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House of Representatives
The House met at 9 a.m. and was

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. MILLER of Florida).

f

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
September 15, 1998.

I hereby designate the Honorable DAN MIL-
LER to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 21, 1997, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to 25 min-
utes, and each Member, except the ma-
jority leader, the minority leader, or
the minority whip, limited to 5 min-
utes, but in no event shall debate con-
tinue beyond 9:50 a.m.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. JONES) for 5
minutes.

f

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE
GREENVILLE TAR HEEL LITTLE
LEAGUE ALL STARS

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I grew up
in Farmville, North Carolina, playing
Little League Baseball. In fact, it is
one of my favorite childhood memo-
ries. Little League helped me to learn
early in life the importance of respon-
sibility, trust and teamwork. It contin-
ues to do the same today for 14 boys
from Greenville, North Carolina, and
the nearly 3 million young men and

women who participate in Little
League Baseball worldwide.

In August, 14 young men, members of
the Greenville Tar Heel All Stars,
brought together a community, and in
doing so they brought excitement and
hope to the citizens of North Carolina.

Each summer, from the time Little
League Baseball held its first World
Series in 1947, young men and women
have dreamed of reaching the U.S.
finals. This dream came true for the
Greenville Tar Heel All Stars.

Last month the team from the Third
District of North Carolina traveled to
Pennsylvania to compete for the World
Series title. This marked the first time
since 1952 that a team from North
Carolina has made it to the World Se-
ries. After a week of competition, I am
proud to congratulate the Tar Heel
team for finishing second in the Nation
to the world champion team from
Toms River, New Jersey. This is an
outstanding achievement for the
Greenville All Stars, whose motivation
and dedication helped them reach their
goal and perform as true champions.

Being home during the August re-
cess, I had the opportunity to see sev-
eral of these games on TV. As it always
seems to happen when young people
excel, the community of families,
friends and fans rallied together to sup-
port the hard work and dedication of
the young team that came to serve as
examples for us all.

To the Greenville All Stars, the
world champion Toms River team and
all Little League teams, congratula-
tions. You performed as true winners.
And to the 14 members of the 1998
Greenville Little League team, Richard
Barnhill, Sam Byrum, Taylor Gagnon,
Zachary Garris, Justin Hardee, Kevin
Hodges, Jordan Lee, Michael Lilley,
Brack Massey, Jon-Durham Morgan,
Shelton Nelson, Patrick Warrington,
Alex White, Brandon Brown; and
coaches Mason Lilley, Randy White,
Greg Benner, Pete Carraway; Manager

Wayne Hardee and Commissioner Lynn
Cherry, congratulations. You have
made North Carolina proud.

The achievements of the Greenville
Tar Heels on the regional and state
level created a wave of excitement that
brought together the citizens of Pitt
County and all of North Carolina to
support and celebrate in their success.
The boys’ hard work and winning atti-
tude filled us with a sense of pride as
we cheered on the hometown team.

Participating in a team sport like
baseball can teach children some of the
most important values they will learn
in life, responsibility, hard work and
the importance of working together.
Little League Baseball also works to
instill character and courage in today’s
youth. In fact, the Little League pledge
is this:

‘‘I trust God. I love my country and
will respect its laws. I will play fair
and strive to win. But win or lose, I
will always do my best.’’

These are ideals that are important
to remember at any stage of life. The
Greenville Tar Heel Little League
team played well, and in the eyes of all
North Carolinians they are winners.
Not only did they succeed on the field,
but they succeeded in bringing to-
gether and strengthening the commu-
nity that watched, cheered and shared
in their achievement. Through their
success, we have all learned that with
hard work, dedication and the support
of family and friends, success is within
the reach of all who wish to achieve it.

The Greenville All Stars brought
pride to our community and will for-
ever remain winners in our hearts and
in our minds. Congratulations.

f

REPAYING THE SOCIAL SECURITY
TRUST FUND

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from
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Washington (Mr. ADAM SMITH) is recog-
nized during morning hour debates for
5 minutes.

Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington.
Mr. Speaker, in the early part of this
decade, no problem seemed more
unsolvable than the problem of our
growing Federal deficit. It was at over
$200 billion at that point, projected to
hit $300 billion in rapid succession, and
projected by the end of the decade to be
well over $500 billion. Now, fortunately,
we began to head in the right direction
at that point and were actually almost
in a position to get to a balanced budg-
et.

That is the good news. The bad news
is that we are now looking like we are
going to snatch defeat from the jaws of
victory.

The biggest part of this problem
comes from the talk that we have
heard here recently about a surplus. I
hear my colleagues talking about it, I
see it on television, I even hear it in
my local press, that there is going to
be a $1.6 trillion surplus over the next
10 years.

The only problem with that is it is
not really true. We are not going to
have a $1.6 trillion surplus, and the
talk about that surplus I find very dis-
turbing, because it puts us in a posi-
tion to back away from our commit-
ment to a balanced budget. It gives us
the illusion that we have money that
we do not have, and I fear that it is
going to get us to the point where we
are not going to get to the balanced
budget that we have worked so hard for
over the past 7 or 8 years.

It is important to explain these fig-
ures. So if we are not going to have a
$1.6 trillion surplus, why are so many
people saying we are going to have a
$1.6 trillion surplus? It is because they
count the money that we borrow from
Social Security as income. It is just an
unusual way of accounting that they
do back here in Washington, D.C.

Somehow, if we borrow money from a
bank or from anyplace else, that
counts as being borrowed, but if we
borrow it from Social Security, it
counts as income. Well, that is not
true, because, just like the bank and
like any other source, we have to pay
the money back to Social Security,
plus interest.

Now, you might say, well, so part of
the $1.6 trillion surplus comes out of
the Social Security trust fund. Well,
that still gives us some money to play
around with.

Unfortunately, when you look at the
$1.6 trillion over 10 years, only $31 bil-
lion of that $1.6 trillion comes from
any place other than the Social Secu-
rity trust fund. So we truly do not have
a surplus.

Unless we are willing to spend money
that comes directly out of the Social
Security trust fund on something else,
we do not have a surplus. We cannot
consider it a surplus, and we must be
honest in the way we evaluate those
numbers.

I find it particularly disturbing to
hear some of my colleagues from the

Republican side of the aisle talking
about this surplus, because I remember
back in the late eighties and early
nineties they were the ones who first
raised the argument that this was un-
fair, that we were masking the true
size of the deficit.

Now, at the time Democrats were in
the majority, so it was in their politi-
cal interest to make that point, be-
cause it made us look bad. I was very
troubled by that argument at the time,
and I was troubled by it as a Democrat
for one very good reason: They were
right and we were wrong. We needed to
address that issue and change it. But
now we are in the latter part of the
1990’s, they are in the majority, and
now they are talking about a surplus,
as if the Social Security trust fund was
income that we could spend any way
we want.

We need to stop doing that. We need
to be honest about the numbers and
make sure that we stay on a path to a
balanced budget. A balanced budget is
critical to this country. It helps our
economy and protects our future. We
need not to back away from it.

I understand with why we do this. I
have people come by my office every
day who have ideas to spend money on
a variety of programs or have ideas for
tax cuts in a variety of areas, and rare-
ly does someone come by my office and
present an idea where I can honestly
say no, that would be a complete waste
of money. That would not do any good
for anybody.

Yes, there are programs that can use
more money and taxes that could be
cut, but the point is, where is the
money going to come from? That is
when you get to hard decisions.

No one likes to make hard decisions,
so what we want to do is we want to
say we can take it from the surplus.
That is the easy answer. It is free
money. We can give you tax cuts, we
can give you spending, everything you
want, we can promise you the world,
and we can simply take it that take it
from this mythical surplus. So I under-
stand why we want to do this, because
it is an easy way out.

But we were not elected to take the
easy way out. We were elected to give
people honest answers and give them
an honest assessment of where the
budget is. And the honest assessment is
that we are doing okay. We are headed
in the right direction. But we do not
have a surplus this year, and we do not
have that $1.6 trillion projected surplus
that we have heard so much about over
the last 10 years. Almost all of that
money is taken from the Social Secu-
rity trust fund, is borrowed from it. It
is not money that we can spend, for the
very good reason that we have to give
it back. We have to give it back, plus
interest. And if we have spent it, we
are going to run up debts or not be in
a position to pay the money back.

I strongly urge this body in the last
four or so weeks that we have in ses-
sion here to not break down from our
commitment. We have worked so hard

to get to a balanced budget. Let us get
there. Let us be honest about the num-
bers, and let us stop using the money
that we borrow from Social Security to
mask the true size of our deficit.

f

ASSISTING AMERICA’S FARMERS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to talk about a very important
issue, not only for people in my dis-
trict, but I think for people all over the
United States.

Yesterday morning I met with farm-
ers in Kasson, Minnesota, and we
talked about low commodity prices.
For the benefit of Members who prob-
ably do not follow commodity prices
and how they affect our farm economy
and ultimately affect the entire econ-
omy, I would like to bring our col-
leagues up to speed.

Yesterday I think the posted price in
Kasson, Minnesota, for corn was $1.44 a
bushel. To inform my colleagues, the
cost of production on that corn is
somewhere north of $2 per bushel.

I know that some of our colleagues
on the left are saying the problem is
Freedom to Farm, that that was a huge
mistake in the farm bill we passed sev-
eral years ago, and that is the reason
for that. It is curious, however, they
were not complaining when the price of
corn was in excess of $3 a bushel.

The truth of the matter is, allowing
farmers the decision about where and
how they want to plant their crops and
which crops to plant on which acres,
the whole notion of allowing freedom
to farmers I think is a good idea and an
idea whose time had come.

The problem is that we have lost over
$5 billion worth of exports over the last
year or year-and-a-half. That is $5 bil-
lion that has come right out of the
pockets of farmers throughout the
United States.

But it has particularly affected the
farmers in the upper Midwest where we
are very dependent on export markets.
Why has that happened? For a variety
of reasons. One is the decline in the
economy in Asia. That was a very large
export source for us, particularly in
the upper Midwest. But $5 billion has
come right out of the pockets of farm-
ers. Coincidentally, this administra-
tion has failed to use nearly $5 billion
in export enhancements. At the very
time we need to export more, the ad-
ministration has done less in terms of
encouraging more exports.

What are we going to do about this?
I think it is incumbent upon the Con-
gress to respond, and to respond this
fall. Obviously, because we have had
relatively good farm incomes for the
last couple of years, we are not in a cri-
sis state yet, but we certainly will be,
unless Congress takes some immediate
and important actions and takes them
yet this fall.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7695September 15, 1998
First of all, I think we need to make

certain that the United States has a
seat at the bargaining table as it re-
lates to trade talks.

One of the most important things
this Congress can do, and I hope we
will do it next week, is to vote on Fast
Track. As I talk to farmers around my
district, and literally I have talked to
thousands over the last month, one of
the most important things they all tell
me is that we need to pass Fast Track.
Whether you are talking to the Corn
Growers Association, the Soybean
Growers Association, the Farm Bureau,
virtually any farm group that you talk
to put as one of their top priorities
passing Fast Track so we can negotiate
with our trading partners and get a
bigger share of the world market out
there.

The next thing we have got to do is
make certain we enforce the trade
agreements that we currently have
with our trading partners. It is no se-
cret that many of our trading partners
are not living up to the agreements
they have signed with the United
States, whether it is the heavy sub-
sidies in Europe or our friends to the
north in Canada.

There is clear evidence, and now we
finally have the administration filing a
301 petition in the World Trade Organi-
zation against Canada for some of the
things they have been doing. They have
not lived up to their agreements under
the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment as far as we are concerned, par-
ticularly on the issue of dairy. We see
where they are continuing to try to
keep American exports out of Canada.
They are applying penalties to the
United States and using some of that
penalty so they can further subsidize
their exports into other markets, fur-
ther putting American producers be-
hind the 8-ball. So we have to do more
to enforce the trading agreements that
we have.

Another point that has come up in
many of my discussions with farmers is
we understand that we have got to do
all we can as a Nation to help rebuild
those economies, particularly in Asia.
The issue of the IMF, the International
Monetary Fund, has come up at many
of the meetings I have been at. I think
there is generally support for doing
something to try to strengthen those
economies, but there is a growing con-
cern, and I share that concern, that
much of the money we have given to
the IMF has been wasted.

In fact, I think Indonesia and Russia
are good examples. When you look at
the evidence of the billions and billions
of American tax dollars that have been
spent in those regions, we see very lit-
tle evidence that it has made much dif-
ference. So I and some of my col-
leagues are talking to people here in
Washington about rather than giving
in to the administration’s request for
another $18 billion of American tax dol-
lars going into the IMF, why do we not
take at least half of that money and
provide low interest loans to some of

our trading partners so they can buy
some of this surplus grain that we have
here in the United States at low prices?

We are like that car dealer or that
carpet dealer that is overstocked, and
we are having a sale of the century. We
ought to move that grain and use that
money so that our trading partners can
buy that at low-interest loans.

There are a number of things that we
can do here in Washington in the next
several weeks to improve the lot of
farmers in Minnesota and around the
country, and hopefully we can get that
done.

f

MOVING FORWARD ON A POSITIVE
AGENDA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want-
ed to take my 5 minutes this morning
to stress again, as I have several times
on the floor over the last week or so
since we came back from our August
recess, how important it is for us to
move forward on a positive agenda that
addresses some of the major concerns
that the American people want us to
deal with before this Congress adjourns
in approximately four weeks.

I have to say the Democrats are
united behind a strong and bold agenda
which addresses the real challenges
that face working families. Democrats
have been working together over the
last year and will be over the next few
weeks to enact our priorities and de-
liver a clear message to the American
people about what we stand for.

There are two main areas which I
think need to be prioritized. One is the
idea of saving Social Security first,
and the other is a Patients’ Bill of
Rights, or HMO reform.

I am very concerned about what may
happen this week with regard to a tax
bill that is proposed to come out of the
Committee on Ways and Means this
Thursday and that will spend a signifi-
cant portion of the so-called surplus
that we allegedly have, but will not ad-
dress the concerns over Social Secu-
rity.

In fact, in today’s Congress Daily,
some of the Republican members of the
Committee on Ways and Means who
were concerned about addressing the
Social Security issue actually were
told that they will have to wait until
next year to deal with that; we will do
the tax bill first and worry about So-
cial Security later.

Well, that is the wrong priority. We
should be dedicating every penny,
every penny of that surplus, towards
shoring up the Social Security system,
rather than providing short-term tax
cuts that will primarily help the
wealthiest Americans.

President Clinton said at the begin-
ning of this year, and he has repeatedly
said over and over again, that Demo-

crats want to make sure that whatever
surplus there is over the next few years
is used to basically make the Social
Security system sound, because we
know that in another 20 or 30 years
there will not be enough money in So-
cial Security to pay for current levels
of benefits.

What we also need to point out is
that most of the Social Security trust
that is in surplus right now has been
lent, if you will, to the Federal Govern-
ment, and has to be paid back with in-
terest.

Well, right now if you look at that
trust money that has been lent to the
government and essentially been used,
we do not really have a surplus in our
general revenue funds, because we have
to pay back that Social Security
money that was lent to the govern-
ment. So I will insist, I will insist, and
I think that most of my colleagues in
the Democratic Party will insist, that
before any tax cut is given back and
any money is spent of this so-called
surplus, that we make sure there is
enough money left to pay for Social Se-
curity.

That is not the case right now. There
is not enough money in the so-called
‘‘surplus’’ to pay back what is owed to
the Social Security system, and we
should not be passing any tax cut bill
or giving out or even spending money
on new programs or priorities until we
make sure that that money is available
for the Social Security recipients.

The Republicans are going to try to
mask that this week and pretend as if
there is a surplus out there. There is no
surplus when you think about the
money that has to be paid back to So-
cial Security. Let us not pass a tax bill
unless we have a guarantee in that tax
bill that the money will be set aside for
Social Security before any more money
is spent or paid out in tax cuts this
year.

The second issue that I would like to
raise, and I think we need to address
before Congress adjourns in the next
four weeks, is HMO reform. The Demo-
crats have put forth a Patients’ Bill of
Rights. The President, again, in his
State of the Union address earlier this
year, emphasized that we need to pass
HMO reform during this Congress. The
Democrats have put forth a very good
bill called the Patients’ Bill of Rights
that is real HMO or managed care re-
form. We need to pass this legislation
before we adjourn.

Again, the key elements of this bill,
I would just like to list some of the key
elements of the Patients’ Bill of
Rights: Guaranteed access to needed
health care specialists, access to emer-
gency room services, continuity of care
protections, access to timely internal
and external appeal process, limits on
financial incentives to doctors, assur-
ing doctors and patients can openly
discuss treatment options, and an en-
forcement mechanism that ensures re-
course for patients who are maimed or
die because of health plan actions.

The main thing we want to do with
this Patients’ Bill of Rights is we want
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the decision of what kind of care you
will get, whether you will get an oper-
ation, whether you will be able to say,
stay in the hospital a few extra days,
have that decision be made by the phy-
sician and his patient, in consultation
with the patient, and not by the insur-
ance company.

Too many people have been denied
care under their HMO policies or their
managed care policies, and that should
not be the way it is in this country. We
have quality health insurance, but peo-
ple have to be able to assure, if they
need a particular operation, if they
need a particular procedure, that they
can have it.

That is what Democrats stand for,
and that is what we will be fighting for
over the next four weeks.

f

CUBAN TERRORISM AGAINST
AMERICA CONTINUES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. DIAZ-BALART) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
rise this morning first of all to com-
mend the FBI. They yesterday carried
out a very important operation in fur-
therance of United States national se-
curity, along with, obviously, other
law enforcement agencies and the U.S.
Attorney for the Southern District of
Florida.

The United States is indeed blessed
to have agencies such as the Federal
Bureau of Investigation and our other
law enforcement agencies, as well as
the intelligence community generally,
that works day in and day out to pro-
tect the national security of the Amer-
ican people.

Yesterday, the arrests that were
made, ten in all, were of spies for the
Cuban dictatorship, agents of the
Cuban dictatorship engaged in activi-
ties, in espionage activities, to infil-
trate U.S. centers of military, politi-
cal, economic and academic power, as
well as means of communication. That
is the mission of the state security in-
telligence services of the Cuban dicta-
torship.

So when we see an action such as the
one carried out yesterday by the FBI,
all of the American people have to feel
pleased, supported and protected, and
in exchange I think it is the duty of all
Americans to support the FBI, to com-
mend the FBI and our other law en-
forcement agencies.

I think yesterday’s arrests of Cuban
spies in the United States underlines
the true nature of the terrorist state in
Havana. These arrests by U.S. authori-
ties of numerous Cuban intelligence
agents, I am sure, will serve to remind
the American people of the genuine na-
ture and continued threat posed by the
Cuban totalitarian regime, just 90
miles from the shores of the United
States.

Despite what is evident on behalf of
the majority of the media and the

means of communication is a total ig-
noring of the reality of Cuba. Just the
night before, how ironic, CNN, that tel-
evision network that has sometimes
been referred to as the ‘‘Castro News
Network’’ because of its fetish for seek-
ing to make Castro at all costs look
good, and I know that is something
that is impossible, but it is continu-
ously attempted to be done by CNN.
CNN had provided one hour of prime
time to the Cuban tyrant, one hour of
prime time, with the main objective of
giving him an opportunity to white-
wash and somehow project that he did
not in fact in writing call for a nuclear
first strike upon the United States of
America during the missile crisis in
1962.

Castro, some of you may have seen
the interview, pulled out these books of
reports and tried to somehow say, obvi-
ously with no follow-up, absolutely no
follow-up questioning by the CNN re-
porter, that no, he did not really mean
to say that the Soviet Union should
launch a nuclear first strike.

Well, how ironic, that just the next
day, and a generation later, it is that
same regime led by that tyrant that
has spies in the United States that
were arrested for precisely caring out
activities against U.S. military and po-
litical centers of power.

So I commend the FBI. There is so
much more that has to be done. There
is an indictment that is prepared, it is
ready, it was prepared by the U.S. At-
torney in South Florida, against the
Cuban regime. This was leaked out of
frustration, by the way, by the U.S. At-
torney to the press, when evidently
from Washington the order came down
that the indictment was not to be
issued.

Prosecutors have an indictment
ready charging the Cuban government
as a racketeering enterprise for a 10
year conspiracy to send tons of Colom-
bian cartel cocaine through Cuba to
the United States. This indictment is
ready. The evidence is available. It is
overwhelming. The Clinton Adminis-
tration has in fact ordered this indict-
ment to be placed in a drawer and hid-
den. Because of the frustration, it was
leaked to the media.

I have not even had time to address
the dangers this morning to our na-
tional security from the nuclear power
plants that Castro is building, but, Mr.
Speaker, in coming days I will address
on this floor those threats.

f

REPAYING THE SOCIAL SECURITY
TRUST FUND

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today, first of all, to commend my col-
league from Washington (Mr. SMITH)
who spoke earlier today. I was sitting
in my office going through correspond-

ence from my constituents when I
heard his comments on the plan to
spend the interest on the Social Secu-
rity trust fund on a tax cut that is part
of the Republican Party, the majority
party’s plan either to have this year or
next year.

I think this is one of the largest mis-
takes that we could make in this coun-
try. I think we have to go back and
take a look at the economic history,
the fiscal economic history of the
United States, to see where we are,
how we got there and the risk that this
plan provides to the American people.

It was not too long ago in 1992 when
the country was looking at fiscal defi-
cits in the range of $292 billion a year.
In fact, if we go back to 1981, we see
since that time the national debt has
quadrupled to $5.4 trillion. In terms of
our gross domestic product it has dou-
bled to the level of 677 percent to the
level of our Gross Domestic Product,
something that no business or no state
or local government in our country
would allow their finances to get into.
Interest on the debt has become the
third highest Federal program since
1981, tripling over that time.

Now, after many years of very strong
fiscal medicine to get our fiscal house
in order, starting with the 1990 budget
agreement that was passed by the
Democrats in the House and the Sen-
ate, the 1993 budget agreement that
was passed by the Democrats in the
House and the Senate, and followed by
the 1997 bipartisan Balanced Budget
Act, the Congress has now been able to
show the country that we can live
within our means and get the budget in
balance, and this year in fact we are
looking at the possibility of a surplus
in the range of $65 billion in the unified
Federal budget.

But that should not cover over the
fact that we still have this enormous
debt, and it should not evade the fact
that the total unified budget would
only be in balance because of the huge
surplus in the Social Security trust
fund.

Some of my colleagues have sug-
gested that perhaps the interest on the
Social Security trust fund is not really
the property of the Social Security
trust fund or the beneficiaries. I would
remind my colleagues, and I contacted
the Treasury Department to get a copy
of the bond that the Social Security
trust fund is invested in, and that is a
bond just like any American or anyone
could go down to their bank or to their
brokerage House and buy, and it is a
bond backed by the full faith and credit
of the United States Government, just
like any other Treasury bond. It is not
just the principal, but the interest that
is paid.

The interest on the Social Security
trust fund belongs to the beneficiaries
of the Social Security trust fund. The
idea that somehow you could bifurcate
the trust fund, only giving the prin-
cipal and not the interest, makes no
sense at all. Certainly those of us who
come from the business world, and I
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know many of my colleagues on the
Republican side came from the busi-
ness world, as did I, would never do
anything like that. They would be
laughed out of the marketplace.

But what this comes down to is tak-
ing money from the Social Security
beneficiaries and using it for a tax cut,
which we could not need. But even
worse than that, what this would do is
add to the national debt, that is al-
ready starting to consume a vast
amount of our annual Federal budget.

And what does the Congressional
Budget Office say? The Congressional
Budget Office says even if we stayed
within the levels of the 1997 balanced
budget agreement, but allowed for de-
mographic growth, no increase in
spending, with the growth in Medicare
and the growth in the Social Security
system as the baby-boomers come on
line with retirement, that our national
debt could get as high as 200 percent of
the gross domestic product by the mid-
dle of the next century, which would
mean that interest on the debt would
become the largest Federal program
and would start to squeeze out things
like education, like national defense,
as well as Social Security and Medi-
care.

Now, let me also remind my col-
leagues what the esteemed chairman of
the Federal Reserve, who we often hear
about on the floor of the House from
both sides of the aisle, said about the
situation. He was very clear in a hear-
ing before the House Committee on
Banking and Financial Services just a
few weeks ago that paying down the
debt was the most important thing we
could do. In fact, he said the paydown
of debt associated with the Federal sur-
plus has helped hold down long-term
interest rates.

Let us not spend the Social Security
beneficiaries’ money on a tax cut. Let
us pay down the debt.

f

INFORM AMERICAN PEOPLE OF
RESULTS OF ATTACKS ON TER-
RORISTS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. STEARNS) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, several
weeks ago the President addressed the
Nation and told the American people
that based on convincing evidence he
had linked the bombings of the embas-
sies in Nairobi, Kenya, and Dar es Sa-
laam, Tanzania, to Osama bin Ladin,
the Saudi millionaire whose base of op-
erations is in Afghanistan. He went on
to say that he had given our Armed
Forces orders to launch cruise missile
attacks against these targets. The
first, of course, was a terrorist training
camp in Afghanistan. The second tar-
get was a pharmaceutical plant in
Sudan where evidence pointed to the
fact that it was being used to manufac-
ture chemical weapons.

Mr. Speaker, what troubles me about
this is that since these strikes were

made, we have not heard anything
more from the President or his admin-
istration about this matter. The ques-
tion is, did we achieve our bombing ob-
jectives at these two sites? Where is
Mr. Ladin today? Is he still alive and
still operating in secret and conspiring
against the United States, or was he in
the training camp when we destroyed
its base of operation in Afghanistan?

As the days went by after these retal-
iatory strikes were carried out, new in-
formation surfaced about the pharma-
ceutical plant in Sudan. On September
1st, the Los Angeles Times reported
that Shifa Pharmaceutical Plant pro-
duced human and veterinarian medi-
cines for the impoverished nation and
the evidence about Mr. Ladin’s finan-
cial stake in the facility had been over-
stated.

Mr. Speaker, the President owes this
country a full accounting, because the
orders he gave, which were carried out,
could have far-reaching effects that
impact every U.S. citizen living both
here and abroad. There is a long his-
tory of terrorist activity against the
United States. Sadly, our response has
been weak at best.

I would like to read you a quote from
Mr. Jensen, an international editor of
the Rocky Mountain News in Denver in
his article entitled ‘‘Responding to
Terrorist Attacks.’’ He states,

Our government imposes sanctions on so-
called rogue nations that sponsor terrorism,
which hasn’t altered their behavior one bit,
but one makes no effort to go after terrorists
on the ground. In most cases it does not even
retaliate for terrorist attacks.

Mr. Speaker, we are a civilized na-
tion and thus far have refrained from
fighting terror with terror. Is that the
answer? Mr. Jensen goes on to say that
Israel, through the Mossad, has per-
fected the art of fighting terror with
terror.

Mr. Jensen’s article also points out
that over the last few years, 90 foreign
hostages, including 11 Americans, have
been held in captivity by Hezbollah and
its operatives. Eleven were killed or
died while in captivity.

Such atrocities cannot be allowed.
Do we as a nation deal with such vi-
cious attacks against our citizens by
seeking to use the rule of law? Accord-
ing to Mr. Jensen, in the few instances
where we have retaliated, such as
President Reagan’s bombing of Libya
and President Clinton’s use of the
Tomahawk missiles, the civilian cas-
ualties that resulted have caused such
international outrage that our reasons
for taking such actions were totally
obliterated.

We must make our enemies realize
that if they take action against our
country, we will take swift and deci-
sive action against them as well.

Therefore, it is not my intention this
morning to criticize the President’s ac-
tions, because I think they were justi-
fied, based upon American intelligence
and foreign intelligence. Thousands of
people were killed in Kenya and Tanza-
nia, and I do not think we should stand

idly by and pretend it did not happen.
However, I am concerned that we have
lost credibility in the international
community because of the confusion
about why we took the actions we did
against these specific targets.

Mr. Speaker, my message is simple
today: Mr. President, do you not think
the American people have a right to
know whether our mission was success-
ful? Please tell us today.

f

RECESS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until 10 a.m.

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 38 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess
until 10 a.m.

f

b 1000

AFTER RECESS
The recess having expired, the House

was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. EWING) at 10 a.m.

f

PRAYER
The Reverend Dr. Kenneth L. Sam-

uel, Victory Baptist Church, Stone
Mountain, Georgia, offered the follow-
ing prayer:

Let us pray. Gracious God, our help
in ages past, our hope for the new mil-
lennium, and our strength to stand this
day, we are deeply grateful for the
amazing grace and the wondrous mer-
cies which have established us and sus-
tained us as a people. Lord God, we
have seen you move in and throughout
our history to cultivate us and to cor-
rect us and to challenge us to make
real the vision of our national mantra:
One Nation under God, indivisible, with
liberty and justice for all.

We know that the challenge to secure
the rights of everyone, without deny-
ing the rights of anyone, is easier said
than done. We know that the distinc-
tion between mercy for our weaknesses
and judgment for our wickedness is
often difficult to discern. But we also
know that for every noble vision, You
provide sufficient provision. And so we
look to You for divine direction to ac-
complish Your divine directive.

Father, when You have shown us the
way, please give us the courage and the
faith to walk therein. We thank You
today not just for the blessings You
have bestowed upon us, we thank You
today for the opportunity to make our
blessings count. We thank You today
for the opportunity to demonstrate our
greatness through our service to hu-
mankind, and in that light we ask that
You would help us to become greater
than we have ever been before.

We offer this prayer in the name of
the Christ who came that we might
have life, and life more abundantly.
Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Chair has examined the Journal of the
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last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

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

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentlewoman from North Carolina
(Mrs. MYRICK) come forward and lead
the House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mrs. MYRICK led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

DISPENSING WITH CALL OF
PRIVATE CALENDAR ON TODAY

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to dis-
pense with the call of the Private Cal-
endar today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain 15 1-minutes on
each side.

f

REPUBLICAN MEMBERS DESERVE
APPLAUSE FOR PLAN TO SAVE
SOCIAL SECURITY WHILE PRO-
VIDING TAX RELIEF

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

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, this
morning I heard a lot of demagoguery
from this side of the aisle. And let me
say that I am not one to brag about
things, but I believe that the Repub-
licans have found a sound, logical, and
fair plan to save the Social Security
trust fund.

Now, we might not be able to eat a
pack of crackers and at the same time
whistle ‘‘Dixie’’, like some of my lib-
eral colleagues, but, Mr. Speaker, Re-
publicans have come up with a plan to
save Social Security while at the same
time providing tax relief to the Amer-
ican workers.

The Republican budget surplus plan,
the 90–10 plan, sets aside 90 percent of
the general revenue surplus until we
make good on our commitment to save
Social Security. The other 10 percent
will be used for real tax relief to the
American working men and women.

No smoke and mirrors here, Mr.
Speaker. While my liberal Democratic
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
would like to use the same surplus to
fund more of the same bureaucratic
nightmare programs that, frankly,
make Baby Elmo look like Freddie
Kruger, Republicans are fighting to use

this money to shore up the Social Se-
curity trust fund and provide real tax
relief to the American working fami-
lies.

I applaud my Republican colleagues
for their hard work on this historic leg-
islation, and I urge all Members in the
House to support the 90–10 plan.

f

IN HONOR OF THE EXHIBITION:
LINUS PAULING AND THE TWEN-
TIETH CENTURY
(Mr. BROWN of California asked and

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

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to comment on the ex-
hibition, Linus Pauling and the 20th
Century, which will open in San Fran-
cisco on September 20th.

This national touring exhibition is
dedicated to the late Dr. Linus Pauling
for his extraordinary contributions to
science and humanity. In 1954, Dr. Pau-
ling received the Nobel prize in chem-
istry. He also won the Nobel Peace
Prize in 1962.

The exhibition is designed to inspire
audiences with the life of one of the
greatest scientists and humanitarians
of this century and to teach our chil-
dren about the important role sci-
entists can play in the progress of
human culture and world peace.

Mr. Speaker, I want to recognize the
role of Dr. Daigd Ikeda, President of
Soka Gakkai International, for his ini-
tiative in organizing this special ex-
hibit. Dr. Ikeda, an international peace
activist, developed a deep friendship
with Dr. Pauling during the final years
of his life, and their dialogue was pub-
lished in a 1992 book entitled, ‘‘A Life-
long Quest for Peace.’’

Mr. Speaker, I take great pride in
supporting this exhibition to promote
the legacy of Dr. Pauling in the U.S.
and around the world. I ask my col-
leagues to join me in honoring the
opening of the Exhibition: Linus Pau-
ling and the Twentieth Century.

f

CASTRO REGIME NOT READY TO
REFORM ITSELF FROM TOTALI-
TARIAN VISION
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, as
if we needed more evidence about the
national security threat posed to the
United States by the Castro regime,
the FBI yesterday arrested 10 individ-
uals for operating a spy ring in the
U.S. for the Cuban Communist regime.

The Cuban spy ring’s mission was the
collection of information about U.S.
military installations and anti-Castro
groups operating in Florida.

The FBI bust is the latest proof that
after 40 years in power, the Castro re-
gime has no intention of changing its
totalitarian ideals or its hatred for the
freedom and democracy represented by
the United States.

Castro continues to support inter-
national terrorist groups, is construct-
ing a dangerous nuclear power plant a
few hundred miles from the U.S., and is
said to be developing the capability for
biological weapons. This does not
sound like a regime ready to reform
itself from the totalitarian vision that
it continues to promote.

Those who continue to make excuses
for the Cuban tyrant’s behavior should
finally wake up to reality.

f

AN AMERICA WITH TWO LEGAL
STANDARDS IS AN AMERICA
WITH NO LEGAL STANDARDS
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, if Joe
Q. Citizen lied in a civil trial, he would
be sued for every penny. If Joe Q. Citi-
zen lied to a Grand Jury, he would go
to jail. Lying is perjury. Perjury is a
crime.

Now, having said that, what is going
on here, Mr. Speaker? Does America
now have two legal standards, one for
you, one for me; one for he, one for she;
one for generals, one for soldiers; one
for Presidents, one for residents?

Let us tell it like it is. Joe Q. Citizen
cannot apologize, Joe Q. Citizen is not
censured, Joe Q. Citizen is prosecuted.
And let me warn Congress: An America
with two legal standards is an America
with no legal standards.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of the lives of all of the soldiers that
gave their lives fighting to preserve
our freedom.

f

TRIBUTE TO SARAH DOOLIN OF
HILLSBORO, ILLINOIS

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

Mr. SHIMKUS. I would like to take
this opportunity, Mr. Speaker, to com-
mend a constituent of mine from the
20th Congressional District of Illinois:
Sarah Doolin of Hillsboro.

At the young age of 16, Sarah is al-
ready an accomplished leader. As a
leader of Brownie Troop 535, which is a
position almost exclusively reserved
for adults, she earned the J. C. Penny
Golden Rule Award. In addition to
these exceptional accomplishments,
she has also done volunteer work at
The Escape, and is a member of the 4–
H Club.

With all the negative things in the
news these days about young people, it
is quite refreshing to be reminded there
are many Sarahs all over our great Na-
tion, demonstrating leadership by vol-
unteering and taking the initiative in
their communities. Thanks for restor-
ing our faith in the future, Sarah.

f

NATIVE AMERICAN SUCCESS
STORY

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

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
we Americans are rightfully proud that
our country is known as the land of op-
portunity. Unfortunately, Native
Americans have not always enjoyed the
upward mobility we are so proud of,
but obstacles faced by Native Ameri-
cans can and are being overcome.

Prior to 1970, for example, the Choc-
taw Indians had no industrial develop-
ment, suffered from high unemploy-
ment, and were dependent on assist-
ance from Washington, D.C. for their
survival. But since then, under the
leadership of Chief Martin, a persistent
and entrepreneurial attitude has en-
abled the Choctaws to break away from
Federal dependency.

The incredible progress enjoyed by
the Choctaws is living proof that self-
empowerment, private enterprise, and
entrepreneurship are the keys to open-
ing the doors of opportunity for all
Americans, especially Native Ameri-
cans. The governmental and business
leadership of Chief Martin has made
the Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indi-
ans, since his election as chief, a shin-
ing example of what self-determination
is all about.

I am proud to join my colleagues in
honoring the Choctaw tribe and Chief
Martin’s leadership.

f

TRIBAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP

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

Mr. REDMOND. Mr. Speaker, as a
Member from a State representing
large Native American populations, I
have taken a special interest in helping
Native Americans and tribal businesses
foster entrepreneurship and rigorous
reservation economies.

Too often our Nation’s Indian poli-
cies stifle tribal economic development
in favor of big government solutions
that continue to retard the develop-
ments of viable reservation-based
economies. More devastating is that
the rules and regulations that come
with Federal control discourage pri-
vate enterprises from investing and es-
tablishing businesses on reservations.
The absence of a private sector to cre-
ate wealth and employment for Native
American people remains one of the
biggest problems tribal leaders must
confront.

I have risen today to join my col-
leagues to pay tribute to Chief Phillip
Martin, whose belief in free enterprise
and self-reliance inspired the Mis-
sissippi Band of Choctaw Indians to
overcome its dependence on the Fed-
eral Government by creating a produc-
tive role for itself in the national econ-
omy.

Chief Martin recognized long ago
that the key to becoming a self-govern-
ing tribe was in building a tribal gov-
ernment and educating and training
their people.

BALANCING THE BUDGET

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

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, this
Congress has accomplished something
that was once considered impossible.
When the other party controlled this
House, some of their Members talked a
good game about balancing the budget,
but when I was elected just 4 years ago,
the deficit stood at over $200 billion
and, according to the Congressional
Budget Office, was going to get worse,
not better.

We said that we would balance the
budget within 7 years by slowing the
growth in entitlement spending, put-
ting a flexible freeze on defense spend-
ing and making targeted cuts in do-
mestic discretionary and other areas.
We eliminated over 300 wasteful and
unnecessary Washington programs and
streamlined countless others.

Mr. Speaker, on October 1st, we will
celebrate the first balanced budget in
almost 30 years, 4 years ahead of sched-
ule, and we will have a large surplus.
We did it while keeping our promise to
provide tax relief for working families.

Mr. Speaker, what a difference a Re-
publican Congress has made.

f

b 1015

CENSURE FOR THE PRESIDENT IS
INAPPROPRIATE

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

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, there
has been recent talk in the press and
around the country since the release of
the Starr report that censure of the
President would be appropriate punish-
ment. Under our Constitution, Con-
gress has absolutely no power to cen-
sure a sitting President. Censure is an
exercise for each body of Congress to
discipline their own Members, not a
sitting President. The only historical
case of censuring a President was when
Congress censured Andrew Jackson re-
garding the policy of the National
Bank. It is clear that Congress acted
outside its constitutional powers then
because the censure was for policy dif-
ferences, not because laws were broken.

If Members of Congress believe that
the President has violated the law,
Congress should move forward with
courage and start the impeachment
process rather than create a false solu-
tion by censuring the President. Either
laws were broken or they were not bro-
ken. If they were broken, then we
should step up to our constitutional re-
sponsibility and do what is necessary
to complete it. The rule of law is the
rule of law. That is what my argument
would be, to follow the law rather than
the censure and start the impeachment
process if laws are broken.

URGING PRESIDENT TO COME
CLEAN

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

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, it is with
some pain and some chagrin as a friend
of this administration, as a Democrat
that I rise to say and really to echo the
comments of some of my colleagues in
both the House and the Senate, name-
ly, my leader in the House and my
leader in the Senate. For the President
by his own admission has lied. He has
lied about a situation that many in
America have said perhaps justified——
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). The gentleman will suspend.
The gentleman should avoid such ref-
erences in regard to the President.

Mr. FORD. Well, I say this to my
friend and my leader and my party. I
would urge the President to come clean
at this point. For he has admitted that
he has lied. He has disappointed us in
his party and disappointed many in
this Nation. For it is difficult for those
of us in this party and those of us in
this House to continue to give the
President the benefit of the doubt. Mr.
President, please come clean.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman should refrain from references
such as lying and directly addressing
the President in debate on the House
floor.

f

NO GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I note that
there are stories that continue to ap-
pear in the press to the effect that we
are facing a possible government shut-
down. The fact is that, in my view,
there is virtually no chance whatsoever
that we will experience a government
shutdown. The President has already
made clear that if the Congress cannot
get its work done before the fiscal year
expires on October 1 that he will imme-
diately sign any neutral short-term
continuing resolution in order to keep
the government open while the Con-
gress does catch up to the schedule
that it is supposed to be on. I would as-
sume that the majority leadership of
this House would make certain that
such a short-term continuing resolu-
tion is in fact ready, because it is obvi-
ous that this House is way behind the
curve in getting all of our appropria-
tion bills done in the necessary time
period before the beginning of the next
fiscal year.

