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themselves, sometimes lack the ability to
make cross-agency comparisons. The Amer-
ican Bar Association’s Administrative Law
Section, while a fine institution, cannot call
upon the time and resources of agency staff
members and agency heads as readily as can
the Administrative Conference. Congres-
sional staffs cannot as easily conduct the
technical research necessary to develop
many of the Conference’s more technical
proposals. The Office of Management and
Budget does not normally concern itself with
general procedural proposals.

All this is to explain why I believe the Ad-
ministrative Conference performs a nec-
essary function, which, in light of the cost,
is worth maintaining. I recognize that the
Conference is not the most well known of
government agencies; indeed, it is widely
known only within a fairly small (adminis-
trative practice oriented) community. But,
that, in my view, simply reflects the fact
that it does its job, developing consensus
about change in fairly technical areas. That
is a job that the public, whether or not it
knows the name ‘‘Administrative Con-
ference,” needs to have done. And, for the
reasons I have given, I believe the Adminis-
trative Conference well suited to do it.

I hope these views will help you in your
evaluation of the Conference.

Yours sincerely,
STEPHEN BREYER.
SUPREME COURT OF THE
UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, July 31, 1995.
Hon. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Administrative
Oversight and the Courts, U.S. Senate,
Committee on the Judiciary, Washington,

DC.

DEAR SENATOR GRASSLEY: Thank you for
the invitation to appear at the hearing on
“The Reauthorization of the Administrative
Conference’” scheduled for August 2. I will be
unable to do so, but your staff has advised
me that a letter would be appropriate.

I am not a good source of information con-
cerning recent accomplishments of the Con-
ference. I have not followed its activities
closely since stepping down as its Chairman
in 1974. I can testify, however, concerning
the nature of the Conference, and its suit-
ability for achieving its objectives.

The Conference seeks to combine the ef-
forts of scholars, practitioners, and agency
officials to improve the efficiency and fair-
ness of the thousands of varieties of federal
agency procedures. In my judgment, it is an
effective mechanism for achieving that goal,
which demands change and improvement in
obscure areas where bureaucratic inertia and
closed-mindedness often prevail. A few of the
Conference’s projects have had major, gov-
ernment-wide impact—for example, its rec-
ommendation leading to Congress’s adoption
of Public Law 94-574, which abolished the
doctrine of sovereign immunity in suits
seeking judicial review of agency action. For
the most part, however, each of the Con-
ference’s projects is narrowly focused upon a
particular agency program, and is unlikely
to attract attention beyond the community
affected by that program. This should be re-
garded, not as a sign of ineffectiveness, but
evidence of solid hard work: for the most
part, procedural regimes are unique and
must be fixed one-by-one.

One way of judging the worth of the Con-
ference without becoming expert in the com-
plex and unexciting details of administrative
procedure with which it deals, is to examine
the roster of men and women who have
thought it worthwhile to devote their time
and talent to the enterprise. Over the years,
the academics who have served as consult-
ants to or members of the Conference have
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been a virtual Who’s Who of leading scholars
in the field of administrative law; and the
practitioners who have served as members
have been, by and large, prominent and wide-
ly respected lawyers in the various areas of
administrative practice.

I was the third Chairman of the Adminis-
trative Conference. Like the first two (Prof.
Jerre Williams of the University of Texas
Law School, and Prof. Roger Cramton of the
University of Michigan Law School), and
like my successor (Prof. Robert Anthony of
Cornell Law School) I was an academic—on
leave from the University of Virginia Law
School. The Conference was then, and I be-
lieve remains, a unique combination of
scholarship and practicality, of private-sec-
tor insights and career-government exper-
tise.

I would not presume to provide the Sub-
committee advice on the ultimate question
of whether, in a time of budget constraints,
the benefits provided by the Administrative
Conference are within our Nation’s means.
But I can say that in my view those benefits
are substantial: the Conference has been an
effective means of opening up the process of
government to needed improvement.

Sincerely,
ANTONIN SCALIA.

Mr. CANNON. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 3564. I would like to, first
of all, thank the gentlewoman from
California for her leadership on this
issue. I appreciate working with her.

