
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H 8943September 14, 1995
This project has been to EPA. It has

been to Fish and Wildlife. I cannot
name the alphabet soup of Federal
agencies this project has been to. And
so I would just say, the importance of
corridor H, let me talk about stream
crossings, for instance.
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To avoid contaminating streams with
piers supporting the highway, the
State has agreed to place beams out-
side the streams that span the water-
way. The State will develop an erosion-
control process and methods to seal off
acid-bearing strata. The State is going
to take unprecedented action to pur-
chase extra land and right-of-way to
accommodate the environmental con-
cerns. The State will reclaim the slopes
with indigenous plant life, not just
grass.

The State also, in terms of excess
earth-work disposal, the State is not
going to leave this up to the contrac-
tors, but in the case of corridor H will
decide a detailed cleanup and disposal
in the contract for each specific site.

There are going to be those gathering
this weekend in West Virginia to at-
tack corridor H again. Incidentally, I
find it interesting that much of the at-
tack on corridor H comes from outside
of the State, not inside the State. I in-
vite them to visit very many of our
counties, where I am confident that 65
to 75 percent of our population strong-
ly supports corridor H. As they gather
in West Virginia, and we welcome
them, of course, I urge them to drive
the Elkins to Buckhannon segment to
see what can be done. If they want to
go further, they can go from
Buckhannon to Weston, and under-
stand the true economic significance of
corridor H as well. Drive the
Buckhannon to Elkins segment and see
what has been accomplished, see what
we have been able, working together,
to achieve; experience what corridor H
is bringing to central West Virginia.
That is the environment that we all
love. That is the environment we all
want to safeguard. Corridor H can con-
tinue that process.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DIAZ-BALART). Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. FRANK] is recognized
for 5 minutes.

[Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. WARD] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. WARD addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-

woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]
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THE GUAM COMMONWEALTH ACT
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Guam [Mr. UNDERWOOD] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, This
afternoon I want to address the current
situation regarding our effort to ad-
vance the cause of a new political sta-
tus for Guam as envisioned in the
Guam Commonwealth Act, H.R. 1056. I
introduced H.R. 1056 on February 24,
1995, as my first bill of the 104th Con-
gress.

The Guam Commission on Self-De-
termination, a bipartisan commission
of Government of Guam officials and
citizen participants, is currently in dis-
cussions with the Clinton administra-
tion to resolve specific areas of dis-
agreement on the specifics of the draft
Guam Commonwealth Act. These dis-
cussions have been on hold for some
time because of the resignation of the
administration’s Special Representa-
tive for Guam Commonwealth, Mr. I.
Michael Heyman, earlier this year.
After several months spent searching
for a replacement for Mr. Heyman, the
administration has appointed a very
capable individual to complete the
task at hand, Mr. Stanley Roth, an As-
sistant to the President and the Senior
Director of Asian Affairs in the Na-
tional Security Council. We are pleased
with the selection of Mr. Roth, and we
believe that he has the necessary un-
derstanding of Guam’s issues and the
skill to build on the progress that has
been achieved by Mr. Heyman in the
past year.

The Guam Commonwealth Act, H.R.
1056, would redefine the way the Fed-
eral Government relates to Guam, and
would give Guam the tools we need to
succeed in the next century. Guam has
a robust economy fueled by its visitor
industry. This year Guam expects to
attract over 1.3 million visitors. Guam
is relatively self-sufficient, and Guam
is not seeking a new Commonwealth to
get new Federal money—instead, Guam
is a success story of the insular terri-
tories, and Guam’s drive for a new sta-
tus is motivated by a partnership that
is good for America and good for Guam.

As America’s westernmost soil, 10,000
miles and 15 time zones away, Guam is
America’s front door to Asian trade.
Guam is often thought of as being stra-
tegically important to the United
States in military terms. But Guam is
also strategically important in project-
ing American influence and American
democracy in our part of the world.

The new majority in Congress has
undertaken to reshape the Federal re-
lationship with the States, and has
given national attention to this issue.
However, there has not been very much
thought given to how the new federal-

ism would affect the insular terri-
tories. It is not an automatic assump-
tion to say that power that is divested
from the Federal Government would be
given to the territories in the same
way that it is given to the States. We
have already seen examples in legisla-
tion affecting the territories where the
empowerment of the States has not
translated into an empowerment of the
territories. I would point out, just as
many conservative leaders have point-
ed out, that the 10th amendment re-
stricts the power of the Federal Gov-
ernment, and reserves those powers not
granted to the Federal Government to
the States and the people. It may sur-
prise some to learn that the 10th
amendment does not apply to the terri-
tories. While we are not States, we are
still people. But, all constitutional pro-
tections afforded to any American in
any State are also afforded to the
Americans in the territories.

