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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 

ment. We would demand nothhlg less for 
our own children. I urge yoar favorable 
rnte on the conference report. 

BevUI Hagedom Myers, Pa. 
Bowen Haler · Nlchola 
Brinkley Bamlltoia. O'Brl-
Broomfleld Ham.mar- P-
Brown, Mich. sehmldi; Poage 
Brown. Ohio Harsha rPre!Sler 

:Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaks'. 1 ask Broyhill f H~ 1--Prttcbard 
.. ~nnh...,ous consent that all ·Members 1 Buchanan 1Betner Quie 
~· • 'Burke, Pia. Hendlll'llOll. Quillen 
may have 5 legislative days. in which to~urleson, Tu. mcu Rallsbadt 
revise and extend thefr remarks on the Bmlt.soo, Mo. Hl&btoww- Randall 

conference repart under c~o;i;_ ~~';:- = . . ~ 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (..u· • .....,. 9... carter Borton Bobtnson 

FALL). Is there objection· to the request • Cederberg Bowe Boum 
of the gentleman from caJUomia? ~happeU ~Hu(IM9 · · Rousseloi 

7':'.lancy Bu~ Runnels There was no objection. , Clausen Hyde . . Ruppe 
Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker-., I yield Don H. Icbord . "'" Santl.nl 

myself such time as I may consume. Clawson, Del 1 J'arman. . Satterfield 

Mr. Speaker. I wi~h again to call to g,~=d · 1~~Z:-n. ·eoi0; ~~~U:!*' 
the attention of my..:colleagues the .fact'\cohen -. Jobn8on,Pa.. Sebellwr 
that if we are sent. back· to conference · Conable Xaaten . --~ -:~~-sh.river • 
with instructions under the motion to g~~~ c. ·. · ~~; · r · ~~rc; 
rec<>mmit, that would mereb' mean we Danlet,:oan::;f>xetchmit- ·,-., Smith. Nebr+" 
are rejectl.ng the conference report, and Daniel, :a. w; .. _ Krueger . • Snyder · ·· 
that the standards will go into eifect as·. Derwinllkl. . Latta. - ·~ Spence-·. ' . 

eref · ,._ · Devine • Lent . Stanton.. 
of Pebnt&:"Y 1 and, th ore..manY ._y. DtclDnlon- _ _. LuJan : J. wuuam 
care centers in this ccunti? will lose thefr Downing, va. McCiory Bteelma11 -

funding undeber ttitetle XX It ts 1!°tw1Possith tbhle .. g~C:::~ ~~~T· ':·'-:=~. 
to reach a r a~men~ . e • EdWIL"'ds,..Ala. McEwen. .. . Ta:rlor, lllo.. 
Senate than the · one we .aave ·brought. to Emery• McKay .w: Taylo11. N.~"' · 
the Members: !' Erlenbom. Madigan. ::: ·TtlllllU9< ~ ·.;. ·:' 

Obersta.r 
Obey . 
O'llara 
O'Neill 
Otttnser 
Patten, N .3. 
Pattl80~ N .T; 
Perlcina 
Pettla 
Peyser 
Piclcle-
Pilce 
Preyer 
Price 
Rangel 
Richmond 
Rinaldo 
Risen.hoover 
Roberts 
.Rodino 
Roe 
Rogers 
Ron cal lo 
Rooney 
Bose 
Boaenthal. 

l'toatenkow!k1 
Ro71>al 
Rusao 
Ryan 
StGermalA 
Saraaln · 
Sarbanj>.a 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Seiberling 
Sbar'P 
SblpleT 
Slkee 
Simon 
Sisk 
Slack 
Smith, Io"" 
Solarz 
Staggers 
Stanton, 

Jam.eav. 

·=--·c ' Stok9· ' 
- ·8'11dd.a.; • 
~ Tal~ :~ - •·. - . ' ,. 

Thompson 
Tbornton 
Tllongu 
Ullman 
Vanderveen 
Vanlk 
Vigorito 
Waggooner 
Wal~h 
Waxman 
Wea~ 
Wbalen 
Wl!Aoo,. C. IL 
WUson.Tex. 
Wlrtb 
wour 
WrigM 
Wydler 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young, Alulca 
Young,O... 
Young.Tex. 
Zablockl. 
Zet811Ktt 

- NOT VOTINO..-.U 

Adams ./ lfanalla. . 
Annunzio Hayes,. Ind. 

=~ r-:=aw 
Bell•f" Kindness 
Bleater. !.aFal~ 
Blanchard. Lott. 
Clay- · Macdonald 
Collins, Tez. M!nlah 
COnlan Neal 

Beus 
Riegl• 
Spellman 

· Steiger, WLs­
Stepheu.9 
mraiion: 
Stuclcey 
Sull11'8ll 

Mr Speaker I ,, ..... e a DO< vote. on the • Ea<:h · Mabon Tbon• 
• • ~.. Eshleman 'l-Ma.rtln Traxler 

motion to recommit, and I urge the Mem•· Evins, Tenn.· · ' Math.Ls· Treen 
- Derrick NllC 

'! Sym!Dgton 
Udall 
Vall Deel'Ull 
White 

bers to adopt this conference 1'J)Ort. Findley Michel Vander J~ 
Mr s~"'er I move tbe-pl"e't'iOUS ques- Forsythe " MU!ord Wampler 

• ~ ' Frenzel , Miller, O:blo · Whltehum. 
tion on the conference repo~. Frey · Montgomery Whitten 

The previous question was ordered. Fuqua • Moore Wiggins 
MOTION TO RECO:MXIT onnm> JIT llllt. TANDD ~ Goldwater· Moorhead.-· wuaon, Bob 

_ •Goodling. Calif. Winn 
Jaat ' s Gradtson Moeller Young, Pla. 

Mr. VANDER JAGT. Mr. ·Speaker, ·I Grasaiey KJer9,Illd. 

oifer a motion tt> recommit. NA~T 
The SPEAKER pro temJ>ore. Is the Abzu&- · " Drllwl · Karth 

gentleman opposed to the. conference re- Addabbo . du Pont Kasten.meter 
· Alnander• Bari)' · · Kazen · 

port? · · · Allea EcJcham\., Keys \ 
Mr. V ANDER JAGT. ;!.: ~· Mr. AJnbro · - Edgar ..... _ . Koch 

Speaker. . .. ..,,_ Andereozr! ;.-~' Edwards, Callt: Xrebs 
The SPEAKER pro tem.pore. The Clerk Osllf. . ' EU berg Lagom~ 

wlll rePort the motion to ~ Andenon, m. Engllah . . Landrum 
A.spin Evan.I. Colo... . •. .Leggett 

The Clerk read aa foHows:- Badillo Fary · Lehman. 
Mr. VANDn J AGT moves to rec:ommlt the Baldu. · 1"aaceU Levttas 

bill HA 9803 to Baucua FLlh ·' · Lltton conference- report on the ; • - Beard, R.I.c PISher Lloyd, Call.t. 
the commlttee on conference ·wttb the fol- Bedell. · Plth1an . IJoyd. Tenn. . 
lowtng lnstructions to tbe. numagen on th• Bergland Flood Long, La. • 
part; or the . House: IDSlst cm.. dlaagreement Blaggt • • Plorto · Long. Md. 
With all portlo:na of th& SenMe"- amendmen1i · Bingham Plowers - , • ~~dlnlc• ~ 
excepl section 2. ~ ~ BloulJI. Flynt ,.. ., -cCloe er 

Evans, Ind... Patterson, 
! l"enw1clc . .,J Ca.Ht. 

0117111' ~ Pepper 
·Hannaford Beu · -

The Clerk announced· thct- followins 
pain: - - .· . ·• · . 

On this vote: 
Mrs. SUlllqu-· tor, lritb ». · Annunzto- _ 

ap.t.nst. · - · · "' .1.~ _ 

. ,.,._..,;:': 
·Until further not.lee: - . 

.Mn. Spellman.with Mr. BeU..· • 
_ Mr. LaPalce with Mr. 'Raonatord..: 

'Mr. Nix with Mr. Co1ll.na or Teua.. . 
Mr. Barrett ·wtth Mr. Pattenon ot Call!or··· ma. - :·· 
Mr. Hayes of Indiana 'Wltb Mr. a-. 
Mr; Macdonald o! llofa.!lllaohusetta Wlttl · Jir.. 

stuclc97 •. . -_ •... 
: · Mr. Pepper w11oh Mr. Hema. 

: •·. llofr. St;ratton wl~ Mr. Btester. 
Mr. Aucoin. with Conlan. 
Mr. Clay With Mr. Derrick... . . 