I am delighted that H.R. 3564, which
would reauthorize the Administrative
Conference of the United States, is
being considered on the floor today. I
urge support of this measure. I also
urge the Appropriations Committee to
appropriate funds to ACUS so that this
organization can once again become a
living, breathing reality.

Madam Speaker, I am a believer in
the adage that the government that
governs best governs least; but when
the government does govern, it must
govern as its best. ACUS is just the or-
ganization to help us achieve that goal.
Before its funding ceased some years
ago, it laid down a decades-long track
record of productive activity that was
remarkable, unmistakable, and prob-
ably unparalleled.

Over the course of its 28-year exist-
ence, the conference issued more than
200 recommendations, some of which
were governmentwide and others that
were agency specific. It issued a series
of recommendations eliminating a va-
riety of technical impediments to the
judicial review of agency action and
encouraging less costly consensual al-
ternatives to litigation.

The fruits of these efforts include the
enactment of the Administrative Dis-
pute Resolution Act of 1990, which es-
tablished a framework for the use of
Alternative Dispute Resolution. In ad-
dition to this legislation, ACUS served
as the key implementing agency for
the Negotiated Rulemaking Act, the
Equal Access to Justice Act, the Con-
gressional Accountability Act, and the
Magnusson-Moss Warranty-Federal
Trade Commission Improvement Act.
The Conference also made rec-

H11811

ommendations regarding implementa-
tion of the Congressional Account-
ability Act and played a key role in the
Clinton administration’s National Per-
formance Review with respect to im-
proving regulatory systems.

Madam Speaker, time and again,
ACUS took the small amount of tax-
payer funds that we appropriated and
produced enormous savings in the costs
incurred and imposed by Federal regu-
latory agencies. That record is so clear
that I can say with absolute confidence
that, if we were not to authorize ACUS,
we would effectively authorize waste in
the rest of the Federal Government. I
can say with equal confidence that if
the Appropriations Committee were
not to appropriate funds to ACUS after
the Congress passes this bill, it would
effectively appropriate waste by the
Federal Government to the tune of mil-
lions upon millions of dollars.

Many of you may know my enthu-
siasm for ACUS, and it will not sur-
prise you that hordes of experts, offi-
cials and stakeholders outside of these
walls, share that same enthusiasm as
well, including Justices Scalia and
Breyer, both of whom worked with
ACUS in an earlier part of their ca-
reers.

To quote just one legal luminary, ‘‘If
the conference didn’t exist, it would
have to be invented.” Thankfully, we
don’t need to invent it. We did that
long ago. We know it was a great in-
vention. All we need to do is to reau-
thorize it today and to appropriate
funds for it.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. .

Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Madam Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Madam Speaker, regulations play a
critical role in virtually every aspect
of our daily lives, yet there is no inde-
pendent, nonpartisan entity that Con-
gress can utilize to scrutinize and ap-
prove the regulatory process. Accord-
ingly, it is critical that we reauthorize
the Administrative Conference of the
United States as soon as possible so
that it can fill this serious void.

I realize that this may not be the
sexiest issue on the docket today, but I
urge my colleagues to support this bill.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
LINDA T. SANCHEZ) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
3564.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill was
passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

RECOGNIZING THE 60TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE MENDEZ V. WEST-
MINSTER DECISION
Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-

fornia. Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend
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the rules and agree to the resolution
(H. Res. 721) recognizing the 60th anni-
versary of the Mendez v. Westminster
decision which ended segregation of
Mexican and Mexican American stu-
dents in California schools, and for
other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 721

Whereas Mendez v. Westminster was a 1947
Federal court case that challenged racial
segregation in California schools;

Whereas in its ruling, the United States
Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, in an
en banc decision, held that the segregation
of Mexican and Mexican American students
into separate ‘‘Mexican schools’ was uncon-
stitutional;

Whereas on March 2, 1945, a group of Mexi-
can-American fathers (Thomas Estrada, Wil-
liam Guzman, Frank Palomino, and Lorenzo
Ramirez), led by Gonzalo Mendez on behalf of
his daughter Sylvia, challenged the practice
of school segregation in the U.S. District
Court in Los Angeles;