Guam’s Commonwealth Act chal-
lenges this Congress to look at the
Federal relationship in this era, and of-
fers a new relationship within our con-
stitutional framework. We have pro-
posed a framework that gives Guam
stake in the Federal system. We have
proposed a framework that is based on
the American concept that power
drives from the consent of the gov-
erned. And we have proposed a frame-
work that unleashes the economic po-
tential of Guam within the American
system.

I hope that this Congress would deal
with these issues in a serious and
forthright manner, and that we can
begin the process of shaping the new
Commonwealth for Guam early in the
next session. I look forward to the
weeks and months ahead and to our
work with Mr. Roth and the Guam
Commission on Self-Determination.
The Chairman of the Guam Commis-
sion, Governor Gutierrez, has signaled
his eagerness to get on with the busi-
ness of completing the Commonwealth
discussions and bringing this issue to
closure. Working together with Guam
and the Federal Government, I have
every confidence that the aspirations
of the people of Guam for a new Com-
monwealth can be fulfilled.

I urge my colleagues to support H.R.
1056, the Guam Commonwealth Act,
and I challenge this Congress to find a
role for the Americans in the terri-
tories as they redefine a new federal-
ism.

f

LEGISLATION RESTRICTING FIRST
AMENDMENT RIGHTS FOR ALL
AMERICANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, on Au-
gust 4 the majority party passed a pro-
vision in the Labor-HHS appropriations
bill sponsored by the gentleman from
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Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK] that was de-
signed, if you can believe this, to re-
strict the first amendment rights of ev-
eryone in America if they receive any-
thing of value from the Federal Gov-
ernment, restrict their employees and
those with whom they do business.

The Istook language, however, ex-
empts those who contract with the
Federal Government, as opposed to re-
ceiving a benefit or thing of value. I
watched, therefore, with great interest
during the consideration of the defense
appropriations bill just a week ago
today when there was a discussion be-
tween the gentlewoman from Colorado
[Mrs. SCHROEDER] and the chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations, the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON] about whether the political
speech and activities of defense con-
tractors should also be limited.

As the Speaker will remember, the
gentlewoman from Colorado [Mrs.
SCHROEDER] offered an amendment that
was a watered down version of the po-
litical activities restriction the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK]
and the majority party had endorsed in
August in the appropriations bill. The
Schroeder amendment would have dis-
qualified for Federal defense contracts
any business that spent more than a
small amount of its budget on State,
local, and Federal political activity of
almost any kind.

As with the Istook language, I be-
lieved the Schroeder amendment was a
bad idea and I voted against it; but I
describe it as a watered down version
of the Istook political speech restric-
tion amendment, because the Schroe-
der amendment would not have re-
quired contractors to report their po-
litical activities to the Federal Gov-
ernment, whereas the Istook amend-
ment, which applies to all other groups
receiving anything from the Federal
Government, does require political ac-
tivities reports to be sent in to the
Federal Government.

I say it was a watered down version,
because the Schroeder amendment
would not have subjected contractors
to harassing lawsuits from any citi-
zens, whereas the Istook amendment
does that, subjects all other groups to
this sort of litigation. But, Mr. Speak-
er, even in this watered down state,
most Republican Members of this body
voted against any restriction on how
much defense contractors can lobby
the government. Those voting no in-
cluded most of the leadership of the
majority, folks who had previously
voted, unabashedly, to restrict the
ability of churches, nonprofits, individ-
uals, and even many businesses, to
speak to the public or to their elected
officials at the State, Federal, or local
level about important policy issues.

The majority needs to explain to the
American people why they feel it is OK
to muzzle ordinary citizens and organi-
zations, but at the same time let de-
fense contractors who take billions of
dollars in Federal contracts do so with-
out any of the same restrictions.

