.

Mr. Young of Missourl with Mr. Moorhead
of Pennsylvania.

Mr. Mollohan with Mr. Edgar.

Mr. Flippo with Mr. Leach of Louisiana.

Mr. Fary with Mr. Evans of Indiana.

Mr. Downey with Mr. Donnelly.

Mr. Foley with Mr. Shannon.

Mr. Ford of Michigan with Mr. Lundine.

Mr. AuColn with Mr. Boner of Tennessee.

Mr. Anthony with Mr. Applegate.

Mr. Alexander with Mr. Ashley.

Mr. Brooks with Mr. Blanchard.

Mr. Murphy of Illinols with Mr. Peyser.

Mr. Roe with Mrs. Collins of Illinois.

Mr. Chappell with Mr. Conyers.

Mr. Davis of South Carolina with Mr. Smith
of Iowa.

Mr. Ichord with Mr. Gephardt.

Mr. Long of Loulslana with Ms. Holtzman.

Mr. Mavroules with Mr. Leath of Texas.

Mr. Gibbons with Mr. Holland.

Mr. Rostenkowskl with Mr. Oberstar.

Mr. PETRI changed his vote from
llyea!D t‘O unay.u

Mr. COURTER changed his vote from
unayu to “Yea."

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursuant
to the provisions of House Resolution
765, the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce is discharged from
the further consideration of the Senate
bill (S. 988) entitled the “Health Sciences
Promotion Act of 1980.”

ﬂ'{'he Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. WAXMAN

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Waxman moves to strike out all after
the enacting clause of the Senate bill, S. 088,
and to Insert in lieu thereof the provisions
of the bill, H.R. 7036, as passed, as follows:
That this Act may be cited as the "Health
Research Act of 1980".

SEc. 2. Title IV of the Public Health Service
Act is amended to read as follows:

“TITLE IV—NATIONAL RESEARCH INSTI-
TUTES

“PART A—NATIONAL INSTITUTES oOF HEALTH

“ORGANIZATION OF NIH

“Sec. 401. (a) The National Tnstitutes of
Health is an agency of the Service. The fol-
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lowing national research institutes are agen-
cies of the National Institutes of Health:

(1) The Natlonal Cancer Institute.

**(2) The National Heart, Lung, and Blood
Institute.

“{3) The National Institute of Arthritis,
Metabolism, and Digestive Diseases.

“(4) The National Institute on Aging.

“{56) The Natlonal Institute of Allergy and
Infectious Diseases.

*(6) The National Institute of Chlld Health
and Human Development.

“(7) The National Institute of Dental
Research.

*(8) The National Eye Institute.

*(9) The National lnstitute of Neurologi-
cal and Communicative Disorders and
Stroke.

*“(10) The National Institute of General
Medical Sciences.

“(11) The National Institute of Environ-
mental Health Sclences.

*(12) Each national research institute es-
tablished by the Secretary under subsec-
tion (b).

*{b) (1) The Secretary may establish in
the National Institutes of Health one or more
additional national research institutes to
conduct and support research, training,
health information, and related programs
relating to any particular disease or groups
of diseases or any other aspect of human
health when the Secretary determines that
an additional institute is necessary to carry
out such activities.

“(2) Any institute established under para-
graph (1) may be abolished and its functions
transferred elsewhere in the National Insti-
tutes of Health upon a finding by the Sec-
retary that a separate institute is no longer
required for such purposes.

“(3) In lleu of the establishment under
paragraph (1) of an additional institute with
respect to any disease, diseases, or other
aspect of human health the Secretary may
expand the functions of any national re-
search institute so as to include functions
with respect to such disease, diseases, or
other aspect of human health, and the Sec-
retary may terminate such expansion and
transfer the functions given such institute
elsewhere in the National Institutes of
Health upon a finding by the Secretary that
such expansion is no longer necessary. In the
case of any such expansion of an existing
institute, the Secretary may change the title
of the institute so as to reflect its new
functions.

“{ec) For purposes of this title, the term
‘national research institute' means a na-
tional research institute referred to in sub-
section (a).

“APPOINTMENT AND AUTHORITY OF DIRECTORS
OF NTH

“Sec. 402. (a) The National Institutes of
Health shall be headed by the Director of the
National Institutes of Health (hereinafter in
this title referred to as the ‘Director of NIH')
who shall be appointed by the President by
and with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate. The Director of NIH shall perform func-
tions as provided under subsection (b) and
as the Secretary may otherwise prescribe.

“(b) The Secretary, and the Director of
NIH pursuant to such delegation as the Sec-
retary may prescribe—

“(1) shall be responsible for the overall
direction of the National Institutes of Health
and for the establishment and implementa-
tion of general policles respecting the man-
agement and operatlon of programs and ac-
tivities within the National Institutes of
Health;

**(2) shall coordinate and oversee the oper-
ation of the national research institutes and
other administrative entitles within the Na-
tional Institutes of Health;

"“(3) for the national research institutes
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and other administrative entitles within the
National Institutes of Health—

“(A) may—

“(1) after consultation with the National
Institutes of Health Advisory Board, acquire
and construct, and

“(ii) improve, repair, operate, and main-
taln,
laboratories, other research facilities, other
facilities, equipment, and other real or per-
sonal property (including patents), and

“(B) may acquire, without regard to the
Act of March 3, 1877 (40 U.S.C. 34), by lease
or otherwise through the Administrator of
General Services, bulldings or parts of bulld-
ings In the District of Columbia or communi-
ties located adajacent to the District of Co-
lumbia for use for a period not to exceed ten
jears;

y *(4) may secure resources for research con-
ducted by or through the National Institutes
of Health;

“(5) may, without regard to the provisions
of title 5, United States Code, governing ap-
pointments in the competitive service, and
without regard to the provisions of chapter
51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of such
title relating to classification and General
Bchedule pay rates, establish such technical
and scientific peer review groups as are
needed to carry out the requirements of this
title and appoint and pay the members of
such groups, except that officers and em-
ployees of the United States shall not receive
additional compensation for service on such
groups;

*(6) shall assure that research at the Na-
tional Institute of Health is subject to re-
view In accordance with section 472;

“(7) may secure for the National Institutes
of Health consultation services and advice
of persons from the United States or abroad;

“(8) may use, with their consent, the serv-
ices, equipment, personnel, information, and
facilities of other Federal, State, or local pub-
lic agencies, with or without reimbursement
therefor;

“(9) may, for purposes of study, admit and
treat at facllities of the National Institutes
of Health individuals not otherwise eligible
for such treatment;

“(10) may accept voluntary and uncom-
pensated services; and

“(11) may perform such other administra-
tive functions as the Secretary determines
are needed to carry out effectively this title.

The Secretary may make available to indi-
viduals and entities, for biomedical and be-
havioral recearch, substances and living
organisms. Such substances and organisms
shall be made available under such terms
and conditions (including payment for
them) as the Secretary determines appro-
priate.

“{c) (1) The Secretary, after consultation
with the National Institutes of Health Ad-
visory Board, may obtain (in accordance
with section 3109 of title 5, United States
Code, but without regard to the limitation
in such section on the number of days or
the period of service) the services of not
more than two hundred experts or consult-
ants, with scientific or other professional
qualifications, for the National Institutes of
Health.

*“{2) (A) Except as provided in subpara-
graph (B), experts and consultants whose
services are obtalned under paragraph (1)
shall be pald or reimbursed, in accordance
with title 5, Unlted States Code, for their
travel and other expenses assoclated with
their assignment.

“(B) Expenses specified In subparagraph
(A) shall not be allowed in connection with
the assignment of an expert or consultant
whoee services are obtain:d under para-
graph (1) unless the expert or consultant
has agreed in writing to complete the entire
period of the assignment or cne year of the




23682

assignment, whichever s shorter, unless
separated or reassigned for reasons which are
beyond the control of the expert or con-
sultant and which are acceptable to the
Secretary. If the expert cr consultant vio-
lates the agreement, the money spent by
the United States for such expenses ls re-
coverable from the expert or consultant as
a debt due the United States.

“(d) There shall be in the Natlonal Insti-
tutes of Health an Assistant Director to
whom the Director of NiH shall delegate the
function of promoting the prevention, edu-
cation, and health information programs of
the national research institutes and ccor-
dinating such programs between the insti-
tutes and between the institutes and other
public and private entities.

“NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF IIEALTH ADVISORY
BOARD

“Sec. 403. (a) The Secretary shall appoint
a National Institutes of Health Advisory
Board (hereinafter in this section referred
to as the 'Advisory Board'). The Advisory
Board shall advise, consult with, and make
recommendations to the Secretary and the
‘Director of NIH with respect to the functions
under section 402 and wicth respect to the
policlies to be followed in the exercise of
such functions.

:" (b) (1) The Advisory Board shall consist
o —

“{A) twelve members appointed by the
Becretary from among the leading repre-
sentatives of the health and scientific
disciplines;

“(B) five members appointed by the Sec-
retary from leaders in each of the fields of
public policy, law, health policy, economics,
and management and one member appointed
by the Secretary from the general public;
and

*(C) such nonvoting, ex officioc members as
the SBecretary may designate to assist the
Advisory Board in carrying out its functions.
Not less than four of the appointed members
of the Advisory Board shall be experts in
public health or the behavioral or soclal
sclences.

“{2) Members of the Advisory Board who
are officers or employees of the United States
shall not receive any compensation for serv-
ice on the Advisory Board. The other mem-
bers of the Advisory Board shall receive, for
each day they are engaged in the perform-
ance of the functions of the Advisory Board,
compensation at rates not to exceed the dally
equivalent of the annual rate in effect for
grade GS-18 of the General Schedule, in-
cluding traveltime.

“(c) The term of office of an appointed
member of the Advisory Board is four years,
except that any member appointed to fill a
vacancy for an unexpired term shall be ap-
pointed for the remainder of such term and
of the members first appointed to the Ad-
visory Board—

(1) five members shall be appolnted for
a term of three years,

*(2) five members shall be appointed for a
term of two years, and

**(3) three members shall be appointed for
a term of one year,

as designated by the Secretary at the time
of appointment. A member may serve after
the expiration of the member's term until a
successor has taken office. A member who
has been appointed for a term of four years
may not be reappointed to the Advisory
Board before two years from the date of the
expiration of such term of office. If a vacency
occurs In the Advisory Board, the Secretary
shall make an appointment to fill the va-
cancy not later than nirety days from the
date the vacancy occurred.

“{d) The chairman of the Advisory Board
shall be selected by the Secretary from
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to be the chairman of the Advisory Board.
The term of office of the chairman shall be
two years.

“(e) The Advisory Board shall meet at the
call of the chairman or upon the request of
the Director of NIH, but at least four times
in each fiscal year. The Advisory Board may
hold such hearings, take such testimony, and
sit and act at such times and places as the
Advisory Board deems advisable to carry out
its functions.

“(£) The Director of NIH shall designate
a member of the staff of the National In-
stitutes of Health to serve as the executive
secretary of the Advisory Board., The Direc-
tor of NIH shall make avallable to the Ad-
visory Board such stafl assistants, informa-
tion, and other assistance as it may require
to carry out its functions. The Director of
NIH shall provide orientation and training
for new members of the Advisory Board to
provide them with such information and
training as may be appropriate for their ef-
fective particivation in the functions of the
Advisory Board.

“{g) In carrying out its functions the Ad-
visory Board may appoint subcommittees,
convene workshops and conferences, and
collect data.

“{h) The Adwisory Board shall prepare, for
inclusion in the annual report under section
404, an annual report resrecting the activi-
ties of the Advisory Board and including
its recommendations respecting the program
policles of the Secretary and the Director
of NIH.

“ANNUAL REPORT

“Sgc. 404. The Becretary shall transmit
to the President and to the Congress an
annual report which shall be prepared by
the Director of NIH and which shall consist
of—

“{1) a description of the activities carried
out through the National Institutes of
Health and the policies respecting the pro-
grams of the National Institutes of Health,
a five-year plan for such activities and roli-
cles, and such recommendations respecting
such policies as the Secretary deems appro-
priate;

*“(2) without revision, the annual revcort
of the National Institutes of Health Advis-
ory Board; and

“(8) the annual reports of the Directors
of each of the national research institutes
and, without revision, the annual report of
the advisory council for each such institute.

Each report shall be submitted not later
than November 30 of each year and shall re-
late to the fiscal year ending on the preced-
ing September 30.
“PART B—GENERAL PROVISIONS RESPECTING
NATIONAL RESEARCH INSTITUTES

“APPOINTMENT AND AUTHORITY OF THE DIREC-
TORS OF THE NATIONAL RESEARCH INSTITUTES

“Sgc, 407, (a) The Director of the National
Cancer Institute shall be appointed by the
President, and the Directors of the other
national research Institutes shall be ap-
pointed by the Secretary.

“(b) (1) With respect to the human dis-
ease or disorder or other aspect of human
health for which the institutes were estab-
lished, the Secretary, acting through the Di-
rector of each national research institute—

“{A) shall encourage and support research,
investtigations, exveriments, demonstra-
tions, and studies in the health sciences
related to—

“(1) the maintenance of health,

(1) the detection, diagnosis, treatment,
and prevention of human diseases and other
disorders,

“(ii1) the rehabilitation of individuals
with human diseases, disorders, and disabil-
ities, and

*“(iv) the expansion of knowledge of the

among the appointed members, pt that
the Secretary may select the Director of NIH

pr underlying human diseases, dis-
orders, and disabilities, the processes under-
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lying the normal and pathological function-
ing of the body and its organ sysiems, and
the processes underlying the interactions be-
tween the human organism and the environ-
ment;

“{B) may, subject to the review prescribed
under section 472 and advisory council re-
view prescribed by section 408(a) (3) (A) (1),
sonduct the research, investigations, experi-
ments, demonstrations, and studles referred
to in subparagraph (A);

“(C) may conduct and support research
training for which fellowship support may
not be provided under section 461;

“(D) shall develop, implement, and sup-
port demonstrations and programs for the
application of the results of the activities of
the institute to clinical practice and disease
prevention activities;

“(E) shall develop, conduct, and support
public and professional education and in-
formation programs;

“(F) shall secure, develop and maintain,
distribute, and support the development and
maintenance of resources needed for re-
search;

“(G) may make avallable the facilities of
the institutes to appropriate entities and in-
dividuals engaged in research activities and
cooperate with and assist Federal and State
agencies charged with protecting the public
health;

“(H) may accept unconditional gifts made
to the institutes for their activities, and, in
the case of gifts of a value in excess of
$50,000, establish sultable memorials to the
donor;

“(1) may secure for the Institutes consul-
tation services and advice of persons from
the United States or abroad;

“(J) may use, with their consent, the
services, equipment, personnel, information,
and facilitles of other Federal, State, or local
public agencies, with or without reimburse-
ment therefor;

“(K) may accept voluntary and uncom-
pensated services; and

“(L) may perform such other functions as
the Secretary determines are needed to carry
out effectively the purposes of the institutes.

The indemnification provisions of section
2354, title 10, United States Code, shall apply
with respect tc contracts entered Into under
subsection ard section 402(b).

“(2) Bupport for an activity or program
under this subsection may be provided
through grants, contracts, and cooperative
agreements. The Secretary, through the Di-
rector of each national research Institute—

“(A) may approve any contract for re-
sources for research conducted at or through
the institute, except that if the total cost of
the contract to be approved exceeds $500,000
the coniract may be approved only after the
advisory council to the institute has recom-
mended approval of th contract;

*(B) may spprove other contracts under
paragraph (1) for research or tralning, ex-
cept that—

*(1) if the total cost of the contract to be
approved does not exceed $500,000, the con-
tract may be approved only after appropriate
technical and scientific review in accordance
with section 472, and

*{ii) if the total cost of the contract to be
approved exceeds $500,000, the contract may
be approved cnly after appropriate technical
and scientific review in accordance with sec-
tion 472 and recommendation for approval
by the advisory council to the Institute; and

‘“(C) may approve grants, and cooperative
agreements under paragraph (1) for research
or tralning except that—

“(1) if the direct cost of the grant, or co-
operative agreement to be approved does not
exceed $50,000, such grant or cooperative
agreement may be spproved only after ap-
propriate technical and scientific review in
accordance with section 472, and
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“(11) 17 the direct cost of the grant, or
cooperative agreement to be approved ex-
ceeds $50,000, such grant or cooperative
agreement may be approved only after ap-
propriate technical and scientific review in
accordance with section 472 and recom-
mendation for approval by the advisory
counell to the Institute.

“(¢) In carrylng out subsection (b), each
Director of a national research institution
shall—

“(1) coordinate the activities of the In-
stitute with similar programs of other pub-
lic and private entities; and

*(2) cooperate with the Directors of other
national research institutes in the develop-
ment and support of multidisciplinary re-
search and research that involves more than
one institute.

“ADVISORY COUNCILS

“Sgc. 408. (a) (1) Except as provided in
subsection (1), the Secretary shall appoint
an advisory council for each national re-
search Institute which (A) shall advise, as-
slst, consult with, and make recommenda-
tions to the Secretary and the Director of the
institute on matters related to the activities
carried out through the institute and the
policies respecting such activities, and (B)
shall carry out special functions prescribed
by part C.

“(2) Each advisory council for a national
research Institute shall recommend to the
Secretary acceptance, in accordance with
section 501, of conditional gifts for study, in-
vestigation, or research respecting the dis-
ease, diseases, or other aspect of human
health with respect to which the institute
was established, for the acquisition of
grounds, or for the construction, equipping,
or maintenance of facilities for the institute.

*(3) Each advisory council for a national
research institute—

“(A)(1) shall (I) on the basls of the

materials provided under section 472(d) (2)
respecting research conducted at the in-

stitute, make recommendations to the Direc-
tor of the institute respecting such research,
and (II) perlodically review the program of
research which is being carrled cut at the
institute and make recommendations to the
Director respecting the program, (i1) shall
review contracts and applications for grants
and cooperative agreements for research or
tralning and for which advisory council ap-
proval is required under section 407(b)(2)
and recommend for approval applications for
projects which show promise of making val-
uable contributions to human knowledge,
(111) shall review contracts proposed to be
entered into for resources for research and
for which advisory councll approval is re-
quired under section 407(b)(2) and recom-
mend for approval contracts that will effec-
tively meet the mneeds of the institute,
(iv) may review any grant, contract, or co-
operative agreement proposed to be made or
entered into and (v) may review the activi-
ties carried out under contracts and cooper-
atlve agreements referred to in clauses (i)
and (iil);

“(B) may collect iInformation as to studles
which are being carried on In the United
SBtates or any other country as to such dis-
ease, dlseases, or other aspect of human
health by correspondence or by personal in-
vestigation of such studies, and with the
approval of the Director of the Institute
make avallable such information through
appropriate publications for the benefit of
public and private health entities and health
professions personnel and scientists and for
the information of the general public;

“(C) shall advise the Secretary and the
Director of the institute respecting the por-
tion of the funds appropriated for the in-
stitute which should be obligated for grants,
contracts, and cooperative agreements; and

“(D) may appoint subcommittees and con-
vene workshops and conferences.
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“(4) Any advisory council established by
the Secretary for a national research insti-
tute established under section 401(b) may be
terminated by the Secretary when the new
institute which occasioned such new advisory
council is terminated.

“{b) (1) Each advisory councll shall con-
sist of nonvoting, ex officlo members and
eighteen members appointed by the Secre-
tary. The ex officlo members of an advisory
council shall consist of the Secretary, the
Director of NIH, the Director of the national
research institute for which the council is
established, the Chief Medical Officer of the
Veterans' Administration, a medical officer
designated by the Secretary of Defense, or
the designees of such persons and such addi-
tional officers or employees of the United
States as the Secretary deems necessary for
the advisory council to effectively carry out
its functions. The members of an advisory
council who are not ex officlo members shall
be appointed as follows:

“{A) Twelve members shall be appointed
from among the leading representatives of
the health and sclentific disciplines relevant
to the activities of the institute for which
the advisory council is established.

"“(B) Five members appointed by the Sec~
retary from leaders in each of the fields of
public policy, law, health policy, economics,
and management and one member appointed
by the Secretary from the general public.

Of the members appointed to each advisory
council, not less than four shall be experts
in public health or the behavioral or social
sclences.

*{2) Members of an advisory council who
are officers or employees of the United States
shall not receive any compensation for serv-
ice on the advisory council. The other mem-
bers of an advisory council shall recelve, for
each day they are engaged in the perform-
ance of the functions of the advisory coun-
cil, compensation at rates not to exceed the
dally equivalent of the annual rate in effect
for grade GS-18 of the General Schedule,
including traveltime.

“(c) 1he term of office of an appointed
member of an advisory council is four years,
except that any member appointed to fill a
vacancy for an unexpired term shall be ap-
pointed for the remainder of such term and
the Secretary shall make appointments to
an advisory council in such a manner as to
stagger the terms of the members. A member
may serve after the expiration of the mem-
ber’s term until & successor has taken office.
A member who has been appointed for a
term of four years may not be reappointed
to an advisory councll before two years from
the date of expiration of such term of office.
If a vacancy occurs In the advisory council
among the appointed members, the Secretary
shall make an appointment to fill the va-
cancy within ninety days from the date the
Vacancy occurs.

“(d) The chairman of an advisory council
shall be selected by the Secretary from among
the appointed members, except that the Sec-
retary may select the Director of the institute
for which the advisory council is established
to be the chalrman of the advisory council.
The term of office of the chalrman shall be
two years.

““(e) The advisory council shall meet at
the call of the chairman or upon the request
of the Director of the natlonal research insti-
tute for which it was established, but at least
three times each fiscal year. The advisory
council may hold such hearings, take such
testimony, and sit and act at such times and
places as the advisory council deems advisa-
ble to carry out its functions.

“(f) The Director of the national research
institute for which an advisory council 1s
established shall designate a member of the
stafl of the Institute to serve as the executlive
secretary of the advisory council. The Direc-
tor of such institute shall make available to
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the advisory council such staffl assistants, in-
formation, and other assistance as it Iay re-
quire to carry out its functions. The Director
of such institute shall provide orientation
and training for new members of the ad-
visory council to provide them with such in-
formation and training as may be appropri-
ate for their effective participation In the
functions of the advisory council.

“(g) This section does not terminate the
membership of any advisory council to a na-
tional research institute which was in ex-
istence on the date of the enactment of the
Health Research Act of 1980. After such
date—

“(1) the Secretary shall make appoint-
ments to each such advisory council In such
a manner as to bring about as soon as prac-
ticable the composition prescribed by this
section,

“(2) each advisory council shall organize
itself in accordance with this section and ex-
ercise the functions prescribed by this sec-
tion, and

“(3) the Director of each national re-

search institute shall perform for such ad-
visory council the functions prescribed by
this section.
“(h) Each advisory council shall prepare
for inclusion in the annual report made
under section 404 an annual report (1) re-
specting the activities of the advisory coun-
cil in the fiscal year respecting which the
report is prepared, (2) commenting on the
progress of the national research institute
for which it was established in meeting its
objectives, and (3) making recommendsa-
tions respecting the future directions and
program and policy emphasis of the insti-
tute.

“(1)(1) This section applies to the Na-
tional Cancer Advisory Board, the advisory
council for the National Cancer Institute,
except that (A) appointments to such Board
shall be made by the Presldent, (B) of the
members appointed to the Board not less
than five members shall be indlviduals
knowledgeable in environmental carcinogen-
esls (Including carcinogenesis Involving oc-
cupational and dletary factors), (C) the
chairman of the Board shall be selected by
the President from the appointed members
and shall serve as chalrman for a term of two
years, (D) the ex officilo members of the
Board shall be the Secretary, the Director
of the Office of Sclence and Technology
Policy, the Director of NIH, the chief medi-
cal officer of the Veterans' Administration,
the Director of the National Institute for
Occupational Safety and Health, the Di-
rector of the National Institute of
Environmental Health Sclences, the Secre-
tary of Labor, the Commissioner of the Food
and Drug Administration, the Administrator
of the Environmental Protectlon Agency, the
Chairman of the Consumer Product Safety
Commission or the designees of such per-
sons, and a medical officer deslgnated by the
Eecretary of Defense, and (E) the Board
shall meet at least four times each fiscal
year.

“(2) This section applles to the advisory
council to the National Heart, Lung and
Blood Institute, except that the advisory
council shall meet at least four times each
fiscal year.

“ANNUAL REPORT

“Sec. 409. The Director of each national
research institute shall prepare for inclu-
sion in the annual report made under sec-
tion 404 an annual report which shall con-
slst of—

“(1) a description of the activities and
program policles of the Director of the In-
stitute in the fiscal year respecting which
the report is prepared; and

*{2) a five-year plan for such activities and
policles and such recommendations as the
Director of the institute deems appropriate.
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“AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS

“Sec. 410. (a) The followlng amounts are
authorized to be appropriated for the na-
tional research institutes:

“(1) (A) For the National Cancer Institute
(other than its programs under sections 413
and 415), there are authorized to be appro-
priated $400,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1972, $500,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1973, $600,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, $750,~
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1975, $830,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1976, $985,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1977, $923,500,000 for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1878,
$924,500,000 for the fiscal year ending Eep-
tember 30, 1979, $927,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1980, £1,074,000,-
000 for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1981, £1,220,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1982, and $1,376,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1983.

“(B) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated for the programs under section 413,
$20,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1972, 30,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1973, $40,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974, $53,500,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, $68,-
500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1976, $88,500,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1977, $84,560,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1978, §90,500,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1979, £103,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1980, $80,5600,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1981, $91,500,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1982,
and $103,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1983.

“(C) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated for section 415, 90,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1981, $108,000,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1982,
and $130,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1983.

**{2) (A) For the National Heart, Lung, and
Blood Institute (other than its programs
under section 422) there are authorized to be
appropriated £375,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973, $425,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, $475,000,000
for the flscal year ending June 30, 1975,
$£339,000,000 for fiscal year 1976, $373,000,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1977,
$426,320,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1978, $470,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1979, $515,000,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1980,
$570,700,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1981, $648,320,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1982, and $731,-
300,000 for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1983. Of the sums appropriated under
this subsection for any fiscal year, not less
than 15 per centum of such sums shall be
reserved for programs respecting diseases of
the lung and not less than 15 per centum of
such sums shall be reserved for programs re-
specting blood diseases and blood resources.

“(B) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated for the programs under section 422,
$25,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1973, $35.000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974, 845,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1975, $10,000,000 for fiscal
year 1976, $30,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1977, $30,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1978, $40,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1979, $45,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1980, $45,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1981, $45,-
000,000 for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1982, and $50,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1983.

"(8)(A) For the National Institute of
Arthritis, Metabolism, and Digestive Diseases
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(other than activities of or relating to the
Institute for which appropriations are au-
thorized under subparagraph (B)), there
are authorized to be appropriated $393,798,-
000 for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1981, $447,355,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1982, and $504,616,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1983.

“(B) (1) For each of the advisory boards
under section 435 there are authorized to be
appropriated $300,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1981, $300,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1982, and $300,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1983.

“(l1) (I) For grants for arthritls demon-
stration projects under section 436(a) there
are authorized to be appropriated $3,000,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1978,
$4,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1979, and $5,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1980, and for each
of the next three fiscal years.

“(II) For the arthritis data system under
section 436(c) there are authorized to be
appropriated $1,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1978, $1,250,000 for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1979,
and $1,500000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1980, and for each of the next
three fiscal years.

“{iii) For multipurpose arthritis centers
under section 437 there are authorized to
be appropriated $11,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1976, $20,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1877, $18,700,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1978, £19,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1979, $20,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1980, $14.000,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1981, $17,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1982, and $20,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1983.

“{iv) For diabetes research and training
centers and the diabetes data system under
section 438 there are authorized to be appro-
priated $8,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1975, $12,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1976, $20,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1977, $12,000,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1978, $20,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1979, $20,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1980, $14.000,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1981, $17,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1982, and $20,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1983.

“(4) For the National Institute on Aging,
there are authorized to be appropriated
$80,780,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1981, $91,766,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1982, and $103,-
512,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1983.

“(5) For the National Institute of Allergy
and Infectious Diseases, there are author-
ized to be appropriated $248,574,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1081, 8282,-
380,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1982, and $£318,525,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1983.

“(6) For the National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development, there are
authorized to be appropriated $241,164,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1981, $273,962,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1982, and $308,029,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1983.

“{7) For the National Institute of Dental
Research, there are authorized to be appro-
priated $78.839,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1981, $89,561,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1982, and $101,-
025,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1983.

*(8) For the National Eye Institute. there
are authorized to be appropriated $163,000,-
000 for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1981, $180,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
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September 30, 1982, and $200,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 3, 1983.

“(9) For the National Institute of Neuro-
logical and Communicative Disorders and
Stroke, there are authorized to be appro-
priated $279,268,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1981, $317,248,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1982, and $357,-
856,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1983.

*{10) For the National Institute of Gen-
eral Medical Sciences, there are authorized
to be appropriated $360,600,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1981, $400,642,-
000 for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1982, and $462,076,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1983.

“{11) For the National Institute of Envi-
ronmental Health Sciences, there are author-
ized to be appropriated $96,834,000 for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 1981, $110,003,~
000 for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1982, and $124,083,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1983.

“{b) For each national research institute
and for each activity for which there is an
appropriation authorization for the fiseal
year ending September 30, 1983, under sub-
section (a) there is authorized to be appro-
priated for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1984, the amount authorized to be
appropriated for the preceding fiscal year
plus 15 per centum of such amount unless
Congress by law authorizes a different
amount.

“(e) (1) No funds appropriated under sec-
tion 301(a) may be used for any activity
undertaken by or through a national research
institute listed in paragraphs (1) through
(11) of section 401(a).

“(2) No funds appropriated under subsec-
tion (a) may be used for National Research
Service Awards under section 461.

“{d) (1) If the authorization of appropria-
tions under subsection (a) for a national re-
search Institute is not sufficient to enable the
institute to accelerate research in an area of
special promise or to pursue a breakthrough
in research, the Director of NTH may, upon
request, allocate, from funds appropriated
under paragraph (2), to the institute such
funds as may be necessary to accelerate such
research or to pursue such a breakthrough.

“(2) There is authorized to be appropriated
for the period ending September 30, 1983, to
the Director of NIH to carry out paragraph
(1) #100,000,000 to remaln available for obli-
gation in such period. The Director of NIH
may not request an appropriation under this
paragraph unless the request has been ap-
proved by the National Institutes of Health
Advisory Board.

“(3) The Director of NIH shall report an-
nually to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelign Commerce of the House of Repre-
sentatives and the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources of the Senate a description
of the activities for which funds were pro-
vided under paragraph (1) and the amount
provided for each such activity.

"“PART C—SPECIFIC PROVISIONS RESPECTING
NATIONAL RESEARCH INSTITUTES
“Subpart 1—National Cancer Institute
“PURPOSE OF INSTITUTE

“Sec. 411, The general purpose of the Na-
tional Cancer Tnstitute (hereinafter in this
subpart referred to as the ‘Tnstitute’) is the
conduct and support of research, training,
health information, and related programs
with respect to the cause, diagnosis, preven-
tion, and treatment of cancer.

“NATIONAL CANCER PROGRAM

“Sec. 412. The National Cancer Program
shall consist of (1) an expanded, intensified,
and coordinated cancer research program en-
compassing the research programs conducted
and supported by the Institute and the re-
lated research programs of the other national
research institutes and including an ex-
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panded and intensified research program for
the prevention of cancer caused by occupa-
tional or environmental exposure to carcino-
gens, and (2) the other programs and activi-
ties of the Institute.

“CANCER CONTROL FROGRAMS

“Sgc. 413. The Director of the Institute
shall establish and support, demonstration,
education, and other programs for the detec-
tion, diagnosis, prevention, and treatment of
cancer and for rehabilitation mdb?f;n:elmg

ecting cancer. Programs established an
:ﬁ?port:g under this section shall include—

“(1) locally initiated education and dem-
onstration programs (and regional networks
of such programs) to transmit research re-
sults and to disseminate information re-
specting the detection, diagnosis, prevention,
and treatment of cancer and rehabilitation
and counseling respecting cancer to physi-
cians and other health professionals who pro-
vide care to individuals who have cancer;

*(2) the demonstration of and the educa-
tion of health professionals in—

“(A) effective methods for the prevention
and early detection of cancer and the
identification of individuals with a high
risk of developing cancer, and

“(B) improved methods of patient re-
ferral to appropriate centers for early diag-
nosis and treatment of cancer; and

“(3) the demonstration of new methods
for the dissemination of information to the
general public concerning the prevention,
early detection, dlagnosis, and treatment and
control of cancer and information concern-
ing unapproved and ineffective methods,
drugs, and devices for the diagnosis, preven-
tion, treatment, and control of cancer.

“SPECIAL AUTHORITIES OF THE SECRETARY

AND THE DIRECTOR

“Sgc. 414, (a) The Secretary, acting
through the Director of the Institute, shall
establish an information and education cen-
ter to collect, identify, analyze, and dissemi-

nate on a timely basis, through publications

and other appropriate means, to cancer
patients and their families, physicians and
other health professionals, and the general
public, information on cancer research, diag-
nosis, prevention, and treatment (includ-
ing information respecting nutrition pro-
grams for cancer patients and the relation-
ship between nutrition and cancer). The
Director of the Institute may take such ac-
tion as may be necessary to insure that all
channels for the dissemination and exchange
of sclentific knowledge and information are
maintained between the Institute and other
sclentific, medical, and blomedical dis-
ciplines and organizations nationally and
internationally.

“(b) The Director of the Institute In
carrying out the National Cancer Program—

“(1) may establish or support the large-
scale production or distribution of special-
ized biological materials and other therapeu-
tic substances for cancer research and set
standards of safety and care for persons
using such materlals;

“(2) may. with the approval of the ad-
visory council for the Institute, support (A)
research in the cancer fleld outside the
United States by highly qualified foreign
nationals which research can be expected to
inure to the benefit of the American people,
(B) collaborative research involving Amer-
ican and foreign participants, and (C) the
training of American sclentists abroad and
forelgn sclentists in the United States:

*“(3) may, with the approval of the advis-
ory council for the Institute, support appro-
priate programs of education (including con-
tinuilng education) and training;

“(4) may encourage and coordinate cancer
research by industrial concerns where such
concerns evidence a particular capablility for
such research;

“(5) may obtain (with the approval of the
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Institute's advisory council and in accord-
ance with section 3100 of title 5, United
States Code, but without regard to the lim-
itation in such section on the number of days
or the period of such service) the services of
not more than one hundred and fifty-one ex-
perts or consultants who have sclentific or
professional qualifications;

“(6) (A) may—

“(1) with the approval of the Institute's
advisory council, acquire and construct, and

“(i1) improve, repalr, operate, and maln-
tain, such laboratories, other research facili-
ties, equipment, and other real or personal
property (including patents) as the Director
deems necessary;

*“(B) may make grants for new construc-
tion or renovation of facilities; and

*“(C) may acquire, without regard to the
Act of March 3, 1877 (40 U.S.C. 34), by lease
or otherwise through the Administrator of
General Services, bulldings or parts of build-
ings in the District of Columbia or communi-
ties located adjacent to the District of Colum-
bia for the use of the Institute for a period
not to exceed ten years;

*“(7) may, with the approval of the Insti-
tute’s advisory councll, appoint one or more
advisory committees composed of such priv-
ate citizens and officials of Federal, State, and
local governments as he deems desirable to
advise him with respect to his functions;

*(8) may, subject to section 407(b)(2),
enter into such contracts, leases, cooperative
agreements, or other transactions, without
regard to sections 3648 and 3709 of the Re-
vized Statutes (31 U.S.C. 529, 41 U.S.C. 5), as
may be necessary in the conduct of his func-
tions, with any public agency, or with any
person, firm, association, corporation, or ed-
ucational institution; and

“(9) (A) shall prepare and submit, directly
to the President for review and transmitted
to Congress, an annual budget estimate (in-
cluding an estimate of the number and type
of personnel needs for the Institute) for the
National Cancer Program, after reasonable
opportunity for comment (but without
change) by the Secretary, the Director of
NIH, and the Institute's advisory council;
and (B) may receive from the President and
the Office of Management and Budget directly
all funds appropriated by Congress for ob-
ligation and expenditure by the Institute.

“NATIONAL CANCER RESEARCH AND DEMON-
STRATION CENTERS

“Sec. 415. The Director of the Institute,
under policies established by the Director of
NIH and after consultation with the Insti-
tute's advisory council, is authorized to enter
into cooperative agreements with public or
private nonprofit agencies or institutions to
pay all or part of the cost of planning, estab-
lishing, or strengthening, and providing baslc
operating support for existing or new centers
for basic and clinical research into, training
in, and demonstration of advanced dilag-
nostic, prevention, and treatment methods
for cancer. Federal payments under this sub-
section in support of such cooperative agree-
ments may be used for (1) construction
(notwithstanding any limitation under sec-
tion 473), (2) stafing and other basic oper-
ating costs, including such patlent care costs
as are required for research, (3) training,
including training for allled health profes-
slonals, continuing education for health pro-
fesslonals and allied health professions per-
sonnel, and information programs for the
public respecting cancer, and (4) demon-
stration purposes. As used in this section, the
term ‘construction’ does not include the ac-
quisition of land, and the term ‘training’
does not include research training for which
fellowship support may be provided under
section 461. Support of a center under this
section may be for a period of not to exceed
five years and such period may be extended
by the Director for additional perlods of not
more than five years each after review of
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the operations of such center by an appro-
priate sclentific review group established by
the Director.

“PRESIDENT’'S CANCER PANEL

“Sec. 416. (a) (1) The President's Cancer
Panel (hereinafter in this section referred to
as the ‘Panel’) shall be composed of three
persons appointed by the President, who by
virtue of their training, experience, and back-
ground are exceptionally qualified to appraise
the National Cancer Program.

“(2) (A) Members of the Panel shall be
appointed for three-year terms, except that
any member appointed to fill a vacancy Oc-
curring prior to the expiration of the term
for which his predecessor was appointed shall
be appointed only for the remainder of such
term. A member who has been appointed for
a term of three years may not be reappointed
to the Panel before two years from the date
of the expiration of such term of office. If a
vacancy occurs in the Panel, the President
shall make an appointment to fill the vacancy
not later than ninety days from the date the
vacancy occurred.

“(B) The President shall designate one of
the members to serve as the chalrman of
the Panel for a term of one year.

“(C) Members of the Panel shall each be
entitled to receive the dally equivalent of
the annual rate of basic pay In effect for
grade GS-18 of the General Schedule for each
day (including traveltime) during which
they are engaged in the actual performance
of duties vested in the Panel.

“(3) The Panel shall meet at the call of
the chairman, but not less often than four
times a year. A transcript shall be kept of
the proceedings of each meeting of the Panel,
and the chairman shall make such transcript
available to the public.

“(b) The Panel shall monitor the develop-
ment and execution of the activities of the
National Cancer Program, and shall report
dire~tly to the Presldent. Any delays or
blockages in rapld execution of the Program
shall immediately be brovght to the atten-
tion of the President. The Panel shall submit
to the President periodic progress reports on
the Program and shall submit to the Presi-
dent, the Secretary, and the Congress an
annual evaluation of the eficacy of the Pro-
gram and suggestions for improvements, and
shall submit such other reports as the Presi-
dent shall direct.

“Subpart 2-—National Heart, Lung, and
Blood Institute

“PURPOSE OF THE INSTITUTE

“Sec. 421. The general purpose of the Na-
tional Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute
{hereinafter in this subpart referred to as
the ‘Institute’) is the conduct and support
of research, training, health Information,
and other programs with respect to heart,
blood vessel, lung, and blood diseases and
with respect to the use of blood and blood
products and the management of blood re-
sources.

"“HEART, BLOOD VESSEL, LUNG, AND BLOOD DIS-
EASE PREVENTION AND CONTROL PROGRAMS

“Sec. 422. The Director of the Institute,
under policies established by the Director of
NIH and after consultation with the advisory
council for the Institute, shall establish
programs as necessary for cooperation with
other Federal health agencies, State, local,
and regional public health agencies, and
nonprofit private health agencies in the di-
agnosis, prevention, and treatment (includ-
ing the provision of emergency medical serv-
ices) of heart, blood vessel. lung, and blood
diseases, appropriately emphasizing the pre-
vention, diagnosis, and treatment of such
diseases of children.

“INFORMATION AND EDUCATION CENTER

"“SEc. 423. The Secretary, acting through
fhe Director of the Institute, shall establish
an information and education center to col-
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lect, identify, analyze, and disseminate on a

timely basis, through publ ications and ot.halr-

appropriate means, to patlents, familles o

patients, physicians and other health pro-

fessionals, and the general public, informa-
tlon on research, prevention, diagnosis, and
treatment of heart, blood vessel, lung, and
blood diseases, the maintenance of health to
reduce the incidence of such diseases, and
on the use of blood and blood products and
the management of blood resources. In carry-
ing out this section the Secretary shall place
clal emphasis upon—
spE(” t.hepdis.semlpl;)ation of information re-
garding dlet and nutrition, environmental
pollutants, exercise, stress, hypertension,
cigarette smoking, weight control, and other
factors affecting the prevention of ar-
terlosclerosis and other cardiovascular dis-
eases and of pulmonary and blood diseases,
and

“(2) programs designed to encourage chil-

dren to adopt healthful habits respecting

the risk factors related to the prevention of
such diseases.

“NATIONAL HEART, BLOOD VESSEL, LUNG, AND
BLOOD DISEASES AND BLOOD RESOURCES PRO-
GRAM
“Sgc. 424. (a) The Natlonal Heart, Blood

Vessel, Lung, and Blood Diseases and Blood

Resources Program (hereinafter in this sub-

part referred to as the ‘Program') may pro-

vide for—

“(1) investigation into the epldemliology,
etiology, and prevention of all forms and as-
pects of heart, blood vessel, lung, and blood
diseases, including investigations into the
social, environmental, behavioral, nutrition-
al, biological, and genetic determinants and
influences involved in the epldemiology, eti-
ology, and prevention of such diseases;

“(2) studies and research into the basic
biological processes and mechanisms in-
volved in the underlying normal and ab-
normal heart, blood vessel, lung, and blood
phenomena;

“(8) research into the development, trial,
and evaluation of techniques, drugs, and
devices (including computers) used in, and
approaches to, the diagnosis, treatment (in-
cluding the provision of emergency medi-
cal services), and prevention of heart, blood
vessel, lung, and blood diseases and the re-
habilitation of patients suffering from such
diseases;

“(4) establishment of programs that will
focus and apply scientific and technologi-
cal efforts involving biological, physical, and
engineering sciences to all facets of heart,
blood vessel, lung and blood diseases with
emphasis on refinement, development, and
evaluation of technological devices that will
assist, replace, or monitor vital organs and
improve instrumentation for detection, diag-
nosls, and treatment of those diseases;

"“(5) establishment of programs for the
conduct and direction of field studies, large-
scale testing and evaluation, and demonstra-
tion of preventive, diagnostic, therapeutic,
and rehabilitative approaches to, and emer-
gency medical services for, such diseases;

‘“(6) studies and research into blood dis-
eases and blood, and into the use of blood
for clinical purposes and all aspects of the
management of its resources in this country,
including the collection, preservation, frac-
tionation, and distribution of it and its
products;

“(7) the education (including continuing
education) and tralning of scientists, clin-
ical investigators, and educators, in fields and
specialties (including computer sciences)
requisite to the conduct of elinical programs
resvecting beart, blood ves=sel, lung, and
blood diseases and blood resources;

“(8) public and professional education re-
lating to all aspects of such diseases, in-
cluding the prevention of such diseases, and
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the use of blood and blood products and the

management of blood resources;

**{9) establishment of programs for study
and research into heart, blood vessel, lung,
and blood diseases of children (including cys-
tic fibrosis, hyaline membrane, and hemolyt-
ic and hemophilic diseases) and for the de-
velopment and demonstration of diagnostic,
treatment, and preventive approaches to
these diseases; and

*{10) establishment of programs for study,
research, development, demonstrations and
evaluation of emergency medical services for
people who become critically 11l in connec-
tion with heart, blood vessel, lung, or blood
diseases.

The Program shall be coordinated with

other national research institutes to the ex-

tent that they have responsibilities respect-
ing such diseases and shall give speclial em-
phasis to the continued development in the

Institute of programs related to the causes

of stroke and to effective coordination of

such programs with related stroke programs
in the National Institute of Neurological and

Communicative Disorders and Stroke. The

Director of the Institute, with the advice of

the advisory council to the Institute, shall

revise annually the plan for the Program and
shall carry out the Program in accordance
with such plan.

“{b) In carrylng out the Program, the Di-
rector of the Institute, under policies estab-
lished by the Director of NIH—

“(1) may, after approval of the advisory
council to the Institute, obtain (in accord-
ance with section 3109 of title 5, United
States Code, but without regard to the 1imi-
tation in such section on the number of days
or the period of such service) the services
of not more than one hundred experts or
consultants who have scientific or profes-
sional qualifications;

“(2) (A) may—

*“{1) after approval of the advisory council
to the Institute, acquire and construct, and

*“(i1) improve, repalr, operate, alter, reno-
vate, and maintain,
heart, blood vessel, lung, and blood disease
and blood resource laboratory, research,
training, and other facilities, equipment, and
such other real or personal property (includ-
ing patents) as the Director deems neces-
sary; and

*“{B) may acquire, without regard to the
Act of March 3, 1877 (40 U.S.C. 34), by lease
or otherwise, through the Administrator of
General Services, buildings or parts of build-
ings in the District of Columbia or commu-
nities located adjacent to the District of Co-
lumbia for the use of the Institute for a pe-
riod not to exceed ten years;

“{3) subject to sectlon 407(b)(2), may
enter into such contracts, leases, cooperative
agreements, or other transactions, without
regard to sections 3648 and 3709 of the Re-
vised Statutes (31 U.8.C. 529, 41 U.8.C. 5),
a8 may be necessary in the conduct of the
Director's functions, with any public agency,
or with any person, firm, assoclation, corpo-
ration, or educational institutions; and

“(4) may make grants to public and non-
profit private entities to assist in meeting
the cost of the care of patients in hospltals,
clinics, and related facilities who are par-
ticipating In research projects.

“{c) There shall be in the Institute an
assistant director to coordinate and promote
the prevention, education, and health in-
formation programs of the Institute who
shall be appointed by the Director of the
Tnstitute.

“NATIONAL RESEARCH AND DEMONSTRATION CEN-
TERS FOR HEART, BLOOD VESSEL, LUNG, AND
BLOOD DISEASES AND BLOOD RESOURCES
“SEC. 425. (a) (1) The Director of the In-

stitute may provide, In accordance with sub-

section (b), for the development of—

“(A) ten centers for basic and clinical
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research into, training in, and demonstra-
tlon of, advanced diagnostic, prevention, and
treatment methods (including methods of
providing emergency medical services) for
heart and blood vessel diseases;

“(B) ten centers for basic and clinical
research Into, training in, and demonstra-
tion of, advanced diagnostic, prevention, and
treatment methods (including methods of
providing emergency medical services) for
lung diseases (including bronchitis, emphy-
sema, asthma, cystic fibrosis, and other lung
diseases of children); and

“{C) ten centers for baslc and clinical
research into, training in, and demonstra-
tion of, advanced diagnostic, prevention,
and treatment methods (including methods
of providing emergency medical services) for
blood diseases and research into blood, in the
use of blood products and in the manage-
ment of blood resources.

“(2) The centers developed under para-
graph (1) shall, in addition to belng utilized
for research, tral , and demonstrations,
be utilized for the following prevention pro-
grams for cardiovascular, pulmonary, and
blood diseases:

“(A) Programs to develop improved meth-
ods of detecting individuals with a high risk
of developing cardiovascular, pulmonary, and
blood diseases.

“(B) Programs to develop improved meth-
ods of Intervention against those factors
which cause individuals to have a high risk
of developing such diseases.

*“(C) Programs to develop health profes-
slons and allled health professions personnel
highly skilled in the prevention of such
diseases.

“(D) Programs to develop improved meth-
ods of providing emergency medical services
for persons with such diseases.

“(E) Programs of continuing education
for health and allied health professionals in
the diagnosls, prevention, and treatment of
such diseases and the maintenance of health
to reduce the incidence of such diseases and
information programs for the public re-
specting the prevention and early diagnosis
and treatment of such diseases and the
maintenance of health.

“(3) The research, training, and demon-
stration activities carried out through any
such center may relate to any one or more
of the diseases referred to in paragraph (1)
of this subsection.

“(b) The director of the Institute, under
policies established by the Director of NIH
and after consultation with the advisory
council to the Institute, may enter into
cooperative agreements with public or non-
profit private agencies or institutions to pay
all or part of the cost of planning, establish-
ing, or strengthening, and providing baslc
operating support for existing or new cen-
ters for basic or clinical research into, train-
ing in, and demonstration of, the manage-
ment of blood resources and advanced
diagnostic, prevention, and treatment meth-
ods for heart, blood vessel, lung or blood
diseases. Funds pald to centers under co-
operative agreements under this subsection
may be used for—

“{1) construction (notwithstanding any
limitation under section 473),

“{2) stafing and other basic operating
costs, including such patient care costs as
are required for research,

“(3) tralning, Including training for
allled health professions personnel, and

“(4) demonstration purposes.

Support of a center under this subsection
may be for a period of not to exceed five
years and such period may be extended by
the Director for additional periods of not
more than five years each after review of
the operations of such center by an appro-
priate sclentific review group established by
the Director.

“{c) As used in this section, the term
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‘construction’ does not include the acqui-
sition of land; and the term ‘training’ does
not include research training for which fel-
lowship support may be provided under sec-
tion 461.