So I think rather than hearing more
of this rhetoric about a possible gov-
ernment shutdown, I think that people
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need to be aware of the fact that there
certainly is no predisposition on this
side of the aisle nor is there any pre-
disposition on the part of the White
House to allow that to happen. And as-
suming that the House and the Senate
meet their responsibilities to pass a
neutral short-term continuing resolu-
tion that would take us sometime into
October so that Congress would have a
chance to produce an omnibus appro-
priation bill, because I assume that
that is going to happen, there is abso-
lutely no reason to expect that there
will be a government shutdown in the
wings. I just do not see that happening.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the House
will stand in recess for approximately
15 minutes.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 21
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess for approximately 15 minutes.

f

b 1036

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. EWING) at 10 o’clock and
36 minutes a.m.

f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 4101, AGRICULTURE, RURAL
DEVELOPMENT, FOOD AND DRUG
ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1999

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to take from the Speak-
er’s table the bill (H.R. 4101) making
appropriations for Agriculture, Rural
Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and Related Agencies pro-
grams for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1999, and for other purposes,
with a Senate amendment thereto, dis-
agree to the Senate amendment, and
agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Mexico?

There was no objection.
MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MS. KAPTUR

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to instruct conferees.

The Clerk read as follows:
Ms. KAPTUR moves that in resolving the

differences between the House and Senate,
the managers on the part of the House at the
conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the bill H.R. 4101, be in-
structed to agree with the provisions of the
Senate amendment which provide funding
for agricultural disaster assistance and re-
serve inventories, including the designation
of such funds as an emergency requirement
under section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985, and with no offsetting reductions as
provided in the Senate amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) and

the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
SKEEN) each will be recognized for 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR).

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise to explain my mo-
tion to instruct conferees on this agri-
cultural appropriations bill, and fun-
damentally this motion would require
the conferees on H.R. 4101, which is the
1999 appropriations bill for agriculture
and related agencies, to agree to the
language in the Senate bill which pro-
vides funding for agricultural disaster
assistance, including reserve inven-
tories, and designates that assistance
as emergency spending without offsets.

Mr. Speaker, there is a real crisis fac-
ing most American farmers and rural
communities today, and many have
been unduly affected by the drought
and other extreme and unusual weath-
er conditions. Some are suffering the
impact of crop disease, and others have
been impacted by falling farm prices
and an increasing inability to obtain
credit. While the rest of the country
may be experiencing economic recov-
ery, thousands of farm and ranch fami-
lies and the communities that depend
on them have been left behind.

But the current farm crisis is one
that will eventually touch every Amer-
ican, rural and urban, if we do not ad-
dress this problem and this set of cir-
cumstances immediately.

The Senate agriculture appropriation
bill provides a total of $521 million in
emergency spending to begin to assist
farmers in addressing this crisis. My
motion does not address the adequacy
of the funding level. That provision
was added in July before the true ex-
tent of the summer drought and its im-
pact on crops and livestock could be
known. The appropriate funding level
is something that we on the Committee
on Appropriations will be discussing
with the administration, with the au-
thorizing committee and the Members
most impacted by this crisis as we
move to completion of this appropria-
tions conference.

But my motion does address the des-
ignation of the funding provided to as-
sist farmers in crisis as emergency
spending, as defined under the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, with no offsetting
reductions in other areas. This has
symmetry with the Senate bill.

I know some of my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle will argue that
the Congress has been offsetting emer-
gency spending since 1994 and that this
emergency should be treated no dif-
ferently than the other supplemental
spending bills we have passed. Well, it
seems to us that we have found a way
to bend these self-imposed rules on off-
sets in selected emergencies. We have
done so in the supplemental appropria-
tion bill passed last year. We offset
only domestic emergency spending, not
the defense-related emergency spend-
ing included in that bill. Surely our

Nation’s farmers are as deserving of
emergency assistance and designation,
particularly this year, as have been our
military forces in prior years, and the
offsets used for the earlier domestic
supplemental bills were primarily
funds from the HUD section 8 housing
program, funding which we will eventu-
ally need to pay back in that program
to ensure adequate low-income housing
for low-income citizens, particularly
the elderly who need this program.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot continue to
rob Peter to pay Paul when it comes to
addressing funding for natural disas-
ters and other emergencies. It is time
to abandon the so-called budget shell
games and face our responsibilities and
address the real emergencies facing our
country today.

Mr. Speaker, this farm emergency is
real. Several of my colleagues who are
here on the floor have districts more
directly impacted by this crisis, and I
will be pleased to yield to them so that
they can discuss the severity of this
crisis and the immediate impact on
their constituents. I ask that the
House support this motion to instruct
conferees and send a message to Ameri-
ca’s farmers that we recognize the im-
pact of this farm crisis, that we recog-
nize the contributions that farmers and
ranchers make to this country’s eco-
nomic success and the well-being of our
families and that we are going to act in
a responsible way to assure that they
get the assistance they need to get be-
yond this crisis and continue to ensure
the productivity of this Nation.

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks on the motion to
instruct and that I may include tabular
and extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Mexico?

There was no objection.
Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the distin-

guished ranking member of the sub-
committee, the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR), bringing this mat-
ter before the House. We all know
about the desperate situation in agri-
culture and the problems caused by
flood and drought. These are the kinds
of problems that we have solved to-
gether in a bipartisan fashion in the
past, and I look forward to working in
that same fashion again in conference
to help our farmers and ranchers.

There already is a $500 million emer-
gency spending provision accepted by
the other body. It is what we call a
plug or a marker, and I refer my col-
leagues to the debate in the other body
on the bill in which it was understood
that the amount and scope of any
emergency disaster plan for agriculture
would have to wait for the administra-
tion to submit a detailed package. It is
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now 2 months after the bill passed in
the other body and much longer since
bad weather and other problems hit our
farmers and ranchers, and the Adminis-
tration has yet to come up with a plan.

Now we heard that the USDA has a
draft plan that will cost in the neigh-
borhood of $1 billion, and then there is
another plan or package in the other
body that is estimated to cost $5 bil-
lion, and that plan was offered as an
amendment yesterday, and it was ta-
bled, but I understand the Administra-
tion supports or does not oppose it, and
I expect we will see it again before the
end of our conference.

So all Members should know at this
point that we have several agriculture
emergency spending proposals costing
anywhere from $500 million to 6 billion,
but we still do not know what, if any-
thing, the Administration wants in the
way of money, new programs or au-
thorities. I had hoped that the Admin-
istration would have put something to-
gether sooner, but for whatever reason
that did not happen, and yesterday was
the most recent day by which the Ad-
ministration promised us a plan, but
nothing has been sent down to us.
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Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I suggest to
my distinguished colleague that she
may also want to consider some kind of
instruction to the Administration
which says that there are some serious
problems out there in rural America,
and it should not take this look to
come up with at least an outline of
what needs to be done.

The Department of Agriculture has
several thousand people here in Wash-
ington and throughout the country,
and that is their job. If, for any reason,
the Administration cannot or will not
draw up a plan, they ought to say so
now, because time is wasting and Con-
gress will have to step in and do the
Administration’s work.

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

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from North
Dakota (Mr. POMEROY), who has
worked as hard as any Member, harder
than most Members in this Congress on
this particular issue.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time, and I thank her very much for
her leadership by bringing this motion
to instruct.

I have the greatest respect for the
chairman and appreciate the comments
he just made. What is before the body,
however, is what we can do right now,
and what this body can do right now is
pass this motion to instruct our con-
ferees to go ahead and accept the Sen-
ate disaster provision into the con-
ference report for the agriculture ap-
propriations bill.

Mr. Speaker, we have an unprece-
dented disaster facing farm country,
and working together, Republicans and
Democrats, we have to respond. It is
estimated that we could lose up to one-

third of the farmers in the State I rep-
resent if we do not do something mean-
ingful. This is urgent. This is a crisis.

Our region, the Upper Great Plains,
has been swamped by a 5-year wet
cycle that has left 1.4 million acres in-
undated, under water, not able to be
productive. In addition to that, the
same wet cycle has produced a disease
called Scab, which has devastated pro-
duction, and for crop we are able to get
that is afflicted with this Scab, we get
steeply discounted prices. Just when
we thought nothing could possibly get
worse, we have a collapse in Asia mar-
kets and the price of wheat and barley
is literally at a 50-year low.

Mr. Speaker, this situation is so dire
that according to the Department of
Commerce, farm income in North Da-
kota declined by an astounding 98 per-
cent, a 98 percent decline in net farm
income between 1996 to 1997.

Now, our pain, and our pain could not
be greater, is spreading. We do not take
joy in having company in our plight,
but we do acknowledge that the
drought which wiped out the 1998 cot-
ton crop in Texas created dire cir-
cumstances for farmers in the southern
plains; hurricanes have hit the Caroli-
nas; commodity prices have been hurt
from Maine to California. We have a
disaster of national dimension and we
must respond to it.

Now, the motion to instruct calls
upon House conferees to take the ac-
tion by delivering immediate assist-
ance to America’s farmers and to ac-
knowledge the flat reality that this is
an emergency. This is an emergency.
Our response to it needs to be afforded
the emergency status provided for in
our budget rules and not be offset, but
be funded under the emergency basis.
That is the action the Senate took, and
it will be key to our being able to make
a meaningful response to the dimen-
sions of this plight.

The motion to instruct conferees to
accept the Senate provisions in light of
the mounting farm losses will probably
need to be plussed up. We are going to
need more money than the $500 million
in the Senate bill. I think that this mo-
tion, however, directs us exactly in the
way we need to go. We have an emer-
gency, we have to respond to it. Repub-
licans, Democrats, farm country, urban
legislatures, please unite to pass this
motion.

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

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
place in the RECORD communications
that have been sent to this House from
the President of the American Farm
Bureau Federation, Mr. Dean Kleckner,
where the federation met with the task
force representing 10 different State
Farm Bureau Presidents to consider
the situation that is facing rural Amer-
ica.

I would like to include their report in
the RECORD, but I just wanted to quote
one section here, which indicates that
net farm income is projected to fall by

over $7 billion this year, and the level
of a $500 million disaster allocation
will not begin to address this shortfall.
They are asking Congress to focus on
immediate remedies to redress produc-
ers, and given the magnitude of the ag-
ricultural economic problem, emer-
gency supplemental funding of several
billion dollars is justified.

I think in view of the Farm Bureau’s
position over past years, this is quite a
significant statement, and we appre-
ciate their hard work in helping us re-
solve this situation for our producers
across the country.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the correspondence just re-
ferred to in my statement.

AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION,
Washington, DC, September 11, 1998.

Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
The Speaker, House of Representatives, Capitol

Building, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I recently appointed a

task force of 10 state Farm Bureau presi-
dents to consider the economic situation fac-
ing agriculture and to make recommenda-
tions regarding legislative and administra-
tive changes necessary to increase farm in-
come. The task force filed its report, and the
leadership of the American Farm Bureau
Federation wholeheartedly approved those
recommendations. The attached report out-
lines the priorities that Farm Bureau be-
lieves need to be implemented to increase
farm income and agricultural exports.

When producers agreed to support the
FAIR Act in 1996, Congress assured them
that its passage would be accompanied by
regulatory reform, tax changes, private prop-
erty protection, and trade policies designed
to improve our global competitiveness.
These commitments have not been met, thus
exacerbating the current farm crisis.

I urge you to take immediate action to
help alleviate the crisis currently facing
farmers and ranchers.

Sincerely,
DEAN KLECKNER,

President.
REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE FARM

ECONOMY, SEPTEMBER 11, 1998, BOB
STALLMAN, CHAIRMAN

When producers agreed to support the
FAIR Act in 1996, they were assured by Con-
gress that its passage would be accompanied
by regulatory reform, tax changes, private
property protection and trade policies de-
signed to improve global competitiveness
and increase foreign markets. These commit-
ments have not been met thus exacerbating
the current farm crisis.

Farm Bureau has long been a proponent of
balancing the budget and the ‘‘pay as you
go’’ concept of offsetting increased spending
with reductions elsewhere in the budget.
However, the failure of Congress to fulfill its
commitments necessitates immediate res-
titution by requesting emergency supple-
mental funding to assist producers facing de-
pressed prices and/or weather-related disas-
ters.

Farm Bureau firmly believes that current
low price are not due to the failure of the
FAIR Act. Instead, they are reflective of the
failure to compete aggressively in foreign
markets due to government restrictions and
the inability or unwillingness of the Admin-
istration and Congress to fulfill their prom-
ise to open foreign markets for U.S. produc-
ers. With 96 percent of the customers living
outside U.S. borders, these failures cannot be
allowed to continue.

In the limited time prior to adjournment,
Congress must focus on the agricultural
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issues which will immediately aid producers
suffering through disasters and low prices, as
well as trade issues where the impact may
not be immediate—but if ignored until the
next Congress—will adversely affect the ag-
ricultural economy for years to come.

The problems facing agriculture are di-
verse—low commodity prices, crop disaster
losses, livestock feed losses, and export mar-
ket barriers that have reduced overseas mar-
kets. A ‘‘one size solution won’t fit all.’’
Therefore, the proposed solutions address
each of the problems individually.

Giving that background, Congress and the
Administration must focus on the following
agricultural priorities:

SHORT TERM NEEDS

Supplemental crop insurance payments
A crop disaster assistance program must

be implemented. The $500 million in emer-
gency funding included in the Senate agri-
cultural appropriations bill is insufficient. It
is imperative that any disaster assistance be
implemented in a way that maintains the in-
tegrity of the crop insurance program. We
must avoid sending a signal to producers
that discourages them from further partici-
pation in the program.

The crop insurance program is so inflexible
it cannot be adjusted to unique situations. It
is incapable of responding to multi-year dis-
asters and leaves producers unable to insure
crops at a reasonable level. Supplemental
crop insurance payments must be made for
those suffering from disasters. Payments
should not be limited to those suffering from
multi-year disasters.

SANCTIONS INDEMNITY PROGRAM

Unilateral trade sanctions are costing
American farmers access to critical markets.
Those lost markets have caused poor market
prices and reduced sales volume. Program
and minor crop producers must be com-
pensated for those lost markets via direct
funding. Sanctions Indemnity Payments
should not be restricted by any payment lim-
itations.

Unilateral sanctions have become the
weapons of the moment to address actions by
our trading partners when the U.S. disagrees
with some action they take. There is no
record of unilateral sanctions producing any-
thing favorable from either an economic or
political standpoint. They simply shut U.S.
producers out of needed markets. Our com-
petitors are only too happy to sell in these
markets. The U.S. earns the reputation as a
unreliable supplier when sanctions are im-
posed.

There currently are about 120 unilateral
trade sanctions in place. Over half of those
have been implemented during the last four
years. It is estimated that over 11 percent of
the world’s wheat market lies outside the
reach of U.S. producers.

Changes to the FAIR Act
Congress must avoid abandoning the mar-

ket-based policies of the FAIR Act. Produc-
ers are reallocating their resources in a more
efficient manner than the government could
ever dictate. The loan program is intended as
a method to lessen pressure to sell at harvest
time and spread sales throughout the mar-
keting year. It is a marketing tool for pro-
ducers, not an income support program.

Raising commodity loan rates or extending
the loan period should be discouraged. Such
action would be a clear signal to our com-
petitors that once again we are willing to
forego our markets and guarantee sales to
them. It is a short term fix that has grave
longer term economic implications. Any pos-
sible short term gains will be obliterated by
storage cost, lower prices when the loans ul-
timately come due and the loss of world mar-
ket share. Both farm producers and tax-
payers would lose.

Disaster Feed Assistance Program

Funding is needed for some type of assist-
ance to livestock producers suffering weath-
er related disasters. Congress should fund a
Disaster Reserve Assistance Program or
Emergency Livestock Feed Assistance Pro-
gram to reimburse those producers who have
experienced disaster related losses for a sub-
stantial portion of the cost of purchasing
feed.

PL 480

Several foreign economies are near eco-
nomic and political collapse. Now is an ex-
cellent time for the United States to donate
products to these countries. We support en-
hanced funding for the PL 480 program.
Enormous opportunities exist for humani-
tarian and public relations benefits, in addi-
tion to an opportunity to impact market
prices. It is important to provide relief to
our long term customers who are at risk of
liquidating their livestock sectors. These
markets must be supported as they are fu-
ture long-term customers for U.S. products.
The PL 480 program should not only be used
to help move product to traditional cus-
tomers, but increased to include customers
who may not currently qualify for GSM cred-
its.

Credit relief

A change in current law to allow producers
more flexibility in obtaining Farm Service
Agency (FSA) guaranteed farm ownership
and operating loans is necessary. Under cur-
rent law, FSA can guarantee operating loans
up to $400,000 and ownership loans up to
$300,000. The caps should be combined to
allow producers to borrow up to $700,000 from
one or both programs.

The FSA guaranteed loan program should
be expanded, particularly to assist young
farmers and ranchers.

Current law generally requires FSA oper-
ating loans to be repaid within seven years.
While Farm Bureau has long called for dis-
continuance of FSA lending to anyone un-
able to build up enough equity to get financ-
ing elsewhere after 10 years, the eligibility
period for current borrowers should be ex-
tended for producers affected by disasters.
Farmers should, at least, get the same treat-
ment as other small businesses and home-
owners do when floods, hurricanes, and other
natural disasters occur.

Congress should oversee FSA’s administra-
tion of the emergency loan procedures to en-
sure that application approval is expedited,
paperwork is streamlined, and the process is
more user-friendly.

Conservation Reserve Program (CRP)

There are currently 30 million acres under
contract to CRP. Adequate funding should be
provided to allow USDA to accomplish full
enrollment at the authorized 36.4 million
acres cap.

The announcement for the 18th CRP sign-
up will be made this month. However, land
accepted during that sign-up will not enter
the program until October 1999. Entrance
must be accelerated to early 1999.

In addition to the land traditionally ac-
cepted into the CRP, Congress should urge
the Administration to target some of the
newly-enrolled land towards mitigating
emerging disease and pest situations such as
wheat scab, potato blight and Karnal bunt.

Extended assistance

Since projections indicate that 1999 crop
prices will not improve significantly, Con-
gress should consider a two-year assistance
program to help producers cope with current
low prices expected to extend into the next
crop year.

LONG TERM NEEDS

Trade issues

Fast-Track

Fast-track negotiating authority must be
passed. Continuing to delay the implementa-
tion of fast-track is reducing critical time
needed to define and advance U.S. negotiat-
ing objectives for the next round of multilat-
eral negotiations, and the opportunity to re-
alize meaningful gains in increasing market
access. Discussions have already begun for
the Free Trade Area of the Americas. Our
trading competitors are not waiting for the
U.S. to step forward as the leader but are
moving forward to create agreements that
we can only hope will not disadvantage the
U.S.

International Monetary Fund (IMF)

Congress should act quickly to provide the
full $17.9 billion requested for the IMF. The
IMF was created to help stabilize national
monetary systems in times of fiscal instabil-
ity. Countries must be determined to be
creditworthy to be eligible to participate in
the GSM guaranteed loan programs. These
programs make possible the sale of U.S.
products into critical markets, and help
maintain market share and product visi-
bility. The IMF must have the necessary
funding to address financial market instabil-
ity as it occurs around the world. In order to
break the Congressional stalemate, we favor
basic reforms to IMF policies.

Sanctions Reform

Food and agricultural products should not
be used as a foreign policy tool.

In just four years the U.S. has imposed 61
unilateral economic sanctions on 35 coun-
tries. These countries contain about 40 per-
cent of the world’s population, and thus, a
large lost market for U.S. farm output.

Congress should pass legislation that
would help prevent future useless embargoes
or sanctions by requiring a reasonable eval-
uation of the consequences of imposing uni-
lateral sanctions before they are imposed.

Market Access and Development Programs

Congress should fully fund the Market Ac-
cess Program to the $210 million authorized
and provide necessary funding for the For-
eign Market Development Program. These
programs need the expertise provided by a
fully supported Foreign Agricultural Service
that is expanded to cover all existing and po-
tential market posts.

Tax issues

The next tax bill should include the Farm
and Ranch Risk Management Accounts
(FARRM). This would encourage farmers and
ranchers to save for a ‘‘rainy day’’ by allow-
ing them to deposit up to 20 percent of pre-
tax net farm income into an interest-bearing
account. Funds could be withdrawn and
taxed over the subsequent five-year period.

Congressional efforts should also be fo-
cused on addressing farmers’ cash flow prob-
lems this fall and winter. Tax legislation
should include lengthening of the net operat-
ing loss rules so that net operating losses
could be carried back more than two years
and acceleration of the health insurance tax
deduction for self-employed individuals.

Crop insurance

The crop insurance program must be fixed.
Congress and the Administration must take
a hard look at this program to determine
how to make it a more viable risk manage-
ment tool. For several years, we have at-
tempted to ‘‘tinker’’ with the program. We
will ‘‘tinker’’ again this fall due to the inad-
equacies and lack of flexibility in the pro-
gram. With an increasing number of produc-
ers relying on crop insurance as their pri-
mary risk management tool, Congress must
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commit to spend the time, effort and money
to overhaul it. This obviously cannot be done
prior to adjournment. However, a commit-
ment by the House and Senate leadership to
schedule floor consideration of major pro-
gram changes early next spring would send a
very positive signal that it does not intend
to let the inadequacies linger.

Funding
Net farm income is projected to fall by $7.4

billion in crop year 1998. A $500 million disas-
ter allocation will not begin to address this
shortfall. Because the agenda to which Con-
gress committed is woefully incomplete,
Congress must focus on immediate remedies
to redress producers. Given the magnitude of
the agricultural economic problem, emer-
gency supplemental funding of several bil-
lion dollars is justified.

The AFBF Committee on the Farm Econ-
omy urges Congress to adopt the above rec-
ommendations to insure the future viability
and competitiveness of U.S. agricultural pro-
ducers.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
HINOJOSA).

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, as we
wrap up our work on the fiscal year
1999 agriculture appropriations con-
ference report, I want to reiterate the
importance of emergency-designated
funding to assist farmers, ranchers,
and producers.

During my August break, I met with
over 450 farmers and ranchers in my
congressional district, together with
FSA administrator Keith Kelly, and we
heard about the emergency crisis that
they are facing. I am particularly con-
cerned about the agriculture sector in
drought-stricken regions such as my
home State of Texas.

There is no question that more funds
are needed. At the minimum, the
amount contained in the Senate-passed
version of this bill is what needs to be
adopted. This $500 million is to be but
a starting point. Personally, I feel this
amount should be increased to $2.5 bil-
lion. Under the emergency situations
that we face, that is what we should be
looking at to help them out.

My concern is that no matter what
action is taken today, it may be too
little too late. There are a large num-
ber of farm products producers; yes,
hard-working agricultural producers
who meet our Nation’s food needs. We
have to make their concerns our top
priority, and I respectfully request
that my colleagues join me in support-
ing this motion today.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
HINOJOSA). I know that the pain and
suffering that is being borne by farm
families in that region of the country
is particularly acute, and we want to
commend the gentleman from Texas
for his leadership and for his willing-
ness to come down here today and help
us on that measure.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
very distinguished ranking member of
the House Committee on Agriculture,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. STEN-
HOLM).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
emergency declaration motion to in-
struct conferees in the conference on
the agriculture appropriation bill. I
wish there were other ways in which we
could deal with this. I would hope that
the House Committee on Agriculture
would soon come together and begin to
address this question from the perspec-
tive of our committee.

This problem is much bigger than the
Senate anticipated. I think, as others
have said, that it is very clear that $500
million will not begin to address the
devastation that is occurring in farm
country. We have the natural disaster
which we are addressing here. On top of
the natural disaster, we have an eco-
nomic disaster of low prices that I
think a lot of people perhaps cannot
fully appreciate. A lot of concern has
been expressed about a 20 percent drop
in the stock market. If it goes to 20, we
are in a recession.

Well, corn prices are 30 percent below
the average of the past 5 years. Think
about this as I recount some of these
numbers. If one thinks of any other
part of our economy, or very few parts
of our economy in which the last 5-year
average of prices and/or salaries that
this year would be projected 30 percent
below that, and then looking ahead to
1999 is getting no better, I think one
can begin to appreciate the full eco-
nomic problems facing American farm-
ers and ranchers. Wheat prices, 28 per-
cent below. Cattle prices, 17 percent
below. Net cash farm income, 43 per-
cent below the average of the last 5
years.

This is what we are dealing with, and
the frustration that I have today is no-
body seems to be concerned about it
from the standpoint of doing what we
should normally do, and that is address
it through the committee system,
working with the Secretary of Agri-
culture.

I heard previous speakers talking
about the blame game and the
fingerpointing to the administration.
Perhaps there is some of that that is
due, but there is also a blame game,
and I was reminded of this when we
start pointing fingers, I was reminded
that when one points a finger, be care-
ful, there are usually 3 pointing back
at you.

This should not be a partisan argu-
ment. This ought to be today the be-
ginning of an honest and sincere effort
to address a very serious economic sit-
uation that is facing those who produce
food and fiber in the United States. At
home, we are talking no longer about
farmers and ranchers going out of busi-
ness, we are talking implement deal-
ers, we are talking the support groups,
we are talking the small towns and
communities. One cannot take 30 per-
cent of the economy out of the rural
community and not have devastation.
That is what we ought to be talking
about today, and that is why I com-
mend the gentlewoman for this motion
to instruct.

I think it should be clear, though,
that there are so many other areas

that need to be addressed. There is so
little time remaining, 18, 17, legislative
days. Mr. Speaker, let us not waste
them in talking about other activities;
let us go to work, roll up our sleeves
and deal with it.

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to work-
ing with the Committee on Appropria-
tions as a member of the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture. I see my chair-
man is here, and I would hope, and I
know that the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. SMITH) is very concerned about
this and is doing what I am about to
say already. But the problem is that we
need somebody else to listen to us, and
the leadership of the House to say, let
us seriously and sincerely begin to ad-
dress this. Certainly our side of the
aisle will reach out and work with my
chairman and the members of the
House Committee on Agriculture and
the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
SKEEN), and I know where his heart is
on this, and the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR).

The bottom line is, as of today, we
feel like that there is not very much
being done, other than what the Senate
has done. They have made a good step
forward. We need to join in that and
begin to build upon that to avoid a ter-
rifically serious problem becoming
even worse if we choose to do, through
inaction, what we otherwise should do.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I have worked for the last few
months with the gentleman from Texas
and others interested in agriculture to
try to reach agreements which would
benefit the agriculture community in
this Nation on a basis of trust and mu-
tual respect, and to attempt to keep
this question, which is so likely to slip
into partisan politics, out of that
arena. So I must remind Members that
we have already taken action, and this
leadership, by the way, has taken ac-
tion to support agriculture in this
country, and the gentleman from Texas
will remember, with the Square Deal
for Agriculture, which included lifting
sanctions in Indonesia, which included
normal relations with China, and that
I join him and he joins me in the effort
to pass funding for IMF and for fast
track.

b 1100

To some, those are long-term kinds
of solutions. However, certainly lifting
the sanctions and the immediate pur-
chase of wheat by Pakistan was not a
long-term program.

Since that time, we have searched to
find ways to put cash in the hands of
agriculturalists in this Nation without
distorting world prices for commod-
ities. We have done that by moving the
transfer payments, as the gentleman
well knows, and he was a part of that,
to place in farmers’ hands some $5 bil-
lion by the 1st of October, which were
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transfer payments under the AMTA
program, in their hands for their dis-
cretionary use.

Now, beyond that, there have been
identifications of disaster in the gen-
tleman’s portion of America as well as
continuing problems in the upper
northern States of North and South
Dakota and Minnesota where they have
had, not 1 year, but 6 or 7 or 5 years of
loss due to Scab and other problems in
that area.

I have been dedicated to try to find
an answer to assist in disaster as well
as those ongoing problems in the upper
northern States as well as trying to ad-
dress the horrible revenue reduction
which Agriculture has sustained as
identified by the gentleman.

So we have had an unfortunate set of
circumstances likely, and not having
occurred in the recent past, and that is
simply a disaster on the one hand in
agriculture coupled with and together
with a huge reduction in income to
farmers.

This does not take and should not
take a motion to instruct to get my at-
tention or anybody else’s attention. I
disagree with what the Senate did.
This sounds like we are going to agree
with the Senate. The Senate is inad-
equate, $500 million does not touch this
problem. If I thought it did, I would
throw my arms about this amendment
and say here we have done it. Con-
gratulations. We have solved the agri-
culture problem. That is silly, and I am
not going to do that.

But I am going to suggest this, that
while we are putting together a pro-
gram which must pass this House and
the Senate, we ought to be cautious to
work together on a program that
makes sense and that is judgmental
and that addresses each of these issues,
disaster, loss of revenue in agricultural
country. That is what I am up to. That
is what I am about.

So I suggest to my colleagues this is
not the way to legislate this issue. This
may be a well-meaning amendment. It
does not even address the minimum
problems we have in agriculture. Vote
this down. Give us a chance, hopefully,
to work together, because if we do not,
we do not answer the question. Let us
let farmers make up their choices, but
let us do the best job we can.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to inquire as to the remaining
time on both sides, please.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). The gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. KAPTUR) has 161⁄2 minutes remain-
ing, and the gentleman from New Mex-
ico (Mr. SKEEN) has 22 minutes remain-
ing.

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

Mr. Speaker, I just wanted to note
again that the motion to instruct does
not set a dollar level. There was a ref-
erence by the prior speaker of $521 mil-
lion. The motion to instruct does not
address the adequacy of the funding
level. All it does is says that this as-
sistance should be in the form of emer-

gency spending as in past supplemental
bills that have dealt with defense, for
example. So it does not set a level.

Let me also place on the record if I
might some of the figures that have
been given to us from various States in
the union. For example, in the State of
Georgia, where the farmers and ranch-
ers have been subjected to freezes,
floods, and now drought through much
of last year and this year, farmgate
losses there are estimated to be three-
quarters of a billion dollars, over $767
million as estimated by the University
of Georgia extension economists.

The gentleman from North Dakota
(Mr. POMEROY) talked a lot about the
losses in North Dakota. I know that
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
PETERSON) will shortly be addressing
the Minnesota situation and the Red
River Valley in general.

But the amount of flooded acres are
at historic levels over several years
with the compounding factor of wheat
Scab there and of course record low
prices that are even putting a further
downdraft on farm income and produc-
tivity in all of these places.

If we look across the country, USDA,
as well as private forecasters, are not
expecting price conditions to do any
better for the near future due to
freezes, floods, droughts, hurricanes,
fires and for sure the Asian financial
crisis which is affecting our markets
and our ability to sell.

We know that up to a quarter of the
farmers in many States will not get fi-
nancing to put in a crop this fall or
next spring and bankers are calling in
and asking the U.S. Department of Ag-
riculture to provide assistance.

So this is not a problem that is di-
minishing. This is a problem that ap-
pears to be growing as we move
through 1998. Texas losses already are
at over $2 billion as our esteemed col-
leagues, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM) and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. HINOJOSA) have re-
minded us.

We have drought currently spreading
from the southwest up to parts of Kan-
sas, Missouri, Arkansas; in the south-
east all the way to Virginia where over
400,000 acres are affected by drought.
We have fires in Florida. We have seen
those on television and even floods in
my own home State in Ohio as well as
Michigan. So this is a national problem
that demands a national solution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to our
distinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. MINGE). I thank
the gentleman so very much for com-
ing down and for his leadership
throughout this past year on these
issues of concern to our farmers and
ranchers.

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman from Ohio for yielding to
me.

Mr. Speaker, I also would like to ex-
press my appreciation to the chairman
of the subcommittee for his leadership
on behalf of agriculture. It is very im-
portant that, in this time of agricul-

tural crisis, that we pull together, that
we work on a bipartisan basis, and we
try to make sure that the necessary
legislative response comes before we
adjourn in October.

We do not have many opportunities
to take this up. Uniquely, this agricul-
tural appropriations bill is one of those
opportunities, if not the only oppor-
tunity.

So in that context, I would like to
express what I have heard from the
bankers, the farm equipment dealers,
the farmers, and others in my area as
to what we have to do.

I would like to preface this by saying
that, as all of us recognize, the agricul-
tural economy is in an economic free-
fall. If we do not act, we face the pros-
pect of farming as we have known it in
much of America being transformed,
not for the better, but for the worse
within a period of about 18 months.

First, with respect to administration,
I have heard that the Farm Service
Agency at the local level is suffering
every bit the problems that the De-
fense Department is suffering from,
and the gentleman from Florida has
spoken about it so eloquently.

If we are going to take up the De-
fense Department’s needs, I submit
that we must take up the needs of the
Farm Service Agency so it can deliver
and administer these programs at the
local level.

I have received calls from people I
know in church and otherwise on their
own time that work at the Farm Serv-
ice Agency saying we do not know
what to do. We have mountains of pa-
perwork that are building up in our of-
fices. We must respond to this.

Secondly, we have loan guarantee, di-
rect loan, and interest buy-down pro-
grams. These programs have worked
well over the past several years. They
have served agriculture well. They
have been supported on both sides of
the aisle.

Unfortunately, we have spending
caps that we have had to impose on
these programs. But the bankers are
telling me that, if we do not have these
interest buy-down, loan guarantee, and
direct loan programs that we are not
going to be getting the crop in in 1999.

We have to expand these programs so
it is not just having them but it is ex-
panding them. I submit that we ought
to double the loan guarantee authority
that we have, given the interest buy-
down and the direct loan. This, again,
is an appropriations problem.

I would like to emphasize that we are
all searching for a way to deal with the
question of prices.

The question of prices, how do we re-
spond to this? There are many choices,
there are many opportunities, but I
would submit that the easiest is to
take something we are all familiar
with, the loan marketing program, or
the marketing loan program, uncap the
loan rate, move it up to 85 percent. We
can use the loan deficiency payment
approach; we can use the forfeiture ap-
proach, whatever is going to work, but
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that is a program that is in place that
the farmers are familiar with, that the
U.S. Department of Agriculture is fa-
miliar with and we can implement im-
mediately.

I submit that we ought to do that.
We ought to move on it.

There are many other items I would
like to address but I would just like to
leave this thought with you in closing:
The bank examiners, in a sense, haunt
the process. They have to make sure
that our banking system is operated
with integrity. Unfortunately, when
cash flow statements do not make any
sense, the bank examiners say to the
banks, those are not going to be per-
forming loans. Those are criticized
loans. We have to make sure that the
lenders in the farm economy are able
to do cash flows with their farmers
that show a prospect for repayment of
the loans and that these are not criti-
cized loans. If we do not act in a way
that I have outlined, it cannot happen.

I submit that the motion to instruct
is at least a positive development to
move this along.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. COBURN).

(Mr. COBURN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, there is
no question that our agricultural com-
munity is in danger. One out of three
farmers in Oklahoma this year is at
risk, one out of three ranchers, but
what this proposal portends to do is to
take money that we do not have and
take it off the balance sheet and say,
children, you pay for this later. Social
Security, we will take it out of you
again.

What we have to do is to recognize
that we have a need in the agricultural
community. That need does not obvi-
ate our need to be fiscally responsible
in other areas of our government budg-
et.

I am going to support lots of things
to help our farmers and additional
monies, but it is incumbent upon us to
pay for it, to not just say, here is
money, we are going to just add it to
the debt, our children are going to pay
it back, or, better yet, the money that
is there we are going to steal from the
Social Security surplus that is coming
right now, because that is what this in-
structs our conferees to do, to take the
money away from our children or away
from the seniors.

My question is: Is there not some
place in the Federal grandiose budget
that we can say we can cut so we can
help our farmers? The question is not
about whether or not we can help our
farmers, and the question is not wheth-
er or not we should.

The question is: Who are we going to
hurt to help our farmers? The assump-
tion is if we cannot do that, if it is not
possible for us to do that, then what we
are saying is this government is run-
ning efficiently, there is no waste,
there are no areas that we should be

able to rescind to be able to pay to help
our farmers.

I think that the vast majority of the
farmers in this country, the farmers
and cattle ranchers in this country,
want us to find it somewhere else.
They do not want to put this money off
on their children because that is ex-
actly where it would go. The American
public should know that declaring it an
emergency means we do not have to
pay for it. The hard work of being a
Member of this body to find out the
most efficient way to run this govern-
ment is thrown out the door, and we
just add it to the debt.

So we have two problems. One is, our
farmers and ranchers are in trouble.
We need to help them. The second prob-
lem is, we do not help them at all in
the future by taking the money from
our children or from the Social Secu-
rity trust fund. That is exactly where
this money will come from.

Let us find it. Let us do the hard job
that we are paid to do to find the
money to solve the problem for our
farmers. We can do it. We can do it in
a bipartisan manner. We can find this
money and we can serve our farmers
and ranchers well.

I will be asking for a recorded vote
on the previous question in order to en-
able that we can offer a way to offset
these funds.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. MINGE).

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the dilemma that the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN) has
posed. I certainly join with him in a
commitment to balance the budget,
but first let me point out we do not
even have a budget resolution we are
operating under. Who knows what the
budget is for agriculture? Until we get
a budget resolution, I submit, we do
not have the leadership on the major-
ity side on this vital matter.

Secondly, we are going to be treated
to a request that this body approve $80
billion in various taxes.

b 1115
Where is that money coming from?

From Social Security? If we have that
amount of money, I submit we ought to
also be considering what can we do for
America’s farmers. We must do some-
thing for this sector of our economy.

Finally, we are going to be consider-
ing supplemental appropriations in
many other areas, the Defense Depart-
ment for one. If we cannot consider
this for the American farmers, I think
we have abdicated our role in Congress.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. COBURN).

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, I would
just say that I agree with the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. MINGE),
that there should not be the first tax
cut until we have secured our children
and the seniors in this country and
what has been promised to them.

But there also should not be the first
penny left in Washington for us to

spend that does not go towards those
two goals. So, I will agree with the
gentleman and he will find my vote lin-
ing right up there. But that does not
say that we should not do the right
thing now. Because somebody else is
going to do the wrong thing does not
mean that we should follow them down
that road. Mr. Speaker, we should,
without a doubt, pay for any supple-
mental spending to help our farmers
and ranchers.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to inquire as to time remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). The gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. KAPTUR) has 9 minutes remaining,
and the gentleman from New Mexico
(Mr. SKEEN) has 181⁄2 minutes remain-
ing.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. PETERSON), who has been
such a leader on trying to get assist-
ance to our farmers and ranchers.

(Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman
from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN), I
sympathize with a lot of what he is
saying. But I would like to point out
again that we do not have a budget at
this point, and that is frankly one of
the problems.

Mr. Speaker, I come from an area,
and I just spent last weekend out talk-
ing to farmers again, where they are
telling me up in the north part of my
district that 70 percent of the produc-
ers are not going to be able to get
money to get in the field next year.

We are in an absolute crisis situa-
tion. I think all of us would like to pay
for all of these additional appropria-
tions, and I hope that we could find
some way to pay for this. But my con-
cern is that we might get into a situa-
tion where we cannot find the money
and then nothing happens.

We have an absolute desperate situa-
tion because of things beyond our con-
trol, because of disease problems, to
some extent because of weather prob-
lems, but mostly disease problems. We
need some kind of an immediate re-
sponse. Should have been one 2 years
ago.

Mr. Speaker, while the rest of the
country has been experiencing pretty
good crops in most of the areas, and
the prices have been a lot better than
they are now, we were experiencing a
situation where we did not have any-
thing to sell. During the time when the
prices for wheat and corn were consid-
erably higher than they are now back
in 1996, we did not have a crop because
it was wiped out by scab and
Vomitoxin and floods.

So now this year we have a fairly de-
cent crop in some of the areas, but it is
not worth anything. What has hap-
pened is the farmers have lost their eq-
uity. Next year, the situation does not
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cash flow because of the prices that we
got. We need some kind of response if
we are going to keep these folks in
business.

Mr. Speaker, if this is not an emer-
gency, I do not know what is. I think
that I am going to support this motion
because it is a step in the right direc-
tion, but I do not think it is enough
money to deal with the problem. I
think that we need to look at solutions
such as the administration is working
on right now, as I understand it. They
are looking at a proposal where if
farmers had a crop insurance loss 3
years out of 5, that they would pay 25
percent of the crop insurance that
farmers receive during that time as a
direct payment. That would be a step
in the right direction.

I also would encourage the Members
in this body and the administration to
look at a proposal that has been put
forward by some folks in our area
where we could set up a land diversion
program where we would turn this land
black for 3 years and try to get this
disease out of the system. That would
be something that would be very help-
ful to us.

Again, there would be some cost to
that proposal. But, again to reempha-
size, we have gone through a situation
where we have some farmers that have
not had a crop for 5 or 6 years, have not
had a thing to sell, and have eaten up
their equity. If we are going to keep
the fabric of that part of the country
together, we have to have some kind of
a response.

Mr. Speaker, I implore my colleagues
to support us in coming up with some-
thing yet before we adjourn this ses-
sion, so that we can go back to those
people with some kind of hope that
they can farm next year.