··xr: Evana or ID<llaDa wttll. Mr. UdaIL 
· -Mr. Adame With Mr. St.etger o!'Wlsocmstn. 

Mr:.· M1n1sb with Ml'. Stepbens. . Bogg.a Poley - · ' .;, • McCormat ~ 
The SPEAKER pro-temp0re. Without Boland FOrd, Mich. llllcDade ~ ii _ 

obJectton, the previous question fs... or- ~~~~ ~~~:n- ·:=gii 
Kr. Neal with Mr. Hameo. :.-. 
Mr. Riegle wtih Mr. BlaDcbatd. 

dered on the motion t.o recommit. Bra.demu •. :.ii- Fraser , . McKinney 
There was no objection. Breemit . ;...1.W>'- G::;dos ·1 Mii.Qden 
The SPEAKER pr:> temPon!'. The ques- Breclc1nrtdp· Giaimo Magutr. 

Uon ts on the motion to recommit. =:.-'- g:r::S · ::=nag• 
The question was taken; and the Brown, cant. Ginn llllazzo11 

Speaker pro temJ)Ol'e announced that the Burgener • Gonzales Meed• 
noes ap"'°"red to have tt. Burke, Call!. Green Melcher 

.. ~M Burke, M&8I. Gude Metcalfe 
Mr. VANDER JAGT. Mr. Speaker, I Burton,Jollll Hall Meyner 

<>bject to the vote on the ground that a Burton, Pbilltp Hanley · llllezvtn.sky 
quorum 1s n<>t present and make the Camey Harkin l\J'.lkn. 
polnt of order that a quorum 1s n°' ~olm ~=gton :lli!r, Callt. 
present. Col?tm. Itt. Hawlclns Mlneta 
· 'I'he SPEAKER pro tempore. Evidently Cont• Hays, Ohio Mink 
a. quorum ls not present. Conyers· Hecbler. w. Va. 'Mltcbell, ?il4. 

Connan Heckler. Mas&. MltcheU, N.Y. 
The Sergeant at Arms wlll notify ab- Cornell Helstosld Moalcley 

sent Members. cotter Holland Motrett 
D'Amours Holtzman. Mollohan 

The vote was taken by electronic- de- Daniela, N.Z. Boward Moorhead, Pa. 
vice, and there were-yeas 15!, nays 237, Dantel10ll Hubbard.. Morgan 

t ting 42 ! II Davi. Hungate Moss no VO , as o <>ws; delaOUZa Jacobs Motil 
[Ron No. 1241 DelaiielJ Jenrette MurphJ', m. 

...,,. 6 .,
1
,.. DeUums Johnson, Cal!L Murphy, N.Y. 

"'~ - Dent . Jones, Ala. Murtha 
Abdn.or Archw . 
.Andrews, lf.O. .Arautronc 

Diggs Jones, N.C. Natcbw 
Dingell Jonee, Olcla. Nedzl 
Dodd Jones, Tenn. Nolan 
Downey, N.Y. J'ordm Nowak 

.And!'eWll, Ashbrook 
N. Dale. Als~ey 

; Mr .. Symlngton with Mrs.. Pen~: 
· ·»..van n.ttun with Mr. w~ 

Mr. ReUB8 with Mr. Lott. . .: .. 
:Mr. White with Mr. K'•dp-· 

Mrs. PETI'IS, Mr. HOW ARD, and Mr. 
LAGOMARSINO changed their vote 
from "yea' .. to "nay." 

So the motion· to recommit,· was re­
Jected. 

The result of the vote Wa.s announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER: Tbe question Is <>n the 
conference report'. · 

Mr. KETCHUM. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and na:vs. 

The yeas a.nd naya. were ordered. 
The ·vot.a was taken by electronic de­

vtce .. and there were-yell'! 316, na.ys '12. 
no' voting 44, as follows: · 

Abdnor 
AbzuC 
Adda!>bo 
Alexander 
Allen 

[Roll No. 1251 
. YEAS-318 

Am bro 
Anderson. 

Cal1f • 
.AndM'llOll,DL 
Andnwa. N.O. 

An~ 
.N.~ 

'Arcber 
Aahl.,. 
AllpiA 1 

·' 

' 
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Badillo Green Natcher 
Baldus Gude Nedzi · 
Baucum Hagedora ~ NNo0~n,_ Beard, R.L Hall w .... 
Bedell Hamilton Oberetar 
Bergland Hammer- Obey 
Blaggl schmlcU- O'Brien 
Bingham Hanley O'Hara 
Blouui . Hannaford-- O 'NeW 
Bogg.s Harkin Ottl.nger 
Boland Harrington Patten, N..1. 
Bolling HarriJI Pattison, N.Y. 
Bonker Harsba Perkl.na 
Dowen Hawkin.I Pettis 
Brademaa Hap, Ob1o Peyser 
Breaux Hilbert Pickle 
Brec1Um1dge Hechler, W. Va. Pike 
Brinkley Heckler, Ma8ll. Preasler 
Brodhead HeOler Pre1er 
Brooks HellltOUU Price 
BroomAeld Hendenoc·· Pritchard 
Brown, Calif. mca . · .- Qule 
Brown, Ml.ch. HWla . " -. · Quillen 
Brown. Ohio Holl&Dd. Railsback 
Buchanan Holtzman Randa.11 
B urgener Horton Rangel 
Burke, Calif. Howard Regula 
Burke, Pla. . Huboard Rhodes 
Burke, Mau. Hughes Richmond 
Burton, .John Hungate Rlnaldo • 
Burton, Phillip Jacobs Risenhoover 
Butler Jelforda Roberta 
Carney Jenrette Rodino· 
Carr Jobneon, Callt. Roe 
Carter Johnl!On, Pa. Rogers · 
Cederberg Jon8ll, ,Ala. · Rol:Ulalio- •· 
Chappell Jonee, N.C. .R'cloneY 
Chlsholm Jones,Ollla. Roee 
Clancy Jones, Tenn.. :BoMDUMll 
Clausen, Jordan "'-:-Bostenkowakt 

Don H. Karth ' "Rouab-- .. , 
Clay Kasten.meter Boybal · - · · 
Cleveland . Kazen · BuPIM· 
Cochran Kemp i;tusso 
COhen . Ketchum. Ryan 
Colllna. Dl. Keys 'St Germain 
Conable. Koeh .. Saras1n 
Conttt Krebs Sarbanes 
Conyarii Krueger _ Scheuer 
Corman Lagom.ars!lio Schroeder 
Cornell Leaett Seiberling 
cotter Lehman· Sharp 
COugl:llln Lent Shipley 
D'Amours Lev:liu Shrtv~ 
Daniels, N.J. . Litton 7 Slltee-
Danlelson Lloyd, Calif. Simon 
Davis - Lloyd, Tellll. Sisk 
de la Garza Long, La. Slack 
Delaneii. Long, Md. Smith, Iowa 
Dellums Lundille Smith, Nebr •. 
Dent McClory Solarz 
Diggs McC!oskey Staggers 
Dingell McCOrmack stanton, 
Dodd McDade ._ J. Willi.am 
Downey, N.Y. McEwen Stanton, 
Drinan Mc.Pall JamM V. 
Duncan, Tenn. McHugh SJ;ant 
du Pont McKinney Bteed-
Early Madden _Stoka -
Eckhardt Madigan Studda 
Edgar - Mairolre · Talcott· 
·Edwards,_Callt. Mann Taylor, N.C. 
EU berg Mathis Thompson 
Emery Matsunaga Thone 
E nglish Mazzoll Thom ton 
Erlen boril Meeds Traxler 
Esch Melcher Tsongaa 
Evans, CO\o. Metcalfe Ullman . 
Fary. Meyner Vander Veen 
Faacell Mezvlnsll:y Vanlk 
l"lndley Michel Vigorito 
Fish Mlkva· Waggonner 
Fisher Milford Walsh 
Fithian: Miller, Calif. Wampler 
FIOO<l :Mlneta Waxman 
F!orto Mink weaver 
Flowers Mitchell, Md. Whalen 
Foley Mitchell, N.Y. Whitten 
F ord, W ch. Moakley Wilson, Bob 
F ord, T enn. Moll'ett Wilson, C. H. 
Fountain Mollohan Wilson, Tex. 
Fraser Moore Wirth 
Frenzel Moorhead, Woll! 
Frey Calif; Wright 
Fuqua Moorhead, Pa. Wydler 
Gaydos Morgan Yates 
Giaimo Mosher Yatron 
Gibbons Mosa Young, Aluka 
G ilm an Mottl Young, Ga. 
Ginn Murphy, Dl._ Young, Tex. 
Gonzal• Murphy, N.Y. Zablocki 
Goodling Murtha . Zeferettl · 
GradlSOD Myers, Ind. 

