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! with all portions of the mmdmmt~ Bingham
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ment. We would demand nothing less for Bevill =~ © ; Myers, Pa. "~
our own children. I urge your favorable 2o7e% o AT .
vote on the conference report. Broomfield Hammar- Passman
GENERAL LZAVE grxg:::gﬁg- schhx:m.t ‘_gg:s:”
Harsl S

Mr., CORMAN. Mr. Speaksr, I ask ? gm:n‘gxm 'Hébe:: @gﬁxm
unanimous consent that all Members 3 Burke. ¥ .MH nd -
may have 5 legislative days in Which tOMB .y Diaoeren  Quilen
revise and extend their remarks on the Burlison, Mo. Hightower. . Randall
conference report under consideration. Butl;r glolilél Res\n:.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Mc- ~C§§’er etk e :
FaiLr). Is there objection to the rgquest Cederbery ~ = Howe - ! Boush
of the gentleman from California? . ppe -Hughes - usselo!

There was no objection. penere 5 e e gg;-;.ds X

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield mmng’_ m Tchora = © gm:::gem

% aWso! Jarman - ab
e 4 ;uchktimel “:,,ﬁ,f“ ,"g,”mm},‘m c:ll to Ciaveiacct ; NJeffords - Schneebeit

Mr. Speaker, Cochran Johnson, Oolo. Schulze

the attention of my-colleagues the facttcm,,n. Johnson, P':A

that if we are sent back to conference ° Conable
with instructions under the motion to g‘,’;‘gf‘m i
recommit, that would merely mean we panie, m'n

are rejecting the conference report, and

that the standards will go into effect as
of February 1 and, therefore, many day-
care centers in this country will lose their
funding under title XX. It is not possibie

xmcn

Duncan, Oreg. . Mccomster

to reach a better agreement with the ¥ Duncan, Tenn. McDonald -

Edwards, Ala. McEwen

Senate than the one we nm brought 10 Emery.- McKay " Taylor, N.C.™ :
the Members." TR OErlenbon: Muugan. -Teague. _ =25
Mr. Speaker, I urge a nowota on the® :-: o T M"l: mﬂ:r s
motion to recommit, and I urge theMem=- gying Tenn. mM"’tm” m’ ’“’n
bers to adopt this conference report. Findley = - Michel ' i Vander Jagt -
Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques- me? B ‘g&fgrrdo R, m;n
tion on the conference report. = Prey 1 Montgomery) Whitten
The previous question was ordered. Fuqua = ' Moore Wiggins
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OPFERED BY ME. VANDER GO&W‘;&: < n&?t.“d' gg:gn. Bob
SEAES) ¢ Gradison ~ Mosher " Young, Fla.
Mr. VANDER JAGT. Mr Speaker, Grassley - Myers, Ind. "
offer & motion to recommit. 7. NAYS—237
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the ,;,..;- = Drinan ... - Earth :
gentleman opposed to the con!erence Tre= Addsbbo - dwPont ~:.° Kastenmeier
port? :Inmnderj g:rly t : §nzen 5
Mr. VANDER JAGT. I am, Mr ,muy RBRsdsly o Xw.
Speaker. Andersox; =~ Edwards, ‘Galif- Krebs
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk AnOa!lt- . Ellberg: Lagomarsine
will report the motion to recommit. g e g - #

The Clerk read as follows: ' }‘fﬁmo

Mr. Vanpee JacT moves to recommif the Baldus
conference report on the bill, H.R. 6803, to ga‘“’“'u, : mer A
the committes on conference with the fol- ~ eard, R.L: - Fish :
lowing instructions to the managers ont the paroang .
part of the Houss: Insist on. disagreement Riager -~

+

exceps section 2. - e %l:g\;n o P
The SPEAXER pro- tempom thhout Boland
objection, the previous question is. or- - Bolllng = -
dered on the motion to recommit. Brademas =
There was no objection. > Breaux <k
The SPEAKER pro tempore, The ques- mmm-
tion is on the motion to recommit. e e

The question was taken; and the Brown,cCallf. Ginn

* Taylor, Mo, .

tempore announced Burgener " Gonzalen
: Speaker pro - that the Bui:ge, Calif. Green Melcher
noes appeared to have it. Burke, Mass.  Gude Metcalfe
Mr. VANDER JAGT. Mr. Speaker, I Burton,John Hall Meyner
object to the vote on the ground that a lgumn. Phillip ganlqy mm
quorum is not present and make the Carney arkin
: Miller, Cal
" polnt of order that a cuorum is mot SAT, o gt
Dr'eIs'hent. Coilins, T11, Hawkins ﬁiﬁﬁ“
Y e SPEAKER tem! . Evk Conte: - Hays, Ohio
a quoruxi is not p[x)'gent DTS, dently Conyers’ Hechler, W. Va, Mitchell, Md.
il Corman Heckler, Mass, Mitchell, N.¥.
The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab- Cornelt geﬁtg;n ﬁ%n;?
sent Members. Cotter olla .
D’'Amours Holtzman Mollohan
The vote was taken by electronic de- Daniels, N.J. Howard Moorhead, Pa.
' vice, and there were—yeas 153, nays 237, g:nll:mn gu:ba;':- ﬁgfgm
. \4 ungal
not voting 42, as follows: . dexh Garza .;acob:u ﬁomn =
Roll No. 124] Delansy enre urphy,
[ YEAS 158 1 Dellums Johnson, Calif. Murphy, N.Y.
Dent - Jones, Ala, Murt
. Abdnor Archer . Bafalle Diges Jones, N.C. Nutcht
Andrews, N.O. Armstrong Bauman Dingall Jones, Okla.  Nedzi
Andrews, Ashbrook Beard, Tenn, Dodd Jones, Tenn., Nolan
_N.Dak, Ashley Bennett Downey, N.Y. Jordan Nowak

_ 9 Fenwick : caur. .
* Guyer ‘

. _ Mr. LaFalce: with Mr, Hannaford,

Oberstar Rostenkowski Thompson
Obey - Roybak Thornton
O'Hara Russo Tsongas
O’'Nedll Ryan
Ottinger St Germaln, Vander Veen
N.J. Sarasin Vanik
Pattlson, N.Y. Sarbanes Vigorito
heuer Waggonner
Pettis Schroeder Walsh
Peyser Seiberling = Waxman
Pickle <~ Sharp - Weaver
Pike Shipley . . Whalen
Preyer Sikes - - = Wilson, C. H. %
Price Simon ‘Wilson, Tex.
Sisk * Wirth
Richmond Slack < Wolff
Rinaldo Smith, Towa Wright
Risenhoover Solarz Wydier
Roberts - Staggers Yates
Rodino Stanton, Yatron - -
Roe James V. - Young, Alasks
TS . Stark Young, Ga.