“INTERAGENCY TECHNICAL COMMITTEE

“Spe. 426. (a) The Secretary shall estab-
lish an Interagency Technical Committee on
Heart, Blood Vessel, Lung and Blood Dis-
eases and Blood Resources which shall be
responsible for coordinating those aspects of
all Federal health programs and activities
relating to heart, blood vessel, lung, and
blood diseases and to blood resources to as-
sure the adequacy and technical soundness
of such programs and activities and to pro-
vide for the full communication and ex-
change of information necessary to maintain
adequate coordination of such programs and
activities.

“(b) The Director of the Institute shall
serve as chairman of the Committee and the
Committee shall include representation from
all Federal departments and agencies whose
programs involve health functions or re-
sponsibilities relevant to the functions of the
Committee, as determined by the Secretary.
“Subpart 3—National Institute of Arthritis,

Metabolism, and Digestive Diseases
“PURPOSE OF THE INSTITUTE

“Sgc. 431. The general purpose of the Na-
tional Institute of Arthritis, Metabolism, and
Digestive Diseases (hereinafter in this sub-
part referred to as the ‘Institute’) is the
conduct and support of ressarch, tralning,
health information, and related programs
with respect to arthritis and related muscu-
loskeletal diseases, diabetes mellitus and en-
docrine and metabolic diseases, digestive dis-
eases, and kidney, urologic, and hematologic
diseases.

“INFORMATION AND EDUCATION CENTERS

“Sgc. 432. The Secretary, acting through
the Director of the Institute, shall estab-
lish—

*(1) an information and education center
for arthritis and related musculoskeletal dis-
eases,

“(2) an information and education center
for diabetes mellitus and endocrine and
metabolic diseases,

"(3) an information and education center
for digestive diseases, and

**(4) an information and education center
for kidney, urologic, and hematologic dis-
eases,

to identify, collect, analyze, and disseminate
information respecting the diseases and to
serve as a national educational resource for
patients with such diseases and their fami-
liles, physicians, and other health profession-
als.
*ASBSOCTATE DIRECTORS FOR ARTHRITIS, DIABETES,
DIGESTIVE DISEASES, AND KIDNEY, UROLOGIC,
AND HEMATOLOGIC DISEASES

“Sec. 433. In the Institute there shall be an
Associate Director for Arthritis and Related
Musculoskeletal Diseases, an Assoclate Direc-
tor for Diabetes, Endocrinology, and Meta-
bolic Diseases, an Associate Director for Di-
gestive Diseases, and an Assoclate Director
for Kidney, Urologic, and Hematologic Dis-
eases who, under the supervision of the Di-
rector shall be responsible for—

*(1) the coordination of the programs of
the Institute respecting arthritis and related
musculoskeletal disease, diabetes mellitus
and endocrine and metabolic diseases,
digestive diseases, and kidney, urologic, and
hematologic diseases, respectively; and

*“(2) monitoring and reviewing expendi-
tures and activities of the other national
research institutes related to such diseases
and the identification of research oppor-
tunities in Federal activities related to such
diseases and recommendation of means to
take advantage of such opportunities.
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“INTERAGENCY COORDINATING COMMITTEES

“Sec. 434. (a) For the purpose of—

“(1) better coordination of the research
actlvities of all the national research Insti-
tutes relating to arthritis and related
musculoskeletal diseases, diabetes mellitus
and endoctrine and metabolic diseases,
digestive diseases, and kidney, urologic, and
hematologic diseases; and

“(2) coordinating those aspects of all
Federal health programs and activities relat-
ing to such diseases to assure the adequacy
and technical soundness of such programs
and activities and to provide for the full
communication and exchange of information
necessary to maintain adequate coordination
of such programs and activities,
the Director of NIH shall establish an
Arthritis Interagency Coordinating Com-
mittee, a Diabetes Mellitus Interagency
Coordinating Committee, a Digestive Diseases
Interagency Coordinating Committee, and a
Kidney, Urologic, and Hematologic Diseases
Interagency Coordinating Committee (here-
inafter in this section individually referred
to as a ‘Committee’).

“(b) Each Committee shall be composed
of the Directors (or their designees) of each
of the national research institutes and divi-
sions involved in research involving the
diseases with respect to which the Com-
mittee is established and shall include repre-
sentation from all Federal departments and
agencies whose programs involve health
functions or responsibilities relevant to such
diseases, as determined by the Secretary.
Each Committee shall be chaired by the
Director of NIH (or his designee). Each Com-
mittee shall meet at the call of the chair-
man, but not less often than four times a

ar.

*(¢) Each Committee shall prepare an
annual report for the Secretary and the
Director of NIH detailing the work of the
Committee in the fiscal year for which the
report was prepared in carrying out the
coordinating activities described in para-
graphs (1) and (2) of subsection (a). Such
report shall be submitted not later than the
sixtieth day after the end of each fiscal year.

““ADVISORY BOARDS

“Sge, 435. (a) The Secretary shall estab-
lish in the Institute the National Arthritis
Advisory Board, the National Diabetes Ad-
visory Board, and the National Digestive
Diseases Advisory Board (hereinafter in this
section individually referred to as an *Ad-
visory Board').

“(b) Each Advisory Board shall be com-
posed of eighteen appointed members and
nonvoting, ex-officio members as follows:

*(1) The Secretary shall appoint—

“(A) twelve members from individuals
who are sclentists, physiclans, and other
health professionals, who are not officers or
employees of the United States, and who
represent the specialties and disciplines
relevant to the diseases with respect to
which the Advisory Board is established; and

“(B) six members from the general public

who are knowledgeable with respect to such
diseases.
Of the appointed members at least five shall
by virtue of training or experience be knowl-
edgeable in health education, nursing, data
systems, public information, or community
program development.

“{2) The following shall be ex-officio mem-
bers of each Advisory Board: the Director of
NIH or his designee, the Director of the In-
stitute or his designee, the Associate Direc-
tor of the Institute appointed under section
433 for the diseases for which the Advisory
Board is established, and such other officers
and employees of the United States as the
Secretary deems necessary for the Advisory
Board to carry out its functions.

“(e) Members of an Advisory Board who
are officers or employees of the Federal Gov-
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ernment shall serve as members of the Ad-
visory Board without compensation In addi-
tion to that received in their regular publie
employment. Other members of the Board
shall recelve compensation at rates not to
exceed the dally equivalent of the annual
rate in effect for grade GS-18 of the General
Schedule for each day (including travel-
time) they are engaged in the performance
of their dutles as members of the Board.

“{d) The term of office of an appointed
member of an Advisory Board is three years,
except that no term of office may extend
beyond the expiration of the Advisory Board.
Any member appointed to fill a vacancy for
an unexpired term shall be appointed for the
remainder of such term. A member may
serve after the expiration of the member's
term until a successor has taken office. If
& vacancy occurs in an Advisory Board, the
Secretary shall make an appointment to fill
the vacancy not later than ninety days from
the date the vacancy occurred.

“{e) The members of each Advisory Board
shall select a chairman from among the
appointed members.

“(f) The Secretary shall, after consulta-
tion with and consideration of the recom-
mendations of an Advisory Board, provide
the Advisory Board with—

“(1) such support staff, and

“(2) such administrative support services
and facilitles, such information, and such
services of consultants,

as the Secretary determines are necessary
for the Advisory Board to carry out its
functions.

“(g) Each Advisory Board shall meet at
the call of the chairman or upon request of
the Director of the Institute, but not less
often than four times a year.

“(h) Each Advisory Board shall—

“(1) review and evaluate the implemen-
tation of the plan (referred to in section
439) respecting the diseases with respect to
which the Advisory Board was established;

*{2) for the purpose of assuring the most
effective use and organization of resources
respecting such diseases, advise and make
recommendations to the Secretary, the Di-
rector of NTH, the Director of the Institute,
and the head of other appropriate Federal
agencies for the implementation and re-
vision of such plan; and

'(3) maintain lalson with other advisory
bodies related to Federal agencies involved
in the implementation of such plan, the
Coordinating Committee for such diseases,
and with key non-Federal entities involved
in activities affecting the control of such
diseases.

“{1) In carrying out its functions the
Advisory Board may establish subcommit-
tees, convene workshops and conferences,
and collect data.

*“{]) Each Advisory Board shall submit to
the Secretary and to the Congress an annual
report—

“{1) which describes the Advisory Board’s
activities in the fiscal year for which the
report 1s made;

“{2) which describes and evaluates the
progress made In such year in research,
treatment, education, and tralning with re-
spect to the diseases with respect to which
the Advisory Board was established;

“(3) which summarizes and analyzes ex-
penditures made by the Federal Government
for activities respecting such diseases in the
fiscal year for which the report is made; and

“(4) which contains the Advisory Board's
recommendations (if any) for changes In
the plan referred to in subsection (h)(1).

“{k) Each Advisory Board shall expire on
September 30, 1983.

**{1) The National Arthritis Advisory Board
and the National Diabetes Advisory Board
in existence on the debate of the enactment
of the Health Research Act of 1980 shall
terminate not later than ninety days after
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such date. The Secretary shall make ap-
pointments to the Advisory Boards estab-
lished under subsection (a) before the ex-
piration of such days.
“ARTHRITIS DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS
AND DATA SYSTEM

“Sgc. 436. (a) The Secretary may make
grants to public and other nonprofit entities
to establish and support projects for the
development and demonstration of methods
for arthritis screening and detection and for
referral for treatment, and for dissemina-
tlon of information on these methods to
the health and allied health professions. Ac-
tivitles under such projects shall be cordi-
nated with (1) Federal, State, local, and
regional health agencies, (2) centers assisted
under section 437, and (3) the data system
established under subsection (c).

“(b) Projects under this section shall in-
clude—

“(1) programs which emphasize the de-
velopment and demonstration of new and
improved methods of screening and early
detection, referal for treatment, and diag-
nosis of individuals with a risk of develop-
ing arthritis, asymptomatic arthritis, or
symptomatic arthritis;

*“(2) programs which emphasize the devel-
opment and demonstration of new and im-
proved methods for patient referral from
local hospitals and physicians to appropriate
centers for early diagnosis and treatment;

“(3) programs which emphasize the de-
velopment and demonstration of new and
improved means of standardizing patient
data and recordkeeping;

“(4) programs which emphasize the de-
velopment and demonstration of new and
improved methods of dissemination of knowl-
edge about the projects and methods referred
to in the preceding paragraphs of this sub-
section to health and allled health profes-
sionals;

“(5) programs which emphasize the devel-
opment and demonstration of new and im-
proved methods for the dissemination to the
general public of information—

“(A) on the importance of early detection
of arthritis, of seeking prompt treatment,
and of following an appropriate regimen;
and

“(B) to discourage the promotion and use
of unapproved and ineffective diagnostic,
preventive treatment, and control methods
for arthritis and unapproved and ineffective
drugs and devices for arthritls; and

“(8) projects for the investigation into the
epidemiology of all forms and aspects of
arthritis, including Investigations into the
social, environmental, behavioral, nutrition-
al, and genetic determinants and influences
involved in the epidemiology of arthritis.

“(e) (1) The Director shall establish the
arthritis data system for the collection, stor-
age, analysls, retrieval, and dissemination of
data derived from patient populations with
asymptomatic and symptomatic types of
arthritis, including, where possible, data in-
volving general populations for the purpose
of detection of individuals with a risk of de-
veloping arthritis.

“{2) The Director shall provide for the
standardization of patient data and record-
keeping for the collection, storage, analysis,
retrieval, and dissemination of such data in
cooperation with projects under this section
and centers assisted under section 437, and
other persons engaged in arthritis programs.

“(d) The Secretary, acting through the
Institute, shall conduct a clinical investiga-
tion of the safety and eflicacy of dimethyl-
sulfoxide as a drug to be used by persons
with arthritis. The Secretary shall report to
Congress not later than one year after the
date of the enactment of thils subsection the
results of the investigation conducted under
this subsection.
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“MULTIPURPOSE ARTHRITIS CENTERS

“Sec. 437. (a) The Director of the Institute
may, after consultation with the advisory
council to the Institute and consistent with
the arthritis plan developed pursuant to the
National Arthritis Act of 1974, provide for
the development, modernization, and opera-
tion (including staffing and other operating
costs such as the costs of patlent care re-
quired for research) of new and existing
centers for arthritis research, screening, de-
tection, diagnosis, prevention, control, and
treatment, for education related to arthritis,
and for rehabilitation of individuals who
suffer from arthritis. For purposes of this
section, the term ‘modernization’ means the
alteration, remodeling, Iimprovement, ex-
pansion, and repair of existing bulldings
and the provision of equipment for such
bulldings to the extent necessary to make
them suitable for use as centers described
in the preceding sentence.

“(b) Each center assisted under this sec-
tion shall—

“(1)(A) use the facilitles of a single in-
stitution or a consortlum of cooperating in-
stitutions, and (B) meet such qualifications
as may be prescribed by the Secretary; and

“(2) conduct—

“(A) basic and clinical research into the
cause, diagnosis, early detection, prevention,
control, and treatment of arthritis and com-
plications resulting from arthritis, includ-
ing research into implantable biomaterials
and blomechanical and other orthopedic
procedures and In the development of other
diagnostic and treatment methods;

“(B) training programs for physicians and
other health and allied health professionals
in current methods of diagnosis, screening
and early detection, prevention, control, and
treatment of arthritlis, and in research in
arthritis;

“(C) information and continuing educa-
tion programs for physicians and other
health and allied health professionals who
provide care for patients with arthritis; and

(D) programs for the dissemination to
the general public of information—

*(1) on the importance of early detection
of arthritis, of seeking prompt treatment,
and of following an appropriate regimen;
and

“(1i) to discourage the promotion and use
of unapproved and ineective diagnostic,
preventive, treatment, and control methods
and unapproved and ineffective drugs and
devices.

A center may use funds provided under sub-
section (a) to provide stipends for nurses
and allied health professionals enrolled in
training programs described in paragraph
(2) (B).

“(c) Each center assisted under this sec-
tion may conduct programs to—

*(1) develop new and improved methods
of screening and early detection, referral,
and diagnosis of individuals with a risk of
developing arthritis, asymptomatic arthritis,
or symptomatic arthritis,

“(2) disseminate the results of research,
screening, and other activities, and develop
means of standardizing patient data and
recordkeeping, and

“(3) develop community consultative
services to facllitate the referral of patlents
to centers for treatment.

“(d) The Director shall, insofar as prac-
ticable, provide for an equitable geographi-
cal distribution of centers assisted under
this gection. The Director shall give appro-
priate consideration to the need for centers
especially suited to meeting the needs of
children affected by arthritis.

"(e) The Director shall evaluate on an
annual basis the activities of centers re-
celving support under this section and shall
report to the appropriate committees of

August 28, 1980

Congress the results of his evaluations on
or befcre November 30 of each year.

“(f) Support of a center under this sec-
tion may be for a period of not to exceed
five years and such perlod may be extended
by the Director for additional periods of not
more than five years each after review of the
operaticns of such center by an appropriate
scientific review group established by the
Director.

"DIABETES RESEARCH AND TRAINING CENTERS,
DIABETES DATA SYSTEM

“Sec. 438. (a) Consistent with applicable
recommendations of the National Commis-
sion on Diabetes, the Director of the Institute
shall provide for the development, or sub-
stantial expansion of centers for research
and training in diabetes mellitus and endo-
crine and metabolic disorders. Each center
developed or expanded under this section
shall (1) utilize the facilities of a single in-
stitution, or be formed from a consortium
of cooperating Institution, meeting such re-
search and training qualifications as may be
prescribed by the Secretary; and (2) con-
duct (A) research in the diagnosis and treat-
ment of diabetes mellitus and endocrine
and metabolic diseases and the complica-
tions resulting from such diseases, (B)
training programs for physiclans and allied
health personnel in current methods of diag-
nosis and treatment of such diseases and
complications, and in research in diabetes,
and (C) information programs for physicians
and allied health personnel who provide pri-
mary care for patients with such diseases or
complications. Insofar as practicable, centers
developed or expanded under this section
shall be located geographically on the basis
of population density throughout the United
States and in environments with proven re-
search capabilities. A center may use funds
provided under this subsection to provide
stipends for nurses and allied health profes-
sionals enrolled in training programs de-
scribed in clause (B).

*“{b) Support of a center under this sec-
tlon may be for a perlod of not to exceed
five years and such period may be extended
by the Director for additional periods of not
more than five years each after review of the
operations of such center by an appropriate
scientific review group established by the
Director.

“({c) The Director shall evaluate on an an-
nual basis the activities of centers developed
or expanded under this section and shall re-
port to the Congress, on or before Novem-
ber 30 of each year, the results of his evalu-
atlon.

“{d) The Director shall establish the dia-
betes data system for the collection, storage,
analysis, retrieval, and dissemination of data
derived from patient populations with dia-
betes, including, where possible, data in-
volving general populations for the purpose
of detection of individuals with a risk of
developing diabetes.

“ANNUAL REPORT

“Sec. 439. The Director of the Institute
shall prepare for inclusion in the annual re-
port made under section 404 a description
of the Institute's activities—

“(1) under the current Arthritis Plan un-
der the National Arthritis Act of 1974,

“(2) under the current diabetes plan un-
der the National Diabetes Mellitus Research
and Education Act, and

“{3) under the current digestive diseases
plan formulated under the Arthritis, Dia-
betes, and Digestive Diseases Amendments of
1976.

“Subpart 4—National Institute on Aging

“PURPOSE OF THE INSTITUTE

“Sec. 441. The general purpose of the Na-
tional Institute on Aging (hereinafter in this
subpart referred to as the ‘Institute’) is the
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conduct and support of blomedical, social,
and behavioral research, training, health in-
formation, and related programs with re-
spect to the aging process and the diseases
and other special problems and needs of the
aged.

“SPECIAL FUNCTIONS OF THE SECRETARY

“Sge. 442. (a) In carrying out the training
responsibilities under this Act or any other
Act for health and allied health professions
personnel, the Secretary shall take appropri-
ate steps to insure the education and train-
ing of adequate numbers of allled health,
nursing, and paramedical personnel in the
field of health care for the aged.

“(b) The Secretary shall, through the Di-
rector of the Institute, conduct scientific
studies to measure the impact on the bio-
logical, medical, and psychological aspects of
aging of programs and activities assisted or
conducted by the Department of Health and
Human Services.

“(c) The Director of the Institute shall
carry out public information and education
programs designed to disseminate as widely
as possible the findings
sponsored and other relevant aging research
and studies and other information about the
process of aging which may assist elderly
and near-elderly persons in dealing with, and
all Americans in understanding, the prob-
lems and processes assoclated with growing
older.

“Subpart 5—National Institute of Allergy

and Infectious Diseases
“PURPOSE OF THE INSTITUTE

“Sgc. 443. The general purpose of the Na-
tional Institute of Allergy and Infectious
Diseases is the conduct and support of re-
search, training, health information, and re-
lated programs with respect to allergic and
immunologic diseases and disorders and in-
fectious diseases.

“Subpart 6—National Institute of Child

Health and Human Development

“PURPOSE OF THE INSTITUTE

“Sgc, 445. The general purpose of the Na-
tional Institute of Child Health and Human
Development (hereinafter in this subpart
referred to as the ‘Institute') is the conduct
and support of research, training, health in-
formation, and related programs with respect
to maternal health, child health, human
growth and development, including prenatal
development, population research, and spe-
cial health problems and requirements of
mothers and children.

“SUDDEN INFANT DEATH SYNDROME

“Sgc. 446. The Secretary shall, through the
Director of the Institute, conduct and sup-
port research which specifically relates to
sudden infant death syndrome.

“Subpart 7—National Institute of Dental

Research
"“PURPOSE OF INSTITUTE

“Sec. 447. The general purpose of the Na-
tional Institute of Dental Research is the
conduct and support of research, training,
health information, and related programs
with respect to the cause, prevention, and
methods of diagnosis and treatment of
dental diseases and conditions.

“Subpart 8—Natlonal Eye Institute
“PURPOSE OF INSTITUTE

“Sec. 448. The general purpose of the Na-
tional Eye Institute (hereinafter in this sub-
part referred to as the ‘Institute’) is the
conduct and support of research, training,
health information, and related programs
with respect to blinding eye diseases, visual
disorders, mechanisms of visual function,
preservation of sight, and the special health
problems and requirements of the blind. The
Secretary may, through the Director of the
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Institute and without regard to section 472,
carry out a program of grants for public and
private nonprofit vision research facllities.

“Subpart 9—National Institute of Neurologi-
cal and Comrunicative Disorders and Stroke

“PURPOSE OF THE INSTITUTE

“Sec. 450. The general purpose of the Na-
tional Institute of Neurological and Com-
municative Disorders and Stroke is the
conduct and support of research, training,
health information, and related programs
with respect to neurologlical disease and dis-
orders, stroke, and disorders of human
communication. Of the sums appropriated
for any fiscal year under section 410 for re-
search by the Institute, not less than $16.-
000,000 shall be obligated for basic and
clinical research in the area of regeneration
of the spinal cord.

“REYE'S SYNDROME PROGRAMS

“Spc. 451. (a) The Secretary shall estab-
lish, through the National Institute of Neu-
rological and Communicative Disorders and
Stroke, the Reye's Syndrome Coordinating
Committee (hereinafter referred to in this
section as the ‘Committee’).

“(b) (1) The Committee shall be com-
posed of—

“(A) the Director of the National Insti-
tute of Neurological and Communicative
Disorders and Stroke;

“(B) the Director of the Natlonal Insti-
tute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases;

“(C) the Director of the National Insti-
tute of Arthritis, Metabolism, and Digestive
Diseases;

“(D) the Director of the Natlonal
Institute of Child Health and Human
Development;

“(E) the Director of the National Insti-
tute of General Medical Sclences;

“(F) the Director of the National Heart,
Lung and Blood Institute; and

“(@) the Director of the Center for Dis-
ease Control.

“(2) The Director of the Natlonal Insti-
tute of Neurological and Communicative
Disorders and Stroke shall serve as
Chairman.

“(8) (A) The Secretary, acting through
the Committee, shall make grants to and
enter into contracts with public and non-
profit private entities to establish two com-
prehensive Reye's syndrome diagnostic and
treatment centers. Each center shall be lo-
cated in a single Institution.

“(B) A center established under this
paragraph shall—

“(1) conduct basic and clinical research
relating to the causes, diagnosis, early detec-
tion, and treatment of Reye's syndrome;

*(i1) develop new and Iimproved treat-
ments for the detection, diagnosis, and
treatment of Reye's syndrome;

“(iil) provide tralning programs for phy-
siclans relating to the early diagnosis, con-
trol, and treatment of Reye's syndrome;

“(iv) develop professional education pro-
grams and information for physicians relat-
ing to the treatment of Reye's syndrome, and
disseminate such information;

“(v) develop and disseminate public in-
formation relating to Reye's syndrome;

“(vi) disseminate within the scientific and
medical communities the results of the re-
search and training conducted under this

aph; and

“(vil) develop standardized methods of
recordkeeping of patient data.

“(C) In considering applications for grants
and contracts to establish Reye's syndrome
diagnostic and treatment centers under this
paragraph, the Committee shall consider
among other factors—

“(1) the geographic distribution of re-
ported Reye's cases;

“(i1) the work in progress in Reye's syn-
drome or similar childhood diseases;

23689

“(iii) the number of persons to be served
by the program; and

*(iv) the extent to which rapld and effec-
tive use wiil be made by such ceaters of funds
under such grants and contracts.

*“{D) No grant or contract may be made
under this paragraph unless an application
therefor has been submitted to and approved
by the Secretary. Such application shall be
in such form, submitted in such manner, and
contain such information, as the Secretary
shall by regulation prescribe.

“(E) The Secretary shall prescribe regu-
lations for the operation of the Committee,
and the centers shall report to the Commit-
tee from time to time as required by such
regulations.

*(F) Grants under this paragraph shall be
for no more than three years, except that
the Secretary, acting through the Committee,
may extend for two additional years the pe-
riod for grants if he determines, upon review
of the activities under the grants by the
Committee and conslderation of recommen-
dations made by the Committee, that such
extenison is appropriate.

“(4) (A) The Secretary, acting through the
Committee, shall make grants to and enter
into contracts with public agencies, nonprofit
private entities, and individuals, not asso-
ciated with the centers established under
paragraph (3), to conduct research relating
to the diagnosis, control, and treatment, of
Reye's syndrome. Such grants and contracts
shall be for no more than three years.

“(5) The Secretary shall, not later than
April 1, 1984, submit a report prepared by
the Committee and approved by the Director
of the National Institute of Neurological
and Communicative Disorders and Stroke, to
Congress, Such report shall account for the
activities, accomplishments, and progress of
the centers and research grants provided by
this section, and shall recommend such fur-
ther action relating to Reye's syndrome as
the Committee determines appropriate.

“(8) Contracts may be entered into under
this section without regard to sections 3648
and 3709 of the Revised Statutes (31 U.S.C.
529; 41 U.S.C. 5).

“(7)(A) For each center established under
paragraph (3), there are authorized to be
appropriated $750,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1981, $750,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1982, and $750,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1983.

“(B) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated for grants and contracts under para-
graph (4), $500,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1981, $500,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1982, and $£500,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1983.

“Subpart 10—Natlonal Tnstitute of General
Medical Sciences
“PURPOSE OF THE INSTITUTE

“Sec. 453. The general purpose of the Na-
tional Institute of General Medical Sclences
is the conduct and support of research,
training, and, as appropriate, health infor-
mation and related programs with respect to
general or basic medical sclences and related
natural or behavioral sciences which have
significance for two or more other national
research institutes or are outside the general
area of responsibility of any other national
research institute.

“Subpart 11—National Institute of Environ-
mental Health Sclences
“PURPOSE OF THE INSTITUTE

“SEC. 454. The general purpose of the Na-
tional Institute of Environmental Health
Sciences is the conduct and suprort of re-
search, training, health information, and
related programs with respect to factors in
the environment that affect human health,
directly or indirectly.
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“PART D—NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF MENTAL
HEALTH

“ESTABLISHMENT OF INSTITUTE

“Sgc. 455. (a) There is established the Na-
tional Institute of Mental Health (herein-
after in this part referred to as the ‘Insti-
tute’) to administer the programs and au-
thorities of the Secretary with respect to
mental health. The Secretary acting through
the Institute, shall, in carrying out the pur-
poses of sections 301 and 303 of this Act
and the purposes of the Community Mental
Health Centers Act (other than part C of
that Act) with respect to mental illness,
develop and conduct comprehensive health,
education, training, research, and planning
programs for the prevention and treatment
of mental illness and for the rehabilitation
of the mentally ill. The Secretary shall
carry out through the Institute the admin-
istrative, financial management, policy de-
velopment, and planning, evaluation, and
public information functions which are re-
quired for the imrlementation of such pro-
grams and authorities.

“(b) (1) The Institute shall be under the
direction of a Director who shall be ap-
pointed by the Secretary.

“(2) The Director, with the approval of
the Secretary, may employ and prescribe the
functions of such officers and emuloyees,
including attorneys, as are necessary to ad-
minister the programs and authorities to
be carried out through the Institute.

“{c) The pro to be carried out
through the Institute shall be administered
so as to encourage the broadest possible par-
ticipation of professionals and paravrofes-
slonals in the fields of medicine, science,
the soclal sclences, and other related dis-
clplines.

“PART E—AWARDS AND TRAINING

"“NATIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE AWARDS

“Sgc. 481, (a) (1) The Secretary shall—
“(A) provide National Research Service

Awards for—

“(1) biomedical and behavioral research at
the National Institutes of Health and the
Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Ad-
ministration or under programs administered
by the Division of Nursing of the Health Re-
sources Administration, In matters relating
to the cause, diagnosls, prevention, and
treatment of the diseases or other health
problems to which the activities of the na-
tional research institutes and Administra-
tion or Division of Nursing are directed.

“(11) training at the National Institutes
of Health and at the Administrations of in-
dividuals to undertake such research,

“(ii1) blomedical and behavioral research
at public and nonprofit private institutions
(including a research center assisted under
part C of this title),

“(iv) research at the Natlonal Center for
Health Services Research, the National Cen-
ter for Health Statistics, and the National
Center for Health Care Technology,

“(v) training at such Centers to under-
take such research,

“(vl) research on the matters set forth in
section 304(a) (2) at public institutions and
at nonprofit private institutions, and

“(vii) pre- and post-doctoral training at
such public and private institutions of in-
dividuals to undertake blomedical and be-
havioral research and the research described
in clause (vi), and

“(B) make grants to public and nonprofit
private institutions (including a research
center assisted under part C of this title) to
enable such institutions to make to individ-
uals selected by them National Research
Service Awards for research (and training
to undertake blomedical and behavioral re-
search and the research described {n sub-
paragraph (A) (vl)) In the matters described

in subparagraph (A) (1).
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A reference in this subsection to the National
Institutes of Health or the Alcohol, Drug
Abuse, and Mental Health Administration
shall be considered to include the institutes,
divisions, and bureaus included in the Insti-
tutes or under the Administration, as the
case may be.

“(2) National Research Service Awards
may not be used to support, residences.

(3) Natlonal Research Service Awards may
be made for research or research training in
only those subject areas for which, as de-
termined under section 463, there is a need
for personnel.

“(b) (1) No Nsational Research Service
Award may be made by the Secretary to any
individual unless—

“(A) the individual has submitted to the
Secretary an application therefor and the
Secretary has approved the application;

“(B) the individusal provides, in such form
and manner as the Secretary shall by regu-
lation prescribe, assurances satisfactory to
the Secretary that the individual will meet
the service requirement of subsection (c)
(1); and

“(C) in the case of a National Research
Service Award fora p e described in sub-
section (a) (1) (A) (iil),(a) (1) (A) (vi), or (a)
(1) {A) (vil), the individual has been spon-
sored (in such manner as the Secretary may
by regulation require) by the institution at
which the research or training under the
award will be conducted.

An application for an award shall be in such
form, submitted in such manner, and con-
taln such information, as the Secretary may
by regulation prescribe.

“(2) The making of grants under subsec-
tion (a) (1) (B) for National Research Service
Awards shall be subject to review and ap-
proval by the appropriate advisory councils
within the Department of Health and Human
Services (A) whose activities relate to the
research or training under the awards, or
(B) for the entity at which such research or
training will be conducted.

**(3) No grant may be made under subsec-
tion (a) (1) (B) unless an application there-
for has been submitted to and approved by
the Secretary. Such application shall be in
such form, submitted in such manner, and
contain such information. as the Secretary
may by regulation prescribe. SBubject to the
provisions of this section other than para-
graph (1) of this subsection, National Re-
search Service Awards made under a grant
under subsection (a) (1) (B) shall be made in
acccrdance with such regulations as the Sec-
retary shall prescribe.

“{4) The period of any National Research
Service Award made to any individual under
subsection (a) may not exceed—

“(A) five years in the aggregate for pre-
doctoral training, and

“(B) three years in the aggregate for post-
doctoral training,
unless the Secretary for good cause shown
walves the application of such limit to such
individual.

*{6) National Research Service Awards
shall provide for such stipends and allow-
ances (including travel and subsistence ex-
penses and dependency allowances), adjusted
periodically to reflect increases In the cost of
living, for the recipients of the awards as the
Secretary may deem necessary. A National
Research Service Award made to an indi-
vidual for research or research training at a
non-Federal public or nonprofit private in-
stitution shall also provide for payments to
be made to the institution for the cost of
support services (including the cost of fac-
ulty salaries, supplies, equipment, general re-
search support, and related items) provided
such individual by such institution. The
amount of any such payments to any insti-
tution shall be determined by the Secretary
and shall bear a direct relationship to the
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reasonable costs of the Institution for estab-
lishing and maintaining the quality of its
biomedical and behavioral research and
training programs.

“(e) (1) (A) Each individual who receives
a National Research Service Award shall, in
accordance with paragraph (2), engage in—

“(1) health research or teaching or any
combination thereof which is in accordance
with usual patterns of academic employ-
ment,

“(i1) if authorized under subparagraph
(B), serve as a member of the National
Health Service Corps or serve in his special-
ty, or

“(iil) if authorized under subparagraph
(C), serve in a health-related activity ap-
proved under that subparagraph,

for a period computed in accordance with
paragraph (2).

“(B) Any individual who received a Na-
tional Research Service Award and who is a
physician, dentist, nurse, or other individual
trained to provide health care directly to
individual patients may, upon application
to the Secretary, be authorized by the Sec-
retary to—

“(1) serve as a member of the National
Health Service Corps, or

“(i1) provide services in his specialty for
a medically underserved population (as de-
fined in section 1302(7)),
in lieu of engaging in health research or
teaching if the Secretary determines that
there are no suitable health research or
teaching positions avallable to such indi-
vidual.

“({C) Where appropriate the Secretary may,
upon application, authorize a reciplent of a
National Research Service Award, who is not
trained to provide health care directly to
individual patients, to engage in a health-
related activity in lleu of engaging in health
research or teaching if the Secretary deter-
mines that there are no suitable health re-
search or teaching positions avallable to
such individual.

*({2) (A) The requirement of paragraph (1)
applies to an individual if the cumulative
period of the award or awards received by
the individual exceeds twelve months. Such
requirement shall be complied with by any
individual to whom it applies within such
reasonable period of time, after the comple-
tion of such individual's award, as the Sec-
retary shall by regulation prescribe.

“(B) The Secretary shall (1) by regulation
prescribe (I) the type of research and teach-
ing which an individual may engage in to
comply with such requirement, and (II) such
other requirements respecting such research
and teaching and alternative service author-
ized under paragraphs (1) (B) and (1)(C)
as he deems necessary; and (ii) to the extent
feasible, provide that the members of the
National Health Service Corps who are serv-
ing in the Corps to meet the requirement of
paragraph (1) shall be assigned to patient
care and to positions which utilize the clini-
cal training and experience of the members.

“(C) The period of service required by
paragraph (1) is computed as follows: For
each month in excess of twelve for which an
individual holds a National Research Service
Award, such individual shall—

(1) for one month engage in health re-
search or teaching or any comblination
thereof which is in accordance with the
usual patterns of demic employ t, or,
if so authorized, serve as a member of the
National Health Service Corps, or

“(i1) if authorized under paragraph (1) (B)
or (1) (C), serve for one month in the indi-
vidual's speclalty or engage in a health-
related actlvity.

“(3)(A) If any individual to whom the re-
quirement of paragraph (1) s applicable
fails, within the period prescribed by para-
graph (2) (A), to comply with such require-
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ments, the United States shall be entitled to
recover from such individual an amount de-
termined in accordance with the formula—

I —3
A= ( —)
[}

in which ‘A’ is the amount the United States
is entitled to recover; ‘?' is the sum of the
total amount paid under one or more Na-
tional Research Service Awards to such in-
dividual; ‘t’ 15 the total number of months
{n such individual's service obligation; and
‘s’ is the number of months of such obliga-
tion served by him in accordance with para-
graphs (1) and (2) of this subsection.

“(B) Any amount which the United States
is entitled to recover under subparagraph (A)
shall, within the three-year period beginning
on the date the United States becomes enti-
tled to recover such amount, be pald to the
United States. Until any amount due the
United States under subparagraph (A) on
account of any National Research Service
Award is pald, there shall accrue to the
United States interest on such amount at a
rate fixed by the Secretary after taking into
consideration private consumer rates of in-
terest prevalling on the date the United
States becomes entitled to such amount.

“(4) (A) Any obligation of any Individual
under paragraph (3) shall be canceled upon
the death of such Individual.

“(B) The Secretary shall by regulation
provide for the walver or suspension of any
such obligation applicable to any individu-
8l whenever compliance by such individual
is Impossible or would involve substantial
hardship to such individual or would be
against equity and good consclence.

“(d) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to make payments under National
Research Service Awards and under grants
for such awards $207,947,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1975, $165,000,000 for
fiscal year 1976, $185,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1977, $161,390,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1978,
$197,600,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1979, $210,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1980, $222,500,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1981, $232,991,000 for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1982, and $262,814,000 for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1983. Of the
sums appropriated under this subsection, not
less than 15 per centum shall be made avall-
able for payments under National Research
Service Awards provided by the Secretary
under subsection (a)(1)(A) and not less
than 50 per centum shall be made available
for grants under subsection (a)(1)(B) for
National Research Service Awards. In any
fiscal year not more than 4 per centum of
the amount obligated to be expended under
this section may be obligated for National
Research Service Awards for perlods of three
months or less.

“VISITING SCIENTIST AWARDS

“SeC. 462. (a) The Secretary may make
awards (referred to as ‘Visiting Sclentist
Awards’) to outstanding scientists who agree
to serve as visiting scientists at Institutions
of postsecondary education which have sig-
nificant enrollments of disadvantaged stu-
dents. Visiting Scientist Awards shall be made
by the Secretary to enable the faculty and
students of such institutions to draw upon
the special talents of scientists from other
institutions for the purpose of receiving
guidance, advice, and instruction with regard
to research, teaching, and curriculum devel-
opment in the biomedical and behavioral
sclences and such other aspects of these
sc:eences as the Secretary shall deem appropri-
ate.

*“{b) The amount of each Visiting Scientist
Award shall Ineclude such sum as shall be
commensurate with the salary or remunera-
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tion which the individual receiving the award
would have been entitled to receive from the
institution with which the individual has,
or had, a permanent or immediately prior
affiliation. Eligibility for and terms of Visit-
ing Scientist Awards shall be determined in
accordance with regulations the BSecretary
shall prescribe.

“STUDIES RESPECTING BIOMEDICAL AND BEHAV-

IORAL RESEARCH PERSONNEL

“Sec. 463. (a) The Secretary shall, in ac-
cordance with subsection (b), arrange for the
conduct of a continuing study to—

“(1) establish (A) the Nation's overall need
for blomedical and behavioral research per-
sonnel,- (B) the subject areas in which such
personnel are needed and the number of such
personnel needed in each such area, and
(C) the kinds and extent of training which
should be provided such personnel;

“(2) assess (A) current training programs
available for the training of biomedical and
behavioral research personnel which are con-
ducted under this Act, at or through national
research institutes under the National In-
stitutes of Health and institutes under the
Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Ad-
ministration, and (B) other current training
programs available for the training of such
personnel;

“(3) identify the kinds of research posi-
tions available to and held by individuals
completing such programs;

*(4) determine, to the extent feasible,
whether the programs referred to in clause
(B) of paragraph (2) would be adequate
to meet the needs established under para-
graph (1) if the programs referred to In
clause (A) of paragraph (2) were terminated;
and

“(5) determine what modifications in the
programs referred to in paragraph (2) are re-
quired to meet the needs established under
paragraph (1).

“(b) (1) The Secretary shall request the
National Academy of Sclences to conduct
the study required by subsection (a) under
an arrangement under which the actual ex-
penses incurred by such Academy in con-
ducting such study will be paid by the Sec-
retary. If the National Academy of Sclences
is willing to do so, the Secretary shall enter
into such an arrangement with such Acad-
emy for the conduct of such study.

“(2) If the National Academy of Sciences
Is unwilling to conduct such study under
such an arrangement, then the Secretary
shall enter into a similar arrangement with
other appropriate nonprofit private groups or
assoclations under which such groups or
assoclations will conduct such study and
prepare and submit the reports thereon as
provided in subsection (c).

“(3) The National Academy of Sciences or
other group or assoclation conducting the
study required by subsection (a) shall con-
duct such study in consultation with the Di-
rector of NIH.

“({c) A report on the results of such study
shall be submitted by the Secretary to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources of the Senate at least once every
two years.

“PART F—GENERAL PROVISIONS

“INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARDS; ETHICS GUID-
ANCE PROGRAM

“Sec. 471. (a) The Secretary shall by reg-
ulation require that each entity which ap-
plies for a grant or contract under this Act
for any project or program which involves
the conduct of biomedical or behavioral re-
search involving human subjects submit in
or with its application for such grant or con-
tract assurances satisfactory to the Secre-
tary that it has established (in accordance
with regulations which the Secretary shall
prescribe) a board (to be known as an ‘In-
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stitutional Review Board') to review blo-
medical and behavioral research—

(1) which is conducted at or sponsored
by such entity, \

*(2) which involves human subjects, and

**(3) which is supported by Federal finan-
cial assistance,

to protect the rights of the human subjects
of such research. This subsection does not
apply to research which, as determined un-
der regulations of the Secretary, does not in-
volve risk to human subjects.

*(b) The Secretary shall establish a pro-
gram within the Department under which
requests for clarification and guidance with
respect to ethical issues raised in connection
with biomedical or behavioral research in-
volving human subjects are responded to
promptly and appropriately.

“PEER REVIEW

“Sec. 472. (a) The Secretary, after consul-
tation with the Director of NIH, and where
eppropriate, the Directors of the Natlonal
Institute of Mental Health, the National In-
stitute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism,
the National Institute on Drug Abuse, and
and the head of the Division of Nursing of
the Health Resources Administration (or the
successor to either such entity), shall by reg-
ulation require appropriate technical and
sclentific peer review of—

“{1) applications made for grants and co-
operative agreements under this Act for bio-
medical and behavioral research (including
research under programs of such Division of
Nursing); and

“(2) biomedical and behavioral research
and development contracts to be adminis-
tered through the National Institutes of
Health, the National Institute of Mental
Health, the National Institute on Alcohol
Abuse and Alcoholism, the National Institute
on Drug Abuse, or the Division of Nursing of
the Health Resources Administration (or the
successor to any such entity).

“({b) Regulations promulgated under sub-
section (a) shall require that the review of
grants, contracts, and cooperative agreements
required by the regulations be conducted—

“{1) in a manner consistent with the sys-
tem for scientific peer review applicable on
the date of the enactment of the Health Re-
search Act of 1980 to grants under this Act
for biomedical and behavioral research, and

“{2) to the extent practical, by peer re-
view groups performing such review on or
before such date.

“(e) The members of any peer review
group established under such regulations
shall be individuals who by virtue of their
training or experience are eminently quali-
fied to perform the review functions of the
group and not more than one-fourth of the
members of any peer review group estab-
lished under such regulations shall be officers
or employees of the United States.

“(d) The Director of NIH shall establish
procedures for periodic, technical and scien-
tific peer review of research at the National
Institutes of Health. Such procedures shall
require that—

“(1) the reviewing entity be provided a
written description of the research to be
reviewed; and

*“(2) the reviewing entity provide the ad-
visory council of the national research in-
stitute involved with such description and
the results of the review by the entity.

"USE OF APFROPRIATIONS UNDER THIS TITLE

“Sec. 473. Appropriations to carry out the
purposes of this title shall be available for
the acquisition of land or the erection of
bulldings only if so specified. Such appro-
priations, unless otherwise expressly pro-
vided, may be expended in the District of
Columbia for personal services, stenographic
recording and translating services; by con-
tract if deemed necessary, without regard to
section 3709 of the Revised Statutes; travel
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expenses (including the expenses of attend-
ance at meetings when specifically author-
ized by the Secretary); rental, supplies and
equipment, purchase and exchange of medi-
cal books, books of reference, directories,
periodicals, newspapers, and press clippings;
purchase, operation, and maintenance of
passenger motor vehicles; printing and bind-
ing (in addition to that otherwise provided
by law); and for all other necessary expenses
in carrying out the provisions of this title.
“GIFTS

“Sgc., 474. The Secretary may, in accord-
ance with section 501, accept conditional
gifts for the National Institutes of Health
or 8 national research Institute or for the
acquisition of grounds or for the erection,
equipment, or maintenance of facllities for
the National Institutes of Health or a na-
tional research institute. Donations of 850,-
000 or over for the National Institutes of
Health or a natlonal research institute for
carrying out the purposes of this title may
be acknowledged by the establishment with-
in the National Institutes of Health or in-
stitute of suitable memorials to the donors.".

Sec. 3. (a) The Natlonal Advisory Health
Council established under section 217 of the
Public Health Service Act is terminated.

(b) Section 217(a) of such Act Is
amended—

(1) in the first sentence—

(A) by striking out “National Advisory
Health Councll, the National Advisory
Mental Health Council, the National Ad-
visory Council on Alcohol Abuse and Alco-
holism, and the Natlonal Advisory Dental
Research Council” and inserting in lleu

thereof “National Advisory Mental Health
Council and the National Advisory Council
on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism"; and

(B) by striking out “by the Surgeon Gen-
eral with the approval of the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare” and Insert-
ing in lieu thereof “by the Secretary’;

(2) in the second sentence—

(A) by striking out “in the case of the
Natlonal Advisory Health Council, are skllled
in the sciences related to health, and";

(B) by striking out *“the National Ad-
visory Mental Health Council, the National
Advisory Council on Alcohol Abuse and Al-
coholism, the National Advisory Heart Coun-
cll, and the National Advisory Dental Re-
search Council” and inserting in lieu thereof
“the National Advisory Mental Health Coun-
cil and the National Advisory Council on
Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism'; and

(C) by striking out *, alcohol abuse and
alcoholism, and dental diseases and condi-
tions" and inserting in lieu thereof “and al-
cohol abuse and alcoholism™; and

(3) by striking out the third sentence.

(c) Subsection (b) of section 217 of such
Act is repealed and subsections (¢), (d), (e),
and (g) are redesignated as subsectlons (b),
(c), (d), and (e), respectively.

(d) Sectlon 222(c) of the Public Health
Bervice Act is amended to read as follows:

*{c) Upon appointment of any such coun-
cll or committee, the Secretary may dele-
gate to such counclil or committee such ad-
visory functions relating to grants-in-aid for
research or training projects or programs, in
the areas or fields with which such counecil or
committee is concerned, as the Secretary de-
termines to be appropriate.”.

(e) Sectlon 301(a) of
amended-—

(1) In paragraph (3), by striking out “as
are recommended” through “for such fiscal
vear" and inserting in lleu thereof “as are
recommended by the advisory council to the
entity of the Department supporting such
projects or, in the case of mental health
projects, by the National Advisory Mental
Health Counecil; and make, upon recom-
mendation of the advisory council to the
entity of the Department involved or the

such Act 1is
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National Advisory Mental Health Councll,
grants-in-aid to public or nonprofit uni-
versities, hospitals, laboratories, and other
institutions for the general support of their
research’;

(2) in paragraph (8), by striking out “rec-
ommendations of the National Advisory
Health Counecil” through “such additional
means” and inserting in lleu thereof ‘“rec-
ommendations of the advisory councils to
the entities of the Department involved or,
with respect to mental health, the National
Advisory Mental Health Council, such addi-
tional means”, and

(3) by adding at the end of the section the
following: “The Secretary may not carry out
this subsection through a national research
institute listed in paragraphs (1) through
(11) of section 401(a).".

Bec. 4. The Comptroller General shall eval-
uate the National Research Service Awards
program under sectlion 461 of the Public
Health Service Act to determine the effect
of the program on the number of physicians
who enter the various medical specialities.
The Comptroller General shall report the
results of such evaluation to the Congress
not later than January 1, 1983.

Sec. 5. Section 317(j) is amended (1) by
striking out “or 4" in paragraph (5) and in-
serting in lleu thereof “(4), or (5)"., (2)
by redesignating paragraph (5) as paragraph
(6), and (3) by adding after paragraph (4)
the following new paragraph:

“(6) For the purpose of grants under sub-
section (a) for preventive health service pro-
grams for tuberculosis there are authorized
to be appropriated $15,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1981, $17,000,000
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1982,
and $19,000,000 for the flscal year ending
September 30, 1983.".

Sec. 6. The Comptroller General of the
United States shall study—

(1) the performance of review functions by
advisory councils to the national research in-
stitutes under sectlon 408(a) (3) (A) of the
Public Health Service Act; and

(2) the performance of review under sec-
tion 472(d) of the Public Health Service Act
of research at the natlonal research insti-
tutes.

The Comptroller General shall, not later
than January 1, 1983, complete the study
under this section and report the results of
it to the Committee on Interstate and For-
elgn Commerce of the House of Represent-
atives and the Committee on Labor and
Hrman Resources of the Senate.

SEc. 7. (a) Whenever in this section (other
than in subsections (k) and (1)(1)) an
amendment 1s expressed in terms of an
amendment to a section or other provision,
the reference shall be considered to be made
to a section or other provision of the Public
Health Service Act.

(b) The second sentence of section 1501
(b) (1) (42 U.B.C. 300k-1(b) (1)) is amended
by striking out “in" and inserting In lleu
thereof “including those In”.

(c) Section 1513(g) (2) (42 U.S.C. 3001-2
(g) (2)) is amended by striking out “three
years” and inserting in lieu thereof “five
years'.

(d) Section 1516(d)(3) (42 U.8.C. 3001-5
(d) (3)) is amended (1) by Inserting after
“of subsection (c) (1) the following: “(but
without regard to the dollar limit prescribed
by subparagraph (A)(i1))", and (2) by in-
serting before ", to the extent” the follow-
ing: “no such agency shall receive a grant
in excess of $3,750,000 and”.

(e) The first sentence of sectlon 1521(c)
(6) (42 US.C. 300m-3(c) (6)) 1s amended by
striking out “section 409" and inserting in
lieu thereof “section 409 or 410".

(f) Section 15627(b) (3) (B) (42 U.8.C. 300m—
6(b) (3) (B)) is amended (1) by striking out
“that (1)" and inserting in llen thereof
“that”, (2) by striking out “, which intends
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to acqulre the controlling Interest or which
intends to use the facility 15" and inserting In
lieu thereof “which intends to acquire the
controlling interest in or use the facility is
(1)", (3) by striking out “and (i1)" and in-
serting In lieu thereof "and”, and (4) by
striking out “or the requirements of clauses
(1) and (1) of subparagraph (B) of para-
graph (1)" and inserting in lieu thereof *, or
(i) & health care facllity which meets the
reculrements of clauses (1), (11), and (iil) of
subparagraph (B) of paragraph (1) and with
respect to 1ts patlents meets the require-
ments of clause (iv) of such subparagraph”.