Whereas the fathers claimed that their
children, along with 5,000 other children of
“Mexican and Latin descent’, were victims
of unconstitutional discrimination by being
forced to attend separate ‘‘Mexican’ schools
in the Westminster, Garden Grove, Santa
Ana, and El Modena school districts of Or-
ange County;

Whereas Judge Paul J. McCormick ruled in
favor of Mendez and his co-plaintiffs on Feb-
ruary 18, 1946;

Whereas the Westminster school district
appealed the decision of the district court;

Whereas when the district appealed Judge
McCormick’s decision, several organizations
joined the appellate case as amicus curiae,
including the NAACP, represented by
Thurgood Marshall;

Whereas more than a year later, on April
14, 1947, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeal af-
firmed the district court’s ruling;

Whereas the Ninth Circuit ruled only on
the narrow grounds that, although California
law provided for segregation of students, it
only did so for ‘‘children of Chinese, Japa-
nese or Mongolian parentage’ and did not
provide for ‘‘the segregation of school chil-
dren because of their Mexican blood,”’, there-
fore it was unlawful to segregate the Mexi-
can children;

Whereas later in 1947, California Governor
and future Chief Justice of the United States
Earl Warren signed into law a repeal of the
last remaining school segregation statutes in
the California Education Code and thus
ended ‘‘separate but equal’” in California
schools and with it school segregation;

Whereas seven years later, Brown v. Board
of Education held ‘separate but equal”
schools to be unconstitutional, ending school
segregation throughout the United States;
and

Whereas on April 14, 2007, the Mendez fam-
ily celebrated the 60th anniversary of the
Mendez v. Westminster decision: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved, that the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) recognizes the 60th anniversary of the
Mendez v. Westminster decision which ended
segregation of Mexican and Mexican Amer-
ican students in California schools;

(2) honors the Mendez family and congratu-
lates Sylvia Mendez for her continued efforts
to keep alive the importance of this case and
the impact it had on her future; and

(3) encourages the continued fight against
school segregation and the education of the
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people of the United States of the civil right
implications of the Mendez v. Westminster
case.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GORDON of Tennessee). Pursuant to the
rule, the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ) and the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. CANNON) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California.

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that all Members be permitted
to revise and extend their remarks and
include extraneous materials for the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 721
recognizes the 60th anniversary of the
Mendez v. Westminster School District
decision which ended segregation of
Mexican and Mexican American stu-
dents in California schools and honors
the Mendez family. I want to commend
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. GON-
ZALEZ) for introducing this important
resolution, which I am proud to co-
sponsor.

As the daughter of Mexican immi-
grants, this decision has special mean-
ing for me. Like the parents in the
Mendez case, my parents understood
the importance of education in the re-
alization of the American Dream.
Thanks to their efforts and encourage-
ment, all seven of their children have
excelled, earning college and advanced
degrees.

The Mendez decision really marked a
turning point in the effort to win full
rights for all Californians of Mexican
descent. While the court ruled on nar-
row grounds that California law did not
authorize the school district to create
separate so-called ‘“‘Mexican schools,”
the importance and effect of that deci-
sion went much further.

The words of the U.S. Court of Ap-
peals for the Ninth Circuit are worth
repeating. ‘‘By enforcing the segrega-
tion of school children of Mexican de-
scent against their will and contrary to
the laws of California, the school dis-
trict may have violated the Federal
law as provided in the 14th amendment
to the Federal Constitution by depriv-
ing them of liberty and property with-
out due process of law and by denying
to them the equal protection of the
law.”

Seven years later, the Supreme Court
would finally put an end to the discred-
ited doctrine which allowed school seg-
regation based on the fiction of ‘‘sepa-
rate but equal” schools in the land-
mark decision Brown v. Board of Edu-
cation. The author of that decision,
Chief Justice Earl Warren, had, as Gov-
ernor of California, responded to the
Mendez decision by signing into law a
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repeal of the last remaining school seg-
regation statutes in the California
Education Code.