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

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to point out,
one of the previous speakers expressed
some concerns about the budget. I just
want to say that of all the subcommit-
tees in this House, this Subcommittee
on Agriculture has taken more cuts,
has laid off more people, over 10,000 at
the U.S. Department of Agriculture,
has consolidated more offices at the
local level, has had to cap research dol-
lars below levels at which we would
prefer to fund them. We have had to
cut back on our trade promotion pro-
grams at a time when we are having
trouble with exports.

If we look at the choices that we
have had to make, there has been no
more responsible committee or sub-
committee in this Congress than this
Subcommittee on Agriculture. If one is
concerned about attempting to deal
with balancing the budget, we have
done more than our fair share.

I would hope that the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN), in trying
to find a true answer to this, could
look across accounts, including to
some of the accounts that are outside
the jurisdiction of this committee.

This is an issue that the Committee
on the Budget should have dealt with.

We do not have a budget resolution
this year. Why should the farmers and
ranchers of this country be asked to
pay the price of the Committee on the
Budget inside this Congress that did
not do its job?

It just seems to me that we have
taken the hits, substantial hits in this
committee at a time when rural Amer-
ica is crying out to us for attention. It
would be a travesty not to meet our
public obligations to the people who
are producing the real wealth of this
country simply because some proce-
dural group inside this Congress, not
this subcommittee, and not this full
committee, did not do their job.

So, I think we have a higher calling
here today with this motion to in-
struct. We welcome the gentleman’s
support and ideas as we move forward
here. But, please, understand what is
going on on this budget situation. It is
not the work of this subcommittee, nor
the full committee, nor in fact the
Committee on Agriculture of this Con-
gress, but other problems that we are
facing in other venues here. There is no
reason we could penalize the farmers
and ranchers of this country because of
the inaction of some elements of this
institution and the other body.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. STEN-
HOLM).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms.
KAPTUR) for yielding me this time, and
I associate myself with her remarks
concerning the work of this sub-
committee, the gentleman from New
Mexico (Mr. SKEEN) and the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) and
their fellow members. The problem we
face is not their fault. In fact, they
have done an admirable job in dealing
in a very, very judicial and positive
way with a very tight budget.

But I want to speak to the question
that the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. COBURN) brought up just a mo-
ment ago, because he is right on target
with one major exception. That is if we
are truly to work out the expenditure
cuts in order to fund this particular
need of an emergency, that must be
done supporting a budget that can get
218 votes.

If the gentleman will remember, and
just for the body’s recollection, those
of us who had a slightly different opin-
ion of what this budget ought to look
like this year, those of us so-called
Blue Dogs, were denied the opportunity
even to debate our ideas on this floor
when we had the opportunity to talk
about this issue. The leadership of the
House chose not to even let the free ex-
change of ideas occur on the floor of
the House as some of us would like to
have talked about this.

So, it is important for this body to
understand those of us who bring this
resolution today, admitting it is inad-
equate, admitting that it is muddying
the water, but unless the water is mud-
died, some of us believe that nothing is
going to happen because we will never
be able to get the perfect plan.

Later this week we are going to de-
bate an $80 billion tax cut with Social
Security trust funds. I agree with the
gentleman, any dollars that are spent
for any purposes are coming out of the
Social Security trust fund. Therefore, I
am going to be very judicial with how
many of these dollars, and I will reach
out and work with the gentleman from
Oklahoma and anyone else that can
help us find those dollars.

But I believe someone has already
spoken to the fact that we have got a
potential growing emergency in the de-
fense areas of this country that I am
very concerned about also. And, there-
fore, perhaps it is time for reasonable
heads to get together and start work-
ing on a plan that can be supported by
218 votes that meets the needs of this
country.

Mr. Speaker, today we talk about ag-
riculture. We made that argument. But
I think it is going to be ‘‘fess up’’ time
and ‘‘honest up’’ time for a lot of us.
The concern I have, and why I asked to
speak again, is I am afraid that we are
going to pursue a process in which we
have all kinds of ideas, but no one ever
gets 218 votes and we end up pointing
the finger of blame. Rural America
cannot stand that.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I would just ask the
Members to please support our motion
to instruct in order to assure that the
farmers and the ranchers of this coun-
try in many cases are allowed to plant
a crop, to move their livestock, to keep
this country whole in its economy and
moving forward.

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
this motion to instruct conferees because of
the grave drought situation affecting the farm-
ers of south Texas and the difficulties they are
facing with the Crop Insurance Program’s cov-
erage of their crop loss.

My office has heard from farmers, bankers,
and those in the farming industry who have
experienced their fifth straight year of weather
related crop losses. Assistance under the
emergency status designation for Texas agri-
culture producers is definitely needed.

I am here to voice the concerns of these
farmers in Washington and urge that disaster
assistance alleviating this situation be made
available.

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, over the last
month, donated hay has come to Texas from
Missouri, Kansas, Illinois, and other states
across the country. The free hay is a near mi-
raculous sight for many East Texas ranchers
and a wonderful tribute to the generosity of
the human spirit. However, in all but a few
cases, the hay will provide only a stopgap
measure until the cattle producers can find an-
other way to purchase hay.

Most of the state’s pasture land is still rated
as poor or very poor, and my district in East
Texas is one of the driest regions in the state.
For months, parched fields have forced Texas
ranchers to purchase feed or hay to feed their
herds. The dry conditions and the increased
demand, however, have made hay scarce and
expensive. Texas ranchers are spending an
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average of $3.5 million a day in extra feed
costs to support their herds.

All agricultural producers in Texas, not just
the ranchers, are suffering through the second
severe drought to hit Texas in three years.
Total farm and ranch losses from the drought
are now estimated to reach $2.1 billion state-
wide, with an overall impact to the state econ-
omy estimated at $5.8 billion. Other factors,
such as a glut of foreign cotton and bumper
crops of grain in the Midwest are driving down
commodity prices and compounding an al-
ready disastrous year for Texas farmers.

I return home to East Texas every weekend,
and every time I do, I hear from another farm-
er who doesn’t think he will make it to next
year. Mr. Speaker, these are families who
have been farming and feeding the country for
generations. These farmers are highly skilled
and very efficient, but no farmer, no matter
how competent, could get through this year
unscathed. And it is not just the farmer who
suffers—every time East loses a farming fam-
ily, the ripple effect is felt throughout the local
economy.

Mr. Speaker, we absolutely must take this
opportunity to address the crisis in the Texas
farming community. We have to provide emer-
gency funds to give the USDA the flexibility to
address the needs of Texas farmers and
ranchers. With emergency funding, Secretary
Glickman can fund the Disaster Reserve As-
sistance Program to provide feed assistance
to ranchers and provide increased flexibility for
indemnity payments to producers who have
lost their crops. It is only an initial step, Mr.
Speaker, but it is a step we must take as soon
as possible.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the motion to instruct conferees to
agree with the Senate amendments to the Ag-
riculture Appropriations Bill for Fiscal Year
1999 providing emergency funds for agricul-
tural disaster assistance. Our nation’s farmers
and ranchers, especially those in Texas, have
faced extremely difficult financial times due to
brutal natural disasters and very low commod-
ity prices over the past five years. They need
these emergency funds, and they need them
now.

Texas farmers have suffered extraordinary
losses. This summer’s extreme heat and
drought conditions have resulted in near total
crop losses for every county I represent. The
drought has forced many Texas ranchers, who
cannot afford to feed cattle any longer, to liq-
uidate their herds. The crisis has cost the
state nearly $2 billion in economic losses.

Our nation cannot sustain this type of loss.
Farmers and ranchers in Texas and other
states deserve our assistance in this time of
extreme need. They feed us and clothe us
providing high quality agriculture products
throughout the year. Supporting the Senate
amendment for emergency funding is an es-
sential step in the right direction.

We cannot afford to put anymore farmers
and ranchers at risk. Although the Senate in-
crease is minimal, it is necessary insurance
for our nation’s farmers and ranchers who risk
losing their livelihood.

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Speaker, after experienc-
ing one weather-related disaster after another,
including this year’s drought, the future of pro-
duction agriculture and family farming in mid-
dle and south Georgia faces a threat of almost
unprecedented proportions.

This is not a sudden, overnight crisis. Farm-
ers, bankers, and communities dependent on

production agriculture have been in a crisis
mode for some time.

Our farmers have faced a threatening situa-
tion that has now become even more severe.

Over the past few weeks, I have visited
farms to meet with farmers all across the Sec-
ond District and to see first-hand the destruc-
tion that has been wrought by the droughts
and other disasters which have struck our
area. Indeed, as mentioned by Ms. KAPTUR,
the University of Georgia has estimated
farmgate value lost this year at over $767 mil-
lion.

Farmers want indemnification payments that
will give them the same kind of safety-net our
government offers to other nations in Asia,
such as South Korea, Thailand, Indonesia and
the Phillippines—to bail them out in their time
of crisis.

Farmers want relief from high production
costs and low commodity prices.

I promised I would carry that message back
to Washington and work with my colleagues in
Congress and the Administration to get some
relief.

I am pleased to join my colleagues in sup-
porting this motion to instruct the Ag Appropri-
ators to designate disaster spending as
‘‘Emergency Spending’’ under our current
Budget Rules.

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

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

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

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

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule XV, the
Chair will reduce to a minimum of 5
minutes the period of time within
which a vote by electronic device, if or-
dered, will be taken on the question of
agreeing to the motion to instruct.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 331, nays 66,
not voting 37, as follows:

[Roll No. 430]

YEAS—331

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra

Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell

Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle

Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clay
Clement
Clyburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Gordon
Granger
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hefner
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer

Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
LaTourette
Lazio
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor

Payne
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Pickering
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Redmond
Regula
Reyes
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer, Dan
Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Shaw
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Yates
Young (FL)

NAYS—66

Archer
Barr
Bartlett
Brady (TX)

Burr
Campbell
Cannon
Christensen

Coble
Coburn
Cox
Cubin
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Doolittle
Duncan
Ensign
Ewing
Fox
Frelinghuysen
Goodlatte
Goodling
Greenwood
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Istook
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Klug

Largent
Latham
Leach
LoBiondo
Manzullo
McIntosh
Moran (VA)
Myrick
Neumann
Nussle
Pappas
Paul
Paxon
Petri
Pitts
Pombo
Radanovich
Roukema

Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Sanford
Scarborough
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shays
Smith (MI)
Smith (OR)
Snowbarger
Stearns
Sununu
Taylor (NC)
Tiahrt
Wamp
Weldon (FL)

NOT VOTING—37

Clayton
Engel
Eshoo
Fattah
Gonzalez
Goss
Graham
Green
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Jefferson
Kennedy (MA)
Lewis (GA)

Manton
McGovern
McIntyre
Meeks (NY)
Mink
Morella
Nadler
Oberstar
Owens
Pelosi
Poshard
Pryce (OH)
Riggs

Rohrabacher
Schumer
Smith, Linda
Stabenow
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Velazquez
Weygand
Wynn
Young (AK)
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Mrs. CUBIN and Messrs. SENSEN-

BRENNER, GOODLATTE, COX of Cali-
fornia, WELDON of Florida, PAXON,
WAMP, GREENWOOD, TAYLOR of
North Carolina, FOX of Pennsylvania,
and COBLE changed their vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Messrs. SCOTT, BACHUS and LEVIN
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to
‘‘yea.’’

So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
430, I intended to vote ‘‘no’’ and inadvertently
instead voted ‘‘yea’’ and did not realize my
error until the vote was announced.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). The question is on the motion
to instruct offered by the gentlewoman
from Ohio (Ms. Kaptur).

The motion to instruct was agreed
to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees:

Messrs. SKEEN, WALSH, DICKEY, KING-
STON, NETHERCUTT, BONILLA, LATHAM,
LIVINGSTON, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. FAZIO of
California, Mr. SERRANO, Ms. DELAURO,
and Mr. OBEY.

There was no objection.
f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 4103, DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1999

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to take from
the Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 4103)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1999, and for other
purposes, with Senate amendments
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend-
ments, and agree to the conference
asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES OFFERED BY

MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
tion to instruct.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. OBEY moves that the managers on the

part of the House at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the
bill, H.R. 4103, be instructed to reduce, with-
in the scope of conference, the maximum
amount possible from appropriations for low
priority congressionally-directed projects
not requested in the FY 1999 Defense Depart-
ment budget request and apply those funds
to alleviate high priority military readiness
needs for spare parts, quality of life pro-
grams, training exercises, retention bonuses,
and recruitment incentives.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG) each will be recognized for 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, my understanding is
that the majority party leadership is
contemplating an emergency spending
supplemental to add substantial sums
of money for military readiness to be
paid for out of the surplus. The con-
cerns for slippage in military readiness
are legitimate and I share them. What
I do question is whether this Congress
needs to spend sums out of the surplus
to take care of those needs when it is
evident that we have not come close to
squeezing low priority pork barrel
spending out of this bill so that that
spending can be shifted to meet those
legitimate readiness needs.

A lot that often happens in this town
is enough to give hypocrisy a bad
name, and on this issue I think we have
the same principle operating. This Con-
gress has added $20 billion to military
budget requests of the President over
the last three years. The vast majority
of that money, over 85 percent, has not
gone to address readiness shortfalls
about which we now hear so many
crocodile tears. It has gone for procure-
ment and research, some of it useful,
much of it of low priority to meet the
political needs of Members for things
like additional C–130 aircraft that the
Pentagon has not asked for, or ques-
tionable studies of the Aurora Borealis.
It has been reported that there is $4
billion in the House defense appropria-
tion bill this year for congressionally-
directed projects not requested by the
Pentagon.

I want to say that I am not a Percy
Pureheart on these items.
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I think there are times when the
Congress has a perfect right to sub-
stitute its judgment on the need for
projects for that of the executive
branch. I recognize that that is our
prerogative. What I do object to is

when we go overboard in the process,
and I would like to say that we ought
to be able to take at least one-fourth of
the congressional add-ons that in my
judgment, and in the judgment of
many others who know a lot more
about it than I do, were made prin-
cipally to meet the political needs of
Members of Congress rather than to
meet the defense needs of the country,
and we ought to take that money,
eliminate those low-priority projects
and move that into true readiness por-
tions of the budget for things like qual-
ity-of-life improvements for troops,
spare parts, recruitment and retention
initiatives.

Mr. Speaker, this amendment does
not specifically require a specific
amount to be moved, but it does in-
struct the committee, to the maximum
possible extent, to move whatever
items they can move out of these low-
priority pork and project areas into
readiness parts of the budget.

Now, I earlier mentioned hypocrisy.
We have seen this Congress on several
occasions bemoan the very shortfalls
that it has helped create.

One example: Just last year, when
the leadership of this House attacked
the Clinton administration intelligence
budget for being too low and then pro-
ceeded to cut it even more in order to
free up more money for congressional
pork.

I do not, as I said, object to the Con-
gress occasionally exercising its inde-
pendent judgment on the values of
some of these projects. What I object
to, whether it occurs on the highway
bill, or the committee of jurisdiction
added over 1,800 pork barrel projects, or
whether it happens in this bill, what I
object to is when the practice of adding
these projects becomes so gross that in
the end that itself drives through this
place legislation which otherwise
would be considered in a more thought-
ful way and with a more skeptical eye.

And so I simply want to repeat: This
Congress has added in the last 3 years
over $20 billion in military spending, 85
percent of which went to nonreadiness
accounts for destroyers that the Penta-
gon did not ask for or C–130s the Penta-
gon did not ask for and other items.

In my own district, I have tried to
eliminate one military project for 14
years and still have not had any suc-
cess. I do not know if there is another
Member of Congress who has asked the
Congress to eliminate a project in his
own district. I have not succeeded, but
I am going to keep trying.

But what I object to is the mind-set
on this bill that always assumes that
money should be spent, rather than
saying that the burden of proof falls on
those once in a while who want to
spend the money.

It just seems to me when we are told
that there are 11,000 military personnel
who are still on food stamps, that what
we ought to be doing is putting our
money in places that alleviates that
demeaning need for them to ask for
food stamps when they ought to be
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compensated at a level decent enough
to avoid having to ask that, and it
seems to me we ought to be putting our
money into items like that and into
other areas of readiness rather than
putting so much of it in items that are
simply here to make the grease on the
bill move the bill a little faster
through the process.

So that is all this motion does, and
as I said, out of deference to the com-
mittee I did not specify any specific
dollar amount because the committee
knows which items are pork and which
items are truly high-priority congres-
sional differences of judgment with the
executive branch, and it seems to me
that the House ought to adopt this mo-
tion and get on with the other business
that faces us.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I might
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
for bringing this motion to instruct be-
fore the House. I do not have any prob-
lem with what he is suggesting here be-
cause this is what we have been trying
to do since we became the majority
party and I have had the privilege of
chairing this subcommittee. We have
tried our very best to eliminate any
pork-type spending in the defense bill.

Now we are dealing with 435 Members
of the House, 100 Members of the other
body, and sometimes it might not be
quite as easy as the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) would suggest,
but we do work at it.

And another reason I am glad that he
raised this issue: Part of his motion
says to apply those funds to alleviate
high-priority military readiness needs
for spare parts, quality of life, training
exercises, retention bonuses and re-
cruitment incentives. That is really
one of the big things that we did in the
House bill where we added to the Presi-
dent’s budget. And we would admit the
President’s budget was very short in
those areas. In our committee we added
$215 million over the President’s budg-
et for those spare parts.

More is needed. There are still air-
planes in hangars that cannot fly be-
cause they do not have spare parts to
fix them. There are other problems
with spare parts throughout the serv-
ices. So we agree with that, that we
need more money in spare parts.

Quality of life: We added right at a
billion dollars for quality-of-life issues,
and one of the things that we added
over the President’s budget was for
housing for people who work in the
military and live in military housing,
so that they have a decent place to
live, a decent quality of life. And de-
spite the fact that in the last 3 years
we have added considerable money over
the President’s budget, there is still
much to be done to repair and main-
tain some of the military housing.

For training shortfalls, again as the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)

refers to it, he is right. We added $560
million over the President’s budget.
These are congressional initiatives
over the President’s budget for train-
ing shortfalls, retention and recruiting,
again a serious problem. People are
leaving the military in large numbers.
Recruiting schedules are off. Except for
the Marine Corps, who are on schedule,
the other services are behind in their
recruiting. So we added $85 million
over the President’s budget for reten-
tion and for recruiting.

We understand these problems, and
we are doing the best we can. But I also
want to say, Mr. Speaker, that there
have been many programs that have
been created by the Congress that the
Pentagon did not want at the time, and
most of those have proved to be very
successful. I want to talk about just
one or two of them.

Remember our committee was in-
volved some years back in saying to
the Defense Department that we need
more sealift, we need the ability to get
there from here, and the Pentagon ob-
jected; they did not like this idea at
all. But we went ahead, and we did it
anyway, and we bought the fast sealift
ships. When Desert Shield, the buildup
to Desert Storm, came about, they
were all thanking their lucky stars
that Congress pushed the program to
create the sealift.

Airlift falls into the same category.
We pushed the C–17, which now every-
one in the world says is one of the
smartest things we ever did. Again a
push by the Congress over the objec-
tions of the Pentagon.

In the last 3 years we have had to add
over a billion dollars, congressional
adds, because the President’s budget
was so short when it dealt with health
issues, when it dealt with the health
care of those who serve in the military
and their families.

The list is very long, Mr. Speaker,
but I want to say to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and to all
those in the House, we recognize our
responsibility to the Members of the
House and to the Members of the other
body, and we recognize our responsibil-
ity to those who serve in uniform.

I have a son who is enlisted in the
military, and I can tell my colleague,
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY), he does not get enough money,
he does not get paid enough. He does
not have to live on food stamps because
mom and dad tend to take care of some
of his other financial requirements.
But the lower ranks in the military are
not paid enough. And the congressional
initiative for fiscal year 1999 is to in-
crease the President’s budget request
for pay raises by another half a per-
cent. Not enough, not enough yet, but
at least a signal to those who serve in
the military that we recognize their
needs.

So what I am saying, Mr. Speaker, is
I do not object to the gentleman from
Wisconsin’s motion because I agree
with it. But I wanted to point out that
we are trying to do the very things

that his motion directs us to do, and as
we go through this conference, we will
continue the effort to make sure that
whatever comes out in the final defense
appropriations bill will be something
that the military has a requirement
for, that it responds directly to our na-
tional security and that there is a real
need for it.

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I would point out that
the gentleman has indicated a number
of things which are factually correct,
but I think they need to be placed in
broader context.

Example: At one point under the pre-
vious administration, the Bush admin-
istration, there was a complete pause
in funding improvements to quality-of-
life items for our troops in a number of
areas.

I would also point out that the Presi-
dent just today is engaged in a readi-
ness conference with the Joint Chiefs.

The reason that I raised this motion
today is simply because I find it ironic
that the Congress is considering adding
a special supplemental to deal with
readiness issues before it has elimi-
nated a good deal of the waste and low-
priority pork initiatives that this Con-
gress has been renowned for through
the years.

And I want to give my colleagues an-
other example. The highest priority re-
quest from the Navy was to fund F–18s
to replace aging F–14 aircraft. Thirty-
one of those F–14s have gone down!
Those planes need to be replaced, and
yet the House cut that request in order
to fund additional C–130s that the Pen-
tagon had not asked for. Those C–130s
were directed to the National Guard.
And we should not kid ourselves, most
of them were done that way simply to
meet pork requests from Members of
Congress who are trying to represent
the need of their districts.

People will say, ‘‘Oh, gee whiz, but
some of those C–130s are hurricane
fighters.’’ The fact is that the Penta-
gon showed there was another way to
provide hurricane-fighting capacity by
having greatly updated C–130s provided
in those same areas but not going
through an expense that was four times
as high by providing new planes rather
than updated older versions.

My point is simply that we could
have met that need in a cheaper way
and still maintained our ability to pro-
vide the No. 1 priority that the Navy
had: F–18s. And yet this Congress, or
this House at least, choose up to this
point not to do so.
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It just seems to me that this Con-
gress ought to adopt this motion and
really mean it and bring a bill back
from conference that does eliminate
many of the low priority pork items
that the committee has added to the
bill simply to garner votes for passage
of the bill.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the

gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
HEFNER), the distinguished ranking
member on the Subcommittee on Mili-
tary Construction.

(Mr. HEFNER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, first of
all, let me say that in the years that I
have been on the Committee on Appro-
priations, the Subcommittee on De-
fense, and served for a time as chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Military
Construction and now the ranking
member, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. MURTHA), when he was the
full chairman, served with distinction.
Now the job has been passed on to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG),
and he has served with distinction, and
we would like to believe that we have
done a magnificent job with the lim-
ited funds that we have.

I agree with the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) that priorities some-
times do not go where they need to be.
For instance, in all of the time that I
was chairman of the Subcommittee on
Military Construction, every year, year
after year after year, we fell further be-
hind in quality of life as far as the
housing for our men and women in the
service. This was not a high priority
for anybody except the people that
were in the service, and for retention,
this should have been one of our very,
very high priorities. We should not
have had to really push to add monies
and take monies out of the defense bill
and put on to military construction,
but our military construction bill and
quality of life has continued to decline.
When we consider inflationary pres-
sures, we have continued to decline,
and we are not doing what we should be
doing for quality of life for our family
housing.

Mr. Speaker, I think that this is a
modest amendment, and I think it
points out that when we go to con-
ference, we need to be very strong in
our scrutiny of the add-ons and for the
so-called pork. What is pork to some
people, what is pork in one district is
vital to another district. We like to
think that we have done a good job,
and I commend the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) for being one of
the fairest chairmen that I have ever
served under. I pledge to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) that for the
remainder of my tenure here, I will
work very, very hard to do what I be-
lieve to be the responsible thing with
the limited dollars that we have.

Mr. Speaker, if I may on a personal
note, it has nothing to do with this
amendment, but in all the hubbub that
we have been having lately, it was al-
luded to that the terrorist attack that
we had on the bases was a personal
thing to divert attention. I am not
going to get into that argument, but I
want to say this. I have been knowing
General Shelton, who is a chairman of
the joint chiefs, I have been knowing
him for years and years and years, and

for anyone to insinuate that he would
go along with an operation like this is
absolutely ludicrous, and I take it per-
sonally. I would think that anybody
who would insinuate that personally
owes an apology to General Shelton
who is one of the finest public servants
and one of the finest military people
who would never stand for anything of
this nature and would not go along
with it.

Mr. Speaker, with that I urge that we
support the motion of the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and that
the committee, when we go to con-
ference, look at the differences with
the other body and come up with a bill
that we believe is responsible and does
the job for our military men and
women, also for quality of life and the
things that need to be done for the de-
fense of this great Nation.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM), a
very distinguished member of the Sub-
committee on Defense Appropriations,
who is also a very distinguished fighter
pilot.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to tell Members one of the
best committees we have in Congress
and works in a very bipartisan way is
the Committee on National Security
on authorization and also on the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, the Sub-
committee on Defense. Republicans
and Democrats focus on a general area
and they work in the same direction,
and that is national security for the
United States of America.

I would like to make a statement
that I would like my colleagues to lis-
ten to, and that is that even at a low
funding rate, under the balanced budg-
et, defense of this country could sur-
vive under the balanced budget figure.
Would we be strong? No, but we could
survive. Could we do 2 MRCs starting
now? I do not believe that is the case.

But what the problem is is that the
President has us operating at 300 per-
cent above what it was in Vietnam, if
we take an already low defense budget
and then we pile on top of that $40 bil-
lion because the White House has us
deployed all over the world. Some of
those places I supported, like Iraq, that
the President tried to fight. But we
have to pay for those things. That
mostly comes out of our operation and
maintenance funds. We find ships that
are not repaired, we find sailors that
are not going.

Mr. Speaker, we are going to lose,
and I want my colleagues to listen to
this on both sides, between now and
over the next 5 years, even if we invest,
we are going to lose a great number of
aircraft and pilots in our services. Op-
eration Tempo being 300 percent above,
the number one issue for sailors and pi-
lots getting out is family separation.
Our sailors are getting worked to
death. They are away from their fami-
lies. They are hurting so bad that we
are only maintaining 24 percent. When
we say we need to recruit, we need to

keep the experienced people that are in
the service and not kill them through
working them 20 hours a day every day
and being away from their families.
Mr. Speaker, 24 percent, which means
our experience level is going. We are
only maintaining 33 percent of our pi-
lots.

The gentleman talks about, well, the
Pentagon did not ask for it. In an al-
ready low budget, that is one of the
things that is kind of smoke and mir-
rors. The Pentagon does not ask for it.
If we ask the Pentagon what they real-
ly need and they will tell us they need
these things. I talk to them almost
every single day and I know most of
them by their first names.

Let me tell my colleagues about
some pork in my district if we want to
call it pork. Captain O’Grady was shot
down by a SAM over in Bosnia. When
we were in Vietnam he shot a Shrike at
a missile site and then they went to
standard arm. Those weapons only
have a 10 percent, we call it PK, kill
probability to take out that weapon. In
my district we have a 7-inch tube that
uses GPS that will take out that site 95
percent of the time.

Now, some call that pork; I call it
survivability of our men and women in
our services, and that should be a pri-
ority.

The training. Oceana just announced
that they normally have 45 F–14s to
train their pilots, and the gentleman
talked about training. They only had 4.
So the capability to train the brand-
new pilots coming into the Navy, and
then they go overseas with a lack of
training, that is all a degradation. We
could do it with the balanced budget
figures, but we cannot continue to pay
for this White House extravagant over-
seas deployment.

Bosnia. Bosnia, $12 billion that comes
out of the defense budget. I would say
to my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle, there are national security needs.
We need to provide for those, and we
are deficient. Just listen to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. Yes, they have to speak
the words of the President, such as mo-
rale is good. We are near disaster, but
when we talk to them, we are in a hol-
low force. GAO says we are $150 billion
short.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 21⁄2 minutes.

I wanted to explain, and again, I have
had a number of questions from Mem-
bers as to what I intended to do on the
Obey motion. As I said in my first com-
ments, I intend to support it, because I
think it is appropriate that we make
sure that whatever goes into the de-
fense appropriations bill actually deals
with national defense. So I have no
problem with that. In fact, I do support
it. But I wanted to make this point.

There is a serious shortfall list that
the services, the Army, the Navy, the
Air Force and the Marine Corps have
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provided to us, as members of the sub-
committee, listing things that they
need, but they could not fit into the
overall budget. Now, many of the Mem-
bers who have asked to have congres-
sionally-directed adds put in this bill,
many of those Members are asking
that the shortfall list be dealt with.
The Members who are very knowledge-
able on national defense issues in this
House, and there are many who are
knowledgeable, they are working to-
ward the same shortfall list that the
Department of Defense has provided for
us during our hearings. We will be very
careful to make sure that anything
that we add over the budget will fit
into the category of having a direct na-
tional defense effect, and number 2,
that there is a requirement for it.

So for those who are questioning how
I intend to vote on the Obey motion, I
intend to support it because I see noth-
ing at all wrong with it.

Mr. Speaker, I want to take another
minute. The gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY) mentioned the F–14. He is
right, the F–14 had a pretty serious
safety record. I led the fight in the
committee for years to reengine the F–
14s to eliminate the TF–30 engine that
was causing many of the accidents and
the problems. As the airplane got
older, the Defense Department decided
not to continue the reengining pro-
gram because the airplanes would be
going out of the inventory. But those
F–14s that are going out of the inven-
tory are not nearly as old as some of
the C–130s that we are replacing with
those that we add today. Some are as
many as 40 years old. Yes, some of
them are hurricane hunters. Others are
refueling tankers used by the Marine
Corps and are 40 years old. I just do not
think that people who are in uniform
and given a mission to fly into a hos-
tile situation should have to fly an air-
plane that is 40 years old. Frankly, an
airplane at 40 years old should not be
in the air.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAL-
VERT). Without objection, the previous
question is ordered on the motion to
instruct.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. OBEY).

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, further proceedings on this
question are postponed.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

point of no quorum is considered with-
drawn.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the motion to instruct, and
that I may include tabular and extra-
neous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 4112, LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1999

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 4112)
making appropriations for the Legisla-
tive Branch for fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1999, and for other purposes,
with a Senate amendment thereto, dis-
agree to the Senate amendment and
agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
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MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR. SERRANO

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to instruct conferees.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. SERRANO moves that the managers on

the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the bill, H.R. 4112, be instructed to bolster
the Capitol police force by concurring in the
Senate amendments that restore $4.197 mil-
lion of reductions passed by the House for
Capitol Police salaries and Capitol Police
general expenses.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAL-
VERT). The gentleman from New York
(Mr. SERRANO) and the gentleman from
New York (Mr. WALSH) each will con-
trol 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH).

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I will
withhold my comments until we hear
from the gentleman from downstate
New York.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I believe this is a mo-
tion every Member can support. This
has been an extraordinary year for the
Capitol Police and its police force. We
have seen the first deaths of Capitol
Police officers in the line of duty in
many years. U.S. embassies have been
bombed by terrorists, and the U.S. has
responded to this terrorism with mis-
sile attacks. All of this raises the per-
ception of threats, if not the actual
threats to U.S. interests and institu-
tions all over the world.

The Capitol, of course, is one of the
great symbols of our Nation. Therefore,
it is occasionally a target of people
with seriously deranged thinking or
violent anti-American views.

The Capitol is also the seat of the
people’s branch of our government and
the destination of thousands of visitors
every day, both constituents and tour-
ists, as well as high-ranking officials of
our own government and leaders from
all over the world.

I suppose we could be much safer and
perhaps also save money if we chose to
wall the Capitol complex off from the
people. But I believe everyone here
would strongly oppose that approach to
security.

Instead, Mr. Speaker, the people’s
branch must remain open to the public.
It is our duty, often through this bill,
to make sure that the Capitol Police
have the resources they need to keep
this open campus safe and secure for
Members, staff, employees, visitors,
and guests.

As threats evolve, responses must
evolve, and the Capitol Police must
have the resources for the personnel,
training, and technology they need.

Mr. Speaker, as I have said before
and will no doubt say again, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WALSH)
has done an excellent job in putting
this bill together. I think our initial
decisions on funding levels for the Cap-
itol Police were entirely appropriate.

But since our bill passed the House in
June, we have seen the unfortunate
murders of Officers Chestnut and Gib-
son, the bombings of U.S. embassies in
Kenya and Tanzania, and the resulting
missile attacks on terrorist locations.

All of this has increased the obliga-
tions of the Capitol Police, increased
the need for overtime, caused new
thinking on the physical security needs
for the campus and the need for addi-
tional resources.

As a first step to that end, and of
course there will be additional and
more substantial steps, I urge my col-
leagues to support this motion to in-
struct conferees, to accept the Senate
figures for the Capitol Police.

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

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am delighted to ac-
cept the gentleman’s motion to in-
struct the conferees. I think it is very
constructive. It puts the House square-
ly in a position where we see the wis-
dom of the Senate’s decision to fund
these given the events that my good
friend, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SERRANO) has mentioned, espe-
cially the tragic events that occurred
last month involving the loss of our
two officers, Chestnut and Gibson.

We really need to enhance our secu-
rity, and certainly we need to reward
the professionalism and the high qual-
ity of service provided by our Capitol
Hill Police.

So we see this as constructive and
support the motion.

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

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the mo-
tion to instruct.
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The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SERRANO).

The motion was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks on the motion to
instruct and that I may include tabular
extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without

objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees: Messrs. Walsh, Young
of Florida, Cunningham, Wamp,
Latham, Livingston, Serrano, Fazio of
California, Hoyer, and Obey.

There was no objection.
f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 4328, DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1999

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speak-
er’s table the bill (H.R. 4328) making
appropriations for the Department of
Transportation and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1999, and for other purposes, with a
Senate amendment thereto, disagree to
the Senate amendment, and agree to
the conference asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.
MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR. SABO

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
tion to instruct conferees.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. SABO moves, that in resolving the dif-

ferences between the House and Senate, the
managers on the part of the House at the
conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the bill, H.R. 4328, be in-
structed to disagree to a provision in the
Senate bill that amends the Alaska National
Interest Lands Conservation Act to allow
helicopters unrestricted access to wilderness
areas in Alaska.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. SABO) and
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
WOLF) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. SABO).

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, when H.R. 4328, the fis-
cal year 1999 transportation appropria-
tions bill passed the House, it was a
bill that was relatively free of
antienvironmental riders. However, the
Senate has attached to the bill several
controversial riders that undermine
important environmental protections.

Mr. Speaker, this Motion to instruct
addresses the most controversial of

those riders which would amend the
Alaskan National Interest Lands Con-
servation Act to permit helicopters to
operate inland in all national wildlife
refuges, national parks and wilderness
study areas in Alaska. This motion to
instruct directs the House conferees to
disagree with this provision which is
not in the House bill.

Mr. Speaker, the Senate rider has no
place in the transportation appropria-
tions bill. First, the provision is a leg-
islative provision that amends the
Alaska National Interest Lands Con-
servation Act, a law that is within the
jurisdiction of the House Committee on
Resources.

Second, this provision is not simply a
provision to clarify as some have
claimed. It would rewrite 18 years of
national environmental policy with po-
tentially far-reaching impacts that, ac-
cording to the National Park Service,
could fundamentally change the char-
acter of national parks in Alaska.

Currently, helicopter landings are al-
lowed in Alaska wilderness areas only
for emergency reasons and on a case-
by-case basis for nonemergency uses in
nonwilderness areas. These restrictions
were carefully constructed when
ANILCA was adopted in 1980.

This amendment would lift those re-
strictions, allowing helicopters to land
routinely in the remote areas of the
Tongass National Forest, the glaciers
of Kenai Fjords National Park, and the
inlets of Glacier Bay, primarily for the
benefit of helicopter tour operators and
cruise ship passengers who want to
take these sightseeing tours.

Mr. Speaker, the administration has
strongly objected to this provision. The
Secretaries of Interior and Agriculture
have previously recommended that
bills containing similar provisions be
vetoed. Federal land management
agencies have already considered the
expanded use of helicopters on wilder-
ness lands in Alaska and found it to be
inappropriate.

Numerous environmental groups also
have objected to this provision. They
fear that the constant buzz of heli-
copters dropping tourists into fragile
ecosystems on the tops of mountains,
near isolated lakes, and in other pris-
tine areas for purely recreational pur-
poses could destroy the very essence of
these wild areas, disturb wildlife, and
disrupt habitat protection activities
for threatened and endangered species.

Further, hunting and sporting orga-
nizations have objected to this provi-
sion. They are asking us to safeguard
default hunting and sporting opportu-
nities in Alaska by rejecting this provi-
sion.

Mr. Speaker, this anti-environmental
rider is controversial and complex and
should not be included in the con-
ference report on the transportation
appropriation bill. I urge adoption of
this motion.

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members have 5

legislative days to revise and extend
their remarks on the motion to in-
struct and that I may include tabular
and extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.
Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in very, very

strong support of the motion to in-
struct the conferees offered by my good
friend, the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. SABO).

The Senate version of the FY 1999 De-
partment of Transportation and Relat-
ed Agencies Appropriations bill in-
cludes a rider which would amend cur-
rent law to change ‘‘airplanes’’ to ‘‘air-
craft’’ to allow helicopters to operate
and land in conservation systems units
in Alaska, including wilderness areas
and wilderness study areas. To permit
helicopters in Alaskan wilderness and
other conservation areas would be a
travesty and, quite frankly, just flat
wrong.

If the Senate provision were adopted,
there would be widespread commer-
cialization of the Alaska wilderness.
Recreational helicopters, operated by
tour companies, would penetrate and
land in parks, wilderness and other
conservation areas, significantly alter-
ing the experience of the park and
threatening the resources of these very
special places.

Opening these conservation units in
Alaska to aircraft access is opening
them to virtually unlimited access.
Helicopter use has few limitations. Vir-
tually any area can be accessed and
any small clearing is suitable for land-
ing. Furthermore, the Senate provision
opens the door not only for helicopters
but also for hover craft, ultralights and
virtually any and every technological
innovation that personal aircraft in-
dustry may produce.

Unrestricted helicopter access, oper-
ations and landings would disrupt on-
going conservation efforts in the na-
tional parks, national wildlife refuges,
national forests and on the public
lands. Scientific research has dem-
onstrated that helicopter noise levels
can adversely impact wildlife. The
noise and wind disruption from heli-
copters would impact the caribou, the
moose, the waterfowl, raptors and
other bird species, brown and black
bears, and certain other animals and
mammals.

Unrestricted helicopter operations
would destroy the very essence of these
wild areas, by allowing helicopter-
borne recreation, hunting and fishing
access to areas of this country that we
have determined to be pristine, and
would be absolutely wrong. Poaching
and other illegal hunting would also, I
think, become commonplace.

The Senate amendment should be re-
soundingly rejected by the House. We
must protect our Nation’s wilderness
areas for generations to come. We must
not permit the commercialization of
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national wilderness lands and allow
tour operators to destroy these
untarnished areas, all for the sake of a
couple of dollars.

I favor the gentleman offering the
amendment and strongly urge the
Members to support it.

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

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
chairman for his support of this mo-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to my good friend, the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
VENTO).

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
SABO) and I also thank the chairman
for his comment in accepting this mo-
tion by my colleague, the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. SABO).

Mr. Speaker, I rise in certainly
strong support of it. I would just point
out to my colleagues that Alaska
under the land use laws that were
passed in ANILCA and in other land
use laws is already treated special by
permitting airplanes to land within
some parks, wilderness and refuges. We
do not permit helicopters landing in
wilderness or on an open basis in ref-
uges, or certainly in our national parks
in the lower 48, and/or any aircraft for
that matter, other than that we do
have some of the Frank Church wilder-
ness, some landing strips which were
preserved there.

Congress and the law already treats
Alaska special by permitting aircraft
and other access with special transpor-
tation through these stretches of wil-
derness of refuge and parks in Alaska.
We already do that. What is being pro-
posed here is that you take off almost
all restrictions with regards to the pen-
etration of helicopters, ultralights in
wilderness, parks refuges in Alaska, ba-
sically in such a way as would substan-
tially damage these areas.

We are not talking for safety and
health reasons in this case. We are
talking for sport purposes, for tourist
purposes and, in fact, of course, you
prevent the basic aircraft definition in
law and the business that has been
built up in Alaska today relying upon
the current law.

As far as sportsmen are concerned, I
do not think it takes much imagina-
tion to recognize if you can put a heli-
copter into a key area where you have
some of the trophy hunting that might
go on, it would not be long before there
would not be many of those species left
that are so desirable.
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That is why I think some of the hunt-
ing groups have spoken out against
this, recognizing that it is really de-
stroying this last great stretch of wil-
derness and these special areas which
serve as home for the spectacular spe-
cies.