NAYS-72 
Armattong Oraul97 Paasman 
Batslis Haley Poage 
Bauman... Htghtow.v. _ Robillaon 
Beard, Tenn. Holt Rouaselot 
Bennett Howe Runnels 
Bevill Hutchlnlon Santinl · 
Broyhill Icl:lonl , Satterfield 
Burleson, Tex. Jarman · • - . Schnee~! 
Burllllon, Mo. John.son, Colo. Sebellus 
Byron - Kasten Shuster .. 
Claweon, Del Kllldn- .'Slrubltz 
Crane Landrum Snyder 
Daniel, Dan Latta - . Spence 
Daniel, R.. W. Lott Steelman 
Denrl.nakl LuJan Steiger, Ariz. 
Devine McColltster - Symma 
Dlcldluon McDonald Taylor, Mo. 
Downl.ng, Va. McKay Teague. 
Duncan, Oreg. :.Mahon. Treen. 
Edwards, Ala. Martin . . Vander Jagt-
l!:ableman · MWer, Ohio Whitehurst 
Flynt-· - - .: .,_ Montgomery-- Wiri\na _ 
Forsythe- . Myers. Pa. ' Winn 
~d~u,:-- Nichol& -;.·:-: ... Young, Fla.. 

, NOT ;..V~~ _ 
Adams Ha'naen: · - Res.:: . .lf ·. 
AnnUDalo-."<o Hayes,IDd. Reuss 
AabbroOk · - Heina · ·- Riegle 
AuCOin,- .: Hln.sh&w:'.. ;.7 Schulze 
Barrett.·: 'HJde-· 0 ·r;;;.:.'- Spellman • 
Beu ., .• .;,, - KeU:r _,,;;;: Steiger, WIL..~,-
Bie.rter. -- LaPalce ·' ::.~ Stepheia :;I. 
Blanchard Macdonald Stratton..._.....,.-' 

' __ Collins, Tex.. Milla· • Stuclley ' 
Conlan Minish- - Sullivan . 
Derrick Neal · Symi.Dgton 

tion <H.J. Res. 280) t;o amend the Con­
stitution to provide for representation of 
-the District of Columbia in the Congress. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman fivm 
Cali!ornia <Mr. EDWARDS)'. . . 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COl!CCrr?U OP ~ WROLS . 

AccordinglY the ·HoWie resolved itself 
int.o the Committee o! the.:Wbole House 
on the State of the Union :for the further 
considera.Uon ot. the Joint :resolution, 
House Joint Resolution "-280, with Mr. 
SMITH of Iowa in the chair.' · 

The Clerk ,read the title .ot. the joint 
_i:esolution....: · · - · -. -~:;~ :~. : .. _ 

The CHAI&'\f.AN. When thti:-Commit.-. .,.,,:- -
tee rose on March 16, 1976, -the Joint res- _ 
olution had . been considered, as-_read;· -
print.ed_ .in . -the RECORD :.and.. open .to -
amendment. at any point. - ·. .~ · 

. ~ -
. .... '" COJDUTl'D &'.ll&anllllDfT ... 

The c~. The Clerrwmreport. 
the eommittee amendment..:~ 

The Clerk read-as follows: 
Committee amendment: 011 page 2, ~e~.­

strlke out- the words uso elec:t8d" azid· tnaert 
tn lieu thereat-the ~rda .". ,-..,bit~ elected.". 

Evans, Ind. Nix Udall The coinmittee amendment was aareed 
Evins,!l'enn. Pattarson, ~-,>--VanDeel!lin . . _to...·~ ~ " . . ._ ::; • . 
Fenwick calif. J:.;_w- Wbite -. . -~ .1" AMENDllQ..."M.'._OFFER.ED BY'llllt: BOTLza 
Guyft' . Pepper :::,~~- Wyll• "- - :·.~ef:.:.-:.., . . . -. _,...,. ,:. " 

Thf11.Clerk announced. the- following .:,,·.;/Mr~·BUTLER. ~- ~an,., I offer 
'p8irs· - · ,_,._-·; .. - · .;..~""'~-- ~-amendment..., . ....,~""~""~-.P\ 
~ · 0n'tbb-vote: - ·' ~~~,.~ ;., ~ · The--Clerk ~ u'.~~?k"i•· · 

Mr. AnDUDZlo- for;':::wiUl :Mrs. Sullivan • Amendmen$ offered by: M:r..-BvrLa: Paga 
- ag_ · a1uat.. ._ _ ·• ·_ ·;.i~::.-.·- 2, line 18, strike out. uamendment of" ancl 

· -"""'- inaert ln-lteu,thereof ~amendmen"' ~·;- .-:-~ 
·Until further notice: - · ·' .... . · 

· - · · · · The CH'.AIRMAN: The question is on 
-Mn!. Spellma.11. wtth· Mr. Ambroo11:: the amendment offered' by· the gentle• 
Mr.-stratton with Mr. Banse?· man from Virginia (Mr. ·Bunu>. . Mr'. Wn1sh with Mr. Schulze • . 

_ Mr. Ntx with Mr. Stephens.· .- .The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. Barrett with lib. Stuckey. AMENDMBNT IN.-TBK 1Ufln0:- °' .A SVBST!'MTrB . 

. Mr. Ha.yes ol Indlana .with. Mr. Patte~.~ OJTEllZD In' llR. HVTCJmlBOlf 

cautomta.: ~ · · .. -.-· · >-< ... _,- .• ~:--- · "Mr; HUTCHINSON'. Mr;:Cbalrnuin/ I · 
Mr. RteglewtthMr~Bl&ncbard. - offer an amendment in ·the 1l&ture of ·a -

. Mr. S)'IDlngton with Mr. MWa. - ·: substitute. • .. ..,.~,. .. .. .• , ;o: > --- ~ 
Mr. Vazi,.Deerlln •,1~Kr,: Steiger~~;.~ _ _ . -!'n .,.~.. . . '~··· 

constn... . - .·: ·~-, ,_ -...;,~"!'. Amendment in the nature Of il'aiillil$ltuti"'; ·· ::- -
Mr. Pepper with lllll"~'1VJ'lle. . ;: ~- 'oft'ered by- Ma HlnCBUfsoM: ~ out. au 
Mr. Rees with Mn. Penwick. · • after th• resolving elauae and Jnaert lD lleu 
Mr.Eylna-ot Tenn-wtthMr.DeniCE , tbareof the f'ol!Owlng~ Tbat-' t.11.e..:roUoWinii 
Mr. ·AUColn with Mr. Bell. ~ b propo3ed .-an amendment to th& 

_Mr; LaPalce wit.Ii Mr.·:a.J.Dz.- . . · ~onatt~tton ot t.htt · Unlted States, wbtcli -. _ __:, ~ 
Mr. ·lbcdoliald. OS. ~uaetw ·Wltb-~ shall btt valid_ to ~ In ten_ ts and purposeg -

~elly . .. " _ .... '. ~. · · · _ · ·· - as part .ot .the Constitution when ratuled . 
.Mr. Neal with Mr. CODlall;. •· ~ - 'bT the leglalaturea oi three-fourths of th& 
Mr. WhltewithMr. ColllnaofTe:aa.. several States· within - D years from the 
·Mr. tl'dall with Mr. Bleater. . .date of _it3~lRl.~lato1T b1'.tb• _~: 
Mr.Beuss'withMi'.~yda. ·: '·: "·".°: ."·::::· ~.·_-<·!:,, 'J~~·~~~7::~_~ .,.:, 

'.Mr.Adam&with Mr. EvaiisotIDdlana. "SzcnoN 1. 'i'he people - 01; ,-tJi.- 'Dtstrtc:t:-
Mrs. SMITH of -Nebraska and Messrs. ·constitUttng the -t Of -goven:uilen~ of the 

BOB- WILSON, HILLIS;· and ABDNOR United .states .shall elect two Senators and 

Changetf their vote from "na"'" to" ... ea.". the number ot Bepresentattvea in Congress 
J · J to which the Dlstrlct would be entitled If It 

So the conference report was agreed t.o .. .. were a State.· Each Senator or -Repreaent;a.. 
The result of the vote was announced ttve when elected, shall be an Inhabitant 

as above recorded.- · of the District and shall possess the same 
A moUon to reconsider-was laid on the quallftcatlona M to age and cltlzenahip and 

tabl have the same rights, prlvlleps. and obll-
e. gattons as a Senator or B.epreaentatlve from 

a State. 
PROVIDING REPRESENTATION OF 

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA IN 
CONGRESS 

Mr~ EDWARDS of Califoriiia. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself 1nt.o the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the joint r:esoiu· 

"SEc. 2 . When vacanctee happe0 in the ttp­
resentation ol the Dlatrlct tn either t he 
Senate or the House ot Repreeentatlvea, the 
people _of tile District shall 1lll such v.acan-
cles b1 election. _ _ 

" Si:c. S. The District oonatltuttng thlf seat 
of government of the United States 'Shall 
appoint, 111. such m&nll&r as· tile Congresa 
may dlnct, a numbel' ol electors of Pres!· 
de_nt and Vle» President equal to the whole 



c H 22i12 

·ment. We would dei:riand nothblg less !or 
our own children. I urge. your favorable 
•·ote on the con!erence report. 