This resolution also honors the
Mendez family and congratulates Syl-
via Mendez for her continued efforts to
keep alive the importance of this case
and the impact it had on her future. It
is important that we not forget the
courage of this family. They took a
stand against the prevailing system of
segregation in the public schools and
won a tremendous victory, not just for
themselves, but for many others.

I am a beneficiary of their courage
and their achievement. The story of
the Mendez family struggle against
segregation took place in Westminster,
Orange County, just a few miles from
where my siblings and I grew up,
played soccer, and attended schools. If
the Mendez family had not challenged
the status quo, and if I had not grown
up in a post-Mendez Orange County, it
would have taken me many more years
to reach the floor of this House, if I
ever reached it at all.

School segregation in California was
just one facet of the widespread dis-
crimination that Americans of Mexi-
can descent faced across the South-
west, from the Gulf coast to the Pacific
coast. Hotels, restaurants, barbershops,
public pools, movie theaters, and even
maternity wards were segregated for
those of Mexican heritage. It was very
common to see signs that said ‘“‘No
Mexicans served,” or ‘‘Mexicans and
dogs not allowed.”

The injustice of discrimination was
most appalling in public education. In
the 1930s, more than two-thirds of the
Orange County students of Mexican de-
scent were considered mentally re-
tarded. When the Mendez children were
turned away from the 17th Street white
school in their hometown, they were
sent to the Hoover Elementary School,
which was the Mexican school, a rick-
ety, wooden building on a dirt lot. Add-
ing insult to injury, many of such
Mexican schools operated half days
during walnut picking season to ac-
commodate local agribusiness demand
for child labor.

0 1630

Mr. Speaker, there are forces in our
society today who believe that the
causes of school integration, of diver-
sity, no longer matter. Some believe
that fighting segregation might even
violate our Constitution. That is just
plain wrong.

The Supreme Court in Brown cor-
rectly found that separate cannot be
equal. As we reflect on this anniver-
sary of the Mendez decision, we must
renew our determination to fight injus-
tice and the forces of intolerance. Our
Nation will continue to benefit from
our diversity.

I join the Members of this House in
commemorating this important mile-
stone in our Nation’s history and hon-
oring the Mendez family for their cour-
age, their strength, and their contribu-
tion to the American Dream.
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.
Res. 721, which recognizes the 60th an-
niversary of Mendez v. Westminster de-
cision, which ended the segregation of
Mexican and Mexican American stu-
dents in California schools.

I would like to take a moment to
thank the gentlewoman and chairman
of the Commercial and Administrative
Law Subcommittee for her statement.
She and her sister, who is also on the
floor with us today, are remarkable
people. They may have come to Con-
gress under even different cir-
cumstances, but it is good for America
that this impediment was removed
from their lives and the lives of many
other people of Mexican and Mexican
American descent here in the United
States.

All Americans should understand
that, along with Brown v. Board of
Education, many Federal court deci-
sions signaled our country’s shift away
from the obnoxious principle of ‘‘sepa-
rate but equal.” One such decision was
Mendez v. Westminster in which the
United States Court of Appeals for the
Ninth Circuit, in a decision by the full
court, held that the segregation of
Mexican and Mexican American stu-
dents into separate so-called ‘‘Mexican
schools’ was unconstitutional.

That decision in 1945 vindicated the
rights of a group of children of Mexican
American fathers, Thomas Estrada,
William Guzman, Frank Palomino,
Lorenzo Ramirez, led by Gonzalo
Mendez, who challenged the practice of
school segregation in the U.S. District
Court in Los Angeles and began a jour-
ney that led Mexican Americans na-
tionwide to greater equality.

Those courageous and loving fathers
stood for themselves and for some 5,000
others, all citizens of the United States
of Mexican descent. As the court held:
“By enforcing the segregation of school
children of Mexican descent against
their will and contrary to the laws of
California, respondents have violated
Federal law as provided in the 14th
amendment to the Federal Constitu-
tion by depriving them of liberty and
property without due process of law
and by denying to them the equal pro-
tection of the laws.”

Following that decision, in 1947 Cali-
fornia Governor and future Chief Jus-
tice of the United States Earl Warren
signed into law a repeal of the last re-
maining school segregation statutes in
the California Education Code.