So, I certainly rise in strong opposi-
tion to this proviso in the Senate-
passed measure and would point out

that there is no technical mistake in
the law. Some of my colleagues and I
were here when this law was enacted.
Senator GLENN and others were active.
Obviously, our good friend and my
mentor, Mo Udall, was here and when
he wrote this there was a pretty big de-
bate about what constituted transpor-
tation in this area at that time and
how we are going to conduct ourselves,
and extended some privileges and some
opportunities, I think practically, to
the residents of Alaska and others to
facilitate the transportation and use of
such significant areas under the special
land designations.

Mr. Speaker, the legislative language
points out the use of some motorized
vehicles such as snowmobiles and oth-
ers in the report language explaining
intent. So, it is very specific in terms
of how it deals with and defines air-
planes. Thus, the effort to try and re-
write and suggest that words mean
what we say they mean by our two es-
teemed Senators from Alaska that
have placed this in the language here is
just dead wrong.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge my col-
leagues to support the Sabo motion, as
the gentleman from Virginia (Chair-
man WOLF) has offered to do, and for
them to stick by this recommendation
in the House in conference. It is an im-
portant change, an unnecessary
change, and we should not accept it
legislatively. We should not accept it
in this end-around, rider process that is
being practiced all too often, I might
say, by the Senate and by others in the
appropriation process. This motion
should be supported and these proposed
Senate amendments eliminated.

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

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of the Motion to Instruct the conferees on the
bill H.R. 4328.

Section 342 of the Senate-passed version of
the Transportation Appropriations Bill contains
an extremely controversial legislative rider
which would amend the Alaska National Inter-
est Lands Conservation Act to allow commer-
cial and private helicopter fly and land in Alas-
kan wilderness areas, National Parks, National
Wildlife Refuges and National Forests.

This is an ill-advised rider. Helicopters sim-
ply do not belong in Congressionally des-
ignated wilderness areas, except in cases of
emergency, which is already permitted by law.
The concentrated noise that helicopters
produce and their ability to hover, move slow-
ly, and descend anywhere can drive wildlife
out of habitat areas and destroy the wilder-
ness experience of those visiting these pro-
tected places.

Some in the Republican Majority seem to be
spending half their time trying to pass laws
like the so-called American Land Sovereignty
Protection Act (which was supposed to protect
us from an invasion of imaginary black heli-
copters), and the other half of their time trying
to allow real commercial helicopters to buzz
through pristine wilderness areas, disrupting
the wildlife, annoying campers, hunters, and
hikers.

The Alaska National Lands Conservation
Act contains a carefully crafted compromise

which allows fixed-wing airplane landings in
Alaska’s wilderness areas. This provision in
current law was adopted because Congress
recognized that airplanes were a reasonable
and necessary way to reach some of the re-
mote wilderness areas in Alaska, and they
cause only a fraction of the noise and disturb-
ance produced by helicopters. To now undo
this compromise and allow helicopter landings
in wilderness undermines the original intent of
the Wilderness Act of 1964 and the Alaska
National Lands Conservation Act of 1980.

We have had no hearings on such a signifi-
cant change in national wilderness policy in
the Resources Committee, which is the juris-
dictional authorizing Committee. We have had
no process. No bills have been introduced in
the House that would authorize such a change
in the law. We have heard no testimony as to
why Congress should undo the compromise
which was struck back in 1980 when we last
considered this issue. In 1996, the U.S. Forest
Service considered a request to allow heli-
copters to land in the Tongass National For-
est, but rejected it due to public opposition.
Shouldn’t we at least have a single hearing
before we tell the helicopter pilots: Gentlemen,
start your engines?

Sportsmen and conservation groups are op-
posed to this provision. This rider is opposed
by the National Audubon Society, Sportsman’s
Network, the Wilderness Society, the Alabama
Rifle & Pistol Association, the Alaska Wilder-
ness League, the National Parks Conservation
Association, the Alaska Center for the Envi-
ronment, the Alaska Conservation Alliance,
the Alaska Quiet Rights Coalition, the Alaska
Rainforest Campaign, the Alaska Wildlife Alli-
ance, the Denali Citizen’s Council, the South-
east Alaska Conservation Council, and the
Trustees for Alaska. In addition, this rider is
also opposed by the Alaska Wilderness
Recreation & Tourism Association, which rep-
resents more than 300 small Alaskan tourism
businesses that depend on Alaska’s wild lands
and wildlife.

The Motion to Instruct would direct the con-
ferees to oppose this ill-advised provision that
would disrupt the wilderness character of Alas-
ka’s national parks and wildlife refuges. I urge
my colleagues to support its adoption.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, the
motion to instruct conferees is unjustified and
just boggles my mind. The motion in effect
says the House of Representatives does not
believe that helicopter landings in the millions
of acres of wilderness areas of Alaska should
be permitted. It says that if you’re elderly, in-
firm, or unable to walk, you can’t use the aid
of a helicopter to see public wilderness areas.

These areas should be open to everyone,
not just rugged backcountry hikers.

The provision inserted by Alaska’s Senators
simply clarifies what we thought helicopter op-
erators should have the right to do: land
where they have traditionally landed before
such areas were designated as wilderness.

It must be remembered that Alaska has
over 50 million acres of wilderness. This is an
area half the size of California. If the Federal
Government enacted legislation restricting air-
craft flight over an area this size in any other
State, there would be an outcry.

There has been an outcry in Alaska.
The land management agencies will not rec-

ognize the historical use of such aircraft in
areas where they clearly operated prior to the
passage of ANILCA or the Wilderness Act.
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The Wilderness Act and ANILCA provide

that helicopters can land in wilderness areas.
Here is what section 4(d)(1) of the Wilderness
Act says, ‘‘Within wilderness areas designated
by this Act the use of aircraft or motorboats,
where these uses have already become es-
tablished, may be permitted to continue sub-
ject to such restrictions as the Secretary of
Agriculture deems desirable.’’ I don’t know
about anyone else, but ‘‘aircraft’’ means air-
planes and helicopters.

This is crystal clear, but ANILCA reinforced
this further when it allowed valid existing ac-
cess rights to continue. This is a fair and bal-
anced approach in public lands policy because
it doesn’t take away rights and privileges that
were enjoyed long before Congress des-
ignated wilderness in my State.

The problem addressed by the Senate pro-
vision is that land management agencies will
not even recognize the historical use of heli-
copters—or any other aircraft like hot air bal-
loons—in areas where they clearly operated
prior to wilderness designation. For example,
the U.S. Forest Service recently concluded a
major record of decision in which it completely
prohibited helicopter access to all wilderness
areas in the national forests in southeast Alas-
ka.

By doing so, it completely ignored the his-
torical record by which helicopters had oper-
ated in these areas for over 40 years. Further,
it made this decision even though the pre-
ferred alternative of an EIS done by the Forest
Service specifically allowed for landings in wil-
derness areas, pursuant to written law. This
was a political decision made in Washington
and didn’t reflect the record of the NEPA proc-
ess which carefully analyzed the potential wil-
derness areas.

Let me describe the silliness of the situation.
In these areas it is perfectly legal to land a
plane on a river sand bar, or a grassy area,
or even on a glacier on skis, but in the same
area you cannot land a helicopter or hot air
balloon.

Think about it—bureaucrats in Washington
decided a fixed-wing airplane which needs
hundreds of feet to land will have a worse im-
pact than a helicopter or a hot air balloon,
which can land on an area less than 15 feet
by 15 feet.

In fact, a helicopter has less impact than a
fixed-wing aircraft on the environment in many
cases.

My colleagues considering the motion to in-
struct conferees need to evaluate these facts
when they vote. But I want them to think of
one more thing.

Helicopters now land in the wilderness—but
only when it serves the interest of the govern-
ment or special interests. Let me give some
examples. Helicopters are regularly used to
assist mountain climbers in trouble on Denali
(also called Mt. McKinley). In fact, the Park
Service has a special high-altitude helicopter
on stand-by to help them. Another example is
when the Park Service quickly issued a spe-
cial permit for the Chairman of FERC to use
a helicopter to land in a wilderness area of
Glacier Bay National Park to inspect the area
for a potential hydro site.

Federal agencies use helicopters in support
of wilderness management. This is reason-
able, but it has no less impact than the rel-
atively few helicopter landings by non-federal
operators.

The message here is—if you’re a govern-
ment official, enjoy helicopters in the wilder-

ness. If you’re a taxpayer—forget it. In their
minds, people in wilderness areas are bad—
unless you’re a government employee.

This motion is wrong, unfair, and misguided,
and I strongly urge its defeat.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAL-
VERT). Without objection, the previous
question is ordered.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. SABO).

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

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, further proceedings on this
question are postponed.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

point of no quorum is considered with-
drawn.

f

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPEND-
ENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1999

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to take
from the Speaker’s table the bill (H.R.
4194) making appropriations for the De-
partments of Veterans Affairs and
Housing and Urban Development, and
for sundry independent agencies,
boards, commissions, corporations, and
offices for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1999, and for other purposes,
with Senate amendments thereto, dis-
agree to the Senate amendments and
agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

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

There was no objection.
MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES OFFERED BY

MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
tion.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. OBEY moves that the managers on the

part of the House at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the
bill, H.R. 4194, be instructed to insist on the
House position providing a total of
$17,361,395,998 for the Department of Veterans
Affairs medical care account.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LEWIS) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I do not think this will
take very long. Let me simply explain
what is in this motion to instruct.

During House consideration of this
bill a number of weeks ago, an amend-

ment was adopted which reduced non-
overhead administrative expenses of
the Federal Housing Administration by
$303 million and transferred the fund-
ing to the Veterans Medical Care ac-
count. During that debate, I do not be-
lieve that anyone spoke against provid-
ing additional funding for Veterans
Medical Care. There were, however,
concerns about the source of the fund-
ing used as an offset for the increased
funds. That concern was that reducing
FHA administrative expenses by ap-
proximately one-third would cripple its
operations with disastrous effects
throughout the country.

Since that time, we have now had a
ruling by the Office of Management
and Budget, and it appear that the rea-
sons for those concerns, because of that
ruling, have now gone away. I am not
sure what the rationale for their
change of heart is, but apparently the
general counsels of both OMB and the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment have determined that at
least for fiscal 1999, the FHA does not
have to have appropriated funds to pay
for its nonoverhead administrative ex-
penses.

If adopted by the House and followed
by the conferees, the motion now be-
fore us would result in providing $17.36
billion for Veterans Medical Care in
1999. While this amount is still far
below the $18.8 billion recommended by
the veterans service organizations’
independent budget, it is a big im-
provement above the $17.06 billion in
the House-reported bill and higher than
the Senate recommendation of $17.25
billion.

So, Mr. Speaker, my motion is very
simple. It simply reaffirms the action
of the House, providing an additional
$303 million for Veterans Medical Care,
but without the negative impact of vir-
tually shutting down the Federal Hous-
ing Administration in order to do so,
the concern which existed prior to the
OMB ruling.

Since the OMB has now decided that
the appropriated funds are not required
for the FHA administrative expenses,
this is, in essence, a win-win situation.
Veterans health care is increased and,
unlike the situation when the bill was
before the House, it will not have to
cripple its operating expenses in FHA
in order to pay for it.

Mr. Speaker, I therefore urge all
Members on both sides of the aisle to
support the motion.

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

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) for yielding and I rise to support
his motion to instruct.

Mr. Speaker, I was one that voted
against the transfer of this money, be-
cause I am concerned about housing
and the problems that we have had
with the ownership and the goals of
ownership of housing in the Nation and
did not want to take away from the
FHA program.
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I know it was a tough vote at that

time. It makes it a little tougher now
to come back and realize that the scor-
ing change is such that it does not
damage FHA, but at the time clearly it
was the impression and the representa-
tion that it did affect the FHA and the
loan programs.

I am pleased to join in finding some
transfer and ability to express my con-
cern for the veterans health budget.
The important work in terms of keep-
ing those commitments to veterans, at
the same time we do not depreciate the
goals in terms of FHA housing.

Mr. Speaker, I know that my advo-
cacy for housing is something that I
take a second seat to no one with re-
gards to that concern. I am pleased to
have stood up at that time and spoken
out. I sadly think that housing in this
chamber, assisted and other types of
ownership housing, is not something
that appears to be very high in the pri-
ority agenda of this House. I wish we
could work to gain much better sup-
port, but unfortunately today that is
not the case and I think we are losing
a lot of assisted and public housing
which is very important to the con-
stituents of my district.

We have a great housing agency in
St. Paul in Minnesota, and, unfortu-
nately, I think we are facing the very
real prospect of losing a considerable
amount of that assisted and public
housing which is expensive and which
is very, very much needed today be-
cause of the disparities in terms of in-
comes and the special populations that
I represent of Southeast Asians and
many others who are attempting to get
by in our modern day economy.

As one of my mentors and teachers
taught: On the average, things look all
right, but nobody lives on the average.
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) for bringing
this motion to the House today and
support veterans and hope that in the
future we can do better for the impor-
tant housing programs in this Nation.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, I thank the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. VENTO) for his support.
I would simply say that with respect to
housing in general, this Congress is
going to have some severe problems in
the coming 2 or 3 years because of some
severe shortfalls that are going to
occur in that account.

I am happy that OMB and the agency
involved have now been able to make
certain that we will be able at this
juncture to fund the increase in veter-
ans health care without crippling fur-
ther the operation of the FHA housing
account. I think it would be a very use-
ful thing to accomplish and that is why
we offer this motion and make clear
that that is how everyone in the House
feels.

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

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, it would be very dif-
ficult for the chairman of the sub-

committee to object to this amend-
ment, for essentially the amendment
confirms that which was the direction
of the House. I must say that I am both
a little confused and rather startled at
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY), ranking member of the full
committee, essentially carrying an
amendment that would in its written
form appear to limit the flexibility of
the subcommittee that goes to con-
ference with the other body.

While the Office of Management and
Budget had told us that we needed to
have these monies out of discretionary
accounts for administrative purposes,
and after we walked the plank taking
money that otherwise could have gone
to other vital needs in housing areas,
essentially forced us in the direction of
putting discretionary money into ad-
ministrative responsibilities, they have
now cut off that plank which was the
plank that the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. VENTO) found himself on
and they have now had us on that
plank and neatly cut it off.

My concern, though, is that there is
little doubt that within Veterans Medi-
cal Care we have done all that we could
to make certain that those accounts
were reasonably funded. Indeed, our
amount in the bill, before this amend-
ment, was over the President’s request.
Over the President’s request. I think
both sides, especially members of the
Committee on Appropriations, know
that in a nonpartisan way we have been
very generous to veterans’ accounts.
But also the Committee on Appropria-
tions members know how important it
is for us to maintain the integrity of
our committee as we go to conference
with the Senate.

Mr. Speaker, I am very disconcerted
by the fact that we have not been able
to fund subsidized rental accounts as
we might have. The affordable housing
accounts that the gentleman from Min-
nesota referred to could use additional
funding. The money we are dealing
with here are outlays at very high lev-
els like 90 percent, so it puts very great
pressure on the subcommittee in terms
of the flexibility we need. Indeed, one
might suggest that some of those other
very vital accounts that are designed
to help poor people might have re-
ceived some relief if there was more
flexibility going to conference with the
Senate.

I know that it is not the intent of the
ranking member of the Committee on
Appropriations to create a cir-
cumstance where it is more difficult
for us to do our work. But I do scratch
my head at the ranking member re-
peating essentially what was the will
of the House when they voted on that
amendment.

Mr. Speaker, I want my colleagues to
know that this subcommittee chair-
man, I am not sure about the ranking
member, but this subcommittee chair-
man takes very seriously the direction
of the House. And I consider every ele-
ment of our bill to be the direction of
the House as I go to work with the Sen-
ate.

I must say that if there is a pattern
that could further undermine the en-
tire Committee on Appropriations in
its credibility in this body, it is by way
of creating this kind of rigid stance on
the part of the leadership of the com-
mittee itself.

I talked with the ranking member of
the subcommittee just after I learned
about this proposal, for he and I share
our concern about making sure we
have great flexibility, especially to
deal with housing accounts, and I was
astonished to learn that that was the
first he had heard of this recommenda-
tion when I presented it to him.
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So it seems to me that there is a dis-
connect here. I know that when the
ranking member was in the majority
on the Committee on Appropriations
he would have been pounding the table
at this kind of rigid direction. None-
theless, I see this as an expression of
the will of the House, and I do not
know why the chairman should object
to it.

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 2 minutes.

I would like to make one comment, if
I could have the attention of the gen-
tleman from California. Surely this is
not the most startling action that I
have ever taken in the gentleman’s
eyes. The gentleman said he was star-
tled.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I would say to the gentleman that I
am certain it is not the most startling.

Mr. OBEY. All right.
Mr. Speaker, let me simply say that

I do wish that we could have contacted
the ranking minority member of the
subcommittee. He was unreachable this
morning because he was engaged in
other activities. That is the only rea-
son he was not contacted.

I think it is very clear that we are
simply offering this motion because
the House spoke clearly about its de-
sire to fund the veterans’ health care
budget as fully as we could. But at the
time it spoke, a number of Members
were under the impression that that
action could not be taken by crippling
the FHA housing accounts. Since we
now find out that that concern has
been corrected by the OMB ruling, we
felt this was the logical action to take,
and that is why I offered the amend-
ment.

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

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I under-
stand there is also a proposal, as the
gentleman is aware, and I am not ask-
ing his position on it, that would ex-
pand the FHA limits, which has been
something very much sought after by
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the administration. This particular
change would not affect the expansion
of those limits, is that correct, that
the subject of difference will be within
the conference?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, I would say to the gentleman
that, no, this does not have anything
to do with that. On that issue, if I
could take both HUD and several other
parties to the issue and put them in a
room and forget about them for 2
years, I would be happy to do that.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, I would
join the gentleman in locking that
door until agreement is achieved re-
garding FHA limit increases.

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

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume. I have no additional requests
for time, but I would like to close by
making a couple of limited comments.

I must say that there is little doubt
that within some of these accounts
that are housing accounts, like vouch-
ers, like subsidized rental housing, like
programs that involve the efforts we
have to open the doorway of oppor-
tunity to the poorest of the poor in our
society, we have not had all the money
that we would like to have in those ac-
counts. Indeed, this administrative de-
cision by OMB originally did put great
pressure upon those elements of the
housing accounts.

To now have them change their mind
and not have us have the flexibility to
apply them, for example, to a great pri-
ority of the Secretary of Housing,
vouchers, or some other very, very
vital housing program, where we are
dealing with the poorest of the poor,
and shift it to accounts where we are
over the President’s request in the bill,
before the fact, at least causes me to
scratch my head, when the ranking
member knows how important it is
when we go to conference with the Sen-
ate to have as much flexibility as pos-
sible. By this action we may very well
have harmed many of the very poor
people in our country that the ranking
member at least tells me constantly he
is so concerned about.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAL-
VERT). Without objection, the previous
question is ordered on the motion to
instruct.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. OBEY).

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, further proceedings on this
question will be postponed.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

point of no quorum is considered with-
drawn.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks on the motion to instruct and
that I may include tabular and extra-
neous material.

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

There was no objection.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 5, rule I,
the Chair announces that he will post-
pone further proceedings today on each
motion to suspend the rules on which a
recorded vote or the yeas and nays are
ordered, or on which the vote is ob-
jected to under clause 4 of rule XV.

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will
be taken after debate has concluded on
all motions to suspend the rules.

f

SPEED TRAFFICKING LIFE IN
PRISON ACT OF 1998

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 3898) to amend the Controlled
Substances Act and the Controlled
Substances Import and Export Act to
conform penalties for violations in-
volving certain amounts of meth-
amphetamine to penalties for viola-
tions involving similar amounts co-
caine base, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 3898

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Speed Traffick-
ing Life In Prison Act of 1998’’.
SEC. 2. METHAMPHETAMINE TRAFFICKING PEN-

ALTY ADJUSTMENTS.
(a) AMENDMENTS TO THE CONTROLLED SUB-

STANCES ACT.—The Controlled Substances Act is
amended—

(1) in section 401(b)(1)(A)(viii) (21 U.S.C.
841(b)(1)(A)(viii)) by—

(A) striking ‘‘100 grams’’ and inserting ‘‘50
grams’’; and

(B) striking ‘‘1 kilogram’’ and inserting ‘‘500
grams’’; and

(2) in section 401(b)(1)(B)(viii) (21 U.S.C.
841(b)(1)(B)(viii)) by—

(A) striking ‘‘10 grams’’ and inserting ‘‘5
grams’’; and

(B) striking ‘‘100 grams’’ and inserting ‘‘50
grams’’.

(b) AMENDMENTS TO THE CONTROLLED SUB-
STANCES IMPORT AND EXPORT ACT.—The Con-
trolled Substances Import and Export Act is
amended—

(1) in section 1010(b)(1)(H) (21 U.S.C.
960(b)(1)(H)) by—

(A) striking ‘‘100 grams’’ and inserting ‘‘50
grams’’;

(B) striking ‘‘1 kilogram’’ and inserting ‘‘500
grams’’; and

(C) striking the period at the end and insert-
ing a semicolon; and

(2) in section 1010(b)(2)(H) (21 U.S.C.
960(b)(2)(H)) by—

(A) striking ‘‘10 grams’’ and inserting ‘‘5
grams’’;

(B) striking ‘‘100 grams’’ and inserting ‘‘50
grams’’; and

(C) striking the period at the end and insert-
ing a semicolon.
SEC. 3. PREPARATION OF AN IMPACT STATE-

MENT.
The United States Sentencing Commission

shall prepare a statement analyzing the impact
of the sentences imposed as a result of the
amendments made by this Act and present that
analysis to Congress not later than one year
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
DELAHUNT) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks on H.R. 3898,
the bill under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3898, the Speed

Trafficking Life In Prison Act of 1998,
increases the penalties for manufactur-
ing, trafficking or importing meth-
amphetamine. It was introduced on
May 19, 1998 by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) and reported fa-
vorably by the Committee on the Judi-
ciary on July 21. It represents an im-
portant step by this Congress to re-
spond to the methamphetamine epi-
demic.

As members of the subcommittee
well know, methamphetamine is no
longer merely a California problem or
a southwest problem, it is a national
problem. It has spread east, devastat-
ing some communities much like crack
cocaine did in the 1980s. The testimony
received by the House Subcommittee
on Crime of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary in recent years paints a grim
picture of an emerging epidemic: Emer-
gency room methamphetamine epi-
sodes in major metropolitan areas have
increased dramatically. Methamphet-
amine deaths around the country have
skyrocketed, and clandestine meth-
amphetamine labs have now been re-
ported in all 50 States.

There are numerous unique problems
associated with methamphetamine.
The profits involved in the meth-
amphetamine trade are enormous.
Methamphetamine causes longer highs
than cocaine. Methamphetamine is
processed in clandestine labs, often lo-
cated in remote areas, making them
difficult to detect. And the numerous
highly toxic chemicals used to manu-
facture methamphetamine are ex-
tremely flammable and destructive to
the environment.
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Over the last 8 years, sophisticated

drug organizations from Mexico have
replaced motorcycle gangs as the
major methamphetamine producers
and traffickers. These organizations
have established large clandestine labs
throughout the Southwest and have
saturated the western U.S. market
with high purity methamphetamine,
leading to lower prices. The 1994 meth-
amphetamine related murder of DEA
agent Richard Fass is a sober reminder
of the violence associated with meth-
amphetamine trafficking. In short,
methamphetamine represents a dan-
gerous, time-consuming, and expensive
investigative challenge to law enforce-
ment.

H.R. 3898 increases the penalties for
manufacturing, trafficking or import-
ing methamphetamine so as to make
those penalties the same as for crack
cocaine. It does so by reducing by one-
half the quantity of methamphetamine
required to trigger the mandatory min-
imum sentences established in current
law. Under current law, 100 grams of
methamphetamine triggers the 10-year
mandatory minimum, and 10 grams
triggers the 5-year mandatory mini-
mum. In both cases, under current law,
an offender with prior felony drug of-
fenses can receive life in prison. So can
an offender when the use of the meth-
amphetamine leads to the death or se-
rious bodily injury of another. Under
this bill, 50 grams triggers a 10-year
mandatory minimum prison sentence,
and 5 grams of methamphetamine trig-
gers a 5-year mandatory minimum
prison sentence. These sentences are
identical to those called for in the ad-
ministration’s 1996 methamphetamine
strategy. Furthermore, the House of
Representatives passed an identical
provision last Congress as a part of
H.R. 3852, the Comprehensive Meth-
amphetamine Control Act of 1996. Un-
fortunately, the Senate version of this
same bill did not include this penalty
enhancement provision and it did not
become law.

I want to close with an observation.
Reports released in recent months
show that cocaine use nationally con-
tinues to decline slightly, while meth-
amphetamine use continues to in-
crease. A little more than a decade ago,
Congress responded to the emerging co-
caine epidemic by moving bipartisan
legislation which provided tough man-
datory minimum penalties for those
who manufacture and traffic cocaine. I
have no doubt that those tough pen-
alties saved lives, in part because they
sent a message to younger generations
that trafficking cocaine deserves soci-
ety’s strongest condemnation. And
while cocaine trafficking and use re-
main unacceptably high, they are de-
clining.

Today, Congress once again has the
opportunity to take action, bipartisan
action, regarding an emerging epi-
demic: The methamphetamine crisis.
Let us send a clear message today, as
we did then: Methamphetamine traf-
ficking deserves our strongest con-
demnation.

I join the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
SESSIONS), the author of this bill, the
administration, and the 386 Members of
this body who voted for it in the last
Congress in supporting this important
bill and urge its passage.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
this legislation. But before I proceed
with a statement, I do want to ac-
knowledge and commend the bill’s
sponsor, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SESSIONS), for his sincere and gen-
uine effort in terms of dealing with
this issue. Although he and I disagree,
I do want to acknowledge that he has
worked cooperatively and hard on this
issue, and I know his heart is in the
right place. Unfortunately, this is not
the right answer. Once again, Congress
is taking upon itself the role that it
wisely assigned to the sentencing com-
mission to establish appropriate sen-
tences within the sentencing guidelines
for a broad range of Federal offenses.

We do have a drug problem in this
country, and it is a serious problem.
We all recognize that. But serious prob-
lems require serious solutions, and this
is not the answer. We have absolutely
no evidence, no data, and none has
been presented, to suggest that cutting
by half the amount of methamphet-
amine it will take to trigger the cur-
rent 5- and 10-year mandatory mini-
mums will have any measurable effect
on the problem. None.

The only thing we can predict with
certainty is that lowering the thresh-
old will waste precious resources incar-
cerating people for relatively minor
nonviolent offenses, resources that are
needed to lock up offenders. In other
words, Mr. Speaker, we will be putting
the wrong people in jail.

While it might make sense to impose
lengthy sentences on high-level deal-
ers, these mandatory minimums allow
for no such distinctions to be made.
Whether the offender has 5 grams or 10
grams in his possession does not tell us
very much about the situation with
which we are dealing, yet these laws
allow the judge to consider no other
factors in pronouncing sentences and
often give no leeway or discretion to
the prosecutor in terms of the charging
decision. Again, let me suggest that we
will be putting the wrong people in jail.

Last year a RAND study of cocaine
sentencing policy found that the man-
datory minimum sentences are not ef-
fective in reducing either drug con-
sumption or drug-related crime. The
study concluded that it would be more
cost effective, it would make sense, to
spend the same money on drug enforce-
ment and drug treatment programs.

Nearly half of the drug offenders sen-
tenced to long mandatory sentences in
Massachusetts’ state prisons have no
record of violent crime. It simply
makes no sense to spend $30,000 to
$40,000 a year to keep these people in
jail, often for terms that are far great-

er than the times served for criminals
convicted of manslaughter, armed rob-
bery, rape and the whole array of vio-
lent crimes.
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Violent predators are being released
in favor of drug addicts. Yet these
anomalous results will continue to
occur if Congress insists on intruding
into the sentencing process wherever
the spirit or the polls inspire us to do
so. This simply makes no sense, Mr.
Speaker. I urge this House to think
about that, to think about our present
course.

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

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

I simply want to address the con-
cerns some people have said that the
bill does not address the simple posses-
sion of methamphetamine. Paragraph
(a) in the bill addresses the manufac-
ture, distribution or trafficking of
meth and the possession of meth with
the intent to manufacture, distribute
or traffic. Paragraph (b) addresses the
importing and exporting of meth or the
possession of meth with the intent to
import or export. Therefore, under cur-
rent law, title 18, section 841 and title
XXI, section 990 and under this bill, no
one could be prosecuted for a simple
possession.

Let us be perfectly clear. This bill in-
creases penalties on those who know-
ingly import, manufacture and traffic a
drug that is as insidious as crack co-
caine and more dangerous in certain
respects. We do not add any new pen-
alties in this bill. We simply put the
penalties of methamphetamine up to a
level, the same as crack cocaine. We
are not adding anything in the broad
sense of the law. To a great extent,
methamphetamine is a homegrown op-
eration. That is to say, it is made in
kitchens and backyard makeshift labs
all around the country. It is a fly-by-
the-seat-of-the-pants operation posing
numerous dangers. The chemicals used
to manufacture meth are enormously
destructive to the environment, ex-
tremely toxic and pose huge dangers to
human life. Furthermore, the labs are
increasingly booby-trapped, putting
the lives of our law enforcement agents
on the line. Methamphetamine-related
defendants are overwhelmingly white.
The administration supports this bill.
These increased penalties were called
for in the administration’s meth-
amphetamine strategy and sent to Con-
gress by Attorney General Reno and
Drug Czar Barry McCaffrey.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS),
the author of this bill.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, today
we are considering H.R. 3898, the Speed
Trafficking Life in Prison Act of 1998.
Mr. Speaker, clearly we are in the mid-
dle of a crisis in our country. Meth-
amphetamine trafficking in this coun-
try is at an all-time high and it seems
like that we have got to do something
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about it. That is why I drafted H.R.
3898 which will cut in half the amounts
of methamphetamine in the Controlled
Substances Act necessary to invoke
the most severe penalties.

Many of our colleagues know from
their work in the war against drugs,
also are aware of this, and sometimes
they call methamphetamines other
things. It is often known as ‘‘speed,’’
‘‘ice,’’ or ‘‘crank,’’ and it causes severe
side effects and can result in death.
After prolonged use, methamphet-
amine leads to binging, often causing
users to consume the drug continu-
ously for up to 3 days without sleeping.
Following the binge is severe depres-
sion, followed by worsening paranoia,
belligerence, and aggression which is
known as ‘‘tweaking.’’ Then the user
collapses from exhaustion, waking up
days later simply to begin the cycle
again.

The new ephendrine-based meth-
amphetamine is worse, however. It
leads to sleepless binges that can last
up to 15 days and end in crashes that
are far worse than those with regular
methamphetamine. These crashes not
only cause the loss of life and the spirit
in our children, but they bring about
violence and disruptive behaviors that
endanger families and everyone in
America’s communities.

I am unwilling to accept this behav-
ior and have begun my fight so that we
will not accept this that is happening
to our country. I hope that my col-
leagues are listening and that Ameri-
cans are with us as we join in this con-
tinued fight against drugs in our coun-
try.

On July 21, 1997, I held a congres-
sional hearing in my district, the Fifth
Congressional District of Texas, at
Mesquite High School, to discuss the
problem of illegal drug trafficking and
what our national, State and local
leaders were doing about it. Testimony
from the Drug Enforcement Adminis-
tration, known as the DEA, clearly
demonstrated that the new wave of
methamphetamine use was attacking
our country and also was coming
across our borders. According to the
1996 National Household Survey on
Drug Abuse, an estimated 4.9 million
people, which is 2.3 percent of the popu-
lation, have tried methamphetamines
at some time in their lives. Data from
the 1996 Drug Warning Abuse Network,
which collects information on drug-re-
lated episodes from hospital emergency
departments in 21 metropolitan areas,
reported that methamphetamine-relat-
ed episodes increased 71 percent be-
tween the first half of 1996 and the sec-
ond half of 1996, or, put in numbers,
from 4,000 to 6,800.

Too often, I believe we point to for-
eign countries as the sources of dan-
gerous drugs to our children and Amer-
icans. But with methamphetamine, the
drug can be manufactured easily with-
in our own borders. It is what I call a
‘‘made in America’’ product. It has cat-
astrophic consequences to our environ-
ment and puts first responders, our

men and women in law enforcement
and firefighters, in grave danger from
fires and explosion.

That is why I drafted H.R. 3898, the
Speed Trafficking Life in Prison Act of
1998, to put those who manufacture or
distribute methamphetamine in prison
for as long as possible. Those who
abuse drugs should take responsibility
for their actions, but there are also vic-
tims. They are victims of drug thugs,
the killers who put this stuff on our
streets and in our communities. It is
those people that we are aiming our
legislation at.

I hope and urge all of my colleagues
to support this reasonable approach to
dealing with drugs that are killing our
children.

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

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute. I want to again com-
mend the gentleman from Texas for
bringing this resolution to the floor.
Methamphetamine is an increasingly
dangerous drug. We are going to have a
lot of discussions on the floor of the
House in the next couple of days about
very dangerous drugs, cocaine, heroin
and the like. But we must not forget
that those are all grown and we have to
worry about controlling those and get-
ting those imported into our country
from abroad. We have an enormous
task ahead on that score. But meth-
amphetamine, sadly, those drugs can
be produced in laboratories, in house-
holds around the country. This bill is
exceedingly important to get our kids
and other folks to stop making this
stuff, stop using it. It is dangerous. We
need to send a message. We need to
send the penalty message that is in
this bill on methamphetamine. I
strongly urge the adoption of this bill
today.

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 3898, the Speed Traf-
ficking Life in Prison Act. I am proud to be an
original cosponsor of this legislation and I
would like to thank its author, Representative
PETE SESSIONS, and the Subcommittee Chair-
man, Representative BILL MCCOLLUM, for their
hard work on this very serious issue.

Like most Americans, and as a parent, I am
deeply troubled by the high rates of violent
and drug related crime that has such a dev-
astating effect on our neighborhoods. The
drug problem strikes at the very core of a
community, putting our young people at risk
and undermining our safety, our schools, our
peace of mind, our way of life.

The dramatic rise in the manufacture and
trafficking of methamphetamine is one of the
most disturbing trends. Highly addictive and
cheap to manufacture, methamphetamine has
become one of the most widely trafficked illicit
drugs. The problem is particularly severe in
my home state of Missouri, which now ranks
number one in the country for clandestine
methamphetamine lab busts—more than 700
in 1997—and second only to California in
methamphetamine production. Furthermore, of
the 290 meth labs that were raided and seized
last year in a 5-state radius, over 230 of those
were in Missouri. This year alone, there have

been more than 88 labs seized in my District
in Southern Missouri.

There is much to do to fight the war on
drugs, and this legislation is a very important
part of that fight. It is a powerful tool to give
to prosecutors and also a powerful message
to send to drug criminals. It is a clear state-
ment that meth dealers will be met by a swift
and severe response, the full force of the law.
The new minimum sentencing standards es-
tablished in the bill will ensure that the thugs
putting meth out on our streets will receive a
fitting punishment for their crime.

I urge a strong ‘‘YES’’ vote on this important
legislation.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of H.R. 3898, the Speed Trafficking
Life in Prison Act, and I commend the gen-
tleman from Texas, Mr. SESSIONS, for bringing
this important piece of legislation to our atten-
tion today.

As Chairman of the International Relations
Committee, I have long worked to try and
keep drugs from entering the United States
and I fully support Mr. SESSION’S efforts to in-
crease the minimum jail sentence for those in-
dividuals who think that they can get away
with manufacturing, trafficking or transporting
methamphetamines in this country.

This legislation finally equals the field be-
tween methamphetamines, or speed, and co-
caine. For many years, young people have
tried to justify the use of methamphetamines
because they do not believe that they are as
dangerous as cocaine or crack. This bill sends
a clear message to all Americans that
methamphetamines are just as dangerous and
deadly as crack cocaine and that those people
who manufacture, traffic or transport these
drugs should be held to the fullest extent of
the law.

H.R. 3898 establishes that 50 grams of
methamphetamines triggers a 10-year manda-
tory minimum prison sentence and five grams
triggers a five-year mandatory minimum, equal
to the penalties for crack cocaine. Voting for
this bill will help to dissuade the trafficking of
speed in our country and hopefully will cut
down on the number of speed related abuse,
trafficking, and deaths. Accordingly, I urge my
colleagues to fully support this measure to
help keep these dangerous drugs off of our
streets.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member
is pleased to rise today to express strong sup-
port for H.R. 3898, the Speed Trafficking Life
in Prison Act. This important legislation in-
creases the penalties for manufacturing, traf-
ficking, or importing methamphetamines to the
same level as corresponding penalties for
crack cocaine.

Methamphetamine is a powerful drug that is
relatively easy to manufacture. The use of this
dangerous drug is escalating rapidly due to its
low cost and highly addictive qualities. The
methamphetamine problem in Nebraska is
clearly growing at a substantive rate. For ex-
ample, in 1996, multi-jurisdictional drug task
forces made 248 methamphetamine arrests in
Nebraska. In 1997, there were 714 arrests.
Additionally, according to the U.S. Attorney’s
office in Omaha, last year, Nebraska led the
nation in methamphetamine cases prosecuted
in Federal courts with 61 cases involving 98
defendants.

This legislation would reduce by half the
amount of methamphetamine necessary to
trigger the mandatory minimum sentences es-
tablished by current law. Under H.R. 3898, an
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offender possessing 50 grams of methamphet-
amine would trigger a 10-year mandatory mini-
mum prison sentence. If the offender was con-
victed of possessing 5 grams of methamphet-
amine, he or she would receive a 5-year man-
datory minimum sentence.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, we must pass this
bill in the short time left in this session of Con-
gress. It must also be passed by the Senate
with these tough but appropriate sentencing
provisions so that it can be sent to the Presi-
dent for signature. The Nation must become
serious and effective in combating this very
dangerous problem. This bill must become law
this year in order to do all we can do to fight
the use of this dangerous drug. This Member
urges his colleagues to support H.R. 3898.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise to oppose the passage of this bill, be-
cause I believe we should be moving away
from the imposition of mandatory minimum
sentences, and also because I want to avoid
creating further racial inequalities in our Fed-
eral drug policy.

This bill lowers the amount of methamphet-
amine that a person must possess in order to
trigger mandatory minimum sentences re-
quired under the Federal Sentencing Guide-
lines. In effect, it cuts that triggering amount in
half, giving methamphetamine a status roughly
equal to that of crack cocaine.

I am against restricting the role of the
judges in the courtroom. Mandatory minimum
sentences, like the sentencing guidelines, take
discretion away from impartial Federal judges,
and put it in the hands of the prosecutors.

The more we allow mandatory minimums to
become a part of everyday courtroom life, the
more power we place in the hands of prosecu-
tors who have a vested interest in the out-
come of the case.

In committee, I expressed concern that this
bill would cause us to walk into essentially the
same controversy that we had just a few years
ago, when it involved African-Americans and
the sentencing disparities between crack and
powder cocaine. I am especially concerned
because there has been some debate whether
this bill would disproportionately impact the
Mexican-American community in the United
States.

The bill was amended in the Judiciary Com-
mittee to provide for a report by the Sentenc-
ing Commission one year after enactment of
this bill, but by then, a significant amount of
damage will already have been inflicted.

I do not want to be a part of a bill, which
specifically targets a minority group, and then
gives an extreme amount of discretion to the
federal authorities charged with pursuing
them.

I also oppose this bill because it is unneces-
sary. There have been reports that in the last
few years, that we have seen an actual de-
crease in the use of methamphetamine. For
instance, the Substance Abuse Mental Health
Services Administration (SAMHSA) reported
that emergency room admissions for meth-
amphetamine-related events has decreased
one-third.

I oppose this bill because I think we can do
better than this. I believe we can win the war
on drugs, by stressing treatment and preven-
tion, and without alienating an important group
of citizens from our society.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, today I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 3898, the Speed Trafficking Life
In Prison Act. Recently, we have witnessed a

drastic increase in the use of illegal drugs like
cocaine, heroin, marijuana and
methamphetamines in this country. The crisis
continues and, unfortunately, our children are
the victims.

Methamphetamine is currently a popular
‘‘designer drug’’ of choice which causes se-
vere side effects and can result in death. A
1996 National Household Survey on Drug
Abuse shows that 4.9 million people have tried
methamphetamine at some time in their lives.
In a report of combined data from 21-metro-
politan areas across our nation, the statistics
show that methamphetamine related episodes
in hospital emergency rooms increased by
71% between the first and second halves of
1996. That is an increase from 4,000 to al-
most 7,000 reported incidents over a six
month period. The situation is alarming and
spinning out of control. We must penalize
those that are putting this poison on our
streets.