(g) The last sentence of section 1531(3)
(42 UB.C. 300n(3)) 1s amended (1) by strik-
ing out “An indlvidual” and inserting in lieu
thereof “Notwithstanding subparagraph
(B), an individual”, and (2) by striking out
“an entity” and inserting in lleu thereof
“one or more entities”.

(h) Section 1531(5) (42 U.S.C. 300n(5)) 1s
amended by striking out “maintained or de-
veloped by the Department of Commerce
and’’.

(i) Sectlon 1531(6) (42 U.B.C. 300n(6)) Is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“The term ‘capital expenditure’ does not in-
clude an expenditure made by or on behalfl
of a health care facility for health research
at the facility if the obligation of the expend-
iture or the operating costs of the research
will not affect the charges of the facllity for
the provision of medical or other health
services, if the research will not involve the
provision of such services to patlents of any
health care facility, and if the person mak-
ing the expenditure files a notice with the
State agency of the State In which the fa-
cllity is located describing the nmature of the
research and providing assurances satisfac-
tory to the State agency that the expendl-
ture or operating costs will not affect such
charges and the research does not involve
the provision of medical or other health
services to patients of any health care fa-
cility. A notice required by the preceding
sentence respecting an expenditure shall be
mace in writine and filed with the appro-
priate State agency at least thirty days be-
fore any contractual arrangement is entered
into to make the expenditure.”.

(1) Section 1532(b)(12) (D) (42 US.C.
300n-1(b) (12) (D)) is amended by striking
out “administratively".

(k) Section 124(c) of Public Law 96-79
(93 Stat. 627) Is amended to read as follows:

“{e) (1) Eection 1524(b) (1) (C) 1s amended
by striking out ‘one-third’ and inserting in
lieu thereof "‘one-half’.

“(2) Section 1524(b) (1)(D) 1s amended
(A) by striking out ‘two’ and inserting in
lleu thereof ‘one’, and (B) by striking out
‘an ex officio’ and incerting in lleu thereof
‘a nonvoting, ex officlo’.”.

(13(1) Section 120(b)(2)(A) of Public
Iaw 96-T79 (93 Stat. 630) is amended by
striking out “Health Planning and Resources
Development Amendments of 1979 and in-
gerting Iin leu thereof *“Health Planning
Technical Amendments of 1980".

(2) Section 1521(d) (1)(B) (1) (42 U.S.C.
300m(d) (1) (B) (1)) 1s amended by striking
out “Health Planning and Resources De-
velopment Amendments of 1979" and In-
serting in lleu thereof “Health Planning
Technical Amendments of 1980".

(m) Section 338(a) (42 U.S.C. 254k(a)) Is
amended (1) by striking out "and" after
“1979;”, and (2) by adding before the pe-
riod a semicolon and the following: “and
£04,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1981"".

Sec. 8. This Act and the amendments
made by this Act do mot authorize appro-
priations for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 39, 1980.

The motion was agreed to.
The Senate bill was ordered to be read
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g third time, was read the third time,
and passed.

The title of the Senate bill was
amended so as to read: “A bill to amend
the Public Health Service Act to revise
and extend the authorities under that
act relating to national research insti-
tutes, and for other purposes.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 7036) was
laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks, and to
include extraneous material, on the hill,
H.R. 70386, just under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from California?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS
TO HAVE UNTIL 4 P.M., THURSDAY,
SEPTEMBER 4, 1980, TO FILE MI-
NORITY OR ADDITIONAL VIEWS
ON H.R. 7418, NUCLEAR WASTE RE-
SEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, AND
DEMONSTRATION ACT OF 1980

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs may have
until 4 p.m., Thursday, September 4,
1980, to file minority or additional views
to be printed as a separate part of the
report, on the bill (H.R. 7418) to estab-
lish a research, development, and dem-
onstration program for the disposal of
radioactive wastes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from California?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR PERMANENT SE-
LECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLI-
GENCE TO FILE REPORT ON
HOUSE RESOLUTION 745

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Speaker, on be-
half of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. Boranp) and myself, I ask
unanimous consent that the Permanent
Select Committee on Intelligence have
until midnight tonight to file a report on
House Resolution 745.

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

There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time to inquire of the gentleman from
California (Mr. MineTa), the distin-
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guished acting majority leader, as to the
program for the balance of the week and
next week.

Mr. MINETA. If the distinguished mi-
nority leader will yield, on Monday, Sep-
tember 1, and Tuesday, September 2, the
Labor Day recess, the House will not be
in session.

On Wednesday, September 3, the
House will meet at noon and will first
take up the District of Columbia appro-
priations bill for fiscal year 1981.

Following that, the House will consider
H.R. 7201, health professions educational
assistance and nurse training amend-
ments, an open rule, with 1 hour of gen-
eral debate.

On Thursday, September 4, and Fri-
day, September 5, the House will meet at
10 a.m., and will take up the Private
Calendar.

Following that, the House will consider
House Resolution 745, resolution of in-
quiry directed to the President of the
United States; then we will take up
H.R. 7765, the omnibus budget reconcili-
ation bill.

Then we will take up H.R. 7765, the
omnibus budget reconciliation bill.

If time remains, we will then complete
consideration of H.R. 7235, Rail Act of
1980;

H.R. 6790, Foreign Service Act of 1980,
an open rule, with 1 hour of general
debate;

H.R. 6721, Airport and Airway Im-
provement Act of 1980, a modified rule,
with 215 hours of general debate;

H.R. 7265, DOE authorizations of de-
fense programs, an open rule, with 1 hour
of general debate, the rule already hav-
ing been adopted;

Complete consideration of H.R. 7115,
National Science Foundation authoriza-
tion, fiscal year 1981; and

H.R. 7244, increase U.S. quota in In-
ternational Monetary Fund, an open
rule, with 1 hour of general debate.

The House will adjourn by 3 p.m. on
Friday, and adjournment times on
Wednesday and Thursday will be
announced.

Conference reports may be brought up
at any time, and any further program
will be announced later.

Mr. RHODES. I thank the gentleman.

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO RE-
CEIVE MESSAGES FROM SENATE
AND THE SPEAKER TO SIGN EN-
ROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO-
LUTIONS DULY PASSED, NOT-
WITHSTANDING ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that, notwithstand-
ing any adjournment of the House until
Wednesday, September 3, 1980, the Clerk
be authorized to receive messages from
the Senate and that the Sveaker be au-
thorized to sign any enrolled bills and
joint resolutions duly passed by the two
Houses and found truly enrolled.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from California?

There was no objection.
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AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER TO
ACCEPT RESIGNATIONS, AND TO
APPOINT COMMISSIONS, BOARDS,
AND COMMITTEES, NOTWITH-
STANDING ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that, notwithstand-
ing any adjournment of the House un-
til Wednesday, September 3, 1980, the
Speaker be authorized to accept resigna-
tions, and to appoint commissions,
boards, and committees authorized by
law or by the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from California?

There was no objection.

0] 1440

DISPENSING WITH
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from California.

There was no objection.

CALENDAR
ON

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
SECTIONS 1, 2, AND 3 OF SENATE
AMENDMENT TO H.R. 1197, TON-
NAGE MEASUREMENT SIMPLIFI-
CATION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the Chair appoints as confer-
ees, solely on sections 1, 2, and 3 of the
Senate amendment to HR. 1197, to sim-
plify the tonnage measurement of cer-
tain vessels, and modifications com-
mitted to conference, the following Mem-
bers: Messrs. ASHLEY, MURPHY of New
York, DINGELL, B1AcGI, DE LA GARZA, Mc-
CLOSKEY, SNYDER, and LENT.

There was no objection.

DEATH OF GOV. JAMES B. LONGLEY

(Mrs. SNOWE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mrs. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to-
day in order to bring to the attention
of my colleagues the sad news of the
recent death of former Gov. James B.
Longley of Maine.

I would like to take this occasion to
share with the other Members of the
House some thoughts about the late
Governor, and to place in the record the
eulogy written for Governor Longley by
his former administrative assistant, and
close friend, Jim McGregor.

This eulogy praising Governor Longley
is most appropriate since it was with
true sadness and regret that we learned
of his death last week.

Governor Longley will be remembered
as one of Maine’s most outstanding pub-
lic servants. He will be remembered not
only for what he did but for what he
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stood for as well. He will be remembered
for his dedication to service, for his com-
mitment to principle, and for his pursuit
for those causes in which he so deeply
believed.

As a Governor, Jim Longley placed
principle ahead of politics. For those of
us who served in the Maine Legislature
during his tenure as Maine's chief ex-
ecutive, we can look with admiration
and respect to the energy and dedication
he brought to the office. Never once did
he duck a tough issue. Never once did
he pass the buck when he was faced with
a difficult decision.

His accomplishments as Governor will
surely be recorded in history as extraor-
dinary. When others in such tough times
may have thrown in the towel, Jim
Longley stood up and fought with re-
markable success for fiscal restraint, for
government that was closer to the peo-
ple, and for a government that tried to
allow for new hope and opportunity for
all people from all walks of life.

But Jim Longley will be remembered
not merely for his accomplishments as
Governor. He will be remembered as a
truly fine and decent man, a man willing
to lend a helping hand to a person in
need, a man committed above all else
to doing what he believed was right,
and a man of total devotion to his
family.

Jim Longley will be missed. We owe
him our gratitude for making Maine a
better place to live.

Mr. McGregor’'s eulogy follows:
EUvLOGY FOR AN UnNcoMMoN MaN, Gov. JAMES
B. LONGLEY 1924-80

Jim Longley was a good man.

Ordinarily, that would be a sufficlent
eulogy for any individual, However, some-
thing more begs to be said about the former
Maine governor.

Most of us are common men and although
our passing might be mourned by family
and a circle of close friends, our absence
from the Earth usually won't leave a perma-
nent scar. Although we might not like to
admit it, any gaps we might leave behind will
heal almost as quickly as the raw earth that
will cover our graves. But, the death of an
uncommon man leaves volds in soclety
that will never be completely filled.

A few uncommon men are born each gen-
eration and they generally achieve success
and greatness. That is because they possess
qualities that would have made them leaders,
no matter what time in history they ap-
peared. Whether it be by fate or design, they
come among us to lead, to establish stand-
ards for a quality of life, and to preserve
and perpetuate the dignity of mankind.

Jim Longley was such a man.

Most Maine people and, indeed, many
throughout the country know the Jim
Longley story— the guy who defied the odds
and won, no matter if it was a journey from
rags to success in business or the taking of
8 200-to-one shot in a governor's race and
winning. Whether it was in high school, col-
lege, business or politics he was the leader;
never the follower. He led the parade. He
dared to be great. He prevalled against all
odds.

He was, In a sense. a rare combination of
Don Quixote and Sir Thomas More. Like
the idealistic Don, he dreamed the impossible
dream; but unlike literature’s great cru-
sader, Jim Longley left his path strewn

with deeds. Yet, his visions were that of Don
Quixote and, like that often perplexing Sir

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Thomas, he was moralistic to an exacting
fault.

Jim Longley was driven to perform; to
totally utilize the talents and gifts with
which he had been anointed.

As a result, he planted far more flowers
than he picked.

He wiped away more tears than he caused.

He had an innate sense for fairness and
justice, and he practiced what he preached
in that regard.

A final tally shows that he gave to the
world far more than he took during his years
upon this Earth. It is a far better place be-
cause he passed through.

Jim Longley obtained success, fame, and
the respect and admiration of a nation of
people because he was an uncommon man.
He possessed uncommon Iintelligence, un-
common Insights, uncommon drive, and un-
common ambitions. As a result, he was not
always a patlent man, and he was often de-
manding of people whom he felt were not
performing to the best of their abilitles. But,
these traits were his working tools and they
sometimes temporarily concealed from pub-
lic view the compassion, caring and under-
standing which marked the real Jim Longley.

He was as tough as nalls when it came to
getting a job done. He gave 150 percent to
every task, whether it was chairing a local
United Way drive, building his business into
one of the country's best, becoming Malne's
first independent governor, or doing in polit-
ical office what he told the people he would
do.

Yet, he was an old softie when 1t came to
people with problems. As governor, he didn't
waste a lot of time on programs for pcople
who had the ability to fend for themselves.
Instead, he reserved his compassion, and
many state dollars, for retarded children and
adults at Pineland Center. He made more
trips to Thomaston Prison than any governor
ever had. He became personally involved in
the lives of families who wrote or called the
governor's office with a problem. He didn’t
take the easy out and buck them to an alde.

In his lifetime, he probably set a record
for visiting the most people in hospitals and
for attending the most funerals. He picked
up hitchhikers, bought bus tickets for
stranded wanderers, pald college tultions for
underprivileged youths, coached a hockey
team for an orphanage, and balled friends
and strangers alike out of personal and fi-
nancial crises.

I've considered myself very lucky because
I had the opportunity to work closely for
five years with Jim Longley . . . in his gu-
bernatorial campalgn and as his administra-
tive assistant while he served as governor. I
consider myself even more fortunate to have
been his frlend. I had the chance to stand
in a very tall shadow.

Be that as it may, being a frlend of and
caring for an uncommon man is not purely
a blessing. It also carries with it a curse,

The uncommon man will. never be for-
gotten and the lives of those left behind will
never be quite the same again. For the fam-
ily members and friends who loved Jim
Longley, the mourning will never completely
end, no matter how many years pass. Time
simply will not heal the wounds. Every day
there will be a remembrance; hearts will feel
heavy and ache a little; and an occasinms?
tear will fall.

That 1s the curse of caring for an uncom-
mon man.

The mark Jim Longley left on the govern-
ment of Maine during the four years he
served as governor will be a permanent and
positive one. He utilized every minute he
served to the fullest. He established bench-
mar™s for performance, for service and for
excellence.

He removed the appointment of judges
from the partisan political process by estab-
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lishing & system of making the judicial ap-
pointments on the basis of character and
legal ability.

When Jim Longley assumed office in Jan-
uary of 1975, he was confronted with pre-
dictions by some political leaders that the
state would need to raise 50-to-100 million
dollars in additional taxes to keep pace with
infiation and to accommodate the ever-in-
creasing demands upon government for serv-
ices. However, the independent from Lewis-
ton had visited the mils, the factories and
the small businesses throughout the state
and he entered office with the knowledge
that the working men and women of Maine
were already having a difficult time surviving
and that they could not shoulder a greater
tax burden. By combining his unique talents
as a businessman with his personal philos-
ophy of fiscal conservatism and liberal hu-
manitarianism he was able to not only hold
the line on state budgets, but also to write
new political history by giving the people
tax rebates. He had the political courage to
say no to programs that benefitted the
bureaucracy more than they did the people
and he had the compassion to increase gov-
ernment funding in areas where there was
true need.

In the areas of industrial and economic
development, Jim Longley became perhaps
the most active and successful salesman this
state has ever seen. He personally called on
businesses and industries throughout the na-
tion, telling them of the beauty of Malne
and her people and the work ethic of the
clitizens here. His track record in this area
has been well recorded. Literally thousands
of new jobs were created because of his
personal involvement and dedication.

These were tangible accomplishments, but
the intangible gifts Jim Longley left may
be even more important. At a time In Ameri-
can history when people in America were los-
ing faith in government, he demonstrated
that honesty and true public service could
still exist. He demonstrated that the average
citizen can still have an impact on govern-
ment. He proved, for an entire nation to
see, that one man can make a difference.

Jim Longley did not serve at an easy time.
Indeed, the state not only was experiencing
its biggest financial problems ever, but it
was also beset by major soclal and economic
conditions. The novice governor was con-
fronted on an almost daily basls for four
years with problems dealing with the Maine
Indian Land Claims, the right-to-treatment
suit at Pineland Center, the proposed closing
of Loring Air Force Base, and unrest in our
prisons. During Jim Longley's term, he
fought to retaln Loring Air Force Base, the
Pineland right-to-treatment suit was settled
out of court, the Indian land clalms were
modified where the people of Maine would
not be recuired to pay a harsh penalty, and
potentlally explosive situations at the pris-
ons were cooled time and time agaln because
of the governcr's personal intervention.

History will no doubt reflect that the State
of Maine was very fortunate to have a man
with Jim ILonglev's leadership capabilities at
the helm during a time when Maine lost her
innrocence and moved into the malinstream
of 20th century problems and issues.

Jim Lonesley can be rememhered for many
things. Indeed, his contributions to his com-
munity, his state end its covernment, and to
business could fill many pages. However, I
think he would want to be remembered, not
for his successes or hils accomplishments as
governor, but for the simole fact that while
in office he tried every single day to be exact-
ly what he told the people of Maine he would
be. Staving on that course was an obsesslon
with him during the four years he served
as governor. The fact that he accomplished
that oblective constituted his proudest and
fondest memory after he left office.
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But, the uncommon nature of Jim Long-
ley may, in the final analysis, be best evi-
denced In the way he died. After he knew
that his bout with cancer had been unsuc-
cessful and after he had done everything he
could to use his own illness to help doctors
treat others, he accepted his own mortality
with grace and dignity.

He wasted little time saying ‘“why me" and
immediately set about to put his affalrs in
order and to provide strength and encourage-
ment to those who were crushed by his

misfortune.
He played with the cards dealt him and

complained not that someone else had re-
ceived a better hand. “No matter what hap-
pens,” he said over and over again in ihe
final months, “I have been one lucky guy.”

The world, the nation, and particularly
the State of Maine, are better places to live
because Jim Longley passed through; so are
the individuals whose lives he touched, no
matter how brief the encounter. The positive
impact that having known him will have on
our lives will far outweigh the curse we will
suffer for having loved and cared for an un-
common man,

Since Jim Longley could have been a man
for any time, Shakespeare could well have
penned an appropriate epitaph when he
wrote . . . in the final scene from Hamlet.
“Now cracks a noble heart. Good night, sweet

prince,
And flights of angels sing thee to thy
rest!”

THE SOCIAL SECURITY SOLUTION

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, some
have argued in recent days against off-
setting social security taxes through a
refundable income tax credit. It is alleged
that a proposal like this would postpone
a confrontation with the really tough
social security problems because it would
take pressure off the Congress to remedy
the same. It is implied, furthermore, that
the social security system will suffer di-
rectly from passage of such legislation.

The truth is that H.R. 7046 in no way
weakens the social security trust funds.
Scheduled payroll taxes for the next 2
years will remain in effect. Revenue to
the trust funds is unaffected by a credit
against income taxes that takes payroll
taxes into account.

Further, the truth is that HR. 70486,
if enacted, will heighten the pressure on
the Social Security Subcommittee, on
which I proudly serve, to confront the
problems we all recognize do exist. If we
fail to address the social security tax level
we will continue to fail to address the
underlying problems in social security
which must be solved for the sake of
generations to come.

The truth is, as explained in my ex-
tended remarks, that H.R. 7046 will stim-
ulate employment, reduce inflation, coun-
ter the recession and hasten social secu-
rity reform.

HoUsE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., August 27, 1980.

DEAR COLLEAGUE: Whether you are a Re-
publican, & Democrat, or an Independent, we
all agree that the economy is in trouble and
that we should do something about it. In-
flation, recession, and unemployment haunt
every legislative declsion we make. What we
disagree on is the solution.
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Most people believe a tax cut should be
part of the solution, but there is disagree-
ment as to when a tax bill should be con-
sidered or passed. My purpose in writing 1s
not to argue that question, but to concentrate
on the merits of a Social Security tax credit
as opposed to a general individual income tax
cut.

In my opinion, our goal in terms of tax
policy should be to take small but long range
steps that will address inflation, the reces-
slon, and unemployment, preferably at one
and the same time. In other words, a tax
cut that would be non-inflationary, reduce
unemployment, yet stimulate productivity as
& key to ending the recession, would be the
optimum. Can we agree on such a plan? I
think we can.

1 would offer to you the Soclal Security
Payroll Credit Act of 1980. H'R. 7046 would
provide employers, employees, and the self-
employed with a refundable credit against
income taxes equal to 10% of their payroll
taxes. If enacted and made effective Janu-
ary 1, 1981, it would cost the Treasury ap-
proximately $10.4 billion in FY 1981.

WHY SOCIAL SECURITY TAXES?

You may ask why I focus on payroll taxes.
One of my subcommittee assignments on
Weys and Means includes Social Security. I
participated in the 1977 debates that re-
sulted in the payroll tax increases that we
felt, and I still believe, are necessary to
restore fiscal soundness to the Social Se-
curity trust funds. Long-term reform of the
Social Security System is on our Subcom-
mittee's agenda for the 97th Congress, but
the payroll tax increases will still take place
as scheduled. On January 1, 1881, payroll
taxes will increase to 6.65 percent on em-
plovers and emplovees uo to $§29.700.

Yet, unlike local real property taxes or
State Income taxes, payroll taxes are not
taken into account when figuring one’s Fed-
eral income tax. I believe a universal tax
system like the Federal income tax should
take into account each taxpayer's total bur-
den. This iz true especially when taxes are
Increasing dramatically as they are. Federal
income and Social SBecurity taxes ylelded an
eTective tax rate of 10.2 percent in 1964 for
a typical family of four—in 1981, that rate
will have risen to 17.8 percent.

In 1981, Social Security taxes for indi-
viduals will rise $6,236. A tax credit slightly
over 8 percent would compensate for this.
At 10 percent, the bill arguably looks back
to the increases borne over the last three
years that went unnoticed by Congress in
the opinion of mo:t taxpayers despite the
tax cuts enacted In the Revenue Act of 1978.
The concept in H.R. 7046, at whatever per-
centage, offers us a flexible opportunity to
tell our taxpayers that we recognize the
burden they bear and are doing something
about it. This, in turn, will heighten the
need to deal with the really tough Social
Security problems next year.

WHY NOT THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
APPROACH?

The Senate Finance Committee has taken
one approach. For $11.1 billion in FY 1981,
they have recommended increasing the per-
sonal exemption, the standard deduction
(zero bracket amount), and the earned in-
come credit; a new deduction to redress the
marriage penalty In part; and tax rate re-
ductions for all income categories. Ad-
mittedly, the Finance Committee feels that
this package takes into account Iinflation
and increases in the payroll tax. But I chal-
lenge you to explain to your constituents
how a change in the “zero bracket amount”
or the "earned income credit" balances out
payroll tax increases. Does a tax cut of
$1.468 billion for taxpayers making over
$200,000 make sense to the unemployed?
Does increasing the deficit by $20 billion
in this manner hope to be anything but
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inflationary? Will $300 milllon for working
couples increase their productivity? I think
not.

WHY NOT THE BEST?

In this season of political alternatives, one
might also ask, is the Social Security Pay-
roll Credit Act the best tax cut available?
I doubt seriously that we could ever agree
on what Is the best approach in this regard.
A comparison of the allocation of revenues
under a payroll credit to general rate cuts
attached hereto is evidence enough for me
as to the better approach. I submit that
H.R. 7046 offers the following other ad-
vantages over what the Senate Finance Com-
mittee has produced:

H.R. 7046 STIMULATES EMPLOYMENT

Unemployment rose from 7.0% to T.7%
between April and May and is expected to
rise to 8.5% by the end of 1960. This makes
the employment-stimulation features of
H.R. 7046 especially attractive. On the aver-
age it takes $40,000 in capital for the crea-
tion of each new job. H.R. 7046 lowers labor
costs directly and thus could lead to the
creation of as many as 250,000 jobs. CBO
estimates it would reduce the unemploy-
ment rate by .2%.

Moreover, the payroll tax credit would
have an especially favorable impact upon
the service sector of our economy in which
a high proportion of minorities and women
are employed. A payroll tax credit will create
jobs among those who have the most tenuous
hold on employment and who are particu-
larly hard hit by the recession.

H.R. 7046 REDUCES INFLATION

Because the payroll tax credit reduces the
cost of labor, it will result in lower costs of
goods and services. CBO estimates that the
proposal would lower the Consumer Price
Index by as much as .3% because employers
will use the credit to hold back commodity
price increases. CBO also estimates that real
GNP would be almost $8 billion higher in FY
1982. A payroll tax credit is more than mere-
1y non-inflationary—it will have a positive
impact on the inflation rate.

H.R. 7046 COUNTERS THE RECESSION

Because it will increase purchasing power,
create more job opportunities, and lower the
rate of unemployment, reduce labor costs
and thus lower the cost of goods and services,
and increase real GNP, this proposal is a par-
ticularly effective step towards easing the
current recession.

Coupled with proposals for increased de-
preciation to f~vor the capital intensive sec-
tor of our economy, I believe the Social Se-
curity Payroll Credit Act provides the solu-
tion we are looking for. This tax credit com-
plements those proposals because its benefits
flow more to labor-intensive businesses, such
as the service sector, which contribute the
bulk of our GNP.

Yet a payroll tax credit also encourages
investment in capital and training through-
out the economy. By reducing labor costs
and adding to business cash flow, the pro-
posal would provide internally generated
funds for investment. At a time when high
interest rates discourage borrowing, this
credit would have a positive lmpact on in-
creasing productivity.

CONCLUSION

I am not the only person who endorses the
payroll tax credit approach. The following
endorsements speak for themselves:

“There is an easy alternative: Simply grant
a refundable credit agalnst Income taxes for
a specified percentage of payroll taxes paid.
Congressman Gephardt, for example, has in-
troduced a bill pegging the cut at 20 percent
for both employers and employees. This would
do the trick.”

(Walter W. Heller, Regents' Professor Eco-
nomies, University of Minnesota, August 2,
1979.)
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u“Soclal Securlty tax reductions work
through & number of channels . . . While on
balance the effects of payroll tax reductlons
work more slowly than income tax reductions,
the effects are thought to be somewhat larger
and last longer . . . The biggest attraction of
Social Security tax reductions Is that the re-
duced business costs tend to offset the effects
of higher output on prices, giving a tempo-
rary assist to the tradeoff between unem-
ployment and inflation.”

(Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, Divislon of Research and Statisties,
October 15, 1879.)

“Legislation has been introduced—H.R.
7046 by Representative Gephardt and S. 2920
by Senator Bradley—that would provide a re-
fundable tax credit equal to 10 percent of
the Social Security contributions of employ-
e=s, employers and the self-employed . . .
This type of tax cut would more than offset
the scheduled increase for most wage earn-
ers, while not affecting the financial stability
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of the Social Securlty Trust Fund. Such a tax
cut would meet the standards of fairness,
tarreted relief to those who nce? it and help
in the fight against recession—standards we
belleve should be applied to every tax cut
proposal.”

(Lane Kirkland,
July 20, 1980.)

The Social Security Payroll Credit Act of
1980, H.R. 7046, is no panacea to all our eco-
nomic problems. But of all the proposals that
have been offered in the last few weeks, it is
the one which Is best calculated to offer im-
mediate benefits to Individuals, provide a
needed stimulus to business, encourage em-
ployment and counter the recession, and yet
not be Inflationary. Thus, I belleve this pro-
posal offers the most responsible way to keep
faith with the American people. For that
reason alone, it merits the support of Mem-
bers cn both sides of the aisle.

Yours very truly,
RiceaRDp A. GEPHARDT.

Presldent, AFL-CIO,

DISTRIBUTION OF INDIVIDUAL TAX CUT BY INCOME CLASS
[1979 income levels, in millions of dollars]

Tax increases under current law:

Inflation minus
interest exclusion

Income class Social security

Tax reduction
proposal including
capital gains
reduction

10 percent
social secuiity
payroll credi

4T R
$510 310
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6, 936
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Joint Committee on Taxation, Aug. 22, 1980,

EXTENDING THE PROHIBITION ON
ARBITRARY IRS AUDITS OF INDE-
PENDENT CONTRACTORS

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

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I am to-
day introducing legislation to extend the
ban on reclassification of independent
contractors by the Internal Revenue
Service as employees for tax purposes.
My bill would extend the ban that was
written into both the Revenue Act of
1978 and Public Law 96-167 until Janu-
ary 1, 1983. If we do not act, the ban will
run out at the end of the year.

This entire program was precipitated,
as my colleagues will remember, by the
sudden decision by the IRS in the early
1970's to begin reclassifying independent
contractors as employees.

There are crucial differences in tax
status between employees and independ-
ent contractors. When an individual is
classified as an employee, the employer
is required to act as a collecting agent
for the Federal Government, withhold-
ing and remitting to the Treasury both
income taxes and the employees’ share
of social security taxes, while also paying
unemployment taxes and the employer's
share of social security taxes. If an indi-
vidual is classified as an indepencent
contractor, though, he is responsible for
paying his own income tax and self-em-
ployment taxes.

In years past, the determination of in-

dependent contractor status was made
under the common law test. This system
worked smoothly and fairly, providing
certainty to all parties involved.

Unfortunately, in the early 1970’s the
IRS arbitrarily decided to begin reclassi-
fying as employees workers who previ-
ously had met the common law test for
independent contractor status. This pol-
icy ran contrary not only to previous
court decisions but also to published rev-
enue rulings and private IRS letter rul-
ings and tax audits of the very busi-
nesses whose independent contractors
were being reclassified. Obviously, this
was an extremely unfair and irrational
situation. These reclassifications were
retroactive, and they presented many
companies with huge back tax assess-
ments.

In addition, they removed the cer-
tainty upon which companies making
use of independent contractors had relied
in the past. Of course, the redesignations
also hurt the individuals involved, since
they suddenly lost their status as inde-
pendent contractors and became subject
to the strictures of employee status.

In 1976, reacting to what they saw as
an obvious injustice, both Houses of Con-
gress backed a statement in the confer-
ence report on the Tax Reform Act of
1976 which urged the IRS “not to apply
any changed position or any newly stated
position which is inconsistent with a
prior general audit position in this gen-
eral subject area to past, as opposed to
future taxable years” until the comple-
tion of a study by the staff of the Joint
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Committee on Taxation. The IRS,
though, ignored this judgment and con-
tinued to initiate audits and to assess
businesses with taxes resulting from
these reclassifications.

By reclassifying independent contrac-
tors in over 14 industries, the IRS was in
effect reversing 50 years of past audit
practices. Real estate brokers, insurance
agents, direct sellers, beauticians, service
station operators, loggers, and others
were being asked to pay these back taxes
on hundreds of individuals who had his-
torically considered themselves inde-
pendent contractors. It was clear that a
legislative remedy had to be found.

In response to this need, I introduced,
as did Congressman GEPHARDT and Sena-
tor DoLk, legislation to call an immediate
halt to audits inconsistent with practices
in effect as of January 1976. This legis-
lation drew a great deal of support in the
Congress, and the Revenue Act of 1978
included a provision prohibiting the IRS
from applying any new or changed posi-
tion with respect to an individual’s tax
status for employment tax purposes if
the position was inconsistent with pre-
1976 practices. This legislation also ter-
minated any tax liabilities for taxpayers
who had a reasonable basis for treating
workers other than as employees. In De-
cember of last year, Congress extended
the prohibition on IRS actions in this
area until January 1, 1981. That date,
needless to say, is approaching rapidly.

My bill would extend the ban on IRS
activity for 2 years. Since it is clear that
Congress needs a sufficient amount of
time to consider this issue, a ban of this
length is absolutely necessary. It will per-
mit the 97th Congress to act rationally,
without the need for yet another year-
end rush to enact a l-year extension,
as happened last year and could happen
this year.

I am a supporter of H.R. 3245, intro-
duced by Congressman GEPHARDT, Which
would establish firm criteria to be met
by independent contractors in order to
qualify for the tax status which has made
sense for them for so many years. Re-
gardless of the final determination made
by Congress on that legislation, though,
it is important that we act now to stop
any improper audit actions by the IRS.
Congress, not the bureaucracy, must
make tax law in this area.

Following is the text of my bill:

A bill to extend for an additional 2 years
certain provisions relating to controversles
involving whether individuals are employ-
ees for purposes of the employment taxes
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That (a)

subsection (a) of section 530 of the Revenue

Act of 1978 (relating to termination of cer-

tain employment tax liability for perlods be-

fore 1981) is amended—

(1) by striking out “January 1, 1981" in
paragraphs (1) (A) and (3) and inserting in
lieu thereof “January 1, 1983",

(2) by striking out “1981" in the subsec-
tlon heading and inserting in lleu thereof
1983", and

(3) by striking out “1979 and 18980" in the
heading for paragraph (3) and inserting in
lieu thereof “POST-1978".

(b) Subsection (b) of section 530 of the
Revenue Act of 1978 (relating to prohibition
against regulations and rulings on employ-
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ment status) is amended by striking out
“January 1, 1981" and inserting in lieu there-
of “January 1, 1983".

LAMEDUCK SESSION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Arizona (Mr. RHODES) is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, the pro-
posal by the majority to hold a lameduck
session in November is tacit admission
that they have become legislatively
musclebound, and unable to do the pub-
lic’s work. I am reminded of the words
of the great Winston Churchill, who in
similar circumstances described the fum-
bling opposition this way:

They are decided only to be undecided,
resolved only to be irresolute, adamant for
drift, solid for fluidity, and all-powerful for
impotence.

During the course of our history, lame-
duck sessions previously have been held
only under extraordinary circumstances,
events of national emergency and great
demand for congressional action. This
proposal simply represents the majority
throwing down its tools, walking away
from the job, admitting it has frittered
away its time, and has failed the Ameri-
can pzople in responsibility.

It is not difficult to fathom the ration-
ale behind calling a convocation of limp-
ing ducks into session after the election.
The majority simply wants to duck hav-
ing to vote on tough issues before the
election. The majority has dilly dallied
around, failed to establish or follow any
priorities, and now finds itself with a
long list of so-called must legislation
that there is strong doubt is really nec-
essary.

The 96th Congress has not distin-
guished itself either in quality or ade-
quacy of its legislative output. It has
compiled a record of copious procrasti-
nation, which has resulted in a legislative
logjam. The plain fact is that the ma-
jority is trying to dodge establishing a
record on key issues prior to facing the
electorate. Rather than running on its
record, it is running away from having
a record, simply by ducking the issues.

The American people, in good faith,
elected the Congress to do a job. Now the
majority claims that it simply cannot
finish its work load before its chosen
adjournment date. It would seem to me
to be more logical to stay here on the
job, to take care of legislation that is
important, to fulfill our obligation to the
public, assumed when we were elected
to the Congress.

By keeping at it until mid-October,
much of the legislative backup could be
cleared away. I do not know just what
the majority believes the political ad-
vantage will be to spend more time at
home explaining why Congress cannot
perform, rather than keeping on the job
lpng enough to do the work. We Repub-
licans certainly are willing to remain at
our posts, to meet often and long, to
finish the session with important legisla-
tion considered and dealt with. We cer-
tainly intend to let the American people
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know that the self-declared deadline for
a legisiative cutoff is an arbitrary, and
we believe irresponsible, choice made
solely by the majority on the basis of po-
litical expediency.

The Congress changed the date of the
beginning of the fiscal year so that it
would have sufficient time to consider
appropriations. Yet we find many of them
unresolved as we go into the final month
of this fiscal year. Consideration under
the pressure of an adjournment dead-
line is not conducive to good legislation.
But, again, perhaps that is by design,
aimed at getting through dubious fund-
ing that would be weeded out under more
careful consideration.

There is a great moral guestion con-
cerning the appropriateness of a lame-
duck session, after the people have made
their choice at the polls. There is the
possibility, and I believe with the politi-
cal machinations already exercised by the
majority, the probability, that unwise
legislation concerning appointive powers
and spending measures could be rail-
roaded through with the votes of those
the public has rejected for service in the
Congress. Particularly is this a possibility
if Mr. Reagan is elected President.

As I travel around this Nation, I find
a great deal of popular displeasure with
the Congress, which indicates to me that
there may well be sizable changes in the
political alinement in November. It
would be a travesty on responsibility for
a lameduck session to enact legislation
unwanted by the people.

I see nothing on the crisis horizon
that would justify a lameduck session.
One has not been held in a Presidential
year since 1948, when it became neces-
sary to swear in Members and extend
the life of the Hoover Reform Commis-
sion. By any measure of national need,
this procosed session represents a capri-
cious decision by the majority to avoid
its responsibility. There simply is no
Justification for failing to stick to it and
get the job done before going home to
campaign.

For the past 25 straight years we have
had one-party rule of the Congress. The
majority apparently has become so ac-
customed to running the show that they
new feel they can ignore the public in-
terest with impunity, work when and
however they wish, and let the public’s
business go by the boards. I do not be-
lieve the American people are in the
mood to be politically manipulated this
year. I am certain that they will see
through this grandstand play, that they
will object to the sham, and will not
buy the story that Congress is just so
busy doing so much that it cannot get
it done in 9 months. They will realize
that this proposed postelection session
has been arranged at the convenience of
a callous majority, at the inconvenience
of the national interest.

It is a sad culmination of a quarter
of a century of gathering arrogance, and
illustrates graphically the deterioration
of Government when one party stays too
long in the saddle. The majority may
make its choice—and the public then
will make theirs. I am betting that a
late November session will be populated
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by a greater number of lameducks than
the then former majority anticipates.

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

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to agree with the gentleman’s re-
marks. My leader, as usual, has told it
the way it is. It is a copout.

I have been turning over in my mind
some of the things that should be done
before this Congress goes to its account-
ing with the people. It is pretty appar-
ent that they are the reasons more than
anything else for the lameduck sessions,
such things as the second budget resolu-
tion, such things as the more contro-
versial appropriations, many of which
will apparently not be completed by the
time of our recess for the election period.

It is pretty obvious that the leader-
ship wishes to avoid having to account
for these votes to the American people
and that that is the primary reason for
the lameduck session, rather than a
limitation on the time which is available
to us precluding accomplishment of
these various controversial measures.

I do think that if our democracy is to
work properly, the people have a right
to judge how their representatives are
voting on the most controversial mat-
ters, usually the last things to come up
at the time of election, rather than 2
yvears and a few months later, which is
the effect if we put these controversial
matters over.

I deeply regret that we are not per-
forming our function and having our ac-
counting with the American people in
the way we should.

I personally think that a substantial
part of this is a failure of leadership at
the Presidential level. In the 16 years I
have been in Congress I have concluded
that our system does depend heavily on
Presidential leadership. Many people
seeing the disarray of the 96th Congress
say to me, “Well, I suppose you're
smacking your lips and rubbing your
hands as a minority Member because
the President, the administration, and
the Democratic leaders of the Congress
are failing to meet their obligations in
such a notorious way.”

But quite frankly, it has been my ex-
perience that this is not a satisfactory
environment in which to work, that as a
minority Member, I would much rather
respond to policy than to dwell in the
swamps of nonpolicy.

I would much rather react and on
occasion follow good leadership than I
would find myself trying to create some
sort of positive leadership as a minority
Member myself.

I deeply regret that the President has
not projected his leadership, his con-
cept of government and his obligation to
generate policy into the Congress so
that we can have the kind of response
here that will give us a sense of accomp-
lishment and permit the citizens branch
here to follow the expertise that a good
executive branch should be capable of
in the type of system we have. So I
blame him as much as I blame our own
majority leaders here in the Congress.
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I hope that we will find the public
being aware of this, despite the failure
to complete our legislative accounting
before the election.

Mr. RHODES. Well, I thank the gen-
tleman from New York. I could not agree
with him more. I think he would agree
also, however, that it would certainly be
a more salutory situation if, indeed, the
leadership of the majority of this party
could face up to the fact that there is
not a lot of leadership or a lot of stim-
ulus from the executive branch, and in
spite of that lack of leadership to rise
to the occasion and to enact a legisla-
tive program on time which is required
for the benefit of the country, instead of
actually just saying, “Well, you know,
there is nothing we can do about it.
Therefore, let us do not do anything that
might cause the voters to be any madder
than they now are.”

Mr. CONABLE. Well, that is a good
point.

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that in
most situations of this sort where we
have coequal branches of Government
where there is a failure of leadership on
one level, strong people come forward on
another level and fill the vacuum. That
has not happened in this Congress. We
have wallowed. We have not had a strong
policy line generated anywhere. The re-
sult is that it is an abysmal record of
accomplishment in the 96th Congress,
one that I think should, as the gentleman
has stated, declare to the American peo-
ple the bankruptey of the current ma-
jority party leadership.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to yield to the gentleman on my
right.

Mr. CARR. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to thank the distinguished minority
leader for yielding and congratulate him
on his efforts to shut Congress down be-
fore the election. All of us would like
nothing better than to have little or
nothing to do for the months of Novem-
ber and December, as has been the con-
gressional tradition all these years.

I know that my taxpayers will aspire
to his leadership in trying to figure out
a way that you can get paid for 2 months
without having to work for it.

Mr. RHODES. I think the gentleman
has completely misunderstood the thrust
of the minority leader’s statement. What
I was trying to do is to get the gentle-
man and his Democratic colleagues to
work until the 18th of October instead
of knocking off on the 4th of October, so
that we can get the job done.

I do not see any reason why we should
come barck after the election with a lot
of lameducks. We did away with lame-
duck sessions when the 20th amendment
was adopted. I am sure the gentleman is
too young to remember that, but I re-
member it very well, with my silver hair
and hoary age.

Mr. CARR. Well, if the gentleman
would yield further, I would be glad par-
ticularly in recognition to his giving me
token opposition this year to work right
up until election eve. I just would like to
be there so I can cast my own vote for
myself; but I would like nothing better
than to do nothing and have a great old
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time and a vacation for the months of
November and December. If that is the
gentleman’s will, I think most of my
voters would aspire to the gentleman’s
leadership.

Mr. RHODES. I am pleased to have the
gentleman’s support.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the distin-
guished minority whip, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. MICHEL) .

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the distinguished minority leader
yielding and I want to commend him for
his leadership here in pointing out the
sham that is being perpetrated upon
members of the minority particularly.
and the gentleman from New York who
preceded me with pointing out those
specific measures which should be en-
acted before a formal adjournment of
this Congress and particularly before the
election, but which will be delayed until
afterward for obvious reasons.

I guess, Mr. Speaker, if I would make a
contribution to this effort here, that it
would be in this frame of reference.

When I retire from this body, I hope to
take back to Peoria with me a few per-
sonal mementos of my years here and
the friendship of the colleagues with
whom I have served.

I will not take my desk or my equip-
ment, my stationery or the carpet on the
floor. They do not belong to me. They
belong to the people. When I retire, they
will be passed along to someone else.
They will be passed along with a card
that will give the Member who replaces
me the right to vote on behalf of the
people. The vote is not mine any more
than are the desks and the chairs and
the lamps.

When my successor is elected, under
whatever circumstance, I will be the
lameduck, and I sincerely hope that
whenever that time comes I am not
called back here to Washington to cast
a vote that is, in theory no longer mine.
I will come back, all right, and occupy
the office and use the desk and the sta-
tionery. But I do not want to have to use
the vote. The desks are a dime a dozen,
piled high in warehouses all over this
town. The vote, that is a different matter.
It is a precious, rare and honored treas-
ure that people of this Nation allow 1 of
every 450,000 to use as they see fit. When
they take it away it is for good reason.
When it is relinquished, it is relinquished
for good. As far as I am concerned we all
have a moral obligation to respect the
ownership of that vote. We have no right
to rush back here like a herd of carnival
goers on the last day of the fair and
throw it around as though it was just
another ring to be tossed at the milk
bottles.

Rump sessions or lameduck sessions
are a part of our history. That is true.
But that part of our history has been
written, sealed and put on the library
shelves. Modern communication and
transportation have eliminated the need
for them. Lameduck sessions have their
place in times of emergency. That is also
true. But in times of emergency in this
country, many laws, many traditions and
many otherwise legitimate practices are
put aside, but never lightly or without
good reason.
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This is not the 19th century, nor is it
a time of national emergency. This is a
time when the Congress of this land has
neither the gumption, nor the will, nor
the decency to do the people’s work in
the prescribed amount of time. This is
a time when the Congress has to cower
under the shadow of a national election
and run and hide behind the protective
cover of the days and weeks after the
election. Only then can this Congress
work its will without fear of being pun-
ished for working against the public will.

It is an embarrassment. The people
know the calling of a lameduck session
does not suggest that we in this House
are working so hard and long that there
just is not enough time. It does suggest
that we, in a great democracy, are too
weak to legislate in the light of day. It
suggests that the Congress intends to
openly repudiate the decisions the voters
will make November 4.

A lameduck session is lame polities, it
is lame government, and it is a lame at-
tempt at deceit.

I am not new at this game. I have been
around a long time and I know the rea-
sons behind the calling of the session.
However, you do not have to be a veter-
an of the House to understand what is
going on. You know what is going on if
you have been hanging around this floor
for the past 2 years waiting and waiting
and waiting for the leadership to call
up the important bills, the budget bills,
the appropriation bills, the reconciliation
bills, and authorization bills. Delay has
been the tactic. Confusion has been the
strategy and subterfuge the ultimate
goal. The leadership, as we know here, is
caught in a time warp. They are stuck
with a bushel full of bills, a pouch full
of promises and a yellowed parchment
full of principles straight out of one dec-
ade while the American people are liv-
ing in another. The leadership has to
catch up with the country, hope the
country digresses back a decade or two,
or do their legislating after the election,
but before a whole new set of lawmakers
from the 1980's enter. And those new
Members will be here. That is what is
going on. I just hope the American peo-
ple do not buy it. If they do, they will
pay later, and they will pay dearly.
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I appreciate the gentleman taking the
initiative to point up to the American
people what we are confronted with, and
they are, too.

Mr. RHODES. I thank the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RHODFS. I vield to the gentle-
woman from Nebraska.

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to commend our
distinguished Ileader for calling this
special order. I concur fully in every-
thing that has been said. I think it is
totally out of order for us to have a
lameduck session just because we do
not have the courage to vote on tough
economic issues now.

One of the reasons for wanting to
postpone this voting is the foreign aid

Mr.
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bill. I am on the Subcommittee on For-
eign Operations of the Committee on
Appropriations, and 7 weeks ago this
bill was brought out for $8.6 billion of
foreign giveaways. The folks who are
promoting this realize that now the Con-
gress would not vote this level of expen-
diture, so they want to wait until after
the election when the White House
thinks it can drum up support for this
huge foreign aid program.

I think the people at home expect us
to stay here and tend to business and
complete our business before the elec-
tion.

Mr. RHODES. Do I understand the
gentlewoman correctly that the foreign
aid appropriation bill has been voted out
of the subcommittee and is ready for
full committee consideration?

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. It has been
voted out of the full Appropriations
Committee for 7 weeks.

Mr. RHODES. And is ready for floor
action?

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. And is
ready for the floor, but we cannot get it
up on the floor.

Mr. RHODES. It is not scheduled.
Does that not possibly or probably mean
after the election, after the voters can no
longer be indignant at the majority for
bringing this inflated bill up that they
might even bring a more inflated bill
in?

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Yes, in-
deed. The fact is that the President is
asking us for an even more inflated bill
and I think we can lay this right at the
door of the White House, this promotion
for not voting on foreign aid.

In addition, we have not voted yet on
the 1980 foreign aid bill.

Mr. RHODES. This is truly a reason
why, then, a majority in this Congress
does not want to complete its work. The
voters would probably be rather angry
at this time at them if they voted for
such an inflated bill.

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. The voters
in my district certainly would be mighty
angry, and I think we have this senti-
ment all across the country. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. RHODES. Now we are making
more sense. We are beginning to under-
stand why and what the motivations are
for this rather ludicrous situation.

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker,
I must join my distinguished colleagues
to oppose the leadership's stated intent to
hold a postelection session of Congress
this year.

Everybody knows that this lameduck
session would be the leadership’s ploy to
avoid voting on the tough economic
issues while the voters’ eyes are upon
them, while they can still be held ac-
countable to the people.

Instead, the White House and its allies
here on Capitol Hill want to put off con-
sideration of big spending, controversial
measures until after the polls close on
Tuesday, November 4. Then, they can
vote on them quietly, corraling votes for
such incredible waste as the misbegotten
programs of the foreign aid bill that
seem to do little to help the world’s poor-
est of the poor and gain us nothing but

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

increased hostility of the very people and
governments we are trying to assist.

As a member of the House Appropria-
tions Subcommittee on Foreign Opera-
tions, I wish to inform my colleagues of
the contents of the foreign aid appropri-
ations bill for this year, HR. 7854. This
bill would commit $8.6 billion more to
foreign aid at a time when Americans
are seriously questioning this level of ex-
penditure. With this substantial an in-
crease, one can well understand the ma-
jority’s desire to keep bills such as this
“under wraps’ until November 5.

Mr. Speaker, I think we ought to stay
on the job in Washington and attend to
the public’s business until we complete
work on all essential legislation. I plan to
work actively for extending this session
of Congress as far beyond the scheduled
adjournment date of October 4 as is
necessary.

I refuse to support any proposal that
we stop working and go home to cam-
paign. It is conceivable that as many as
20 percent of the Members participating
in a lameduck session this year would no
longer be representing the views of their
constituents either because of retirement
or election defeats.

The principle involved is bad. Histor-
ically, lameduck sessions have produced
little of value and sometimes actions
were in fact harmful to the national in-
terest.

White House allies, the big spenders
who lead the Congress, want a session
after the election in the mistaken belief
that they can ignore the broad and deep
change of sentiment among the Ameri-
can people that is calling for a return to
financial sanity in Government taxa-
tion, spending, borrowing, and regulat-
ing.

Mr. Speaker, the majority leadership
in this Congress supposedly controls the
House and Senate by large margins,
nearly 2 to 1, in fact.

Yet, to turn again to the foreign aid
bill as an example, this legislation
cleared my Appropriations Committee
long ago. After all this time, the bill still
is not scheduled for action, and there is
no sign that it will be.

The leadership knows that if put to a
vote now, the foreign aid bill—and much
other vital legislation—would be defeated
because the Congress would be facing the
demands of our Nation's voters.

By delaying these controversial votes
until after the election, White House
supporters plan to corral enough no
longer representative votes to approve
vast new funding totals, even though this
would controvert the views of the people.
This amounts to disenfranchisement.