Biester. . LaPalce

Blanchard .. Lott .

Clay ' Macdonald

Conlns.'rex. - Minish -
Neal  «

Derricx Nix

Evans, Ind. Patterson.

‘Hannaford - - v ™ R
The Clerk annoum:ed the'*tonowlnx :

pairs: =

On this vote: SRTERES
Mrs. smum ror. with M,

against, ; PR T
-Until further notice: =
‘Mrs, Spellman.with Mr. Bell.

-

PERIRW ~:~¢‘th} AN

i

Lree £

‘Mr. Nix with Mr, Collins of Texas. . P

Mr, Barrett- wmxmrnttersonotclnforw #
nia, 3
MrHayesormdmmthMrReu s
= Mr; Mlcdonaldotmmwhuommm

mnppcwlthmm
. Mr, Stratton with Mr, Blester.
. Mr. AuColn with Conlan. T
Mz, Clay with Mr, Derrick, =~ .. . -

‘"Mr. Evans of Indiana with Mr, Tq i %
7 Mr. Adams with Mr, Stelgerofwmm AR
Mr- Minish with Mr. Stephens. - a
Mr. Neal with Mr. Hansen. -~ ~'¢
‘Mr, Riegle with Mr. Blanchard. ' * <
: Mr, Symington with hm.l’enwdch
+-Mr. Van Deerlin with My, Wyn...
Mr. Reuss with Mr, Lott. . Lot
. Mr. White with Mr. Eindnees:. -

Mrs. PETTIS, Mr. HOWARD, aner
LAGOMARSINO changed thelr voto
from “yea™ to “nay.”
So the motion to recommit- was re-

jected.
The result of the vote was announwd

SERCRYTNTLUE AU R RS St

I demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
‘The -vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 316, nays 73,
not voting 44, as follows:

[Roll No. 1351 i
> YEAS—318 y .
Abdnor Ambro Androws, ;
Abzug Anderson, . N. Daks
Addabbo Calif, 'Arebu- ’
Alexander Anderson, 1L,

Allen ‘M."O N.C. A’pm I
b
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Badillo Green o Natcher -
Baldus Gude edzl
Baucus Hagedorn Nolan
Beard, R.I. Hall Nowak
Bedell Hamilton - Oberstar
Bergland Hammer- Obey
Biaggl schmids. O'Brien
Bingham Hanley O’Hara
Blouin Hannaford- O’'Neill
Boggs Harkin Ottinger
Boland Harrington Patten, N.J.
Bolling Harris Pattison, N.¥Y.
Bonker Harsha Perkins
Bowen Hawkins Pettis
Brademas Hays, Ohio Peyser
Breaux Hébert Pickle
Breckinridge Hechler, W. Va. Pike
Brinkley Heckler, Mass. Pressler
Brodhead Hefner Preyer
Brooks Helstoski Price
Broomfleld Henderson- Pritchard
Brown, Calif. Hicks - "#- Quie
Brown, Mich. Hillis .. ~: Quillen
Brown, Ohio Holland. .. = Railsback
Buchanan Holtzman Randall
Burgener Horton Rangel
Burke, Calif Howard - Regula
Burke, Fla. Hubbard - Rhodes
Burke, Mass.  Hughes - . Richmond
Burton, John Hungate - ~ . Rinaldo
Burton, Phillip Jacobs ;.- Risenhoover
Butler Jeffords . Roberts
Carney Jenrette Rodino~
Carr Johnson, Calif. Roe
Carter Johnson, Pa. . Rogers -
Cederberg- Jones, Ala.. . .- - Roncalio-
Chappell Jones, N.C. . A
Chisholm Jones,; Okla. -
Clancy Jones, Tenn. . .
Clausen, Jordan Y

Don H. Karth = - >
Clay Kastenmeter - Roybal —
Cleveland - Kazen - Ruppe
Cochran Kemp- Russo
Cohen 5 Ketchum. an
Collins, Tl. Keys . St Germain
Conable: Eoch. in
Conte Krebs Sarbanes
Conyers Krueger Scheuer
Corman Lagomarsino  Schroeder
Cornell Leggett Seiberling
Cotter Lehman- . Sharp
Coughlin Lent . Bhipley
D’Amours Levitas Shriver
Daniels, N.J. - - Litton Sikes-
Danielson Lloyd, Calif. Stmon
Davis ~ Lloyd, Tenn. Sisk
de la Garza Long, La. Slack
Delaney. Long, Md. Smith, Iowa
Dellums Lundine Smith, Nebr..
Dent McClory Solarz
Diggs - McCloskey Staggers
Dingell McCormack Stanton,
Dodd - McDade o J. Willlam.
Downey, N.Y. McEwen . Stanton,
Drinan i cFall . James V.
Duncan, Tenn. McHugh - Stark K
du Pont McKinney Bteed-
Early . Madden _Stokes -
Eckhardt Madigan Studds
Edgar Maguire * Talcott:
‘Edwards, Calif. Mann Taylor, N.C.
Eilberg Mathis Thompson
Emery Matsunaga - - Thone
English Mazzoli Thornton
Erlenborn eeds ‘Traxier
Esch Melcher Tsongas
Evauns, Colo. - Metcalfe Vllman
Fary. Meyner Vander Veen
Fascell Mezvinsky Vanik
Findley Michel . Vigorito
Fish Mikva: Waggonner
Fisher Milford Walsh
Fithian Miller, Calif. Wampler
Flood Mineta Waxman
Florio Mink Weaver
Flowers Mitchell, Md. Whalen
Foley Mitchell, N.Y, Whitten
Ford, Mich. Moakiey Wilson, Bob
Ford, Tenn. Moffett Wilson, C. H,
Founcaln Mollohan Wilson, Tex.,
Fraser Moore Wirt!
Frenzel Moorhead, Wolft
Frey Calif. Wright
Fuqua Moorhead, Pa. Wydler
Gaydos Morgan Yates
Giaimo Mosher Yatron
Gibbons Moss Young, Alaska
Gilman Mottl Young, Ga.
Ginn Murphy, Il Young, Tex.
Gonzalez Murphy, N.¥, Zablocki
Goodling Murtha Zeferetti
Gradison Myers, Ind,