H.R. 3898 strengthens the penalties for
manufacturing, trafficking or importing meth-
amphetamine—making penalties equal to
those for crack cocaine—and imposes life im-
prisonment sentences for those that manufac-
ture or distribute methamphetamine. This leg-
islation also reduces the quantity of meth-
amphetamine required to trigger the manda-
tory minimum sentences by one-half and es-
tablishes that 50 grams triggers a 10-year
mandatory minimum.

It is time to send a clear message to those
drug dealers that threaten our communities.
Tough penalties must be imposed on those
who deal in destruction of lives and death. I
ask my colleagues to join with me in support
of this measure as we continue to wage a war
on drugs to save our children and every Amer-
ican from the plague of methamphetamines
now sweeping across our land.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAL-
VERT). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. MCCOLLUM) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
3898, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING
MARIJUANA

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 117) express-
ing the sense of Congress that mari-
juana is a dangerous and addictive drug
and should not be legalized for medici-
nal use, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.J. RES. 117

Whereas certain drugs are listed on Sched-
ule I of the Controlled Substances Act if
they have a high potential for abuse, lack
any currently accepted medical use in treat-
ment, and are unsafe, even under medical su-
pervision;

Whereas the consequences of illegal use of
Schedule I drugs are well documented, par-

ticularly with regard to physical health,
highway safety, and criminal activity;

Whereas pursuant to section 401 of the
Controlled Substances Act, it is illegal to
manufacture, distribute, or dispense mari-
juana, heroin, LSD, and more than 100 other
Schedule I drugs;

Whereas pursuant to section 505 of the Fed-
eral Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act, before
any drug can be approved as a medication in
the United States, it must meet extensive
scientific and medical standards established
by the Food and Drug Administration to en-
sure it is safe and effective;

Whereas marijuana and other Schedule I
drugs have not been approved by the Food
and Drug Administration to treat any dis-
ease or condition;

Whereas the Federal Food, Drug and Cos-
metic Act already prohibits the sale of any
unapproved drug, including marijuana, that
has not been proven safe and effective for
medical purposes and grants the Food and
Drug Administration the authority to en-
force this prohibition through seizure and
other civil action, as well as through crimi-
nal penalties;

Whereas marijuana use by children in
grades 8 through 12 declined steadily from
1980 to 1992, but, from 1992 to 1996, has dra-
matically increased by 253 percent among
8th graders, 151 percent among 10th graders,
and 84 percent among 12th graders, and the
average age of first-time use of marijuana is
now younger than it has ever been;

Whereas according to the 1997 survey by
the Center on Addiction and Substance
Abuse at Columbia University, 500,000 8th
graders began using marijuana in the 6th and
7th grades;

Whereas according to that same 1997 sur-
vey, youths between the ages of 12 and 17
who use marijuana are 85 times more likely
to use cocaine than those who abstain from
marijuana, and 60 percent of adolescents who
use marijuana before the age of 15 will later
use cocaine; and

Whereas the rate of illegal drug use among
youth is linked to their perceptions of the
health and safety risks of those drugs, and
the ambiguous cultural messages about
marijuana use are contributing to a growing
acceptance of marijuana use among children
and teenagers: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That—

(1) Congress continues to support the exist-
ing Federal legal process for determining the
safety and efficacy of drugs and opposes ef-
forts to circumvent this process by legalizing
marijuana, and other Schedule I drugs, for
medicinal use without valid scientific evi-
dence and the approval of the Food and Drug
Administration; and

(2) not later than 90 days after the date of
the adoption of this resolution—

(A) the Attorney General shall submit to
the Committees on the Judiciary of the
House of Representatives and the Senate a
report on—

(i) the total quantity of marijuana eradi-
cated in the United States during the period
from 1992 through 1997; and

(ii) the annual number of arrests and pros-
ecutions for Federal marijuana offenses dur-
ing the period described in clause (i); and

(B) the Commissioner of Foods and Drugs
shall submit to the Committee on Commerce
of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Labor and Human Resources
of the Senate a report on the specific efforts
underway to enforce sections 304 and 505 of
the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act
with respect to marijuana and other Sched-
ule I drugs.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
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Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the joint resolution under
consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Today we are about to consider a

medical marijuana bill. It is a bill
probably with a misnomer because
there is no initiative out there in the
country that proposes truly medical
marijuana, where a doctor’s prescrip-
tion is required, you have to go to the
drugstore and get it, or the Food and
Drug Administration has approved the
smoking of marijuana as a drug and so
forth.

But there is an awful lot of confusion
in the public mind out there today. I
want to call my colleagues’ attention
to what this resolution actually calls
for after all of the sense of Congress is
expressed in it. It resolves that the
House and Senate and Congress con-
tinue to support the existing Federal
legal process for determining the safe-
ty and efficacy of drugs and opposes ef-
forts to circumvent this process by le-
galizing marijuana and other Schedule
I drugs for medicinal use without valid
scientific evidence and the approval of
the Food and Drug Administration.

I would like to point out at the be-
ginning of this discussion that there is
a synthetic drug known as Marinol
that contains the same powerful medi-
cal ingredients found in marijuana for
relieving pain and does not cause the
addiction or side effects associated
with marijuana. Everybody here today
in this body is sympathetic with people
who suffer from pain in this country
and the many Americans who have
been told in some cases that the smok-
ing of marijuana will relieve that pain
to them. Nobody is unsympathetic to
their cause, particularly those who are
terminally ill, but the ingredients that
they need the medical profession has
already laid forth in medicine that is
available and approved and is separate
and apart from the question of should
we in any way provide for the oppor-
tunity to smoke marijuana in a smoke
form, which is what is in so many reso-
lutions around the country these days
and initiatives.

Secondly, the Food and Drug Admin-
istration, which must approve all
drugs, has never approved marijuana as
a prescription or over-the-counter
drug.

Third, no doctor’s prescription, under
the initiatives that I have seen in the
States where this has been proposed
and is being proposed today in the 50

States, no doctor’s prescription would
be required to obtain marijuana. The
only thing that would be required is for
the doctor to say, ‘‘It’s okay, I think
it’s a good idea, I’ll sign a piece of
paper.’’ But you do not have to go to
the drugstore to get it. In fact, you
could not get it at the drugstore be-
cause the Food and Drug Administra-
tion has never approved it.

And fourth, there is a very important
health problem that is associated with
this in terms of the body’s immune sys-
tem. Regularly smoking marijuana
weakens the body’s immune system
and doubles the speed in which the
AIDS-causing virus HIV produces AIDS
symptoms.

Having made those statements, I
want to discuss H.J. Res. 117 in a little
bit more detail. Congressional support,
as I have said earlier, for the current
legal process is what this is all about:
the process for determining the safety
and efficacy of drugs, including mari-
juana and other Schedule I drugs for
medicinal use.

I am pleased to say that the joint
resolution we have here today is fully
supported by General Barry McCaffrey
who is the head of our Office of Na-
tional Drug Control Policy, and he has
a letter dated September 9, 1998 that so
states that support.

At the outset, I want also to state
that we personally do not possess the
medical or scientific expertise to pass
judgment on whether marijuana is a
medicine. But the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration does and so does the
American Medical Association, the Na-
tional Institute of Drug Abuse, the
American Cancer Society and numer-
ous other organizations. Each of them
has concluded that marijuana is not a
medicine. It seems to me that their
collective expert judgment and the
long-established FDA approval process
should not be lightly set aside. Either
on the basis of scientific evidence and
testing or whatever other basis you
might come to a conclusion on, mari-
juana is not a medicine. It has got to
be determined by a scientific basis.
That is all there is to it. So far it has
not been. No opinion poll or State ini-
tiative in any way can alter that sta-
tus.

Simply put, this resolution before us
today reflects the view that science
cannot be based upon opinion polls.
This was the position taken before the
subcommittee by General McCaffrey
and by numerous other witnesses.
Until agencies with the authority and
expertise, through established sci-
entific testing and review process, find
marijuana to have legitimate medical
applications, it should not be legalized
by States for medicinal purposes.

This resolution takes that position
and provides the House of Representa-
tives as an institution the opportunity
to weigh in on this debate that is going
on nationally. I believe such a state-
ment is important for a couple of rea-
sons. First it is timely. More than 30
States and the District of Columbia

have been targeted for possible medical
marijuana initiatives. They have al-
ready been passed in California and Ar-
izona.

I might add that the language of this
resolution has been crafted in coopera-
tion with the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. COX) and Senator KYL from
Arizona.

The resolution is also timely because
of the tragic drug crisis engulfing our
young people today. The numbers are
simply shocking. From 1992 to 1997,
drug use among youth from 12 to 17
years of age has more than doubled.

b 1330

It is up 120 percent. That is an in-
crease of 27 percent in the last year
alone. For kids aged 12 to 17, first-time
heroin use has increased 875 percent
from 1991 to 1996, and from 1992 to 1996
marijuana use increased 253 percent
among eighth graders, 151 percent
among tenth graders and 84 percent
among twelfth graders. Overall among
kids aged 12 to 17 marijuana smoking
has jumped 125 percent from 1991 to
1997 in that 6 year period. Today in the
District of Columbia 96 percent of all
youth arrested for crime test positive
for marijuana. That is 96 percent of all
juvenile arrests.

Marijuana users today are younger
than ever before. The most recent sur-
vey by the Partnership for Drug-free
America found that among children
ages 9 to 12 who were surveyed, nearly
one-fourth of them were offered drugs
during 1996 with marijuana being the
most prominent. That is up from 19
percent for the same age group in 1993.
The University of Michigan survey for
1996 reports that 23 percent of the sev-
enth grade students said they had tried
marijuana, and 33 percent of the eighth
grade students had done so. Mr. Speak-
er, our kids are drowning in a sea of
drugs.

The second reason for this resolution
is to send a message that cavalier la-
beling of smoked marijuana as medi-
cine sends an unmistakable message to
our youth. How harmful can it be if it
is a medicine for any ailment? The
polls that have been taken before and
after State initiatives clearly dem-
onstrate young people have a more ac-
cepting attitude towards marijuana
after the passage of those initiatives.

Kids get it. They understand it when
civic and cultural institutions and
leaders are ambivalent, and I am of the
view that future prospects of our young
people are too important for such a
matter of ambivalence. As a country
we need to speak out, and this House
needs to speak out.

Third, we need to know much more
about marijuana today, and we do no
more than we did a few years ago, and
the news that we do know is sobering.
The potency of marijuana has more
than doubled in the last decade
through genetic manipulation and
cloning. On top of that, the typical
marijuana dose is significantly larger
than in past years, laced with other
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drugs. As a result in recent years there
has been a dramatic increase in the
number of marijuana related emer-
gency room episodes for 12- to 17-year-
olds.

Marijuana’s troubling gateway effect
is now well understood. According to
Columbia University, youth between
the ages of 12 and 17 who use marijuana
are 85 times more likely to use cocaine
than those who abstain from mari-
juana. The research clearly dem-
onstrates smoke marijuana impairs
normal brain function and damages
the, heart lungs reproductive and im-
mune systems. According to the Na-
tional Institute of Allergies and Infec-
tious Diseases, HIV positive smokers of
marijuana progress to full blown AIDS
twice as fast as non-smokers and have
increased incidences of bacterial pneu-
monia. In June 1997 the National Insti-
tute of Health found that long term use
of marijuana produces changes in the
brain that are similar to those seen
after long term use of other major
drugs such as cocaine and heroin. It is
with this disturbing back drop that we
bring forward the resolution today.

While the substance of the resolution
is straightforward, I want to highlight
again a couple of points.

The resolution points out that before
any drug can be approved as a medica-
tion in the United States it must meet
extensive scientific standards estab-
lished by the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration to ensure its safety and effi-
cacy. The resolution points out that
marijuana has been extensively stud-
ied, but it has never been approved by
the FDA as a medication. In fact be-
cause of its high potential for abuse
and its lack of any accepted medical
use in treatment marijuana is a sched-
ule one drug, which means, of course, it
is illegal under federal law to manufac-
ture, distribute or dispense marijuana,
heroin, LSD and more than 100 other
schedule one drugs.

And let us be perfectly clear. This
schedule one rating is not a function of
politics, it is a function of the rigorous
medical scientific evaluation process of
the Food and Drug Administration.
The doctors and scientists with the
greatest expertise have determined
that marijuana is simply not a medi-
cine, however they have approved its
active ingredient, THC, in a pill form
as medicine.

In light of these facts, the resolution
affirms the importance of supporting
the existing Federal legal process for
determining safety and efficacy of
drugs including marijuana and other
schedule one drugs. It further states
opposition to efforts to circumvent this
process by legalizing marijuana and
other schedule one drugs for medicinal
use without valid scientific evidence
and the approval of the FDA, and it
calls on the Attorney General and the
Food and Drug Administration com-
missioner to report to Congress on
their efforts to enforce the Federal
marijuana laws already on the books.

Again, I am as concerned and sympa-
thetic as anyone else about terminally-

ill patients, but the scientific evidence
does not support the medicinal mari-
juana resolutions that are running
around the country these days, and
they do not require prescriptions by
doctors of these of marijuana, there
has been no approval at all to smoke
marijuana by the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration as a medicine, and it is a
highly dangerous thing to do, and we
need to condemn it today.

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

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to my col-
league, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. DELAHUNT).

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my friend from Massachusetts
(Mr. FRANK) for yielding this time to
me.

As my colleagues know, this is truly
a resolution that can be described as a
Alice in Wonderland resolution. Up is
down and down is up. Marijuana is dan-
gerous for folks who are suffering, who
very well may be dying, but cocaine
and morphine are okay. In other words,
coke and morphine are less dangerous
than marijuana. That just does not
make any sense whatsoever.

It seems to me, if we are going to ban
the use of marijuana in the face of
growing medical evidence of its thera-
peutic value, in cases resistant to other
treatments, then we should ban mor-
phine and cocaine as well.

What are the arguments for treating
marijuana differently from these other
and arguably far more dangerous
drugs? I am sure that if we ask anyone
from the law enforcement community,
they will tell us that violent behavior
is far more endemic to the use and the
abuse of cocaine and morphine and re-
lated drugs than marijuana.

Well, the first argument is that
whatever benefits it may have, mari-
juana is simply too dangerous for us to
send a single signal that it is okay. Yet
the same signal is sent by, as I said, al-
lowing therapeutic access to cocaine,
and yet we allow it nonetheless. If we
adopt a different policy with regard to
marijuana, what we will be saying is
that we are willing to allow patients to
suffer excruciating, debilitating condi-
tions so as not to send a signal to oth-
ers who might wish to use these drugs
recreationally. With all due respect, I
do not believe that anyone who has
watched an AIDS or cancer patient suf-
fer uncontrollable nausea for hours at
a time could make such an argument.
That is not the signal that we want to
send.

Proponents of the resolution are
quick to point out that the scientific
community is divided over the medical
benefits of marijuana. They are less
quick to acknowledge that both the
benefits and dangers of this and hun-
dreds of other medicinal substances are
subject to scientific dispute also.

It is not our role, I would submit, to
prohibit scientists and researchers
from continuing to develop sound data
regarding the safety and efficacy of

marijuana as they do with any other
experimental treatment.

There is also another reason why
Congress has no business legislating in
this subject. In November of 1996 Cali-
fornians approved Proposition 215
which legalized the medical use of
marijuana. That same year folks from
Arizona supported a measure allowing
physicians to prescribe the drug. The
Californian measure was approved by a
56 percent majority, the Arizona ref-
erendum by 65 percent. I am contin-
ually surprised and stunned really at
the capacity of some of my colleagues
to preach the gospel of States rights
while doing everything they can to fed-
eralize State prerogatives. In this Con-
gress alone we have had legislation to
deny juvenile justice funds to States
that do not comply with new Federal
mandates to preempt State authority
with respect to product liability, tort
and security litigation, to curtail State
court jurisdiction over class action
suits, and to override State and local
land use decisions through so-called
property rights measures, to name only
a few of the more notorious examples.

But if we are determined to override
State authority, to really bury the
concept of evolution, if we are deter-
mined to replace sound medical judg-
ment with our own, at least let us not
be hypocritical. Let us take morphine
and cocaine off the market as well. Let
us make it clear to patients who de-
pend on these drugs to control their
pain that they will simply have to suf-
fer so that we can send the right signal
about drug abuse. I am sure they will
understand.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. WAXMAN).

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank the gen-
tleman very much for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is just
another effort by the Republican lead-
ership to substitute slogans for sub-
stance. Time after time the leadership
has ignored the facts and slapped down
the work of States and public health
experts because it serves the Repub-
lican leadership’s political interests, as
they see it any way.

First, they are going to take a slap
tomorrow at the State of Oregon, and
they want to ban here at the federal
level, any funding or any attempt to
Oregon to have a law for assisted sui-
cide. Yet in spite of this ban, the Wash-
ington Post reported last April that
Oregon’s Death with Dignity Act has
profoundly improved the end of life
care given the terminally-ill patients.

Now the House also taken a swap at
States and cities across the country
this spring by banning Federal funding
of needle exchange. Needle exchange is
preventing AIDS and saving lives in
dozens of American cities in over 20
States. The Surgeon General, the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences, the Na-
tional Institutes for Health, the Amer-
ican Medical Association all concluded
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that needle exchanges save lives, pre-
vent AIDS and do not encourage drug
use. But do not confuse the Republican
leadership with the facts; they are not
interested. They want Americans to be-
lieve that the government was going to
install needle vending machines next
to coke machines across the country.
They want everybody to know that the
greatest wisdom in the country is here
in Washington, nowhere else in the Na-
tion. Now the House leadership wants
to take a slap at California. The voters
of California supported Proposition 215.
They support doctors prescribing or
recommending marijuana for medical
uses. The voters of California have spo-
ken on this issue, and their judgment
deserves the respect from this House.

Just as importantly, the National In-
stitutes of Health is calling for more
research on medical uses of marijuana,
the National Academy of Sciences is
due to report on this issue in the next
few months, and the AMA, California
Nurses Association, California Acad-
emy of Family Physicians, the Los An-
geles County AIDS Commission all sup-
port Proposition 215. But the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGRICH)
and the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY) and the rest of the Republican
leadership do not care. They do not
want to wait for a report that will give
them the facts. They want to deprive
seriously ill patients of potential
therapies because they have a political
agenda. They think we should just say
no to sick and dying patients because
it looks like we are getting tough on il-
legal drugs.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is not
about crime, it is not about legalizing
drugs, it is not about legalizing mari-
juana. This is about letting doctors
care for dying patients in the best way
possible. This is about letting sci-
entific research proceed unhindered by
politics.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
oppose this resolution, and I want to
put into the RECORD a statement from
the New England Journal of Medicine.
It is an editorial endorsing the physi-
cian freedom to determine the medical
uses of marijuana.

I urge that we oppose this resolution
which is strictly here for political pur-
poses, and it should not be dignified
with our votes because it deprives the
States and the people from making a
decision in the local areas for their
own determination.

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SOLOMON).

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, as a
survivor of cancer twice in my life-
time, let me put to rest this business
that marijuana is needed to take care
of pain of cancer victims. Marijuana is
a dangerous and addictive drug and
should not be legalized for medical use
or for any other use.

Let me just tell my colleagues as a
20-year Member of this Congress, I
fought for States’ rights more than any
other Member on this floor.
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This is not a States’ rights issue. The
illegality of marijuana is a national
law, and State laws do not override na-
tional laws. I urge all States’ righters
to come over here, as I am going to do,
and vote ‘‘yes’’ on this legislation.

I find it very disappointing that medical mari-
juana referenda will appear in five states this
November. Nevada, Alaska, Washington, Ari-
zona, and Oregon all have proposals to legal-
ize marijuana as a medicine. This is a sham.
The FDA has repeatedly rejected marijuana
for medical use because it adversely impacts
concentration and memory, the lungs, motor
coordination and the immune system.

Why would you give a drug, which has been
scientifically proved to weaken the immune
system, to a sick person? I think we know the
answer to that question and it has nothing to
do with compassion!

The simple truth is that the organizations
promoting the legalization of this dangerous
drug—NORML and the Drug Policy Founda-
tion—are intentionally exploiting the pain and
suffering of others as part of their backdoor at-
tempt to legalize drugs.

I agree with Drug czar Barry McCaffrey’s re-
cent statement, ‘‘This is not the time to use
ballot-box ploys to make this drug more read-
ily available. Instead, it is time to pay attention
to the science-based information already avail-
able about the consequences of marijuana
use.’’

While the people promoting the legalization
of drugs would have you believe that this ap-
proach is a viable alternative to the war on
drugs it is nothing more than a foot in the door
to the legalization of all dangerous drugs.

Listen very carefully to what Lee Brown—
the former Drug Czar and an African-American
himself—said about the effect of legalization
on the African-American community.

He said, ‘‘When we look at the plight of
many of our youth today, especially African-
American males, I do not think it is an exag-
geration to say that legalizing drugs would be
the moral equivalent of genocide.’’—The moral
equivalent of genocide!

He goes on to state, ‘‘Making addictive mind
altering drugs legal is an invitation to disaster
for our communities that are already under
siege. Without laws that make drug use illegal,
some experts estimate that we could easily
have three times as many Americans using il-
legal drugs. The proponents of legalization
would have us believe that crime would go
down if drug use was legal, but an honest look
at the facts belie this argument.’’

Mr. Brown went on to state that ‘‘statistics
tell us that almost half of those arrested for
committing a crime test positive for the use of
drugs at the time of their arrest. Making drugs
more readily available will only propel more in-
dividuals into a life of crime and violence.

Contrary to what the legalization proponents
say, profit is not the only reason for the high
rates of crime and violence that are associ-
ated with the drug trade * * *. Drugs are illegal
because they are harmful—to both body and
mind.’’

The message is very, very clear. * * * Those
who can least afford further hardship in their
lives would be much worse off if drugs were
legalized.

Crude marijuana contains over 400 different
chemicals. Safer and more effective medica-
tions are preferred by physicians. We need to

support this resolution and reject those who
make empty promises to patients with chronic
illnesses.

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. COX).

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I have listened carefully to the de-
bate and it occurs to me that those
who have been speaking against the
resolution have not read it. They have
been attacking various public policy
positions that some people in America
might or might not hold, but they have
not been mentioning the resolution.
The resolution itself is very, very
clear, it is very straightforward, and it
is indeed entirely consistent with Prop-
osition 215 in California.

The resolution says the following.
First, it declares that Congress contin-
ues to support the existing Federal
legal process for determining the safe-
ty and efficacy of drugs. That is the
law, it is the existing Federal law, and
a vote against this resolution, then, is
to take the position that Congress no
longer supports the existing Federal
legal process for determining the safe-
ty and efficacy of drugs.

The second thing that the resolution
says is that the Attorney General, the
Department of Justice, in other words,
shall submit to the Congress a report,
a report on the efforts of the Clinton
administration to enforce existing
laws. Now, perhaps the Congress does
not want to know whether or not the
administration is enforcing existing
laws; perhaps the minority does not
wish to know that because the admin-
istration has a pretty sorry record on
that score.

In 1992, President Bush committed
$1.5 billion to drug interdiction. In 1993,
President Clinton cut $200 million out
of that effort and rolled back signifi-
cant other involvement by the Coast
Guard, the U.S. Customs, Border Patrol
and the National Guard. He then fur-
ther cut his own Anti-Drug Policy Of-
fice from 146 persons down to 25. In 1993
and 1994, out of 2,600 speeches and
interviews, President Clinton did not
speak more than 2 dozen times on the
topic. Under President Clinton’s watch,
marijuana use among youths has more
than doubled, more than doubled dur-
ing the Clinton administration. Presi-
dent Clinton and Vice President GORE
and their FDA have raised a lot of hell
about tobacco smoking, and that is im-
portant, but the FDA cares only about
whether or not there is tobacco in that
cigarette. Go ahead and put marijuana
in it, and that is a different score.

What we are interested in with this
resolution is where is the FDA when we
put something besides tobacco in a cig-
arette? The FDA went out of its way in
order to claim jurisdiction which Con-
gress had not explicitly given it over
tobacco to determine that a cigarette
is a medical device. Now, that strains
the lexicon a bit, but nonetheless, they
made that determination. A cigarette
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is a medical device and, therefore, the
FDA has jurisdiction under our FDA
statutes over tobacco. Well, surely,
then, if a cigarette is a medical device,
the FDA has jurisdiction over mari-
juana when put in a cigarette and
smoked. But the FDA has done nothing
to determine the safety and efficacy of
marijuana for medical uses.

It is already the law that doctors can
prescribe marijuana to sick patients,
and that is not what we are talking
about here. But what we do wish to do
is get the FDA to focus as much as
they are focused on tobacco on what
happens when we put marijuana in
those cigarettes.

Mr. Speaker, the last thing that the
resolution does is it asks the FDA, the
Commissioner of foods and drugs, to
submit to the Congress a report on the
specific efforts underway to enforce ex-
isting law. That is the entirety of what
this resolution does, and a vote against
this resolution is a vote against either
1 or all 3 of those things, a position
which is untenable if one takes as seri-
ously smoking marijuana as one takes
smoking a tobacco cigarette.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself 1 minute to say
there is one part of this resolution that
specifically affirms the FDA’s current
rules for determining not just the safe-
ty of a drug, but efficacy.

So if one votes for this and if one has
told people in their district that they
think the FDA has been too restrictive
on certain kinds of drugs, if one thinks
they have been too much interfering
with people’s rights to make their own
choices without regard to safety, un-
derstand that this resolution con-
tradicts it. Because one of the specific
things in this resolution is an explicit
endorsement of the rules of the FDA,
not just regarding safety, but efficacy.

Now, I know Members have written
in and said, oh, yeah, the FDA has been
too harsh on this drug and too harsh on
that drug. I know Members have told
people that they think the FDA has
been too restrictive. Understand that
this resolution is not just about mari-
juana; this is an explicit endorsement
of current FDA procedures for dealing
not only with safety, but efficacy, tell-
ing people that the FDA will tell them
whether or not they can take a certain
substance, even if it is not going to do
them any harm.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this questionable elec-
tion year resolution. I do so as one who
chose personally to never experiment
with marijuana, either inhaling or not
inhaling, and who shares the professed
concerns of the supporters of this reso-
lution that we do nothing to
glamourize the recreational use of
marijuana.

I think that the gentleman from
California has just made 2 points that
deserve further consideration. One is
he suggests that we read the resolu-

tion. I have. Not all of the electioneer-
ing in the early ‘‘whereas’’ clauses, but
what this resolution actually does. All
that it does is to ask the Attorney Gen-
eral for some data which a phone call
or one 32-cent stamp would probably
produce.

The other thing it does is to place
Congress on record in telling the
States that they ought not to pass any-
more initiatives on this subject. I sug-
gest that is going to be about as mean-
ingful as them getting up and making
this list of speeches this afternoon as
far as the views of people in the indi-
vidual States.

The gentleman from California also
makes an important comparison be-
tween marijuana and tobacco. This
House has chosen to do absolutely
nothing about a much more addictive
drug, that being nicotine, that threat-
ens the lives of thousands of our young
people each day. This House has cho-
sen, though there have been many
statements to the contrary, including
by the Speaker, that we have chosen to
avoid an opportunity to deal with the
very serious public health problem that
addicts 3,000 more young people every
day to nicotine; it has chosen to avoid
that. The only way it has addressed
that issue was the unsuccessful at-
tempt last year to pass a $50 billion tax
break for the tobacco companies.

But on the specific issue of mari-
juana use for medicinal purposes, it
seems to me that the basic difference
that we have on this issue is whether
to entrust that decision to the sci-
entific community, to the medical
community, or repeatedly to turn to
Dr. NEWT. I think that if someone has
a serious cancer, a serious case of glau-
coma, one of the other uses for which
medicinal use of marijuana has been
recommended, I would like them to de-
termine whether they might be saved
some serious pain and suffering that no
other kind of medication attempts to
relieve, not based on my opinion, not
based on Dr. NEWT’s opinion, but based
on their doctor and their scientific
community as to whether this is an ap-
propriate way to reduce the pain and
the suffering that that person has.

I note that the New England Journal
of Medicine, one of the most respected
publications in the medical community
in this country, and a number of
oncologists in this country seem to be-
lieve that this substance has some ben-
efits, and for this Congress to mingle
politics into medicine is a mistake.
But perhaps it was put best by a Flor-
ida woman who successfully uses mari-
juana to treat glaucoma in her eye who
said, ‘‘You cannot outlaw compassion,
self preservation, or survival.’’ That is
what is proposed as we inject here on
the eve of the election Dr. NEWT in a
medical decision.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CAL-
VERT). The Chair would point out that
Members should not refer to other
Members by their first names.

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New

York (Mr. GILMAN), chairman of the
Committee on International Relations.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong support of House joint
resolution 117, the sense of Congress on
marijuana, and I commend the sponsor
of the resolution, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) for bringing
this measure to the floor at this time.

In recent years, promoting so-called
medicinal uses for marijuana has taken
hold in several States. In 1996, the vot-
ers in both California and Arizona
passed referendums in defiance of the
Federal law permitting the use of mari-
juana as a medical device primarily for
pain relief.

This resolution, a result of several
committee hearings and intensive re-
search, expresses the sense of the Con-
gress that marijuana contains no plau-
sible medicinal benefits and that it is,
in fact, harmful to the smoker.

Specifically, the resolution restates
congressional commitment to keep
marijuana on the roster of Schedule 1
of the Controlled Substances Act and
requests 2 reports, one from the Attor-
ney General, on the amount of mari-
juana seized and destroyed, as well as
the number of marijuana prosecutions
from 1992 through 1997; and secondly,
from the Commissioner of the Food and
Drug Administration on the efforts to
enforce current laws prohibiting the
sale and use of Schedule 1 drugs.

Mr. Speaker, the number of adoles-
cents who have used marijuana has
doubled since 1993. It has been well es-
tablished that marijuana is a gateway
drug, the use of which often leads to
more serious drug consumption such as
heroin and cocaine use. These trends
need to be reversed.

Moreover, I believe that it is impor-
tant for Congress to take a firm stand
on the issue of medicinal use of mari-
juana. This is a poor cover for the larg-
er issue of drug legalization. Accord-
ingly, I urge my colleagues to strongly
support this worthwhile resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would point out that the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM)
has 31⁄2 minutes remaining; the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK) has 7 minutes remaining.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL), a real
doctor.

(Mr. PAUL asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I am a phy-
sician, I am a parent and I am a grand-
parent, and I am convinced that drugs
are a very, very serious problem in this
country, not only the illegal ones, but
the legal ones as well. Just last year,
106,000 people died from the legal use of
drugs. We are drug dependent, on the
illegal drugs and on the legal tranquil-
izers. That is a major problem.
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But I have also concluded that the

war on drugs is a failed war and that
we should be doing something else. I
might point out that the argument for
the use of marijuana in medicine is not
for pain. To say that it has not relieved
pain is not what this is about. Mari-
juana has been used by cancer patients
who have been receiving chemotherapy
who have intractable nausea. It is the
only thing they have found that has al-
lowed them to eat, and so many cancer
patients die from malnutrition. The
same is true about an AIDS patient. So
this is a debate on compassion, as well
as legality.

But the way we are going about this
is wrong. I am rather surprised in our
side of the aisle that champions lim-
ited government and States’ rights,
that they use the FDA’s ability to reg-
ulate nicotine as an excuse and the
legal loophole for the Federal Govern-
ment to be involved in marijuana. I
might remind them that 80 years ago
when this country decided that we
should not have alcohol, they did not
come to the Congress and ask for a law.
They asked for a constitutional amend-
ment realizing the Congress had no au-
thority to regulate alcohol. Today we
have forgotten about that. Many of my
colleagues might not know or remem-
ber that the first attack on the medici-
nal use of marijuana occurred under
the hero of the left, F.D.R., in 1937.
Prior to 1937, marijuana was used me-
dicinally, and it was used with only
local control.

The Federal controls on illicit drugs
has not worked and it is not working
when it comes to marijuana. Once
again, we have States saying, just
allow the physician the option to give
some of these people some marijuana.
Possibly it will help. I think the jury is
still out about how useful it is. But for
us to close it down and say one cannot,
and deny some comfort to a dying pa-
tient, I do not think this is very com-
passionate one way or the other.

The war on drugs has been going on
now for several decades. We have spent
over $200 billion. There is no evidence
to show that there is less drug usage in
this country.
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I have a program designed, which I
cannot present here, that will change
our policy and attack the drugs in a
much different way.

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. SOUDER).

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, it is hard
to believe, at a time when this entire
Nation is abuzz about what kind of
moral leadership is coming out of
Washington, that we even have to con-
sider this resolution.

In my hometown in Fort Wayne and
throughout northeast Indiana and
throughout this country, kids are
dying in the streets, they are dying in
automobile wrecks, they are getting
shot down as innocent bystanders in
drug wars, most of which started in

some kind of combination of ciga-
rettes, alcohol, and marijuana.

We have seen a lowering in attitudes
about the positive usage of cigarettes.
We need to make more gains on alco-
hol. But we have seen a reversal in the
trends on marijuana, partly because
the leaders of our country have not
spoken out as strongly.

The last thing we need in this House
are Members of Congress using the
word simultaneously with medicinal
use of marijuana when what they actu-
ally mean is a component inside mari-
juana, THC, and giving the implication
that somehow this is a medicine, at a
time when young people are becoming
more lax in their attitudes and in their
usage.

Directly to make this point, in Cali-
fornia, it is not for cancer patients. It
also can be used for such things as
memory recall, writer’s cramp, corn
callouses. It was a back doorway in
California and Arizona and other places
where misleading commercials were
run, funded predominantly by a man
named George Soros and two of his al-
lies who have poured $15 million over 5
years into this to oppose the war on
drugs.

Among his statements in Time Maga-
zine was, ‘‘I do want to weaken drug
laws. I think they are unnecessarily se-
vere. The injustice of the thing is out-
rageous.’’

The director of Soros’ Lindesmith
Center said, it is nice to think that in
another 5 to 10 years the right to pos-
sess or consume drugs may be as pow-
erfully and widely understood as other
rights of Americans.

We are at a moral crossroads in this
country. The question is, where do we
in Congress stand? Are we going to
work to protect our kids in this coun-
try, or are we going to weaken these
laws that we have tried to uphold?

I am very concerned about this trend,
and I hope the Members of Congress
understand the moral responsibilities
of this office.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself my remaining
time.

Mr. Speaker, while I was glad to hear
my friend express such indignation at
the large amounts of money George
Soros is spending in a referendum, that
is the first support we have heard from
that side for campaign finance reform,
at least in principle.

Of course we have people on that side
who think spending unlimited amounts
of money is a good thing when they
agree with the cause. It only becomes
bad when they disagree with the cause.

That is where we are with States’
rights. The gentleman from New York
who spoke on the left said he was for
States’ rights, and that is true. I can
say now that I know this Republican
majority very well. They are for the
right of any State to do anything they
agree with. But let a State diverge, and
that State is going to be spanked.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
Cox) who spoke is a little embarrassed,

perhaps, because there is a resolution
that talks about how dumb his own
State is. He said, well, there is nothing
in this resolution which criticizes the
State.

That is only partially a good descrip-
tion. It is the case, and I will give the
majority this, they did recognize that
the resolution that they put through
committee was a little too explicit in
spanking the State.

The Committee on the Judiciary
passed a resolution calling the States
all kinds of names in effect, and telling
the States not to do this, and wagging
their finger at the States. They get a
little embarrassed about it, but I am
going to put it in the RECORD anyway,
Mr. Speaker, because I think people
ought to know what they were really
trying to get at.

So then they cleaned it up some. But
they did leave in this telling phrase,
‘‘Congress opposes efforts to cir-
cumvent this process.’’ They are talk-
ing about California’s referendum.
What effort is that? To circumvent the
process. So this resolution does say to
the States, ‘‘Naughty, naughty. How
dare you differ with us?’’

The fact is it also goes on to say, and
I think this is important for Members
to understand, this is not just about
marijuana, Congress continues to sup-
port the existing Federal legal process
for determining the safety and efficacy
of drugs, all drugs.

I know there have been Members on
both sides who have been questioning
whether the FDA ought to have the
kind of control it has where efficacy is
involved. We all believe the FDA
should say that is not safe.

Indeed, this Congress passed a bill, I
think it was sponsored by the gen-
tleman from Utah and, I know, our
former colleague, the gentleman from
New Mexico, recently which relaxed
FDA control. There were others who
wanted to relax FDA control further.

If my colleagues have told constitu-
ents that they want to relax some FDA
rules on determining efficacy, and if
they vote for this resolution, they bet-
ter write them an apology, because
they have just undercut that state-
ment.

The final thing I want to say, in addi-
tion to saying that it seems to be that
States ought to be able to make some
decisions in this matter, and this reso-
lution is clearly an effort to stop the
States from deviating from whatever
the national orthodoxy is, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) who
spoke made a very important point.
People get up and they talk about how
terrible the drug problem is and then
talk about the importance of continu-
ing our current policy approach.

There is a great inconsistency here.
When we talk about poverty, public
housing, welfare, we have a tendency
to have people look at the amount of
money spent, then look at the fact that
the problem has, if anything, gotten
worse, and say therefore we must stop.
That method of analysis has turned on
its head for drugs.
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There is a real problem in the way we

have fought drugs. Obviously trying to
diminish drug use particularly, but not
only among young people, ought to be
a very high public policy goal. But this
current extremely punitive approach,
this current approach of not differen-
tiating in this between marijuana use
for medical purposes and drugs that are
instantly mind altering doesn’t work.
It undercuts.

One Member complained about the
diminution of funds for interdiction.
Interdiction seems to me a prime ex-
ample of money wasted. Given the
scope of this country, the size, the
commerce, the people who come and
go, physically keeping out terribly
small amounts of things is fruitless
compared to money that could go into
law enforcement, that could go into
prevention, that could go into edu-
cation.

So what we have here is the latest, as
the previous resolution was, the latest
endorsement of more of the same, and
a failed policy, a policy that says you
can shoot drugs out of existence, you
can outlaw them. It did not work for
alcohol. It would not work for tobacco.
This approach of being exclusively pu-
nitive and not allowing any differentia-
tion does not work here.

The document referred to above is as
follows:

Referral to the Committee on Commerce
extended for a period ending not later than
March 18, 1998.

Committee on Commerce discharged; re-
ferred to the House Calendar and ordered to
be printed.
Resolution expressing the sense of the House

of Representatives that marijuana is a
dangerous and addictive drug and should
not be legalized for medicinal use
Whereas certain drugs are listed on Sched-

ule I of the Controlled Substances Act if
they have a high potential for abuse, lack
any currently accepted medical use in treat-
ment, and are unsafe, even under medical su-
pervision;

Whereas the consequences of addiction to
Schedule I drugs are well documented, par-
ticularly with regard to physical health,
highway safety, criminal activity, and do-
mestic violence;

Whereas marijuana—which along with
crack cocaine, heroin, PCP, and more than
100 other drugs, has long been classified as a
Schedule I drug—is both dangerous and ad-
dictive, with research clearly demonstrating
that smoked marijuana impairs normal
brain functions and damages the heart,
lungs, reproductive, and immune systems;

Whereas before any drug can be approved
as a medication in the United States, it must
meet extensive scientific and medical stand-
ards established by the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, and marijuana has not been
approved by the Food and Drug Administra-
tion to treat any disease or condition;

Whereas a review by the Annals of Internal
Medicine of more than 6,000 articles from the
medical literature evaluating the potential
medicinal applications of marijuana con-
cluded that marijuana is not a medicine,
that its use causes significant toxicity, and
that numerous safe and effective medicines
are available, which means that the use of
crude marijuana for medicinal purposes is
unnecessary and inappropriate;

Whereas on the basis of the scientific evi-
dence and the testimony of the American

Medical Association, the American Cancer
Society, the National Multiple Sclerosis As-
sociation, the American Academy of Oph-
thalmology, the National Eye Institute, and
the National Institute of Drug Abuse, mari-
juana has not met the necessary standards to
be approved as medicine;

Whereas the States of Arizona and Califor-
nia, through State initiatives in 1996, legal-
ized the sale and use of marijuana for ‘medic-
inal’ use, while the State of Washington in
1997 rejected an initiative to legalize the sale
and use of marijuana for ‘medicinal’ use;

Whereas after the initiative in Arizona, the
legislature of the State of Arizona, with the
support of a majority of the citizens of the
State, passed legislation to prevent the dis-
pensing of any substance as medicine which
had not first been approved as medicine by
the Food and Drug Administration, thereby
preventing marijuana from being dispensed
in the State;

Whereas these States and a majority of
States in the United States, as well as the
District of Columbia, have been targeted by
out-of-State organizations which advocate
drug legalization for ‘medical’ marijuana ini-
tiatives in 1998 and 1999, and these organiza-
tions have provided the majority of the fi-
nancial support for these State initiatives;

Whereas some individuals and organiza-
tions who support ‘medical’ marijuana ini-
tiatives do oppose drug legalization, promi-
nent pro-legalization organizations have ad-
mitted their strategy is to promote drug le-
galization nationally through State ‘medi-
cal’ marijuana initiatives, and, as such, are
seeking to exploit the public’s compassion
for the terminally ill to advance their agen-
da;

Whereas marijuana use by 8th, 10th, and
12th graders declined steadily from 1980 to
1992, but, from 1992 to 1996, such use dramati-
cally increased—by 253 percent among 8th
graders, 151 percent among 10th graders, and
84 percent among 12th graders—and the aver-
age age of first-time use of marijuana is now
younger than it has ever been;

Whereas according to the 1997 survey by
the Center on Addiction and Substance
Abuse at Columbia University, 500,000 8th
graders began using marijuana in the 6th and
7th graders;

Whereas according to that same 1997 sur-
vey, youths between the ages of 12 and 17
who use marijuana are 85 times more likely
to use cocaine than those who abstain from
marijuana and 60 percent of adolescents who
use marijuana before the age of 15 will later
use cocaine;

Whereas the rate of drug use among youth
is linked to their perceptions of the risks
which are related to drugs and, in that re-
gard, the glamorization of marijuana and the
ambiguous cultural messages about mari-
juana use are contributing to a growing ac-
ceptance of marijuana use among adoles-
cents and teenagers;

Whereas surveys taken in the wake of
State ‘medical’ marijuana initiatives indi-
cate a more approving attitude toward mari-
juana use among teenagers than prior to the
initiatives; and

Whereas the evidence of the last 2 years in-
dicates that the more the public learns about
the facts behind the ‘medical’ marijuana
campaign, the more strongly opposed the
public become to such initiatives: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That—
(1) the United States House of Representa-

tives is unequivocally opposed to legalizing
marijuana for medicinal use, and urges the
defeat of State initiatives which would seek
to legalize marijuana for medicinal use; and

(2) the Attorney General of the United
States should submit a report to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary of the House of Rep-

resentatives before the end of the 90-day pe-
riod beginning on the date of the adoption of
this resolution on—

(A) the total quantity of marijuana eradi-
cated in the United States beginning with
1992 through 1997; and

(B) the annual number of arrests and pros-
ecutions for Federal marijuana offenses be-
ginning with 1992 through 1997.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The time of the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) has
expired.