The inconsistency here, and that is a
polite way of putting it, the inconsist-
ency in the majority leadership and
most of its members’ position is made
very clear by the comments of the
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations who, after having voted for
the Istook language, characterized the
amendment of the gentlewoman from
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] last week
as follows:

* * * a denial of the privilege of the First
Amendment, which is the right of speech
under the Constitution of the United States,
to exercise their opportunity to speak to
their government, to the representatives of
their choice.

Mr. Speaker, why are the first
amendment rights of defense contrac-
tors to lobby the Government for more
contracts and funds more protected
under the Constitution than the
YMCA’s or the Catholic churches or
the American Red Cross’ first amend-
ment rights to advise us on issues af-
fecting kids or older Americans or the
safety of the Nation’s blood supply? Is
it different because the YMCA receives
funds to provide after school day care,
instead of funds to build missiles and
planes? What kind of Constitution does
the majority think that we have?

Mr. Speaker, when the Istook politi-
cal speech restriction amendment
comes before us again for another vote,
and I expect it will, please remember
those words of the chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations, his elo-
quent defense of the first amendment
rights of defense contractors, and for
the sake of fairness, let us support the
same fundamental rights for the
YMCA, the Catholic Church, and the
rest of this Nation.

f

THE MEDICARE PRESERVATION
ACT OF 1995

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from New Jer-
sey [Mr. PALLONE] is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, today
the American public was expected to
receive the details of the Republicans’
plan to slash Medicare, but the Repub-
licans seems to be delaying further,
and really, we do not know when the
specific plans are going to be released.
I have to say, Mr. Speaker, that I was
outraged to find out how few details we
were actually given in the document
that was presented today by the Repub-
lican leadership. I have a copy of it
here, the Medicare Preservation Act of
1995.

We do know that we are talking
about cutting $270 billion out of Medi-
care, and we know that that is going to
have a devastating impact on senior
citizens, because it is the largest Medi-
care cut in the history of this country,
but to this day and at this hour, with
only, I think, about a week left before
there is supposed to be a 1-day hearing
before the Committee on Ways and

Means on the Medicare changes, we
still do not have the details of the plan.

I think it is really unfortunate, be-
cause the seniors that I know that are
in my district are demanding to know
how this cut is going to affect them.
They are not buying into this Repub-
lican smokescreen about reforming
Medicare. The fact of the matter is
that Medicare is not broke, it has
worked very well for the last 30 years
in providing health care and good qual-
ity health care for most senior citizens,
and all that we really have is a Repub-
lican plan to essentially take $270 bil-
lion out of the Medicare program to fi-
nance largely a tax cut for the wealthi-
er Americans.

I do not think it is fair. I do not
think it is fair that the senior citizens
of this country should have to take
such a large brunt, if you will, of the
effort to provide a tax cut, or of the ef-
fort to provide deficit reduction.

One of the bases that the Republicans
are using for saying that this large cut
is necessary is that they claim that
within 7 years Medicare will be insol-
vent. They base that on a trustees’ re-
port that came out this year, and we
get trustees’ reports from Medicare on
an annual basis.

What they fail to point out is that
historically there has not been as much
as 7 years outlays, if you will, for Medi-
care funding. Oftentimes it has only
been 1 or 2 years before Medicare is in-
solvent. The reason for that is because
this Congress traditionally did not
want to leave a lot of money available
for Medicare in future years because of
the fear that it would be raided by pro-
vides, and that hospitals or doctors or
other health care providers would say
to themselves ‘‘Gee, there is this large
pot of money out there, so we had just
better charge more for our services.’’

There is no reason in the world to
think that because for 7 years we have
enough money to pay for Medicare
services and for health care for seniors,
that somehow that means that the sys-
tem needs to be radically changed. It
does not. They are only proposing this
cut, this huge cut, in Medicare because
they want to use it to pay for a tax cut,
again, mostly for well-to-do Ameri-
cans.

This plan that was released today by
the Republican leadership, and it is not
a plan, it unfortunately does not pro-
vide much information at all; it does
not tell us how this $270 billion is going
to be implemented, this cut, cut it does
have some pretty scary things in it
which I would like to relate, if I could,
during my time here this evening.

First of all, with regard to the part B
premium, which is the part of the Med-
icare Program that pays for doctors’
bills, essentially, the one that seniors
now basically voluntarily contribute to
out of their pocket, but of course most
seniors use it in order to finance their
payments for doctors, for their physi-
cians, the part B premium essentially
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