»

=t NAYS—T72

Grassley - Passman
Bafalis Haley - ~ Poage
Bauman. Hightower.. . Robinson
Beard, Tenn, Holt . Rousselot
Bennett Howe Runnels
Bevill Hutchinson . Santini = . -
Broyhill Ichord . Satterfield
Burleson, Tex. Jarman Schneebell
Burlison, Mo. Johnson, Colo. Sebelius
Byron - Kasten Shuster .-
Clawson, Del Kindness «Skubitz
Crane Landrum Snyder
Danisl, Dan Latta . Spence
Daniel, R. W. Lott Steelman
Derwinski Lujan Steiger, Ariz.
Devine McCollister - Symms
Dickinson McDonald “Taylor, Mo,
Downing, Va. McEKay Teague
Duncan, Oreg. n Treen--
Edwards, Ala. Martin . Vander Jagt
Eshleman Miller, Ohio Whitehurst
Flynt: =~ - Montgomery- Wiggins
Forsythe- Myers, Pa. ; - Winn
Goldwater. Nichols . J ~ _ Young, Fla.

Evans, Ind. = Nix 7
Evins, Tenn. - Patterson,

Fenwick = Callfig &
Guyer . - Pepper -

agamst..

“Until further noﬁc =%
Mrs. Spellmmvdth Mr. Ashbrook. v
‘Mr. Stratton with Mr. Bansen. - >
_Mr. Minish with Mr. Schulze. . e

" Mr. Nix with Mr. Stephens.- - D AT
: AMENDMENT IN-THE NATURE OF A SUBSTTIUTE -

Mr. Barrett with Mz, Stuckey. .
. Mr. Haaesoﬂ:nd.hns wlthMr Pattermo!
Caurorn.la. 2 ;
Mr. m.gls with Mr. Bhnclurd.
* Mr. Symington with Mr. Mnls.

consin...
Mr. Pepper with m.Wyne. .
Mr, Rees with Mrs. Penwick.- -
.~ Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Derrtct.
Mr. AuCoin with Mr, Bell. - 5 -
_Mr: LaPalce with Mr. Heinz.-
Mr. Macdonald. otln—chuaem wmx n:.
Eelly. - Sl To Y s e e e L
Mr. Neal with Mr. Conhn. = g
Mr. White with Mr. Collins of Tens.
7 'Mr.Udall with Mr. Blester.
Mr. Reuss with Mr. Hyde. - =
'Mr. Adams with Mr. Evans of Indiana..

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska and Messrs.
BOB. WILSON, HILLIS, and ABDNOR

changed their vote from “nay” to-“yea.”._

So the conference report was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.- :
A motion to reconsiderwas laid on the
table.

PROVIDING REPRESENTATION OF
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA IN
CONGRESS

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr,
Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the joint resolu-

'2 line 18, strike cut “amendment of” snd

. offer an amendment in the mtu.re of

H2253

tion (H.J. Res. 280) to 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 genﬂeman from
California (Mr. EDWARDS). . -

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

‘Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the.Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the joint °resolution,
House Joint Resolution 280 with Mr.
SmrrH of Iowa in the chair.-

The Clerk read the title .of, t.he jomt :
resolution.~ " e :

The CHAIRMAN. When th Commit— s

tee rose on March 16, 19786, the joint res- ;.;

olution had been: considered. as- read; -
printed_.in-the RECORD . and open to
amendmentatanspoint. T
The CEAIRMAN 'I'hecm'kwnneport -
the eommittee amendment.- . = X

The Clerk read as follows:’ =~ . -

Committee amendment: On page 2, una 8,

> strike out the words “so elected” and lnurt v
- in lieu thereof the words *,; when» elected.”

The committee amendment was aareed

.Iollows;»,}’-c i

Ammdmntot!’mdby-m.m

insert in-leu thereof “Ammdnunt to””

-

The CHAIRMAN. The quest.lon is on
the amendment offered-by" the gentle-
man from Virginia. ¢(Mr. BUTLER) . %

‘The amendment was agreed to. 2

< OFFERED BEY MR. HUTCHINSON
“Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr::Chairman, X

substitute, > 7y
" -Amendment in the nature of & su
‘offered by M Hurcamnson: Strike out all
after the resolving elause md insert in lien

pro;

COn:tlt\mon of the . United .States, which
shall be valid_to all intents and purposes
as part.of the Constitution when ratified .
by the legislatures of three-fourths of the
several States within seven years from the
dafe of its: mbm!aslorr by tha Oongteas

“SECTION 1 'rhe people - otthe Dlstr!ct—
‘constituting the seat of government of the
United . States shall elect two Senators and
the number of Representatives in Congress
to which the District would be entitled if it

.were a State. Each Senator or -Representa-

tive. when elected, shall be an. inhabitant
of the District and shall possess the same
qualifications as to age and citizenship and
have the same rights, privileges, and obii-
gations as a Senator 6r Bepruentaﬁve from
a State.

“Sec, 2. When vacancies happen in the rep-
resentation of the. District in either the
Senate or the House of Representatives, the
‘people of the District shall 11 such vacan-
cies by election.

“Sgc. 8. The District oonst!tut!ng the seat
of government of the United States shall
appoint, in. such manner #s-the Congress
may direct, a number of electors of Presi-
dent and Vice President equal to the whole

A
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ment. We would demand nothing less for Bevil' % g dorn: o

E e L
our own children. I urge your favorable mbr—--,:.-- e AR
vote on the conference report. Broomfield .

CENERAL LEAVE .. . = Browh, Mich, schmidt . .