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the remaining time that I may
have.

Mr. Speaker, THC, the active ingredi-
ent for medicinal purposes in mari-
juana, is available widely as a prescrip-
tion drug known as Merinol for pain
and other purposes, that doctors can
prescribe anywhere in the United
States today.

Unfortunately, smoke marijuana is
dangerous to your health. The Amer-
ican Medical Association believes that,
the National Institutes of Health be-
lieves that, and numerous other orga-
nizations, including the American Can-
cer Society, believe that.

I do not have the scientific expertise,
but I have listened to them. I am con-
vinced it is dangerous; that it means
those who are HIV-positive will turn
AIDS-symptomatic twice as fast if
they smoke marijuana regularly than
those who do not.

I do not think that any of us want to
see smoke marijuana made legal any-
where in this country for any purpose
at all that is going to be detrimental to
your health, especially when the Food
and Drug Administration has never ap-
proved it as a drug and where no doctor
in this country can prescribe it in the
traditional meaning of the word ‘‘pre-
scription’’ because the FDA never ap-
proved it.

That is what prescription means.
Every drug in the history of this coun-
try today, modern times, has to be ap-
proved by the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration before a doctor is allowed to
prescribe it. Marijuana cannot be pre-
scribed without FDA approval. FDA
has refused again and again and again
to approve it in the smoke form.

I encourage my colleagues to adopt
this resolution that says simply that
we oppose efforts to circumvent the
process by legalizing marijuana and
other Schedule I drugs for medicinal
use without valid scientific evidence
and the approval of the Food and Drug
Administration, because to do other-
wise is a back doorway of legalizing
marijuana. That is all there is to it.

A vote for this resolution today is a
vote for the normal process of the Food
and Drug Administration approval and
doctors’ prescriptions being required
before any use as medicine. A vote
against this resolution is frankly a
vote to legalize marijuana for all pur-
poses, because that is what would hap-
pen if we were not to use the tradi-
tional processes.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, Americans take
their medicine in pills, shots, sprays, solutions,
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drops, creams, and suppositories * * * but no
medicine in the United States is smoked.

Proponents of marijuana argue that our
compassion for those suffering physical ail-
ments should override our common sense and
steadfastness in combating illegal drugs.

With regard to cancer, proponents argue
that marijuana will decrease the nausea asso-
ciated with chemotherapy. The Truth is that
marijuana contains cancer-causing sub-
stances, many of which are in higher con-
centrations than in tobacco. The National Can-
cer Institute reports that new drugs have been
shown more effective than marijuana.

With regard to AIDS, proponents argue that
smoking marijuana will relieve the physical
wasting aspects of the disease. The Truth is
smoking, whether tobacco or marijuana or
crack cocaine, has been shown to increase
the risk of developing bacterial pneumonia in
HIV-positive immune-compromised patients.

After 30 years of research, we know that
marijuana impairs learning and memory, per-
ception and judgement. It impairs complex
motor skills and judgement of speed and time.
Among chronic users it decreases drive and
ambition.

Finally, marijuana use among our young
people is increasing * * * alarmingly so. From
1992 to 1996, marijuana use increased by 253
percent among 8th graders, 151 percent
among 10th graders, and 84 percent among
12th graders.

We should not let our compassion for the
terminally ill and those in chronic pain to de-
ceive us into treating a dangerous drug as
medicine. Support the resolution opposing
marijuana as medicine.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker and I ask unani-
mous consent to revise and extend my re-
marks.

Mr. Speaker, today we are debating a non-
binding resolution that would express the
sense of the Congress that because marijuana
is a Schedule One controlled substance, and
therefore an illegal drug, then its use for me-
dicinal purposes should be prohibited. This is
absurd. Medical use of marijuana is a public
health issue; it is not part of the war on drugs.
Marijuana has been proven to relieve the pain
and suffering of seriously ill patients. It is un-
conscionable to deny an effective medication
to those in need.

It would seem that the Speaker of the
House and the distinguished Chairman of our
own Crime Subcommittee once agreed with
that position. In 1981, Representative NEWT
GINGRICH and Representative BILL MCCOLLUM,
co-sponsored H.R. 4498, a bill introduced by
the late Congressman Stuart McKinney, that
would allow the medicinal use of marijuana. In
1985, Chairman MCCOLLUM again co-spon-
sored H.R. 2282, a bill reintroduced by Con-
gressman McKinney, which would have al-
lowed the medicinal use of marijuana. I, along
with many others, would be very interested to
learn why our colleagues changed their minds.

Mr. Speaker, prestigious groups such as the
National Academy of Sciences, the American
Public Health Association, and the British
Medical Association have endorsed the medi-
cal use of marijuana. I would like to refer my
colleagues to an article that was published by
the Journal of the American Medical Associa-
tion (JAMA, June 21, 1995–Vol. 272, No. 23)
for more detailed information regarding the
legislative and medical history regarding the
medicinal use of marijuana.

Most recently, a National Institutes of Health
report released in August of 1997 urged the
federal government to play an active role in fa-
cilitating clinical evaluations of medical mari-
juana. More than 30 medical groups, including
the ones I have previously cited, have en-
dorsed prescriptive access to marijuana, under
a physician’s supervision. Several medical
groups, including the American Medical Asso-
ciation and the American Cancer Society have
endorsed a physician’s right to recommend or
discuss marijuana therapy with their patients.

Several published studies have found that
the best established medical use of marijuana
is as an anti-nauseant for cancer chemo-
therapy. In addition, these same studies have
found that medicinal use of marijuana has
helped in treating patients with glaucoma,
chronic muscle pain, multiple sclerosis, epi-
lepsy, spinal cord injury, and paraplegia. Tens
of thousands of cancer and AIDS patients use
medical marijuana, and they report that it is ef-
fective in reducing the nausea and vomiting
associated with cancer and AIDS treatment. In
a 1990 survey, 44 percent of oncologists said
they had suggested that a patient smoke mari-
juana for relief of the nausea induced by
chemotherapy.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to address the
question of a state’s right to implement policy
that the voters of those states have supported.
Many states have held, or are planning to
hold, state referenda on the use of medical
marijuana. Two states, California and Arizona,
have successfully passed legislation to allow
the prescribed use of marijuana for medicinal
purposes. The voters of these states have
spoken and in our democratic system they
must be respected. Those on the other side of
the aisle seem to constantly remind us of the
power of big government over the ability of
states to make their own policies. Who is
championing big government now? Where are
all the state’s rights supporters on this issue?

Finally, Mr. Speaker, permitting the medical
use of marijuana to alleviate the pain and suf-
fering of people with seriously ill conditions
does not send the wrong message to children
or anyone else. It simply says that we are
compassionate and intelligent enough to re-
spect the rights of patients and the medical
community to administer what is medically ap-
propriate care. It is time for this Congress to
acknowledge that a ban on the medicinal use
of marijuana is scientifically, legally, and mor-
ally wrong.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to express
my opposition to H.J. Res. 117. The voters of
California have showed their support for allow-
ing doctors to recommend marijuana for seri-
ously ill patients by voting for the state’s Prop-
osition 215 in November 1996. House Joint
Resolution 117 attempts to infringe upon the
decisions of California citizens by expressing
Congress’ opposition to the medicinal use of
marijuana. While I did not support the Califor-
nia initiative, I oppose this resolution which at-
tempts to nullify their choice.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposi-
tion to H.J. Res. 117 because this bill accom-
plishes nothing in the war on drug abuse other
than highlight the misplaced emphasis of the
country’s anti-drug efforts. The bill seeks to tell
voters how to cast their votes, and disregards
the votes of over five million people in my
state. It focuses on arrests and prosecution
rather than education and treatment as the an-
swer to drug abuse. And it seeks to make

criminals of people in pain because of serious
illnesses. This is no war on drugs. It is political
grandstanding.

H.J. Res. 117 disregards the proven medici-
nal uses of marijuana, including increasing the
appetites of people with AIDS who have wast-
ing syndrome, and reducing nausea and vom-
iting resulting from chemotherapy.

Opponents of medicinal marijuana argue
that there are other ways to ingest the active
ingredient in marijuana, including the use of
synthetic THC. However we know that the oral
drug containing THC does not work for all
people. The logic of the authors of this legisla-
tion therefore seems to be that a very ill per-
son should be sent to jail because he or she
used the smokable form of a drug whose ac-
tive ingredient is currently licensed for oral
use.

Voters in my home state passed an initiative
authorizing seriously ill patients to take mari-
juana upon the recommendation of a licensed
physician. Proposition 215 has provided as
many as 11,000 Californians who suffer from
AIDS and other debilitating diseases with safe
and legal access to a drug that makes life a
little more bearable. Fifty-six percent of the
electorate voted for Prop 215. The voters have
spoken, and there is no need for federal intru-
sion on this matter. Thousands of constituents
in my district struggling with AIDS and cancer
will tell you that choosing the appropriate med-
ical treatment should be a decision for public
health officials, physicians and patients. Con-
gress would do well to stay out of the pre-
scription business.

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to the day when
we can pass truly effective measures to ad-
dress drug abuse in our country. According to
the Legal Action Center, over half of federal
drug control spending is dedicated to the
criminal justice system, and only 18% goes to
drug treatment. To effectively fight the war on
drug abuse we must get our priorities in order
and fund treatment and education. Today’s
legislation, which encourages making criminals
of seriously ill people who seek proven ther-
apy, is not a step towards controlling Ameri-
ca’s drug problem. I therefore oppose H.J.
Res. 117.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. MCCOLLUM) has expired.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MCCOLLUM) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the joint resolution
(H.J. Res. 117), as amended.

The question was taken.
Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, on

that I demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.

f

JUVENILE CRIME CONTROL AND
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT
OF 1998

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the Sen-
ate bill (S. 2073) to authorize appropria-
tions for the National Center for Miss-
ing and Exploited Children, as amend-
ed.

The Clerk read as follows:
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S. 2073

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Juvenile Crime Control and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1998’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO JUVENILE

JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVEN-
TION ACT OF 1974

Sec. 101. Findings.
Sec. 102. Purpose.
Sec. 103. Definitions.
Sec. 104. Name of office.
Sec. 105. Concentration of Federal effort.
Sec. 106. Coordinating Council on Juvenile

Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention.

Sec. 107. Annual report.
Sec. 108. Allocation.
Sec. 109. State plans.
Sec. 110. Juvenile delinquency prevention

block grant program.
Sec. 111. Research; evaluation; technical as-

sistance; training.
Sec. 112. Demonstration projects.
Sec. 113. Authorization of appropriations.
Sec. 114. Administrative authority.
Sec. 115. Use of funds.
Sec. 116. Limitation on use of funds.
Sec. 117. Rule of construction.
Sec. 118. Leasing surplus Federal property.
Sec. 119. Issuance of Rules.
Sec. 120. Technical and conforming amend-

ments.
Sec. 121. References.

TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO THE
RUNAWAY AND HOMELESS YOUTH ACT

Sec. 201. Findings.
Sec. 202. Authority to make grants for cen-

ters and services.
Sec. 203. Eligibility.
Sec. 204. Approval of applications.
Sec. 205. Authority for transitional living

grant program.
Sec. 206. Eligibility.
Sec. 207. Authority to make grants for re-

search, evaluation, demonstra-
tion, and service projects.

Sec. 208. Temporary demonstration projects
to provide services to youth in
rural areas.

Sec. 209. Sexual abuse prevention program.
Sec. 210. Assistance to potential grantees.
Sec. 211. Reports.
Sec. 212. Evaluation.
Sec. 213. Authorization of appropriations.
Sec. 214. Consolidated review of applica-

tions.
Sec. 215. Definitions.
Sec. 216. Redesignation of sections.
Sec. 217. Technical amendment.
TITLE III—INCENTIVE GRANTS FOR

LOCAL DELINQUENCY PREVENTION
PROGRAMS

Sec. 301. Duties and functions of the Admin-
istrator.

Sec. 302. Grants for prevention programs.
Sec. 303. Repeal of definition.
Sec. 304. Authorization of appropriations.

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS
AMENDMENTS

Sec. 401. National Resource Center and
Clearinghouse for Missing Chil-
dren.

TITLE V—REFORMING THE FEDERAL
JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

Sec. 501. Delinquency proceedings or crimi-
nal prosecutions in

Sec. 502. Custody prior to appearance before
judicial officer.

Sec. 503. Technical and conforming amend-
ments to section 5034.

Sec. 504. Detention prior to disposition or
sentencing.

Sec. 505. Speedy trial.
Sec. 506. Disposition; availability of in-

creased detention, fines and su-
pervised release for juvenile of-
fenders.

Sec. 507. Juvenile records and
fingerprinting.

Sec. 508. Technical amendments of sections
5031 and 5034.

Sec. 509. Clerical amendments to table of
sections for chapter 403.

TITLE VI—APPREHENDING ARMED
VIOLENT YOUTH

Sec. 601. Armed violent youth apprehension
directive.

TITLE VII—ACCOUNTABILITY FOR JUVE-
NILE OFFENDERS AND PUBLIC PRO-
TECTION INCENTIVE GRANTS

Sec. 701. Short title.
Sec. 702. Block grant program.

TITLE VIII—SPECIAL PRIORITY FOR
CERTAIN DISCRETIONARY GRANTS

Sec. 801. Special priority.
TITLE IX—GRANT REDUCTION

Sec. 901. Parental notification.
TITLE X—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 1001. Effective date; application of
amendments.

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO JUVENILE
JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVEN-
TION ACT OF 1974

SEC. 101. FINDINGS.
Section 101 of the Juvenile Justice and De-

linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
5601) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘FINDINGS

‘‘SEC. 101. (a) The Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(1) There has been a dramatic increase in
juvenile delinquency, particularly violent
crime committed by juveniles. Weapons of-
fenses and homicides are 2 of the fastest
growing crimes committed by juveniles.
More than 1⁄2 of juvenile victims are killed
with a firearm. Approximately 1⁄5 of the indi-
viduals arrested for committing violent
crime are less than 18 years of age. The in-
crease in both the number of youth below
the age of 15 and females arrested for violent
crime is cause for concern.

‘‘(2) This problem should be addressed
through a 2-track common sense approach
that addresses the needs of individual juve-
niles and society at large by promoting—

‘‘(A) quality prevention programs that—
‘‘(i) work with juveniles, their families,

local public agencies, and community-based
organizations, and take into consideration
such factors as whether or not juveniles have
been the victims of family violence (includ-
ing child abuse and neglect); and

‘‘(ii) are designed to reduce risks and de-
velop competencies in at-risk juveniles that
will prevent, and reduce the rate of, violent
delinquent behavior; and

‘‘(B) programs that assist in holding juve-
niles accountable for their actions, including
a system of graduated sanctions to respond
to each delinquent act, requiring juveniles to
make restitution, or perform community
service, for the damage caused by their de-
linquent acts, and methods for increasing
victim satisfaction with respect to the pen-
alties imposed on juveniles for their acts.

‘‘(b) Congress must act now to reform this
program by focusing on juvenile delinquency
prevention programs, as well as programs
that hold juveniles accountable for their
acts. Without true reform, the criminal jus-
tice system will not be able to overcome the

challenges it will face in the coming years
when the number of juveniles is expected to
increase by 30 percent.’’.
SEC. 102. PURPOSE.

Section 102 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
5602) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘PURPOSES

‘‘SEC. 102. The purposes of this title and
title II are—

‘‘(1) to support State and local programs
that prevent juvenile involvement in delin-
quent behavior;

‘‘(2) to assist State and local governments
in promoting public safety by encouraging
accountability for acts of juvenile delin-
quency; and

‘‘(3) to assist State and local governments
in addressing juvenile crime through the pro-
vision of technical assistance, research,
training, evaluation, and the dissemination
of information on effective programs for
combating juvenile delinquency.’’.
SEC. 103. DEFINITIONS.

Section 103 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
5603) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘to help
prevent juvenile delinquency’’ and inserting
‘‘designed to reduce known risk factors for
juvenile delinquent behavior, provides ac-
tivities that build on protective factors for,
and develop competencies in, juveniles to
prevent, and reduce the rate of, delinquent
juvenile behavior’’,

(2) in paragraph (4) by inserting ‘‘title I of’’
before ‘‘the Omnibus’’ each place it appears,

(3) in paragraph (7) by striking ‘‘the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands,’’,

(4) in paragraph (9) by striking ‘‘justice’’
and inserting ‘‘crime control’’,

(5) in paragraph (12)(B) by striking ‘‘, of
any nonoffender,’’,

(6) in paragraph (13)(B) by striking ‘‘, any
non-offender,’’,

(7) in paragraph (14) by inserting ‘‘drug
trafficking,’’ after ‘‘assault,’’,

(8) in paragraph (16)—
(A) in subparagraph (A) by adding ‘‘and’’ at

the end, and
(B) by striking subparagraph (C),
(9) by striking paragraph (17),
(10) in paragraph (22)—
(A) by redesignating subparagraphs (i), (ii),

and (iii) as subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C),
respectively, and

(B) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end,
(11) in paragraph (23) by striking the period

at the end and inserting a semicolon,
(12) by redesignating paragraphs (18), (19),

(20), (21), (22), and (23) as paragraphs (17)
through (22), respectively, and

(13) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(23) the term ‘boot camp’ means a resi-

dential facility (excluding a private resi-
dence) at which there are provided—

‘‘(A) a highly regimented schedule of dis-
cipline, physical training, work, drill, and
ceremony characteristic of military basic
training.

‘‘(B) regular, remedial, special, and voca-
tional education; and

‘‘(C) counseling and treatment for sub-
stance abuse and other health and mental
health problems;

‘‘(24) the term ‘graduated sanctions’ means
an accountability-based, graduated series of
sanctions (including incentives and services)
applicable to juveniles within the juvenile
justice system to hold such juveniles ac-
countable for their actions and to protect
communities from the effects of juvenile de-
linquency by providing appropriate sanctions
for every act for which a juvenile is adju-
dicated delinquent, by inducing their law-
abiding behavior, and by preventing their
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subsequent involvement with the juvenile
justice system;

‘‘(25) the term ‘violent crime’ means—
‘‘(A) murder or nonnegligent man-

slaughter, forcible rape, or robbery, or
‘‘(B) aggravated assault committed with

the use of a firearm;
‘‘(26) the term ‘co-located facilities’ means

facilities that are located in the same build-
ing, or are part of a related complex of build-
ings located on the same grounds; and

‘‘(27) the term ‘related complex of build-
ings’ means 2 or more buildings that share—

‘‘(A) physical features, such as walls and
fences, or services beyond mechanical serv-
ices (heating, air conditioning, water and
sewer); or

‘‘(B) the specialized services that are al-
lowable under section 31.303(e)(3)(i)(C)(3) of
title 28 of the Code of Federal Regulations,
as in effect on December 10, 1996.’’.
SEC. 104. NAME OF OFFICE.

Title II of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611
et seq.) is amended—

(1) by amending the heading of part A to
read as follows:

‘‘PART A—OFFICE OF JUVENILE CRIME
CONTROL AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION’’,

(2) in section 201(a) by striking ‘‘Justice
and Delinquency Prevention’’ and inserting
‘‘Crime Control and Delinquency Preven-
tion’’, and

(3) in subsections section 299A(c)(2) by
striking ‘‘Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion’’ and inserting ‘‘Crime Control and De-
linquency Prevention’’.
SEC. 105. CONCENTRATION OF FEDERAL EFFORT.

Section 204 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
5614) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(1) by striking the last
sentence,

(2) in subsection (b)—
(A) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘and of the

prospective’’ and all that follows through
‘‘administered’’,

(B) by striking paragraph (5), and
(C) by redesignating paragraphs (6) and (7)

as paragraphs (5) and (6), respectively,
(3) in subsection (c) by striking ‘‘and re-

ports’’ and all that follows through ‘‘this
part’’, and inserting ‘‘as may be appropriate
to prevent the duplication of efforts, and to
coordinate activities, related to the preven-
tion of juvenile delinquency’’,

(4) by striking subsection (i), and
(5) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub-

section (f).
SEC. 106. COORDINATING COUNCIL ON JUVENILE

JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PRE-
VENTION.

Section 206 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
5616) is repealed.
SEC. 107. ANNUAL REPORT.

Section 207 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
5617) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘and’’ after ‘‘priorities,’’,

and
(B) by striking ‘‘, and recommendations of

the Council’’,
(2) by striking paragraphs (4) and (5), and

inserting the following:
‘‘(4) An evaluation of the programs funded

under this title and their effectiveness in re-
ducing the incidence of juvenile delinquency,
particularly violent crime, committed by ju-
veniles.’’, and

(3) by redesignating such section as section
206.
SEC. 108. ALLOCATION.

Section 222 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
5632) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) in paragraph (2)—
(i) in subparagraph (A)—
(I) by striking ‘‘amount, up to $400,000,’’

and inserting ‘‘amount up to $400,000’’,
(II) by inserting a comma after ‘‘1992’’ the

1st place it appears,
(III) by striking ‘‘the Trust Territory of

the Pacific Islands,’’, and
(IV) by striking ‘‘amount, up to $100,000,’’

and inserting ‘‘amount up to $100,000’’,
(ii) in subparagraph (B)—
(I) by striking ‘‘(other than part D)’’,
(II) by striking ‘‘or such greater amount,

up to $600,000’’ and all that follows through
‘‘section 299(a) (1) and (3)’’,

(III) by striking ‘‘the Trust Territory of
the Pacific Islands,’’,

(IV) by striking ‘‘amount, up to $100,000,’’
and inserting ‘‘amount up to $100,000’’, and

(V) by inserting a comma after ‘‘1992’’,
(B) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘allot’’ and

inserting ‘‘allocate’’, and
(2) in subsection (b) by striking ‘‘the Trust

Territory of the Pacific Islands,’’.
SEC. 109. STATE PLANS.

Section 223 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
5633) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) in the 2nd sentence by striking ‘‘chal-

lenge’’ and all that follows through ‘‘part E’’,
and inserting ‘‘, projects, and activities’’,

(B) in paragraph (3)—
(i) by striking ‘‘, which—’’ and inserting

‘‘that—’’,
(ii) in subparagraph (A)—
(I) by striking ‘‘not less’’ and all that fol-

lows through ‘‘33’’, and inserting ‘‘the attor-
ney general of the State or such other State
official who has primary responsibility for
overseeing the enforcement of State crimi-
nal laws, and’’,

(II) by inserting ‘‘, in consultation with the
attorney general of the State or such other
State official who has primary responsibility
for overseeing the enforcement of State
criminal laws’’ after ‘‘State’’,

(III) in clause (i) by striking ‘‘or the ad-
ministration of juvenile justice’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘, the administration of juvenile justice,
or the reduction of juvenile delinquency’’,

(IV) in clause (ii) by striking ‘‘include—’’
and all that follows through the semicolon
at the end of subclause (VIII), and inserting
the following:
‘‘represent a multidisciplinary approach to
addressing juvenile delinquency and may in-
clude—

‘‘(I) individuals who represent units of gen-
eral local government, law enforcement and
juvenile justice agencies, public agencies
concerned with the prevention and treat-
ment of juvenile delinquency and with the
adjudication of juveniles, representatives of
juveniles, or nonprofit private organizations,
particularly such organizations that serve
juveniles; and

‘‘(II) such other individuals as the chief ex-
ecutive officer considers to be appropriate;
and’’, and

(V) by striking clauses (iv) and (v),
(iii) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘jus-

tice’’ and inserting ‘‘crime control’’,
(iv) in subparagraph (D)—
(I) in clause (i) by inserting ‘‘and’’ at the

end,
(II) in clause (ii) by striking ‘‘paragraphs’’

and all that follows through ‘‘part E’’, and
inserting ‘‘paragraphs (11), (12), and (13)’’,
and

(III) by striking clause (iii), and
(v) in subparagraph (E) by striking ‘‘title—

’’ and all that follows through ‘‘(ii)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘title,’’,

(C) in paragraph (5)—
(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph

(A) by striking ‘‘, other than’’ and inserting

‘‘reduced by the percentage (if any) specified
by the State under the authority of para-
graph (25) and excluding’’ after ‘‘section 222’’,
and

‘‘(ii) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘para-
graphs (12)(A), (13), and (14)’’ and inserting
‘‘paragraphs (11), (12), and (13)’’,

(D) by striking paragraph (6),
(E) in paragraph (7) by inserting ‘‘, includ-

ing in rural areas’’ before the semicolon at
the end,

(F) in paragraph (8)—
(i) in subparagraph (A)—
(I) by striking ‘‘for (i)’’ and all that follows

through ‘‘relevant jurisdiction’’, and insert-
ing ‘‘for an analysis of juvenile delinquency
problems in, and the juvenile delinquency
control and delinquency prevention needs
(including educational needs) of, the State’’,

(II) by striking ‘‘justice’’ the second place
it appears and inserting ‘‘crime control’’,
and

(III) by striking ‘‘of the jurisdiction; (ii)’’
and all that follows through the semicolon
at the end, and inserting ‘‘of the State; and’’,

(ii) by amending subparagraph (B) to read
as follows:

‘‘(B) contain—
‘‘(i) a plan for providing needed gender-spe-

cific services for the prevention and treat-
ment of juvenile delinquency;

‘‘(ii) a plan for providing needed services
for the prevention and treatment of juvenile
delinquency in rural areas; and

‘‘(iii) a plan for providing needed mental
health services to juveniles in the juvenile
justice system;’’, and

(iii) by striking subparagraphs (C) and (D),
(G) by amending paragraph (9) to read as

follows:
‘‘(9) provide for the coordination and maxi-

mum utilization of existing juvenile delin-
quency programs, programs operated by pub-
lic and private agencies and organizations,
and other related programs (such as edu-
cation, special education, recreation, health,
and welfare programs) in the State;’’,

(H) in paragraph (10)—
(i) in subparagraph (A)—
(I) by striking ‘‘, specifically’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘including’’,
(II) by striking clause (i), and
(III) redesignating clauses (ii) and (iii) as

clauses (i) and (ii), respectively,
(ii) by amending subparagraph (B) to read

as follows:
‘‘(B) programs that assist in holding juve-

niles accountable for their actions, including
the use of graduated sanctions and of neigh-
borhood courts or panels that increase vic-
tim satisfaction and require juveniles to
make restitution for the damage caused by
their delinquent behavior;’’,

(iii) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘juve-
nile justice’’ and inserting ‘‘juvenile crime
control’’,

(iv) by amending subparagraph (D) to read
as follows:

‘‘(D) programs that provide treatment to
juvenile offenders who are victims of child
abuse or neglect, and to their families, in
order to reduce the likelihood that such ju-
venile offenders will commit subsequent vio-
lations of law;’’,

(v) in subparagraph (E)—
(I) by redesignating clause (ii) as clause

(iii), and
(II) by striking ‘‘juveniles, provided’’ and

all that follows through ‘‘provides; and’’, and
inserting the following:

‘‘juveniles—
‘‘(i) to encourage juveniles to remain in el-

ementary and secondary schools or in alter-
native learning situations;

‘‘(ii) to provide services to assist juveniles
in making the transition to the world of
work and self-sufficiency; and’’,
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(vi) by amending subparagraph (F) to read

as follows:
‘‘(F) expanding the use of probation offi-

cers—
‘‘(i) particularly for the purpose of permit-

ting nonviolent juvenile offenders (including
status offenders) to remain at home with
their families as an alternative to incarcer-
ation or institutionalization; and

‘‘(ii) to ensure that juveniles follow the
terms of their probation;’’,

(vii) by amending subparagraph (G) to read
as follows:

‘‘(G) one-on-one mentoring programs that
are designed to link at-risk juveniles and ju-
venile offenders, particularly juveniles resid-
ing in high-crime areas and juveniles experi-
encing educational failure, with responsible
adults (such as law enforcement officers,
adults working with local businesses, and
adults working with community-based orga-
nizations and agencies) who are properly
screened and trained;’’,

(viii) in subparagraph (H) by striking
‘‘handicapped youth’’ and inserting ‘‘juve-
niles with disabilities’’,

(ix) by amending subparagraph (K) to read
as follows:

‘‘(K) boot camps for juvenile offenders;’’,
(x) by amending subparagraph (L) to read

as follows:
‘‘(L) community-based programs and serv-

ices to work with juveniles, their parents,
and other family members during and after
incarceration in order to strengthen families
so that such juveniles may be retained in
their homes;’’,

(xi) by amending subparagraph (M) to read
as follows:

‘‘(M) other activities (such as court-ap-
pointed advocates) that the State determines
will hold juveniles accountable for their acts
and decrease juvenile involvement in delin-
quent activities;’’,

(xii) by amending subparagraph (N) to read
as follows:

‘‘(N) establishing policies and systems to
incorporate relevant child protective serv-
ices records into juvenile justice records for
purposes of establishing treatment plans for
juvenile offenders;’’,

(xiii) in subparagraph (O)—
(I) in striking ‘‘cultural’’ and inserting

‘‘other’’, and
(II) by striking the period at the end and

inserting a semicolon, and
(xiv) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(P) a system of records relating to any

adjudication of juveniles less than 18 years of
age who are adjudicated delinquent for con-
duct that would be a violent crime if com-
mitted by an adult, that is—

‘‘(i) equivalent to the records that would
be kept of adults arrested for such conduct,
including fingerprints and photographs;

‘‘(ii) submitted to the Federal Bureau of
Investigation in the same manner as adult
records are so submitted;

‘‘(iii) retained for a period of time that is
equal to the period of time records are re-
tained for adults; and

‘‘(iv) available on an expedited basis to law
enforcement agencies, the courts, and school
officials (and such school officials shall be
subject to the same standards and penalties
that law enforcement and juvenile justice
system employees are subject to under Fed-
eral and State law, for handling and disclos-
ing such information);

‘‘(Q) programs that utilize multidisci-
plinary interagency case management and
information sharing, that enable the juvenile
justice and law enforcement agencies,
schools, and social service agencies to make
more informed decisions regarding early
identification, control, supervision, and
treatment of juveniles who repeatedly com-
mit violent or serious delinquent acts; and

‘‘(R) programs designed to prevent and re-
duce hate crimes committed by juveniles.’’,

(I) by amending paragraph (12) to read as
follows:

‘‘(12) shall, in accordance with rules issued
by the Administrator, provide that—

‘‘(A) juveniles who are charged with or who
have committed an offense that would not be
criminal if committed by an adult, exclud-
ing—

‘‘(i) juveniles who are charged with or who
have committed a violation of section
922(x)(2) of title 18, United States Code, or of
a similar State law;

‘‘(ii) juveniles who are charged with or who
have committed a violation of a valid court
order; and

‘‘(iii) juveniles who are held in accordance
with the Interstate Compact on Juveniles as
enacted by the State;
shall not be placed in secure detention facili-
ties or secure correctional facilities; and

‘‘(B) juveniles—
‘‘(i) who are not charged with any offense;

and
‘‘(ii) who are—
‘‘(I) aliens; or
‘‘(II) alleged to be dependent, neglected, or

abused;

shall not be placed in secure detention facili-
ties or secure correctional facilities;’’,

(J) by amending paragraph (13) to read as
follows:

‘‘(13) provide that—
‘‘(A) juveniles alleged to be or found to be

delinquent, and juveniles within the purview
of paragraph (11), will not be detained or con-
fined in any institution in which they have
regular contact, or unsupervised incidental
contact, with adults incarcerated because
such adults have been convicted of a crime
or are awaiting trial on criminal charges;
and

‘‘(B) there is in effect in the State a policy
that requires individuals who work with
both such juveniles and such adults in co-lo-
cated facilities have been trained and cer-
tified to work with juveniles;’’,

(K) by amending paragraph (14) to read as
follows:

‘‘(14) provide that no juvenile will be de-
tained or confined in any jail or lockup for
adults except—

‘‘(A) juveniles who are accused of nonsta-
tus offenses and who are detained in such jail
or lockup for a period not to exceed 6 hours—

‘‘(i) for processing or release;
‘‘(ii) while awaiting transfer to a juvenile

facility; or
‘‘(iii) in which period such juveniles make

a court appearance;
‘‘(B) juveniles who are accused of nonsta-

tus offenses, who are awaiting an initial
court appearance that will occur within 48
hours after being taken into custody (exclud-
ing Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays),
and who are detained or confined in a jail or
lockup—

‘‘(i) in which—
‘‘(I) such juveniles do not have regular con-

tact, or unsupervised incidental contact,
with adults incarcerated because such adults
have been convicted of a crime or are await-
ing trial on criminal charges; and

‘‘(II) there is in effect in the State a policy
that requires individuals who work with
both such juveniles and such adults in co-lo-
cated facilities have been trained and cer-
tified to work with juveniles; and

‘‘(ii) that—
‘‘(I) is located outside a metropolitan sta-

tistical area (as defined by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget);

‘‘(II) has no existing acceptable alternative
placement available;

‘‘(III) is located where conditions of dis-
tance to be traveled or the lack of highway,

road, or transportation do not allow for
court appearances within 48 hours (excluding
Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays) so
that a brief (not to exceed an additional 48
hours) delay is excusable; or

‘‘(IV) is located where conditions of safety
exist (such as severe adverse, life-threaten-
ing weather conditions that do not allow for
reasonably safe travel), in which case the
time for an appearance may be delayed until
24 hours after the time that such conditions
allow for reasonable safe travel;

‘‘(C) juveniles who are accused of nonsta-
tus offenses and who are detained or confined
in a jail or lockup that satisfies the require-
ments of subparagraph (B)(i) if—

‘‘(i) such jail or lockup—
‘‘(I) is located outside a metropolitan sta-

tistical area (as defined by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget); and

‘‘(II) has no existing acceptable alternative
placement available;

‘‘(ii) a parent or other legal guardian (or
guardian ad litem) of the juvenile involved
consents to detaining or confining such juve-
nile in accordance with this subparagraph
and has the right to revoke such consent at
any time;

‘‘(iii) the juvenile has counsel, and the
counsel representing such juvenile has an op-
portunity to present the juvenile’s position
regarding the detention or confinement in-
volved to the court before the court approves
such detention or confinement; and

‘‘(iv) detaining or confining such juvenile
in accordance with this subparagraph is—

‘‘(I) approved in advance by a court with
competent jurisdiction that has determined
that such placement is in the best interest of
such juvenile;

‘‘(II) required to be reviewed periodically,
at intervals of not more than 5 days (exclud-
ing Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays),
by such court for the duration of detention
or confinement; and

‘‘(III) for a period preceding the sentencing
(if any) of such juvenile;’’,

(L) in paragraph (15)—
(i) by striking ‘‘paragraph (12)(A), para-

graph (13), and paragraph (14)’’ and inserting
‘‘paragraphs (11), (12), and (13)’’, and

(ii) by striking ‘‘paragraph (12)(A) and
paragraph (13)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraphs
(11) and (12)’’,

(M) in paragraph (16) by striking ‘‘men-
tally, emotionally, or physically handi-
capping conditions’’ and inserting ‘‘disabil-
ity’’,

(N) by amending paragraph (19) to read as
follows:

‘‘(19) provide assurances that—
‘‘(A) any assistance provided under this

Act will not cause the displacement (includ-
ing a partial displacement, such as a reduc-
tion in the hours of nonovertime work,
wages, or employment benefits) of any cur-
rently employed employee;

‘‘(B) activities assisted under this Act will
not impair an existing collective bargaining
relationship, contract for services, or collec-
tive bargaining agreement; and

‘‘(C) no such activity that would be incon-
sistent with the terms of a collective bar-
gaining agreement shall be undertaken with-
out the written concurrence of the labor or-
ganization involved;’’,

(O) by amending paragraph (23) to read as
follows:

‘‘(23) address juvenile delinquency preven-
tion efforts and system improvement efforts
designed to reduce, without establishing or
requiring numerical standards or quotas, the
disproportionate number of juvenile mem-
bers of minority groups, who come into con-
tact with the juvenile justice system;’’,

(P) by amending paragraph (24) to read as
follows:
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‘‘(24) provide that if a juvenile is taken

into custody for violating a valid court order
issued for committing a status offense—

‘‘(A) an appropriate public agency shall be
promptly notified that such juvenile is held
in custody for violating such order;

‘‘(B) not later than 24 hours during which
such juvenile is so held, an authorized rep-
resentative of such agency shall interview,
in person, such juvenile; and

‘‘(C) not later than 48 hours during which
such juvenile is so held—

‘‘(i) such representative shall submit an as-
sessment to the court that issued such order,
regarding the immediate needs of such juve-
nile; and

‘‘(ii) such court shall conduct a hearing to
determine—

‘‘(I) whether there is reasonable cause to
believe that such juvenile violated such
order; and

‘‘(II) the appropriate placement of such ju-
venile pending disposition of the violation
alleged;’’,

(Q) in paragraph (25) by striking the period
at the end and inserting a semicolon,

(R) by redesignating paragraphs (7)
through (25) as paragraphs (6) through (24),
respectively, and

(S) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(25) specify a percentage (if any), not to

exceed 5 percent, of funds received by the
State under section 222 (other than funds
made available to the state advisory group
under section 222(d)) that the State will re-
serve for expenditure by the State to provide
incentive grants to units of general local
government that reduce the caseload of pro-
bation officers within such units, and

‘‘(26) provide that the State, to the maxi-
mum extent practicable, will implement a
system to ensure that if a juvenile is before
a court in the juvenile justice system, public
child welfare records (including child protec-
tive services records) relating to such juve-
nile that are on file in the geographical area
under the jurisdiction of such court will be
made known to such court.’’, and

(2) by amending subsection (c) to read as
follows:

‘‘(c) If a State fails to comply with any of
the applicable requirements of paragraphs
(11), (12), (13), and (22) of subsection (a) in
any fiscal year beginning after September 30,
1998, then the amount allocated to such
State for the subsequent fiscal year shall be
reduced by not to exceed 12.5 percent for
each such paragraph with respect to which
the failure occurs, unless the Administrator
determines that the State—

‘‘(1) has achieved substantial compliance
with such applicable requirements with re-
spect to which the State was not in compli-
ance; and

‘‘(2) has made, through appropriate execu-
tive or legislative action, an unequivocal
commitment to achieving full compliance
with such applicable requirements within a
reasonable time.’’, and

(3) in subsection (d)—
(A) by striking ‘‘allotment’’ and inserting

‘‘allocation’’, and
(B) by striking ‘‘subsection (a) (12)(A), (13),

(14) and (23)’’ each place it appears and in-
serting ‘‘paragraphs (11), (12), (13), and (22) of
subsection (a)’’.

SEC. 110. JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PREVENTION
BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM.