This, all by itself, is reason enough to
oppose any lameduck session this year.
The American people must be told that
they are in danger of being disenfran-
chised by the stalling tactics of the
White House allies in the Congress.

Our people must be told that the lead-
ership still clings to tired, big-spending
programs that no longer have enough
vitality to attract popular support.

Less than 3 months ago, these big
spenders were telling the American
people that they, like economy-minded
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Members of the Congress as I am, now
believed in a balanced budget. For proof,
they proudly pointed to the first concur-
rent budget resolution for fiscal year 1981
that called for a revenue surplus of $200
million.

They pointed to this, even though they
knew it was a sham. That resolution,
raising the tax burden on the American
people by more than $90 billion, was
balanced on paper only. It was balanced
because it relied on economic assump-
tions that were blatantly unrealistic.

And now, the President has just aban-
doned that in favor of still another
budget projection for fiscal 1981 in which
tax cuts and a huge new deficit are to be
accepted.

Mr. Speaker, no wonder the leader-
ship is so anxious to get out of town as
soon as they can. But I submit this is an
abdication of responsibility to the be-
trayed and abused taxpayers of this
Nation.

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

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentleman
from Maryland.

Mr. BAUMAN. I thank the distin-
guished minority leader for yielding. I
want to offer a few thoughts in addition
to what he has said.

I, too, would want to adjourn and get
out of town as fast as I could if I were
Tir O'NEmLL, the Speaker of the House,
because I know that he is confronted
by not only the problem of avoiding votes
on issues so his band can be reelected,
but he now apparently has mutiny in
the ranks.

Mr. Speaker, I would ask unanimous
consent to include extraneous matter at
this point in my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Hance) . Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Maryland?

There was no objection.

LETTER To AN UwnwameEp Bur COURAGEOUS
DeEMoCRATIC MEMBER OF THE HOUSE

DEAR : I was extremely disappointed
to note that you voted against a motion to
uphold the ruling of the Chair last week.

It is elementary to our procedural control
of the House that the chair be supported by
members of our party. That is baslc to a
parllamentary body. In other countries if
such a vote were lost, the government would
fall.

You should know that from 1937 to 1968,
there were no recorded votes on the Chalr's
rulings. From 1968 until 1979, there were
four votes. Now we have seen three roll call
votes ‘n reven weeks!

Members of the Steering and Policy Com-
mittee and the Whip’s Organization have
discussed these developments, some of them
calling for disciplinary measures and meet-
ings. I belleve, however, that our best course
is to call the above facts to the Members'
attention.

I fully understand the pressures that are
brought to bear by single-lssue groups on
such occasions, but I believe members have
to be ready to support the orderly process
when a member seeks to confuse procedure
with issue.

I trust you will take all these facts into
consideration In the future. We must work
together to enact a legislative program.

Sincerely,
TroMAS P. O'NEILL, Jr.,
The Speaker.

Mr. BAUMAN. The extraneous matter
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I am including is a letter that went to a
number of Members of the majority
party dated August 25, 1980, from the
Speaker in which they are threatened, in
effect, because they have not been going
along with the Speaker and the majority
leadership’s wishes. I do not blame them.
They, too, want to be reelected, and to
follow the course laid down by the ma-
jority leadership is, we understand, the
course of disaster.

So discipline is one reason to get out of
town in a hurry and not to have to be
here before the elections, and that allows
the nervous Democrats not to have to
vote on issues such as the budget and
taxes.

But I would suggest one additional
reason, and that has been revealed to us
only within the last hour. The President
of the United States, in an unprece-
dented and historic move, has submitted
his third budget of the year. He had one
in January with a deficit. Then he sub-
mitted one in February that was sup-
posedly balanced. Today he has an-
nounced a whole new package of sup-
posed tax cuts, and a $40 billion deficit.
My colleagues will remember a few weeks
ago he said Ronald Reagan's proposed
tax cuts were poison. If that were so, now
President Carter is gulping down an even
larger amount of poison. He was for a
balanced budget earlier this year and
now he has abandoned that.

Here is what the dispatch from the
wire service says about these new pro-
posals the President has just laid before
the country.

Most of the tax and spending initiatives
will not be formally proposed as legislation
until after the November 4th election, Ad-
ministration sources said.

So, in the lameduck session, the motto
will be “Trust me.” My colleagues re-
member that old phrase, “Trust me,”
from the 1976 campaign. So the Presi-
dent promises to do all of these things,
but he will submit them later. Much later.
So not only is the majority avoiding the
duties they should be addressing here,
not only are they not voting on issues
they should be finishing up before the
election, now we have a whole list of
promises that James Earl Carter of
Plains, Ga. is going to make in the cam-
paign. Then when we come back after
the election, folks, you can believe it, we
will be voting on them.

I think the gentleman from Arizona
has raised an important issue, one we
will hear a lot about in this House in the
next few weeks as the lameduck session
draws near.

Mr. RHODES. The gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. Bauman) has brought up
a very important point. The first budget,
as he says, was not balanced. The second
budget was jiggered around a bit and it
apparently had a fairly precarious bal-
ance with the assumptions made, many
of which proved to be erroneous. Now
we have a third one.

I wonder if the gentleman would agree
with me that the track record of this
. administration for consistency is such

that it is really impossible to tell what
they really are for and what they are
against. The only thing I am really sure

of is that Jimmy Carter is for his own re-
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election and against his own defeat. If
the gentleman can tell me anything else
that he is sure the President is for or
against, I would like to yield to him for
that purpose.

Mr. BAUMAN. I would say you can be-
lieve that statement. Trust me.

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. My Republican
colleagues have noted a number of
things that Congress should do before
the election but there is one thing above
all else it should not do after the elec-
tion, and that is change the election laws
of the United States.

Right now the election laws are such
that if by chance the electoral college
does not determine the winner in the
Presidential election, the next Congress
will vote on the next President of the
United States.

However, in that event a lameduck ses-
sion meets, the possibility exists that the
Democratic majority will exert muscle
to change the law to allow this Congress,
rather than the next one, to determine
the next President. If that were to occur,
the very legitimacy of our Government
would be jeopardized. The greatest elec-
toral sham ever propagated upon the
American people would occur. And with
regard to the previous conversations
about the one principle the White House
stands for—winning eleciions—it is clear
that this prineciple is well understood by
the majority party of this Congress as
well.

I am personally convinced that there
is a strong likelihood that Governor
Reagan will achieve an absolute majority
in electoral college, but in the event no
candidate does, we should be prepared
to demand that the next Congress deter-
mine the next President and not allow
any sort of electoral shenanigans to oc-
cur in the lameduci: session proposed by
the majority party. It would be tragic to
produce a President not sanctioned di-
rectly or even indirectly by the American
people,

Mr. RHODES. The gentleman has
made a very important point. The way
the law of the country now is, in the
event that a Presidential election were to
be not decided by votes in the electoral
college, it would be decided by a vote in
the House of Representatives, which
would be elected in the same election as
the Presidential election occurred. What
the gentleman is saying is that with a
lameduck session there is a possibility
that a party which had gone down in de-
feat could change the law to try to allow
the outgoing, the lameduck Congress to
select the next President of the United
States. Is that what the gentleman is
saying?

Mr. LEACH of Towa. That is correct. I
would certainly hate to see a lameduck
Congress cause the creation of a lame-
duck administration.

Mr. RHODES. I think that is some-
thing the people of the country should
be well aware of and if, as I feel is cer-
tain, the majority of them prefer Gov-
ernor Reagan to be elected President of
the United States, they should also vote
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for Republican Members of the House so
they can cinch that election in the event
that the unhoped for event occurs and
the election should go to the House.

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. I thank the
minority leader.

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

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.
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Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. LUNGREN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. First, I would like to con-
gratulate the gentleman for bringing
this special order. I would have to say in
passing, however, I am very sorry to see
that we do not have the press corps more
in evidence here, because it strikes me as
somewhat ironic that if we were dis-
cussing a constitutional amendment
dealing with the right of the people to be
represented, this place would be over-
flowing, and you would have the press, I
think, on the edge of their seats to see
exactly what we were going to do.

Yet in 1932 when this body finally
decided that we were going to adopt a
new amendment to the Constitution, the
20th amendment to the Constitution, to
establish those times at which the Presi-
dent would take office and the Congress
would take office, the major reason they
went through that whole process was to
eliminate the possibility of lameduck
sessions.

You can read through the Recorp and
see speaker after speaker after speaker
talk about the tremendous problem we
had with the lameduck sessions which
were occurring up to that time, and
there was debate on both sides of the
aisle about that. In that particular year
1932 the Senate decided not to debate it
since they had already dealt with it five
times before, and instead they put a
report in the REcorp to stand for the
debate. I would like to cite just one
thing from that report to show what the
Congress had in mind at that time when
they adopted the 20th amendment to
the Constitution, which was later rati-
fied by the States. I quote from that re-
port of the Senate:

The only direct opportunity that the
citizens of the country have to express their
ideas and their wishes in regard to national
legislation is the expression of thelr will
through the electlon of their representa-
tives at the general election in November.
During the campalgn that precedes this elee-
tion the great questions demand attention
at the hands of the new Congress are dis-
cussed at length before the people and
throughout the country, and it is only falr
to presume that the Members of Congress
chosen at that election fairly represent the
ideas of a majority of the people of the
country as to what legislation is desirable. In
a Government by the people” the wishes of
a majority should be crystallized into legls-
lation as soon as possible after these wishes
have been made known. These mandates
should be obeyed within a reasonable time.

So it is evident what they were trying
to eliminate, and that is the possibility
of a lameduck session, I think that is

what we have been presented with here—
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that very great possibility. We are not in
an emergency situation. We have had
the ability to deal with the second con-
current budget resolution for weeks;
yet we have not even attempted to do
it. There is talk of certain Members’
wanting to make sure that certain pieces
of legislation are not brought on the floor
until after election so they will not have
to deal with those issues when they face
the electorate in November. Nobody is
being fooled here. I think we know ex-
actly what is going on.

It just seems in terms of representa-
tive government that we ought to try at
least to follow the spirit of the Consti-
tution, even though we do not violate
the letter of the Constitution by hav-
ing a lameduck session, and proceed
honestly far more in keeping with what
representative government suggests and
what our constituents obviously want. So
I iI;shani: the gentleman for presenting
this.

Again, I must lament the fact that this
does not appear to be an issue that is
stirring the hearts and minds of the
American press, but if there is anything
that seems to me they ought to be more
concerned about, and the American
people ought to be more concerned about,
it is with trying to adjust the institu-
tions of government in such a way that
we deny the rights of the people of this
country to be represented in a timely
fashion, and that message has to be
brought forward.

I thank the gentleman for doing that.

Mr. RHODES. I thank the gentleman
from California.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gen-

tleman from California (Mr. Rous-
SELOT) .

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I appreciate our
minority leader faking this time today
to discuss this issue which I am sure, as
my previous colleagues have mentioned,
will probably not receive a great deal of
attention, and that is, why are we hav-
ing a lameduck session? It should receive
more attention.

Many people are asking here in the
House, why has the Democrat-controlled
Congress decided to “duck” the major
problems facing the American taxpayers
today? Why do they seek to postpone the
major issues until after the November
election?

I can tell you why. They are a flock of
“dead ducks”—avoiding votes on major
controversial issues before November 4—
just to insure their own reelection. If
this is the case, Mr. Speaker, then this
is obviously a “lame” excuse for a Con-
gress to meet.

The Demo-ducks have 2 full months
before the November election. One full
month before the October 4 recess target
date. September’s floor schedule should
be filled with debate and votes on recon-
ciliation, appropriations, the budget, and
above all—tax cuts. But no. Instead the
Demo-ducks just quack about balancing
the budget and flap their wings about
fiscal restraint. They are just sitting on
their nests without taking any action.

Is this flighty? I should say so.

The Democrats are side-stepping Re-
publican attempts to create a wise-owl
Congress, that not only gives a hoot
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about, but acts on legislation to benefit
the hard-working American taxpayers.
Republican actions are consistently
blocked by the Democrats’ attempt to
hatch an inflated golden egg. While what
they want is a golden”egg, what we get is
bound to be a goose egg. Protected by the
security of a new 2-year term, they will
have the opportunity to create even
greater burdens for the American tax-
payers.

Rather than soaring like an American
eagle, the Demo-ducks are waddling
through this next month like dead ducks
only to “guack” down on the American
taxpayer's pocketbooks as soon as they
get reelected.

If this is the case, Mr. Speaker, I say
the Congress and the American people
are in the soup—duck soup.

I thank the gentleman for taking this
time, because I think it is appropriate
that we try to address this issue to the
House and have more of our colleagues
aware that we know what they are up to.

Mr. RHODES. I thank the gentleman
from California for his contribution.
This gentleman from California (Mr.
Rousseror) as well as the gentleman
from California (Mr. LUNGREN) men-
tioned the fact that there appears to be
an amazing vacancy in the press gallery.
I think probably the press was possibly
not well informed of our intention today.
It is my hope, however, that as time goes
by and as other Members, as I am sure
they will, express themselves on the ab-
solute futility, fraudulent futility, if you
will, of an attempt to have a lameduck
session rather than do our work, that
the press corps will realize that this is an
important issue. I am sure that their not
being here is not the result of their dis-
interest. I am sure that they will become
interested in this issue.

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

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I also thank the gentleman for taking
this time to point out the legislative
failure that the lameduck session repre-
sents. It struck me as I sat here a few
minutes ago and heard the gentleman
from the other side of the aisle, who is
somewhat in opposition to the gentle-
man's point about the lameduck session,
perhaps unwittingly let the cat out of
the bag as to what is really going on
here. He mentioned the fact that if we
go ahead and complete our work, what
we would end up with would be a 2-
month vacation. It is my understanding
from most of the Members that I know
on this side of the aisle that they do not
consider that time vacation time.
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They would go back to their constit-
uency and listen to the opinions of their
constituents, building for the next ses-
sion of Congress. That is as it always has
been.

A couple of years ago, I wrote a book,
a history of the Congress as seen from
the perspective of one congressional seat.
That time was always considered very
valuable to Members of Congress. The
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time they spent back in their districts
learning firsthand from the people be-
cause they were living among the people.
The time over the years has drawn
steadily closer and closer together and
we only have a few weeks of that time
any more.

Mr. Speaker, I think most of us work
very hard in our districts during that
time. We go back there to find out what
the American people are thinking so that
the new session of Congress can really
reflect that thinking.

What it seems to me that the other side
of the aisle is talking about is going home
only to campaign. The only thing they
want to do is to go back to their districts
and be there in time to take their politi-
cal case to their constituents. They do
not really want to listen to the issues be-
cause I think they are afraid of what they
hear. They want to come back to Wash-
ington, hold this lameduck session that
we all know will be a legislative disaster
and they will ignore once again the wishes
of the American people as we move
toward the 97th Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman has
made a very valuable contribution here
by allowing a number of us to point out
this failure and I thank the gentleman
for yielding to me.

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. O'BRIEN).

Mr. O'BRIEN. Mr. Speaker, my com-
pliments to the distinguished Represen-
tative from Arizona for taking the lead
in pointing out how flawed is the notion
of a lameduck session.

Mr. Speaker, I would only add this: As
I travel my district, it seems to me that
the Congress as a body has not only lost
the affection of the people but, indeed,
the respect. I hardly see how we can bring
that back by not facing up to the issues
as they appear now before we go to the
polls. I think if we cast votes that we
can go back and defend, that is one thing.
People may not agree with them. But if
we duck those votes: the foreign aid bill,
the rules for the possibility of an election
in the House, then I think all we can say
is that we must be ashamed of ourselves.
We have no real excuse for it and I think
our image simply descends further in the
eves of the public.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman.

Mr. RHODES. I thank the gentleman
from Illinois. I now yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Arkansas, the
chairman of our freshman class, the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. BETHUNE).

Mr. BETHUNE. Mr. Speaker, I think
it is important that we continue this
educational process. This sort of process
is inch by inch. It does not dawn on the
media that we are into something vitally
important here until we lay out enough
facts and enough evidence so that they
will begin to see the importance of the
lameduck session.

Mr. Speaker, I see it in a little larger
sense perhaps than has been discussed
here this afternoon. That is in this per-
spective: The lameduck session is just
further evidence to me that there is
something inherently wrong with the
Congress. The people know that. Public
opinion polls have the approval rating of
Congress down somewhere in the low
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teens. The people can sense something is
wrong with the institution. I do not think
they really think the individual Mem-
bers who serve here are corrupt because
public opinion polls show the public
thinks very highly of their particular
Congressman but they think lowly of the
institution.

It, therefore, occurs to me that a sort
of institutional corruption has occurred
which has absolutely nothing to do with
the quality of the individual to serve in
the body.

I, as the gentleman in the well, have
spent a lot of time thinking about that
because, as the gentleman mentions I am
a new Member here and I have a sort of
fresh way of looking at things, I hope.

Having read the gentleman’s book
called “The Futile System,” it occurs to
me that perhaps the problem here is that
one faction, one party, one group of peo-
ple has controlled this place for 25 con-
secutive years. That is not good. That is
not healthy. Everyone knows it is not
good to leave your sheriff in place in the
county for 15 or 20 years. It is good to
change him from time to time. The same
rule applies to State legislators, the same
rule applies to Governors; however, here
in this institution one political faction
has held control for 25 consecutive years.

As Lord Acton says, power corrupts
and absolute power corrupts absolutely.
That was the point the gentleman made
in his book. It is time for a change. Sweep
out all of the committee chairmen who
have been in place now for 25 consecu-
tive years. Sweep out those committee
staffers who grow in number each year
and who perpetuate the mindset that
grips this place and makes it so difficult
for a new idea, a fresh idea, to give life.

I think the important point here today
is to tie this lameduck session to that
overall proposition. Let us make the
point to the people that the lameduck
session that we are about to have this
year is just further evidence that those
people who held control here for so long
cannot govern and that they will not
govern.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. RHODES. I thank the gentleman
from Arkansas. The gentleman is abso-
lutely right. The lameduck session is
just the latest symptom of a malady
which can best be described as one party
in power too long. I am satisfied that
;;clile American people are getting the

ea.

I now yield to the gentleman from
Ohio, the ranking member of the very
important Committee on the Budget
(Mr. LATTA).

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman very much for yielding. 1
want to commend the gentleman for
taking this time to point up the need
for this Congress to stay here and do
its job. ;

I can think of no better reason for
the Congress to stay here and do its
job than the proposal just put forth by
the President, today, for tax cuts. Here
is something that involves $27.6 billion
according to his figures, and very hur-
riedly put together.

I think the Congress should stay here
and examine it. The President says he
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wants something done about that after
the election, to affect taxpayers in 1981.

I have had an opportunity very
quickly to go through some of the main
features of this piece of legislation he
says we should consider after the elec-
tion, and I think the American people
ought to study it now and this Congress
ought to study it now and consider it
now and then lay it aside and do some-
thing about the real problem.

Speaking of a quick fix, there is no
quick fix, here. He wants to put the
solution off until 1981.

I think something has to be done, We
have a problem now. All you have to do
is go out into northwestern Ohio, for
example, and visit some of my counties
where you have 16-percent unemploy-
ment and in the entire State of Ohio
you have unemployment at more than
10 percent. The President says put that
off until 1981? Hogwash. We have got a
problem now, brought on by his eco-
nomic policies and we ought to do some-
thing about it. We ought to have this
Congress study this in depth.

Mr. Speaker, I think the American
worker should know something about his
proposal. On our side of the aisle we
have talked about delaying that increase
and the tax on social security. It is going
to take effect January 1.

Lo and behold in this proposal just
put forth by the President he wants to
give them a tax credit of 8 percent. Now,
when would that be effective? That
would be effective on their income tax
return that they would file on April 15,
1982. So it means that the American
worker would pay those higher social
security taxes all through 1981 without
any relief by this administration.

I do not know where the President
dreamed up that idea but the American
working man is not going to buy it
and certainly this Congress would not
buy it. We ought to be doing something
about that now.

Furthermore, I think we ought to be
doing something about tax relief to the
person who has been paying the taxes.
Lo and behold, I find nothing here where
the President is going to take care of
that great bulk of Americans who are
paying income taxes. No rate reduction.

Can you imagine a tax bill not giving
those taxpayers who are saddled with
this high inflation plus recession, not
giving any tax relief in a tax bill? I
cannot.

Speaking about unemployment, you
know, as we look at his proposal, all the
President wants to do is repeat what they
did during the Great Depression days:
throw money at the problem.

All you have to do is take a look at the
unemployment figures during the Great
Depression years and you will find them
in double-digit numbers, as high as 25
percent and they never even got down
to 19 percent before World War II came
on.

The record shows that the only thing
that brought this unemployment rate
down then was World War II. So what
is he proposing? To throw money at this
problem. It has been proven through the
Great Depression years that it just does
not work and we do not want to make
the mistake of repeating what he is pro-
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posing now, the failure during that Great
Depression period.
O 1530

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

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, when I
first came to Congress I served on a com-
mittee to which about 300 bills were in-
troduced in my first session, and of that
300, about 5 were passed. Each one
of those had in its title the word, “emer-
gency.” What the committee was do-
ing, of course, was using the word “emer-
gency” to cover up its own unbusiness-
like operations as it passed bills which
were overdue.

That is what we are looking at for
this lameduck session. We have declared
an emergency long before the emergency
exists. Our majority leadership has said
that because of the emergencies of the
situation, we must have another session
after the election.

I think most Members of this Congress
would agree that if the Congress wanted
to get down to business, it could easily
conclude all the necessary business be-
fore election. A lameduck session can
only be justified in the case of genuine
emergency. But when you decide 3
months beforehand that you are going to
have an emergency, the public and the
Members have a right to be suspicious.

Their suspicions are that the majority
in the Congress, and the Speaker, are
afraid to deal with the problems that
need to be dealt with; that they are
afraid to be recorded on the problems
that the public wants to see some answers
to, and the questions on which the pub-
lic want to see the responses of its elected
representatives.

I share that suspicion. It seems to me
that the emergency here for the lame-
duck session is simply a little attack of
fear and cowardice.

Now, it has been my experience in my
rather short political career that in this
game one can run, but one cannot hide.
My guess is that in attempting to duck
the issues, to not be recorded, or to avoid
being recorded on matters of budget and
tax cut, the majority of this Congress
will get themselves in far deeper trouble
than if they had the willingness to stand
up and be recorded.

I thank the minority leader for taking
the time for this special order. I think
it is an important issue, and I think
it tells the people of the United States
something about the difference between
the two parties. The lameduck session be-
speaks the lack of vigor and enthusiasm
and initiative of a party that has been
in power for a number of decades and
has grown stale, grown flabby, and grown
afraid of its own responsibility.

I hope that in the place of that obsolete
party we are able to put a new and
vigorous political party in power for the
coming biennium.

Mr. RHODES. I thank the gentleman
from Minnesota. I wonder if the gen-
tleman from Minnesota would agree with
me that if the Democratic majority gets
by with this ploy—and that is all it is—
that we will probably every election year
see that the second session of the Con-
gress really does not amount to very
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much. It will be putting off votes every
year, because why face up to a vote which
may be difficult at the polls if you do
not have to? It will be having lameduck,
sessions.

It is sort of like a brandnew security
blanket that somebody dreamed up for
beleaguered Democratic Members run-
ning for reelection.

Mr. FRENZEL. The gentleman points
out a probable additional distasteful re-
sult of this session. We have seen how
the leadership here reacts. When it could
not control its own committees, it went
for proxy voting; it modified the quorum
requirement; it went to more gag rules; it
increased the number of suspensions.

It did whatever enabled it to pass its
program with the least amount of de-
bate, with the least amount of amend-
ment, with the least amount of public
exposure. It has adopted any procedure
that made its operations more conven-
ient.

The precedents now are so heavy that
one must conclude in this case that the
minority leader is right. There is no
question in my mind that once the crip-
ple begins to use this crutch, the crutch
will become standard procedure, too.

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

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the next Sen-
ator from the great State of Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman very much for yielding to
me, our distinguished floor leader, the
gentleman from Arizona.

I say first of all that the effort for a
lameduck session is because of poor man-
agement of time. When we had time
during the spring, when we were not hav-
ing an election facing us, we hardly met
on a Friday during the first 4 months of
this year. It seems to me that with the
problems we even then were facing, may-
be it would have been a better use of our
time then to be here working than to be
taking long 3-day weekends, and in some
instances, 4-day weekends.

But more importantly, I see the effort
for a lameduck session as a last-ditch
effort of the majority hanging on, grasp-
ing for success of their philosophy, try-
ing to get that philosophy carried out in
some legislation where next year they
will not have the majorities to accom-
plish it with. It is a last-ditch effort to
get that philosophy into law.

That philosophy the majority party is
not realizing, I am sure, that it is now
not the philosophy of a majority of
grassroots people in this country. It has
been reflected now for the last 2 years in
referendums around the country, in
elections for the Congress, and just gen-
erally.

In party platforms, even of their own
platform, it seems to me to be a little bit
of a reflection of that, not to the.great
extent that our party platform, which
has always been consistently for sound
Government, but it is a last-ditch effort
by the majority to hopefully, after the
election is over, maybe pass some of that
legislation that they cannot get passed
now because of poor management of
time, and afterward because the major-
ities will not be there.

But, as sincere as they might be in
their efforts to promote their political
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philosophy of big government and high
taxes and budget deficits, there is only
one way that changes are successfully
made in this society of ours when one
party believes, as sincerely as they do,
that their bankrupt philosophy is still
good for the country.

The only change that can be made is
at the ballot box, and it will be made,
and there will be changes for the better
made as a result of it when we get to
the next Congress of the United States.
But, in the meantime, it surely is an ef-
fort to hold on, grasping for the last
breath of success, which breath is not
going to come. Death will come to that
political philosophy, at least as it has
been dominant in the last two decades in
this country.

Mr. RHODES. I thank the gentleman
from Iowa.

Does the gentleman from North Caro-
lina desire me to yield to him?

Mr. MARTIN. I certainly do, I say to
the distinguished minority leader, after
first thanking him for his leadership in
focusing the attention of the Congress
this evening as we get toward the sched-
uled first adjournment of this session of
the 96th Congress.

On the wires just this afternoon there
are reports of yet another reason why a
lameduck session is being fashioned for
us, and that is to enable the Congress to
duck another issue; that being the issue
of a tax cut which many of us here in
the Congress have proposed. The minor-
ity leader, with the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York, Mr. CONABLE,
who spoke a little earlier, the ranking
minority member of the Ways and
Means Committee, have introduced
rather straightforward Ilegislation to
offset the tax increases that are already
scheduled to go into effect next year, to
reduce that and to provide some relief,
spelled t-a-x-c-u-t.

Yet, that is another issue that this
Democratic leadership wants to duck,
and put it off with the appearance of
putting it off to a lameduck session so
that they will not have to vote for it be-
fore the election. Then, after the elec-
tion, when the heat is off, when the pres-
sure is off, they will not have to vote for
it then, either.

I am referring to news accounts—I
have a news summary here which I have
just examined—a statement by the Pres-
ident of the United States in which he
proposes in a rather curious reformation
of his own commitment against tax cuts,
in which he comes out with a proposal for
a wide series of kinds of tax cuts along
the lines in addressing some of the needs
that we have addressed and have dealt
with in previous proposals.

It is interesting that as one goes down
this, it includes faster depreciation write-
off for business investments. That is in
the Senate Finance Committee bill as
well as in the gentleman’s bill; tax in-
centives for research and divelopment;
improved tax treatment for Americans
working abroad; tax incentives for ex-
port trading companies; a 10-percent
tax credit for businesses investing in
areas of high unemployment, an initia-
tive which has received considerable sup-
port on our side of the aisie and in our
party platform.
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I refer also to special deductions for
families with two wage earners, a deduc-
tion designed to offset the present “mar-
riage penalty” that keeps forcing people
into higher tax brackets.

These and other proposals which are
contained in legislation which the Sen-
ate Finance Committee has already
brought out of committee and which
stand ready to be acted on are proposals
our committee can take a look at, al-
though it has been refused an oppor-
tunity to do that thus far.

So I suggest that maybe this is another
reason for a lameduck session, to allow
a pretense of being able to duck this kind
of proposal and duck the more straight-
forward proposals which the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. RHopEs) and the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. CONABLE)
have already introduced and which a lot
of us have cosponsored.

I would suggest that it is rather pitiful
leadership for the President, who has
heretofore said he is going to veto any
tax bill passed by the Congress, to then
come out with the proposal which is es-
sentially the bill that the Senate Finance
Committee has already structured and
which has already been endorsed by Gov-
ernor Reagan, and claim it as his own
initiative. That is a lame excuse for lead-
ership, it seems to me.

He does provide a couple of additional
features. There are additional Govern-
ment programs. There is additional au-
thority for loan guarantees such as the
one we recently saw in the situation of
Chrysler Corp., which suggests that in
the future it is going to develop to the
point where if anyone wants to get a
loan, a company will not be able to get
credit unless the Government has guar-
anteed its credit in the form of some kind
of loan credit guarantee.

But the greatest incongruity of the
whole thing is where the President
stated:

Now—in the heat of an electlon year—Is
not the time to seek votes with {ll-considered
tax cuts.

Does that apply to his own proposal?
Is he labeling that as being an “ill-con-
sidered tax cut?” Is he suggesting that in
the heat of an election year he is trying
to seek votes with such an “ill-considered
tax cut,” or is he suggesting that this
measure which he is proposing or this
tax cut proposal that has already been
drafted and endorsed by Gov. Ronald
Reagan is not an “ill-considered tax cut”
but a proper answer?

If it is not an ill-considered tax cut,
why not vote on it in this election year
and put the h2et on 7"embers of Con-
gress and get it enacted?

If he does not acze2t o preelection bill,
even his own, does that mean he is invit-
ing us to take a tax cut measure up in the
lameduck session when there is no re-
maining public pressure to get it en-
acted?

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, I think
the gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
MarTIN) has made several important
points. One of them is, of course, that the
President and, I suppose later, the Dem-
ocratic Members of Congress will seek to
take the credit for a tax cut without
really cutting taxes. They will not cut
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taxes before the election; they merely
promise one, and then in the lameduck
session, I would almost bet—in fact, I
would bet—that they would find some
reason then not to cut taxes.

Why? Because they do not believe in
cutting taxes. They believe in having
more and more money and more and
more purchasing power from the pecple,
from the private sector, channeled into
the public sector where they have more
control over it. They have had this phi-
losophy for years and years, and I have
not seen any convincing evidence that
the leopard has changed his spots.

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, the irony
of it is that even if we do enact one or
the other of these proposals on the order
of a $30 billion tax cut, taxes will actu-
ally go up for the American workers next
year, not down. They will go up because
that will not be nearly enough to offset
the tax increases that have already been
enacted by this Congress last year, not
considering the bracket creep effect,
which is the result of inflation, putting
people into higher and higher tax
brackets.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, the total,
I believe, is $93 billion more that the
people will pay next year because of the
actions of this administration and this
Congress.

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, *here is
$70 billion that is already in effect, and
there is another $23 billion or $24 billion
they have asked for that I do not think
they are going to get.
® Mr. FORSYTHE. Mr. Speaker, the
announcement by the Democrat leader-
ship regarding the likelihood of a post-

election lameduck session is a feeble
attempt to protect Democrat members
from voting on tough issues before the
November 4 election.

The Democrat leadership, which
claims that a lameduck session is neces-
sary because of the huge amount of
legislative business, is the same group
which granted itself 3- and 4-day work
weeks throughout this Congress, and
now plans a 5-day Labor Day recess.
The chief reason for the postelection
session is not the amount of legislative
business, but rather the nature of that
business.

Just 3 months ago, Democrats were
telling the American people that they
now believed in a balanced Federal
budget. For proof, they proudly pointed
to the first concurrent budget resolu-
tion for fiscal year 1981 which called
for a revenue surplus of $200 million.
They pointed to this resolution, which
raised the tax burden on the American
people by over $90 million, relying on
economic assumptions which were
clearly unrealistic. The Democrats are
fearful that a vote on the second budget
resolution, revealing their sham of a
balanced budget, will cost them votes.
It is these same Democrats who will go
home this Labor Day weekend and ex-
plain to voters how they have tried to
tackle the tough issues of the 96th
Congress,

The talk of a postelection session by
the Democrat leadership is an ignomini-
ous attempt to duck those issues which
may prove unpopular back home. As
Members of Congress we cannot afford
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to shy away from our fiscal and legis-
lative responsibilities. I urge my col-
leagues to vote to remain in session
through October and face up to those
responsibilities without fear of recrimi-
nation.@ :

@ Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, last
Tuesday the House Republican Policy
Committee unanimously adopted a pol-
icy statement in opposition to the lame-
duck session of Congress proposed by
the Democrat leadership. The majority
party is using the lameduck session to
duck the controversial issues remaining
on the legislative calendar—issues such
as the budget resolution, foreign aid,
and other liberal, big spending bills. The
American people have the right to know
how their Representative would vote on
these issues before the election when
they can still exert their influence at
the ballot box. I am including the full
text of the Policy Committee statement
so that my colleagues might better
understand the ramifications of a lame-
duck session:

RePUBLICAN Poricy CoMMITTEE OPPOSES

LAMEDUCK . SESSION

The House Republican Policy Committee
strongly opposes the “lame duck” session of
Congress proposed by the Democrat House
Leadership. Such a Session, held after the
national elections of November 4, would be
fraught with the danger of having legislation
being passed precipitously and by those who
du not represent either the will or the philos-
ophy of the American voting public.

To date, 38 Members of the House will not
be returning to the House for the 87th Con-
gress because of retirement or primary de-
feats. It is conceivable that as many as 20%
of the Members participating in a “lame
duck” session will no longer be representing
the views of thelir constituents. This takes on
added significance in light of the fact that
many controversial issues are decided by far
fewer votes.

This reason alone, the failure to reflect the
choice of so many voters after November 4,
would be reason enough to oppose a lame
duck session and bring the issue before the
American people for judgment.

But there is more.

The American people must be told that
they are being disenfranchised today by the
stalling tactics of the Democrat House Lead-
ership. That Leadership still clings to tired
liberal big spending programs that no longer
have enough vitality to attract popular sup-
port. For example, the Foreign Aid Appro-
priation Bill, H.R. 7854, was reported out of
Committee on July 28 but has not and most
likely will not be scheduled for floor action
before November 4. The bill commits $8.6
billion to foreign aid at a time when Ameri-
cans are serlously questioning this level of
expenditure, If put to a test before the elec-
tion, these programs would be defeated be-
cause the Congress would be more accurately
reflecting the will of the people. By delaying
until after the election, the House Leader-
ship plens to corral enough votes to enact
these programs, despite the fact that they
controvert the views of the electorate. Thus,
by denying voters the right to exert their
influence on legislation prior to November 4,
the House Leadership is effectively disenfran-
chising them.

But there is more.

The American people must also be told
that they are being governed by a Congress
run so ineptly as to require a lame duck ses-
sion. After 25 continuous years of being the
majority Party and controlling this Congress
with a 2-1 majority, the Democrats have
show.. themselves to be incapable of running
the government. Democrat Leadership asserts
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that a lame duck session is necessary because
of the press of legislative business. Yet, dur-
ing the past 18 months it has used it pre-
ponderant majority to delay and prevent
priority legislation from coming to the Floor
of the House for final disposition and has
allowed a congestion of legislation to develop.

But there is more.

The American people must also be told
that the real reason for a lame duck session
may be more cynical, more maleficent, then
mere ineptitude. The American people must
decide whether the Democrat Majority is
avolding beilng forced to vote on controver-
sial issues before election day to insure their
own re-election.

Less than 3 months ago, the Democrats
were telling the American people that they,
like Republicans, now belleved in a balanced
budget. For proof, they proudly pointed to
the First Concurrent Budget Resolution for
Fiscal Year 1981 which called for a revenue
surplus of $200 miilion. They polinted to this
budget resolution even though they knew it
was a sham. That resolution, raising the tax
burden on the American people by over 880
billion, was balanced on paper only. It was
balanced because it relled on economic as-
suinptions which were blatantly unrealistic.

And now, when facts have shown these
assumptions to be false, the chickens are
coming home to roost—only the Democrat
Leadership wants to turn those chickens
into “ducks.”

Before election, they want to “duck” the
fact that their profligate spending will once
again result In a deficit budget.

Before election, they want to “duck” the
fact that their budget priorities do not in-
clude a national defense superior to all.

Before election, they want to "dvck” the
issue that their fiscal policy is to “Tax, tax,
tax” and to “Spend, spend, spend.”

These are the facts. The American people
will pass judgment on November 4 whether
the Democrat majority nas forsaken its duty
to govern responsibly. They will decide
whether in future Congresses, Democrats will
again be able to replace the American Eagle
with a Lame Duck.@

® Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I find it very
distressing that the majority party pro-
poses to postpone major legislative de-
cisions until after the November elections
and then hold a lameduck session.

This means that many Members who
lost their reelection bids will be voting
on policy issues that will have a major
impact on the Nation in the years ahead.

I have no doubt that most of these
lameduck Members will belong to the
Speaker’s party, but that is beside the
point. The point is that lameduc.: voting
on major policy questions is a violation
of the concept of representative govern-
ment.

The Constitution wisely provides for
2-year terms for House Members so that
their feet will always be held near the
fire of the next election. This is repre-
sentative government. And this is what
the majority party in this House is try-
ing to avoid.

It is afraid to face many tough issues
before the elections, and it hopes the
public will forget for the next 2% months
how it handled those issues in the past.

The majority party’s decision to post-
pone consideration of the second budget
resolution until after the elections is the
classic example. The majority does not
want to face the consequences of its ac-
tions.

It does not want to revise the 1980
budget to show the true deficit of $61
billion, and it wants to avoid adopting
a 1981 budget with a deficit of $30 bil-
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lion after all those promises about a
balanced budget.

The majority party does not want to
face a preelection budget battle in which
the minority would offer an amendment
to reduce the deficit and cut taxes.

That is what we on the minority side
have been doing for years, and I believe
our position represents the will of the
people. The people are paying a heavy
price in inflation and taxes for the pol-
icies pursued by the majority in this
Congress, and we on the minority s}de
are telling the story in this election
year.@
® Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to a lameduck session.

The lameduck session is clearly an
attempt to “duck” the powerful issue
of the Federal budget and other con-
troversial legislation. By not voting on
the key spending proposals before us
until after the election, the Congress
is going against the will of the people
we are here to represent.

We are elected to represent our con-
stituents: to vote openly for the benefit
of our constituents and for the country.
Avoiding the hard choices out in front
of the electorate when a $630 billion
budget is a stake is an attempt to avoid
telling the voters where Congress
stands in the fight on inflation. The
majority in the House has already had
18 months of stalling tactics on key
inflation-fighting legislation. They
should not be handed 3 more months.
Particularly, the Congress should not
be hiding from the fight on inflation at
election time, we should be leading it.

The American people are tired of
campaign promises to fight inflation
that go up in smoke after the first Tues-
day in November. They are tired of
being ignored by their elected orficials
when they plead for commonsense fi-
nancial management of this Nation. I
am hearing loud and clear from my
district that Congress must do some-
thing now to help the American public
through these inflationary times. This
eiection year is no joke, but a lameduck
session is. Do not think it will not be an
issue to the voters. They will decide
whether they want a Congress that has
the courage to vote responsibly in the
interest of all Americans, or one that
takes the easy way out. Thank you.

They know the difference between a

lameduck and a “turkey.” @
o Mr, GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the remarks of our distin-
guished minority leader, the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. RuHobpEs), who is
calling to the attention of the House
and the Nation today the dangers of a
lameduck session.

Mr. Speaker, we fully expect that on
the first Tuesday in November, we will
have a new President, and I am not
without hope that the House and Sen-
wte will be organized by our side of the
aisle. That being the case, I feel that
we ought to wrap up the session as
soon as possible, permitting the ma-
Jorily party to run on its record.

We should encourage the American
people to review the full record of this
Congress—not just some promises about
what is hoped to be accomplished—be-
fore deciding whether or not a change
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in congressional leadership and the
congressional majority is in order.

Mr. Speaker, along with many of my
concerned colleagues, I am willing
to stay in Washington as long as is
necessary to finish the work of the
House. Let us get on with the people’s
business.®
© Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, Webster's
Dictionary defines “lameduck” as “one
that falls behind the achievement.”

That definition aptly describes the
failures of this Democratic controlled
Congress, and emphasizes their inability
to govern, an inability which the Ameri-
can voters are certain to recognize No-
vember 4.

The majority party in this great body
has total power—a 2 to 1 majority,
overwhelming control of committees and
subcommittees, and burgeoning staff—
everything needed to lead our Nation
through these difficult times.

Leadership carries with it respon-
sibility. The decision to defer the tough
legislative decisions until after the No-
vember 4 elections is not leadership—it is
a pathetic abandonment of even the pre-
tense of leadership.

If we Republicans in Congress are un-
able to prevent the Democrat’s lameduck
session, our only alternative is to force-
fully remind the American people of the
failures of the Democrat dominated 96th
Congress to effectively represent them.

In a column in the July 7, 1978, edition
of the Chicago Tribune, our distin-
guished Speaker suggested that the
Democratic Party deserved the “con-
tinued support” of the American people
in the 1978 election, stating “2 years ago
we promised that people would be work-
ing, and today they are.” I remind my
colleagues that the unemployment rate
according to today’'s mewspapers is 8.3
percent.

In his column, the Speaker praised the
Democratic Congress for pulling “the
economy out of recession and stimulating
a strong recovery.” His very next words
should haunt the DIemocratic Party:
“The record speaks for itself.”

The Republicans in Congress and Re-
publican candidates throughout the
country intend to remind the Demo-
crats of their record—rising unemploy-
ment, rampaging inflation, declining
productivity—to mention only a few.

The proud symbol of the party of Jack-
son, Wilson, and F.D.R. used be the don-
key. Now it is a frazzled lameduck.®
® Mr. SHUMWAY. Mr. Speaker, I am
delighted to have this opportunity to
express my opposition to the proposed
lameduck session and, in light of the fact
that the issue has been aired at length
in recent days, - shall attempt not to
reiterate the obvious. Instead, I would
like to express my own perception of our
responsibilities as elected representatives
of the people.

Each week, I submit a column to my
district newspapers, and last week's of-
fering pointed out the evils of the lame-
duck session. I pointed out that asking
the voters to gamble on postelection ef-
fectiveness is like asking them to sign
a blank check. The lameduck session
could easily make a travesty of the leg-
islative process, and could result in un-
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savory legislation which denies the best
interests of the people. The voters and
taxpayers deserve far better.

Proponents of the lameduck session
are fond of pointing out that we have a
“contract” with the people which does
not end until noon in January 3, 1581.
However, in their righteous assertions,
they fail to mention that we also have
an obligation to be accountable to those
who have placed us in office, and that
such accountability is most certainly due
and payable before the November eiec-
tion, not after. We cannot seriously ex-
pect the American public to consider us
fine fellows if efforts are condoned which
seek only to play down the true state
of the budget. Can the majority lead-
ership truly believe that our citizens will
accept their attempt to conceal their
failure?

Lameduck sessions invite the full par-
ticination of those who have been re-
jected by the voters, and the dictionary
informs us that “lameduck” is described
as “falling behind in achievement.” This
Congress is already far enough behind
in achievement. If the leadership accepts
its responsibility to portray itself with
accuracy to the American people before
the election, my personal belief is that
there would be a great number of ma-
jority party ducks in need of assistance
after the November election.@
® Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, the history
of our Republic has been one of constant
striving to improve the democratic proc-
ess, to extend the franchise, to democra-
tize our institutions, and, in general, to
make Government more responsive to
the people. The high points of that his-
tory—what our people will look back
upon—are those when Government has
put partisanship aside and embraced the
very highest of our ideals and principles.

So few are going to remember a hun-
dred ye.rs from now that the Congress,
under the control of the majority party,
chose to abdicate its responsibilities tn
the people, to violate its own law and
avoid coming to grips with the real prob-
lems of the day—the excesses of Gov-
ernment spending that have stoked the
fires of inflation so strongly and led to
the loss of jobs and the business malaise
we are now experiencing.

Few, Mr. Speaker, will remember that
the Congress, under that majority lead-
ership, failed to address the second budg-
et resolution and the need for reconcilia-
tion because of the dark political por-
tends of another huge deficit and the
real need to come to grips with Federal
expenditures right before an election.

The gutlessness of the lameduck ses-
sion the majority party proposes is not
much different than the lack of political
courage that has characterized their
leadership in the Congress for the past
26 years—spend now, pay later.

But perhaps, just perhaps, this may
be the final point at which the American
people fully recognize what has been
happening, the final point of determin-
ing where the majority party has taken
our country—the point at which the
American people say enough is enough,
new leadership and new ideas and new
forthrightness are needed if this country
is to survive as strong and free, as the
world's bastion of liberty with the
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strength and will and courage to protect
it.

Perhaps this postelection session,
which violates every concept of democ-
racy and representative government,
will be the wake, the final laying to rest,
of a national leadership grown old and
stale and bankrupt of 1deas. And perhaps
it will mark the birth of a new leader-
ship, willing to face the hard choices
and turn America to a future of hope
and fulfillment for all our people.®
® Mr. QUAYLE, Mr. Speaker, the Demo-
cratic Party has controlled the leadership
and management of the Congress for
more than 25 years. Today, the people of
Indiana, and citizens across the country,
are deeply concerned and affected by
double-digit inflation, runaway Federal
spending, overregulation, and high taxes.
They have been waiting patiently for the
Carter administration and the Democra-
tic-controlled Congress to deliver on a
balanced budget, less inflation, and less
taxes.

Now we are 8 months into the 2d
session of this 96th Congress and we are
advised by the Democratic leadership that
the final business of the Congress will
have to wait until after the election. We
are put on notice that a lameduck session
is scheduled to begin November 12 for
the purpose of dealing with the budget
resolution and possible tax reduction.

The President today is delivering his
fifth economic plan of 1980, and there
probably will be a sixth and seventh be-
fore November 4.

Mr. Speaker, there is not a business or
large corporation in the country that
would stand for the kind of inefficiency
and mismanagement that the country
has experienced as a result of too many
years of Democratic control of Congress.
It is time for new leadership and new
management in Congress if we are to ad-
dress the real concerns and problems of
the American people.®
® Mrs. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to join my colleagues in expressing
opposition to the prospects of a lJameduck
session of this Congress, the first such
session since 1948.

It would be irresponsible and callous
to postpone action on a number of major
issues—the budget, fair housing, rail de-
regulation, and Alaska lands among
others—until after the election. The
American people certainly have a right to
know how we stand on such issues before
they vote in November, and it is our re-
sponsibility as a legislative body to act
on such issues in a timely manner.

According to the Budget Act of 1974,
Congress is supposed to complete action
on the budget by September 25. This
lameduck session would delay such ac-
tion. With a balanced budget now a pipe-
dream, with a budget deficit of $30 to
$40 billion now a reality, it is no wonder
some Members might prefer to postpone
a vote on such an issue until after the
election. Such may be wise polities, but
it is certainly poor policy for our Nation.

As the majority party sets the sched-
ule for the House, I would urge them to
reconsider their “manana mind set”
and get to work today to address the im-
portant issues that await our considera-
tion. The American people deserve no
less.®@
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® Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to express my concern about the unfor-
tunate consequences that are likely to
flow from holding a postelection, lame-
duck session. Philosophically, it is poor
public policy for those who have been
defeated in an election to continue to
make policy decisions on behalf of voters
who have just repudiated their positions.

That is why lameduck sessions, since
adoption of the 20th amendment to the
Constitution, have become a rarity. If
we hold such a session this year, it will
be only the third in the House of Rep-
resentatives in the last 26 years, and only
the seventh of the House since 1933.

It can be deduced that a major rea-
son we are faced with a lameduck session
this year is due to the present uncom-
fortable political climate, in which too
few are willing to stand up and be count-
ed on difficult budget, defense, and
spending decisions.

However, it is a deplorable abdication
of responsibility to postpone key votes
on measures that we all know are des-
tined to play a large role in shaping the
Nation'’s economy in the coming year,
including crucial inflation and income
tax rates. Moreover, the next fiscal year
starts on this October 1. Government
planners need to know what their budg-
ets will be relatively soon, in order to
make maximum effective use of Federal
funds during 1981.

Mr. Speaker, I very much regret the
prospect of a lameduck session. I believe
it will give the big spenders in Congress
the clear upper hand, even though the
American people are demanding less
Government and lower taxes.

I see no reason why we can not wind
up essential business if we remain in
session for a period beyond the October 4
target date for adjournment announced
by the leadership, and I urge that this
alternative be accepted.®
® Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, I
agree with our minority leader and I
would like to commend the gentleman
on his special order on the proposed
lameduck session.

A potentially serious—some might say
ominous—situation is developing in
Congress as the Nation heads into the
Labor Day weekend. For the first time in
over 30 years, House leaders are talking
about coming back into session follow-
ing the Presidential elections. If this
“rump” or lameduck session materializes,
it could pose serious threats to the sound-
ness of the Nation.

Labor Day is the traditional kickoff
for election campaigns, and with 435
seats in the House and 33 seats in the
Senate at stake, many Members are
anxious to get home and start active
campaigning. The problem is, they have
not finished their work.

Congress has not yet, for example,
acdopted a final national budget for the
fiscal year which starts October 1—a
scant month away. It has yet to send the
President any of the 13 appropriations
bills needed for funding Government
operations. And, despite much rhetoric
and posturing, it has yet to decide
whether a tax cut will be forthcoming
this session.

Citing the need to complete action on
at least the first two items, the House
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leadership has advised Members they
probably will be called back into session
after the elections, the first such post-
election session since 1948.