Brown, Ohio  Harsha
Mr. CORMAN, Mr.: Speaker I ask Broyhill -
unanimous consent that:all Members g::i‘:.nrﬁ—--
may have 5 legislative days in which $0 Fyreson, Tex Hicks -
revise and extend their remarks on the Burlison, Mo..- mgngo
tonference report under consideration. glyxgcr 3

Farr). Is there objection-to the request cCederbers-
of the gentleman from Can!ormw Chappeil

There was no objection.-::<
Mr. CORMAN. Mr, -Spetkzr I yield Don H.'
myself such time as I may-consume. Clawson,
Mr. Speaker, I wish again to call to g‘o"l‘l‘ni
- the attention of my:colleagues the fact conen-:
that if we are sent back: to. eonference - Conable=
with instructions under-the motion to gg::hlm Sl
recommit, that would-merely mean W8 pgnier Dan?+ Ketchum *
are rejecting the conference report, and  Daniel, R. Wai mogon
that the standards will go-into effect as: g:vr;}unm
of February 1 and, therefore; many day=' ~piiie =
care centers in this ecuntxv‘wﬂllosetheir Dowmnz.

AN AT
Mr. Speaker, I urge -8 no-voie on the

motion to recommit, a.nd!methenem-

bers to adopt this conference report. -

tion on the can!erence report. 3

‘The previous question was ordened.

MOTION TO RECOMMIYT
- JA ¢

Mr.. VANDER JAGT.
offer a motion to recommit. .

‘The ‘SPEAXER pro tempore Is the
gentleman opposed to t'.he eonfermce e~

port?

Mr. VANDER JAGT e ] am. 3
Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tmpore. The Clerk
will report the motion to recommit.

‘The Clerk read as follows: 77 ":

Nir, VanpEr JacT moves to recommit the
conference report on the bill'HR. 0808, to
ths committes on conferemes with -the fol-
lowing instructions to the-managers on the
part of the House: Insist on disagreement
with all portions of the Senate amendment-
except section 2, . T i R

The SPEAKER pro-tempore. W!thout
objection, the previous question '.ls_or- v
dered on the motion to recommmits” .

There was no objection, *— i 1-5=%

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The qm~
tion is on the motion to recommit:

The question was-taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that the s
noes appeared to have it.. e -

Mr. VANDER JAGT. Mr. smker I Burton,John Hall i
object to the vote on the ground that & Burton, Phillip Hanley
guorum is mot present and make the Carmey . . ' . . Harkin
point of order that a quorum is not Chom i -

Esch - fom

RE RO

P e BeE . 2 . Mine
e SPEARKYR pro 3 Conte: - Hays, Ohio
1 quorum is not present- » Ently Conyers’ Hechler, W. Va. Mlitchell, B4, .
P Corman Heckler, Mass. Mitchell, N.Y. -
The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab- Cornell Helstoskl . ~ Moakley
R . DiAmours ~ Holteman - Mollohan
s ¥ ours Ol 01i0
The vole was taken by electronic de= Daniels, N.J. Howard Moorhead, Pa.
ice, and there were—-yeas 153, nays 237, B:exuemn gubbl.rtt} lgorgm
1wt voting - unga 083
42, as follows: = de s Garza Jacobs Mottl -
el I, 14y Dellums Jonneon, Caltt. ﬂ“"’ﬁ??:"
g umsg {+} n, urpny, N.X.
YT YEAS—153 Dent - Jones, Ala, Murth:
Archer . Bafalle Diggs Jones, N.C. mtcner
.ndms N.0. Armstong Bauman Dingsll Jones, Okla. Nedzi
-'!d"e"!. Ashbrook Beard, Tenn, Dodad Jones, Tenn, Nolan
N. Dek, Ashley Bennett Downey, NY. Jordan

Myers Ps.
Nlchols :
O’'Brien
P

Nowak _

: ,,U " 4'Mr, Van Deeriin with Mr, _Wyuo., :

~. as above recorded.

Oberstar . .

M.’r Reuss with Mr. Lott. .

Mrs PE'I'I'IS Mr HOWA.BD a.nd Mr.
- LAGOMARSINO changed their vote
from “yea™to “nay.”
So the. moﬁan*to recommit “Was re-
jected.
‘The result of the vote was announced

The SPEAXER. The tmesﬂorris on the
conference report.’ 5

- Mr. KETCHEUM. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

- The yeas and nays were ordered. - °

The vote was taken by electronic de-- -
vice, and there were—yeas 318 ‘nays 72.
not voting 44, as follows:

.“IRoll No. 1251 B
B TEAS—318 i
Abdnor Ambro Andrews, --
Abzug - Anderson, JN.Daks
Addsbbo Calir, Archer-. . °
Alexander Andouon.m. Ashley

Allen _Andnv:. A.:pm :
¥
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lillo v e tion<(HJ. Res. 280)4:0 amend the Con- : z

aldus stitution to prunde for representation of. -
Saucus ' ~the District of Columbia in the Congress.
Bedall T I - . The SPEAKER. The question is on the
Bergland motion offered by -the. gentleman from :
Binco -California (Mr. EDWARDS)-- 3 : o
o g - The motion-was agreed to.-.
Bogzs .:"‘I‘N m unnn:n'n O’ THE WHOI.I
ggm:. “Acct ordmgly the’ House rsolved itself 3
Bopiker “into.the Committee of the Whole House %

Bowen

" “on the State of the Union for the further
consideration -of -the. joint - ‘resolution,.
House ‘Joint Resclution-* 230 vnth Mr.

> th *
teerose on March 16, 1976, the~joxnt Tes- -
eolution had been considered as.,read,

~ Committee amendment: On page 3, line &,
strike out the words *“so elected’*n.nd insert
n Heu-thereol. the words *, when elected.”;

. zn.amendment.. ";m:"".—-# S Py
‘The-Clerk read a.s‘touows,,

Lomg, Md- "‘-';&nu.h. Towa: -
"~ Lundine =3y o Bmi

S T A Pepperwith m.wvyne
Mr. Rees with Mrs. Penwick:: -
. Mr. Evins of Tenneueemtkm

e M‘r ‘AuCoin with Mr. Bell. -,

S ng LaPAIce with Mr. Heinz:~

thereof- the ‘following::“That_the :following %
2o article- is proposed-as—an amendment:to-the =
e Constitution “of . the- United ..States,. which*
Mr.”-shall be valid to.all intents snd- purposes=:
- ~-. a8, part'of the:Constitution wher ratified =
by the- legislatures of three-fourths ‘of the -
“several- States within seven -years. from -the ,_’f
o date of- its’submission: by tbrC'cng.-e-ss.——-n ey