Before those loving fathers brought
the case of Mendez v. Westminster,
there was a crack in the American
melting pot. Their courageous actions
repaired that crack, brought all Ameri-
cans closer, and brought America clos-
er to her most cherished ideals.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time. B

Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
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thank the distinguished gentleman
from Utah for his kind words, and at
this time I would like to yield 5 min-
utes to the distinguished gentleman
from Texas and the author of this bill,
Mr. GONZALEZ.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank my colleague.

Mr. Speaker, it is a momentous day.
Sixty years ago, there was a brave
young lawyer named David Marcus who
took a very unpopular case to court
that basically was the dress rehearsal
for Brown v. Board of Education.

This whole situation was borne of
discrimination which was sanctioned
and promoted and recognized by the
government. You would say, what does
that all mean?

The family of the Munemitsus, Japa-
nese Americans, owned a certain piece
of property. They grew asparagus on
about 40 acres in Westminster, Cali-
fornia. They were absent from that
property as a result of a government
directive. They were Japanese Ameri-
cans; and, of course, we had the Japa-
nese American internment camps.
They were shipped off, dispossessed.
The Gonzalo and Felicitas Mendez fam-
ily were given an opportunity to then
lease the properties, a great oppor-
tunity, borne of a discriminatory act.
Gonzalez had fled the Mexican Revolu-
tion in 1916, and like many of our
grandparents, came to this country
seeking a new life. Their daughter, Syl-
via, as my colleague, Congresswoman
LINDA SANCHEZ has already pointed
out, wanted to go to a certain school
but California law specifically prohib-
ited Japanese Americans, Mongolian
Americans, and Asian Americans from
attending school with white children.

But it left out African American and
Mexican American children; and be-
lieve it or not, that really is what the
court did hang its hat on. So we have a
Japanese American family and a Mexi-
can American family, and Earl Warren
comes into the picture because he is
Governor of the great State of Cali-
fornia. As Ms. SANCHEZ pointed out, a
few years later he did away with those
particular laws of separate but equal.
Thurgood Marshall actually has a lit-
tle-known role in this case because he
filed a brief in support of Dave Marcus’
brief seeking that this law would be
held unconstitutional. But as I pointed
out, it was held invalid for another rea-
son, as far as it pertained to Sylvia and
the other Mexican American children.

The lesson for all of us here is when
you discriminate against one, you dis-
criminate against all. Whether it is
Japanese Americans, Mexican Ameri-
cans, it does not matter. One country
under God. And we hear this often
enough when we pledge our allegiance.
But really, truly, 60 years ago it took
the Gonzalo and Felicitas Mendez fam-
ily to give true meaning and breathe
life into that dream. And because of
them, I truly believe you see Members
of Congress here today with the names
of SANCHEZ and GONZALEZ.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.
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Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes
to the gentlewoman and my sister, Lo-
RETTA SANCHEZ.

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. I thank the chairwoman for the
5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, this historic case took
place in my hometown and I get to rep-
resent that area of central Orange
County. The case is really about many
families. The Mendez family was the
first family in the brief. It was also
about many areas of Orange County,
not just Westminster. It covered the
central portion because in those days,
of course, there were the white schools
and there were the Mexican schools.

Now the Mexican schools were inter-
esting because it wasn’t just Mexicans
who went there. It was anybody who
looked different. Japanese Americans
went there. Native Americans went
there. Black Americans went there.

And the case in point was that when
the Japanese family was interned and
was able to hold onto their property by
having Gonzalo Mendez farm it, he
began to make more money and so he
was in a position to hire lawyers, a
lawyer out of Texas and a lawyer out of
Los Angeles, to come and fight the
issue of why do some children go to the
white school and some go to the Mexi-
can school.