Such a session would be fraught with
dangers, not the least of which involves
defeated officeholders making important
policy decisions—or attempting to
feather their own nests. To date, 38
Members of the House will not be return-
ing next year, due to retirements or
primary election defeats. Given potential
general election defeats, it's possible as
much as 20 percent of the House would
fall into the lame duck category at a
postelection session.

It is precisely to forestall such after-
the-fact legislating that the 20th amend-
ment to the Constitution was adopted in
1933, moving the commencement of the
Presidential term up from March to
January, and setting January 3 as the
date for beginning of new congressional
terms.

Why would the House leadership want
to flaunt this tradition? The most ob-
vious reasons is the extreme reluctance
of Members to cast unpopular votes just
before an election. Only last June, the
President and the Democratic majority
in Congress were congratulating them-
selves on having put together a balanced
budget for next year. The balance
quickly tipped however, and it now ap-
pears we face a deficit of at least $30
billion next year. The final budget vote
will acknowledge that failure.

Similarly, the President and House
leaders have said they will consider the
possibility of a tax cut * * * but only
after the election, when of course the
pressure would be off.

But the most disturbing purpose be-
hind a postelection session may be the
least obvious—the possibility that the
Presidential election may be thrown into
the House of Representatives. Under the
Constitution, if no candidate gets a
majority of the electoral votes, the newly
elected House decides the winner. But
the leadership may use the rump session
as an opportunity to stack the deck in
terms of the House rules and procedures
before the new House is sworn in.

At the least, a lameduck session would
be an opportunity to lay roadblocks in
the path of a newly elected President, to
ratify new court and other anpointments,
and generally make mischief.,

There is no real reason why Congress
cannot finish its work before Novem-
ber; the law clearly stipulates that the
budget shall be adopted by September 15.
But the leadership has scheduled the
House to be in session on only 20 of the
67 days remaining before the election.
It is hard to avoid the conclusion the
House leadership is either dragging its
feet or is incompetent.

The Democrats have controlled Con-
gress for the last 25 consecutive years,
and it appears they have become re-
luctant to relinguish their grasp. But
they should take care. A lameduck Con-
gress is like a loose cannon in a storm;
capable of smashing everything on
deck—and maybe sinking a ship.e

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
RuODES) has expired.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks, and
to include therein extraneous material,
on the subject of my special order today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Arizona?

There was no objection.

FEDERAL COURT RULES THAT A
SUBSTANTIAL PORTION OF UNION
DUES ARE UNRELATED TO COL-
LECTIVE BARGAINING ACTIVITIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Alabama (Mr. DICKINSON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. DICKINSON., Mr. Speaker, last
week, in a landmark decision—unre-
ported in Washington newspapers, as
far as I know—under the National La-
bor Relations Act, a Federal court spe-
cial master in Baltimore, Md., found
that four-fifths of compulsory fees paid
by nonunion telephone employees to the
Communications Workers of America
had been spent illegally for political ac-
tion and other noncollective bargaining
activities.

Court Master Wilson K. Barnes, a
former State court of appeals judge, was
appointed by U.S. District Judge C.
Stanley Blair—mow  deceased—after
Judge Blair's determination last year in
Beck against CWA that the spending of
compulsory union fees—paid under an
agency shop arrangement by nonunion
telephone employees—must be limited to
collective bargaining, contract admin-
istration, and grievance adjustments.

On August 18, the special master re-
ported his findings that 81 percent of
the nonunion employees’ compulsory fees
had been spent illegally by CWA offi-
cials and should be refunded to the
plaintiff employees. He also recom-
mended that a permanent injunction re-
strain the union from collecting future
compulsory fees in excess of its costs of
collective bargaining.

Now, for perhaps the first time, the
record of a Federal district court will re-
flect, in great detail, how employees’
compulsory union fees have been spent,
in utter disregard of their individual
preferences and constitutional rights, to
finance the political and ideological ac-
tivities of a major, militantly politicized
labor union.

Mr. Speaker, as we approach Labor
Day, 1980, that date set aside on which
we honor America's working men and
women, I think we ought to use this op-
portunity to publicize this flagrant mis-
use of hard-earned money extracted
from our working force. Organized labor
has served—and continues to serve—a
vital function in our society and has
made valuable contributions to the de-
velopment of our great Nation. However,
greedy and ruthless labor bosses have
somehow lost sight of many of labor's
goals and they have significantly con-
tributed to producing America's goods
out of world markets.

I would like to use this occasion to
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urge support for legislation I have in-

troduced, H.R. 6637—cosponsored by

over 50 of my House colleagues—to elim-

inate the use of union dues—and, I

might add, corporation money as well—

for political purposes.

1 commend those 20 telephone com-
pany employees and the National Right
to Work Foundation who brought the le-
gal action under Beck against CWA.
Their action emphasizes the abuses that
have been taking place in the union
movement.

I also insert at this point in the RECORD
an article from the August 21, 1980, Bal-
timore Sun which reported on this
action:

NonvUnioN Dues Limrrs SuPPORTED—COURT
MAasTER Says FEe May ONLY BE UsSED FOR
BARGAINING CoOSTS

(By James A. Rousmaniere, Jr.)

WasHINGTON.—The court-appointed spe-
clal master in a Baltimore labor case has rec-
ommended sagalnst requiring nonunion
members to finance union activities away
from tae bargalning table.

At issue are “agency fees"” which are the
equivalent of union dues. These payments
to unions are sometimes required of non-
union members on the theory that they, too,
benefit from contract bargaining.

The case involves a suit brought by the
National Right to Work Foundation. It is
being watched by unions nationally for its
potential impact not only on the fees, but
perhaps on union membership as well.

The recommendation came in court pa-
pers filed this week by Wilson K. Barnes, &
former state Court of Appeals judge. It deals
with fees paid to the Communications Work-
ers of America by employees at the Chesa-
peake & Potomac Telephone Company.

Mr. Barnes sald these nonunion workers
are entitled to an 81 percent reduction in
the fees they are legally compelled to pay
because their contribution should only cover
basic union functions of contract bargain-
ing, administration and grievance arbitra-
tion.

The master’s recommendation, prepared for
U.S. District Judge James R. Miller, Jr., who
is considering the case, could encourage
thousands of regular union members to re-
sign from unions so they could qualify for
the considerably lower fee payments, labor
officlals fear.

The master was appointed to help the
judge arrive at a better understanding of
union costs and how they relate to collec-
tive bargaining. Both sides now have 30 days
from the filing of the report to reply to the
master's report, after which the judge will
make & final decision.

This court battle over union finances is
at a well-advanced stage, and developments
in it are bound to affect the outcome of at
least 30 other similar challenges in other
courts.

The Natlonal Right-to-Work Foundation 1s
the legal arm of a well-financed organization
whose ultimate goal is to win passage of
“right-to-work” laws that let employees
choose whether or not to joln unions.

Only 20 states, not including Maryland,
have such “right-to-work" laws on the books.
In Maryland, under most circumstances
where unions gain representation rights,
workers pay dues to the union. If they choose
not to join, the workers pay agency fees
generally ecual to the dues pald by regular
union members.

Most labor organizations have taken on
much wider charters in the last couple of
decades, however, in the form of political
work, community services, more sophisticated
organizing practices, international exchanges
and. most visibly, lobbying in government.

The foundation Is charging that those
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functions are extraneous and that people who
don’t join unions shouldn't have to pay for
them.

Others, such as Willard Wirtz, secretary of
labor under Presidents John F. Kennedy and
Lyndon B. Johnson, argue otherwise. Testi-
fying on the union’s side In the Baltimore
case, Mr. Wirtz contended that these addi-
tional activitles are “germane” to collective
bargaining in that they “strengthen the
hand” of unions when they sit down to bar-
gain for contracts.

Mr. Barnes, however, drafted a much nar-
rower definition of baslc union bargaining
functions, saying that nonunion workers can
be forced to pay “agency fees' only if the
activity they finance “directly relates to and
is reasonably necessary for the proper effec-
tuation of . . . collective bargalning, con-
tract administration and grievance adjust-
ment."

“For example,” he wrote, “the [union's
lawyers] earnestly contend that their chari-
table contributions not only, in themselves,
advance the public interest, but create a fa-
vorable climate of public sympathy and sup-
port when collective bargaining time arrives
and particularly when there is a strike.

“This result, while superficially plausible,
has not been established by clear and con-
vincing evidence,” he added, saying that
“charitable contributions do not directly re-
late to, and are not reasonably necessary. . .
for the proper effectuation of collective bar-
gaining. contract administration and griev-
ance adjustment.”

Mr. Barnes went on to recommend that
nonunion C. & P. workers not be forced to
pay fees that finance charitable contribu-
tions or which, in the union’s 1978 fiscal year,
helped ralise the more than $21 million de-
voted to political activities, lobbying work,
public relations, foreign studies, AFL-CIO
dues and some strike funds.

The sum for these activities in the 1878
test year amounted to 81 percent of all
spending by the union.

Mr. Barnes's recommendation would in-
clude refunds totaling nearly $6,500 for the
18 C. & P. workers who brought the suit.

Matthew A. Kane, the union's lawyer in
the case, refused to comment on the finding.
CWA, leaders could not be reached for com-
ment.

The Right-to-Work Foundation's lawyers
were clearly pleased with the Barnes report
to the court. Hugh Rellly, the chief founda-
tion attorney on the case, was disgruntled
only by the fact that Mr. Barnes kept union
conventions as a “permissible” expense to be
charged to nonunion workers.

WHAT DOES PRESIDENT CARTER
HAVE AGAINST THE U.S. ECONOMY?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. KEmP) is rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

@ Mr. KEMP, Mr. Speaker, the political
rhetoric of the administration is depre-
ciating almost as quickly as the U.S.
dollar. I am referring, of course, to the
mostly ridiculous economic package
President Carter unveiled this afternoon.

Earlier this year, President Carter
said:

I can guarantee you that we will have a
balanced budget in the 1981 fiscal year be-
ginning October 1.

He denounced the longstanding pro-
posals of the Republican Party to restore
incentives for both individuals and busi-
nesses through across-the-board cuts in
marginal income tax rates and accel-
crated depreciation.

He repeated:

I will not consider any reduction in taxes
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until I am convinced that the 1981 budget
will be balanced.

Last month, however, the administra-
tion was forced to admit in its mid-year
economic report that its own economic
policy of slowing down the economy had
made it impossible to balance the budget.
Because of rising unemployment and
dropping productivity, revenues are
dropping and expenditures automatical-
ly climbing, widening the deficit by
about $27 billion for each 1 percentage
point rise in the unemployment rate.

President Carter's official position is
that Congress is not competent to con-
sider tax-rate reduction in an election
year—although he is, apparently, Con-
gress has held hearings, considered and
debated the issue of tax-rate reduction
for the past 4 years, but President Carter
does not believe there has been enough
time to study the issue.

This makes one wonder why President
Carter found it necessary this afternoon
to announce a thrown-together melange
of rebates, subsidies and spending pro-
grams. President Carter has put together
precisely the sort of demand-stimulus
program against which the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee warned last week in a
bipartisan report. Parts of the Presi-
dent’s plan, like the income tax credit
against payroll taxes, were considered
and rejected by the Senate Finance
Committee, with the overwhelming
agreement of both Democrats and Re-
publicans. Instead, the Finance Commit-
tee supported across-the-board tax-rate
reduction for individuals, reductions in
the capital gains tax rate, accelerated
depreciation for businesses and other
measures to increase economic incen-~
tives for higher employment, produc-
tivity and growth.

Let us face it: Being a latecomer to
tax-cutting and the idea of incentives,
President Carter has gotten it all wrong.
With the exception of a watered-down
plan for accelerated depreciation, which
is inferior to both the “10-5-3" plan or
the measure approved by the Finance:
Committee, none of the tax and spend--
ing measures will favorably affect eco-
nomic incentives at all.

Table I, Mr. Speaker, lists the tax pro-
visions which the President says he will
get around to proposing sometime next
year. Among the tax cuts for business,
only the 40-percent reduction in the as-
set depreciation range, and the reduc-
tion of the number of classes of assets
to 30, will remove any of the existing dis-
incentives. But the Finance Committee
plan is only one-sixth as complicated as
the administration plan, and the 10-5-3
proposal only one-tenth as complicated.
These two plans also do more to reduce
the overtaxation of profits caused by in-
flation and our outdated Tax Code.

The two refundable tax credits are
sops to Senator KENNEDpY. They are noth-
ing but Federal subsidies to companies
which are not turning a profit. Such an
approach can only reduce, not improve,
industrial productivity.

Proposed tax cuts for individuals in-
clude: a partial removal of the marriage
tax penalty, a partial exemption of in-
come earned by Americans abroad—but
only in certain parts of the world—and
an increase in the earned income tax
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credit. While these may be argued on
the grounds of equity—and I support a
complete removal of the marriage tax
and complete exemption from taxation
of foreign income earned abroad—these
proposals do nothing, unfortunately, to
increase incentives for individuals to
work, to save, to invest, or to begin new
enterprises.

Likewise, President Carter is resub-
mitting what amounts to his ill-fated
$50 rebate of 3 years ago, only adjusted
for inflation. His plan would provide a
credit against income taxes equal to 8
percent of payroll tax liability. As I un-
derstand it, both the credit for individ-
uals and for businesses would be made
at least partially refundable, which
would turn it into a spending program.

But the worst feature of this plan
is that it does not affect the marginal
tax rates which determine incentives.
Neither the marginal income tax rate
nor the marginal payroll tax rate are
affected. This tax rebate is not even
half as large as the tax increases on
personal income which will take place
under current law. And the rebate is
not even permanent.

Turning to the spending programs,
President Carter is including already-
enacted programs in his grab bag of
economic nostrums. He lists $744 mil-
lion in spending to extend unemploy-
ment benefits from 39 to 52 weeks; but
this extension is already on the books—
and would not have been triggered
except for the recession which Mr. Car-
ter's economic policies have brought
about. In his speech this afternoon, the
President also made a great deal of the
synthetic fuels subsidies which have
already been approved. That pork barrel
was described as public investment. It
would be more accurate to describe that
destructive program as massive disin-
vestment. What President Carter calls a
“yast new synthetic fuels industry” really
portends a wvast new assault by the
Department of Energy on the capacity
of our country to produce energy cheaply
and efficient.iy.

Of the rest, only the proposed spend-
ing on Federal research and develop-
ment and job retraining has even the
remotest connection with improving
productivity. And as I have pointed out
many times on the floor of this House,
Federal R. & D. policies are killing inno-
vation in this country by centralizing
control over venture capital and driving
individual intrepreneurs out of competi-
tion with captured nonprofits and
es.ablished firms.

In short, Mr. Speaker, four-fifths of
the President’'s program is either ir-
relevant to the problem of productivity,
about which the President wrung his
hands today, or else already on the
books.

President Carter has succeeded only
in making himself ridiculous: First, by
criticizing longstanding Republican sup-
port of thoughtful initiatives to restore
incentives through tax-rate reduction;
and then by throwing together this half-
baked and decidedly inferior program of
his own.

The only thing to be said for President
Carter’s program is that even he says
that it should not be enacted this year.
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It should not be enacted next year,
either,

What Congress ought to do is build on
the Senate Finance Committee’s work,
and enact a phased, across-the-board
reduction in marginal income tax rates,
beginning with 10 percent next year, to-
gether with accelerated depreciation of
business assets. Further necessary re-
forms in taxation restoring a sound dol-
lar, reforming Federal regulation, and
restraining Federal spending will have
to await a Republican administration,
apparently. Only such a program, not
President Carter's latest spending, sub-
sidy and rebate scheme, will improve
productivity and start our country to-
ward full employment without inflation.

TaBLE I.—President Carter's economic

proposals
[Billlons of current dollars]

Calendar

Tax cuts: 1981

(1) Refundable investment tax credit
(30 percent of unused credits for
items placed in service after Dec. 31,
1980)

(2) Targeted investment tax credit
(Additional 10 percent, refundable,
for industries in distressed areas,
EDA-determined case by case)

(3) Five-year amortization of busi-
ness start-up costs

(4) Depreciation reform (40 percent
reduction in ADR, 30 classes of as-
sets)

(6) Increase in the number of Sub-
chapter 8 participants to 25

(6) Marriage penalty amelioration
(10 percent Income tax credit for
lesser earning spouse up to first
$30,000)

(7) Exemption of foreign Income (100
percent of first $25,000 and 60 per-
cent of next $60,000 for those desig-
nated as living in hardship areas:
e.g., Mideast but not Europe)

(8) Expand earned income tax credit
(Increase from 10 percent to 12
percent of first $5,000; phaseout
raised from $10,000 to $11,000 maxi-
mum)

(9) Income tax credit against pay-
roll taxes (B percent of payroll tax
liability, 1981 and 1982 only)

Spending Increases:

Research and development.

Rall rehabllitation

Highway rehabilitation and mass
transit

Weatherization of homes and
buildings

Anti-recession ald

Job retraining

Extension of unemployment ben-

efits (from 39 to 52 weeks)___ 0.744

Total spending

Total spending and tax cuts__. 32.4¢

———————

AMERICAN FARMERS HAVE
GOTTEN A RAW DEAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Maryland (Mr. BAUMAN) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time today to call to the attention of
my colleagues the serious plight of the
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American farm community. As a Mem-
ber of Congress who has the honor to
represent & large number of farmers and
many thousands of people who depend
on farms, either directly or indirectly, for
their livelihood, I must share with you
the serious economic problems that exist
in my district in Maryland and all over
the Nation.

In July farm prices received by farm-
ers for products rose by 5.2 percent, the
largest single monthly gain in 62 years.
Sounds good, does it not? But wait. Even
with that dramatic 1 month gain, farm
prices are only at a level where they were
a year ago, while farm costs have gone
up 12 percent. It does not take an expert
in math to figure out that, at this rate,
most American farmers will be out of
business in short order.

Some projections I have seen indicate
there may be a further increase in farm
prices in the next 4 months that could
produce an overall increase in net farm
income during 1980 of about $18 billion.
But even if that happens, and we can-
not be sure it will, that is a full 45 per-
cent drop in net farm from the $33 bil-
lion earned in 1979. These are in fact,
the lowest farm prices in the last 40
years. And in 1940 we were still in the
midst of the Great Depression.

WORST FARM PRICES SINCE GREAT DEFRESSION

One thing that seems to escape the
politicians that run Jimmy Carter's De-
partment of Agriculture, is the lesson of
history. The 1929 stock market crash
was preceded by historic lows in farm
prices during most of the 1920’s. Despite
pleas from farmers for action, then as
now, nothing was done.

Farm income has fallen greatly before,
in the early 1970's and the 1930's. But
under Jimmy Carter, farmers have had
the steepest and fastest drop in any sin-
gle year since the 55-percent collapse
that occurred in 1921.

Mr. Speaker, what all this adds up to
is that American farmers may work all
year in 1980 for no net profit at all, If
that happens it will be the first time in
the 70 years of U.S. Department of Agri-
culture recordkeeping that farm profits
have been a big fat zero.

To make matters worse, the situation
of farm credit is at the crisis point.
Earlier this year when farmers had to
go to their banks for financing for their
planting, interest rates were around 20
percent, another record high. Federal
farm credit institutions tried to take up
the demand, but badly needed revisions
in farm credit laws were held up in
the Democratic Congress and as of today
they have still to be passed. Not since
the Great Depression have farmers been
less able to service their credit obliga-
tions and the result may well be whole-
sale farm bankruptcy.

Consider still further the individual
farmer's economic situation. Farmers’
debt to income ratio is also the highest
since the Great Depression and their li-
quidity ratio is lower than it has ever
been. While this indicates the need for
more short term borrowing, most com-
mercial banks are already over extended
on farm loans. Thus since 1970 farm
credit extensions have increased more
than 400 percent while other private sec-
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tor borrowing has only gone up 150 per-
cent.
CARTER FARM EMBARGO

One major contributing factor to this
enormous slide in farm prices and in-
come was the Carter embargo on farm
exports imposed last January. While the
President said he was imposing the em-
bargo as punishment for the Soviet in-
vasion of Afghanistan, there is every evi-
dence that the Soviets have suffered very
little if at all. But immediately upon the
imposition of the embargo farm prices
for such products as corn and soy beans
fell by huge amounts. At the same time
the President announced commodity pur-
chases of farm products which added
easily $2 billion to taxpayers costs. And
other exporters escaped the farm em-
bargo.

All this from a President who promised
during his 1976 campaign that he in-
tended to “end embargoes once and for
au.n

Mr. Speaker, in spite of the fact that
many of us have been warning about the
farm problem for some time, little has
been done by this Democratic Congress or
President Carter to respond to this seri-
ous problem.

In early 1978 I addressed this House on
this same topic and I would like to call
attention to some of my comments at
that time because my words still apply
today.

Here is what I said then:

Congress cannot ignore these clear signs
that many in our agricultural economy are
on the verge of financial collapse. There is not
a man, woman, or child in this country who
would not be seriously affected if such a col-
lapse should occur sending shock waves
throughout the rest of the economy. We in
the Congress must provide some immediate
and lasting relief for the farming community.

Compare congressional reaction when other
sections of our economy faced similar diffi-
culties. When the aerospace industry was in
trouble, there were those in Congress who
rushed in to rescue it with Federal funds.
When New York City spent itself into bank-
ruptcy there was a deafening chorus by those
who wanted the U.S. Treasury to finance the
bail-out. Virtually any major group in this
country would receive a generous helping
hand from Uncle Sam if they were faced with
this sort of crisis. No one group has done
more for this country or its economy than
the farmer.

It has been the farmer and his exports that
have kept this country afioat in the interna-
tional markets. We have heard recently that
the dollar has slipped to its lowest level in
history in the international money exchange.
The international economic situation is seri-
ous and it deserves our attention. But it
would be much much worse if it had not
been for the farmers’ exports that balanced
our international payments. Their exports
kept the value of the dollar stable and al-
lowed others to buy foreign products cheaply
and improve their standards of living. Other
domestic industrial and manufacturing
groups dropped from an effective interna-
tional competition when their labor agree-
ments and executive salaries priced their
products out of the marketplace abroad.
Their wages and salaries increased and their
dollar was secure because the farmer was pro-
ductive and could export his product where
they sometimes could not. I do not believe it
would be an overstatement, in fact, to say
that the rest of the country and the rest of
our people have been riding high on the hog
at the expense of the farmer and his family.

The time has come, though, when the
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farmer can no longer endure the burden
he has been forced to carry. The price of his
equipment has gone up, the price of his
fertilizer has gone up, the price of every-
thing he must use to grow the food we eat
has gone up. He can no longer make a living.
Other segments of our economy have not
been as productive as he has been; others
have been able to control the supply better
than he has been. Still others have raised the
price of what they produced and sold to him.
Inflation has hurt everyone, but it is the
American farmer who is now faced with
bankruptcy. We must do everything we can
to help.

And, I might add, this still describes
the situation today, only it has gotten
much worse.

FARMERS WANT A CHANGE

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the Federal
Congress and the Government have an
obligation to adopt policies which will
promote American agriculture rather
than inhibit it. That can be done by un-
leashing the great productivity of the
farmer and getting Government off his
collective back. The American farmer, by
nature, wants to produce and sell his
product. He does not want unnecessary
regulations, subsidy, and a Federal dole.

I have consistently supported legisla-
tion that would allow farmers to pro-
duce and keep Government out of the
marketplace. I have advocated flexible
parity legislation which rewards reduced
acreage with higher supports in an effort
to guarantee full parity in the market-
place.

Whoever the next President may be,
he must recognize and act on the farm
problem before it is too late. President
Carter and this Congress have not done
so and show no intention of doing so.

American farmers, just as most Amer-
icans, I believe, are ready for a change
and it cannot come too soon.

GREEN RAISES UNANSWERED
QUESTIONS ON BILLY CARTER
MATTER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. GREEN) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, as one of
the principal sponsors of the resolution
of inquiry regarding the Billy Carter
matter and as one of the Members of
the House who has read through the ma-
terials supplied us—other than those
furnished the Select Committee on In-
telligence—I would like to express my
thoughts on where the House should go
from here.

I believe that the materials submitted,
through omission and commission, call
for further investigation by the Judi-
ciary and Foreign Affairs Committees.

First. Included in the material was a
Department of Justice letter to Senator
BavyH making it clear that Justice was
not providing documents relating to sev-
eral pending cases. Justice appears also
to have omitted these documents from
the material provided to the House.

I do not wish to compromise any De-
partment of Justice investigation, so I
will mention only one of those cases, as
its existence has been reported in the
media, a grand jury investigation being
conducted in the southern district of
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New York. According to press reports,
Billy Carter testified before that grand
jury this week. In fairness to Mr. Carter,
it was also reported that he was not a
target of the investigation.

The Justice Department has offered to
meet with Senator Bayn and Senator
TaurMoND to discuss the documents
withheld. I believe that Justice should
extend that same offer to the chairmen
and ranking minority members of the
Foreign Affairs and Judiciary Commit-
tees and that the offer should be ac-
cepted. All veils should be lifted.

Second. I am concerned about the pro-
prietary and the professional zeal of the
Justice Department handling of the
Billy Carter case. On June 11, 1980, Billy
Carter met with representatives of the
Justice Department. After he was given
a Miranda warning, he was asked if he
had received anything of value from
Libya other than two all-expense paid
trips to Libya, four gold bracelets, a sil-
ver mounted saddle, a silver serving tray,
and a scimitar. He said that he had not.
This was not true. He had received
$220,000, ostensibly as a loan. That fact
was already known to the Justice De-
partment. At that point the Justice De-
partment could have sought to develop
a case under title 18 United States Code,
section 1001, which provides in part
that—

Whoever, in any matter within the juris-
diction of any department or agency of the
United States knowingly and willfully . . .
makes any false, fictitious or fraudulent
statements or representations . . . shall be
fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned
not more than five years or both.

Nevertheless, as far as one can tell
from the materials supplied to us, this
course was not even considered.

I think we ought to know why Justice
suffered such a lack of prosecutorial zeal,
and urge the Judiciary Committee to
pursue the matter.

Third. I am concerned about the role
of the Counsel to the President, not only
because he met with Billy Carter, but
also because he suggested Mr. Carter
retain counsel and then specified which
lawyers be contacted. I question the ap-
propriateness of any lawyer in the ex-
ecutive branch recommending specific
counsel to a person under investigation
by Justice.

We need to come to an understanding
of the proper role of the Counsel to the
President when dealing with a member
of a President’s personal or official fam-
ily, as it is almost inevitable that in-
vestigations will touch such persons in
the future no matter who holds office.
I suggest the Judiciary Committee ad-
dress this role.

Fourth. Much of the material that was
supplied to us raises serious questions as
to whether there are major leaks in our
system of controls on exports of military
equipment. Not all of the material in
question relates to Billy Carter, but I
urge the Foreign Affairs Committee to
investigate whether there are serious
problems with regard to this system of
controls.

Fifth. President Carter's choice of his
brother as an emissary to the Libyans
shortly after Iran seized the hostages
also raises some serious questions. Os-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

tensibly the Libyan Government at that
time was interested in expanding its re-
lationship with the U.S. Government.
The President apparently was aware of
this. Thus, it seems that someone from
our State Department would have been
a more logical and proper choice than
Billy Carter for contact with Libya. I
believe the Foreign Affairs Committee
should explore the circumstances sur-
rounding this unusual conduct of our
foreign policy.

Sixth. Finally this whole incident
raises concerns going far beyond Billy
Carter. If Libya was willing to spend this
kind of money on Billy Carter, then how
much is Colonel Qaddafi spending in
toto to influence American political and
governmental processes? And what about
other Arab countries and their petro-
dollars? These are serious questions in-
deed, and I strongly urge the Foreign
Affairs Committee to pursue them and
report to this body and to the American
people about who is paying whom fto
twist U.S. foreign policy.

O 1550
TEXAS MONTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ) is rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, August
is really a Texas month, from the stand-
point of the preeminent Texans who
have served on the national government-
al level, who were born in the month of
August. Yesterday we commemorated
the birth date of a great Texan, Presi-
dent Lyndon Johnson; and earlier in
this month of August, on the 6th, some
of us recalled and commemorated in a
great spirit of reverence and evoked the
memory of another equally great Texan,
the Honorable Wright Patman, who
served at the time of his death as the
Member from that particular district,
Congressional District No. 1 from Texas,
a district that he had served for many,
many years. He had had a tremendously
distinguished record as chairman of the
then-called Banking and Currency
Committee.

I wish to dwell for a few minutes only
on these two great personalities, because
I believe that as time passes and the
years go by, those of us who had the
great honor and privilege of not only
knowing both of these great leaders, but
having worked with them and having
watched them over the course of the
years, their actions and their role as
public men in such a preeminent way,
begin to get a more rational perspective
of what their service has really meant
to the country.

President Johnson, very much like
every President we have had since Frank-
lin Roosevelt, experienced the very tough
situation encountered with respect to
the national press or the media. He had
high points and, of course, very low
points and yvery vicious periods of time.
But I do not think there was anything
particularly singular about that because
I think almost every President from the
time of Franklin Roosevelt and particu-
larly his era has had that as a modern-
day ingredient in this great formula that
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operates in the case of the Presidential
branch of the Government in its modern-
day, 20th century role.

I still believe that Franklin Roosevelt
had perhaps the most eloquent and the
most accurate description of what a 20th
century President really must afford, in
the light of the role and the machine of
the Presidency in this century. He said
that he visualized the Presidency as that
role of leadership in which the great
army of the Amercian people would be
summoned forth and led in a common
attack on the common problems affect-
ing Americans. But he said that that
leadership was really in the 20th century
more and more turning out to be more
than the individual power or the per-
sonality or the inherent ability of the
President, the President’s ability to at-
tract first-class minds and men and
women of ability, surround himself with
them, orchestrate them and marshal
them into this great attack on the com-
mon problems confronting the American
people.

I think that is very true. I think that
if we were to use as an index for the net
results of the leadership on the part of
our Presidents in the 20th century, it
would be that one factor, the ability to
attract and surround himself with first-
rate minds. The worst enemy of a first
rater is a second rater. If we will look at
the type of minds and personalities that
Franklin Roosevelt was able to surround
himself with, and then his ability to or-
chestrate them and work them in unison,
and his tremendous leadership which
successfully led this country through
great thickets of the depression and the
great hazards of war, global war, and
successfully, and when we follow through
and we recall President Kennedy and his
unique ability in that respect, I think
that by all indications the one thing that
President Kennedy has not been criti-
cized for was the nature, the stature and
the composition of the men with whom
he surrounded himself, the men and
women, the Cabinet, the subcabinet level.
In fact, two of his Cabinet Members were
really reflections of a bipartisan effort.
His Secretary of Defense McNamara was
identified as a Republican, and his first
Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Dillon,
was definitely a Republican. But he was
able to attract them. They were able to
come and serve the Presidency. So that
when Mr. Johnson became President, he
realized that, and contrary to some hard
advice that was given to him by inti-
mates, he refused immediately to discard
the Kennedy Cabinet, including Presi-
dent John Kennedy's own brother, who
was Attorney General.

I might say, by way of parenthesis,
that there is a personal involvement
here. At the time of the assumption of
office by President Kennedy and Vice
President Johnson, I was in the State
Senate of Texas, and I had campaigned
in 11 States in behalf of the Kennedy-
Johnson ticket. And one day, after the
election and bhefore the swearing-in, I
read in the newspapers, in my local press,
that the President-elect had intended
and was intending to appoint his brother
Robert as Attorney General. I thought
that was repugnant to good administra-
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tion. It was antagonistic to what I felt
was a wise decision.

So I sent a telegram to President Ken-
nedy and his brother as well, Robert
Kennedy, at Hyannisport, because 1 had
had a fairly close relationship with the
then-Senator ever since he had been a
Member of the House in 1951. I felt that
I could in good faith communicate my
worry, my concern. I felt that there were
several reasons why it would not be good
policy for the President to appoint his
brother as Attorney General. I explained
some of those in this telegram I sent.

Well, I was criticized by some of the
local Democratic leaders. In fact, I was
accused of being the only critic of that
notion other than Republicans who be-
gan to react adversely to the idea that
the President-elect would appoint his
brother.

I felt and feel to this day that it was
probably one of the most singular errors
of any magnitude, in my opinion, to this
day, that President Kennedy made. I will
not go into the reasons because that is
beside the point today. What I do want
to say is that I never thought at the time
I sent the telegram that I would be
serving in the House of Representatives
about a year and a month later. And it
was not until a year and a month later
when I came up that I finally had an
acknowledgment of that telegram from
President Kennedy, and then he did it
in a very humorous way. But I never did
hear from Robert Kennedy, and I am
afraid that he never quite felt very
happy with me because of my original
opposition to the thought that the Presi-
dent should appoint his own brother as
Attorney General.

O] 1600

Lyndon Johnson would never have
considered such a thing, not because of
any moral implications of superiority,
but because his way of working was
strictly from one of the most efficient
managerial methods that I have ever
seen any man in business or in Govern-
ment employ. I think that history will
note that President Johnson was the best
administrator, as President, that we have
had in the 20th century. There was no
such thing as confusion among his ad-
visers or among his Cabinet. There was
no such thing as one member of his Cab-
inet saying one thing in what would
appear or was indeed in fact contradic-
tion to official administration policy.
There was no such thing as the President
in a press conference, unlike his succes-
sor, telling this press conference that he
had sent an education bill to the Con-
gress weeks before and that the Congress
had not acted on it, when, in fact, he had
never sent such a bill to the Congress and
had to be corrected by his own secretary
at that time.

Lyndon Johnson could never have been
faulted with that because Lyndon John-
son was one of the most prepared men
to serve in the administrative capacity
which the Presidency to date, from the
domestic standpoint, really, really con-
sists of in this 20th-century period in our
national development.

Lyndon Johnson had several—one in
particular—departments created during
his Presidency, the Department of Hous-
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ing and Urban Development, and I think
that his first appointee as Secretary of
that was very symbolic of the efficiency
with which Lyndon Johnson selected the
first-rate, the first minds of ability that
were available and that he could attract
to serve under him.

I believe that, like Lyndon Johnson,
Wright Patman of Texas evoked as high
level and high caliber of Texas rep-
resentation, Texas skill, Texas mana-
gerial know-how and accountability
above all. Wright Patman, it would be
inconceivable for us today, to think
would be anything but radically speaking
out and protesting the conditions of the
financial markets, the heavy concentra-
tion of credit resources in fewer and
fewer hands in our country. He would
be on top of the real issue that con-
fronts us domestically on economic mat-
ters. He had to fight almost in an impos-
sible manner during the time that he
was chairman of the Committee on
Banking.

Soon after my emergence of service
into the House of Representatives, Pat-
man became chairman. Immediately,
what he did and what he performed as
chairman of the Committee on Banking
during that period of time, which lasted
approximately from the years 1963 to
about 1975, are written in the record. 1
do not have to establish them. I do not
have to give him some praise in an ex-
aggerated manner, because the record is
there.

What I am saying is we should keep
perennially in mind and evoke peren-
nially the memory of such men and the
into the House of Representatives, Pat-
man and Lyndon Johnson for the great
American leadership that they have
given us, one in both the legislative, na-
tional legislative, as well as the national
executive branch of the Government and
the other in the preeminent ability as a
legislator transcending the purely local
connotations of this representation and
reaching out to the great extent of na-
tional representation as chairman of the
committee.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker. I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 2 minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, the
International Court of Justice has ruled
unanimously that Iran must release the
hostages and declared the inviolability
of diplomatic envoys a fundamental
basis of relations between nations. Also,
the United Nations has called unani-
mously for the release of the hostages.

Over 50 American hostages are still
held prisoners in Iran in peril of their
lives and suffering greatly. This im-
prisonment is illegal and inhuman. Our
diplomatic personnel are even threat-
ened with a trial.

This is the first time in modern dip-
lomatic history a nation has illegally
seized and imprisoned diplomatic per-
sonnel of another country. The conven-
t'ons and treaty which bind the United
States and Iran to peaceful settlement
of disputes and which Iran has flagrantly
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violated are: The 1961 Vienna Conven-
tion on Diplomatic Relations, the 1963
Vienna Convention on Consular Rela-
tions, the New York Convention on the
Prevention and Punishment of Crimes
against Internationally Protected Per-
sons, including Diplomatic Agents, and
the 1955 Treaty of Amity, Economic
Relations and Consular Rights.

The terms of these international
agreements and the principles of inter-
national law are clear. We call upon the
Iranian Parliament and Ayatollah
Khomeini to release the hostages. We
continue to hold Iranian authorities re-
sponsible for the welfare and safety of
our people.

THE 41ST ANNIVERSARY OF THE
INVASION OF POLAND COMMEMO-
RATED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. ANNUNZIO)
is recognized for 5 minutes.
@ Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, Sep-
tember 1, 1939, was a day of infamy,
for it was on this day 41 years ago that
the military forces of the Nazis invaded
Poland and set off a series of events
that led to World War II.

Poland was the victim in September
1939; the sacrificial lamb; because it
was the sacrifice of Poland that led the
free nations of Europe to make that
final decision to stop Hitler from the
conquest of the entire continent.

Within a very short time, the Nazi
war machine destroyed the nation of
Poland. The heroic, courageous, patriotic
Polish people fought desperately to turn
back the mighty enemy, but the power
of Hitler’'s army was too much for the
Poles.

When victory became certain for the
Nazis, the Soviet Union decided to seize
a share of the war booty and on Sep-
tember 17 sent the Red army across the
Polish frontier, annexed huge areas of
Poland into the Soviet Union, and joined
in the final destruction of the Polish
state.

It is, of course, one of the tragedies
of history that the victim too must pay
the price of the enemy’s miscalculations.
For Poland and her people endured the
worst of World War II only to find that
a new enemy had taken control of the
country’s destiny once liberation from
the Nazis became a reality. The Com-
munists quickly grabbed for power as
the Nazi forces retreated, and ever since
the people of Poland have been subjected
to this brutal and all-consuming
tyranny.

A cruel fate had befallen the Polish
people, and once effective opposition was
crushed, the Communist regime leaders
set out to create in Poland a Communist
state modeled after the one in the Soviet
Union.

Political freedom was narrowly limited
by the Communist Party, and freedom of
religion no longer existed. The economic
sector, particularly industry, was orga-
nized along inefficient and repressive
party lines, and in the cultural realm,
Communist control was total. No longer
could the Polish artist, the playwright,
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the composer create his art freely as his
inner soul demanded.

It was only through subsequent blood-
shed, struggle, and faith in their re-
ligious heritage that the Polish people
through the years were able to win a few
concessions from the Communist dic-
tatorship. In 1956 and in 1970, they
struggled for their human rights, and
now again, in 1980, the Polish people
are proving to the world that they fer-
vently wish to live in freedom and inde-
pendence without interference from for-
eign nations, particularly the Soviet
Union.

I was honored to join with my good
friend and colleague, the Honorable
CLEMENT J. ZaBrockr, chairman of the
House Foreign Affairs Committee, in co-
sponsoring House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 423, urging the leaders of the Polish
Government as well as the Polish people
to resolve the issues raised by the strik-
ing workers through peaceful means, and
also urging all signatories of the Final
Act of the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe, which include the
Soviet Union, to respect the inviolability
of the Polish frontier and the principle
of nonintervention in the internal affairs
of Poland.

The text of this resolution follows:

H. Con. REs. 423

Whereas the Final Act of the Conference
on Security and Cooperation in Europe com-
mits the signatories to respect human rights
and fundamental freedoms including eco-
nomic rights;

Whereas Principles I and III of the Final
Act guarantee that every state has the right
to judicial equality, to territorial integrity,
and to freedom and political independence;
that each has the right to choose and develop
its own political, soclal, economic and cul-
tura] systems; and that the frontiers of each
state are inviolable, regardless of the po-
litical, soclal, economic or cultural systems
chosen by that state;

Whereas Principle VI commits all partici-
pating states to abjure from military action,
use of force, and coerclon In order that peace,
security and cooperation in Europe may be
assured;

Whereas the slgnatory countries have
pledged themselves to “fulfill in good faith
their obligations under international law";

Whereas the Unlversal Declaration of Hu-
man Rights and the International Covenant
on Civil and Political Rights guarantee to all
the rights of freedom of thought, conscience,
religlon, opinion and expression;

Whereas the Universal Declaration of Hu-
man Rights provides that “Everyone has the
right to form and to join trade unions for
the protection of his Interests™;

Whereas Poland signed the Final Act of
the Conference on Security and Cooperation
in Europe, is morally bound by the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, and has rati-
fied the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights;

Whereas many thousands of Polish
workers have peacefully organized them-
selves and have asked the Polish Govern-
ment to negotiate In good falth with them;

Whereas the Polish Government has de-
tained a number of its own citizens who
have actively supported the workers in the
exercise of their rights: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That the Congress:

(1) urges the Polish Government and peo-
ple to resolve the issues raised by the
workers through peaceful means and in ac-
cordance with the Principles of the Final Act
of the Conference on Security and Cooper-
ation in Europe, as well as other interna-
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tlonal agreements to which Poland 1s a
party;

(2) requests the Polish Government im-
mediately to release persons unjustly impris-
oned during the recent worker unrest for
their efforts to exercise their rights as guar-
anteed by the Universal Declaration of Hu-
man Rights, the International Convenant on
Civil and Political Rights and the Final Act
of the Conference on Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe; and

(3) calls upon all signatories to observe
the Declaration on Principles Guiding Rela-
tions between Participating States, partic-
ularly those relating to soverelgn equality,
inviolability of frontlers, and non-interven-
tion in internal affairs.

Sec. 2. The Clerk of the House of Repre-
sentatives shall transmit copies of this reso-
lution to the President, the Becretary of
State, and the Polish Ambassador to the
United States.

In this anniversary of the beginning of
World War II, our hearts go out to the
Polish people. Their lives have been too
full of tragedy, misery, and suffering.
These fearless, hardworking, courageous
people deserve a far better fate than
what has befallen them since Septem-
ber 1, 1939. It is our hope that one day
they shall have better times, and that
they will be a part of the whole European
community of nations enjoying fully the
fruits of democracy and freedom.

As we again commemorate these sad
events in the House of Representatives,
I am proud to join the Polish Americans
in the 11th District of Illinois, whom I
am honored to represent, in Chicago,
and all over this Nation in their hopes
and prayers for the reentry of Poland in
the community of free nations. Free-
dom-loving people the world over are
watching and the Communists must
never be allowed to forget this or to
ignore the yearning for liberty and hu-
man rights in the hearts of the Polish
peoples.@

SECRETARY OF EDUCATION SUG-
GESTS MORE COOPERATION BE-
TWEEN BUSINESS AND EDUCA-
TION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Indiana (Mr. BrADEMAS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

@ Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, last

month, in a speech before the National

Alliance of Business, the distinguished

Secretary of Education, the Honorable

Shirley M. Hufstedler, discussed some

of the problems facing education in the

United States and made a number of

suggestions for greater cooperation be-

tween business leaders and educators
that would benefit both as well as the
schools and the students themselves.

I commend Secretary Hufstedler for
her innovative approach and include
the text of her speech of July 17, 197
in the RECORD.

REmMARKS BY HonN. SHIRLEY M. HUFSTEDLER,
SECRETARY OF EDUCATION, TO THE NATIONAL
ALLIANCE OF BUSINESS
For many years leaders in education and

business thought trey had little In common.

Today we know that, although we are in

diTerent boats, we are salllng the same

choppy seas of economlc, soclal and demo-
graphic change.

Actually, my being here with you is some-
thing of a role reversal. Rather than a sec-
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retary looking for work, I am a secretary
looking for workers. My objective today is
to pigue your Interest in the future of
American education in a difficult time and
to set you to thinking about what you can
do to help.

I realize that In doing this, I am, to a
certaln extent preaching to the cholr. Your
very presence here this afternoon, and your
individual records of involvement in NAB,
and CETA, and private industry councils sets
you apart as businessmen-and-women able
to recognize the needs and the problems of
our larper soclety and willing to do some-
thing about them. But while many of your
companies are already actively at work In
education, some are not. And every one of
you has friends, assoclates and contacts who
could be doing much more to help than they
are. So, just as the Bible reminds us that
the Lord “sendeth the rain on the just and
on the unfust,” I am going to solicit help
from the involved and the not-yet-involved
allke—one never knows whence the first sale
of the day will come.

WHY GET INVOLVED?

Let's begin with the first and most obvi-
ous questions: Why should any of you—why
should business people In general—get in-
volved with education In America today?
The answer is that you should get involved
either because you are needed or because it
is in your own self-interest to do so. Pick
whichever reason appeals to the Innermost
you. Both are absolutely on target. There is
a difference between doing good and doing
well.

For the altrulsm In each of us, the simple
fact is that the nation’s school systems are
reeling under a series of demographic and
financial blows. During the late '60s, with
the passing of the “baby boom," the num-
ber of younz people in our population be-
gan to fall for the first time in history. As
the demographic contraction moved inexor-
ably through the educational system, it
brought financial woes, teacher unrest and
scheol closures at every level. Fewer children
also meant fewer parents and grandparents
among the voting and taxpaying public. Re-
cession and Inflation hit the schools hard
and further weakened public support—as did
uproars over such issues as integration, Viet-
nam, and declining standards.

Today the schools are caught in a difficult
squeeze. While the absolute number of stu-
dents continues to decline, the per capita
cost of educating each one continues to rise.
This means larger budgets for what is com-
monly seen as less service. It 1s not too sur-
prising, therefore, that schools and teachers
have come under heavy fire from the rest of
the scclety In recent years. Every day brings
new stories on television and in the press
about a long list of familiar educational ills:
from vandali=m to declining test scores, from
busing to teacher burn-out.

SCHOOL POPULATION CHANGES

This negative view of education, though
common, is limned In exceedingly broad
strokes; and, llke all such renderings, it
misses important detalls and subtleties. The
over-all decline in the number of students
for example, obscures dramatic growth in &
number of key areas. Far from falling, the
number of poor and disadvantaged young-
sters is rising rapldly. The same Is true for
children who speak little or no English, and
for those who suffer from physical, mental
and emotional handicaps. Aside from
growth, the common denominator of all of
these groups of students Is that thelr edu-
catlon requires greater than average expen-
ditures of time, money and materlal.

In addition to their changing demography,
schools must try to cope with such systemle
problems as rapld technological change, re-
shaping of the family unit, the gender revo-
lution, and television's dominance of the
young. And, while coping, they must simul-
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taneously perform a myriad of new social
functions that were once the responsibility
of other institutions. Immunization, driver
training, dental care, job training, education
in parenting—all of these worthy activities
and many more are now performed at school
rather than exclusively at home, at church,
or at work.

None of us would suggest that these things
are unimportant. Yet it cannot be denied
that the cumulative result is both expensive
and substantially different from the schools
that most of us knew as youngsters. And
because a progressively smaller proportion
of the adult population has children In
school, the general public's awareness of such
problems is not high.

WHAT'S IN IT FOR YOU?

So much for altruism. The schools need
help; you are in the position to offer that
help. That alone would be reason enough
to get involved. But let us now consider
the question of self-interest or, in more color-
ful terms, what's in it for you? I can answer
that in two words: Your future.

I do not mean only that the destiny of
the Nation depends ultimately upon the
quality of its public schools. That is true;
but the stake of business people in educa-
tion is much more direct, much more imme-
diate. It touches everything you do, begin-
ning with employees. I am fond of teasing
people whose job it' is to project the number
and the guality of people who will be avail-
able for entry level jobs in the next 5 to 10
years. 1 remind them that they have one
of the easiest jobs in America if they will
only do it right. Rather than develop elabo-
rate statistical models, they can simply walk
down the street to any junior high school
and interview the students. These are the
same individuals who will be answering our
want-ads in the next five to 10 years—if they
can read them.

BETTER NOW THAN LATER

The caliber of work, the productivity level
of each of your enterprises depends in a most
direct way upon the skills and the educa-
tion that these young people will bring to
your personnel offices. It is easier and more
effective to spend time and money now to
make sure that they are well-prepared, than
it will be to retrain them in 1990,

Your personnel needs, of course, will go
beyond entry level workers. Technology is at
the heart of profitability in today’s business.
The future prosperity of your enterprises will
depend on the quality of research and de-
velopment that you are able to sustain in the
years ahead. And that in turn will depend
directly upon the long-term viability of our
colleges and research universities.

Let me just round off the topic of person-
nel by pointing out that tomorrow's middle
management positions will also be filled by
young people in school today. And even those
of you who plan to purloin—uh, recrult—
them from other firms will still be dealing
with schools. Every voung up-and-comer you
try to lure to that plant in Gibbville is going
to ask some pointed questions about the
Gibbville schools he-or-she agrees to relocate.

None of this is new, of course. Every per-
son in this room understands the need for
a supply of well-educated labor. What may
be new is the realization that the American
educational systemm which we have always
been accustomed to think of as the b=st in
the world, and which has always operated
with little or no direct input on the part of
business, is now showing signs of serious dif-
ficulty. It is rather like the situation that
prevailed with oil in 1974. We all understood
that we were dependent, but it had ns=ver
occurred to us that our supply might really
be interrupted.

IMPLICATIONS ARE BROAD

Of course, the implications of a weakened
educational system go far bevond personnel.
They extend to markets both at home and
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abroad. It is self-evident that a better edu-
cated, more productive work-force is going
to make more money and spend more money
in the marketplace. Beyond that, however,
many important aspects of local, national
and international markets are intimately re-
lated to educational issues.

To take but one example, Hispanics will
very probably pass Blacks to become the
largest single minority group in America over
the next 5 to 10 years. There is a wide-
spread tendency to think of this as a change
that is taking place somewhere else; but in
reality, it is occurring all over the country.
Few of you would be surprised, for instance,
to learn that in my hometown of Los Angeles
the school population is well over one-third
Hispanic. I wonder how many of you reallize,
however, that the same statement can be
made about John Filer's hometown of Hart-
ford, Conn.?