T HARTICLE = ke,

S . Mx, musmurﬂydei‘-'": £
% m'm:n_swiﬂ:w Evu:sot!ndiana

“Mrs.-SMITH of Nebraska and Mesers, Sonstituting the sest of government of “the -

- United _States -shall elect. two. Senators and
BOB- WILSON, HILLIS‘and"ABDNOR - “the number of Representatives in.Congress

changed their vote from “nay” to-“yea.”. o which the District would be entitled:if it

Pithian Miller, Calif. ~Wampler ~  ~ So the conference report was agreed t0. were a State. Each Senator o ‘Representa- =
Flocs e —— The result of the vote was announced tive when-elected, shall be-an inhsbitant
Flowers Mitchell, Md. ~ Whalen as above recorded.- . = -of the District ‘a;i shall. gos.sees the um: o 2
Foley Mitchell, N¥.  Whitten ’ . Teco ms qualifications as to age and citizenship and
Ford, Mich.  Moakiey Wilson, Bob talj)l] mohpn o msider la:d un the ‘have the same rights, privileges,~and obH=-7 i
Ford, Tenn.  Moffett Wilson, C. H. e = - gations as a Senator 6r Representative from
Fountaln ﬁouoha.n Wilson, Tex. ‘a State. % = R
Fraser 00 S T L oim
Prenaes Maenend, -~ Weis PROVIDING REPRESENTATION OF “Sc. 2. When yacencies n?pl;n in e rep-
Frey Calif, . Wright THE TRI UMB resentation o e - Distric e r .-
Fuqua Aloorhead, Pa. Wydgler CONG%?SSS T OF SOk IA m Senate or the House of Representatives, the
Glaimo Mocser i people of the District shall il such vacan-

- vl - Xatron Mr. EDWARDS of Calitomia. Mr.  cies by electton.
Gibbons 2loss Young, Alask: ™
Glman 3ot Youns. Ga.  Speaker, I move that the House resolve Sec. 3. The District constituting the seat

rIm Etates ‘shall
Gomaies  MUZSY.L - YoungTer - ffself fnto the Commitiee of the Whole Sf Eovermment Df oo Cnited s Bl
Goodling Moriha i Zeferetti House on the State of the Union for the may airect, a number of electors cf Presi-

Gradison AMyers, Ind. further consideraﬂon of the joint resolu- dent and Vice Presldent equal ic the whoie
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THE YHITE HOUSE
TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES:

I am returning w1tnout ny aoproval, H.R. 92803, a -
bill which would perpetuate rigid Federal child day care-

standards for all the States and localities in the- Waulon,

- with the cost to be pala bv the Federal taxpayer.

I cannot approve leglolatlon whici 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 renoving of burdensome
Federal restrlctlons.' .

I an flrnly comnltted to provxdlng Federal aszistance

to States for social services programs, including child

ddy care.  But I am opposed to unwarranted Federal lnter-

ference in States' adnlnlstratlon of these’ programs. :

The States ‘should have ths resaonszbllltj -- and the
right =-- to establisli and enforce their own quality day
care standards. My recently proposed Federal Assistance
for Commnnxtj Services Act wou;d adopt this principle,
and with it greater State flexibility in other,aspects of
the use of social services funds available: under Tltle XX
of the 3001a1 Secutlty Act. '-j

H.R. 9803 is the antxtheszs o*c Y proposal It would

rnake permanent highly controversial and costly day care
staff-to-children ratios. And it would deny the States
the flex1b111ty to establish and enforce their own sta&:-
ing standards for federally assisted day care.

This bill would not make day care services more widely

available. It would only make them nore costly to the

Armerican taxpayer. It would demand the expenditure of §125

million over the next six months, and could lead to $250
million more each year thereafter.

H.R. 9893 would also specifv that a portion of Federal

social services funds be avallable 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 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 priorities. This »
bill would undermine the Title XX cormitment to State - -
initiative by dictating not only how day care services
are to be provided, but also how 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
rates for other Title XX~-supported services, thereby
further complicating the States' administration of social
services programs. Iiy proposal would, on the other hand,
elininate State matching requirements altogether.

norxe
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,  tloreover, H.R, 9303 would create an unfair Situation
lérwnlch sone child day care centers would operate under a
dliferent set of standards than other centers within the
Same State. Those day care centers in which fewer than 29
percent of those served are eligible under Title XX could
be exempt from Federal day care standards. “his provision
would hgve the probable effect in some instances of reducing
the availability of day care services by encouraging day
cars centers to reduce the proportion of children in their
Sare who are eligible under Title XX in order to meet the
quota” set by H.R. 9303. In those centers not choosing to
tak? 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. 1In effect, they would be helping to™’
subs;dlze the high costs imposed on day care providers
serving Title XX-eligible children. o ‘

t

- There is considerable debate as to the appropriateness
or efficacy of the Federal dav care standards imposed by
H.R. 9803. In fact, the bill recognizes many of these
guestions by postponing their enforcement for the third tinme,
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

lg-month study ending in 1977, to evaluate their
appropriateness. S S

Rather than pursue the unwise course charted in this
bill, I urge that the Congress extend, until Octobexr 1,
1976, the moratorium on imposition 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 Community Services Act, under which States
would establish and enforce their own day care stafiing’
standards and fashion their social services programs in
ways they believe will best meet the needs of their
citizens. - .

GERALD R. FORD

THE WHITE HOUSE,
April 6, 1976 ,

## 4R E
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THE WLRITE [IQUSE

TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES:

I an returning without my approval, H.R, 2803, a
'bill which would perpetuate rigid Federal child day care
standards for all the States and localities in the Hation,
with the cost to be waid by the Federal taxpayer.

I cannot approve legislation whicihi 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 reroving of burdensome
Federal restrictions.

I an firmly committaed to providing Federal assistance
to States for social services programs, including child
day care. But I am opposed to unwarranted Federal inter-
ference in States' administration of these programs.

The States should nhave the responsibility == and the
right =-- to establish and enforce their own guality day
care standards. ily recently proposed Federal Assistance
for Community Services Act would adopt this principle,
and with it greater State flexibility in other Wspects of
the use of social services funds available under Title XX
of the Social Security Act.