Ccn::aAL LZAYS --;:~ .. 

-
~ 
.llc!""'7, N.(] • 
.nd~ 
N.Dak.. 

;#• ,.. -- ., 

' 
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Office of the tlhite House Press Secretary 

----~------------------ ... It~·-----------------------------------------

'I'HE UlIITJ> l:):OUSE· 

TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES: 

I am returning without my approval, H.R.· 9803, a ' 
bill which would perpetuate rigid Federal child day care­
standards for all the States and localities in tt~e Nation, 
with the _cost.to be· paid.by the Federal taxpayer • 

. - .: .. 
I cannot approve · 1egis la ti on '.whici1 runs . directly 

counter to a basic principle-of government in which I 
strongly believe -- the vesting of responsibility in State 
and local government and the renovinc. of burdensome 
Federal restrictions .•. - . . . J - . • · -

I am £irmly committed to providing Federal assistance 
to St.ates- for social services · progranis, including chil<.1 
day care-. · But I am opposed to unwarranted· Federal inter-: 
ference in States' administration of -these programs. 

The States·should have ths res::>0nsibility -- and the 
right -- to establish and enforce ti1eir own quality day 
care standards. My recently proposed Federal. Assistance 
for Cor~uni ty Services Act would adopt this principle, 
and with ·it greater State flexibility in other41 aspects of 
the use of social services funds -available'' under Title XX 
of the Social Security Act. · 

U.R. 9303 is the antithesis of tJ'.f proposal. It would 
make permanent highly controversial and costly day care 
staff-to-children ratios. And it would deny the States 
the flexibility to establish and enforce their own staff­
ing standards for federally assisted day care .. 

Tbis bill would not make day care services rrore uidely 
available. It would only Bake them nore costly to the 
American ta~-payer. It would de~and the expenditure of $125 
raillion over the next six months, and could lead to $250 
million oore each year thereafter. 

H.R. 9803 would also specify that a portion of Federal 
social services funds be available under Title XX of the 
Social Security Act for a narrow, categorical purpose. In 
the deliberations leading to enactment o~ Title XX, a -
little over a year ago, the States and the voluntary 
service organizations fought hard to win the right to 
deternU.ne both the form and the content of services to 
be provided according to their own priorities. This 
bill would undernine the ~itle XX conmitment to State 4 

initiative by dictating not only how day care services 
are to be provided, but also hm·1 they are to be financed 
under Title XX. 

It would introduce two additional Federal matching 
rates for some day care costs that are higher than the 
ratea for other Title XX-su?ported services, thereby 
further complicating the States' administration of social 
services programs. Hy proposal would, on the other hand, 
elininate State natching requireuents altogether. 

more 
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Moreover, H. R. 9303 would create an u.."l.fair situation 
ii; which sone child day care centers· \rou;Ld o:eer~te unuer a 
different set of standards than othar cen.t.ers lTithin the 
sar..e · State"'. Those tlay care centers in which fewer tha..ri 20 
percent of those served are· eligible under Title XX could 
be exer.tpt from Federal day care standards. ~his provision 
wouJ.ci have the probable effect in some instances of re<lucing 
the availability of day care services by encouraging day 
care centers to reduce the proportion of children in their 
care who are eligible under Title xx in order to meet the 
"cp.iota" set by H.R. 9303.. In those C\;!nters not choosing to 
tak7 adyantage of this loophole, the ef feet could well b_e 
to increase day care costs to families who use these centers 
on a fee-paying basis. In effect, t.~ey would be helping to··' 
subs~dize the high costs imposed on day care providers 
servi~g Title XX-eligible children. . 

. ;. 

There is cons'iderable debate as· to the appropriatenes,s 
or efficacy of the Federal dav care standards imposed by · 
H.:a. 9303. In fact, the bill ... recognizes many of these 
questions by postponing their enforce:raent for the third tine, 
in this case to July ~ of this year. Fewer than one in 
four of the States have chosen to follow these standards 
closely in the.administration of their day care prograir.s. 
'l'h~ Congress itself has required by law that t£1e · 
Departr:lent of Heal th, Education, and Welfare conduct an 
la-month study ending in 1977, to evaluate their 
appropriateness. · 

Rather than oursue the unwise course charted in this 
bill, I urge that.the Congress extend, until October 1, 
1976, the xnoratoriwn on imposition of Federal day care 

.staffing standards that it voted last October. This would 
give the Congress ample time to enact m:y :tJroposed Federal 
Assistance for ·co1maunity Services Act, under which States 
would establish and enforce their own day care staffing· 
standards· and fashion their social services prograns in 
ways they believe will best meet the needs of their 
citizens. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 

April 6, 1976 • 

GERALD R. FORD 
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THE WHI'i'E I!OUSE 

TO THE HOUSE OF REPRES:CNTATIVES: 

I ara returning without :rm.1 a:1proval, H • .R. 9903, a 
bill which would perpetuate rigid Federal c}lild day care 
standards for all the States and localitiea in the Nation, 
with the cost to be l,ai<l by the Federal ta.xj?ayer. 

I cannot approve legislation whici1 ru."1.s directly 
counter to a basic principle of government in which I 
strongly believe -- the vesting of responsibility in State 
and local government and the renoving of burc!.ensoro.e 
Federal restrictions. 

I am firmly committed to providing Federal assistance 
to States for social services programs, including child 
day care. But I am opposed to un\'1arranted Federal inter­
ference in States' administration of these progran~. 

The States should have the responsibility -- am1. the 
right -- to establish and enforce their own quality day 
care standards. Hy recently proposed Federal Assistance 
for Cormnunity Services Act would adopt thia principle, 
and with it greater State flexibility in other ~spects of 
the use of social services funds available under Title XX 
of the social Security Act. 

II.R. 9003 is the antithesis of r.i.f proposal. It would 
make permanent highly controversial and costly day care 
staff-to-children ratios. And it would deny the States 
the flexibility to establish and enforce their own staff­
ing standards for. federally assi:ated d,;iy care. 

Thia bill would not make day care services more widely 
available. It would only 1,1ake ·then nore costly to the 
American ta::cpayer. It would de:raand the expenditure of $125 
million over the next six months, anc1 could. lead to $25J 
million L10re each year thereafter. 

H.R. 9803 would al3o specif•1 that a oortion of Fetleral 
social services funds be available under Title XX of t~e 
Social Security 1\ct for a narrow, categorical purpose. In 
the deliberations leading to enactment 0£ Title XX, a 
little over a year ago, the States and the voluntary 
service organizations fought hard to win the right. to 
determine both the form and the content of services to 
be provided according to their own t>riorities. This 
bill would undermine the Title XX coramitment to State 
initiative by dictating not only how day care services 
are to be provided, but also hou they are to be financed 
under Title XX. 

It would introduce two a<lditional Federal matching 
rates for some day care costs that are higher than the 
rates for other Title XX-supported services, thereby 
further complicating the States' administration of aocial 
services progranm. Hy proposal would, on the other hand, 
elirainate State 1.:i.atching requirements altogether. 

more 
! 
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Moreover, H.R. 9303 would create an U.."lfair situation 

in which some child day care centers \1ould operate w1der a 
different set of standards than othar csn~:ers within the 
same State. Those clay care centers in which fe·wer than 20 
percent of those served are eligible Wlder Title XX could 
be exempt from Federal day care standards. This provision 
would have the probable effect in some instances of reducing 
the availability of day care services by encouraging day 
care centers to reduce the proportion of chiluren in their 
care who are eligible under Title XX in order to meet the 
"quota" set by H.R. 9303. In those centers not choosin<J to 
take advantage of this loophole, the effect could well be 
to increase day care costs to families who use these centers 
on a fee-paying basis. In effect, they would be helping to 
subsidize the high costs imposed on day care providers 
serving Title XX-eligible children. 