You see, when Sylvia’s aunt took her
children and Sylvia down to the school
that day, now that they had moved to
a new property where they could farm,
when they went down the block to the
local school, the children of the aunt
were allowed to go to the school be-
cause they were lighter in skin. But
Sylvia was darker in her complexion,
and she was told that those children
must go to the Mexican school across
town. And having taken these children
back with her and saying that was not
fair, the discussion went on in the fam-
ily. And Felicitas, I know, like any
mother and any wife would do, sat up
all night and shook her husband
Gonzalo and said: You're making
money now, this isn’t fair, do some-
thing about it. And that is how they
came together as families to put for-
ward such an important decision. And
Thurgood Marshall was part of that,
representing the NAACP at the time.
And, in turn, when we were able to
change the law in California, that law
was part of the basis for Brown v.
Board of Education at the national
level.

Why do we pass such a resolution
today? Because we have to keep re-
minding ourselves of our history and of
the importance of change and what
that means. I will tell you why. Sylvia
Mendez, the darker daughter who was
not allowed in the school, the very case
around her, she didn’t even know that
this had occurred. Sylvia read it in col-
lege in a history book. And as she was
reading it, she said, Could that be me
and could that be my parents? And why
didn’t they ever tell me about it?

This is the reason we remember, so
that all children across our Nation will
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understand that all of them will get
the opportunity that is America.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to associate myself with the re-
marks of Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ as she
spoke of the importance of this remem-
brance today. It is important as Ameri-
cans that we look back and under-
stand. Life was not always as it is now.
It has been different. America is a bet-
ter place, and this bill is one that com-
memorates why we are a much better
place today. I urge support of the reso-
lution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time. .

Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, in closing, I would
like to say H. Res. 721 appropriately
honors the courage of the Mendez fam-
ily to challenge discrimination and
help open the doors of opportunity to
all nonwhites through education.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ) and the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. CANNON) for
their work on this resolution recog-
nizing the 60th anniversary of the his-
toric Mendez v. Westminster decision,
a decision that laid the groundwork for
the Supreme Court ruling of Brown v.
Board of Education. Again, I urge my
colleagues to support this bill.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
voice my strong support for H. Res. 721. This
resolution recognizes the 60th anniversary of
the landmark Mendez v. Westminster decision.

| want to thank my friend, Congressman
CHARLIE GONZALEZ, for sponsoring this bill and
championing the continued fight for civil and
equal rights for the Latino community.

The Mendez v. Westminster decision ended
segregation of Mexican American students in
the state of California, and set the precedent
for the history making Brown v. Board of Edu-
cation decision of 1954.

| stand here today, a Mexican American
serving in Congress, because of the courage
of people like Sylvia Mendez and her father,
Gonzalo Mendez.

They, along with other brave individuals,
stood up for the 5,000 Hispanic-American chil-
dren who were victims of unconstitutional dis-
crimination, by being forced to attend separate
“Mexican” schools in the school districts of
Orange County.

This resolution recognizes the significance
of this anniversary, and honors Sylvia Mendez
for her continued efforts to fight for equality. It
also encourages our schools to teach students
about the historical significance of the Mendez
v. Westminster case, and the positive impact
it had on the future of America.

| urge my colleagues to show their support
in the continuing fight against school segrega-
tion, and to cast a vote in favor of H. Res.
721.

Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
LINDA T. SANCHEZ) that the House sus-
pend the rules and agree to the resolu-
tion, H. Res. 721.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
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rules were suspended and the resolu-
tion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ENERGY STORAGE TECHNOLOGY
ADVANCEMENT ACT OF 2007

Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. Madam
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 3776) to provide
for a research, development, and dem-
onstration program by the Secretary of
Energy to support the ability of the
United States to remain globally com-
petitive in energy storage systems for
vehicles, stationary applications, and
electricity transmission and distribu-
tion, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 3776

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Energy Storage
Technology Advancement Act of 2007’.