Title II of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611
et seq.) is amended—

(1) by striking parts C, D, E, F, G, and H,
(2) by striking the 1st part I,
(3) by redesignating the 2nd part I as part

F, and
(4) by inserting after part B the following:

‘‘PART C—JUVENILE DELINQUENCY
PREVENTION BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM

‘‘SEC. 241. AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS.
‘‘The Administrator may make grants to

eligible States, from funds allocated under
section 242, for the purpose of providing fi-
nancial assistance to eligible entities to
carry out projects designed to prevent juve-
nile delinquency, including—

‘‘(1) projects that assist in holding juve-
niles accountable for their actions, including
the use of neighborhood courts or panels
that increase victim satisfaction and require
juveniles to make restitution, or perform
community service, for the damage caused
by their delinquent acts;

‘‘(2) projects that provide treatment to ju-
venile offenders who are victims of child
abuse or neglect, and to their families, in
order to reduce the likelihood that such ju-
venile offenders will commit subsequent vio-
lations of law;

‘‘(3) educational projects or supportive
services for delinquent or other juveniles—

‘‘(A) to encourage juveniles to remain in
elementary and secondary schools or in al-
ternative learning situations in educational
settings;

‘‘(B) to provide services to assist juveniles
in making the transition to the world of
work and self-sufficiency;

‘‘(C) to assist in identifying learning dif-
ficulties (including learning disabilities);

‘‘(D) to prevent unwarranted and arbitrary
suspensions and expulsions;

‘‘(E) to encourage new approaches and
techniques with respect to the prevention of
school violence and vandalism;

‘‘(F) which assist law enforcement person-
nel and juvenile justice personnel to more ef-
fectively recognize and provide for learning-
disabled and other handicapped juveniles; or

‘‘(G) which develop locally coordinated
policies and programs among education, ju-
venile justice, and social service agencies;

‘‘(4) projects which expand the use of pro-
bation officers—

‘‘(A) particularly for the purpose of permit-
ting nonviolent juvenile offenders (including
status offenders) to remain at home with
their families as an alternative to incarcer-
ation or institutionalization; and

‘‘(B) to ensure that juveniles follow the
terms of their probation;

‘‘(5) one-on-one mentoring projects that
are designed to link at-risk juveniles and ju-
venile offenders who did not commit serious
crime, particularly juveniles residing in
high-crime areas and juveniles experiencing
educational failure, with responsible adults
(such as law enforcement officers, adults
working with local businesses, and adults
working for community-based organizations
and agencies) who are properly screened and
trained;

‘‘(6) community-based projects and serv-
ices (including literacy and social service
programs) which work with juvenile offend-
ers, including those from families with lim-
ited English-speaking proficiency, their par-
ents, their siblings, and other family mem-
bers during and after incarceration of the ju-
venile offenders, in order to strengthen fami-
lies, to allow juvenile offenders to be re-
tained in their homes, and to prevent the in-
volvement of other juvenile family members
in delinquent activities;

‘‘(7) projects designed to provide for the
treatment of juveniles for dependence on or
abuse of alcohol, drugs, or other harmful
substances;

‘‘(8) projects which leverage funds to pro-
vide scholarships for postsecondary edu-
cation and training for low-income juveniles
who reside in neighborhoods with high rates
of poverty, violence, and drug-related
crimes;

‘‘(9) projects which provide for an initial
intake screening of each juvenile taken into
custody—

‘‘(A) to determine the likelihood that such
juvenile will commit a subsequent offense;
and

‘‘(B) to provide appropriate interventions
to prevent such juvenile from committing
subsequent offenses;

‘‘(10) projects (including school- or commu-
nity-based projects) that are designed to pre-
vent, and reduce the rate of, the participa-
tion of juveniles in gangs that commit
crimes (particularly violent crimes), that
unlawfully use firearms and other weapons,
or that unlawfully traffic in drugs and that
involve, to the extent practicable, families
and other community members (including
law enforcement personnel and members of
the business community) in the activities
conducted under such projects;

‘‘(11) comprehensive juvenile justice and
delinquency prevention projects that meet
the needs of juveniles through the collabora-
tion of the many local service systems juve-
niles encounter, including schools, courts,
law enforcement agencies, child protection
agencies, mental health agencies, welfare
services, health care agencies, and private
nonprofit agencies offering services to juve-
niles;

‘‘(12) to develop, implement, and support,
in conjunction with public and private agen-
cies, organizations, and businesses, projects
for the employment of juveniles and referral
to job training programs (including referral
to Federal job training programs);

‘‘(13) delinquency prevention activities
which involve youth clubs, sports, recreation
and parks, peer counseling and teaching, the
arts, leadership development, community
service, volunteer service, before- and after-
school programs, violence prevention activi-
ties, mediation skills training, camping, en-
vironmental education, ethnic or cultural
enrichment, tutoring, and academic enrich-
ment;

‘‘(14) to establish policies and systems to
incorporate relevant child protective serv-
ices records into juvenile justice records for
purposes of establishing treatment plans for
juvenile offenders;

‘‘(15) family strengthening activities, such
as mutual support groups for parents and
their children;

‘‘(16) programs that encourage social com-
petencies, problem-solving skills, and com-
munication skills, youth leadership, and
civic involvement;

‘‘(17) programs that focus on the needs of
young girls at-risk of delinquency or status
offenses; and

‘‘(18) other activities that are likely to pre-
vent juvenile delinquency.
‘‘SEC. 242. ALLOCATION.

‘‘Funds appropriated to carry out this part
shall be allocated among eligible States as
follows:

‘‘(1) Fifty percent of such amount shall be
allocated proportionately based on the popu-
lation that is less than 18 years of age in the
eligible States.

‘‘(2) Fifty percent of such amount shall be
allocated proportionately based on the an-
nual average number of arrests for serious
crimes committed in the eligible States by
juveniles during the then most recently com-
pleted period of 3 consecutive calendar years
for which sufficient information is available
to the Administrator.
‘‘SEC. 243. ELIGIBILITY OF STATES.

‘‘(a) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to re-
ceive a grant under section 241, a State shall
submit to the Administrator an application
that contains the following:

‘‘(1) An assurance that the State will use—
‘‘(A) not more than 5 percent of such grant,

in the aggregate, for—
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‘‘(i) the costs incurred by the State to

carry out this part; and
‘‘(ii) to evaluate, and provide technical as-

sistance relating to, projects and activities
carried out with funds provided under this
part; and

‘‘(B) the remainder of such grant to make
grants under section 244.

‘‘(2) An assurance that, and a detailed de-
scription of how, such grant will support,
and not supplant State and local efforts to
prevent juvenile delinquency.

‘‘(3) An assurance that such application
was prepared after consultation with and
participation by community-based organiza-
tions, and organizations in the local juvenile
justice system, that carry out programs,
projects, or activities to prevent juvenile de-
linquency.

‘‘(4) An assurance that each eligible entity
described in section 244(a) that receives an
initial grant under section 244 to carry out a
project or activity shall also receive an as-
surance from the State that such entity will
receive from the State, for the subsequent
fiscal year to carry out such project or activ-
ity, a grant under such section in an amount
that is proportional, based on such initial
grant and on the amount of the grant re-
ceived under section 241 by the State for
such subsequent fiscal year, but that does
not exceed the amount specified for such
subsequent fiscal year in such application as
approved by the State.

‘‘(5) Such other information and assur-
ances as the Administrator may reasonably
require by rule.

‘‘(b) APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS.—
‘‘(1) APPROVAL REQUIRED.—Subject to para-

graph (2), the Administrator shall approve an
application, and amendments to such appli-
cation submitted in subsequent fiscal years,
that satisfy the requirements of subsection
(a).

‘‘(2) LIMITATION.—The Administrator may
not approve such application (including
amendments to such application) for a fiscal
year unless—

‘‘(A)(i) the State submitted a plan under
section 223 for such fiscal year; and

‘‘(ii) such plan is approved by the Adminis-
trator for such fiscal year; or

‘‘(B) the Administrator waives the applica-
tion of subparagraph (A) to such State for
such fiscal year, after finding good cause for
such a waiver.
‘‘SEC. 244. GRANTS FOR LOCAL PROJECTS.

‘‘(a) SELECTION FROM AMONG APPLICA-
TIONS.—(1) Using a grant received under sec-
tion 241, a State may make grants to eligible
entities whose applications are received by
the State in accordance with subsection (b)
to carry out projects and activities described
in section 241.

‘‘(2) For purposes of making such grants,
the State shall give special consideration to
eligible entities that—

‘‘(A) propose to carry out such projects in
geographical areas in which there is—

‘‘(i) a disproportionately high level of seri-
ous crime committed by juveniles; or

‘‘(ii) a recent rapid increase in the number
of nonstatus offenses committed by juve-
niles;

‘‘(B)(i) agreed to carry out such projects or
activities that are multidisciplinary and in-
volve 2 or more eligible entities; or

‘‘(ii) represent communities that have a
comprehensive plan designed to identify at-
risk juveniles and to prevent or reduce the
rate of juvenile delinquency, and that in-
volve other entities operated by individuals
who have a demonstrated history of involve-
ment in activities designed to prevent juve-
nile delinquency; and

‘‘(C) the amount of resources (in cash or in
kind) such entities will provide to carry out
such projects and activities.

‘‘(b) RECEIPT OF APPLICATIONS.—(1) Subject
to paragraph (2), a unit of general local gov-
ernment shall submit to the State simulta-
neously all applications that are—

‘‘(A) timely received by such unit from eli-
gible entities; and

‘‘(B) determined by such unit to be consist-
ent with a current plan formulated by such
unit for the purpose of preventing, and re-
ducing the rate of, juvenile delinquency in
the geographical area under the jurisdiction
of such unit.

‘‘(2) If an application submitted to such
unit by an eligible entity satisfies the re-
quirements specified in subparagraphs (A)
and (B) of paragraph (1), such entity may
submit such application directly to the
State.
‘‘SEC. 245. ELIGIBILITY OF ENTITIES.

‘‘(a) ELIGIBILITY.—Subject to subsections
(b) and except as provided in subsection (c),
to be eligible to receive a grant under sec-
tion 244, a community-based organization,
local juvenile justice system officials (in-
cluding prosecutors, police officers, judges,
probation officers, parole officers, and public
defenders), local education authority (as de-
fined in section 14101 of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 and includ-
ing a school within such authority), non-
profit private organization, unit of general
local government, or social service provider,
and or other entity with a demonstrated his-
tory of involvement in the prevention of ju-
venile delinquency, shall submit to a unit of
general local government an application
that contains the following:

‘‘(1) An assurance that such applicant will
use such grant, and each such grant received
for the subsequent fiscal year, to carry out
throughout a 2-year period a project or ac-
tivity described in reasonable detail, and of a
kind described in one or more of paragraphs
(1) through (14) of section 241 as specified in,
such application.

‘‘(2) A statement of the particular goals
such project or activity is designed to
achieve, and the methods such entity will
use to achieve, and assess the achievement
of, each of such goals.

‘‘(3) A statement identifying the research
(if any) such entity relied on in preparing
such application.

‘‘(b) REVIEW AND SUBMISSION OF APPLICA-
TIONS.—Except as provided in subsection (c),
an entity shall not be eligible to receive a
grant under section 244 unless—

‘‘(1) such entity submits to a unit of gen-
eral local government an application that—

‘‘(A) satisfies the requirements specified in
subsection (a); and

‘‘(B) describes a project or activity to be
carried out in the geographical area under
the jurisdiction of such unit; and

‘‘(2) such unit determines that such project
or activity is consistent with a current plan
formulated by such unit for the purpose of
preventing, and reducing the rate of, juvenile
delinquency in the geographical area under
the jurisdiction of such unit.

‘‘(c) LIMITATION.—If an entity that receives
a grant under section 244 to carry out a
project or activity for a 2-year period, and
receives technical assistance from the State
or the Administrator after requesting such
technical assistance (if any), fails to dem-
onstrate, before the expiration of such 2-year
period, that such project or such activity has
achieved substantial success in achieving the
goals specified in the application submitted
by such entity to receive such grants, then
such entity shall not be eligible to receive
any subsequent grant under such section to
continue to carry out such project or activ-
ity.’’.
SEC. 111. RESEARCH; EVALUATION; TECHNICAL

ASSISTANCE; TRAINING.
Title II of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-

quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611

et seq.) is amended by inserting after part C,
as added by section 110, the following:

‘‘PART D—RESEARCH; EVALUATION;
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE; TRAINING

‘‘SEC. 251. RESEARCH AND EVALUATION; STATIS-
TICAL ANALYSES; INFORMATION
DISSEMINATION

‘‘(a) RESEARCH AND EVALUATION.—(1) The
Administrator may—

‘‘(A) plan and identify, after consultation
with the Director of the National Institute
of Justice, the purposes and goals of all
agreements carried out with funds provided
under this subsection; and

‘‘(B) make agreements with the National
Institute of Justice or, subject to the ap-
proval of the Assistant Attorney General for
the Office of Justice Programs, with another
Federal agency authorized by law to conduct
research or evaluation in juvenile justice
matters, for the purpose of providing re-
search and evaluation relating to—

‘‘(i) the prevention, reduction, and control
of juvenile delinquency and serious crime
committed by juveniles;

‘‘(ii) the link between juvenile delinquency
and the incarceration of members of the
families of juveniles;

‘‘(iii) successful efforts to prevent first-
time minor offenders from committing sub-
sequent involvement in serious crime;

‘‘(iv) successful efforts to prevent recidi-
vism;

‘‘(v) the juvenile justice system;
‘‘(vi) juvenile violence; and
‘‘(vii) other purposes consistent with the

purposes of this title and title I.
‘‘(2) The Administrator shall ensure that

an equitable amount of funds available to
carry out paragraph (1)(B) is used for re-
search and evaluation relating to the preven-
tion of juvenile delinquency.

‘‘(b) STATISTICAL ANALYSES..—The Admin-
istrator may—

‘‘(1) plan and identify, after consultation
with the Director of the Bureau of Justice
Statistics, the purposes and goals of all
agreements carried out with funds provided
under this subsection; and

‘‘(2) make agreements with the Bureau of
Justice Statistics, or subject to the approval
of the Assistant Attorney General for the Of-
fice of Justice Programs, with another Fed-
eral agency authorized by law to undertake
statistical work in juvenile justice matters,
for the purpose of providing for the collec-
tion, analysis, and dissemination of statis-
tical data and information relating to juve-
nile delinquency and serious crimes commit-
ted by juveniles, to the juvenile justice sys-
tem, to juvenile violence, and to other pur-
poses consist with the purposes of this title
and title I.

‘‘(c) COMPETITIVE SELECTION PROCESS.—The
Administrator shall use a competitive proc-
ess, established by rule by the Adminis-
trator, to carry out subsections (a) and (b).

‘‘(d) IMPLEMENTATION OF AGREEMENTS.—A
Federal agency that makes an agreement
under subsections (a)(1)(B) and (b)(2) with
the Administrator may carry out such agree-
ment directly or by making grants to or con-
tracts with public and private agencies, in-
stitutions, and organizations.

‘‘(e) INFORMATION DISSEMINATION.—The Ad-
ministrator may—

‘‘(1) review reports and data relating to the
juvenile justice system in the United States
and in foreign nations (as appropriate), col-
lect data and information from studies and
research into all aspects of juvenile delin-
quency (including the causes, prevention,
and treatment of juvenile delinquency) and
serious crimes committed by juveniles;

‘‘(2) establish and operate, directly or by
contract, a clearinghouse and information
center for the preparation, publication, and
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dissemination of information relating to ju-
venile delinquency, including State and local
prevention and treatment programs, plans,
resources, and training and technical assist-
ance programs; and

‘‘(3) make grants and contracts with public
and private agencies, institutions, and orga-
nizations, for the purpose of disseminating
information to representatives and personnel
of public and private agencies, including
practitioners in juvenile justice, law enforce-
ment, the courts, corrections, schools, and
related services, in the establishment, imple-
mentation, and operation of projects and ac-
tivities for which financial assistance is pro-
vided under this title.
‘‘SEC. 252. TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSIST-

ANCE.

‘‘(a) TRAINING.—The Administrator may—
‘‘(1) develop and carry out projects for the

purpose of training representatives and per-
sonnel of public and private agencies, includ-
ing practitioners in juvenile justice, law en-
forcement, courts, corrections, schools, and
related services, to carry out the purposes
specified in section 102; and

‘‘(2) make grants to and contracts with
public and private agencies, institutions, and
organizations for the purpose of training rep-
resentatives and personnel of public and pri-
vate agencies, including practitioners in ju-
venile justice, law enforcement, courts, cor-
rections, schools, and related services, to
carry out the purposes specified in section
102.

‘‘(b) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Adminis-
trator may—

‘‘(1) develop and implement projects for
the purpose of providing technical assistance
to representatives and personnel of public
and private agencies and organizations, in-
cluding practitioners in juvenile justice, law
enforcement, courts, corrections, schools,
and related services, in the establishment,
implementation, and operation of programs,
projects, and activities for which financial
assistance is provided under this title; and

‘‘(2) make grants to and contracts with
public and private agencies, institutions, and
organizations, for the purpose of providing
technical assistance to representatives and
personnel of public and private agencies, in-
cluding practitioners in juvenile justice, law
enforcement, courts, corrections, schools,
and related services, in the establishment,
implementation, and operation of programs,
projects, and activities for which financial
assistance is provided under this title.’’.
SEC. 112. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.

Title II of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611
et seq.) is amended by inserting after part D,
as added by section 111, the following:

‘‘PART E—DEVELOPING, TESTING, AND
DEMONSTRATING PROMISING NEW INI-
TIATIVES AND PROGRAMS

‘‘SEC. 261. GRANTS AND PROJECTS.
‘‘(a) AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS.—The

Administrator may make grants to and con-
tracts with States, units of general local
government, Indian tribal governments, pub-
lic and private agencies, organizations, and
individuals, or combinations thereof, to
carry out projects for the development, test-
ing, and demonstration of promising initia-
tives and programs for the prevention, con-
trol, or reduction of juvenile delinquency.
The Administrator shall ensure that, to the
extent reasonable and practicable, such
grants are made to achieve an equitable geo-
graphical distribution of such projects
throughout the United States.

‘‘(b) USE OF GRANTS.—A grant made under
subsection (a) may be used to pay all or part
of the cost of the project for which such
grant is made.

‘‘SEC. 262. GRANTS FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.
‘‘The Administrator may make grants to

and contracts with public and private agen-
cies, organizations, and individuals to pro-
vide technical assistance to States, units of
general local government, Indian tribal gov-
ernments, local private entities or agencies,
or any combination thereof, to carry out the
projects for which grants are made under
section 261.
‘‘SEC. 263. ELIGIBILITY.

‘‘To be eligible to receive a grant made
under this part, a public or private agency,
Indian tribal government, organization, in-
stitution, individual, or combination thereof
shall submit an application to the Adminis-
trator at such time, in such form, and con-
taining such information as the Adminis-
trator may reasonable require by rule.
‘‘SEC. 264. REPORTS.

‘‘Recipients of grants made under this part
shall submit to the Administrator such re-
ports as may be reasonably requested by the
Administrator to describe progress achieved
in carrying the projects for which such
grants are made.’’.
SEC. 113. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 299 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
5671) is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (e), and
(2) by striking subsections (a), (b), and (c),

and inserting the following:
‘‘(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

FOR TITLE II (EXCLUDING PARTS C AND E).—
(1) There are authorized to be appropriated
to carry out this title such sums as may be
appropriate for fiscal years 1999, 2000, 2001,
and 2002.

‘‘(2) Of such sums as are appropriated for a
fiscal year to carry out this title (other than
parts C and E)—

‘‘(A) not more than 5 percent shall be
available to carry out part A;

‘‘(B) not less than 80 percent shall be avail-
able to carry out part B; and

‘‘(C) not more than 15 percent shall be
available to carry out part D.

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
FOR PART C.—There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out part C such sums as
may be necessary for fiscal years 1999, 2000,
2001, and 2002.

‘‘(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
FOR PART E.—There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out part E, and author-
ized to remain available until expended, such
sums as may be necessary for fiscal years
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002.’’.
SEC. 114. ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITY.

Section 299A of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42
U.S.C. 5672) is amended—

(1) in subsection (d) by striking ‘‘as are
consistent with the purpose of this Act’’ and
inserting ‘‘only to the extent necessary to
ensure that there is compliance with the spe-
cific requirements of this title or to respond
to requests for clarification and guidance re-
lating to such compliance’’, and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(e) If a State requires by law compliance

with the requirements described in para-
graphs (11), (12), and (13) of section 223(a),
then for the period such law is in effect in
such State such State shall be rebuttably
presumed to satisfy such requirements.’’.
SEC. 115. USE OF FUNDS.

Section 299C of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42
U.S.C. 5674) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) by striking ‘‘may be used for’’,
(B) in paragraph (1) by inserting ‘‘may be

used for’’ after ‘‘(1)’’, and
(C) by amending paragraph (2) to read as

follows:

‘‘(2) may not be used for the cost of con-
struction of any facility, except not more
than 15 percent of the funds received under
this title by a State for a fiscal year may be
used for the purpose of renovating or replac-
ing juvenile facilities.’’,

(2) by striking subsection (b), and
(3) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-

section (b).
SEC. 116. LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.

Part F of title II of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42
U.S.C. 5671 et seq.), as so redesignated by sec-
tion 110, is amended adding at the end the
following:
‘‘SEC. 299F. LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.

‘‘None of the funds made available to carry
out this title may be used to advocate for, or
support, the unsecured release of juveniles
who are charged with a violent crime.’’.
SEC. 117. RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.

Part F of title II of the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42
U.S.C. 5671 et seq.), as so redesignated by sec-
tion 110 and amended by section 116, is
amended adding at the end the following:
‘‘SEC. 299G. RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.

‘‘Nothing in this title or title I shall be
construed—

‘‘(1) to prevent financial assistance from
being awarded through grants under this
title to any otherwise eligible organization;
or

‘‘(2) to modify or affect any Federal or
State law relating to collective bargaining
rights of employees.’’.
SEC. 118. LEASING SURPLUS FEDERAL PROP-

ERTY.
Part F of title II of the Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42
U.S.C. 5671 et seq.), as so redesignated by sec-
tion 110 and amended by section 117, is
amended adding at the end the following:
‘‘SEC. 299H. LEASING SURPLUS FEDERAL PROP-

ERTY.
‘‘The Administrator may receive surplus

Federal property (including facilities) and
may lease such property to States and units
of general local government for use in or as
facilities for juvenile offenders, or for use in
or as facilities for delinquency prevention
and treatment activities.’’.
SEC. 119. ISSUANCE OF RULES.

Part F of title II or the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42
U.S.C. 5671 et seq.), as so redesignated by sec-
tion 110 and amended by section 118, is
amended adding at the end the following:
‘‘SEC. 299I. ISSUANCE OF RULES.

‘‘The Administrator shall issue rules to
carry out this title, including rules that es-
tablish procedures and methods for making
grants and contracts, and distributing funds
available, to carry out this title.’’.
SEC. 120. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-

MENTS.
(a) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—The Juvenile

Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601 et seq.) is amended—

(1) in section 202(b) by striking ‘‘prescribed
for GS–18 of the General Schedule by section
5332’’ and inserting ‘‘payable under section
5376’’,

(2) in section 221(b)(2) by striking the last
sentence,

(3) in section 299D by striking subsection
(d), and

(4) by striking titles IV and V, as origi-
nally enacted by Public Law 93–415 (88 Stat.
1132–1143).

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Section
5315 of title 5 of the United States Code is
amended by striking ‘‘Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Office of Juvenile Crime Control
and Delinquency Prevention’’.
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(2) Section 4351(b) of title 18 of the United

States Code is amended by striking ‘‘Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion’’ and inserting ‘‘Office of Juvenile
Crime Control and Delinquency Prevention’’.

(3) Subsections (a)(1) and (c) of section 3220
of title 39 of the United States Code is
amended by striking ‘‘Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention’’ each place
it appears and inserting ‘‘Office of Juvenile
Crime Control and Delinquency Prevention’’.

(4) Section 463(f) of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 663(f)) is amended by striking ‘‘Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention’’ and inserting ‘‘Office of Juve-
nile Crime Control and Delinquency Preven-
tion’’.

(5) Sections 801(a), 804, 805, and 813 of title
I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3712(a), 3782,
3785, 3786, 3789i) are amended by striking ‘‘Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention’’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘Office of Juvenile Crime Control and
Delinquency Prevention’’.

(6) The Victims of Child Abuse Act of 1990
(42 U.S.C. 13001 et seq.) is amended—

(A) in section 214(b(1) by striking ‘‘262, 293,
and 296 of subpart II of title II’’ and inserting
‘‘299B and 299E’’,

(B) in section 214A(c)(1) by striking ‘‘262,
293, and 296 of subpart II of title II’’ and in-
serting ‘‘299B and 299E’’,

(C) in sections 217 and 222 by striking ‘‘Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention’’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘Office of Juvenile Crime Control and
Delinquency Prevention’’, and

(D) in section 223(c) by striking ‘‘section
262, 293, and 296’’ and inserting ‘‘sections 262,
299B, and 299E’’.

(7) The Missing Children’s Assistance Act
(42 U.S.C. 5771 et seq.) is amended—

(A) in section 403(2) by striking ‘‘Justice
and Delinquency Prevention’’ and inserting
‘‘Crime Control and Delinquency Preven-
tion’’, and

(B) in subsections (a)(5)(E) and (b)(1)(B) of
section 404 by striking ‘‘section 313’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 331’’.

(8) The Crime Control Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
13001 et seq.) is amended—

(A) in section 217(c)(1) by striking ‘‘sec-
tions 262, 293, and 296 of subpart II of title II’’
and inserting ‘‘sections 299B and 299E’’, and

(B) in section 223(c) by striking ‘‘section
262, 293, and 296 of title II’’ and inserting
‘‘sections 299B and 299E’’.
SEC. 121. REFERENCES.

In any Federal law (excluding this Act and
the Acts amended by this Act), Executive
order, rule, regulation, order, delegation of
authority, grant, contract, suit, or docu-
ment—

(1) a reference to the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention shall be
deemed to include a reference to the Office of
Juvenile Crime Control and Delinquency
Prevention, and

(2) a reference to the National Institute for
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion shall be deemed to include a reference
to Office of Juvenile Crime Control and De-
linquency Prevention.

TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO THE
RUNAWAY AND HOMELESS YOUTH ACT

SEC. 201. FINDINGS.
Section 302 of the Runaway and Homeless

Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701) is amended—
(1) in paragraph (5) by striking ‘‘accurate

reporting of the problem nationally’’ and in-
serting ‘‘an accurate national reporting sys-
tem to report the problem,’’, and

(2) by amending paragraph (8) to read as
follows:

‘‘(8) services for runaway and homeless
youth are needed in urban, suburban and
rural areas;’’.

SEC. 202. AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS FOR
CENTERS AND SERVICES.

Section 311 of the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5711) is amended—

(1) by amending subsection (a) to read as
follows:

‘‘(a)(1) The Secretary shall make grants to
public and nonprofit private entities (and
combinations of such entities) to establish
and operate (including renovation) local cen-
ters to provide services for runaway and
homeless youth and for the families of such
youth.

‘‘(2) Such services—
‘‘(A) shall be provided as an alternative to

involving runaway and homeless youth in
the law enforcement, child welfare, mental
health, and juvenile justice systems;

‘‘(B) shall include—
‘‘(i) safe and appropriate shelter; and
‘‘(ii) individual, family, and group counsel-

ing, as appropriate; and
‘‘(C) may include—
‘‘(i) street-based services;
‘‘(ii) home-based services for families with

youth at risk of separation from the family;
and

‘‘(iii) drug abuse education and prevention
services.’’,

(2) in subsection (b)—
(A) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘the Trust

Territory of the Pacific Islands,’’, and
(B) by striking paragraph (4), and
(3) by striking subsections (c) and (d).

SEC. 203. ELIGIBILITY.
Section 312 of the Runaway and Homeless

Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5712) is amended—
(1) in subsection (b)—
(A) in paragraph (8) by striking ‘‘paragraph

(6)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (7)’’,
(B) in paragraph (10) by striking ‘‘and’’ at

the end,
(C) in paragraph (11) by striking the period

at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’, and
(D) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(12) shall submit to the Secretary an an-

nual report that includes—
‘‘(A) information regarding the activities

carried out under this part;
‘‘(B) the achievements of the project under

this part carried out by the applicant; and
‘‘(C) statistical summaries describing—
‘‘(i) the number and the characteristics of

the runaway and homeless youth, and youth
at risk of family separation, who participate
in the project; and

‘‘(ii) the services provided to such youth by
the project;

in the year for which the report is submit-
ted.’’, and

(2) by striking subsections (c) and (d) and
inserting the following:

‘‘(c) To be eligible to use assistance under
section 311(a)(2)(C)(i) to provide street-based
services, the applicant shall include in the
plan required by subsection (b) assurances
that in providing such services the applicant
will—

‘‘(1) provide qualified supervision of staff,
including on-street supervision by appro-
priately trained staff;

‘‘(2) provide backup personnel for on-street
staff;

‘‘(3) provide initial and periodic training of
staff who provide such services; and

‘‘(4) conduct outreach activities for run-
away and homeless youth, and street youth.

‘‘(d) To be eligible to use assistance under
section 311(a) to provide home-based services
described in section 311(a)(2)(C)(ii), an appli-
cant shall include in the plan required by
subsection (b) assurances that in providing
such services the applicant will—

‘‘(1) provide counseling and information to
youth and the families (including unrelated
individuals in the family households) of such
youth, including services relating to basic

life skills, interpersonal skill building, edu-
cational advancement, job attainment skills,
mental and physical health care, parenting
skills, financial planning, and referral to
sources of other needed services;

‘‘(2) provide directly, or through an ar-
rangement made by the applicant, 24-hour
service to respond to family crises (including
immediate access to temporary shelter for
runaway and homeless youth, and youth at
risk of separation from the family);

‘‘(3) establish, in partnership with the fam-
ilies of runaway and homeless youth, and
youth at risk of separation from the family,
objectives and measures of success to be
achieved as a result of receiving home-based
services;

‘‘(4) provide initial and periodic training of
staff who provide home-based services; and

‘‘(5) ensure that—
‘‘(A) caseloads will remain sufficiently low

to allow for intensive (5 to 20 hours per
week) involvement with each family receiv-
ing such services; and

‘‘(B) staff providing such services will re-
ceive qualified supervision.

‘‘(e) To be eligible to use assistance under
section 311(a)(2)(C)(iii) to provide drug abuse
education and prevention services, an appli-
cant shall include in the plan required by
subsection (b)—

‘‘(1) a description of—
‘‘(A) the types of such services that the ap-

plicant proposes to provide;
‘‘(B) the objectives of such services; and
‘‘(C) the types of information and training

to be provided to individuals providing such
services to runaway and homeless youth; and

‘‘(2) an assurance that in providing such
services the applicant shall conduct outreach
activities for runaway and homeless youth.’’.
SEC. 204. APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS.

Section 313 of the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5713) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS

‘‘SEC. 313. (a) An application by a public or
private entity for a grant under section
311(a) may be approved by the Secretary
after taking into consideration, with respect
to the State in which such entity proposes to
provide services under this part—

‘‘(1) the geographical distribution in such
State of the proposed services under this
part for which all grant applicants request
approval; and

‘‘(2) which areas of such State have the
greatest need for such services.

‘‘(b) The Secretary shall, in considering ap-
plications for grants under section 311(a),
give priority to—

‘‘(1) eligible applicants who have dem-
onstrated experience in providing services to
runaway and homeless youth; and

‘‘(2) eligible applicants that request grants
of less than $200,000.’’.
SEC. 205. AUTHORITY FOR TRANSITIONAL LIVING

GRANT PROGRAM.
Section 321 of the Runaway and Homeless

Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5714–1) is amended—
(1) in the heading by striking ‘‘PURPOSE

AND’’,
(2) in subsection (a) by striking ‘‘(a)’’, and
(3) by striking subsection (b).

SEC. 206. ELIGIBILITY.
Section 322(a)(9) of the Runaway and

Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5714–2(a)(9)) is
amended by inserting ‘‘, and the services pro-
vided to such youth by such project,’’ after
‘‘such project’’.
SEC. 207. AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS FOR RE-

SEARCH, EVALUATION, DEMONSTRA-
TION, AND SERVICE PROJECTS.

Section 343 of the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5714–23) is amended—

(1) in the heading of such section by insert-
ing ‘‘EVALUATION,’’ after ‘‘RESEARCH,’’,
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(2) in subsection (a) by inserting ‘‘evalua-

tion,’’ after ‘‘research,’’, and
(3) in subsection (b)—
(A) by striking paragraph (2), and
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (3)

through (10) as paragraphs (2) through (9), re-
spectively.
SEC. 208. TEMPORARY DEMONSTRATION

PROJECTS TO PROVIDE SERVICES
TO YOUTH IN RURAL AREAS.

Section 344 of the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5714–24) is repealed.
SEC. 209. SEXUAL ABUSE PREVENTION PROGRAM.

Section 40155 of the Violent Crime Control
and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 (Public
Law 103–322; 108 Stat. 1922) is amended to
read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 40155. EDUCATION AND PREVENTION

GRANTS TO REDUCE SEXUAL ABUSE
OF RUNAWAY, HOMELESS, AND
STREET YOUTH.

‘‘(a) AUTHORITY FOR PROGRAM.—The Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701
et seq.) is amended—

‘‘(1) by striking the heading for part F,
‘‘(2) by redesignating part E as part F, and
‘‘(3) by inserting after part D the following:
‘‘ ‘PART E—SEXUAL ABUSE PREVENTION

PROGRAM
‘‘ ‘SEC. 351. AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS.

‘‘ ‘(a) The Secretary may make grants to
nonprofit private agencies for the purpose of
providing street-based services to runaway
and homeless, and street youth, who have
been subjected to, or are at risk of being sub-
jected to, sexual abuse.

‘‘ ‘(b) In selecting applicants to receive
grants under subsection (a), the Secretary
shall give priority to non-profit private
agencies that have experience in providing
services to runaway and homeless, and street
youth.’.

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 389(a) of the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5751), as amended by
section 213 of the Juvenile Crime Control and
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1998, is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘ ‘(4) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out part E such sums as may
be necessary for fiscal years 1999, 2000, 2001,
and 2002.’ ’’.
SEC. 210. ASSISTANCE TO POTENTIAL GRANTEES.

Section 371 of the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5714a) is amended by
striking the last sentence.
SEC. 211. REPORTS.

Section 381 of the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5715) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘REPORTS

‘‘SEC. 381. (a) Not later than April 1, 1999,
and at 2-year intervals thereafter, the Sec-
retary shall submit, to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on the
Judiciary of the Senate, a report on the sta-
tus, activities, and accomplishments of enti-
ties that receive grants under parts A, B, C,
D, and E, with particular attention to—

‘‘(1) in the case of centers funded under
part A, the ability or effectiveness of such
centers in—

‘‘(A) alleviating the problems of runaway
and homeless youth;

‘‘(B) if applicable or appropriate, reuniting
such youth with their families and encourag-
ing the resolution of intrafamily problems
through counseling and other services;

‘‘(C) strengthening family relationships
and encouraging stable living conditions for
such youth; and

‘‘(D) assisting such youth to decide upon a
future course of action; and

‘‘(2) in the case of projects funded under
part B—

‘‘(A) the number and characteristics of
homeless youth served by such projects;

‘‘(B) the types of activities carried out by
such projects;

‘‘(C) the effectiveness of such projects in
alleviating the problems of homeless youth;

‘‘(D) the effectiveness of such projects in
preparing homeless youth for self-suffi-
ciency;

‘‘(E) the effectiveness of such projects in
assisting homeless youth to decide upon fu-
ture education, employment, and independ-
ent living;

‘‘(F) the ability of such projects to encour-
age the resolution of intrafamily problems
through counseling and development of self-
sufficient living skills; and

‘‘(G) activities and programs planned by
such projects for the following fiscal year.

‘‘(b) The Secretary shall include in the re-
port required by subsection (a) summaries
of—

‘‘(1) the evaluations performed by the Sec-
retary under section 386; and

‘‘(2) descriptions of the qualifications of,
and training provided to, individuals in-
volved in carrying out such evaluations.’’.
SEC. 212. EVALUATION.

Section 384 of the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5732) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘EVALUATION AND INFORMATION

‘‘SEC. 384. (a) If a grantee receives grants
for 3 consecutive fiscal years under part A,
B, C, D, or E (in the alternative), then the
Secretary shall evaluate such grantee on-
site, not less frequently than once in the pe-
riod of such 3 consecutive fiscal years, for
purposes of—

‘‘(1) determining whether such grants are
being used for the purposes for which such
grants are made by the Secretary;

‘‘(2) collecting additional information for
the report required by section 383; and

‘‘(3) providing such information and assist-
ance to such grantee as will enable such
grantee to improve the operation of the cen-
ters, projects, and activities for which such
grants are made.

‘‘(b) Recipients of grants under this title
shall cooperate with the Secretary’s efforts
to carry out evaluations, and to collect in-
formation, under this title.’’.
SEC. 213. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 385 of the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5751) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

‘‘SEC. 389. (a)(1) There are authorized to be
appropriated to carry out this title (other
than part E) such sums as may be necessary
for fiscal years 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002.

‘‘(2)(A) From the amount appropriated
under paragraph (1) for a fiscal year, the Sec-
retary shall reserve not less than 90 percent
to carry out parts A and B.

‘‘(B) Of the amount reserved under sub-
paragraph (A), not less than 20 percent, and
not more than 30 percent, shall be reserved
to carry out part B.

‘‘(3) After reserving the amounts required
by paragraph (2), the Secretary shall reserve
the remaining amount (if any) to carry out
parts C and D.

‘‘(b) No funds appropriated to carry out
this title may be combined with funds appro-
priated under any other Act if the purpose of
combining such funds is to make a single dis-
cretionary grant, or a single discretionary
payment, unless such funds are separately
identified in all grants and contracts and are
used for the purposes specified in this title.’’.
SEC. 214. CONSOLIDATED REVIEW OF APPLICA-

TIONS.
The Runaway and Homeless Youth Act (42

U.S.C. 5701 et seq.) is amended by inserting
after section 384 the following:

‘‘CONSOLIDATED REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS

‘‘SEC. 385. With respect to funds available
to carry out parts A, B, C, D, and E, nothing
in this title shall be construed to prohibit
the Secretary from—

‘‘(1) announcing, in a single announcement,
the availability of funds for grants under 2 or
more of such parts; and

‘‘(2) reviewing applications for grants
under 2 or more of such parts in a single,
consolidated application review process.’’.
SEC. 215. DEFINITIONS.

The Runaway and Homeless Youth Act (42
U.S.C. 5701 et seq.) is amended by inserting
after section 385, as added by section 214, the
following:

‘‘DEFINITIONS

‘‘SEC. 386. For the purposes of this title:
‘‘(1) The term ‘drug abuse education and

prevention services’—
‘‘(A) means services to runaway and home-

less youth to prevent or reduce the illicit use
of drugs by such youth; and

‘‘(B) may include—
‘‘(i) individual, family, group, and peer

counseling;
‘‘(ii) drop-in services;
‘‘(iii) assistance to runaway and homeless

youth in rural areas (including the develop-
ment of community support groups);

‘‘(iv) information and training relating to
the illicit use of drugs by runaway and
homeless youth, to individuals involved in
providing services to such youth; and

‘‘(v) activities to improve the availability
of local drug abuse prevention services to
runaway and homeless youth.

‘‘(2) The term ‘home-based services’—
‘‘(A) means services provided to youth and

their families for the purpose of—
‘‘(i) preventing such youth from running

away, or otherwise becoming separated, from
their families; and

‘‘(ii) assisting runaway youth to return to
their families; and

‘‘(B) includes services that are provided in
the residences of families (to the extent
practicable), including—

‘‘(i) intensive individual and family coun-
seling; and

‘‘(ii) training relating to life skills and par-
enting.

‘‘(3) The term ‘homeless youth’ means an
individual—

‘‘(A) who is—
‘‘(i) not more than 21 years of age; and
‘‘(ii) for the purposes of part B, not less

than 16 years of age;
‘‘(B) for whom it is not possible to live in

a safe environment with a relative; and
‘‘(C) who has no other safe alternative liv-

ing arrangement.
‘‘(4) The term ‘street-based services’—
‘‘(A) means services provided to runaway

and homeless youth, and street youth, in
areas where they congregate, designed to as-
sist such youth in making healthy personal
choices regarding where they live and how
they behave; and

‘‘(B) may include—
‘‘(i) identification of and outreach to run-

away and homeless youth, and street youth;
‘‘(ii) crisis intervention and counseling;
‘‘(iii) information and referral for housing;
‘‘(iv) information and referral for transi-

tional living and health care services;
‘‘(v) advocacy, education, and prevention

services related to—
‘‘(I) alcohol and drug abuse;
‘‘(II) sexually transmitted diseases, includ-

ing human immunodeficiency virus (HIV);
and

‘‘(III) physical and sexual assault.
‘‘(5) The term ‘street youth’ means an indi-

vidual who—
‘‘(A) is—
‘‘(i) a runaway youth; or
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‘‘(ii) indefinitely or intermittently a home-

less youth; and
‘‘(B) spends a significant amount of time

on the street or in other areas which in-
crease the exposure of such youth to sexual
abuse.