There is considerable debate as to the appropriateness 
or efficacy of the Federal day care standards imposed by 
H.R. 9803. In fact, the bill recognizes many of these 
questions by postponing their enforcement for the third time, 
in t&~is case to July 1 of this year. Fewer than one in 
four of the States have chosen to follow these standards 
closely in the administration of their day care programs. 
The Congress itself has required by law tJ1at the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare conduct an 
lB-rnonth study ending in 197i, to evaluate their 
appropriateness. 

Rather than pursue the unwise course charted in this 
bill, I urge that the Congress extend, until October 1, 
1976, the rnoratoriwo. on ir.t.?OSi tion of Federal day care 
staffing standards that it voted last October. This would 
give the Congress ample time to enact my proposed Federal 
Assistance for Co1maunity Services Act, Wlder which States 
would establish and enforce their own day care staffing 
standards and fashion their social services programs in 
ways they believe will best meet the needs of t.11eir 
citizens. 

GERJ\LD R. FORD 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 

April 6, 1976 • 

,J ...--~--~ 
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FACT SHEET ON H.R. 9803, THE CHILD DAY CARE BILL 

I. WHY THE PRESIDENT VETOED THE BILL 

The President's veto of H.R. 9803, the child day care bill, was 
based on the following grounds: 

--This bill is the antithesis of the President's proposed Federal 
Assistance for Community Services Act (H.R. 12175, S. 3061) 
under which States would set and enforce their own day care 
staffing standards just as they now set teacher-pupil ratios 
in public schools. 

--This bill would not make day care services more widely available, 
only more costly to the American taxpayer. It would increase 
the Federal share of day care costs by $125 million over the 
next five months and lead to an added $250 million annually 
thereafter, without reaching more children than are now being 
served. 

--This bill would also increase day care costs for families which 
use Title XX-supported day care facilities on a fee-paying basis. 

--This bill would perpetuate costly, controversial Federal staffing 
standards for day care services funded under Title XX of the 
Social Security Act--standards rejected by three out of four 
States in the past. The Congress itself has ordered an 18-month 
study of their appropriateness with the results of that study 
due next year. 

--This bill would create an unfair situation by exempting centers 
with fewer than 20 percent Title XX-eligible children from 
enforcement of the Federal standards. It wouldencourage some 
day care centers to reduce the number of children in their 
care who are eligible under Title XX in order to meet the 
"quota" set by H.R. 9803. 

--This bill would greatly complicate the States' administration 
of the Title XX social services program by introducing new 
funds, at a new matching rate, for a narrow categorical purpose. 
Enactment of this bill would seriously undermine the principles 
of State freedom and flexibility to design their own service 
programs which the States and the voluntary service sector fought 
hard to establish in Title XX when it was enacted just a year ago. 

II. AN ALTERNATIVE TO H.R. 9803 

--Extend the moratorium on implementation of the controversial Federal 
day care staffing standards, first enacted last October, to 
October 1, 1976, giving the Congress time to address this issue in the 
context of the President's proposal under which States would set 
and enforce their own day care staffing standards. 

April 30, 1976 



FACT SHEET ON R.R. 9803, THE CHILD DAY CARE BILL 

I. WHY THE PRESIDENT VETOED THE nILL 

The President's veto of R.R. 9803, the child day care bill, was 
based on the following grounds: 

--This bill is the antithesis of the President's proposed Federal 
Assistance for Community Services Act (R.R. 12175, S. 3061) 
under which States would set and enforce their own day care 
staffing standards just as they now set teacher-pupil ratios 
in public schools. 

--This bill would not make day care services more widely available, 
only more costly to the American taxpayer. It would increase 
the Federal share of day care costs by $125 million over the 
next five months and lead to an added $250 million annually 
thereafter, without reaching more children than are now being 
served. 

--This bill would also increase day care costs for families which 
use Title XX-supported day care facilities on a fee-paying basis. 

--This bill would perpetuate costly, controversial Federal staffing 
standards for day care services funded under Title XX of the 
Social Security Act--standards rejected by three out of four 
States in the past. The Congress itself has ordered an 18-month 
study of their appropriateness with the results of that study 
due next year. 

--This bill would create an unfair situation by exempting centers 
with fewer than 20 percent Title XX-eligible children from 
enforcement of the Federal standards. It would.encourage some 
day care centers to reduce the number of children in their 
care who are eligible under Title XX in order to meet the 
"quota" set by R.R. 9803. 

--This bill would greatly complicate the States' administration 
of the Title XX social services program by introducing new 
funds, at a new matching rate, for a narrow categorical purpose. 
Enactment of this bill would seriously undermine the principles 
of State freedom and flexibility to design their own service 
programs which the States and the voluntary service sector fought 
hard to ·establish in Title XX when it was enacted just a year ago. 

II. AN ALTERNATIVE TO R.R. 9803 

--Extend the moratorium on implementation of the controversial Federal 
day care staffing standards, first enacted last October, to 
October 1, 1976, giving the Congress time to address this issue in the 
context of the President's proposal under which States would set 
and enforce their own day care staffing standards. r • 
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\Teto of Child Day Care Bill 
Tiu· Prnirlcnt's .UrsH1~r to the Ilowc of Rc/1rcsc11tuth1cs 
Returning ll.R. 9803 Without llis Afi/;rm•al. 
April 6, 1976 

To thr. /!0111r of Rc/irrsr11tati1'es: 
I am rcturnin~ without m,· apprm·al, H.R. 9803, a 

bill which would er rtuate rigid Federal child daY care 
standards for all the States an oca 1t1e.s in the ::'\ation, 
with the CO't to he .11d hy the l'edcral taxpayer. 

cannot appnwe kg1s atwn w llC runs ircctly coun­
ter to a ba . .;ic principle of go\ crnment in which I strongly 
bdiC\·e--the \·eqing of re;;ponsibility in State and local 
gon:rnment and the remm·ing of burdensome Federal re­
strictions. 

I am firmly committed to prO\·iding Fcdcr:i.l a.<;;;istance to 
St:i.tes for soci:i.l ~ef\ices programs, including child day 
care. But I am opposed to unwarranted Federal inter­
ference in States' admini;;tration of these programs. 

The States ~hould h:n e the rrsponsibility---and the 
right---to c.<tabli~h and enforce their own quality day care 
standards. ~1y recently proposed Federal .\ssist:mce for 
Community Scf\·ices .\rt would adopt this p1inciple, and 
with it ,t;re;1tcr State flexibility in other aspects of the use 
of social scn·ires funds a\·ailablc under Title XX of the 
Social Security :\ct. 

.J-IJ3. ... fil~03 is the antithesis of my proposal.·It would 
n ~c~anent hirrhh- contrO\·ersial and costlv da ~re 
staQ-to-chjJciren ratios. c !1(1 it w t 1 ' the Stat the 
flcxibilit ·to establi$h and enforce their own staffina' and­
ar s or federally i}"5i~trd dyy CiHC· 

This bill would not make day care SCf\'iccs more widd,x. 
~bk. It would onlv make them more costly to the 
American tawayer. It_~yould demand the expenditure pf 
$l25 million over the next six months, and could lead 
to $250 million more each n:-ar thcrc;J't,cr. 

"" H.R. 9803 would also sp<'cify that a portion of Federal 
social >en·ices funds he a\·ailable under Title XX of the 
Social Security :\ct for a narrow, categorical purpa<;e. In 
the deliberations leading to enactment of Title XX, a 
little over a war ag-o, the States and the ,·oluntar\' sen-ice 
organization~ fou!!ht hard to win the ricrht to d~termine " ..._. ~ 

both the form and the content of sen·ices to he provided 
according to their own priorit ics. Tb is bill would under­
mine the Title XX comm· 1ent to State initiativ ' 
dJCtating not onl~· 10w day care sen·iccs arc to he rm·ided, 
but abo 1ow t icv ar 11 · 1 

It wo11ld introduce two additional Federal matchin 
rates for ~ome dav care c·osts that ar· lwher than the ; t s 
!2r ot!!;r Tit e •. • -'uff)(Jrte.d. sef\·~ces. there~v fun.her 
1 omphc:itmg tfie St;1tcs adnw11'tra!JQJJ pf sppal '{Q"J.CTS 

pro::riWJ''- ~fy propo.;.;iJ w"11ld. on the other hand, elimin· 
ate State matching rrq11irnncnt' altogethrr. 