The implications are obvious both for the
marketplace and for the schoolhouse. Medla
buyers are going to have to start learning
about Spanish language radio and televli-
slon—not just in Los Angeles either, And
every person in this room is going to have
a much bigger stake in bilingual education
than he or she might once have thought.

If you want to retain your markets both
at home and abroad, your companles are go-
ing to have to learn to communicate in
Spanish to sell your products. And that, of
course, will involve having many people in
your employ who are bilingual.

The ability of schools to cope with compli-
cated questions of bilingualism will be high
on the list of business concerns in the '80s
and "90s.

LANGUAGE PROBLEMS

The same kinds of considerations arise
with overseas markets. There was a time
when American businesses operated at home
and abroad with relatively little concern
about foreign competition—back around the
time of the penny postcard. Today, however,
American firms have to struggle for impor-
tant business abroad. And quite often they
begin that competition a linguistic half-step
behind. It is a rare Japanese or German or
French young person who cannot speak at
least two languages. By contrast, we are
reaching the unhappy position of consider-
ing it a triumph when the average American
student has a good command of English.

There is no way to be certain how much,
if any, international business we lose by
virtue of poor language capabilities. What is
certain is that we will lose more tomorrow
than we do today. The trend toward inter-
nationalization grows more pronounced with
every passing year. If we do not adapt, it is
only a matter of time before we put our-
selves at a serious competitive disadvantage.

I could go on in this vein all afternocon;
but I trust the point is made. Nelther schools
nor corporations can afford to continue the
business as usual pattern in which the pri-
vate sector lives exclusively in its own world
and educators live in theirs. That is no longer
possible amid the changing economic, demo-
graphic, and soclal conditions at home and
abroad. In today's world, we have to under-
stand that we need each other; and we have
to understand how we can help each other.

KEY AREAS FOR SUPFORT

In that spirit, I would like to suggest some
key areas in which a business partnership
support for education could be particularly
helpful.

First there is the broad stage of public
opinion on which natlonal attitudes are
formed and social agendas set. On that level,
it is extremely important that leaders in the
private sector become advocates for the edu-
cational system.

Now, an advocate i1s not an apologist. There
is nothing to be gained by turning a blind
eye to the very real problems and shortcom-
ings of our schools. Still, the need for advo-
cacy is very real. In their weakened state, our
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schools stand vulnerable to sweeping, unrea-
sonable attacks from many directions. Too
often the fundamental importance of the
educational system is forgotten in the heat
of the moment. Education needs the support
of respected, dispassionate lead=rs from every
walk of life. No one is better able to give that
kind of support than you in the private
sector.

A second way in which business can and
should be a major force is through coopera-
tive efforts with Federal, state and local gov-
ernments to strengthen schools at every level.
The preeminent opportunity before us now
Is the President’s Youth Act of 19£0. I can
think of no group in the country better sit-
uated to understand and anpreciate the need
for this program than NAB. Throughout its
10 year existence, this organization has done
outstanding work on the problems of struct-
ural unemnloyment. You know better than
anyone else that much of the severe un-
emnloyment among our youth stems from
a failure to equip disadvantaged youngsters
with basic literacy and computation skills—
and failure to teach them anything at all
about how to get and keep good jobs.

LOCAL CONDITIONS, NEEDS

By now most of you probably also know
something about the Youth Act and how it
proposes to attack the problem. Every par-
ticipating junijor and senlor high school in
the country will be res~onsible for designing
its own plan to upgrade the academic and
work-related skills of its students in light
of local conditions and local needs. And every
one of those schools will be required to
have the advice and partnership of private
businesses.

The basic premise is that collaboration
with the private sector will enable the
schools to do a better job of imparting the
skills that local employers need. It is ap-
parent to anyone who has read the Youth
Act that its success or fallure will depend
almost entirely on a spirit of leadership and

cooperation in the nation’s business com-
munity.

1 wish
formed a Department of Education Task
Force on Youth Programs to be headed by
Bob Schwartz under the direction of Deputy

to announce today that I have

Under Secretary Mike Bakalis. Mike is a
former chief state school officer for the state
of Illinois and Bob is a former high school
teacher, principal and education adviser to
the Mayor of Boston. One of the chief respon-
sibilities of this task force is to explore possi-
ble models for successful implementation
at the school level—including methods for
encourazing maximum cooperation between
schools and businesses.

If good collaboration exists only on paper,
then the Youth Act will simply be an expen-
sive monument to our inability to pull to-
gether to face national problems. If, on the
other hand, the collaboration is to be real.
then the time to begin planning is now.
Hopefully, the bill will soon be passed by
Congress; but even if passage should be de-
layed, it is essential that both schools and
businesses begin thinking now about how to
make 1t work.

SPECIAL ROLE

There is a special role here for NAB as an
organization and for each of you as members.
You have channels for spreading the word
about how and why to participate in this ef-
fort that are simply not available to the gov-
ernment, not avallable to the education sys-
tem. I would hope that the Youth Act could
find a place on the agendas of every business
conference and every trade association meet-
ing as well as in the pages of every trade
publication and in-house publication
throughout the country.

The final arena in which I hope that busi-
ness people everywhere will bé ctive is that
of direct Interaction with the nation’s
schools. Leave government out entirely.
Match up your own resources and needs with
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those of universities, colleges, junior and
senior high schools, and let your imagina-
tions take you where they will. They will
take you to some exciting places.

I hope you won't limit your involvements
with colleges and universities, for example,
to making contributions to general funds or
donating new buildings in honor of corpo-
rate founders. These are worthy projects, cer-
tain to find eager recipients if that is your
company's mood. But much more significant,
I think, for the long term future of educa-
tion in this country will be the willingness
of businesses to enter into creative joint ven-
tures with colleges and universities.

TEMPORARY PERSONNEL EXCHANGES

Consider the possibilities of just one ar-
rangement: temporary personnel exchanges.
Well-qualified college faculty members could
gain some practical experience on the job
while bringing some fresh thinking to your
operations. Meanwhile, your own employees
could do research, teach, or simply expand
their skills on campus. Both faculty and ex-
ecutives would return to their jobs refreshed
from contact with new people and new ideas.
Just that kind of program is being tried with
great success by innovative companies right
now. And it is having the beneficial side ef-
fect of loosening up rigid tenure structures
that tend to close out new ldeas and new
faculty on campus during times of retrench-
ment.

The same potential for creative coopera-
tion exists on the secondary level. Again, it
is not simply a matter of adopting a high
school or junior high. I would urge you to
do that, too; it's going to be more important
than ever under the Youth Act. But there are
other ways in which business can and should
make available its expertise, its resources
and its experiences in key areas.

JOINT VENTURES

For example, one of the greater strengths
of American business is managerlal skill—
a commodity often in short supply among
urban school districts. Around the country
people are beginning to experiment with pro-
grams in which corporations donate the
services of talented executives to assist school
districts with some of the enormous complex
management issues that they face on a dally
basis.

One of the benefits of these kinds of joint
ventures is the simple act of breaking out of
thos=e separate worlds that I talked about a
1ittle earlier.

I'm well aware that a major obstacle to
cooperation between business and education
is the general perception that educators are
unsympathetic, not to say hostile, to business
and its objectives. In part, this may be a
residue of the Vietnam years. In part, it is
slmply a lack of tamillarity. But another fac-
tor that I would urge each of you to con-
sider is that no one reacts well to unremit-
ting criticlsm. Too often, those in the
schools, particularly the public schools, see
private sector leaders as sources of very little
support but lots of criticlsm—sometimes
bordering on disdain. Under those condi-
tions, it would be surprising if some barriers
of defensiveness and distrust did not exist.

Educators have much to learn about the
techniques and the capabllities of manage-
ment in private industry—and about the
skills and the simple humanity of the peo-
ple involved. Those in the business com-
munity will find that they, too, have a good
deal to learn about the talent dedication
of educators, about the intractable problems
that they face—and, again, about the skills
and the humanity of the people involved.

As one who has been fortunate enough to
move in both worlds, I am eager for the
kinds of exchanges that will get the learn-
ing process underway; and eager, too, for the
Department of Education to set an example.
I hope, for Instance, that NAB members will
consider detalling to the Department some
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managerial and executive talent. We have
many technical problems that could benefit
from your considerable expertise. We could
even use some assistance in areas that par-
ticularly concern and frustrate the private
sector: such as Federal regulations, and over
use of consultants In government work.
Both are difficult problems that look some-
what different from inside than out.
SUCCESS IS UNSUNG

I would also hope that the Department of
Education can lead the way not only in help-
ing educators communicate their needs to
business, but in giving business people the
chance to make their case to those involved
in education. After all, one of the things
that education and business have in common
is that our success stories are sure bets for
the back page of the newspaper while our
fallures never miss the headlines or the
evening news.

No one signs up for a cause or an institu-
tion that cannot demonstrate some successes
and communicate a vision of where it's going
and why Iit's golng there—a vision, by the
way, that goes beyond economics to encom-
pass a moral and ethical view of the world.
Education and business could do much to
enable one another to communicate our suc-
cesses and our visions to the American
people.

There is a good deal of talk today about
the fact that Americans are confronted with
a more difficult world than we tave been ac-
customed to: & world in which there are
questions about our military capablilities,
about our economic superiority, about the
viability of our social and political institu-
tions. It 1s a time for a national reexamina-
tion of assumptions, and I firmly believe
that we will emerge from it a stronger and
more prosperous country.

If we are to do so, however, we will have
to make the kind of investment in our basic
Institutions that will allow us to reindus-
trialize, to regroup and attack the national
problem of productivity, to move forward on
every front. In my mind the single great
prerequisite for success in all of these en-
deavors 1s a reinvigorated educational sys-
tem. No one has more to galn by that than
you in the business community and no one
has greater potential to make it happen.

May I repeat that we need each other. we
have it within our power to help each other,
we have only to begin.@

YOUTH UNEMPLOYMENT

The SPEAKER pro fempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New Jersev (Mr. RopiNo) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. RODTNO. Mr. Sreaker, I was
proud to vote for the Youth Act of 1980
which the House passed on Tuesday and
I urge the Senate to act expeditiously on
this important leeislation. The bill ad-
dresses a most serious problem besetting
our country at this time—the staggering
rate of vouth unemnloyment.

For the past 10 years the number of
younesters unable to find jobs has in-
creased considerably. In manv cities, like
Newark and East Orange located in my
congressional district, over 35 percent of
young men and women are unemoloyed—
and the rate is even higher among blacks
and other minorities.

In fact, the job outlook in manv cities
has been so bad for so long that young-
sters have grown up with no hope of ever
finding iobs. Consecuently, the hope for
America’s future has given wav to a feel-
ing of desperation which pervades all
phases of our society. Without the pros-
pect of finding a job, youngsters turn to
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lives dominated by drugs and crime—
while families and neighborhoods disin-
tegrate.

An important step in solving the prob-
lems of our cities and turning around the
decline in our national economy is to put
Americans back to work. That is what
the bill sets out to do.

The Youth Act takes the initiative to
reverse the trend of rising unemploy-
ment among our youngsters by making a
national commitment to train young
people for permanent jobs in private
business.

By revising and consolidating CETA
programs for disadvantaged youths, the
bill provides a broad range of employ-
ment and training opportunities to those
areas most in need.

I urge the Senate to resist all weaken-
ing amendments and approve this most
important bill, so that we can begin
building a better future for the youth of
America.®

AMERICAN WINE LABELING
EQUITY ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. PANETTA) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
© Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I am
introducing legislation today to prohibit
the Treasury Department from imple-
menting wine ingredient labeling regula-
tions until the Bureau of Alcohol,
Tobacco and Firearms develops a plan
to insure that foreign wine producers
selling their product in the United States
comply with the same standards and
procedures required of American wine-
makers.

The history of wine ingredient label-
ing is a long and troublesome one to
many Members from wine producing re-
gions of the country. On a number of
occasions over the past 2 years, I have
organized meetings between the Secre-
tary of the Treasury and members of the
California congressional delegation to
discuss our concerns about various wine
labeling schemes that we believed to be
unnecessary and excessively burdensome.
After some 10 years of struggling with
this problem, the Bureau of Alcohol,
Tobacco and Firearms on Friday, June
13, 1980, published final regulations re-
quiring American winemakers to imple-
ment a so-called voluntary ingredient
labeling plan by 1983. Unfortunately,
these regulations are seriously flawed.

While the Department of Treasury
insists that ingredient labeling is to be
implemented to provide consumers with
accurate information about the content
of wine, the regulations are wholly in-
adequate with regard to foreign imported
wine. If we are to be true to the purpose
of these regulations, we must insure that
foreign wine producers comply with the
same standards and procedures that
American winemakers are subject to.
It is doubly important that we do this
to avoid placing our own Nation's wine
industry at a serious competitive dis-
advantage in the marketplace in com-
parison to foreign winemakers.

The present regulations ask only that
foreign wine producers obtain a certifi-
cate from their own government con-
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firming that they have complied with the
labeling regulations. There is no mecha-
nism presently built into the regulations
to validate these certificates and to in-
sure that foreign wine producers are
keeping the same records and conducting
the same tests that will be required of
American winemalkers.

My legislation would prevent the im-
plementation of these regulations until
such time as a system is developed that
will insure that labeling will not result
in placing American winemakers at a
disadvantage. It will further insure that
all wine sold in the United States will
carry a label that conforms to the same
standards and procedures.

I urge your careful consideration and
support of this important measure.

Mr. Speaker, I insert the text of my
legislation:

AMERICAN WINE LABELING EQUITY ACT

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) the
Congress finds that—

(1) the wine ingredient labeling regula-
tions promulgated by the Bureau of Alcohol,
Tobacco, and Firearms pursuant to the Fed-
eral Alcohol Administration Act and pub-
lished in the Federal Register of June 13,
1980, as a portion of T.D. ATF-66, places sub-
stantial burdens on American producers of
wine.

(2) such regulations place a lesser burden
on foreign producers of wine because—

(A) such regulations permit foreign pro-
ducers to establish the accuracy of the in-
gredient listings by a certification from a for-
elgn governmental official, and

(B) such regulations do not contain ade-
quate provisions to ensure that the certifica-
tions are accurate, and

(3) the greater burden placed on American
producers of wine could result in a severe
competitive disadvantage.

(b) The wine ingredient labeling regula-
tions shall not take effect earlier than 180
days after the day on which such regulations
are amended—

(1) to require foreign producers of wine
imported Into the United States to keep the
same records, and otherwise comply with
such regulations, In the same manner as
American producers, and

(2) to provide procedures (in addition to
any certification process) to ensure full com-
pliance with such regulations by foreign
producers,

(c) When vsed pursuant to the wine In-
gredient labeling regulations, the words “in-
gredient” or “ingredients" and the words
“content” and “contents” may be used inter-
changeably.

(d) For purposes of this section, the term
“wine ingredient labeling regulations” means
the regulations which were prescribed by the
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Flrearms
pursuant to the Federal Alcohol Administra-
tion Act and published in the Federal Reg-
ister of June 13, 1980, as a portion of T.D.
AFT-66, to the extent that such regulations
relate to the labeling and advertising of
wine.@

JOHN GABRIEL RECOGNIZED

'I't}e SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. DanieLson) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
L] Mr_. DANIELSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
on this occasion to bring to the attention
of my colleagues to a man who has de-
voted much of his life and his money to
aid his fellow citizen—John A. Gabriel,
of Montebello, Calif.
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On September 27, 1980, a testimonial
dinner will be held in John Gabriel’s
honor, the proceeds of which will go to
help finance the city of Hope, well known
health and medical center in southern
California.

John Gabriel is truly a self-made man
and is now one of the most respected and
prominent residents of my congressional
district. Born of immigrant Armenian
parents, he started himself in the paper
and cardboard recycling business long
before it became either a popular or a
profitable venture. Later he became a
manufacturer of other products and also
entered into the fields of banking and
finance. Through hard work and great
wisdom, he has been successful in all of
those lines of endeavor.

The city of Hope testimonial dinner is
only one of the many awards that have
been tendered to John Gabriel. His serv-
ice to the community in civic, charitable,
and business organizations is well known.

John Gabriel was born in East Los An-
geles area and has spent his entire 63
years in and near that location. He is
president and chairman of the board of
the Garfield Bank, Gabriel Enterprises,
Gabriel Container Corp., and a number
of other local corporations.

He is a member of the board of direc-
tors of the Beverly Community Hospital
Association and was, 2 years ago, selected
as Man of the Year by the Beverly Hos-
pital Foundation.

I want to congratulate John Gabriel on
this occasion, and commend the city of
Hope for recognizing him in this fashion.
I know that John, as well as his wife
Agnes and all of the members of his
family must be very proud.e

RADIO JAMMING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. DERWINSKI) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I wish
to direct the special attention of the
Members to the issue of the Soviet
Union’s jamming foreign broadcasts of
the crisis that is delevoping in Poland.
This jamming of broadcasts beamed to
its territory from abroad was not a spur-
of-the-moment decision on the part of
top Soviet leaders but must have been
planned for several months, at least.

The measure was probably contem-
plated some time ago as a Soviet reaction
to the world reaction to its invasion of
Afghanistan. It was possibly held up,
however, until the Moscow Olympics
were over and the foreign visitors had
gone home. It is now known, moreover,
that the Soviets made their earlier de-
cision to iam foreign broadcasts to co-
incide with the Warsaw Pact invasion of
Czechoslovakia in 1968, 3 to 4 months
before the event.

Radio jamming is extremely expen-
sive. An estimate of costs for the Soviet
jamming of Radio Free Europe/Radio
Liberty (RFE/RL) is roughly $300 mil-
lion a year, three times the cost to the
United States of the broadcasting effort
itself. A large increase in jamming, now
including the Voice of America (VOA),
the British Broadcasting Corp. (BBC),
the Deutsche Belle foreign broadcasts
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to the Soviet Union, means large addi-
tional costs in electric power, radio
equipment, and the diversion of engi-
neers and technicians from other work—
a “brain drain” if you will.

It takes a long time to marshal the
resources and coordinate the jamming
effort. Jamming shortwave signals must
be on the same wavelengths, of course.
as the broadcasts being interfered with.
Inasmuch as the incoming programs are
beamed on several frequencies, there is
a good deal of coordination required on
the part of the jamming effort, all of
which takes considerable planning.

Local ground wave jamming is also
expensive and of limited range with only
a local effect. Ground waves, mere noise,
have a range of 5 to 10 miles, thus re-
quiring many small stations near the
target areas. Airwave jamming, on the
other hand, affects more listeners and
is more common. The jammer signal is
broadcast on the shortwave band from
approximately the same distance from
the audience as the transmitters broad-
casting the offensive programs—Eng-
land, Spain, and Germany, for example.
These foreign stations, and thus the
Soviet jamming transmitters are 1,200
to 2,000 miles from the intended audi-
ence groups. The Soviets must back off,
as it were, between 1,000 and 2,000 miles
to beam their jamming signals, which
are incidentally largely music, from
Radio Mayak in Eastern Russia.

Nonetheless, some of the foreign trans-
mitters are very powerful—Deutsche
Belle, for example, uses 500-Kw trans-
mitters, broadcasting programs on sev-
eral frequencies. The Soviet engineers
must match the power of these signals,
more or less, come on the air at the
same time, and be on the correct fre-
quency, all of which takes planning and
preparation.

Solzhenitsyn has spoken of the irony
wherein cities are considered the center
of culture. In Russia, he has pointed
out, foreign broadcasts are often so
jammed they cannot be heard in the
cities. If you want to hear their message,
yvou often must leave the cities for the
countryside. Muffled signals from abroad
in the “muffled zone.”

Additional information to ponder is
that the Soviets are now jamming all
eight languages in which VOA is broad-
casting to the U.S.S.R. Nonetheless,
about 50 percent of our programs are
getting through. To counter this jam-
ming, VOA has added three high fre-
quencies, two of which are now getting
through.

It is obvious that the massive support
that the Polish people are giving the
workers’ strike constitutes complete re-
pudiation of the Communist govern-
ment. It is also apparent that the thirst
for freedom behind the Iron Curtain
remains strong and unquenchable,

JOHN W. McCORMACK DIRECTS A
MESSAGE TO YOUNG AMERICANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Nebraska (Mr. CAVANAUGH) is
recoznized for 5 minutes.
® Mr. CAVANAUGH. Mr. Speaker,
throughout the history of this Congress
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there have been few who have served the
people here possessed of the quiet cour-
age and moral strength of Speaker John
W. McCormack. Speaker McCormack has
been a leader and an inspiration to others
because his entire life has been an ex-
ample of how a human spirit committed
to honesty and decency can serve and
even triumph over the most severe chal-
lenges and the most extreme difficulties
which life presents.

Speaker McCormack is still teaching
us all but most especially he is directing
his message to young Americans. He has
always cared most for those who would
come after him and in a recent article
entitled, “With All Thy Might,” pub-
lished in the Boston Globe he presents
a powerful lesson on faith and tenacity.
Our Nation has been blessed to have
John W. McCormack spend the time he
has among us. The article is as follows:
“WitH Arn THY MIGHT": REMEMBER THIS

WHENEVER YoU FEEL LIKE QUITTING

(By John W. McCormack, former Speaker of
the U.S. House of Reprezentatives)

The younz student sat slumped before me,
saying he was ready to give up. Struggling
through law school, he was lamenting the
long hours of study, the gloomy state of the
economy and the difficulties of getting ahead
in our overcrowded profession.

“What's the use?" he sighed. “It doesn't
pay to knock yourself out for anything any-
more."”

I leaned back In my swivel chalr and
studied him for a moment. “I know how you
feel, son,” I sald. “Sixty-six years ago I was in
the same boat. Times haven't changed that
much.”

And then T told him a story. I told him
how at age 22 I was preparing for the Massa-
chusetts bar exam. Only difference was I
couldn’t afford law school. In those days, a
would-be attorney could gain his education
by “reading law.” This meant studying le=al
tomes for years, hoping to assimilate enough
knowledge to pass the rigorous, day-long ex-
amination.

I had been an errand boy in the law office
of William T. Way, a prominent Boston attor-
ney. A Protestant arlstocrat, he gave me, an
Irish Catholic lad, the opportunity to study
in his law library between errands. I de-
voured those books.

I had had only eight years of schooling be-
cause my father died when I was 13, leaving
my mother and my two younger brothers and
me alone in South Boston. Those were hard
times, too. We used to search the lcy tidal
flats of the harbor for pleces of coal that had
fallen from barges.

Then, just three months before I took the
bar exam, my mother died. It was terribly
difficult golng on without her counsel.

On the night before the exam, I was cram-
ming. Many others taking the test with me,
I knew, would have degrees from Harvard and
Yale.

It was long after midnight in our little
flat as I sat burled Iin books. It was qulet
and lonely in the room. A strong wind off
the harbor rattled the loose windowpanes
and flickered the oil lamp. The room grew
cold as the embers dled in the cast-iron
stove.

Resting my eyes for a moment, I remem-
bered my mother's soft volce and sweet
smile, and my heart ached for her. I thought
of her constant advice to us. “I will pray for
you and you must pray, but there is some-
thing else you must do. As the Good Book
says: ‘Whatsoever thy hand findeth to do,
do it with thy might. ...’ (Eccleslastes 8:10)
So whatever you do, lads, don’t be satisfied
with dolng just enough. There's always
something extra you can give. Jesus called
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it ‘going the extra mile.’ It can make all the
difference.”

The old shelf clock chimed 4:00 a.m. And
now the words in the heavy law book swam
before my eyes. Fatigue had drained me. My
body argued that I had studied long enough,
and I looked longingly acress the icy room
toward my warm bed. I was about to close
the book—Iit was the last volume and I had
almost finished it—when those words “.
with all thy might, Johnny" echoed in my
memory.

Shaking myself awake, I focused my eyes
on the lamp-lit pages and forced myself to
complete the last chapter. As I read, I came
to a section that I hadn’t really studied be-
fore. It explained a certain legal item called
a Bill of Particulars, pointed out that it was
little used today and explained why. It didn’t
seem to be of much use, but I read it to the
end. Then I fell into bed exhausted, feeling
that I had done my work with all my might.

The next morning I walked downtown to
the building where the examination was to
be held. It was bitter and blustering outside.
Other Bostonlans stepped along briskly.
They all seemed full of confldence, but I
felt just the opposite. Inside the bullding,
handed the thick sheaf of examinatlion pa-
pers, I felt certain I would fail.

I sat down at the desk, consclous of other
aspirants settling to work. I glanced out the
window into a gray sky and sald a quick
prayer. Then I turned to the first page of
the examination.

I could hardly believe what I saw.

The first question read: What is a Bill of
Particulars? Why is it not now in general
use? In a burst of confidence, I dipped the
pen into the inkwell before me and began
writing furiously.

I didn't know all the answers. But I knew
enough of them to earn the right to practice
law in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

That's the story I told the young law stu-
dent, and that's the message I'd like to pass
along to all young men and women today.
The old adage about success being 99 percent
perspiration and one percent inspiration is
right. And you'll find the source of both—
the inspiration, and the gumption for the
perspiration—in the Bible.

Faith and working “with all your might”
stlll count In this country. Don't let the
cynics tell you otherwise.g

e ———

PRODUCTION OF SPECIAL NUCLEAR
MATERIAL

(Mr. PRICE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)
® Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, in the August
27 Washington Post, Evans and Novak
report on plans for production of special
nuclear material for our nuclear weap-
ons program. This is an important sub-
ject for those charged with national se-
curity responsibilities.

The authors properly quote the House
Armed Services Committee report on the
Department of Energy's national secu-
rity authorization bill for fiscal year 1981.
In this report we expressed concern
about the adequacy of plans for adding
special nuclear material production ca-
pacity. We called for the completion of
design studies and the selection of a re-
actor type for the next production reac-
tor in fiscal year 1981. This schedule
must be followed to permit the timely
reactors.

I have not had access to the internal
White House communications referred
to in the article, although according to
the authors, developments they report
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on efforts to restrict production capacity
are disturbing.

You can be sure that the House Armed
Services Committee will closely mon-
itor developments in this national secu-
rity area.

I am including the article at this point
in the Recorp for the benefit of all my
colleagues:

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 27, 1980]
(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak)
THE OTHER FACE OF CaRTER'S DEFENSE PoLicy

While publicly taking a tough election-
campaign stance on defense, President Car-
ter has privately ordered a delay in one of
the most sensitive areas of national policy:
an overdue increase in the production of
nuclear explosives for warheads to power
America’s expanding arsenal.

In response to Ronald Reagan’s tough
rhetoric, the president has given maximum
publicity to the new “Stealth” aircraft and
the new nuclear targeting policy to show
progress against Soviet power. The delay over
expanding nuclear fuel production suggests
procrastination in hopes that the Soviet
threat will somehow ease. That ralses ques-
tlons about how much the Carter team's
view of the Kremlin really has changed.

This other face of the administration’s
defense policy also points to an election-
year political dilemma. The delay in nuclear
explosives production betrays a fear that ex-
panded production would antagonize the
anti-nuclear and environmental lobbies, But
the delay itself generates fear about the re-
action of defense-oriented congressmen.

That second fear was reflected In a “top
secret” directive on Aug. 7 signed by Zbig-
niew Brzezinski, Carter's national security
adviser. The tip-off was this Instruction:
“‘All responses to press inquiries about spe-
cial nuclear materials should be low-key
and . . . imited.”

Brzezinski's memorandum went to the sec-
retaries of state and defense, the CIA direc-
tor and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. It informed
them that “a formal . . . decislon" to ex-
pand nuclear fuel production will be “de-
Terred” until an international conference on
nuclear proliferation in Geneva has ended.
That will not be for weeks.

The decision to delay means the déten-
tists have won the backstage debate be-
tween them and the defense community, a
debate waged in Congress and within the
administration. Their victory means in es-
sence that there is a high probability of
running out of nuclear explosives for the
new weapons systems. The administration is
authorizing rifles but not the bullets they
can fire.

The “bullets” necessary were spelled out
last spring In a classified document written
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff for Secretary
of Defense Harold Brown, setting production
targets for new weapons-grade materials.
These targets were required by Carter's re-
cemt decisions to bulld the MX mobile mis-
sile and the Trident II submarine-launched
missile and—most important—to put war-
heads on new nuclear weapons for Europe
to compete with existing Soviet systems.

“Carter has approved these new systems
with much fanfare,” one defense expert told
us, “but the delay in new production of
weapons-grade fuel does not give the Joint
Chiefs a Chinaman's chance In hell to put
warheads on them."

In its report on the authorization bill for
the production of warhead fuels last May.
the House Armed Services Committee sald
that Carter was planning ma‘or new nuclear
weapons for which there would be no ex-
plosives. “Is there a commitment to a nu-
clear weapons program?’ the committee
asked.

Pentagon officials have tried to argue this
case in congressional testimony short of
publicly breaking with the White House. On




August 28, 1980

June 18, James P. Wade, Brown's assistant
for atomic energy, testified cautiously that
“additional resources” are needed.

Congress has been unsuccessfully pressing
Carter for several years to gear nuclear plants
in Hanford and Richland, Wash., for produc-
tion of modern, weapons-grade nuclear fuel.
But when, after months of procrastination,
Carter finally took the lead in modernizing
NATO nuclear weapons and ordered full-
speed on the MX and Trident missiles, de-
fense-oriented congressmen believed the im-
passe was broken.

Brzezinski's directlve makes clear they
were wrong. It revealed that a July 24 ses-
slon of the Presidential Review Committee
formally decided to defer new production
facilities.

The directive went on to warn that “re-
sponses to press inquirles . , . should be low-
key and limited to the following points":
present production is “adequate for the near
term”; “long-term requirements are under
review but are difficult to predict"; if higher
production is needed, “appropriate pro-
grams will be requested.

In yet another gesture to politics, the
directive orders that all responses to con-
gressional inquiries “should be cleared” by
the Defense and Energy departments, the
NSC and the Office of Management and
Budget. Having put the development of
“Stealth” on the network news, Jimmy Car-
ter wants to keep his other defense face
shrouded from public view.@

FACTUAL INFORMATION CONCERN-
ING THE NAVY F/A-18 AIRCRAFT
PROGRAM

(Mr. PRICE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)
® Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, on June 12,
1980, the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
VENTO) addressed the House for 1 minute
on the subject of the survivability of the
Navy’s F/A-18 aircraft. He also inserted
in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD (page
14544) a proposed letter to me dated
June 11, 1980. I understand that the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. VENTO) also
issued a press release on the same day
that was printed in the Washington Post,
along with excerpts from the proposed
letter. On June 27, 1980, I received an
identical letter from the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. Vento) and 14 other
Members of the House.

The letter expresses a concern for a
strong national defense, and I congratu-
late the signers for their concern and
welcome their support of defense author-
izations and avpropriations in the future.
The letter also expresses a desire to in-
sure that the military services have avail-
able modern and effective equipment. I
join in that desire. The letter also states
that a strong national defense is not
“guaranteed” by an uncritical large ex-
penditure of Federal funds. I agree with
that statement, but I would also add that
in this day and time the only way that
we can guarantee a strong national de-
fense is by large expenditures of Federal
funds. The letter also states that the
Members have become aware of serious
questions about the Navy's F/A-18 air-
craft after the passage of the Depart-
ment of Defense Authorization Act by
the House on May 21, 1980.

As a basis for this concern, the letter
cited a February 1980 report of the Gen-
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eral Accounting Office, based on work
done by the GAO in 1979.

Based on the GAO report and an ‘in-
dependent investigation,” the letter from
Congressman VENTO and the other 14
Members of the House recites a litany of
allegations concerning the F/A-18 air-
craft program. The letter also alleges
that “the F/A-18 has alluded congres-
sional scrutiny.”

I view the allegations contained in the
letter as very serious, and I asked the
Secretary of the Navy, the Honorable Ed-
ward Hidalgo, to provide the Committee
on Armed Services with information con-
cerning these allegations. In order to
provide the Members of the House with
a balanced view of this situation, T am
requesting unanimous consent to insert
in the Recorp at this time a copy of the
letter to me from the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. VeEntTo) and 14 other
Members of the House, a copy of my
letter to the Secretary of the Navy, and
a copy of the response of the Secretary
of the Navy to Mr. VenTo's allegations
dated August 19, 1980, along with a list-
ing of the briefings and hearings pro-
vide to the Members of Congress and
staffs on the F/A-18 program since Jan-
uary of 1980.

As a result of personal investigations
by Members and the staff of the House
Committee on Armed Services into the
allegations made by Mr. Vento and
others, appears that:

The cost increases in the F/A-18 pro-
gram are primarily the result of com-
pounded rates of inflation which could
not be predicted at the time that devel-
opment estimates were made;

Those technical problems that the
testing program was designed to discover
are being satisfactorily corrected;

The testing program is recovering its
momentum and should be completed
very close to its scheduled date of com-
pletion;

The F/A-18 should meet virtually all
of its combat requirements;

There is no new information or prob-
lems involving the F/A-18 which requires
additional hearings on that program
during this session of Congress;

The Congress has been fully and cur-
rently informed with respect to the
FA/18 program as evidenced by 18 sepa-
rate hearings and briefings on that pro-
gram since February 5, 1980, not includ-
ing a flight in the aircraft by Congress-
man Jmm Lroyp and other visits by
Members and staflf to F/A-18 production
facilities.

I hope that the following factual in-
formation will provide a basis for a rea-
sonable evaluation of the F/A-18 pro-

gram.:
HouseE oF REPRFSENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., June 25, 1980.
Hon. MELVIN PRICE,
Chairman, House Armed Services Committee,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: We are writing to
you because of our concerns for a strong na-
tional defense. An integral factor in main-
taining a strong defense is the adequacy of
the equinment available to our forces. It is
our responsibility to insure that the military
has available modern and effective equip-
ment. A modern military does require a sig-
nificant investment of funds, but a strong
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national defense is not guaranteed by an
uncritical large expenditure of federal funds.
Obvlously, any equipment that we procure
must reflect the latest technological ad-
vances, as well as meet its specifications and
cost limitations. If a program falls those
criteria, it must be reassessed. Such a reas-
sessment may result in a continued commit-
ment to that project, modifications of the
proposal or the development of alternatives.
Regardless of the decision, we can expect an
end product that ls more effective and fiscally
sound than if we allow a faulty, unmodified
program to continue.

In the House-passed Department of De-
fense Authorization, $1.78 billlon was au-
thorized for the development of the F/A-18.
Since consideration of this bill, we have be-
come aware of serlous questions about the
efficacy of the alrcraft, which demands Con-
gressional review. This information gathered
through the February, 1880, GAO Report,
“F/A~18 Naval Strike Fighters: Its Efective-
ness Is Uncertain' and independent investi-
gation includes:

Information that cost overruns on the pro-
gram are apoaroaching $11 billion;

That the F/A-18, intended as an aircraft
carrier fighter, cannot at present land on a
carrier;

That the plane does not have the range to
fill U.S. Navy needs for fighter and attack
missions;

That flight tests and evaluations are 40
percent behind schedule;

That the Defense Systems Acquisitions Re-
view Committee (DSARC III), the final pro-
duction decision which was due this spring,
has been delayed for two years;

That a complete computer analysis (war
gaming) In the last few weeks by the staff
of the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) has
cast new doubts on the ability of the F/A-
18 to meet many mission needs;

That the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) has recently commissioned a restudy
of the F/A-18 program because of cost ex-
plosion as well as technical and scheduling
problems.

This Information raises enough guestions
to justify the Immedlate attention of all
Members of Congress. Both GAO and OMB
have raised concerns about the program, Top
Navy and Defense officlals are aware of the
problems. Yet thus far, the F/A-18 has
eluded Congressional scrutiny.

It is our hope that your Committee will
hold public hearings on the issue of the
F/A-18. Before we commit more funds to
this project, hard questions, such as the fol-
lowing, must be answered:

What are ithe cost overruns on the F/A-
18? Is it true that the program cost growth
in the last 15 months is ahout twice the total
cverruns for all Navy shipbuillding in the
10-year period from 1970-797

Is the F/A-18 now prohibited from carrier
landings because the landing gear collapses
under the stress of such landings? What will
redesign of the landing gear mean in time
and cost?

How serious is the wing flutter problem
during flight? Is it true that current aircraft
are subject to a flight restriction of 400 knots
and 3.5 g? What will redeslen of a whole new
wing mean in time and cost?

Was the acceleration specification reduced?
Is it true that the plane is about 30 percent
below even the reduced specifications?

Does the F/A-18 meet the speclification
range for fighter and attack missions? Does
the minimal fighter range depend on non-
use of the afterburner? Has this specification
already been reduced and will it be reduced
again?

Is the F/A-18 about 1,600 pounds over-
welight? Is the Navy trying to change the
specifications for dry welght and take-off
gross welght to match the current overwelght
levels?
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Is it true that the F/A-18 is 40 percent be-
hind the test schedule in flight hours?

Will the correction of major structural de-
ficlencies ultimately mean total redesign of
the aircraft?

In addition, we understand that on April 8,
1980, the F/A—18 Project Manager briefed the
Chief of Naval Operations on the full scope
and implications of problems with the
F/A-18 program. A transcript of his report,
as well as the complete results of the more
recent war gaming by the CNO's staff, 1s es-
sential for our consideration of this project.

As we stated earlier, hearings on this issue
can only enhance our national defense. Con-
gressional review can elther reaffirm our com-
mitment to the F/A-18; lead to needed modi-
fications; or to the development of more ef-
fective alternatives.

We urge that the Committee hold public
hearings into this matter as soon as possible.

Sincerely yours,

Bruce F. Vento, Fortney H. (Pete) Stark,
Edwin B. Forsythe, Andrew Magulre,
Berkley Bedell, Richard Nolan, An-
thony C. Beilenson, Ted Welss, Parren
J. Mitchell, Paul Simon, James Weaver,
David E. Bonior, John F. Belberling,
Thomas J. Downey, Elizabeth Holtz-
man, Members of Congress.

JoLy 1, 1980.
Hon. Epwarp HIDALGO,
Secretary of the Navy, Department of the

Navy, Washington, D.C.

Dear MR, SECRETARY: I am enclosing & copy
of a letter dated June 25, 1980 from Con-
gressman Bruce F. Vento and other Members
of the House of Representatives concerning
the F/A-18 alrcraft. Since the letter con-
tains serlous allegations concerning the ef-
fectiveness of the F/A-18, I am requesting
that each of the allegations be commented on
in the order contalned in the letter. With re-
spect to the allegation that “the F/A-18 has
eluded Congressional scrutiny,” I would ap-
preclate your providing Information on the
numbers of briefings and hearings involving
the F/A-18 alreraft that have been conducted
before Congressional staffs and commlittees
since January of 1980.

Your attention to this Important matter
will be most helpful to the Committee on
Armed Services.

Sincerely,
MeLviN PRICE,
Chairman.
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., August 19, 1980.
Hon. MELVIN PrICE,
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CHATRMAN: This Is in response
to your letter of Julv 1, 1980, concerning the
effectiveness of the F/A-18. I am enclosing
a detalled 1list of briefings and hearings that
we have presented on the program, as well
as specific comments on each of Congress-
man Vento's allegations. The list indicates
that the F-18 has, in fact, recelved close
Congressional scrutiny.

I share Congressman Vento's concern for
a strong national defense and concur that
the adequacy of military equipment is vital
to that end. Problems in the F/A-18 develop-
ment program are being continuously moni-
tored and solutions are belng evaluated at
all levels of DoD. As the development of this
most important weapons system progresses
over the next year and a half, it will continue
to receive my personal attention.

We are ready to provide any additional
assistance that you may require in this
matter.

Warm regards,

Sincerely,
EpwaArD HIDALGO,
Secretary of the Navy.
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F/A-18 BRIEFINGS AND HEARINGS

Congressional briefings and testimony
have been provided to members and staffs
since January 1980 as follows:

2-5-80: SBABC. Program testimony.

2-21-80: George Mohrmann, LA to Rep.
Ichord (D-Mo) (Chairman of R&D Subcom-
mittee, HASC). Program status prior to FY
81 R&D hearings.

2-20-80: HAC Defense Subcommittee. Pro-
gram testimony.

2-22-80: George Foster, Staff, SASC. Costs,
support, technical problems, radar, BIT.

3-13-80: SASC TACAIR Subcommittee.
Current technical concerns.

3-26-80: Charles Murphy, Staff Rep. Ed-
wards (R-Al), HAC, F/A-18 All Weather
Capability.

3-27-80: SAC Defense Subcommittee. ANP
hearing.

3-28-80: Bob Seraphin, Staff, HAC. Pro-
gram status.

4-T7-8B0: Sen. Goldwater. Program status.

4-16-80: HAC Defense Subcommittee. Pro-
gram status/costs.

4-2]1-80: Sen. Cannon. Cwrent program
issues and status.

5-16-80: Charles Murphy, Stafl, Rep. Ed-
wards (R—Al), HAC. Cost increases reflected
in Dec. 790 SAR.

6-3/4-80: HAC. Tactical aircraft, air-to-
alr missiles.

6-20-80: Adam Kleln, Staff, HASC. Cur-
rent program issues and status.

6-24-80: Charles Murphy, Staff Rep. Ed-
wards (R-Al), HAC. Current program issues
and status.

6-25-80: HAC.

6-26-80: HASC, Chairman Ichord, Con-
gressman Lloyd, Mr. Battista, et al. Current
program issues and status.

7-1-80: HAC. APN hearings.

F/A-18 DEVELOPMENTAL STATUS

1. Serlous questions about the efficacy of
the F/A-18 have recently been raised in a
letter from Congressman Vento to other
members of Congress. The following com-
ments are relevant to the Information in that
letter attributed to a GAO Report and an
independent investigation.

a. Cost overruns on the program are &p-
proaching $11 billion.

The F/A-18 FY-80 procurement estimate
for the 1366 alrcraft program was $21.8771
billion. The FY-81 estimate for the same pro-
gram is $26.935 billlon. Cost increase in the
program over one year was $5.0579 billion.
Of that increase, $3.8959 billlon, approxi-
mately 3; of the total, was due to escalation.
The FY-82 procurement estimate for the
total program willl contain additlonal growth.
The magnitude of the additional growth 1s
not fully defined but is expected to be above
$3 bllllon. The economic variables affecting
the size of this growth Include the Increas-
ing costs of materlal and labor, but the most
significant factor is compound inflation (or
program cost escalation) on the alreraft pro-
cured out to the 1990s. As an example, an
alreraft that is procured in 1890 versus 1982,
with a 10% yearly inflation factor, will cost
2.4 times as much. New pricing estimates are
being developed at this time as a part of the
POM process.

Projected F/A-18 cost through 1890 has In-
creased substantially since the initial projec-
tions were made more than flve years ago.
Over the 16-year span of the program, infla-
tion alone is projected to add 220% to the
F/A-18 cost. This seriously affects the F/A-18
program image in the eye of the Congress
and the public. The term “cost overrun' 1s
most misleading in this context as it implies
to many that the program ls in jeopardy due
to government mismanagement or contractor
misfeasance. No one, including the Defense
Department or the Congress, anticipated In
19756 the inflation rates that the nation 1s
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experiencing today. The impact of helght-
ened inflation projections are compounded to
a greater extent on the F/A-18 program be-
cause the F/A-18 program is longer lived
(Into the 1990s). The most recent fully de-
veloped program cost estimates were briefed
to the House Apprcpriations Committee staff
as late as May 1980.

b. That the F/A-18, intended as an alrcraft
carrier fighter, cannot at present land on &
carrier.

Last fall, the F/A-18 underwent very suc-
cessful sea trials. The demonstrated flight
characteristics for carrier operations were ex-
ceptional. Following the sea trials, the
F/A-18 experlenced a shrink link lug fallure
in its starboard landing gear. To prevent re-
occurrence of this incident in other F/A-18
alrcraft, the alr pressure in the main landing
gear struts was lowered and those aircraft
were prohibited from further carrier land-
ings. Subsequently, a design refinement to
the landing gear has been implemented. The
first pilot production aircraft recently de-
livered is fully capable of all aspects of car-
rier operations, as will be all forthcoming
alreraft.

c. The plane does not have the range to fill
U.S. Navy needs for fighter and attack
missions.

The range specification for the F/A-18, es-
tablished in the mid-1870's, reflected the dual
fighter/light attack mission requirement. The
range specification for the fighter configura-
tion of the F/A-18 is greater than the range
of the fighter aircraft it will replace (the
F-4); the range specification for the attack
configuration is less than the A-7, and al-
though the aircraft has not been tested in
the attack configuration at this time, current
projections are that the aircraft will exceed
the attack range specification. Fighter con-
figuration range, as measured in the early
part of the flight test prozram, was below
specification due to higher than expected
drag. Aerodynamic drag has now been re-
duced, and the aircraft is fully expected to
meet or exceed fighter range requirements.
Tnformation concerning the combat radius
of the F/A-18 has been provided to Congress
on numerous occasions.

d. That fiight tests and evaluations are 40
percent behind schedule.

Total flight hours now stand at more than
15F0; this is about 10 percent behind the
flight hour schedule established in November
1978. Based on the accomplishments of test
aircraft, the test program is more realistically
about 4-6 months behind schedule when
consideration is given to task accomplish-
ments as well as test time. Part of the delay
is due to late delivery of the airplane (2-3
months) and part is due to difficulties In
start-up.

e. The Defense Systems Acquisition Re-
view Committee (DSARC III), the final pro-
duction decision which was due this spring,
has been delayed two years.

Since DSARC II, conducted in December
1975, the F/A-18 review schedule has In-
cluded provisions for conducting the DSARC
IIT review in three phases. The following
deplicts the plan established following DSARC
II and the current plan.

Previous Plan:

November 80, DSARC IIIB.

January 82, DSARC IIIC.

Current Plan:

Sentember 80, DSARC III (fighter).

Februarv 82, DSARC III (attack).

It is anticipated that the final DSARC III
will be conducted after the OPEVAL is com-
pleted, estimated to be In April/May 1982.

f. A complete computer analysis (wargam-
ing) in the last few weeks by the staff of the
Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) has cast
new doubt on the ability of the F/A-18 to
meet many mission needs.

The complete computer analysis referred
to 1s unknown. Therefore, a more specific
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answer to the above questions is not for-
warded at this time, but will be forthcoming
if additional identification is provided.

There are a number of other ongoing stud-
fes of many Navy misslon areas. Each of
these normally identify some deficlenclies
with systems and programs. As an example,
the Maritime Air Superiority Study will iden-
tify a deficlency in the F/A-18, which does
not have the Phoenix missile capability, In
a mission scenario where any missile inferlor
to Phoenix will not meet the threat. The
F/A-18, like all other systems, will not ac-
complish all conceivable missions. It will,
however, contribute significantly more com-
bat capability to more Navy and Marine mis-
slons than any aircraft in the inventory.

g. The Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) has recently commissioned a restudy
of the F/A-18 program because of cost ex-
plosion, as well as technical and scheduling
problems.

Although aware of this study, Navy has not
participated in it, nor are we aware of any
results at this time. OMB traditionally re-
vlews major programs as they develop to
completion as part of their continuing anal-
ysis of national security.

2. The following comments are addressed
to the specific “hard questions” asked in
Congressman Vento's letter.

a. What are the cost overruns on the
F/A-187? Is it true that the program cost
growth in the last 15 months is about twice
the total overruns for all Navy shipbuilding
in the 10-year period from 1970-79?

The term cost overrun implies past per-
formance; the F/A-18 cost increases are asso-
ciated with projected future procurements
out to 1990. For example, the major portion
of the projected increases between the FY 80
and FY B1 budget is inflation (program cost
escalation) in the amount of £3.9 billion with
an additional £1.2 billon assoclated with
actual program costs. New pricing estimates
are being developed at this time as a part of
the POM process.

There are three line items in the ship-
building appropriation which fund the com-
pletion of prior year programs. These are
called escalation, cost growth and claims.
Over the perlod FY-T0 to FY-79, a total of
approximately £3.6 billion was appropriated
to SCN for cost growth and claims which is
roughly comvarable to the $1.2 billion F/A-18
program cost increase. During the same pe-
riod the SCN account also recelved approxi-
mately 1.9 billion for escalation.

It should be noted that there is no com-
parability between inflation (escalation) re-
lated ficures. The F/A-18 numbers cove= tha
entire production period through completion
of delivery in FY 1994. The SCN funds cover
the period from FY 1870 through delivery in
FY 1982. Accordingly, the F/A-18 figures
contain more years of compounded inflation
(program cost escalation).

b. Is the F/A-18 now prohibited from car-
rier landings because the landing gear col-
lapses under the stress of such landings?
What will redesign of the landing gear mean
in time and cost?

No. Limiting the F/A-10 to field landings
for the short period of time that the air-
craft was restricted from carrler landings
cost nothing in terms of time as no carrier
operations were scheduled. Monetary costs to
the program were small as design refinements
were handled within the normal full scale
development structure. The F/A-18 is fully
capable of carrler operations at this time.

¢. How serious is the wing flutter problem
during flight? Is it true that current aircraft
are sublect to a flight restriction of 400
knots and 3.5 g? What will redesign of a
whole new wing mean in time and cost?

The F/A-18 is not experiencing wing flut-
ter problems in flight. Earller in the flight
test program, flutter performance was good
but less than optimally desired. That per-
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formance was improved by moving the Side-
winder missile five inches forward in Its
mounting on the wing tip. This modification
was made to enhance already acceptable fiut-
ter performance.

The alrcraft has performed to 6.5G's and
nearly Mach 1.8. Its “fiight envelope” is belng
continually expanded beyond these polnts as
a normal part of the flight development pro-
gram. The aircraft has achieved 50 degrees
angle of attack in a stable flight condition,
and has exhibited no engine problems
throughout the flight envelope.