II.R. 9803 is the antithesis of rnw proposal. It would
nake 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 staif-
ing standards for federally assisted day care.

This bill would not make day care services more widely
available. It would only make then nore costly to the
Anerican taxpayer. It would demand the expenditure of §$125
million over the next six nonths, and could lead to $259
million more each year thereafter.

H.R. 9303 would alzo 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 of Title Xi, 1
little over a year ago, the States and the voluntary
service organizations fought hard to win the right to
deternine both the form and the content of services to
be provided according to their own priorities. This
bill would undermine the Title XX cormmitment to State
initiative by dictating not only how day care services
are to be nrovided, but also how they are to be financed
under 7Title XX.

It would introduce two additional 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 social
services programg, liyv proposal would, on the other hand,
elininate State matching requirements altogether.

nore
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Moreover, H.R. 9303 would create an unfair situation
in which some child day care centers would operate under a
different set of standards than othsr centers within the
same State. Those day care centers in which fewer than 20
percent of those served are eligible under 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 children in their
care who are eligible under Title XX in orxrder to neet the
"quota" set by H.R. 9303. In those centers not choosing 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-waying 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. 9303. 1In fact, the bill recognizes many of these
gquestions 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 tihese standards
closely in the administration of their day care programs.
The Congress itself has required by law that the
Departmnent of Health, EBEducation, and ilelfare conduct an
18-nonth study ending in 1977, 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 moratorium on imposition of Fedsral day care
staffing standards that it voted last Octobexr. 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 dayv care staffing
standards and fashion their social services prograns in
ways they believe will best meet the needs of their
citizens,

GERALD R. FORD

THE WHITE HOUSE,

April 6, 1976 ,
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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
Soclal 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 sencourage 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 i3



I.

II.

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

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 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 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.

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. T
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Veto of Child Day Carc Bill

The President’s Message to the House of Representatives
Returning H.R. 9803 Without His Approval.
April 6, 1976

Tothe House of Refresentatives:
I am returning without mv approval, H.R. 9803, a

bill svhich would perpetuate rigid Federal child dav care

Morcover, H.R. 9803 would create an unfair situation
in which some child day care centers would operate under

standards for all the States and Jocalitics in the Nation,
with the cost to be paid by the Fedceral taxpaver.

71 cannot approve legislation which runs directly coun-
ter to a basic principle of government in which I ctrong]\
believe-—the vesting of responsibility in State and local
government and the removing of burdensome Federal re-

strictions.
I am firmly committed to providing Federal assistance to

States for social services programs, including child day
care. But 1 am opposed to unwarranted Federal inter-
ference in States” administration of these programs.

The States should have the responsibility---and the
right--to cstablish and enforce their own quality day care
standards. My recently proposed Federal Assistance for
Community Services Act would adopt this principle, and
with it greater State flexibility in other aspects of the use
of social services funds available under Title XX of the
Social Security Act.

H.R,_9J803 is the antithesis of my proposal.-It would
—

make permancnt hichly controversial and costly day care

staffzto-children ratios. Apaat would deny the States the

flexibility to c\*mhliih and enforce their own stafling stand-
ards for fc ssis

This bill would not make day care services more widely

a different set of standards than other centers within the
same State. Those dav care centers in which fewer than
S e -
20 pc scrved are celivible under Title XX
could be_exempt from Federal dav care standards. This
proyision would have the probable efiect in_some an-
stances of reducing the availabilitv of day mm«*n‘if‘cs by
encouraging dav care ceniers to reduce the proportion of
cRITATeH 1N IDCIT CATC Who AT cnable under Title AN in
= B
order to mcet the “quota sct bv H.R. 9803. In those
centers not choosing to take advantage of this loophale,

the effect could well be to increase dav care costs to fam-

ilies who usc these centers on a fee-paving basis. In cf-
fect, they would be helping to subadize the high costs
imposed on day care providers serving Title XX-cligible
children.

There is considerable debate as to the appropriatencss

or efficacy of the Eederal dax dards imposed by
HR. 9803. In fact, the bill_rccognizes many of thc<c
qucstlons by postponing their ¢nforceient {

time, in this casc-to [ulx 1 of this year. Fewer than one in
four of the States have chosen to follow these standards
closely in the a(’mmxstratxon of their day care programs.

The Congress its by law that th
raent_of Health, Education, and Welfarc_conduct an

available. It would only make them more costly tg the

American taxpayer. It would demand the expendityre of
$125 illion_over the next six months, and could lead
to $250 million morc cach vear thercattgr.

H.R. 9803 would also specify that a portion of Federal
social services funds he available under Title XX of the
Social Sccurity Act for a narrow, categorical purpose. In
the dcliberations leading to enactment of 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
accordmg to their own prx()nncs This bill would under-
mine the Title XX commigment to State initiativ
dictating not oirly how day care services are to be provided,
bt also Tiow ey ar wapced under Title XX,

Itwould_introduce two additional Federal matching
rates for some dav care costs that are hicher than the rates
for other Title N X-upported scrvices, thereby further
comphcatng the ! Lnistrg i 1

rogranys. My proposal would, on the other hand, climin
ate State matching requirements altogether.

18-month study ending 1n 1977, to evaluate their

appropnatcness.
ather than pussue the unwise course charted in this

bill, I urge that

1976, the moratoriy arc
staffing standard It voted last October. This would

give the Congress ample time to enact my proposed Fed-
eral Assistance for Community Services Act, under which
States would establish and cnforce their own day care
staffing standards and fashion their social services pro-
grams in ways they believe will best imeet the needs of their

citizens.
Gerarp R. ForD

The White House,
April 6, 1976.




Veto of Child Day Care Bl

The President’s Message to the House of Representatives
Retwrning 11.R. 9803 Without His A fproval.
April 6, 1976

Tothe House of Rc/wsmmli:'es
I am returning without mv approval, H.R. 9803, a

bill which would perpetuate rigid Federal child day cave
standards for all the States and localities in the Nation,
with the cost te be paid by the Federal taxpayer.

J cannot approve ]cr'hl ition which runs directly coun-
ter to a basic pnnrxp]c of government in which 1 <tronr*1\
believe-—the vesting of responsibility in State and local
government and the removing of burdensome Federal re-
strictions.