~forC'owr, H.R. 9803 would create an unfair situation 
in which some child dav care 'rnters would ;.-;crate 11nder 
a differtnt set of stancfarcs than other n·11trr~ withinthe 
same State. Thcr.:e dav care center.; in which fewer th:rn 
20 pqcrnt of 1h95c seq-ed arc eligible under Title \X 
could be excm t from Federal dav care standards. This 
Pl,ons1on wop cl have the proha) e r ect m some ln­
!'tances of reducing the :l\·ailahilit\- of s Yices hy 
cncoura,gmg :-iy care centers to red:1ce the pro ortion of 
c r m r care ' . re c I!.,'1 ) e un er It e • . in 
order to meet the "quota" set ln· H.R. 9803. In those 
centers not choo,ing to take :ich-antage of thts loophnlc, 
the effect could well he to increase da\· care co~ts to fam­
ilies wh lbe t hc:'-l' centers on a fre-payin,e: ha sis. In ef­
fect. they would he he ping to su 1s1 1ze t e 1gh costs 
imposed on day care providers serving Title XX-eligible 
children. 

There is considerable debate as to the appropriateness 
or efficacy of the (edcr:-il djly c;uc sqgd:-irds imposed by 
H .R. 9803. In fact, ths bill recrn;nizcs ;;\:-iny of the'.'e 
questions O)' l?OStPQning their enforcement for tJ31; tbj (d 
time, in this case-to July 1 of this year. Fewer than one in 
four of the States have chcr.:cn to follow these standards 
closely in the administration of their day care programs. 
The Congress itglf lns required by law that the Pn;wrt­
me of Health Education~ and \Vclfare cond an 
18-month study ending m , to evaluate their 
appropnateness. 

Rather thal} pur.me the unwise course charted in this 
bill, I ur e that t ar ,. extend until 0 -
1976, the moratoriu care -.,staffing .s,tandards tbat jt yoted last October. This would 
give the Congress ample time to enact my proposed Fed­
eral Assistance for Community Sef\·iccs Act, -:mder which 
States would c.stab1ish and enforce their own day care 
staffing sti\I1~ards :and fashion their social services pro­
grams in ways they believe will bc.5t meet ::he needs of their 
citizens. 

The White House.,, 
April 6, 197 6. 

GEit.ALD R. FORD 



\ 7c:to of Child Dav Care Bill 
I 

Tiu· Pr ni11< 11 t's .\f rsHr::_c to I lie llo11.1c 11/ R t"fircsc n f 11fi;,cs 

n,·runzing 11.R. 9303 H"itlwut //is AJ;Jmwal. 
A/>ril 6, 1976 

To thr. /lmuc of Rc/ircsrntnth·es: 
I :un rc-turnin~ without m,· :1ppr0\·al. H .R. 9803, :). 

bill which ,,cmld papctnate rit-.;d Federal child day ca~·e 
Hand:ird:; for all the State.;; and localities in the :\;ition, 
~,·ith the rn't to he p.1id hy the Ftckral taxpayer. 

J c-:mnot appnwc k5islation which run~ directly coun­
ter to a ba....-ir principle of go,·crnment in which I !'trongly 
bdic,·c--the ,.e!'ting of n:,;po11~ibility in State and local 
goH:rnment and the remm-ing of burden:-:ome Federal re­
strictions. 

I am firmly committed to prO\·iding Fcder:il a.,,i:o:tance to 
State!\ for !'odal scnices programs, including child day 
care. But I am c•ppo:;cd to unwarranted Federal inter­
ference in States· ::.idmini,;tration of thc.--e pro&rrams. 

The St:1tes ~hould ha,·e the rrsponsibility--and. the 
right--to c..-tabli!-11 and enforce their own quality day care 
st;mdards. :\! y recently propo!'cd Federal .·\s.c;i!'tancc for 
Community Scn·kcg A\'t would adopt thi!V piincipk, and 
with it .. gre;llcr State lkxihility in other a.."pccts of the use 
of social SC'n·ircs funds a\'ailablc under Title XX of the 
Social Security Act. 

H.R. 9803 is the antithesis of my proposal.· It would 
make permanent highly contrO\·ersial and costly day care 
stafT-to-chihlrcn ratios. :\nd it would deny the States the 
flexibility to c~tahli5.h and enforce their own staffing stand­
ards for kdcrally a..-ssisted day care. 

This bi11 would not make day can~ 5en·iccs more widely 
a\·ailable. It would only make them more costly to the 
American taxpayer. It would demand the expenditure of 
$125 million O\'er the next six months, and could lead 
to $250 million more each y.::tr thereafter. 

H.R. 9~03 would also sprcif y that a portion of Federal 
sodal ~en·iccs funds he available under Title XX ,,f the 
Social Security :\ct for a narrow, categorical purpo:-e. In 
the dclihcr;1tions leading to enactment of Title XX, a 
little O\'Cf a year ago, the States and the voluntary sen-ice 
organizations fought hard to win the 1·ight to determine 
both the form :111d the content of ser\'kes to he prm·idccl 
according to their own prirnitics. This bill would under­
mine the Title XX commitment to State initiative by 
dictatin!{ nnt (1iil~· how day care scn·ice:' :trc lo he prO\·idcd, 
but also how they ;ue to he financed under Title XX. 

It wo111d introduce two additional Fl·<kral matching 
rates for )o.Omc day care l·c,"t-" that ;1n· higl1cr than the rates 
for other Title XX-•upporte<l ~t·n·iccs, thereby further 
1 0111plir:1t in~ the St;1w~· ;ulmini,t r;1tion of soci:tl ~ervirc.'i 
pro;.:ralll'. ~J y propo,,J w11111d. 011 the other hand, climin· 
ate State matd1in~ rcq11irn1wnt;; altogl·thrr. 

:\foreowr. H.R. 9803 would create :m unfair !'it11;1tion 
in which ~t1nie d1i!d clay care •c·ntcr:-: would ••jll.·r;1tc under 
a diffcn:nt ~t of ~t:mdards th:in <•tlu:r Cl"nlc-rs within the 
same St;itc. Tho-:e dav care < cntc:r.- in whiC'h fewer tlt:1n 
20 p~rcC'nt of tho!'c !'~n-cd arc di~ibk under Title XX 
could he exempt from Ft·ckr;1J d:l;. care standard;;. Thi:::; 
pro\i<ion would ha,·c the pro?uhlc dTcct in !"omc in­
stance.;; of rcdut"ing the :l\·ai!ability of day c:arc !'cn·iccs hy 
cncoura~.;ng day c-arc center.- to red~1ce the proportion of 
children in their care who arc di!.,-ible under Title XX in 
order to meet the "quota .. ~ct by H.R. 9803. In tho;;e 
ccnte~ not thoo,inJ.! to t:tke :1dvanta~c of thi~ loophole, 
the effect could well he to incrc:L'e da,· care C:O!'L" to fam- -
ilic.c; ,,·ho u:-c tht':'l' CC'llt<'r.- on a fcc-payinj:! h:1i;i~ In ef­
fect. they wnuld IX' hclpin~ to !'Uhsidize the high costs 
imf'°-'Cd on day care prO\·idcrs serving Title XX-eligible 
children. 

There is con!'idcrable debate as to the approprlatcn~ 
or efficacy of the Federal d:i..y care sta.ndards impo.c;cd by 
H.R. 9803. In fact, the bill recognizes many of thc.<:c 
questions b}· po~tponing their enforcement for the third 
time, in this ca.<:e·to July l of this year. Fewer than one in 
four of the St:ites h:we ch<>:'en to follow these standards 
closely in the administration of their day care programs. 
The Congrc.'i$ it:'clf has required by Jaw that the Depart­
ment of Health, Educatio~ and \\'clfare conduct an 
18-month study ending in 1977> to evaluate their 
appropriatene$. 

Rather thal} pur.;ue the unwise course charted in this 
bill, I urge that the Congrt.-ss extend. until October J> 
1976, the mcr.ttonum on imposition of Federal da.v care 
staffing standards. that it voted last October. This ~,·ould 
give the Congre.;;s ample time to enact my proposed Fed­
eral ..-\.'5istance for Communitv Scn·iccs .Act :inder which • 1 

Stales would cstab-1ish and enforce their own dav care 
staffing st:t.nq:mJs and fashion their social scrvic~ pro­
grants in wa)'S ther lbdicvc will best meet t.hc needs of their 
citizens. 

G:ER:ALD R. FORD 

The White: Hou~. 
April 6, 1976. 
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Dear Colleague: 

·· CCilGRESS OF TH!: Ui!ITED STATES 

House of Representatives 

Washington, D. C. 20515 

April 30, 1976 

I want you to know why I will vote to sustain the President's veto of H. R. 980 
the controversial child care legislation, when the House takes this bill up again 
next week. In reaching your own decision, you may wish to keep these points in 
mind. I urge you to examine the issues with particular care, for this situation has 
become very complex and confusing. 