The wing is not being redesigned. There
have been some modifications incorporated to
correct problems encountered during flight
test. Several layers of graphite composite
material are being added to the outer wing
panel for increased stifiness to lmprove the
aireraft's roll rate. Modifications have been
made to the leading edge flaps and allerons
to improve the aircraft’'s performance. Addi-
tional point papers discussing alleron siz-
ing and other efforts to improve roll rate
have been provided to Congress. This work
is covered, both in terms of time and cost,
under the existing F/A-18 contract and does
not constitute redesign of the wing.

d. Was the acceleration specification
reduced? Is it true that the plane is about
30 percent below even the reduced specifica-
tion?

The Navy’'s threshold requirement for ac-
celeration remains unchanged. A degradation
in acceleration was exhibited on early test
flights. Recently the alrcraft has been modi-
fied to reduce aerodynamic drag and test
flights with a modified aircraft have dem-
onstrated an Improvement in the accelera-
tion above Mach 1.2, The Navy is continuing
%0 investigate this area. Further improve-
ment is avallable by increasing engine per-
formance, but keeplng engine performance
at its current level is perceived at this time
as crucial in maintaining the high engine
reliabllity and maintainability character-
istics we are attaining. Should any change
to the acceleration specification be made, it
will only affect aircraft performance in the
high supersonic region. From an operational
standpoint, the most critical need for su-
perior acceleration performance is In the
transonic range., The F/A-18 acceleration 1s
superior to that of any chase alreraft avall-
able to either the contractor or the Navy
(F-4, F-14, F-15) from any subsonic air-
speed to speeds slightly above Mach 1.2.

e. Does the F/A-18 meet the speclfication
range for fighter and attack mission? Does
the minimal fighter range depend on non-
use of the afterburner? Has this specification
already been reduced and will it be reduced
again?

As discussed previously, the F/A-18 is ex-
pected to meet the fighter and attack ranges
of 400 and 550 miles. The fighter specifica-
tion range rrofile does include use of the
afterburner. The fighter and attack ranges
of 400 and 550 miles were established in the
"Operational Requirement” dated 28 August
1974 and have not chanzed.

Range specifications were changed for Lot
3 production to require fuel for divert from
a carrier to a shore airfield and to allow
credit for range attained during operation-
ally required descents.

f. Is the F/A-18 about 1,600 pounds over-
weight? Is the Nawy trying to change the
specification for dry welght and take off
gross weight to match the current over-
weight levels?

The F/A-18 Is approximately 1,600 pounds
above the anticipated design weight. This
was reported to Congress in 1978. Nearly half
the weight increase was due to conscious,
hard, tough decisions to attain new stand-
ards of rellability and maintainability in
tactical aireraft.

The weight of the F/A-18 could be re-
duced, but only at great expense in terms
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of both money and rellability. The Navy will
recommend at the next DSARC that the
weight threshold be increased. It should be
noted, however, that the payload for both
the fighter and attack versions is the same
as originally specified.

g. Is it true that the F/A-18 is 40 per-
cent behind the test schedule in flight hours?

Total flight hours, which now stand at
more than 1550, are about 10 percent be-
hind the flight hour schedule established 19
months ago (see para 1.d.).

h. Will the correction of major structural
deficlencles ultimately mean total redesign
of the aireraft?

To test the structural integrity of the F/A-
18, three full scale test articles are belng
used. The static load test model has been
subjected to sustained loads in excess of
11 g's, which is in excess of the ailrcraft’s
specified “g" limit (7.6 g). The drop test
model is used to test the structural integ-
rity of the alrcraft under high sink rate
(high g-load) conditions. The fatigue test
model subjects the aircraft to the dynamic
loads encountered in flight. In this test, the
imposed loads simulate all parts of the flight
envelope and exceed the flight envelope out
to 9 g's. Some structural problems have oc-
curred during fatigue testing. The most sig-
nificant problem has been a crack In the
bulkhead of the fatigue test airframe. The
cause of the crack was quickly determined,
the bulkhead modified accordingly, and re-
installed in the fatigue-test alrframe. Since
then, the fatigue-test airframe has been
subjected to forces equalling one-third of an
F/A-18 flying lifetime. During this testing,
cracks of a minor nature were discovered
and fixes incorporated.

i. On April 8, 1980, the F/A Project Man-
ager briefed the DNSARC in preparation for
a DSARC Review on 18 April 1980. The is-
sues covered at that review were flight test
status, fatigue test status, program costs,
and threshold changes. All have been sum-
marized and, in some cases, updated in this

paper.@

THE ARMS RACE IN SPACE

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

® Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, in recent months, I have become in-
creasingly alarmed with the trend toward
the militarization of space, and the im-
plications this has for world peace. From
time to time I have placed significant
news articles in the CONGRESSIONAL REC-
orp for review by my colleagues and to
generate greater public discussion. Re-
cently I have seen a larger number of
articles on this subject, in a wider va-
riety of publications, which at least dem-
onstrates the widespread concern about
this issue. Clearly this is the time, before
it is too late, for the arms race in space
to be curtailed and the peaceful uses of
space to be promoted.

The cover story on the September is-
sue of Inquiry magazine, which I will in-
sert in the REecorp at the conclusion of
these remarks, is an excellent descrip-
tion of the trends in the U.S. space pro-
gram and the nature of the space arms
race between the United States and the
Soviet Union. Another point clearly made
by the author, David Ritchie, is the im-
plication to world peace if we fail to de-
velop an effective treaty to limit the
emerging space war.

Mr. Speaker, I sincerely believe that
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the effective use of military surveillance
satellite systems are our best peacekeep-
ing tool. Destruction of these space base
systems would inevitably be the prelude
to a global nuclear war. The expansion
of these systems in both scope and access
by all people would be an important
step toward global stability. A new outer
space treaty, protecting these surveil-
lance systems, must be a priority matter
for our Government and all governments
sincerely interested in a stable world
peace.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
review the following article:

[From Inquiry Magazine, Sept. 1, 1980]

LASER-RATTLING 1IN OUTER SPACE
(By David Ritchie)

While Americans watch Luke Skywalker
battle Darth Vader in the latest installment
of Star Wars, the American and Sovlet armed
forces are preparing to wage real wars in
space, possibly by the end of this decade.

The Carter administration, which came to
Washington pledging a cutback in military
spending and a “pacification” of the military
buildup in space, has done a quick about-
face and given its blessing to putting a costly
new arms race into orbit. Plans for fantastic
new spaceborne weapons systems are well on
their way to becoming reality, and if the
Department of Defense has its way the skies
may soon be patrolled by orbiting *“warships”
armed with weapons out of a George Lucas
movie. The cost of this military escalation
in space will be astronomical, and no one
can tell when—or how—it will end.

If this sounds like alarmist rhetoric, then
consider the following:

The Soviet Union has been testing
“hunter-killer” satellites for almost a decade
and is sald to be capable of knocking U.S.
military and communications satellites out

of the sky by ramming them or by setting
off explosions nearby that riddle the satel-

lites with shrapnel. Russian antisatellite
(ASAT) weapons are thought to have scored
more than a dozen *“kills” on targets in orbit,
though that nmumber may be exaggerated.
The latest Soviet test of a killer satelllite took
place In April. It was unsuccessful, but it
gave DOD reason to worry; the test was an
attempt to knock out a target within the
first orbit of the attack spacecraft. “A Soviet
antisatellite attack conducted within one
earth revolution,” sald Aviation Week and
Space Technology of the test, “would allow
little time for the U.S. to recognize one of its
spacecraft was in danger.” To avold getting
caught by surprise, the United States has
identified “threat windows"'—times when our
satellites might be In danger from Soviet
ASAT systems.

DOD spent some $73 milllon last year to
develop ASAT weapons comparable to those
possessed by the Russians, and the Pentagon
plans to spend close to half a billion dollars
more on ASAT technology in the next few
years. Aviatlon Weekly reports that $80.5
million is belng spent in 1980 alone on &
versatile ASAT weapons system that would
knock out enemy satellites with a small hom-
Ing missile. The planned ASAT device would
be boosted Into space by a two-stage rocket
launched from an F-15 fighter plane flylng
twenty miles above the earth, and would use
heat sensors to “sniff out” a target before
destroying it.

The Soviets are thought to be making Im-
pressive progress in developing ASAT laser
weapons. Several vears ago there was a report,
denled by the Pentagon, that the Russlans
had used a powerful Jaser to “blind"” two U.S.
satellites over Slberia. Not to be outdone,
the Pentagon has so far spent more than a
billlon dollars on laser weapons that mlght
be used agalnst enemy missiles and satellites.
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DOD plans to put a huge laser weapon In
orbit In the next few years. This project,
code-named Talon Gold, is a scaled-down
version of Darth Vader's Death Star; it would
use high-energy lasers to destroy enemy
satellites and ICBMs. The Pentagon belleves
a2 multimegawatt laser could be put Into
orbit by 1983 and installed on a “D-sat,” or
“dedicated defense satellite” that would
orbit above and at the same rate as the earth.
The laser would employ a mirror ten to thir-
teen feet In diameter to focus on target, and
its beam would burn through the hull of an
ICBM, destabllize it, and make the rocket
either explode or disintegrate.

The Pentagon seems rather fond of laser
weapons, and several besides Talon Gold are
in the planning stages. One weapon proposed
in 1975 uses an orbiting array of mirrors to
reflect a laser beam fired from the ground—
the lasers might be mounted on alrcraft in
flight or on mountain peaks—and to direct
the beam toward hostile space vehlicles. Cost:
$105 billlon. DOD plans a laser test on one
of the early space shuttle missions, scheduled
to begin either late this year or in 1881.
If early experiments prove promising, then
laser-weapon platforms may be built in space
by 19885.

Senate hawks, notably Malcom Wallop
(R-Wyo.), have been agltating for a crash
space-laser development program with a pro-
jected budget of $240 milllon—four times
the amount requested by the Carter admin-
istration, which has been approved by Con-
gress for this purpose next year. Wallop esti-
mates it would take 82 billion to put one
laser unit in orbit. A network of twenty-four
such platforms has been proposed to cover
the entire glcbe with laser power.

Department spokesmen have Iindicated
that the DOD is thinking of setting up a
whole new branch of the armed services—
in effect a “Space Force"—to handle combat
operations in outer space. The air force al-
ready has its own Space Division to coordi-
nate all its activities in, and related to, outer
space.

The alir force set up a manned space flight
support group at the Johnson Space Center
in Texas in 1879, and some observers belleve
this group may be the first step toward de-
velopment of A& man-in-space capability for
DOD. The department has wanted such a
capabllity for years. The alr force planned a
military space station called the Manned
Orbiting Laboratory (MOL) in the sixties,
but had to abandon the project in 1969 be-
cause of budget constraints.

DOD, however, may get its orbiting labo-
ratory yvet. Similar to the MOL is the Euro-
pean Space Agency’'s Spacelab, an orbiting
sclentific loboratory deslgned to be carried
aloft in the cavernous cargo bay of the
NASA space shuttle, The Defense Depart-
ment has understandably taken an interest
In Spacelab because it would be a superb spy
satellite. Spacelab could carry large cameras
for spotting activity both in space and on
the ground, and astronauts on board could
give a whole new dimension to satellite re-
connalssance by adding thelr “eyeball” ob-
servations to those of Spacelab’s cameras—
an invaluable combination because the eye
sometimes sees things the best camera
misses. (It's hard to belleve, but some of the
Geminl astronauts were actually able to see
smoke coming from the chimneys of indi-
vidual houses.)

The Pentagon now has a new Space De-
fense Operations Center in Colorado Springs,
Colorado, to keep track of all major U.S.
space systems and any threats to them. The
facility is located at the North American Alr
Defense Command (NORAD) nerve center
under Cheyvenne Mountain and for the first
time provides a single site at which the U.S.
military can monitor the status of all snace-
craft connected with the Natlon's defenses.

The Center is In the process of being tied
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in with all U.S. military satellites and also
to civilian space systems, like weather and
communications satellites, that might be
targets for Russian ASAT weapons. Comput-
ers at Cheyenne Mountain receive data from
all NORAD radar sensors (including one ra-
dar installation in North Dakota that can
spot something the size of a clgarette lighter
in low orbit) and can keep track of 8000
space vehicles at a time. These computers
can also slmultaneously follow some fifty
“high-interest” targets—large satellites re-
entering the atmosphere, for example—whose
positions have to be precisely known. The
Space Defense Operations Center is sched-
uled to be upgraded in the next few years
to handle operation of the new fighter-
launched ASAT missile and will serve as the
command point for any American antisatel-
lite missions.

Among the objects tracked by NORAD are
the twenty-ton Sovlet Salyut space statlons.
These are launched at a rate of one per year
and are roughly comparable to our Skylab
missions. Some Salyuts are manned, others
unmanned. And although the Salyuts are
nominally part of a peaceful space project,
there is every reason to think they have a
military role. Salyut 2, an unmanned station
launched in April 1973, transmitted signals
back to earth on a frequency normally re-
served for Soviet spy satellites. Salyut 3
went up In June 1974 and almost certainly
had military capability: It carried a ground-
ward-pointing camera far more powerful
than needed for nonmilitary photography,
and the mission was the object of a general
news blackout that suggests a possible mili-
tary purpose. A similar news blackout sur-
rounded Salyut 5, In sharp contrast to the
publicity photos and films released about
Salyuts 1 and 4. Soviet silence as to certain
Salyut flichts has led Western observers to
conclude that about half the Salyut missions
are for the benefit of the Russlan armed
forces.

The Sovlets have thelr own military “space
city” at Plesetsk, In the northwestern part
of the country. Most of the Soviets’ military
space missions originate here rather than
from the older Tyuratam (also known as Bal-
konur) cosmodrome in Kazakhstan near the
Aral Sea. With at least four major launch
complexes Plesetsk is one of the world's big-
gest space facilities. It Is served by its own
airfleld and highway system, and by the
Moscow-Arkhaneelsk rallway. Plesetsk 1s also
one of the world's busiest spaceports: In
1973, satellite launches from Plesetsk aver-
aged one everv four and a half days.

Although the Sovlet government refuses to
admit the existence of Plesetsk, the rest of
the world has known about Russia’s military
space base for almost fifteen years. Tn 1966,
amateur radio enthuslasts in Britaln calcu-
lated the orbital paths of new'y launched
Soviet satellites from their telemefry sienals,
and followed the orbits back to a launch site
somewhere In the northwestern USSR. The
Soviets denled the existence of any launch
facility in that area, but were caught in thelr
lie a few years later, when the glant base ap-
peared on photos taken by a U.S. civillan
LANDSAT satelllte launched in 1873. The
satellite shots showed a larze milltary airfield
and scores of rocket launch pads. Rather
than call attention to its miiltary space
center, the USSR let the discovery of Plesetsk
pass without official comment.

America's milltary space program has had
its budget doubled since 1976. while in recent
years the clvillan space agency, NASA, has
seen its fundine steadily whittled down by
inflation and reduced appropriations. Fund-
ing for the U.S. military space program Is
now roughly equivalent—$4.1 billion for the
1980 fiscal year—to America’s civillan space
effort.

All SBoviet space activities are ultimately
under military control, and the same may
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soon be true of America's space program.
NASA is so deeply involved in Defense De-
partment business that a 1978 Library of
Congress study seriously discussed a plan to
let the Pentagon take over NASA's launching
activities altogether. NASA's independence of
the military is under sattack from other
gquarters as well. An Army War College study,
made public recently under the Freedom of
Information Act, referred to the U.S. govern-
ment's separate civillan and military space
programs as “expensive . . . luxuries” that the
nation cannot afford much longer. That study
called for an “integrated civil/military space
technology program,” thus suggesting that
DOD all but swallow up the clvillan space
effort.

Though the armed forces' move into outer
space seems to have happened almost over-
night, it has been underway for two decades.
America took the first step toward the mil-
itary use of outer space by sending up its
SAMOS (an acronym for Satellite Missile Ob-
servation System) spy satellites beginning Iin
1960. Deslgned to track Soviet ICBM deploy-
ment, SAMOS represented a quantum leap
forward In photo reconnalssance.

From an altitude of & hundred miles, un-
disturbed by picture-blurring influences such
as engine vibration, SAMOS took photos
clearer than any then available from aircraft
cameras. In 1962 SAMOS gave President Ken-
nedy early warning of the Soviets’ attempt
to statlon missiles in Cuba.

After SAMOS the military use of satellltes
increased steadlily on both sides of the Iron
Curtain. About half the payloads sent into
orbit by U.S. rockets since 1960 have been
reconnaissance satellites, and three-fourths
of all U.S. and Sovlet satellites have been
military in purpose.

There i{s now a bewlldering variety of mili-
tary satellites circling the Earth. These in-
clude photo reconnalssance satellites, like the
alr force's tank car—sized Blg Bird, which
take plctures of targets on the ground below
and return the photos to Earth in a special
reentry capsule that is plucked out in midair
by "lasso-equipped aircraft. There are elec-
tronle “ferret” satellites that monitor com-
munications on the ground below and can
eavesdrop on phone conversations between
Boviet army commanders in the field. There
are heat-sensing satellites that detect the
telltale hot exhausts of misslles belng
launched. And there are communications
satellites handling some 70 percent of U.S.
military electronic communications with
armed forces overseas.

These satellites have already been used by
American troops In Vietnam. Syncom II and
IIT satelllites relayed high-priority communi-
cations between Southeast Asla and the
United States. Later a more advanced system
of eighteen communications satellites carried
data and pictures from Vietnam to America
almost Instantaneously. Military weather
satellites also played an important role in
Vietnam, keeping watch over target areas be-
fore and during bombing missions.

Today the U.S. armed forces rely more
heavily than ever before on satellites. The
Defense Meteorologlical Satellite Program col-
lects Information about weather conditions.
The NAVSTAR Global Positloning System, a
satellite navigation system now being de-
ployed, will allow precise positioning of alr-
craft in flight, ships &t sea, and even soldiers
on the ground. The Alr Force Satellite Com-
munications System carrles messages to and
from our armed forces all over the world. The
Satellite Data System handles communica-
tions from one polar region to another and
helps the air force track satellites.

General Alton D. Slay, commander of the
Alr Force Systems Command, underscored
the importance of satellites to the U.S. mili-
tary In a speech In Washington last year.
“The Defense Satellite Communications Sys-
tem is the key element for worldwlde long-
haul communications,” he sald. “For the
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future, I see no diminishment of the utility
of space for communications and data relay.
I see only expansion.”

Expanding our military satellite systems
may do us little good, however, if the So-
viets can knock them down at will. Pentagon
officials are worried that if the Soviets could
destroy American satellites at the outset of
some future armed confilct, American armed
forces would have & serious or even fatal
disadvantage, since the Pentagon appears
to have phased out many of the cable links
that had also been kept available previously
to provide a backup system for satellite com-
munications. The Russlans, by contrast, are
thought to have kept both kinds of com-
munications systems, cable and satellite, for
added securlty. This Is one reason why Rus-
silan ASAT capabllity worrles ithe Pentagon,
and why the United States is trylng to match
Moscow's space warpower within this decade.

The key to Amerlca's plans for war in space
is the NASA space shuttle, the stubby-winged
spaceship that is supposed to become the
workhorse of the U.S. space program in the
1980s. The shuttle, about the size of a DC-9
alrliner, is supposed to make its first voyage
late this year or early the next. It will ride
into space on strap-on rockets and then glide
to earth at the conclusion of its mission. It
can be relaunched—perhaps as many as &
hundred times. DOD has a wide variety of
jobs planned for the shuttle, as Defense
Secretary Harold Brown told the Senate Com-
mittee, on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation on February 7.

“Over the next five years, our dependence
on the shuttle to support our space systems
will become critical,"” Brown sald. “Space sys-
tems are Increasingly more important for
support of our military forces in areas such
as communications, navigation, early warn-
Ing, survelllance, and weather forecasting.”
Brown added that the shuttle was expected
to provide “the benefits of reduced launch
costs, increased reliability, Increased weight
and volume of our payloads, and perhaps
most important of all, increased flexibility."

In other words, DOD expects the shuttle
will allow the Pentagon to send up more
and bigger military hardware for less money
per pound than ever before, and that it will
make practical many military operations that
were previously difficult or impossible.

DOD payloads will be among the first the
shuttle will carry. On its first ten flights, the
shuttle is scheduled to deploy air force
DSCS-3 military communications satellites
and DOD weather satellites, orbit a glant
High Altitude Large Optics camera to spy on
the Soviets, and test laser weapons. The
shuttle will also be used to test the Inertial
Upper Stage, a booster rocket that could be
released from the shuttle to carry satellites
into higher orbits where they would be safe
from Russia's low-orbiting killer satellites.
Indeed, the Pentagon is thinking of hiding
“dark" or "sllent" satellites in extremely high
orbits, where they would be difficult to detect,
and switching them on if other military
satellites In lower orbits were destroyed.

Clearly, the shuttle will be busy with DOD
projects, And just to make sure the Defense
Department has all the shuttles it wants, the
Pentagon has been pushing for a greatly ex-
panded shuttle fleet. Defense Secretary Brown
told a Senate committee recently that DOD
may require more shuttle missions, and
hence more shuttles, in the 1990s, and the
department seems confident of getting what
it wants: Earlier this vear, Air Force Secre-
tary Hans Mark sald he expected the cur-
rently planned fleet of four shuttles to be
increased to seven. Meanwhile, the next gen-
eration of space shuttles, armed space “bat-
tleships” that would take off and land using
conventional runways, Is on Pentagon draw-
ing boards.

The shuttle’s ever-expanding military role
puts NASA in an uncomfortable position.
Every new military mission slated for the
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shuttle increases the chance the space
agency will be gobbled up by DOD. And
NASA's close relationship with DOD makes
it increasingly difficult for NASA to protect
the image it wishes to project as a peaceful
civillan agency. So NASA, to defend that
image, and probably also to keep Defense at
bay by encouraging public and congressional
support for a civillan space program, has
been waging a publicity campalgn to sell
Americans on the nonmilitary uses of the
shuttle,

This ‘‘salesmanship,” as Science magazine
called it in an article about NASA's prob-
lems, scarcely ever mentions that the shuttle
is working for DOD. In one widely distrib-
uted NASA publication concerning the shut-
tle, the only mention of the shuttle's military
purposes Is a single reference to '‘national
security” near the end of the book.

NASA's public relations campaign has won
over the medla, which have nothing but
praise for the “peaceful” shuttle. Writers and
television commentators, always Interested
in a spectacular space story, see in the shut-
tle something of the old Apollo glamour and
gush about the “new age in space” that the
shuttle will supposedly inaugurate. Ordinar-
ily hardheaded renorters go starry-eyed with
visions of the shuttle turning out fantastic
new products in the airless, zero-gravity en-
vironment of space, or bullding hotels in
orbit to serve an interplanetary tourlst trade

Most maeazine and newspeper articles
about the shuttle are little more than re-
writes of NASA promotional literature. and
NASA is further assured of friendly coverage
by the fact that many articles about the
shuttle are written by present and former
NASA employees. After all, who knows more
about the snace shuttle? As a result, the
public tends to see only one side of the space
shuttle project: its nonmilitary role.

The Soviets. however, are less easily fooled.
They have reconized the military potential
of the space shuttle since Its inception, and
last year expressed their concern about the
shuttle's possible role in warfare.

The Russians accused the United States of
planning to use the shuttle in ASAT activi-
ties. That susoicion is understandable. The
shuttle is equipped with scphisticated radar
for rendezvous with other spacecraft, as well
as a manipnlator arm that covld be used to
pluck Soviet satellites out of the sky and
destroy them, or even bring them back to
earth in the shuttle’s cargo bay. The shuttle
itself might hold some Impressive ASAT
weapons, including missiles or high-energy
lasers.

The Defense Devartment denies 1t is actu-
ally plannineg to use the shuttle asainst So-
viet satellites, but there is no doubt in any-
one's mind that the shuttle could be used
for that purpose, if DOD ever saw the need.

That prospect led the Russians to demand
a halt to the American shuttle project as &
step toward the Carter administration’s an-
nounced goal of curbing ASAT weapons de-
ployment in space. An administration spokes-
man called the Russian request “totally un-
acceptable” and added, “We would never
agree to terminate the shuttle or even to slow
it down."” Three weeks later, Representative
Ron Paul (R-Tex.) underscored that mes-
sage to Moscow In a short speech on the
House floor. “The space shuttle has tremen-
dous defense applications, which is why the
Communists want to get rid af it,” Paul sald.
He urged the government to expand the
shuttle project for military purposes, and
had ominous words for the civilian svace
effort: “NASBA’'s future, I belleve, must lie in
defense-related capabilities.”

The Soviets are working on their own
space shutle, a miniature cousin of ours. A
U.S. spy satellite caught a glimpse of the
Russian shuttle during a glide test several
years ago, and pictures published in the West
show a delta-winged craft with a blunt nose
and a chopped-off tail. The Soviet shuttle has
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& much smaller payload capacity than ours
and has a wingspan of only twenty-six feet,
compared to seventy-six feet for the NASA
shuttle.

Russla’s space shuttle appears to be based
on a twenty-vear-old U.S. Alr Force design,
the X-20A “Dyna-Soar"—short for “Dynamic
Soaring”—a glider that would have ridden
into space at at least five times the speed
of sound, atop a liquld-fuel rocket, and then
flown back to earth under a pilot's contral.
Dyna-Soar was abandoned in the early 1960s
while the United States was concentrating
on reaching the moon instead. It was origi-
nally planned to resupply space stations, and
the Soviets may plan to use their shuttle as
a supply vehicle for their quasimilitary Sal-
yut spaceships.

DOD seems unworried about the Soviet
shuttle effort. Defense Secretary Brown has
sald the Russian shuttle may be a decade
behind ours in development. The Pentagon
is considerably more worried about setbacks
in the American shuttle project; NASA shut-
tle has been plagued with serlous problems
that have repeatedly delayed the shuttle’s
initial flight. A balky engine has glven engi-
neers headaches. Solid fuel in the two rocket
boosters has sagged out of shape and kept
the boosters from being assembled. And the
heat-resistant ceramic tiles that cover the
shuttle's hull, insulation for reentry, have
shown a distressing tendency to fall off. (The
Johnson Space Center has glven Martin Ma-
rietta Aerospace a $2.1 million contract to
design and put together a repair kit that
astronauts could use to patch up the shuttle
if too many tiles came off during an ascent.)

Problems llke these have forced the shut-
tle over budget as well as behind schedule,
NASA now expects the shuttle will cost 20
percent more (about $1 billion in 1971 dol-
lars) to get off the ground than previously
estimated, The agency was given a 8185
million increase in its 1979 budget to help
with the shuttle. The following year NASA
asked for and received $220 milllon more
for the shuttle, plus a stern lecture from
Congress about delays on the project. NASA
is expected to get some $285 million more
in ballout money for the shuttle in fiscal
1981.

President Carter seemed unconcerned
about the shuttle's troubles until last No-
vember, when the Pentagon briefed him
on the military importance of the shuttle.
Carter at once spoke up in support of the
project and asked Congress to approve NASA’s
request for more money. No decision il-
lustrates more clearly the Carter adminis-
tration's poliey of pushing space-war proj-
ects while taking only a lukewarm interest
in any civillan space program.

Where will this emphasis on military space
projects lead? One person who should know
is Paul Warnke, former head of the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency and leader
of the American delegation to the SALT II
negotiations at Helsinki in 1978. In discus-
slons with the Soviets, Warnke brought up
the prospects for war in space and later com-
mented: “There is no doubt in my mind that
we could have war in space within a decade
unless we devise a treaty that will stop it.”

No such treaty exists, nor is one likely
to take shape in the present atmosphere of
confrontation between the United States and
the Soviet Union. The 1967 Outer Space
Treaty, commonly thought to prohibit de-
ployment of weavons systems In outer space,
is hardly comprehensive. The treaty does for-
bid placement of weapons on other celestial
bodies (the moon, asterolds, and so forth)
and bans weapons of mass destruction—elity-
busting bombs and the l{ke—from being put
into earth orbit. But since an ASAT weabon
would be aimed at only a few small targets
and, in any case, has nothing like the de-
structive power of a nuclear bomb, it can
be argued that the 1967 treaty permits the
unchecked spread of ASAT systems into
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space. And while other international agree-
ments oppose the building of antimissile sys-
tems, loopholes in those agreements may
allow the deployment of virtually any kind
of weapons in space.

The consequences could be tragic. As the
amount of military hardware in outer space
grows, 50 does the possibllity of a military
conflict. At first the prospect of unmanned
satellites darting through space and firing
lagers at one another seems unthreatening
and perhaps even a bit on the spectacular
side; after all, no one would be hurt—at
worst some expensive hardware would be
turned into junk.

But remember: Both sides now depend al-
most exclusively on their satellites for com-
munications and surveillance of the enemy.
The loser in an outer space gunfight will
not be able to tell what's going on at the
enemy’'s ICBM sites on earth. Under these
circumstances, a preemptive nuclear strike
will become not only plausible but even de-
sirable to some minds in Moscow and Wash-
ington.

So outer space is legally wide open to
nearly all military uses. The result is that
we face a new, dangerous, and staggeringly
expensive arms race that may make the £50
billion spent so far on military space projects
seem like small change.g

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 1125

Mr. FOLEY submitted the following
conference report and statement on the
bill (S. 1125) to improve and expand the
Federal crop insurance program, and for
other purposes.

CoNFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. NoO. 96-1272)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (5. 1125)
to improve and expand the Federal crop in-
surance program, and for other purposes,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be
inserted by the House amendment insert the
following:

That this Act may be cited as the “Federal
Crop Insurance Act of 1980".

TITLE I—FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE
PROGRAM
CAPITAL STOCK

Sec. 101. (a) Effective October 1, 1980, sec-
tion 504(a) of the Federal Crop Insurance
Act 1s amended by striking out *$200,000,-
000" @and inserting in lieu thereof
“$500,000,000".

(b) Section 504 of the Federal Crop Insur-
ance Act is amended by adding after subsec-
tion (c) a new subsection (d) as follows:

“(d) Within thirty days after the date of
enactment of the Federal Crop Insurance Act
of 1980, the Secretary of the Treasury shall
cancel, without consideration, receipts for
payments for or on account of the stock of
the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation out-
standing on such date of enactment
and such receipts shall cease to be llabilities
of the Corporation.”.

BOARD OF DIRECTORS: MEMBERSHIP
COMPENSATION
Sec. 102. (a) Section 505(a) of the Fed-
eral Crop Insurance Act is amended by—
(1) amending the second sentence to read
as follows: '“The Board shall consist of the
manager of the Corporation, the Under Sec-
retary or Assistant Eecretary of Agriculture
responsible for the Federal crop Insurance
program, the Under Secretary or Assistant
Secretary of Agriculture responsible for the
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farm credit programs of the Department of
Agriculture, one person experienced in the
crop insurance business who is not other-
wise employed by the Federal Government,
and three active farmers who are not other-
wise employed by the Federal Government.";
and

(2) adding at the end thereof a new sen-
tence as follows: “The Secretary, in ap-
pointing the three active farmers who are
not otherwise employed by the Federal ‘Gov-
ernment, shall ensure that such members
are policyholders and are from different
geographic areas of the United States, in
order that diverse agricultural interests In
the United States are at all times repre-
sented on the Board.".

(b) Sectlon 6505(b) of the Federal Crop
Insurance Act is amended by striking out
“three' wherever that word appears therein
and inserting in lieu thereof “‘four”.

(e¢) The second sentence of section 505
(c) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act is
amended to read as follows: “The Directors
of the Corporation who are not employed by
the Federal Government shall be pald such
compensation for their services as Directors
as the Secretary of Agriculture shall deter-
mine, but such compensation shall not ex-
ceed the dally equivalent of the rate pre-
scribed for grade GS-18 under section 5332
of title 6 of the United States Code when
actually employed, and actual necessary
traveling and subsistence expenses, or a per
diem allowance in lieu of subsistence ex-
penses, as authorized by section 5703 of
title 5 of the United States Code for per-
sons in Government service employed inter-
mittently, when on the business of the
Corporation away from their homes or reg-
ular places of business.”.

GENERAL FPOWERS FOR THE CORFORATION

SeEc. 103. Section 506 of the Federal Crop
Insurance Act is amended by—

(1) in subsection (c), striking out “make
contracts and";

(2) amending subsection (d) to read as
follows:

“(d) subject to the provisions of section
508(c), may sue and be sued in its corpo-
rate name, but no attachment, injunction,
garnishment, or other similar process,
mesne or final, shall be issued against the
Corporation or its property. The district
courts of the United States, including the
district courts of the District of Columbia
and of any territory or possession, shall
have exclusive original jurisdiction, with-
out regard to the amount in controversy,
of all suits brought by or against the Cor-
poration. The Corporation may intervene in
any court in any suit, action, or proceeding
in which it has an interest. Any sult against
the Corporation shall be brought in the
District of Columbia, or in the district
wherein the plaintiff resides or is engaged
in business;";

(3) in subsectlon (f), striking out “free™;
and

(4) at the end of subsection (j), strik-
ing out the period and inserting In leu
thereof "; and”, and adding at the end of
section 506 a new subsection (k) as follows:

(k) may enter into and carry out con-
tracts or agreements necessary in the con-
dnct of its business, as determined by the
Board, State and local laws or rules shall
not apply to contracts or agreements of
the Corporation or the parties therzto to
the extent that such contracts or agree-
ments provide that such laws or rules shall
not apply, or to the extent that such laws
or rules are inconsistent with such contracts
or agreements.”.

USE OF PRIVATE INSURANCE COMPANIES AND
OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES

SE~. 104. Section 507 of the Federal Crop
Tnsurance Act is amended by—

1) amending subsection (c) to read as
follows:
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“(c¢) In the administration of this title,
the Board shall, to the maximum extent pos-
sible, (1) establish or use committees or
assoclations of producers and make pay-
ments to them t» cover the administrative
and program expe 1ses, as determined by the
Board, incurred t y them in cooperating in
carrying out this Jtle, (2) contract with pri-
vate insurance companies and reilmburse
such companies for the administrative and
program expenses, as determined by the
Board, Incurred by them, under terms and
provisions and rates of compensation con-
sistent with those generally prevailing in
the insurance industry and (3) encourage
the sale of Federal crop insurance through
licensed private insurance agents and brokers
and give the insured the right to renew such
insurance for successive terms through such
agents and brokers, in which case the agent
or broker shall be reasonably compensated
from premiums pald by the insured for such
sales and renewals recognizing the function
of the agent or broker to provide continuing
services while the Insurance is in effect:
Provided, That such compensation shall not
be included in computations establishing
premium rates. The Board shall provide such
agents and brokers with indemnification,
including costs and reasonable attorney fees,
from the Corpeoration for errors or omissions
on the part of the Corporation or its con-
tractors for which the agent or broker is
sued or held liable, except to the extent the
agent or broker has caused the error or
omission.”; and

(2) adding a new subsection
follows:

“(f) The Board should use, to the maxi-
mum extent possible, the resources, data,
boards, and the committees of (1) the Soil
Conservation Service, in assisting the Board
in the classification of land as to risk and
production capability and in the develop-
ment of acceptable conservation practices;
(2) the Forest Service, In assisting the Board
in the development of a timber insurance
plan; (3) the Agricultural Stabilization and
Conservation Service, in assisting the Board
in the determination of individual producer
yields and in serving as a local contact point
for farmers where the Board deems neces-
sary; and (4) other Federal agencies in any
way the Board deems necessary in carrying
out this title.”.

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE EXPANSION AND
EXTENT OF COVERAGE

SEec, 105. Effective with respect to the 1981
and subsequent crops, subsection (a) of sec-
tlon 508 of the Federal Crop Insurance Act
is amended by—

(1) striking out all that follows the sub-
section designation down through the end of
the sixth sentence, which begins, “Reinsur-
ance for private insurance companies . , .”,
and inserting in lleu thereof the following:
“If sufficlent actuarial data are avallable, as
determined by the Board, to Insure producers
of agricultural commodities grown in the
United States under any plan or plans of in-
surance determined by the Board to be
adapted to the agricultural commodity in-
volved. Such insurance shall be against loss
of the insured commodity due to unavoidable
causes, including drought, flood, hail, wind,
frost, winterkill, lght g. fire, excessive
rain, snow, wildlife, hurrlcane, tornado, in-
sect infestation, plant dlsease, and such
other unavoidable causes as may be deter-
mined by the Board. Except in the case of
tobacco, insurance shall not extend beyond
the period the insured commodity is in the
field. For the purpose of the foregoing sen-
tence, In the case of aquacultural species, the
term ‘fleld’ means the environment in which
the commodity is produced.”;

(2) striking out the seventh sentence,
which begins, “Any insurance offered against
loss in yleld . . .”, and inserting in lieu there-
of the following: “Any insurance offered

(f) as
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against loss In yleld shall make available to
producers protection against loss in yleld
that covers 75 per centum of the recorded or
appraised average yleld of the commodity on
the Insured farm for a representative period
(subject to such adjustments as the Board
may prescribe to the end that the average
yields fixed for farms in the same area, which
are subject to the same conditions, may be
falr and just). In addition, the Corporation
shall make avallable to producers lesser levels
of yleld coverage, including a level of cover-
age at 50 per centum of the recorded or ap-
praised average yield, as adjusted. The Cor-
poration shall not make avallable to pro-
ducers any level of coverage in excess of 756
per centum of the recorded or appraised av-
erage yleld, as adjusted. One of the price
electlons offered shall approximate (but be
not less than 90 per centum of) the projected
market price for the commodity involved, as
determined by the Board.”; and

(3) striking out the ninth sentence, which
begins “Counties selected by the Board . . .".

HAIL AND FIRE INSURANCE CREDIT, PREMIUM
SUBSIDY, REINSURANCE, AND SPECIFIC RISK
PROTECTION

Sec. 106. Effective with respect to the 1881
and subsequent crops, section 508 of the
Federal Crop Insurance Act is amended by—

(1) amending subsection (b) to read as
follows:

“(b) (1) To fix adequate premiums for in-
surance at such rates as the Board deems
actuarially sufficient to cover claims for
losses on such insurance and to establish
as expeditiously as possible a reasonable
reserve against unforeseen losses.

*“(2) The producer may elect to have de-
leted from the Corporation’s policy of in-
surance the coverage against losses caused by
hail and fire and to obtain coverage therefor
from other than a Federal insurer. Upon
notice in writing of such election to the
Corporation and submission of evidence of
such substitute coverage on the commodities
insured by the Corporation in a dollar
amount not less than that provided by the
Corporation’s policy of insurance, the pro-
ducer's premium, as calculated by the Cor-
poration, shall be reduced by an amount
equal to 40 per centum of the prevalling
average county hail and fire insurance pre-
mium charged by other than Federal insurers
for the dollar amount of the coverage pro-
vided by the Corporation’s policy of insur-
ance, as determined by the Corporation:
Provided, That the producer's premium shall
not be reduced by less than 15 per centum
nor more than 30 per centum: Provided
Jurther, That, notwithstanding the preced-
ing provisions of this sentence, the pro-
ducer’s premium shall not be reduced by
an amount that exceeds the premium for the
substitute coverage of a dollar amount equal
to that provided by the Corporation’s policy
of insurance. Any premium reduction in ex-
cess of the amount of premium that the
Corporation determines would have been
necessary for the Corporation to charge in
order to cover indemnities actually paid by
other than Federal insurers for hall and
fire coverage deleted from the Corporation's
policy of insurance shall be regarded as pre-
mium pald by the Corporation.

“(3) For the purpose of encouraging the
broadest possible participation in the in-
surance program, 30 per centum of each pro-
ducer’s premium (reduced, where applicable,
for hall and fire exclusion, or State or State
agency subsidy), as calculated by the Cor-
poration on any coverage under the Corpora-
tion’s policy of insurance up to a maximum
of 65 per centum of the recorded or ap-
pralsed average y'eld, as adjusted, shall be
pald by the Corporation.

“(4) The producer's premium, or share
thereof, shall be collected at such time or
times, and shall be secured in such manner,
as the Board may determine.
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“({5) The Board may enter into agreements
with any State or agency of a State under
which such State or agency may pay to the
Corporation additional premium subsidy to
further reduce the portion of the premlum
paid by farmers in such State.

*(6) With respect to any crop Insurance
covering the 1981 crop of wheat, feed grains,
upland cotton, or rice, a producer shall not
be eligible for a partial payment of the pre-
mium by the Corporatlon under paragraph
(3) of this subsectlon for such commodity
if the producer elects to make the acreage
of the commodity eligible for payments un-
der the disaster payment provisions for
wheat, feed grains, upland cotton, and rice
of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (as amended
effective for the 1981 crops): Provided fur-
ther, That a producer who is not eligible for
a partial payment of premium by the Cor-
poration under this subsection because of
the producer’s electlon to make the acreage
of the commodity involved eligible for disas-
ter payments in 1981 shall remain eligible to
purchase Federal crop insurance on the 1981
acreage of the commodity at the full cost of
the premium.”;

(2) amending subsectlon (c¢) to read as
follows:

“{e) To adjust and pay claims for losses
under rules prescribed by the Board. In the
event that any claim for indemnity under
the provisions of this title is denled by the
Corporation, an action on such clalm may be
brought agalnst the Corporation in the
United States district court for the district
Iin which the Ilnsured farm is located: Pro-
vided, That no sult on such claim may be
allowed under this section unless it shall
have been brought within one year after the
date when notice of denial of the clalm is
mailed to and received by the claimant.”;

(3) striking out subsection (d), and re-
designating subsection (e) as subsection (d);
and

(4) striking out subsection (f) and add-
ing new subsections (e), (f), (g) and (h)
as follows:

“{e) And directed, notwithstanding any
other provision of this title, to provide re-
insurance, to the maximum extent prac-
ticable, upon such terms and conditions as
the Board may determine to be consistent
with subsections (a) and (b) of this sec-
tion and sound reinsurance principles, to
insurers Including private insurance com-
panies or pools of such companies, rein-
surers of such companies, or State or local
governmental entities, including any politi-
cal subdivislons thereof, that insure pro-
ducers of any agricultural commodity under
a plan or plans acceptable to the Corpora-
ticn. A test program of such reinsurance
shall be made available, to the maximum
extent possible, to begin not later than with
the 1982 crops. Tn order to provide equity
among producers purchasing crop insurance,
whenever the Corporation provides reinsur-
ance under this subsection to any such in-
surers, the Corporation shall pay a portion
of each producer's premium for such insur-
ance so reinsured. Each such payment shall
cover the same per centum of the premlum,
and be subiect to the same restrictions re-
garding payments of premiums for crop
insurance on commodities, as provided in
subsection (b) of this section for Federal
partial payments of Federal crop insurance
premiums. The Corporation shall also pay
operating and administrative costs to in-
surers of policies on which the Corporation
provides reinsurance to the same extent that
such costs are covered by the Corporation
on the Corporation’s policies of insurance.
Insurers of policies on which reinsurance is
provided shall make use of licensed private
insurance agents and brokers on the same
basis as provided for policles of the Corpo-
ration under section 507(c)(3) of this title,
except that the provisions for compensating
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agents and brokers from premiums pald by
the insured shall not apply.

“(f) To provide insurance or reinsurance
for production of agricultural commodities
in the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the
Virgin Islands of the United States, Guam,
American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands, and the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands in the same
manner as provided In this section for pro-
duction of agricultural commodities in the
United States.

“(g) To offer specific risk protection pro-
grams including, but not limited to, pre-
vented planting, wildlife depredation, tree
damage and disease, and insect infestation
programs under such terms and conditions
as the Board may determine: Provided, That
no program may be undertaken If Insurance
for the specific risk involved is generally
available from private companies.

"“{h) To include appreciation (Includineg
interest charges) as an Iinsurable cost of
production in calculating premiums and in-
demnities in connection with insurance on
yields of timber and forests.”.

RESEARCH, SURVEYS, AND PILOT PROGRAMS

Sec. 107. (a) Sectlon 506(h) of the Federal
Crop Insurance Act is amended to read as
follows:

“{h) shall assemble data for the purpose of
establishing sound actuarlal bases for insur-
ance on agricultural commodities: ™.

{b) Section 508 of the Federal Crop Insur-
ance Act is amended by adding a new subsec-
tion (i) as follows:

“{1) To conduct research, surveys, pllot
programs, and Investizations relating to
croo Insurance and agriculture-related risks
and losses including, but not limited to,
insurance on losses involving reduced forage
on rangeland caused bv drourht and by
insect infestation, livestock poisoning and
disease, destruction of bees due to the use
of pesticides, and other unigue problems of
special risk related to, but not limited to.
fruits, nuts, vegetables, aguacultural specles,
forest industry needs (including apprecia-
tion), and other agricultural products as
determined by the Board: Provided. That
no such programs may be undertaken If
insurance protection acainst such risks is
generally avallable from private companies.
Beginning in the 1981 crop year and ending
after the 1085 crop year, the Corporation
shall also conduct a pilot program of Indi-
vidual risk underwriting of crop insurance
in not less than twenty-five counties. Under
this pilot proeram, to the extent that appro-
priate vield data are available, the Corpora-
tion shall make avallable to producers in
such counties crop insurance under this
title based on personalized rates and with
guarantees determined from the producer's
actual yleld history. After the completion
of any pilot program under this subsection,
the Corporation shall evaluate the pilot pro-
gram and submit to the Committee on
Agriculture of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry of the Senate, a report
of the operations of the pllot program,
including its evaluation of the pilot pro-
gram and its recommendations with respect
to implementing the program on a national
basis."”.

DELETION OF AUTHORITY FOR ADVISORY
COMMITTEES

Sec. 108. Section 515 of the Federal Crop
Insurance Act is repealed.

APPROPRIATIONS FOR OPERATING AND
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Sec. 109. Effective October 1, 1980, section
516(a) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act is
amended to read as follows:

"Sec, 516. (a) There are hereby authorized
to be appropriated such sums as may be nec-
essary to cover the operating and adminis-
trative costs of the Corporation, including
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agents’' and brokers’ commissions, Interest
on Treasury notes and other obligations,
partial premium payments by the Corpora-
tion, and the direct cost of loss adjusters
for crop inspections and loss adjustments,
which shall be allotted to the Corporation in
such amounts and at such time or times as
the Secretary of Agriculture may determine.
Expenses in connection with agents’ and
brokers’ commissions, interest on Treasury
notes and other obligations, partial premium
payments by the Corporation, and the direct
cost of loss adjusters for crop inspections
and loss adjustments may be pald from pre-
mium income and other Corporation funds,
and any such payments may be restored by
appropriations in subsequent years. The
Corporation may not employ more than two
hundred additional permanent full-time em-
ployees, in excess of the number of full-time
employees employed by the Corporation on
the effectlve date of the Federal Crop In-
surance Act of 1980, to implement the pro-
visions of this title, except in the case of,
and only during, emergencles.”.

EMERGENCY FUNDING IN CASE OF INSUFFICIENCY

Sec. 110. Effective October 1, 1980, section
516 of the Federal Crop Insurance Act is
amended by adding new subsections (c) and
(d) as follows:

“(e) (1) If at any time the moneys avail-
able to the Federal Crop Insurance Corpora-
tion are Insufficient to enable the Corpora-
tion to discharge its responsibility of iIndem-
nifying producers for losses under this title,
the Corporation may, upon majority vote of
its Board of Directors, request the Secretary
of Agriculture to use the funds of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation to make timely
payment of indemnities to producers. Upon
recelving such a request, the Secretary of Ag-
riculture may use the funds of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation to meet obliga-
tions to indemnity producers for losses under
this title. The Secretary's authority to use
the funds of the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion for the purposes of this subsection shall
expire one year after the date on which the
authority is first used.

“(2) The authority to make commitments
under this subsection, In excess of funds
avallable to the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion under section 4 of the Commodity Credit
Corporation Charter Act and the Act of Octo-
ber 11, 1978 (92 Stat. 1073), shall be effective
for any fiscal year only to the extent pro-
vided by appropriation Acts.

*(d) Except as provided in subsection (c),
if at any time the moneys available to the
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation are in-
sufficlent to enable the Corporation to dis-
charge its responsibility of Indemnifying
producers for losses under this title, the
Corporation may issue to the Secretary of the
Treasury notes or other obligations in such
forms and denominations, bearing such
maturities, and subject to such terms and
conditions, as may be prescribed by the
Secretary of the Treasury. Redemption of
such notes or obligations shall be made by
the Corporation from moneys available from
premiums or the issuance of capital stock
under section 504 of this title. Such notes
or other obligations shall bear Interest at a
rate determined by the Secretary of the
Treasury, which shall be not less than a rate
determined by taking into consideration the
average market yield on outstanding market-
able obligations of the United States of com-
parable maturities during the month pre-
ceding the issuance of the notes or other ob-
ligations. The Secretary of the Treasury shall
purchase any notes or other obligations is-
sued hereunder and for that purpose is au-
thorized to use as a public debt transaction
the proceeds from the sale of any securities
issued under the Second Liberty Bond Act
and the purposes for which recurities may
be issued under that Act are extended to
include any purchase of such notes or obliga-
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tions. The Secretary of the Treasury may at
any time sell any of the notes or other
obligations acquired by the Secretary of the
Treasury under this subsection. All redemp-
tions, purchases, and sales by the Secretary
of the Treasury of such notes or other obli-
gations shall be treated as public debt
transactions of the United States. The bor-
rowing authority provided for in this sub-
section may be exercised by the Corporation
only to such extent or in such amounts as
are provided in appropriation Acts.”.

AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY

Sec. 111. Section 518 of the Federal Crop
Insurance Act is amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 518. ‘Agricultural commodity’, as
used in this title, means wheat, cotton, fiax,
corn, dry beans, oats, barley, rye, tobacco,
rice, peanuts, soybeans, sugar beets, sugar
cane, tomatoes, grain sorghum, sunflowers,
raisins. oranges, sweet corn, dry peas, freez-
ing and eanning peas, forage, apples, grapes,
potatoes, timber and forests, nursery crops,
citrus, and other fruits and vegetables, nuts,
tame hay, native grass, aguacultural species
(inclvnding, but not limited to. any specles
of finfish, mollusk, crustacean, or other
aquatic invertbrate, amphiblan, reptile, or
aquatic plant propagated or reared in a con-
trolled or selected environment), or any
other agricultural commodity, excluding
livestock and stored grain, determined by the
Board under subsection (a) or (1) of sec-
tion 508 of this title, or any one or more
of such commodities, as the context may
indicate."”.

EFFECTIVE DATE

Sec. 112. Except as otherwise provided in
this Act, the provisions of this Act amending
the Federal Crop Insurance Act shall be-
come effective on the date of enactment of
this Act.

TITLE II—DISASTER PAYMENTS

FREVENTED PLANTING DISASTER AND FARM DIS-
ASTER PAYMENTS FOR 1981 CROPS

Sec. 201. (a) Section 101(h)(4) of the
Agricultural Act of 1949, as added effective
for the 1978 through 1981 crops of rice, is
amended by—

(1) In subparagraph (B), striking out
“Effective only with respect to the 1978, 1979,
and 1980 crops of rice,” and inserting in lleu
thereof "“Except as otherwise provided In
subparagraph (D) of thils paragraph, effec-
tive with respect to the 1978 through 1981
crops of rice,”;

(2) In subparagraph (C), striking out “Ef-
fective only with respect to the 1978, 1979,
and 1980 crops of rice,” and inserting in lieu
thereof “Except as otherwise provided in
subparagraph (D) of this paragraph, effec-
tive with respect to the 1978 through 1981
crops of rice,”; and

(3) redeslgnating subparagraph (D) as
subparagraph (E) and inserting immediate-
ly after subparagraph (C! a new subpara-
graph (D) as follows:

(D) With respect to the 1981 crop of
rice, cooperators on a farm shall not be ell-
gible for disaster payments under this para-
graph if the cooperators elect to cover the
rice acreage with crop Insurance, part of
the premium for which is pald by the Fed-
eral Crop Insurance Corporation under the
provisions of section 508(b)(3) or 508(e) of
the Federal Crop Insurance Act.”.

(b) Sectlon 103(f) (5) of the Agricultural
Act of 1849, as added effective for the 1978
through 1981 crops of wupland cotton, is
amended by—

(1) in subparagraph (A), striking out
“Effective only with respect to the 1978,
1979, and 1980 crops of upland cotton,” and
Inserting in lHeu thereof “Except as other-
wise provided in subparagraph (C) of this
paragraph, effective with respect to the
1979 through 1981 crops of upland cotton,'";

(2) in subparagraph (B), striking out
“Effective only with respect to the 1978, 1879,
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and 1980 crops of upland cotton,” and insert-
ing in lleu thereof "“Except as otherwise
provided in subparagraph (C) of this para-
graph, effective with respect to the 1978
through 1981 crops of upland cotton,"; and

(3) adding at the end thereof a new sub-
paragraph (C) as follows:

“(C) With respect to the 1981 crop of up-
land cotton, producers on & farm shall not
be eligible for disaster payments under this
paragraph if the producers elect to cover the
upland cotton acreage with crop insurance,
part of the premium for which is pald by the
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation under
the provisions of section 508(b) (3) or 508(e)
of the Pederal Crop Insurance Act.”.

(c) Section 106A(b) (2) of the Agricultural
Act of 1949, as added cffective for the 1977
through 1981 crops of feed gralins, is amended
by—

(1) in subparagraph (A), striking out
“Effective only with respect to the 1978, 1079,
and 1980 crops of feed grains,” and inserting
in lieu thereof “Except as otherwise provided
in subparagraph (C) of this paragraph, effec-
tive with respect to the 1978 through 1881
crops of feed grains,";

(2) In subparagraph (B), striking out
“Effective only with respect to the 1978, 1979,
and 1980 crops of feed grains,” and inserting
in lieu thereof "Except as otherwise provided
in subparagraph (C) of this paragraph, ef-
fective with respect to the 1978 through 1981
crops of feed grains,'”; and

(3) redeslgnating subparagraph (C) assub-
paragraph (D) and inserting immediately
after subparagraph (B) a new subparagraph
(C) as follows:

“{C) With respect to the 1081 crop of feed
grains, producers on a farm shall not be
eligible for disaster payments under this
paragraph if the producers elect to cover the
feed grain acreage with crop insurance, part
of the premium for which is pald by the Fed-
eral Crop Insurance Corporation under the
provisions of section 508(b) (3) or 508(e) of
the Federal Crop Insurance Act.”.

(d) Section 107(A)(b) (2) of the Agricul-
tural Act of 1940, as added effective for the
1977 through 1981 crops of wheat, is amend-
ed by—

(1) in subparagraph (A), striking out “Ef-
fective only with respect to the 1978, 1979,
and 1980 crops of wheat,” and inserting in
lieu thereof “Except as otherwisa provided
in subparagraph (C) of this paragraph, ef-
fective with respect to the 1878 through 1981
crops of wheat,"”;

(2) In subparagraph (B), striking out “Ef-
fective only with respect to the 1878, 1979,
and 1980 crops of wheat,"” and inserting in
lieu thereof “Except as otherwise provided
in subparagraph (C) of this paragraph, effec-
tive with respect to the 1978 through 1981
crops of wheat,”; and

(3) redesignating subparagraph (C) as sub-
paragraph (D) and inserting immediately
after subparagraph (B) a new subparagraph
(C), as follows:

“(C) With respect to the 1981 crop of
wheat, producers on a farm shall not be
eligible for disaster payments under this
paragraph If the producers elect to cover the
wheat acreage with crop insurance, part of
the premium for which is paild by the Fed-
eral Crop Insurance Corporation under the
provisions of section 508(b)(3), or 508(e) of
the Federal Crop Insurance Act.”.

NOTICE TQ PRODUCERS OF RIGHT TO ELECT SUB-
SIDIZED CROP INSURANCE OR DISASTER PAY-
MENTS ON THE 1681 CROPS

SEC. 202. The Secretary of Agriculture, after
consultation with the Board of Directors of
the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation,
shall, at least sixty days prior to the begin-~
ning of the planting of the 1881 crops of
wheat, feed grains, upland cotton, and rice,
or thirty days after the date of enactment of
this Act, whichever is the later, notify pro-
ducers of those commodities of their right to
elect, with respect to the 1981 crop, between
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(1) declaring the farm acreage of the re-
spective commodity eligible for disaster pay-
ments under the Agricultural Act of 1949, or
(2) covering such farm acreage with crop
insurance, part of the premium for which is
pald by the Federal Crop Insurance Corpora-
tion under the provisions of sectlon 508(b)
(3) or 508(e) of the Federal Crop Insurance
Act. Buch notice shall include a statement of
the percent of crop insurance premium that
will be pald by the Corporation.
And the House agree to the same.

THOMAS 5. FOLEY,

En JoNES,

Tonm HARKIN,

JERRY HUCKABY,

DAN GLICKMAN,

GeorcE E. BRowN, Jr.,

FrED RICHMOND,

ALVIN BALDUS,

Leon E. PANETTA,

THOMAS A. DASCHLE,

BiLL WAMPLER,

EDWARD MADIGAN,

JAMES M. JEFFORDS,

Ron MARLENEE,

Managers on the Part of the House.

HERMAN A. TALMADGE,
GEeORGE McGOVERN,
WarTER D. HUDDLESTON,
Dick STONE,
EpwaRD ZORINSKY,
JessE HELMS,
DiI1cK LUGAR,
THAD COCHRAN,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COMMTITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House and
the Senate at the conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House .o the bill (8. 1125)
to Improve and expand the Federal crop
insurance program, and for other purposes,
submit the following joint statement to the
House and the Senate in explanation of the
effect of the action agreed upon by the
managers and recommended In the accom-
panying conference report. The differences
between the Senate bill and the House
amendment and the substitute sgreed to In
the conference are noted in the following
outline, except for conforming, clarifying,
and technical changes:

(1) MEMBERSHIP ON THE KLOARD OF DIRECTORS OF
THE FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION

Both the Senate bill and the House amend-
ment increase the membership of the Board
of Directors (hereinafter referred to as the
“"Board”) of the Federal Crop Insurance
Corporation (hereinafter referred to as the
“Corporation”) from five to seven persons.

(a) The Senate bill provides that the Board
will be composed of—

(1) three persons from the Department of
Agriculture—the manager of the Corpora-
tion, the Under Secretary or Assistant Secre-
tary of Agriculture responsible for the Fed-
eral crop insurance program, and the Under
Secretary or Assistant Secretary of Agricul-
ture responsible for the farm credit programs
of the Department of Agriculture;

(i1) & person (not a Federal Government
employee) who is experienced in the crop
insurance business; and

(ii1) three farmers who are not Federal
Government employees.

The House amendment provides that the
Board will be composed of—

(1) three persons from the Department of
Agriculture—the manager of the Corporation
and two employees of the Department (the
House amendment does not specify their
positions in the Department);

(i1) two persons (not Federal Government
employees) who are experienced in the crop
insurance business; and

(111) two farmers who are not Federal Gov-
ernment employees.

The conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision.
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(b) The House amendment requires that
the farmer members be active farmers and
policyholders.

The Senate bill contains no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute adopts the
House provision.

(2) SUITS BY OR AGAINST THE FEDERAL CROP
INSURANCE CORPORATION

(a) The Senate bill deletes a provision in
existing law generally authorizing suits by or
against the Corporation in any State court
having general jurisdiction. It also provides
that any sult agalnst the Corporation in the
Federal courts must be brought in the Dis-
trict of Columbia or the district in which the
plaintiff resides or 1s engaged in business,

The House amendment contains no com-
parable provision.

The conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision.

(b) The Senate bill deletes a provision In
existing law specifically authorizing persons
to bring actions against the Corporation to
recover Indemnity clalms denied by the Cor-
poration in any State court of general juris-
diction sitting in the distriet or county in
which the insured’'s farm is located, thereby
limiting jurisdiction over such actions to the
United States district court for the district in
which the insured farm s located.

The House amendment contalns no com-
parable provision.

The conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision.

(3) AUTHORITY OF THE FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE

CORPORATION TO ENTER INTO CONTRACTS AND

AGREEMENTS

The House amendment provides that State
and local laws or rules will not apply to con-
tracts or agreements of the Corporation or
the parties thereto to the extent that the
contracts or agreements so provide or to the
extent that Statz and local laws are Incon-
sistent with such contracts or agreements.

The Senate bill contains no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute adopts the
House provision.

(4) USE OF PRIVATE INSURANCE COMPANIES AND
AGENTS

(a) The Senate bill provides that, in ad-
ministering the Federal Crop Insurance Act,
the Board may—

(1) establish or use committees or associa-
tions of producers; and

(1i) contract with private insurance com-
panies,

The House amendment provides that, in
administering the Act, the Board shall, to the
maximum extent possible—

(1) establish or use committees or assocla-
tions of producers;

(i1) contract with private insurance com-
panles; and

(1i1) encourage the sale of Federal crop
insurance through licensed private insurance
agents and brokers, and give the insured the
right to renew the insurance for successive
terms through such agents and brokers.

The conference substitute adopts the
House provision. The conferees intend that
the authority to contract with private insur-
ance companles not be used to make any one
insurance company the exclusive selling or
servicing agent or underwriter for Federal
crop insurance,

(b) The Senate bill provides that the
Board may make payments to private insur-
ance companies with which it has contracted
to cover thelr administrative and program
expenses.

The House amendment provides that the
Board shall, to the maximum extent possible,
relmburse private insurance companies for
administrative and program expenses in-
curred by them under terms and provisions
and rates of compensation consistent with
those generally prevalling in the industry.

The conference substitute adopts the
House provision.
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{¢) The House amendment provides that
the Board shall, to the maximum extent pos-
sible, provide agents and brokers reasonable
compensation for sales and renewals of Fed-
eral crop insurance, recognizing their func-
tion to provide continuing service while the
insurance is in effect.

The Senate bill contalns no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute adopts the
House provision with a modification clarify-
ing that compensation for agents and brokers
will be made from premiums paid by farmers
for crop insurance coverage, but that agent
and broker compensation will not be in-
cluded in computing premium rates.

(d) The House amendment requires the
Board to provide agents and brokers indem-
nification (including costs and reasonable
attorney fees) for errors or omissions by the
Corporation or its contractors for which the
agent or broker is held llable, except to the
extent the agent or broker caused the error
or omission.

The Senate bill contains no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute adopts the
House provision.

(5) USE OF RESOURCES

The House amendment encourages the
Board to use the resources of (1) the Soll
Conservation Service in assisting in land
classification of risk and production capabil-
ity and in developing acceptable conserva-
tion practices; (2) the Forest Service in as-
sisting In the development of a timber In-
surance plan; (3) the Agricultural Stablliza-
tion and Conservation Service In assisting in
the determination of individual producer
ylelds and in serving as a local contact point
for farmers; and (4) other Federal agencles
in any way the Board deems necessary.

The Senate bill contalns no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute adopts the
House provision. It is the intent of the con-
ferees that this provision not be used as au-
thority for requiring the adoption of con-
servation measures developed by the Soll
Conservation Service or other governmental
agencles as a condition for obtaining Federal
crop insurance coverage or recelving indem-
nities for losses. However, the conferees un-
derstand that, under existing law, losses due
to the fallure of a farmer to follow estab-
lished good farming practices are not covered
by Federal crop Insurance and that the Cor-
poration now considers, and will continue to
consider the conservation measures present
on a farm in determining the risk to be
covered and the premium to be charged for
the farm.

(8) EXPANSION OF THE FEDERAL CROP
INSURANCE PROGEAM

{a) The Senate bill deletes, effective with
respect to the 1980 and subsequent crops,
the limitations in existing law on the num-
ber of commodities and countles that may
be covered by the Federal crop lnsurance
program and the limitation on the number
of countles in which reinsurance of private
insurance companies may be offered.

The House amendment deletes the same
provisions effective with respect to the 1981
and subsequent crops.

The conference substitute adopts the
House provision.

(b) The House amendment provides that
insurance covering aguacultural species will
be exempt from the requirement that Fed-
eral crop insurance not extend beyond the
Ee;'éod that the insured commodity is in the

eld.

The Senate bill contains no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute adopts the
House provision by clarifying that, with re-
spect to agquacultural specles, the phrase “in
the fleld” means in the environment in
which the aquacultural specles is produced.
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(7) EXTENT OF FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE

COVERAGE

(a) The Senate bill requires that any
Federal crop insurance protecting against
loss in yleld must make available to pro-
ducers (i) coverage for 75 percent of the
recorded or appralsed average yleld for the
farm on the commodity insured and, (i1) In
addition. lesser levels of yleld coverage.

The House amendment requires that a
minimum of three levels of yleld coverage be
provided: 50 percent, 65 percent, and 75 per-
cent of the recorded or appraised average
yleld; and in addition, the House amend-
ment requires the Corporation to offer other
levels of yleld coverage (not In excess of 75
percent of average yleld) to be selected by
the producer.

The conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision with a meodification requiring
the Corporation to offer coverage for 50 per-
cent of average yleld as one of the lesser
levels of yleld coverage (and making it clear
that the Corporation could not offer coverage
in excess of 75 percent of average yield).

(b) Both the Sengte bill and House amend-
ment retaln existing law, which requires that
yield coverage be based on the producer’s
vield for a representative perlod, subject to
such adjustments as the Board may prescribe
to the end that the average ylelds fixed for
farms in the same area, which are subject to
the same conditions, may be fair and just.

The House amendment, however, adds a
requirement that yleld coverage also be
offered based on the actual five-year produc-
tion history for the farm, if avallable, and if
not, on the average for the county in which
the farm is located.

The Senate bill contains no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute deletes the
House provision.

(c) The Senate bill requires that Federal
crop insurance make available coverage (per
unit of production) equal to the highest of—

(1) the applicable target price for the com-
modity involved, If any;

(1) the applicable loan rate for the com-
modity involved, if any; or

(111) the projected market price for the
commodity involved.

The Corporation would also be required to
make avallable to producers lesser price se~
lections per unit of production.

The House amendment requires that one
of the price elections offered must approxi-
mate (but be not less than 90 percent of)
the projected market price for the commodity
involved.

The conference substitute adopts the
House provision.

(d) The Senate bill provides that Federal
crop insurance will not cover losses due to
fallure of the producer to reseed to the same
crop or an approved substitute crop where 1t
is customary to reseed.

The House amendment retains existing law
under which the exclusion of coverage 1s llm-
ited to losses due to fallure of the producer
to reseed to the same crop.

The conference substitute deletes the Sen-
ate provision.

(8) FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE PREMIUMS

(a) The House amendment provides that
producers may elect to have deleted from
Federal crop Insurance policles coverage
against hail and fire risks and obtain equiv-
alent hall and fire coverage from a private
insurer; and that, for any producer who
makes such election, the Federal crop insur-
ance premium will be reduced by 25 percent,
but not to exceed the premium for the sub-
stitute coverage.

The Senate bill contalns no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute adopts the
House provision with a modification relating
to the determination of the amount of the
premium reduction.
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Under the modification, the Federal crop
insurance premium for a farmer who elects
to obtain hail and fire coverage from & non-
federal insurer (including a State operated
program) would be reduced by an amount
equal to 40 percent of the prevalling average
county insurance premium charged by non-
federal insurers for full coverage hail and fire
insurance that provides the same amount of
protection as would have been provided un-
der the Federal crop insurance policy. How-
ever, & farmer's premium could not be re-
duced by less than 15 percent, nor more than
30 percent, of the full cost of Federal crop
insurance coverage. In no event could the
premium be reduced by an amount that ex-
ceeds the premium charged by the nonfed-
eral insurer for comparable coverage. Any
premium reduction in excess of the portion
of the premium that the Corporation deter-
mines would have been necessary for the
Corporation to charge in order to cover in-
demnitles actually paid by nonfederal insur-
ers for hall and fire coverage deleted from
the Corporation’s policy of insurance would
be regarded as a premium pald by the Cor-
poration.

(b) The Senate bill provides that the Cor-
poration must provide a subsidy (of not
less than 20 percent nor more than 40 per-
cent, as determined by the Board) of each
producer’'s premium, the amount of the sub-
sidy to be applied uniformly among produc-
ers regardless of the percent of average pro-
duction covered or price selection chosen.

The House amendment provides for a sub-
sidy of 30 percent of each producer’s premi-
um on that portion of each pollcy insuring
up to a maximum of 65 percent of yield.

The conference substitute adopts the
House provision.

(c) Both the Senate bill and House amend-
ment provide that any producer of 1981 crop
wheat, feed gralns, upland cotton, or rice
shall not be eligible to receive & premium
subsidy from the Corporation if he elects to
make his acreage eligible for disaster pay-
ments under the Agricultural Act of 1949,

The Senate bill provides that any such pro-
ducer who elects to make his acreage eligible
for disaster payments may purchase Federal
crop insurance for the commodity at the
full cost of the premitim.

The House amendment contalns no com-
parable provision.

The conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision.

(d) The House amendment provides that
States and State agencles may provide addi-
tional premium subsidies to reduce further
the cost of Insurance to farmers.

The Senate blll contains no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute adopts the
House provision.

(e) The House amendment provides that
operators of small farms may receive an
additional or graduated premium subsidy.
Eligibllity for classification as a small farm
would be based on the maximum potential
exposure of the Corporation on all commodi-
ties eligible for insurance at a limit deter-
mined by the Board.

The Senate bill contains no comparable
provision. 5

The conference substitute deletes the House
proviston.

(9) PAYMENT AND ADJUSTMENT OF CROP INSUR-
ANCE CLAIMS

The Senate bill changes existing law under
which indemnity clalms may be pald either
in cash or in the commodity by deleting
authority for indemnity clalms to be paid
in the commodity. The Senate bill also de-
letes authority in existing law for determin-
ing the indemnity on the same price basis
at which the premium is calculated.

The House amendment contains no com-
parable provision.

The conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision.
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(10) DELETION OF THE AUTHORITY OF THE FED~
ERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION TO PUR-
CHASE AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES

The Senate bill deletes from existing law
a provision that authorizes the Corporation
to purchase, handle, store, insure, provide
storage facilities for, and sell agricultural
commodities.

The House amendment contains no com-
parable provision.

The conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision.

(11) REINSURANCE

(a) The Senate bill authorizes the Corpo-
ration to reinsure private insurance compa-
nies and government entities that provide
crop insurance to farmers under contracts
acceptable to the Corporation.

The House amendment directs the Corpo-
ration to provide such reinsurance, to the
maximum extent practicable, to private in-
surance companlies, reinsurers of such com-
panies, and State or local government an-
titles.

The conference substitute adopts the House
provision.

(b) The House amendment requires the
Corporation to make available a test program
of reinsurance, to the maximum extent pos-
sible, to begin not later than with the 1982
Crops.

The Senate bill contains no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute adopts the House
provision.

(c) The House amendment requires the
Corporation to pay operating and adminis-
trative costs to insurers of policies that are
reinsured to the same extent that such costs
are covered by the Corporation’'s policies of
insurance.

The Senate bill contains no comparable
provision.

The conjference substitute adopts the House
provision.

(d) The House amendment requires in-
surers of policies on which reinsurance is
provided to make use of licensed private
agents and brokers on the same basis as
provided for the crop insurance policies of
the Corporation.

The Senate bill contains no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute adopts the House
provision.

(12) TRUST TERRITORY OF THE PACIFIC
ISLANDS

The House amendment authorizes the
Corporation to provide crop insurance or re-
insurance of agricultural commodities in the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands in the
same manner as for producers in the United
States.

The Senate bill contains no comparable
provision.

The conference
House provision.

(13) INSURANCE ON TIMBER AND FORESTS

The Senate bill provides that appreciation
(Including interest charges) may be included
as an Insurable cost of production in calcu-
lating premiums and indemnities for insur-
ance on ylelds of timber and forests.

The House amendment contains no com-
parable provision.

The conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision.

(14) PROGRAM FUNDING

(a) Effective October 1, 1980, the Senate
bill deletes the provision in existing law
limiting annual appropriations for the Cor-
poration’s expenses to $12 million, and, in
lieu thereof, generally authorizes appropria-
tions to cover the Corporation’s operating
and administrative expenses.

Effective on enactment of the bill, the
House amendment also deletes the $12 mil-
lion limitation and generally authorizes
appropriations to cover the Corporation’s
operating and administrative expenses, but

substitute adopts the
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specifically includes, as an expense item to be
covered by such appropriations, interest on
Treasury notes and other obligations.

The conjference substitute adopts the
House provision with a modification making
it effective October 1, 1980.

(b) The Senate bill provides that expenses
in connection with agents' commissions and
the direct costs of loss adjusters may be pald
from insurance premium funds, which pay-
ments may later be restored to the Corpo-
ration by appropriations.

The House amendment provides that such
expenses may be paid from premium income
and other Corporation funds, and in addi-
tion, provides that expenses in connection
with the purchase, transportation, handling,
or sale of agricultural commodities, inter-
est on Treasury notes and other obligations,
and Federal premium payments may be
paid from premium income and other Cor-
poration funds. Payments for any such ex-
penses may be restored by appropriations In
subsequent years.

The conference substitute adopts the
House provision with a modification delet-
ing the authority for such payment of ex-
penses in connection with the purchase,
transportation, handling, or sale of agricul-
tural commodities. The conjerence substi-
tute deletes authority under existing law
for the Corporation to purchase, transport,
handle, and sell agricultural commodities
(see item 10).

(15) LIMITATION ON ADDITIONAL FEDERAL CROP
INSURANCE CORPORATION EMPLOYEES

The House amendment limits the number
of additional permanent full-time personnel
that the Corporation may hire to imple-
ment the bill (except in the case of emer-
gencles) to not more than 200 personnel in
addition to those employed by the Corpo-
ration on the effective date of the bill.

The Senate bill contains no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute adopts
House provision.

{16) BORROWING AUTHORITY

The Senate bill authorizes the SBecretary of
Agriculture to use funds of the Commodity
Credit Corporation to indemnify producers
for losses, and otherwise in discharging the
responsibilities of the Federal Crop Insur-
ance Corporation whenever the Federal Crop
Insurance Corporation's funds are insuffi-
clent to cover other program expenses. The
Senate bill provides that the authority of
the Secretary to make commitments of Com-
modity Credit Corporation funds under the
bill in excess of the $20 billion now avallable
to the Commodity Credit Corporation to
carry out its functions will be effective only
to the extent provided by appropriation Acts.

The House amendment provides that, if
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation funds
are insufficient to discharge its responsibili-
ties for indemnifying producers for losses,
the Corporation must borrow from, and is-
sue notes or other obligations to, the Secre-
tary of the Treasury. The obligations will
bear interest at rates not less than the cost
of money to the Government (for obligations
of comparable maturity) during the month
preceding their date of issuance. The obliga-
tions would be redeemed with money avail-
able from premium funds or the issuance of
capital stock of the Corporation. The House
amendment provides that the authority of
the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation to
borrow from the Treasury may be exercised
only to the extent provided for in appropria-
tion Acts.

The conference substitute adopts both the
Senate and House provislons with modifica-
tions.

Under the modification of the Semale pro-
vision, the Secretary of Agriculture could
use the funds of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration only to meet obligations of the
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation to in-
demnify producers for losses and only after

the
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the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation has,
by a majority vote of its Board, requested
the use of such funds to make timely pay-
ment of indemnities to producers. The au-
thority of the Secretary to use Commodity
Credit Corporation funds would expire one
year after the date on which the authority
is first used.

Under the modification of the House pro-
vision, the Federal Crop Insurance Corpo-
ration would be authorized, but not re-
quired, to borrow from, and issue notes and
other obligations to, the Secretary of the
Treasury as necessary to meet its obligations
to indemnify producers for losses.

(17) SUNSET PROVISION

The House amendment provides that, ef-
fective October 1, 1983, appropriations and
borrowings from the Treasury for the Fed-
eral crop insurance progam may not exceed
such amounts as may be authorized by law
after the date of enactment of the blil,

The Senate bill contains no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute deletes the
House provision. -

(18) PILOT FROGRAMS

(a) The Senate bill requires the Corpora-
tion to conduct a pilot program of individual
risk underwriting of crop insurance in at
least 25 counties durlng the period begin-
ning with the 1981 crops and ending with the
1985 crops. Crop insurance under the pilot
program will be based on personalized rates
and actual yleld history, to the extent that
appropriate yleld data are available.

The House amendment authorizes the Cor-
poration to conduct research surveys, pllot
programs, and investigations relating to crop
insurance and agriculture-related risks and
losses, Including insurance on losses from
reduced forage on rangeland resulting from
drought and insect infestation, livestock
polsoning and disease, destruction of bees
from pesticides, and other unique problems
of special risk related to fruits, nuts, vege-
tables, aquacultural species, forest industry
needs (including appreciation), and other ag-
ricultural products. Such programs could be
undertaken only if insurance protection
against such risks is not generally avallable
from private companies.

The conference substitute adopts both the
Senate and House provisions.

(b) The Semate bill provides that, upon
completion of the pilot program of individ-
ual risk underwriting, the Corporation
must submit to the Senate Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry and the
House Committee on Agriculture a report cn
the pilot program and make recommenda-
tions on implementing a program of individ-
ual risk underwriting on a national basis.

The House amendment requires the Cor-
poration to report annually to Congress the
results of each pilot program and prohibits
the Corporation from expanding beyond a
pilot program without approval of the House
Committee on Agriculture and the Senate
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

The conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision and makes it applicable to all
pilot programs authorized under the bill.
(19) DEFINITION OF AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY

The House amendment changes the defi-
nition of “agricultural commodity” to ex-
clude livestock and stored grain and to add
to those commodities specifically included
by name in the definition the following: to-
matoes, grain sorghum, sunflowers, ralsins,
oranges, sweet corn, dry peas, freezing and
canning peas, forage, apples, grapes, nursery
crops, nuts, native grass, and aguacultural
specles.

The Senate bill contains no comparable
provision.

The conference substitute adopts the
House provision.
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(20) NOTIFICATION TO PRODUCERS OF THE 1981
CROP OF THEIR RIGHT TO ELECT BETWEEN
DISASTER PAYMENTS OR SUBSIDIZED CROP IN-
SURANCE
The Senate bill requires the Becretary oi

Agriculture, after consultation with the
Board, to notify producers of wheat, feed
grains, upland cotton, and rice, at least sixty
days prior to the beginning of the 1981 crop
year, of their right to elect, with respect to
the 1981 crop, between declaring their acre-
age of the commodity eligible for disaster
payments under the Agricultural Act of 1848
or covering thelr acreage with crop insur-
ance part of the premium for which is pald
by the Corporation. The notice must state
the percent of premium to be pald by the
Corporation.

The House amendment contains no com-
parable provision.

The conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision with a modification requiring
that notification be given at least sixty days
prior to the beginning of the planting of the
1881 crops of the respective commodities or
thirty days after the enactment of the bill,
whichever is later.

(21) SPECIAL DISASTER PROGRAM

The Senate bill authorizes a speclal disas-
ter payment program for the 1979 crops for
producers of wheat, feed grains, upland cot-
ton, and rice. The Secretary of Agriculture
would be required to make a special disaster
payment under the program If the Secretary
determined that, as a result of drought, flood,
or other natural disaster, or other condition
(Including inadequate fuel) beyond the con-
trol of the producers on a farm (or, in the
case of rice, persons involved In producing
rice on a farm), the producers on a farm (1)
were prevented from planting any portion of
the acreage intended for the commodity to
the commodity (or, In the case of rice, any
portion of the acreage allotments of pro-
ducers on the farm or the farm acreage allot-
ment to rice) and (2) planted another non-
conserving crop on such acreage.

Under the provisions of the Senate bill,
each such special disaster payment would be
in an amount calculated by multiplying—

(a) the number of acres so affected (but,
in the case of wheat, feed grains, and upland
cotton, not to exceed the acreage planted to
the commod!ity for harvest in the 1978 crop
year, Including any acreage that the produc-
ers were prevented from planting to the
commodity or other nonconserving crops in
lieu of the commodity because of drought,
fiood, or other natura] disaster, or other con-
dition beyond their control), by

(b) 75 percent of the yield established for
the farm under the price support program,
by

(c) 156 percent of the target price for the
commodity for the 1978 crop year.

The House amendment contains no com-
parable provision.

The conference substitute deletes the Sen-
ate provision.

JErRrRY HuUcCkABY,

DAN GLICKMAN,

GEorGE E. Brownw, Jr.,

FRED RICHMOND,

ALIVN BALDUS,

LEoN E. PANETTA,

THOMAS A. DASCHLE,

Brrn. WAMPLER,

EDWARD MADIGAN,

JAMES M. JEFFORDS,

RON MARLENEE,
Managers on the Part of the House.

HERMAN E. TALMADGE,

GEORGE MCGOVERN,

WALTER D. HUDDLESTON,

Dick SToNE,

EpwARD ZORINKY,

JESSE HELMS,

Dick LUGAR,

THAD COCHRAN,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. ANTHONY (at the request of Mr.
WRricHT), for today, on account of official
business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. CriNGer) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extrane-
ous material:)

Mr. DickinNson, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Kemp, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. Bauman, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. Green, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. PorTeR, for 10 minutes, today.

Mrs. SNoWE, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Member (at the request
of Mr. Green) to revise and e’ tend his
rienlmri-:s and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. Derwinskl, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. GonzaLez) to revise and
extend their remarks, and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. GonNzaLEz, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. AnNunzio, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Brabemas, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Ropino, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PANETTA, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. LaFaLce, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. DaNIELSON, for 5 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to

lt'evise and extend remarks was granted
0:

Mr. LunNDINE, prior fo the vote on the
conference report on H.R. 5192, Educa-
tion Amendments of 1980.

Mr. RaTCHFORD, to revise and extend
following the amendment to be offered
by Mr. Pepper and the gentleman from
Kentucky on DMSO.

Mr. SanTiNI, immediately preceding
the vote on the Walgren amendment to
H.R. 7036.

Mr. BrowN of California, and to in-
clude extraneous matter, notwithstand-
ing the fact that it exceeds two pages
of the Recorp and is estimated by the
Public Printer to cost $1,179.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. CLinGeR) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. Duncan of Tennessee,

Mr. GREEN.

Mr. CoveHLIN in two instances.

Mr. BROYHILL,

Mr. DERWINSKI.

Mr. ROYER.

Mr. DOUGHERTY.

Mr. MICHEL.

Mr. FORSYTHE.

Mr. SHUSTER.

Mr. GiLmaw in two instances.

MTr. BEREUTER.

Mr. Evans of Delaware.

Mr. KemP in two instances.

Mr. PORTER.

Mr. Bearp of Tennessee.
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Mr. WYDLER.

Mr. DorNaN in three instances.

(The {following Members (at the
request of Mr. GoNzaLez) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. Dobb.

Mr. STOKES.

Mr. WoLFF.

Mr. Mazzoit in two instances.

Mr. DINGELL,

Mr. BrapEMaAs in five instances.

Mr. OTTINGER.

Mr. BENJAMIN in two instances.

Mr. Fazio.

Mr. MusTo.

Mr. SanNTINI in two instances.

Mr. RAHALL,

Mr. GIBBONS,

Mr. BONKER,

Mr. BOLAND.

Mr. Forp of Michigan.

Mr. MINISH.

Mrs. CHisHOLM in two instances.

Mr. GUARINI,

Mr. CavanauGH in three instances.

Mr. DANIELSON,

Mr. FuqQua in six instances.

Mr. NOwAK.

Mr. LUKEN.

Mr. CuApPPELL in three instances.

Mr. SWIFT.

Mr. HAWKINS,

Mr. Duncan of Oregon in four in-
stances.

Mr. FISHER.

Mr. MAVROULES.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker's
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 1391. An act to amend section 9 of the
National Climate Program Act to extend the
authorization for appropriations for fiscal
years 1881, 1982, and 1983; to the Committee
on Science and Technology;

5. 1853. An act to authorize the President
of the United States to present on behalf of
the Congress a specially struck gold medal to
Louls L'Amour; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs;

S. 2483, An act to amend title 28 of the
United States Code to request the Chief Jus-
tice of the United States to give an annual
address to the Congress on the state of the
Judiclary; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary and the Committee on Rules: and

8. 2566. An act to authorize the Admin-
Istrator of General Services to donate to
State and local governments certain
Federal personal property loaned to them
for civil defense use, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committees on Armed Services
and Government Operations.

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S. 390. An act to expedite and reduce the
cost of antitrust litigation, and for other
purposes.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. NEDZI, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
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following titles, which were thereupon

signed by the Speaker:

HR. 1781. An act to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide that civilian air traf-
fic controllers of the Department of Defense
shall be treated the same &s air traffic con-
trollers of the Department of Transportation
for purposes of retirement, and for other
purposes;

H.R. 1967. An act to modify the boundary
of the White River Natlonal Forest in the
State of Colorado; and X

H.R.7072. An act to amend sections 5702 of
title 5, United States Code, to increase the
maximum rates for per diem and actual sub-
sistence expenses and mileage allowances of
Government employees on official travel, and
for other purposes.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. NEDZI, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that
that committee did on August 217, 1980,
present to the President, for his s_s.pprqval.
bills of the House of the following title:

H.R. 5168. An act to extend certaln expir-
ing provisions of law relating to personnel
management of the Armed Forces, to provide
a variable housing allowance for members of
the uniformed services to reflect housing
costs in different areas of the United States,
to improve certain special and incentive pays
for members of the uniformed services, and
for other purposes;

H.R. 5802. An act to provide for an accel-
erated program of wind energy research, de-
velopment, and demonstration, to be carried
out by the Department of Energy with the
support of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration and other Federal
agencies, and for other purposes; and

H.R. 6974. An act to authorize appropri-
atlons for fiscal year 1981 for procurement
of aireraft, missiles, naval vessels, track com-
bat vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons
and for research, development, test, and eval-
uation for the Armed Forces, to prescribe the
authorized personnel strength for each ac-
tive duty component and the Selected Re-
serve of each Reserve component of the
Armed Forces and for civillan personnel of
the Department of Defense, to authorize the
military training student loads, to authorize
appropriations for fiscal year 1981 for civil
defense, and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT TO WEDNESDAY,
SEPTEMBER 3, 1980

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursuant
to the provisions of Senate Concurrent
Resolution 118 of the 96th Congress, the
House stands adjourned until 12 o’clock
meridian, Wednesday, September 3, 1980.

Thereupon (at 4 o’clock and 8 minutes
p.m.), pursuant to Senate Concurrent
Resolution 118, the House adjourned un-
til Wednesday, September 3, 1980, at 12
o’'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker's table and referred as follows:

5194. A letter from the President of the

United States, transmitting proposed
amendment to the request for appropria-
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tions for fiscal year 1981 for the District of
Columbla (H. Doc. No. 96-364); to the Cc 1i-
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be
printed.

5185. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary of the Air Force (Research, Devel-
opment and Logistics), transmitting notice
that a decision has been made to convert the
protective coating maintenance function to
contractor performance at Sheppard Alr
Force Base, Tex., pursuant to sectlon B06 of
Public Law 96-107; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

5196. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of State for International Organization Af-
falrs, transmitting various Unlted Nations
Joint Inspection Unit reports, pursuant to
section 301(e) (3) of the Forelgn Assistance
Act of 1961, as amended; to the Committee
on Forelgn Affalrs.

5197. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting coples of international agree-
ments, other than treaties, entered into by
the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C. 112b
(a); to the Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. LONG of Maryland: Committee on Ap-
propriations. House Joint Resolution 601.
Joint resolution making an appropriation for
the International Monetary Fund for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1981 (Rept.
No. 96-1263). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Unlon,

Mr. BOLL"NG: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 776. Resolution providing for the
consideration of HR. 7765. A bill to provide
for reconciliation pursuant to section 3 of the
First Concurrent Resolution on the Budget
for the fiscal year 1981 (Rept. No. 96-1264).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on Government
Operations. HR. 6686. A bill to discontlnue
or amend certain requirements for agency
reports to Congress; with amendment (Rept.
No. 96-1268). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Unlon.

Mr. BOLAND: Permanent Select Commit-
tee on "ntelligence. Report in the Matter of
Billy Carter (Rept. No. 96-1269). Referred
to the omnse Calendar.

Mr. HARRIS: Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R. 2170. A blll to provide for the reim-
bursement of legal expenses incurred by the
clty of Fairfax with respect to & 1871 entry
and search by employees of the Federal Gov-
ernment {(Rept. No. 96-1270) . Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Unlon.

Mr. D XON: Committe on Appropriations.
H.R. 8061. A bill making appropriations for
the government of the District of Columbia
and other activities chargeable in whole or
in part against the revenues of sald District
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1981,
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 86-1271).
Referred to the Comimttee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. FOLEY: Committee of Conference.
Conference report on S. 1125 (Report No.
96-1272). Ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of

committees were delivered to the Clerk

for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. DANIELSON: Committee on the Judi-
clary. S. 1578. A bill for the rellef of Dr. Halla
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Brown; with amendment (Rept. No. 96-
1265). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. DANIEI-SON: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H.R. 4033. A bill for the relief of the
Jefferson County Mental Health Center, Inc.,
and of certain current and former employees
thereof; with amendment (Rept. No. 96—
1266). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. HARRIS: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 5063. A bill for the relief of James R.
Thornwell; with amendments (Rept. No. 86—
1267). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred
as follows:

Mr. PANETTA:

H.R. 8046. A bill to extend for an additional
2 years certaln provisions relating to con-
troversies involving whether individuals are
employees for purposes of the employment
taxes; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. CHISHOLM (for herself, Mr.
FaunTrOY, Mr. LELAND, Mrs. COLLINS
of Illinols, Mr. WaLker, Mr. WoLFF,
Mr. RosENTHAL, and Mr. BRown of
Callfornia) :

H.R. 8047. A bill to provide for adjustment
to refugee admission status of certain Cuban
and Haitian nationals presently in the
United States; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. DERRICK:

H.R. 8048. A bill to provide that topsoll
declared to be surplus property in connectlon
with the construction of a dam by the United
States may be donated to local governments,
local public agencies, and private, nonprofit
organizations; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

By Mr. DRINAN:

H.R. 8049. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code to provide penalties for
threats against certain persons protected by
the U.S. Secret Service; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee:

H.R. 8050. A bill to provide for demonstra-
tion projects whereby medicare patients re-
celving chemotherapy or radiation therapy
may be housed and boarded in setting other
than inpatient hospital facilities; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FOLEY:

H.R. 8051. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a reduction
of individual income tax rates for 1981, 1982,
and 1983; to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

By Mr. JOHNSON of California:

H.R. 8052. A bill to prohiblt the alteration
or removal of batch identification numbers
which are required to be placed on goods sold
in interstate commerce; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. MATTOX (for himself, Mr.
ECKHARDT, Mr. CHARLES WILsON of
Texas, Mr. Brooxs, Mr. WyarT, Mr.
WHITE, Mr. STENHOLM, and Mr.
FROST) :

H.R. B053. A bill to provide general assist-
ance and speclal impact ald to local educa-
tional agencles for the provision of educa-
tional services to undocumented allen chil-
dren to whom State or local educational
agencles are required, by order of any Fed-
eral court, to provide educational services
or who are permitted under any such order
to receive the benefits of State funds avall-
able for educational purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.
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By Mr. PANETTA (for himself, Mr.
Jornson of Californla, Mr. MINETA,
Mr. CoELHO, and Mr. Fazio) :

H.R. 8054. A bill to provide that certain
regulations relating to Ingredient labellng
and advertising of wine shall not take eflect
unless they are amended to insure compli-
ance by foreign producers; to the Commitiee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PICELE:

H.R. B055. A blll to amend the Falr Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to ralse the dollar
volume test coverage of employees of enter-
prises engaged in commerce or the produc-
tion of goods for commerce to 8750,000; to
.the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. ROSENTHAL:

H.R. 8056. A bill to amend title 13, United
States Code, to correct for undercounting
in the 1880 census; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. SETBERLING:

H.R. B057. A bill to require alrcraft manu-
facturers to remedy design and manufac-
turing defects in civil aircraft, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Public Works
and Transportation.

By Mr. STARK (for himself, Mr. Cor-
MAN, and Mr. ROUSSELOT) ;

H.R. 8068. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 with respect to the
limitation on the acceleration of the accrual
of taxes, to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

By Mr. TAUKE:

HR. 8059. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that the
maximum reduction in valuation under the
speclal estate tax valuation for certain farm,
small business etc., real property shall be in-
creased to $1 million and to provide an infla-
tion adjustment for such amount; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. DIXON:

H.R. 8061. A bill making appropriations
for the government of the Distrlet of Colum-
bia and other activities chargeable in whole
or in part against the revenues of said Dis-
trict for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1981, and for other purposes.

By Mr. FINDLEY:

H. Con. Res. 425. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that the
Secretary of State should revoke the visas of
aliens arrested for certain violent or illegal
activities, and that the Attorney General
should order the deportation of such allens;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. MINISH:

H. Con. Res. 426. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of the Congress with
respect to the prompt deportation or re-
moval from the United States of allens who
have engaged In unlawful or disorderly
activities in the United States; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. WINN:

H. Con. Res. 427. Concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of Congress in opposli-
tlon to excessive violence in sports; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn
Commerce,

By Mr. COURTER (for himself, Mr,
BURGENER, Mr. HOPKINS, Mr. BEREU-
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TER, Mr. JEFFRIES, Mr. CoLLINS of

Texas, Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. ROUSSE~-

LoT, Mr. DErRwINsSKI, and Mrs, HoLt) :

H. Res. 777. Resolution requesting the

President to furnish certain information to

the House of Representatives concerning the

disclosure of classified information relat-

ing to the new so-called “Stealth” technol-

ogy for military alrcraft; to the Committee
on Armed Services,

e —
PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

Mr. RITTER presented a bill (H.R. 8060)
for the rellef of Victoria Moge, Hind Moge,
Merwan Moge, and Manale Moge, which was
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXITI, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 377: Mr. PoORTER.

H.R. 466: Mrs. BOUQUARD.

H.R. 5225: Mr. GILMAN.

H.R. 5496: Mr. Howarp, Mr. MinETA, Mr.
Bauman, Mr. Gorg, and Mr. STupps,

HR. 6171: Mr. HarxiN and Mr. VENTO.

H.R. 6881: Mr. DownNEY and Mr. SHUMWAY.

H.R. 7505: Mr. LUKEN.

H.R. 7773: Mr. Lroyp and Mr. PANETTA.

H.R. 7813: Mr. Lort, Mr. BeviLL, Mr. GINN,
Mr. Anprews of North Carolina, Mr. Hus-
BARD, Mr. HaLr of Texas, Mr. JENRETTE, Mr.
JEFFRIES, and Mr. WHITTAKER.

H.R. 7860: Mr. Epwarps of Oklahoma, Mr.
GRISHAM, Mr. BURGENER, Mr. WHITTAKER, Mr.
ROYER, Mr. Symms, and Mr. COURTER.

H.R. 7885: Mr. CoELHO, Mr. Forp of Michi-
gan, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. NoLAN, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr.
FrosT, and Mr. SEIBERLING.

HR. 7898: Mr. MurrHY of Pennsylvania
and Mr. RoBErT W. DANIEL, JR.

H.J. Res. 502: Mr. GuariNi, Mr. Bonior of
Michigan, Mr. Zasrockl, Mr. CoRRADA, Mr.
SeBELIUS, Mr. HOLLENBECK, Mr. JoHNSON of
California, Mr. Mazzori, Mr. Green, Mrs.
CHISHOLM, Mr. RoYER, Mr. FarY, Mr. PERKINS,
and Mr. WoLrF.

H.J. Res, 511: Mr. ATKINSON, Mr. PASHAYAN,
and Mr. BEVILL.

H. Con. Res. 405: Mr. Hurro, Mr. BENJAMIN,
Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. Frirro, Mr. LEe, Mr.
WHITTAKER, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. HIGHTOWER,
Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. RousseLor, Mr. Rog, Mrs.
BPELLMAN, Mr. CoLLINS of Texas, Mrs. SMITH
of Nebraska, and Mr. Rosk.

H. Con. Res. 411: Mr. FisH, Mr. ROBINSON,
Mr. BoLANp, Mr. PeTRI, Mr, MurrHY oOf
Pennsylvania, Mr. FORSYTHE, Mr, PATTEN, Mr.
CHARLES WiLsoN of Texas, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr.
CONTE, Mr. DOUGHERTY, Mr. DrINan, Mr.
WINN, Mr, WiLLiams of Montana, Mr. HorTown,
Mr. McDape, Mr. WEAVER, Mr. CHAPPELL, MT.
CLEVELAND, Mr. ErpaHL, Mr. Bavpus, Mr.
Brupps, Mr. ERTEL, Mr. ALBOSTA, Mr. OBERSTAR,
Mr. MorreTT, Mr. Davis of Michigan, Mr.
JENEKINS, and Mr. MCEWEN.
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H. Con. Res. 412: Mr. Anorews of North
Carolina, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr.
BETHUNE, Mr. BROYHILL, Mr. CaMpPBELL, MTr.
CoRrRADA, Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. DuNcan of
Tennessee, Mr. EDwarDs of Oklahoma, Mrs.
FENWICK, Mr. ForsYTHE, Mr. HomrToN, Mr.
Hurtro, Mr. GREEN, Mr. IRELAND, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. KRaMER, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr.
LEACH of Iowa, Mr. LeEg, Mr. Lorr, Mr. Mc-
CorMACK, Mr. McDape, Mr, McDoNALD, Mr.
MARLENEE, Mr. MrrcHELL of Maryland, Mr.
MvurrHY of Illinois, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. Pa-
NETTA, Mr. PORTER, Mr. RAILSBACE, Mr. RATCH-
FORD, Mr. RoE, Mr. SBAWYER, Mr. STANGELAND,
Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. WALKER, Mr. WHITE-
HURST, and Mr. WINN.

H. Res. 729: Mr. BapEAaM, Mr. EpwaArps of
Oklahoma, Mr. RoBerT W. DanieEL, Jr., and
Mr. WonN Par.

H. Res. 736: Mr. HaRgIN, Mr. GILMAN, and
Mr. SIMON.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

418. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
Steven Louls Washington, Washington, D.C.,
relative to redress of grievances, which was
referred to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce.

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 6721

By Mr. YOUNG of Missourl:
—Page 73, lines 16 and 17, strike out “Ad-
ministrator of the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration" and insert in lleu thereof “‘Secre-
tary”.

Page 73, line 18, strike out *“(subject to
the requirements of section 5(h) of this
Act).”

Page T3, line 21, strike out “Administra-
tor™ and insert in lleu thereof “Secretary”.

Page 73, line 25, strike out “Administra-
tor” and insert in lieu thereof “Secretary’.

Page T4, llne 23, strike out “Administra-
tor” and Insert in lleu thereof “Secretary”.

H.R. 6777

By Mr. HINSON:
—On the second page, after line 14, insert
the following new section:

Sec. 2. Section 3(b) of the Council on
Wage and Price Stability Act is amended—

(1) by striking out *“{1)" and inserting in
lieu thereof “(A)";

(2) by striking out *“(2)" and inserting in
lieu thereof “(B)";

(3) by inserting “(1)"” after *(b)"; and

(4) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“(2) As a precondition for any person to
impose & price increase, no officer or em-
ployee of the United States may require any
person to submit, before such price increase
takes effect, & notification of such price

increase.”
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