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this Act—

(1) the term ‘‘Department’ means the Depart-
ment of Energy;

(2) the term “‘electric drive vehicle’’ means—

(A) a vehicle that uses an electric motor for all
or part of its motive power, including battery
electric, hybrid electric, plug-in hybrid electric,
fuel cell, and plug-in fuel cell vehicles, and rail
transportation vehicles; or

(B) mobile equipment that uses an electric
motor to replace an internal combustion engine
for all or part of the work of the equipment;

(3) the term ‘‘islanding’ means a distributed
generator or energy storage device continuing to
power a location in the absence of electric power
from the primary source;

(4) the term ‘“‘microgrid’ means an integrated
energy system consisting of interconnected loads
and distributed energy resources, including gen-
erators and energy storage devices, which as an
integrated system can operate in parallel with
the utility grid or in an intentional islanding
mode;

(5) the term “‘Secretary’ means the Secretary
of Energy;

(6) the term ‘‘self-healing grid’’ means a grid
that is capable of automatically anticipating
and responding to power system disturbances,
including the isolation of failed sections and
components, while optimizing its own perform-
ance and service to customers; and

(7) the term ‘“‘spinning reserve services’’ means
an amount of electric generating capacity in ex-
cess of the amount needed to meet peak electric
demand.

SEC. 3. BASIC RESEARCH PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall conduct
a basic research program to support the develop-
ment of energy storage systems for electric drive
vehicles, stationary applications, and electricity
transmission and distribution, including re-
search on—

(1) materials design;

(2) materials synthesis and characterization;

(3) electrolytes;

(4) surface and interface dynamics;

(5) modeling and simulation; and

(6) thermal behavior and life degradation
mechanisms.

(b) FUNDING.—For activities carried out under
this section, in addition to funding activities at
National Laboratories, the Secretary shall
award funds to, and coordinate activities with,
a range of stakeholders including the public,
private, and academic sectors.
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(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary  for carrying out this section
$50,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 2009
through 2014.

SEC. 4. APPLIED RESEARCH PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall conduct
an applied research program on energy storage
systems to support electric drive vehicle, sta-
tionary application, and electricity transmission
and distribution technologies, including re-
search on—

(1) ultracapacitors;

(2) flywheels;

(3) batteries and battery systems (including
flow batteries);

(4) compressed air energy systems;

(5) power conditioning electronics;

(6) manufacturing technologies for energy
storage systems;

(7) thermal management systems; and

(8) hydrogen as an energy storage medium.

(b) FUNDING.—For activities carried out under
this section, in addition to funding activities at
National Laboratories, the Secretary shall
award funds to, and coordinate activities with,
a range of stakeholders including the public,
private, and academic sectors.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary for carrying out this section
$80,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 2009
through 2014.

SEC. 5. ENERGY STORAGE SYSTEMS DEMONSTRA-
TIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall carry
out a program of new demonstrations of ad-
vanced energy storage systems. These dem-
onstrations shall be regionally diversified and
shall expand on the Department’s existing tech-
nology demonstration program. These dem-
onstrations should include the participation of a
range of stakeholders, such as rural electric co-
operatives, investor owned utilities, municipally
owned electric utilities, energy storage systems
manufacturers, electric drive vehicle manufac-
turers, the renewable energy production indus-
try, State or local energy offices, the fuel cell in-
dustry, and universities. Each of the demonstra-
tions shall include one or more of the following
objectives:

(1) Energy storage to improve the feasibility of
“micro-grids’’ or ‘‘islanding’’, or the trans-
mission and distribution capability to improve
reliability in rural areas.

(2) Integration of an energy storage system
with a self-healing grid.

(3) Use of energy storage to improve security
to emergency response infrastructure.

(4) Integration with a renewable energy pro-
duction source, either at the source or away
from the source.

(5) Use of energy storage to provide ancillary
services, such as spinning reserve services, for
grid management.

(6) Advancement of power conversion systems
to make them smarter, more efficient, able to
communicate with other inverters, and able to
control voltage.

(7) Use of energy storage to optimize trans-
mission and distribution operation and power
quality, which could address overloaded lines
and maintenance of transformers and sub-
stations.

(8) Use of advanced energy storage for peak
load management of homes, businesses, and the
grid.

(9) Use of energy storage devices to fill up
nonpeak generation periods for electricity de-
mand to make better use of existing grid assets.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary  for carrying out this section
$30,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 2009
through 2014.

SEC. 6. VEHICLE ENERGY STORAGE DEMONSTRA-
TION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall carry

out a program of electric drive vehicle energy
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