To refresh your memory, H. R. 9803 would postpone the imposition of Federal day 
care staffing standa~ds until July 1, 1976. The previous postponement expired on 
February 1, without the Ways and Means Committee's having met its pledge to study 
the appropriateness and wisdom of such a mandate. The Committee still has given no · 
consideration to this fundamental question. 

The July 1 postponement is a deception, however; it is a smokescreen only 
thinly veiling a substantial rupture of the budget and the $2.5 billion ceiling on 
annual Title XX social services entitlements, with a special $125 million additional 
entitlement to be effective between now and October 1. $250 million will be 
required annually to fund this staffing, subsequently. On the one hand, H. R. 9803 
postpones the standards until July 1, while on the other it authorizes funding of 

· immediate effect to enable centers to comply with the standards. There can be no 
mistake about it -- this is a bill to ~andate costly, inflexible Federal standards 
governing the number of supervisors that a day care center serving Title XX childre.n 
must employ. This is a Hashington-inspired tool of social policy that we would 
legislate precisely when Americans in concerted voice are seeking answers from 
sources more in tune with local needs. It is an unnecessary expense that we would 
approve precisely when Congress is claiming to achieve heightened fiscal 
responsibility. 

Unfortunately7 merely sustaining the veto of H. R. 9803 will not give us the 
extended postponement which in my view is the eminently sensible course. Without. 
further legislation the standards will be in effect. But I would hope that if it 
becomes clear that Congress is unwilling to submit to this 11 carrot and stick" approac1 
we will lay our differences aside and promptly legislate a postponement to pennit the 
standards to be examined on their merits. 

You should bear in mind that while the bill directly affects only centers servin~ 
Title XX children, other day care facilities will feel the need to offer similar 
staffing. Ineligible for these Federal funds, they will have no alternative but to. 
sharply increase their fees for middle class clients. 

-
I might add that I see no merit in the "eleventh hour" argument that facilities 

need these funds to meet health ar.d safety requirements. Those standards are developt 
and enforced at the local level. The first dollars spent for day care should have bee 
directed toward providing healthful and safe environments, not these extra Federal 
funds. Furthermore, there was no cry for relief from health and safety requirements 
last fall when the four-month stafffog postponement was enacted. 

/<) Sincer~ 0-c;f- . 
~ander Jagt. rO~c. 

' 



~~~~~~, 
~ FACT SHEET ON R.R. 9803, THE 

ftl.1-MbuoJ 
CHILD DAY CARE BILL /.f-t.~~'*"'111 ,,. . .,.~---~~ fr"--

?--S' ~-~ WHY THE PRESIDENT VETOED THE BILL 

~~" The President's veto of H.R. 9803, the child day care bill, was 
~~~ based on the following grounds: 

~,,. r ,,_. .i" 
~tYJ,-"/1' 
~~$) 

--This bill is the antithesis of the President's proposed Federal 
Assistance for Community Services Act (H.R. 12175, S. 3061) 
under which States would set and enforce their own day care 
staffing standards just as they now set teacher-pupil ratios 
in public schools. (O"~J 

--This bill would not make day care services more widely available, 
only more costly to the American taxpayer. It would increase 
the Federal share of day care costs by $125 million over the 
next five month.s and lead to an added $250 million annually 
thereafter, without reaching more children than are now being 

l served. _,,. M'--S • . L ... 
1 + ~ l..,_ t 11\) l/l!l'i-NIMM-~ TJHtl"""° 

/,, --This bill would also increase day care costs for families which 
use Title XX-supported day care facilities on a fee-paying basis. 

--This bill would perpetuate costly, controversial Federal staffing 
standards for day care services funded under Title XX of the 
Social Security Act--standards rejected by three out of four 
States in the past. The Congress itself has ordered an 18-month 
study of their appropriateness with the results of that study 
due next year. :Lall' ·" ) ( .. c&A- tii&ti ...... .... 

--This bill would create an unfair situation by exemp~ns s;.nters tl..lr' 
with fewer than 20 percent Title XX-eligible children from •& ~...., / 
enforcement of the Federal standards. It would~ncourage some~~• 
day care centers to reduce the number of children in their 
care who are eligible under Title XX in order to meet the 
"quota" set by H.R. 9803. 

--This bill would greatly complicate the States' administration 
of the Title XX social services program by introducing new 
funds, at a new matching rate, for a narrow categorical purpose. 
Enactment of this bill would seriously undermine the principles 
of State freedom and flexibility to design their own service 
programs which the States and the voluntary service sector fought 
hard to establish in Title XX when it was enacted just a year ago. 

II. AN ALTERNATIVE TO R.R. 9803 

--Extend the moratorium on implementation of the controversial Federal 
day care staffing standards, first enacted last October, to 
October 1, 1976, giving the Congress time to address this issue in the 
context of the President's proposal under which States would set 
and enforce their own day care staffing standards. 

r ; 
"· 



~epublican J>olic~Co~rnitte~ ,_ 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

94ffi Congress 
Second Session . 

1620 LONGWORTH BUILDING 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515 

2021225·6168 

CHAIRMAN • BARBER B. CONABLE, JR. 

May 3, 1976 
. Staterrent if,l!J 
U.R. 9803 

FEDERAL am.D DA.Y C'.ARE STANDARm - A PlmY ~C't 

'lhe veto of H.R. 9803, legislation giving States $125 millim for meeting Fed .. 
. ~ . . 

eral standards for child day care, should be sus1:ained: ·Q:Jngress snould not ·let it­

self be beld. hostage to the' eootiooality that often clouds the merits or defect$ of 
. .· . ... ~ . 

programs involving small children. 

'lhe issue. ~ore the House is not whether day care should be pmvided. For many 
.~.- -----

working m~rs, federally-aided day care makes the: difference bet.w>...en jobs and wel- . 
_, . " ,•• . 

fare. Voting to sustain the veto of H.R. 9803 is not a vote to el:hmliate these need­

ed seM.ces .. 

Neither is -~ issue ~ quality of child cm:e ~ces. 'Ihere is broad agree• 
' • • .. J ",' ' • 

' . .. 
toont that if- day care ; s ~~, it should tty to assure the children's sound physi-

cal, -intellectual and enntimal development. 

The crux of this debate is hCM to resoive .·a phony electien ·year "emergency'' 

created by Congress as a deliberate play for a' Presi&ntial veto. ' ~ite widespread' 

acceptance that day care should exist to enable people on welfare to work, this issue 

has been manipulated into a misleading choice between spending millions of tax dol­

lars bet:ween now and October -- the approach taken in the vetoed H.R. 9803 -- and 

sharply curtailing services ncM being offered and forcing many t«>rldng 100thers to re­

turn to the ~lfare roles. 'lhe Republican Policy Cannittee favors a third, far mre 

sensible option -- s:inply postponing or suspetK"ing the controversial, expensive fed­

eral staffing standards and allowing services to continue operating at present levels. 

The federal staffins standards 'Which federally-assisted child care program.s are 

required to meet are highly ccntroversial. Even child devel.oplent experts and day 

care professiooals cannot agree on appropriate child-to-staff ratios. Yet Cangress 
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has repeatedly insisted fer b.lo years that the States caiply with these costly staff­

ing standards or face finand.al penalties, even though fewer than me in four of the 

States have chosen to follai; these standaxds. .·: ... 

Oppava:lts 'of ''big: goVem:nent'.J: c;arp~ tha.t federal intervention in the ~tis:J 

of local arid state toatters often amunts to cout\t~tive meddling. Congressio-
. · - . I . '{ -~ '. " ; . '• 

nal insistence· on· itJt:>leaentation of f~al. day, care ~~ staff~ requirements 

't..iould be a classic aarple of counterproductive ''big gcv.~t" interference at its 

worst. 

Instead of relentlesslyt~·~ '1ouJ.:>~ ~se, the Republican Policy 

Conml.ttee urges Cmgress inStead ~-postpate .. or .suspend t:Pe s¢fine requirements and 
• • r ' • ." • ~ ' > < • • • 

devote its energy to enacting the Achinistratioo.' s proposal for giving States greater 

responsibility and .flexibility in~tering. au ... ~ service program:; under 
- . - - : - ' .--· . ·. \· ' ' '. 