1 am firmly committed to providing Federal assistance to
States for social services programs, including child day
carc. But I am opposed to unwarranted Federal inter-
ference in States’ administration of these programs.

The States should have the responsibility—-and the
right-—to establish and cnforce their own quality day care
standards. My recently proposed Federal Assistance for
Community Services Act would adopt this principle, and
with it greater State flexibility in other aspects of the use
of social scrvices funds available under Title XX of the
Secial Sceurity Act.

H.R. 9803 is the antithesis of my proposal.-It would
make permanent highly controversial and costly day care
staff-to-children ratios. And it would deny the States the
flexibility to cstablish and enforce their own stafling stand-
ards for federally assisted day care. :

This bill would not make day carc services more widely

available. It would only make them more costly to the

American taxpayer. It would demand the expenditure of
$125 million over the next six months, and could lead
to $250 million more cach year thereafter,

H.R. 9303 would also specify that a portion of Federal
social services funds be available under Title XX of the
Social Sccurity Act for a narrow, catcgorical purposc. In
the deliberations leading to cnactment of Title XX, a
little over a year ago, the States and the voluntary service
organizations fought hard to win the right to dctermine
both the form and the content of scrvices to be provided
according to their own prioritics. “This bill would under-
mine the Title XX commitment to State initiative by
dictating noi oisly how day care services are to be provided,
but also how they are to be financed under Title XX

Jt would introduce two additional Federal matching
rates for some day care costs that are higher than the rates
for other Title X X-wupported services, thereby further
complicating the States” administration of social senvices
programs. My proposal would. on the other hand, climin-
ate State matching requirements altogether.

Morcover, H.R. 9803 would create an unfair situation
in which some child day care centers would aperate under
a dificrent set of standards than other centers within the
samc State. These day care centers in which fewer than
20 percent of those served are cligible under Title XX
could be exempt from Federal day care standards. This
provision would have the probable cffect in some in-
stances of reducing the availability of day care services by
cncouraging day care centers to reduce the proportion of
children in their care who arc cligible under Title XX in
order to meet the “quota™ sct by- H.R. 9803. In those
centers not ¢hoosing to take advantage of this loophale,
the cficct could well be ta increase day care costs to fam-
ilies who usc these centers on a fee-paying hasis. In cf-
fect, they would be helping to subsidize the high costs
imposed on day care providers serving Title XX-cligible
children. '

There is considerable debate as to the appropriatencss
or efficacy of the Federal day care standards imposed by
H.R. 9803. In fact, the bill rccogntzes many of these
questions by pestponing 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
closcly in the administration of their day care programs.
The Congress itsclf has required by law that the Depart-
ment of Health, Educatiog, and Welfare conduct an
18-month study ending in 1977, to evaluate their
appropriatencess.

Rather than parsue the unwise course charted in this
bill, I urge that the Congress extend, until October 1,
1976, the nioraterium on impeosition of Federal day care
staffing standards that it voted last October. This would
give the Congress ample time to enact my proposed Fed-
eral Assistance for Community Services Act, under which
States would csiabiish and cnforce their own day carce
stafling standards and fashion their social services pro-
grams in ways they believe will best meet the needs of their
citizens.

Gerarp R. Forp
The White House,
Apnil 6, 1976.
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CCIGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES
House of Representatives
ashington, D. C. 20515

April 30, 1976

" Dear Colleague:

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 standairds until July 1, 1976. The previous postponement expired on
February 1, without the Hays 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 mandate costly, inflexible Federal standards
governing the number of supervisors that a day care center serving Title XX children
must employ. This is a Hashington-inspired tcol 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.

Unfortunately, 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 "carrot and stick" approac
we will lay our differences aside and promptly legislate a postponement to permit the
standards to be examined on theair merits.

You should bear in mind that while the bill directly affects only centers servim
~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 c71ents

I mlght add that I see no merit in the "eleventh hour” argument that fac111ties
need these funds to meet health and 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 staffing postponement was enacted.

S1ncere]
‘>j?4
Jg;;f}ander Jagt
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FACT SHEET ON H.R. 9803, THE CHILD DAY CARE BILL . proeit +Chutvr

ﬁma | o MP%;

v ~ TI. WHY THE PRESIDENT VETOED THE BILL
?0; W

Mw The President's veto of H.R. 9803, the child day care bill, was
"’l ﬁ“:?n-u a0 ~ based on the following grounds:

MN’VM -~This bill is the antithesis of the President's proposed Federal
w(“ﬂ’l Assistance for Community Services Act (H.R. 12175, S. 3061)

.0 under which States would set and enforce their own day care
MM staffing standards just as they now set teacher-pupil ratios

in public schools. (0VM)

~~This bill would not make day care services more widely available,

Ww only more costly to the American taxpayer. It would increase

A the Federal share of day care costs by $125 million over the

MZ next five months and lead to an added $250 million annually
thereafter, without reaching more children. than are now being

served. STRN RATW - . . G
: ~-This bill would also increase day care costs for families which
’ use Title XX-supported day care facilities on a fee-paying basis.

,“f. *“,W -=~This bill would perpetuate costly, controversial Federal staffing
, W standards for day care services funded under Title XX of the
it 6t

Social Security Act--standards rejected by three out of four
Wm States in the past. The Congress itself has ordered an 18-month
*  study of their appropriateness with the results of that study
h"’ 3 ¢ f“ ""‘ due next year. .
M “ go«M- RiMpPd |
n

- —==This bill would create an unfair situation by exem ters Y8ur
with fewer than 20 percent Title XX-eligible children from G md‘”

enforcement of the Federal standards. It would encourage some muﬂ\' ’
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.

~

ITI. 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.

e

April 30, 19767

,,,,, \')\,w_m/’;(‘



CHAIRMAN - BARBER B. CONABLE, JR.