Title xx of ·t:he. Social Securi:ty.~tf µicluding. ¢rl.ldv9.a1 care pn:igrams. 1his would .. - •.· ·.. .- . . 

be a positive step to curb the intrusion of federal .. ~ucrats and politicians in 
.·: ".~t. -• . ~. 

local and state responsibiliti~., ;· " 

Title XX child day care seJ;Vi~ ·~~:~·J?y ~81:1ds of~ nnthers • 
. ,, -· ... . ' . " ' 

'lb.e RepUbliean ·Policy· Ccmni.ttee :beJ.i~, ~ ,se;v:tces ,~d best be cxnt:f.nued and 
. "' " . -. . . ' ' . . 

serve the rtost children by. sustaini;qg .. ~ yeto of U.~:ll· .9803, postp~ the inple-
: - -. _, '.· . .. ... ' : .. ~ '. '' : ' . 

mmtation of federal staff~ requiremen~- ~ '. enai;tjp,g :f.nste.ad the Acbinistration' s 
'. •• - • ' "~ • • •• cl • ~ . -, ' • 

proposal for strengthening the a.dnini.$~tiQµ.. ~ t;hese services at the state level. 
. ' . ' -~ _,. . 

'; . 

. ' , .. ~ . 

" .. ' . 
.. · .. : .. r .. :.:j ~.f--~·:..: 



~epublican Policy Comrnitte~ '· 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

94th: Congress 
Second Session . 

1620 LONGWORTH BUILDING 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515 

202/225·61fi8 

CHAIRMAN • BARBER B. CONABLE, JR. 

··May 3, 1976 
. StatenPnt ti$ 
H.R. 9803 

FEDERAL CHIID DAY CARE STANDAIIDS - A PHClri ElvflO?CY' 

'lb.e veto of 11.R. 9803, lesislation giving States $125 mi.Ilion for meeting Fed-,. . 

' . 
eral standards for child day .care, should be sustained.· aDgress sh.Olild not let it-. 

self be held.hostage to the,E!lDtj.alality that often cloudS the merits or defects of 

prograns involving small children. 

'lhe issue })¢ore the House is not whether day care should be p:mvided. For many 
··' -

working nnthers, federally-aided day cue makes the difference betw>.£n jobs and wel-
, . ' ' ' ' . 

fare. Vot:i.ng to sustain the veto of H.R. 9803 is not a vote to eliminate these need-

ed services ... 

Neither is .the if;sue ~ quality of child care services. The.re is broad agree• 

ment that if· day care is IJr.ovided, it should try to assure the children's sound physi­

cal, ·intellectual and e:notional developroont. 

The cruK of this debate is h~1 to resolve a phony electim year ·"emergency'' 

created by Congress as a deliberate play for a Presidential vetO. · Despite 'tdclespread 

acceptance that day care should exist to enable people on welfare to "WOrk, this issue 

has been manipulated into a misleading choice bet.ween spending millions of tax dol­

lars between n0t\7 and October -- the approach taken in the vetoed H.R. 9803 -- and 

sharply curtailing services now being offered and forcing many workine mthers to re­

turn to the welfare roles. 'Ihe P~publican Policy Cann:lttee favors a third, far nnre 

sensible option -- simply postponing or suspenr..1.ing the controversial, expensive fed­

eral staffin8 standards and allowing services to continue operatinp, at present levels. 

The federal staffing standards which federally-assisted child care programs are 

required to meet are highly ccntroversial. Even child developmnt experts and day 

care professionals cannot agree on appropriate child-to-staff ratios. Yet Coneress 

' 
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has repeatedly insisted for fl.JO years that the States C<J1Plywith these costly staff­

ing standai:ds or face finanCial pepalties, even though fewer than me in four of the 

States have chosen to follaw these starldards. , 

Oppot'l.Ebts ··of .. 0 big •· goVemnent•? · caiplain that federal interventioo :fn the . minutia:.; 

of local arid state matters often SDDUlts to counte?:pr<xh.Jctive meddling. Congxessio-
: ~. . ... ' , . 

nal insistence on· inpleuentation of f~al. clay, care c~~ staffitlg requirarents 

t-o.ild be a classic exarple of counterproductive ''big 8C"'.exnnent" interference at its 

worst. 

Instead of relentlessly, pm-~ ,this. doub1:ful CQUrse, the Republican Policy 
. . ·-·' .~ .- ,' .. '" ; : ,: .: . ' . 

Conml.ttee urges Congress instead ~o·postpcne.or.s\JSPend the s¢fine; requirements and 
. . . . . . ' . . -

devote its energy to enacting the Adn:ini.Straticn' s proposal for giving States greater 

responsibility and .flexibility in· ~tering all,, s9~l service programs under 

Title XX of 'the Social Security.~t,, ~ludi.ng. ¢hild .. QaY. care programs. This would 

be a positive step to curb the intrusion of federa:t. .. btl:reaucrats and politicians in 
~·- - .. ; l. . • . "~ 

local and state responsibilitiet:tr.· .. 

Title XX child day care se~~ ar~ -~ .l,>y thc:µ;aric:Js of ~:o:dd.ns mthers. 
' .. " .. • ;. ' i· . ' ' ' '' ' . 

The P.epUbliean 'Policy Coomi.ttee beli~. ~ ,se;:vi.Cf!S ,~d best be continued and 
. . , . . ' 

serve the riDst children by. S\JSta.inipg_ .tQt! yeto of lJ~ll .. 9803, postponinr, the inple-
,· ' . " - .. . - . : ,, ~ - . ' . 

tmntation of federal staffing requiremen~, ~ .~tj,qg instead the Adninistration' s 
>, • '.. . •;I ' ' 

proposal for strengthening the ad:n:inistraticn of. t;hese services at the state level. 
' . . . ' ( :,. ' ): '' . . 

- ~: ' .. ',, ' 

' 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE MAY 4, 1976 

Office of the White House Press Secretary 

-------------------------------------------------------------
THE WHITE HOUSE 

STATEMENT BY JfilE ·PRESIDENT 

I regret that the House of Representatives has 
failed to sustain my veto of H.R. 9803, the Child Day Care 
Services under Title XX of the Social Security Act. 

This legislation runs counter to a basic principle of 
government important to all Americans -- the vesting of 
responsibility in State and local government and the re­
moval of burdensome Federal regulations. 

I am firmly committed to providing Federal assistance 
to States for social services programs, including child day 
care. But I am opposed to unwarranted Federal interference 
in States' administration of these programs. 

H. R. 9803 woJJ].-d-make permanent highly controversial 
and costly day--c-are staff-to-children ratios. And it would 
deny the States the necessary flexibility to establish and 
e~force their own staffing standards for federally assisted 
·day care. • 

This bill would not make day care services more widely 
available. It would only make them more costly to the 
American taxpayer. The expenditure of at least $125 million 
over the next six months, and possibly as much as $250 million 
more each year thereafter, would be required under this bill. 

H.R. 9803 would also require that a portion of Federal 
social services funds be available under Title XX of the 
Social Security Act for a narrow, categorical purpose. In 
the deliberations leading to enactment of Title XX, a little 
over a year ago, the States and voluntary service organizations 
fought hard to win the right to determine both the form and 
the content of such services according to their own priorities. 
This bill would undermine the Title XX commitment to allow 
the various States their own initiative by dictating not only 
how day care services are to be provided, but also how they 
are to be financed under Title XX. 

- The Federal day care standards imposed by H.R. 9803 
have been subject to considerable debate. In fact, the 
bill recognizes the questionable appropriateness of these 
standards by postponing their enforcement for the third 
time, in this case to July 1 of this year. Fewer than 
one in four of the States have chosen to follow these 
standards closely in the administration of their day care 
programs. The Congress itself has required by law that 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare conduct 
an 18-month study ending in 1977, to evaluate their 
appropriateness. 

more 
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For these reasons, I urge the Senate to join me in 
opposing the enactment of this measure. And I urge that 
the Congress extend, until October 1, 1976, the moratorium 
on imposition of Federal day care staffing standards that 
it voted last October 2. This would give the Congress 
ample time to enact my proposed Federal Assistance for 
Community Services Act, under which States would establish 
and enforce their own day care staffing standards and 
fashion their social services programs in ways they 
believe will best meet the needs of their citizens. 

# # # # # 



FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE May 5, 1976 

Office of the White House Press Secretary 

-~---------~-~--~-------------------------------------~------

THE WHITE HOUSE 

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT 

I am pleased that the Senate has voted to sustain my 
veto of H.R. 9803, the Child Day Care Services under Title XX 
of the Social Security Act. 

As I have said before, this legislation would have run 
counter to a basic principle of government important to all 
Americans -- the vesting of responsibility in State and 
local government and the removal of burdensome Federal regu­
lations in areas where State and local government can best 
meet the needs of their citizens. 

I congratulate the members of the Senate from both 
parties who resisted heavy pressure to vote for this bill 
and voted instead for good government and fiscal responsibility. 

# # # # 
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