(Kepublican Policy Committee
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
1620 LONGWORTH BUILDING

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515
202/225-6188

e
- U vay 3, 1976 <
g&ﬂf CmS%sress T e Stateféﬁg N G ,
econd siom . = ' “H.R. 9803 . o s

FEDERAL CHILD DAY CARE STANDARDS - A PHONY EMDRGENCY

The veto of H.R. 9803 legislation giving States $125 million for meeting Fed-
eral standards for dnld day care, stu::uld be sustained. ‘Congress should not let it-
self be held hostage to the esmt:icnality that often clouds the merits or defects of
programs involving small children | ‘ :

The issue before theHouse is mtmetherdaycare stn:ldbepmvided For many
working mothers, federally-aided da.y care makes the d:!fferenee bebmm jobs and wel-
fare. Voting to sustain the veto of H.R. 9803 is not a vote to eliminate these need-
ed services.. o «

Neither is the issue the qual:.ty of child cave services. 'mare is broad agree-=
ment that if-day care is prov:tdeé it should try to dssure the children s sound physi-
cal, -intellectual and emotional development. - -

The crux of this debate is how to resolve a phony election year "emergency”
created by Congress as a deliberate play for a Presidmtial veto. Despite 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 between now and October -- the approach taken in the vetoed H.R. 9803 -- and
sharply curtailing services now being offered and forcing many working mothers to re-
turn to the welfare roles. The Republican Policy Committee favors a third, far more
sensible option -- simply postponing or suspending the controversial, expensive fed-
eral staffing standards and allowing services to continue operating at present levels.

The federal staffing standards which federally-assisted child care programs are
requived to meet are highly controversial. Even child develorment experts and day
care professionals cammot agree on appropriate child-to-staff ratios. Yet Congress



H.R. 9803 - Page 2

has repeatedly insisted for two years that the States comply with these costly staff-
ing standards or face finmcialpenalties even though fewer than one in four of the
States have chosen to follow these standards. .. . . - | | R
Opponents of "big: goverrnment: corplain that federal intervention in the mimutiao |
of local and state matters often amounts to mmteq)rodwtive meddli:g Cmgressio—
nal insistence on mplazentatim of federal day, care center staffing requirements
would be a classic example of comterptochctivé "big gevernment!' interference at its
worst. R T TR SR | ‘
Instead of relentlessly, pursuing this doubtful course, the Republican Policy
Conmittee urges Congress instead to-postpone .or-suspend thestafflm reqi&rsnentfs and
devote its energy to enacting the Adninistratim s proposal for givitg Stat:es great:er |
responsibility and flexibility in administering all, soglal service programs under o |
Title XK of the Social Securlty Aet,. including child day care programs. This would -
be a positive step to curb the intrusion of federalbureaucrats and politicians in |
local and state responsibilities.. . .. . . . . .
Title XX child day care services are needed })y thqusands of mrking mothers
The Republican Policy Cormittee believes. thesg services cmld best be mﬁmed and
serve the most children by sustaining the veto af H. R. 9803. poar.t:pcrnlngy the :lnple- |
mentation of federal staffing reqxﬂ.ranaatsandenacting instead the Adninistratim s
proposal for strengthening the administration of these sé;:vj.ees at the state ievel.

Wy e ro
A T O A
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o S May 3, 1976
94th Congress = .. . Statement {9
Second Session . o ILR. 9803 "

FEDERAL CHILD DAY CARE STANDARDS - A PHONY EMCRGEMCY

The veto of lL.R. 9803 legislation giving States $125 million for meeting Fed-
eral standards for cinld day care, shrauld be sustained. Congress should not let it-
self be held hostage to t.he emt:i.onality t:hat often clouds the merits or defects of
programs involving small children |

The issue before the House is not :mether day care should be provided. For many
working mothers, federally~aided day care makes the ﬁfferenoe bemem jobs and wel-
fare. Voting to sustain the veto of H.R. 9803 is not a wote to eliminate these need-
ed services. S | | ,

Neither is the iﬂs‘.suevtt;t_ze quality of child care services. There is broad agree=
ment that if day care s provided, it shouldztry to assure the children's sound physi-~
cal, intellectual and emoticnal development. :

The crux of this debate is how to resolw a phony election year 'emergency"
created by Congress as a deliberate play for a Pres:.dmtlal veto. Despite 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 millicns of tax dol-
lars between now atid October -- the approach tal'en in the vetoed H.R. 9803 -~ and
sharply curtailing services now being offered and forcing many working mothers to re-
twrn to the welfare roles. The Republican Policy Comnittee favors a third, far more
sensible option -- simply postponing or suspending the controversial, expensive fed-
eral staffing standards and allowing services to continue operating at present levels.

The federal staffing standards which federally-assisted child care programs are
required to meet are highly controversial. Even child development experts and day
care professionals cammot agree on appropriate child-to-staff ratios. Yet Congress
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has repeatedly insisted far two years that the States comply with these costly staff-
ing standards or face financialpalalties even though fewer than cne in four of the
States have chosen to follow these standards. .. . . |
Opponents of "big goverrment'! canplain that federal intervention in the mimitize
of local and state matters often amounts to counterproductive meddling. Ccngressio-
nal insistence on implementation of federal day care cemier staffii;g requirements
would be a classic example 6f counterproductive '"big gcvetmen;’f iﬁterference at its
Instead of relentlessly. pursuing this doubtful course, the Republican Policy
Cormittee urges Congress instead to-postpone or. suspend thé st:affing reqxﬁreznents 'and
devote its energy to enacting the Administration's proposal for givmg States greater |
responsibility and flexibility in-administering all soclal service programs under |
Title XX of the Social Security Agt, including child day care programs. This mld |
be a positive step to curb the intrusion of federa},v,,_pgeaqcrats and politicians in |
local and state responsibilities.. - B .
‘I‘itle XX child day care services are; naeded by thqusamis of woﬂcing mthers
The Republican Policy Corrrittee believes. these. sexvices could best be cmtitmed and
serve the most children by sustaining the veto of H.R. 9803 postponin? the it!ple-
mentation of federal staffing requirements.and enacting instead the Ad:ﬂ.rxistration s
proposal for strengthening the adninistratmof these séfvices at the state ievel.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

STATEMENT BY .-THE -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 1n 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 would make permanent highly controversial
and costly day care staff-to-children ratios. And it would
deny the States the necessary flexibility to establish and
enforce 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 servlces according to thelr own priorities.
This bill would undermine the Title XX commitment to allow
the various States thelr 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. 1In 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.
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For these reasons, I urge the Senate to join me 1in
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 thelr social services programs in ways they
believe will best meet the needs of thelr citizens.
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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 sald 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 thelr citizens.

I congratulate the members of the Senate from both

partles who resisted heavy pressure to vote for this bill
and voted instead for good government and fiscal responsibility.
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