‘‘(6) The term ‘transitional living youth
project’ means a project that provides shel-
ter and services designed to promote a tran-
sition to self-sufficient living and to prevent
long-term dependency on social services.

‘‘(7) The term ‘youth at risk of separation
from the family’ means an individual—

‘‘(A) who is less than 18 years of age; and
‘‘(B)(i) who has a history of running away

from the family of such individual;
‘‘(ii) whose parent, guardian, or custodian

is not willing to provide for the basic needs
of such individual; or

‘‘(iii) who is at risk of entering the child
welfare system or juvenile justice system as
a result of the lack of services available to
the family to meet such needs.’’.
SEC. 216. REDESIGNATION OF SECTIONS.

Sections 371, 372, 381, 382, 383, 384, 385, and
386 of the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act
(42 U.S.C. 5714b–5851 et seq.), as amended by
this title, are redesignated as sections 381,
382, 383, 384, 385, 386, 387, and 388, respec-
tively.
SEC. 217. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.

Section 331 of the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 et seq.) is amended
in the 1st sentence by striking ‘‘With’’ and
all that follows through ‘‘the Secretary’’,
and inserting ‘‘The Secretary’’.
TITLE III—REPEAL OF TITLE V RELATING

TO INCENTIVE GRANTS FOR LOCAL DE-
LINQUENCY PREVENTION PROGRAMS

SEC. 301. REPEALER.
Title V of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-

quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5681
et seq.), as added by Public Law 102–586, is
repealed.

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS
AMENDMENTS

SEC. 401. NATIONAL RESOURCE CENTER AND
CLEARINGHOUSE FOR MISSING
CHILDREN.

(a) ALTERNATIVE AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO-
PRIATIONS.—There is authorized to be appro-
priated to The National Center for Missing
and Exploited Children, a nonprofit corpora-
tion organized under the laws of the District
of Columbia, $5,000,000 for each of the fiscal
years 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002 to operate a
national resource center and clearinghouse
designed—

(1) to provide to State and local govern-
ments, public and private nonprofit agencies,
and individuals information regarding—

(A) free or low-cost legal, restaurant, lodg-
ing, and transportation services that are
available for the benefit of missing children
and their families, and

(B) the existence and nature of programs
being carried out by Federal agencies to as-
sist missing children and their families,

(2) to coordinate public and private pro-
grams which locate, recover, or reunite miss-
ing children with their legal custodians,

(3) to disseminate nationally information
about innovative and model missing chil-
dren’s programs, services, and legislation,
and

(4) to provide technical assistance and
training to law enforcement agencies, State
and local governments, elements of the
criminal justice system, public and private
nonprofit agencies, and individuals in the
prevention, investigation, prosecution, and
treatment of missing and exploited child
cases and in locating and recovering missing
children.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
404(b) of the Missing Children’s Assistance
Act (42 U.S.C. 5773(b)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘, shall’’,
(2) in paragraph (1)—
(A) in subparagraph (A) by inserting

‘‘shall’’ after ‘‘(A)’’, and
(B) in subparagraph (B) by striking ‘‘co-

ordinating’’ and inserting ‘‘shall coordi-
nate’’,

(3) in paragraph (2) by inserting ‘‘for any
fiscal year for which no funds are appro-
priated under section 2 of the Missing and
Exploited Children Act of 1997, shall’’ after
‘‘(2)’’,

(4) in paragraph (3) by inserting ‘‘shall’’
after ‘‘(3)’’, and

(5) in paragraph (4) by inserting ‘‘shall’’
after ‘‘(4)’’.

TITLE V—REFORMING THE FEDERAL
JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

SEC. 501. DELINQUENCY PROCEEDINGS OR
CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS IN DIS-
TRICT COURTS.

Section 5032 of title 18, United States Code,
is amended to read as follows:
‘‘§ 5032. Delinquency proceedings or criminal

prosecutions in district courts
‘‘(a)(1) A juvenile alleged to have commit-

ted an offense against the United States or
an act of juvenile delinquency may be sur-
rendered to State authorities, but if not so
surrendered, shall be proceeded against as a
juvenile under this subsection or tried as an
adult in the circumstances described in sub-
sections (b) and (c).

‘‘(2) A juvenile may be proceeded against
as a juvenile in a court of the United States
under this subsection if—

‘‘(A) the alleged offense or act of juvenile
delinquency is committed within the special
maritime and territorial jurisdiction of the
United States and is one for which the maxi-
mum authorized term of imprisonment does
not exceed 6 months; or

‘‘(B) the Attorney General, after investiga-
tion, certifies to the appropriate United
States district court that—

‘‘(i) the juvenile court or other appropriate
court of a State does not have jurisdiction or
declines to assume jurisdiction over the ju-
venile with respect to the alleged act of juve-
nile delinquency, and

‘‘(ii) there is a substantial Federal interest
in the case or the offense to warrant the ex-
ercise of Federal jurisdiction.

‘‘(3) If the Attorney General does not so
certify or does not have authority to try
such juvenile as an adult, such juvenile shall
be surrendered to the appropriate legal au-
thorities of such State.

‘‘(4) If a juvenile alleged to have commit-
ted an act of juvenile delinquency is pro-
ceeded against as a juvenile under this sec-
tion, any proceedings against the juvenile
shall be in an appropriate district court of
the United States. For such purposes, the
court may be convened at any time and place
within the district, and shall be open to the
public, except that the court may exclude all
or some members of the public, other than a
victim unless the victim is a witness in the
determination of guilt or innocence, if re-
quired by the interests of justice or if other
good cause is shown. The Attorney General
shall proceed by information or as author-
ized by section 3401(g) of this title, and no
criminal prosecution shall be instituted ex-
cept as provided in this chapter.

‘‘(b)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2),
a juvenile shall be prosecuted as an adult—

‘‘(A) if the juvenile has requested in writ-
ing upon advice of counsel to be prosecuted
as an adult; or

‘‘(B) if the juvenile is alleged to have com-
mitted an act after the juvenile attains the
age of 14 years which if committed by an
adult would be a serious violent felony or a
serious drug offense described in section
3559(c) of this title, or a conspiracy or at-

tempt to commit that felony or offense,
which is punishable under section 406 of the
Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 846), or
section 1013 of the Controlled Substances Im-
port and Export Act (21 U.S.C. 963).

‘‘(2) The requirements of paragraph (1) do
not apply if the Attorney General certifies to
the appropriate United States district court
that the interests of justice are best served
by proceeding against the juvenile as a juve-
nile.

‘‘(c)(1) A juvenile may also be prosecuted
as an adult if the juvenile is alleged to have
committed an act after the juvenile has at-
tained the age of 13 years which if commit-
ted by a juvenile after the juvenile attained
the age of 14 years would require that the ju-
venile be prosecuted as an adult under sub-
section (b), upon approval of the Attorney
General.

‘‘(2) The Attorney General shall not dele-
gate the authority to give the approval re-
quired under paragraph (1) to an officer or
employee of the Department of Justice at a
level lower than a Deputy Assistant Attor-
ney General.

‘‘(3) Such approval shall not be granted,
with respect to such a juvenile who is sub-
ject to the criminal jurisdiction of an Indian
tribal government and who is alleged to have
committed an act over which, if committed
by an adult, there would be Federal jurisdic-
tion based solely on its commission in Indian
country (as defined in section 1151), unless
the governing body of the tribe having juris-
diction over the place in which the alleged
act was committed has before such act noti-
fied the Attorney General in writing of its
election that prosecution may take place
under this subsection.

‘‘(4) A juvenile may also be prosecuted as
an adult if the juvenile is alleged to have
committed an act which is not described in
subsection (b)(1)(B) after the juvenile has at-
tained the age of 14 years and which if com-
mitted by an adult would be—

‘‘(A) a crime of violence (as defined in sec-
tion 3156(a)(4)) that is a felony;

‘‘(B) an offense described in section 844 (d),
(k), or (l), or subsection (a)(6), (b), (g), (h), (j),
(k), or (l) of section 924;

‘‘(C) a violation of section 922(o) that is an
offense under section 924(a)(2);

‘‘(D) a violation of section 5861 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 that is an offense
under section 5871 of such Code (26 U.S.C.
5871);

‘‘(E) a conspiracy to commit an offense de-
scribed in any of subparagraphs (A) through
(D); or

‘‘(F) an offense described in section 401 or
408 of the Controlled Substances Act (21
U.S.C. 841, 848) or a conspiracy or attempt to
commit that offense which is punishable
under section 406 of the Controlled Sub-
stances Act (21 U.S.C. 846), or an offense pun-
ishable under section 409 or 419 of the Con-
trolled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 849, 860), or
an offense described in section 1002, 1003,
1005, or 1009 of the Controlled Substances Im-
port and Export Act (21 U.S.C. 952, 953, 955, or
959), or a conspiracy or attempt to commit
that offense which is punishable under sec-
tion 1013 of the Controlled Substances Im-
port and Export Act (21 U.S.C. 963).

‘‘(d) A determination to approve or not to
approve, or to institute or not to institute, a
prosecution under subsection (b) or (c), and a
determination to file or not to file, and the
contents of, a certification under subsection
(a) or (b) shall not be reviewable in any
court.

‘‘(e) In a prosecution under subsection (b)
or (c), the juvenile may be prosecuted and
convicted as an adult for any other offense
which is properly joined under the Federal
Rules of Criminal Procedure, and may also
be convicted of a lesser included offense.
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‘‘(f) The Attorney General shall annually

report to Congress—
‘‘(1) the number of juveniles adjudicated

delinquent or tried as adults in Federal
court;

‘‘(2) the race, ethnicity, and gender of
those juveniles;

‘‘(3) the number of those juveniles who
were abused or neglected by their families,
to the extent such information is available;
and

‘‘(4) the number and types of assault
crimes, such as rapes and beatings, commit-
ted against juveniles while incarcerated in
connection with the adjudication or convic-
tion.

‘‘(g) As used in this section—
‘‘(1) the term ‘State’ includes a State of

the United States, the District of Columbia,
any commonwealth, territory, or possession
of the United States and, with regard to an
act of juvenile delinquency that would have
been a misdemeanor if committed by an
adult, a federally recognized tribe; and

‘‘(2) the term ‘serious violent felony’ has
the same meaning given that term in section
3559(c)(2)(F)(i).’’.
SEC. 502. CUSTODY PRIOR TO APPEARANCE BE-

FORE JUDICIAL OFFICER.
Section 5033 of title 18, United States Code,

is amended to read as follows:
‘‘§ 5033. Custody prior to appearance before

judicial officer
‘‘(a) Whenever a juvenile is taken into cus-

tody, the arresting officer shall immediately
advise such juvenile of the juvenile’s rights,
in language comprehensible to a juvenile.
The arresting officer shall promptly take
reasonable steps to notify the juvenile’s par-
ents, guardian, or custodian of such custody,
of the rights of the juvenile, and of the na-
ture of the alleged offense.

‘‘(b) The juvenile shall be taken before a
judicial officer without unreasonable
delay.’’.
SEC. 503. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-

MENTS TO SECTION 5034.
Section 5034 of title 18, United States Code,

is amended—
(1) by striking ‘‘The’’ each place it appears

at the beginning of a paragraph and insert-
ing ‘‘the’’;

(2) by striking ‘‘If’’ at the beginning of the
3rd paragraph and inserting ‘‘if’’;

(3)(A) by designating the 3 paragraphs as
paragraphs (1), (2), and (3), respectively; and

(B) by moving such designated paragraphs
2 ems to the right; and

(4) by inserting at the beginning of such
section before those paragraphs the follow-
ing:

‘‘In a proceeding under section 5032(a)—’’.
SEC. 504. DETENTION PRIOR TO DISPOSITION OR

SENTENCING.
Section 5035 of title 18, United States Code,

is amended to read as follows:

‘‘§ 5035. Detention prior to disposition or sen-
tencing
‘‘(a)(1) A juvenile who has attained the age

of 16 years and who is prosecuted pursuant to
subsection (b) or (c) of section 5032, if de-
tained at any time prior to sentencing, shall
be detained in such suitable place as the At-
torney General may designate. Preference
shall be given to a place located within, or
within a reasonable distance of, the district
in which the juvenile is being prosecuted.

‘‘(2) A juvenile less than 16 years of age
prosecuted pursuant to subsection (b) or (c)
of section 5032, if detained at any time prior
to sentencing, shall be detained in a suitable
juvenile facility located within, or within a
reasonable distance of, the district in which
the juvenile is being prosecuted. If such a fa-
cility is not available, such a juvenile may
be detained in any other suitable facility lo-

cated within, or within a reasonable distance
of, such district. If no such facility is avail-
able, such a juvenile may be detained in any
other suitable place as the Attorney General
may designate.

‘‘(3) To the maximum extent feasible, a ju-
venile less than 16 years of age prosecuted
pursuant to subsection (b) or (c) of section
5032 shall not be detained prior to sentencing
in any facility in which the juvenile has reg-
ular contact with adult persons convicted of
a crime or awaiting trial on criminal
charges.

‘‘(b) A juvenile proceeded against under
section 5032 shall not be detained prior to
disposition in any facility in which the juve-
nile has regular contact with adult persons
convicted of a crime or awaiting trial on
criminal charges.

‘‘(c) Every juvenile who is detained prior to
disposition or sentencing shall be provided
with reasonable safety and security and with
adequate food, heat, light, sanitary facili-
ties, bedding, clothing, recreation, edu-
cation, and medical care, including nec-
essary psychiatric, psychological, or other
care and treatment.’’.
SEC. 505. SPEEDY TRIAL.

Section 5036 of title 18, United States Code,
is amended by—

(1) striking ‘‘If an alleged delinquent’’ and
inserting ‘‘If a juvenile proceeded against
under section 5032(a)’’;

(2) striking ‘‘thirty’’ and inserting ‘‘45’’;
and

(3) striking ‘‘the court,’’ and all that fol-
lows through the end of the section and in-
serting ‘‘the court. The periods of exclusion
under section 3161(h) of this title shall apply
to this section.’’.
SEC. 506. DISPOSITION; AVAILABILITY OF IN-

CREASED DETENTION, FINES AND
SUPERVISED RELEASE FOR JUVE-
NILE OFFENDERS.

(a) DISPOSITION.—Section 5037 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:
‘‘§ 5037. Disposition

‘‘(a) In a proceeding under section 5032(a),
if the court finds a juvenile to be a juvenile
delinquent, the court shall hold a hearing
concerning the appropriate disposition of the
juvenile no later than 40 court days after the
finding of juvenile delinquency, unless the
court has ordered further study pursuant to
subsection (e). A predisposition report shall
be prepared by the probation officer who
shall promptly provide a copy to the juve-
nile, the juvenile’s counsel, and the attorney
for the Government. Victim impact informa-
tion shall be included in the report, and vic-
tims, or in appropriate cases their official
representatives, shall be provided the oppor-
tunity to make a statement to the court in
person or present any information in rela-
tion to the disposition. After the
dispositional hearing, and after considering
the sanctions recommended pursuant to sub-
section (f), the court shall impose an appro-
priate sanction, including the ordering of
restitution pursuant to section 3556 of this
title. The court may order the juvenile’s par-
ent, guardian, or custodian to be present at
the dispositional hearing and the imposition
of sanctions and may issue orders directed to
such parent, guardian, custodian regarding
conduct with respect to the juvenile. With
respect to release or detention pending an
appeal or a petition for a writ of certiorari
after disposition, the court shall proceed
pursuant to chapter 207.

‘‘(b) The term for which probation may be
ordered for a juvenile found to be a juvenile
delinquent may not extend beyond the maxi-
mum term that would be authorized by sec-
tion 3561(c) if the juvenile had been tried and
convicted as an adult. Sections 3563, 3564, and

3565 are applicable to an order placing a juve-
nile on probation.

‘‘(c) The term for which official detention
may be ordered for a juvenile found to be a
juvenile delinquent may not extend beyond
the lesser of—

‘‘(1) the maximum term of imprisonment
that would be authorized if the juvenile had
been tried and convicted as an adult;

‘‘(2) ten years; or
‘‘(3) the date when the juvenile becomes

twenty-six years old.
Section 3624 is applicable to an order placing
a juvenile in detention.

‘‘(d) The term for which supervised release
may be ordered for a juvenile found to be a
juvenile delinquent may not extend beyond 5
years. Subsections (c) through (i) of section
3583 apply to an order placing a juvenile on
supervised release.

‘‘(e) If the court desires more detailed in-
formation concerning a juvenile alleged to
have committed an act of juvenile delin-
quency or a juvenile adjudicated delinquent,
it may commit the juvenile, after notice and
hearing at which the juvenile is represented
by counsel, to the custody of the Attorney
General for observation and study by an ap-
propriate agency or entity. Such observation
and study shall be conducted on an out-
patient basis, unless the court determines
that inpatient observation and study are
necessary to obtain the desired information.
In the case of an alleged juvenile delinquent,
inpatient study may be ordered only with
the consent of the juvenile and the juvenile’s
attorney. The agency or entity shall make a
study of all matters relevant to the alleged
or adjudicated delinquent behavior and the
court’s inquiry. The Attorney General shall
submit to the court and the attorneys for the
juvenile and the Government the results of
the study within 30 days after the commit-
ment of the juvenile, unless the court grants
additional time. Time spent in custody under
this subsection shall be excluded for pur-
poses of section 5036.

‘‘(f)(1) The United States Sentencing Com-
mission, in consultation with the Attorney
General, shall develop a list of possible sanc-
tions for juveniles adjudicated delinquent.

‘‘(2) Such list shall—
‘‘(A) be comprehensive in nature and en-

compass punishments of varying levels of se-
verity;

‘‘(B) include terms of confinement; and
‘‘(C) provide punishments that escalate in

severity with each additional or subsequent
more serious delinquent conduct.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The Sentencing Com-
mission shall develop the list required pursu-
ant to section 5037(f), as amended by sub-
section (a), not later than 180 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO ADULT SEN-
TENCING SECTION.—Section 3553 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(g) LIMITATION ON APPLICABILITY OF STAT-
UTORY MINIMUMS IN CERTAIN PROSECUTIONS
OF PERSONS UNDER THE AGE OF 16.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, in the
case of a defendant convicted for conduct
that occurred before the juvenile attained
the age of 16 years, the court shall impose a
sentence without regard to any statutory
minimum sentence, if the court finds at sen-
tencing, after affording the Government an
opportunity to make a recommendation,
that the juvenile has not been previously ad-
judicated delinquent for or convicted of an
offense described in section 5032(b)(1)(B).’’.
SEC. 507. JUVENILE RECORDS AND

FINGERPRINTING.
Section 5038 of title 18, United States Code,

is amended to read as follows:
‘‘§ 5038. Juvenile records and fingerprinting

‘‘(a)(1) Throughout and upon the comple-
tion of the juvenile delinquency proceeding
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under section 5032(a), the court shall keep a
record relating to the arrest and adjudica-
tion that is—

‘‘(A) equivalent to the record that would be
kept of an adult arrest and conviction for
such an offense; and

‘‘(B) retained for a period of time that is
equal to the period of time records are kept
for adult convictions.

‘‘(2) Such records shall be made available
for official purposes, including communica-
tions with any victim or, in the case of a de-
ceased victim, such victim’s representative,
or school officials, and to the public to the
same extent as court records regarding the
criminal prosecutions of adults are avail-
able.

‘‘(b) The Attorney General shall establish
guidelines for fingerprinting and
photographing a juvenile who is the subject
of any proceeding authorized under this
chapter. Such guidelines shall address the
availability of pictures of any juvenile taken
into custody but not prosecuted as an adult.
Fingerprints and photographs of a juvenile
who is prosecuted as an adult shall be made
available in the manner applicable to adult
offenders.

‘‘(c) Whenever a juvenile has been adju-
dicated delinquent for an act that, if com-
mitted by an adult, would be a felony or for
a violation of section 924(a)(6), the court
shall transmit to the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation the information concerning the
adjudication, including name, date of adju-
dication, court, offenses, and sentence, along
with the notation that the matter was a ju-
venile adjudication.

‘‘(d) In addition to any other authorization
under this section for the reporting, reten-
tion, disclosure, or availability of records or
information, if the law of the State in which
a Federal juvenile delinquency proceeding
takes place permits or requires the report-
ing, retention, disclosure, or availability of
records or information relating to a juvenile
or to a juvenile delinquency proceeding or
adjudication in certain circumstances, then
such reporting, retention, disclosure, or
availability is permitted under this section
whenever the same circumstances exist.’’.
SEC. 508. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS OF SEC-

TIONS 5031 AND 5034.
(a) ELIMINATION OF PRONOUNS.—Sections

5031 and 5034 of title 18, United States Code,
are each amended by striking ‘‘his’’ each
place it appears and inserting ‘‘the juve-
nile’s’’.

(b) UPDATING OF REFERENCE.—Section 5034
of title 18, United States Code, is amended—

(1) in the heading of such section, by strik-
ing ‘‘magistrate’’ and inserting ‘‘judicial offi-
cer’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘magistrate’’ each place it
appears and inserting ‘‘judicial officer’’.
SEC. 509. CLERICAL AMENDMENTS TO TABLE OF

SECTIONS FOR CHAPTER 403.
The heading and the table of sections at

the beginning of chapter 403 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:
‘‘CHAPTER 403—JUVENILE DELINQUENCY
‘‘Sec.
‘‘5031. Definitions.
‘‘5032. Delinquency proceedings or criminal

prosecutions in district courts.
‘‘5033. Custody prior to appearance before ju-

dicial officer.
‘‘5034. Duties of judicial officer.
‘‘5035. Detention prior to disposition or sen-

tencing.
‘‘5036. Speedy trial.
‘‘5037. Disposition.
‘‘5038. Juvenile records and fingerprinting.
‘‘5039. Commitment.
‘‘5040. Support.
‘‘5041. Repealed.

‘‘5042. Revocation of probation.’’.
TITLE VI—APPREHENDING ARMED

VIOLENT YOUTH
SEC. 601. ARMED VIOLENT YOUTH APPREHEN-

SION DIRECTIVE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days

after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Attorney General of the United States
shall establish an armed violent youth ap-
prehension program consistent with the fol-
lowing requirements:

(1) Each United States attorney shall des-
ignate at least 1 assistant United States at-
torney to prosecute, on either a full- or part-
time basis, armed violent youth.

(2) Each United States attorney shall es-
tablish an armed youth criminal apprehen-
sion task force comprised of appropriate law
enforcement representatives. The task force
shall develop strategies for removing armed
violent youth from the streets, taking into
consideration—

(A) the importance of severe punishment in
deterring armed violent youth crime;

(B) the effectiveness of Federal and State
laws pertaining to apprehension and prosecu-
tion of armed violent youth;

(C) the resources available to each law en-
forcement agency participating in the task
force;

(D) the nature and extent of the violent
youth crime occurring in the district for
which the United States attorney is ap-
pointed; and

(E) the principle of limited Federal in-
volvement in the prosecution of crimes tra-
ditionally prosecuted in State and local ju-
risdictions.

(3) Not less frequently than bimonthly, the
Attorney General shall require each United
States attorney to report to the Department
of Justice the number of youths charged
with, or convicted of, violating section 922(g)
or 924 of title 18, United States Code, in the
district for which the United States attorney
is appointed and the number of youths re-
ferred to a State for prosecution for similar
offenses.

(4) Not less frequently than twice annu-
ally, the Attorney General shall submit to
the Congress a compilation of the informa-
tion received by the Department of Justice
pursuant to paragraph (3) and a report on all
waivers granted under subsection (b).

(b) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—
(1) REQUEST FOR WAIVER.—A United States

attorney may request the Attorney General
to waive the requirements of subsection (a)
with respect to the United States attorney.

(2) PROVISION OF WAIVER.—The Attorney
General may waive the requirements of sub-
section (a) pursuant to a request made under
paragraph (1), in accordance with guidelines
which shall be established by the Attorney
General. In establishing the guidelines, the
Attorney General shall take into consider-
ation the number of assistant United States
attorneys in the office of the United States
attorney making the request and the level of
violent youth crime committed in the dis-
trict for which the United States attorney is
appointed.

(c) ARMED VIOLENT YOUTH DEFINED.—As
used in this section, the term ‘‘armed violent
youth’’ means a person who has not attained
18 years of age and is accused of violating—

(1) section 922(g)(1) of title 18, United
States Code, having been previously con-
victed of—

(A) a violent crime; or
(B) conduct that would have been a violent

crime had the person been an adult; or
(2) section 924 of such title.
(d) SUNSET.—This section shall have no

force or effect after the 5-year period that
begins 180 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

TITLE VII—ACCOUNTABILITY FOR JUVE-
NILE OFFENDERS AND PUBLIC PROTEC-
TION INCENTIVE GRANTS

SEC. 701. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Juvenile

Accountability Block Grants Act of 1998’’.
SEC. 702. BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part R of title I of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3796 et seq.) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘PART R—JUVENILE ACCOUNTABILITY
BLOCK GRANTS

‘‘SEC. 1801. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General is

authorized to provide grants to States, for
use by States and units of local government,
and in certain cases directly to eligible
units.

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—Amounts
paid to a State, a unit of local government,
or an eligible unit under this part shall be
used by the State, unit of local government,
or eligible unit for the purpose of promoting
greater accountability in the juvenile justice
system, which includes—

‘‘(1) building, expanding, renovating, or op-
erating temporary or permanent juvenile
correction or detention facilities, including
training of correctional personnel;

‘‘(2) developing and administering account-
ability-based sanctions for juvenile offend-
ers;

‘‘(3) hiring additional juvenile judges, pro-
bation officers, and court-appointed defend-
ers, and funding pre-trial services for juve-
niles, to ensure the smooth and expeditious
administration of the juvenile justice sys-
tem;

‘‘(4) hiring additional prosecutors, so that
more cases involving violent juvenile offend-
ers can be prosecuted and backlogs reduced;

‘‘(5) providing funding to enable prosecu-
tors to address drug, gang, and youth vio-
lence problems more effectively;

‘‘(6) providing funding for technology,
equipment, and training to assist prosecu-
tors in identifying and expediting the pros-
ecution of violent juvenile offenders;

‘‘(7) providing funding to enable juvenile
courts and juvenile probation offices to be
more effective and efficient in holding juve-
nile offenders accountable and reducing re-
cidivism;

‘‘(8) the establishment of court-based juve-
nile justice programs that target young fire-
arms offenders through the establishment of
juvenile gun courts for the adjudication and
prosecution of juvenile firearms offenders;

‘‘(9) the establishment of drug court pro-
grams for juveniles so as to provide continu-
ing judicial supervision over juvenile offend-
ers with substance abuse problems and to
provide the integrated administration of
other sanctions and services;

‘‘(10) establishing and maintaining inter-
agency information-sharing programs that
enable the juvenile and criminal justice sys-
tem, schools, and social services agencies to
make more informed decisions regarding the
early identification, control, supervision,
and treatment of juveniles who repeatedly
commit serious delinquent or criminal acts;
and

‘‘(11) establishing and maintaining ac-
countability-based programs that work with
juvenile offenders who are referred by law
enforcement agencies, or which are designed,
in cooperation with law enforcement offi-
cials, to protect students and school person-
nel from drug, gang, and youth violence.
‘‘SEC. 1802. GRANT ELIGIBILITY.

‘‘(a) STATE ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to
receive a grant under this section, a State
shall submit to the Attorney General an ap-
plication at such time, in such form, and
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containing such assurances and information
as the Attorney General may require by rule,
including assurances that the State and any
unit of local government to which the State
provides funding under section 1803(b), has in
effect (or will have in effect not later than 1
year after the date a State submits such ap-
plication) laws, or has implemented (or will
implement not later than 1 year after the
date a State submits such application) poli-
cies and programs, that—

‘‘(1) ensure that juveniles who commit an
act after attaining 15 years of age that would
be a serious violent crime if committed by
an adult are treated as adults for purposes of
prosecution as a matter of law, or that the
prosecutor has the authority to determine
whether or not to prosecute such juveniles as
adults;

‘‘(2) impose sanctions on juvenile offenders
for every delinquent or criminal act, or vio-
lation of probation, ensuring that such sanc-
tions escalate in severity with each subse-
quent, more serious delinquent or criminal
act, or violation of probation, including such
accountability-based sanctions as—

‘‘(A) restitution;
‘‘(B) community service;
‘‘(C) punishment imposed by community

accountability councils comprised of individ-
uals from the offender’s and victim’s com-
munities;

‘‘(D) fines; and
‘‘(E) short-term confinement;
‘‘(3) establish at a minimum a system of

records relating to any adjudication of a ju-
venile who has a prior delinquency adjudica-
tion and who is adjudicated delinquent for
conduct that if committed by an adult would
constitute a felony under Federal or State
law which is a system equivalent to that
maintained for adults who commit felonies
under Federal or State law; and

‘‘(4) ensure that State law does not prevent
a juvenile court judge from issuing a court
order against a parent, guardian, or custo-
dian of a juvenile offender regarding the su-
pervision of such an offender and from im-
posing sanctions for a violation of such an
order.

‘‘(b) LOCAL ELIGIBILITY.—
‘‘(1) SUBGRANT ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible

to receive a subgrant, a unit of local govern-
ment shall provide such assurances to the
State as the State shall require, that, to the
maximum extent applicable, the unit of local
government has laws or policies and pro-
grams which—

‘‘(A) ensure that juveniles who commit an
act after attaining 15 years of age that would
be a serious violent crime if committed by
an adult are treated as adults for purposes of
prosecution as a matter of law, or that the
prosecutor has the authority to determine
whether or not to prosecute such juveniles as
adults;

‘‘(B) impose a sanction for every delin-
quent or criminal act, or violation of proba-
tion, ensuring that such sanctions escalate
in severity with each subsequent, more seri-
ous delinquent or criminal act, or violation
of probation; and

‘‘(C) ensure that there is a system of
records relating to any adjudication of a ju-
venile who is adjudicated delinquent for con-
duct that if committed by an adult would
constitute a felony under Federal or State
law which is a system equivalent to that
maintained for adults who commit felonies
under Federal or State law.

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE.—The requirements of
paragraph (1) shall apply to an eligible unit
that receives funds from the Attorney Gen-
eral under section 1803, except that informa-
tion that would otherwise be submitted to
the State shall be submitted to the Attorney
General.

‘‘SEC. 1803. ALLOCATION AND DISTRIBUTION OF
FUNDS.

‘‘(a) STATE ALLOCATION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with regu-

lations promulgated pursuant to this part,
the Attorney General shall allocate—

‘‘(A) 0.25 percent for each State; and
‘‘(B) of the total funds remaining after the

allocation under subparagraph (A), to each
State, an amount which bears the same ratio
to the amount of remaining funds described
in this subparagraph as the population of
people under the age of 18 living in such
State for the most recent calendar year in
which such data is available bears to the
population of people under the age of 18 of all
the States for such fiscal year.

‘‘(2) PROPORTIONAL REDUCTION.—If amounts
available to carry out paragraph (1)(A) for
any payment period are insufficient to pay
in full the total payment that any State is
otherwise eligible to receive under paragraph
(1)(A) for such period, then the Attorney
General shall reduce payments under para-
graph (1)(A) for such payment period to the
extent of such insufficiency. Reductions
under the preceding sentence shall be allo-
cated among the States (other than States
whose payment is determined under para-
graph (2)) in the same proportions as
amounts would be allocated under paragraph
(1) without regard to paragraph (2).

‘‘(3) PROHIBITION.—No funds allocated to a
State under this subsection or received by a
State for distribution under subsection (b)
may be distributed by the Attorney General
or by the State involved for any program
other than a program contained in an ap-
proved application.

‘‘(b) LOCAL DISTRIBUTION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each State which re-

ceives funds under subsection (a)(1) in a fis-
cal year shall distribute not less than 75 per-
cent of such amounts received among units
of local government, for the purposes speci-
fied in section 1801. In making such distribu-
tion the State shall allocate to such units of
local government an amount which bears the
same ratio to the aggregate amount of such
funds as—

‘‘(A) the sum of—
‘‘(i) the product of—
‘‘(I) two-thirds; multiplied by
‘‘(II) the average law enforcement expendi-

ture for such unit of local government for
the 3 most recent calendar years for which
such data is available; plus

‘‘(ii) the product of—
‘‘(I) one-third; multiplied by
‘‘(II) the average annual number of part 1

violent crimes in such unit of local govern-
ment for the 3 most recent calendar years for
which such data is available, bears to—

‘‘(B) the sum of the products determined
under subparagraph (A) for all such units of
local government in the State.

‘‘(2) EXPENDITURES.—The allocation any
unit of local government shall receive under
paragraph (1) for a payment period shall not
exceed 100 percent of law enforcement ex-
penditures of the unit for such payment pe-
riod.

‘‘(3) REALLOCATION.—The amount of any
unit of local government’s allocation that is
not available to such unit by operation of
paragraph (2) shall be available to other
units of local government that are not af-
fected by such operation in accordance with
this subsection.

‘‘(c) UNAVAILABILITY OF DATA FOR UNITS OF
LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—If the State has reason
to believe that the reported rate of part 1
violent crimes or law enforcement expendi-
ture for a unit of local government is insuffi-
cient or inaccurate, the State shall—

‘‘(1) investigate the methodology used by
the unit to determine the accuracy of the
submitted data; and

‘‘(2) if necessary, use the best available
comparable data regarding the number of
violent crimes or law enforcement expendi-
ture for the relevant years for the unit of
local government.

‘‘(d) LOCAL GOVERNMENT WITH ALLOCATIONS
LESS THAN $5,000.—If under this section a
unit of local government is allocated less
than $5,000 for a payment period, the amount
allotted shall be expended by the State on
services to units of local government whose
allotment is less than such amount in a
manner consistent with this part.

‘‘(e) DIRECT GRANTS TO ELIGIBLE UNITS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If a State does not qual-

ify or apply for funds reserved for allocation
under subsection (a) by the application dead-
line established by the Attorney General, the
Attorney General shall reserve not more
than 75 percent of the allocation that the
State would have received under subsection
(a) for such fiscal year to provide grants to
eligible units which meet the requirements
for funding under subsection (b).

‘‘(2) AWARD BASIS.—In addition to the qual-
ification requirements for direct grants for
eligible units the Attorney General may use
the average amount allocated by the States
to like governmental units as a basis for
awarding grants under this section.
‘‘SEC. 1804. REGULATIONS.

‘‘The Attorney General shall issue regula-
tions establishing procedures under which an
eligible State or unit of local government
that receives funds under section 1803 is re-
quired to provide notice to the Attorney
General regarding the proposed use of funds
made available under this part.
‘‘SEC. 1805. PAYMENT REQUIREMENTS.

‘‘(a) TIMING OF PAYMENTS.—The Attorney
General shall pay each State or unit of local
government that receives funds under sec-
tion 1803 that has submitted an application
under this part not later than—

‘‘(1) 180 days after the date that the
amount is available, or

‘‘(2) the first day of the payment period if
the State has provided the Attorney General
with the assurances required by subsection
(c),
whichever is later.

‘‘(b) REPAYMENT OF UNEXPENDED
AMOUNTS.—

‘‘(1) REPAYMENT REQUIRED.—From amounts
appropriated under this part, a State shall
repay to the Attorney General, by not later
than 27 months after receipt of funds from
the Attorney General, any amount that is
not expended by the State within 2 years
after receipt of such funds from the Attorney
General.

‘‘(2) PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO REPAY.—If
the amount required to be repaid is not re-
paid, the Attorney General shall reduce pay-
ment in future payment periods accordingly.

‘‘(3) DEPOSIT OF AMOUNTS REPAID.—
Amounts received by the Attorney General
as repayments under this subsection shall be
deposited in a designated fund for future
payments to States.

‘‘(c) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—A State, unit
of local government or eligible unit that re-
ceives funds under this part may use not
more than 10 percent of such funds to pay for
administrative costs.

‘‘(d) NONSUPPLANTING REQUIREMENT.—
Funds made available under this part to
States, units of local government, or eligible
units shall not be used to supplant State or
local funds as the case may be, but shall be
used to increase the amount of funds that
would, in the absence of funds made avail-
able under this part, be made available from
State or local sources, as the case may be.

‘‘(e) MATCHING FUNDS.—The Federal share
of a grant received under this part may not
exceed 90 percent of the costs of a program
or proposal funded under this part.
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‘‘SEC. 1806. UTILIZATION OF PRIVATE SECTOR.

‘‘Funds or a portion of funds allocated
under this part may be utilized to contract
with private, nonprofit entities or commu-
nity-based organizations to carry out the
purposes specified under section 1801(a)(2).
‘‘SEC. 1807. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—A State that receives
funds under this part shall—

‘‘(1) establish a trust fund in which the
government will deposit all payments re-
ceived under this part; and

‘‘(2) use amounts in the trust fund (includ-
ing interest) during a period not to exceed 2
years from the date the first grant payment
is made to the State;

‘‘(3) designate an official of the State to
submit reports as the Attorney General rea-
sonably requires, in addition to the annual
reports required under this part; and

‘‘(4) spend the funds only for the purposes
under section 1801(b).

‘‘(b) TITLE I PROVISIONS.—The administra-
tive provisions of part H shall apply to this
part and for purposes of this section any ref-
erence in such provisions to title I shall be
deemed to include a reference to this part.
‘‘SEC. 1808. DEFINITIONS.

‘‘For the purposes of this part:
‘‘(1) The term ‘unit of local government’

means—
‘‘(A) a county, township, city, or political

subdivision of a county, township, or city,
that is a unit of local government as deter-
mined by the Secretary of Commerce for
general statistical purposes; and

‘‘(B) the District of Columbia and the rec-
ognized governing body of an Indian tribe or
Alaskan Native village that carries out sub-
stantial governmental duties and powers.

‘‘(2) The term ‘eligible unit’ means a unit
of local government which may receive funds
under section 1803(e).

‘‘(3) The term ‘State’ means any State of
the United States, the District of Columbia,
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Vir-
gin Islands, American Samoa, Guam, and the
Northern Mariana Islands, except that Amer-
ican Samoa, Guam, and the Northern Mari-
ana Islands shall be considered as 1 State
and that, for purposes of section 1803(a), 33
percent of the amounts allocated shall be al-
located to American Samoa, 50 percent to
Guam, and 17 percent to the Northern Mari-
ana Islands.

‘‘(4) The term ‘juvenile’ means an individ-
ual who is 17 years of age or younger.

‘‘(5) The term ‘law enforcement expendi-
tures’ means the expenditures associated
with police, prosecutorial, legal, and judicial
services, and corrections as reported to the
Bureau of the Census for the fiscal year pre-
ceding the fiscal year for which a determina-
tion is made under this part.

‘‘(6) The term ‘part 1 violent crimes’ means
murder and nonnegligent manslaughter,
forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated as-
sault as reported to the Federal Bureau of
Investigation for purposes of the Uniform
Crime Reports.

‘‘(7) The term ‘serious violent crime’
means murder, aggravated sexual assault,
and assault with a firearm.
‘‘SEC. 1809. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS.
‘‘(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this part—

‘‘(1) $500,000,000 for fiscal year 1999;
‘‘(2) $500,000,000 for fiscal year 2000; and
‘‘(3) $500,000,000 for fiscal year 2001.
‘‘(b) OVERSIGHT ACCOUNTABILITY AND AD-

MINISTRATION.—Not more than 1 percent of
the amount authorized to be appropriated
under subsection (a), with such amounts to
remain available until expended, for each of
the fiscal years 1999 through 2001 shall be

available to the Attorney General for study-
ing the overall effectiveness and efficiency of
the provisions of this part, assuring compli-
ance with the provisions of this part, and for
administrative costs to carry out the pur-
poses of this part. The Attorney General
shall establish and execute an oversight plan
for monitoring the activities of grant recipi-
ents.

‘‘(c) FUNDING SOURCE.—Appropriations for
activities authorized in this part may be
made from the Violent Crime Reduction
Trust Fund.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—The table of
contents of title I of the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 is amended
by striking the item relating to part R and
inserting the following:
‘‘PART R—JUVENILE ACCOUNTABILITY BLOCK

GRANTS

‘‘Sec. 1801. Program authorized.
‘‘Sec. 1802. Grant eligibility.
‘‘Sec. 1803. Allocation and distribution of

funds.
‘‘Sec. 1804. Regulations.
‘‘Sec. 1805. Payment requirements.
‘‘Sec. 1806. Utilization of private sector.
‘‘Sec. 1807. Administrative provisions.
‘‘Sec. 1808. Definitions.
‘‘Sec. 1809. Authorization of appropria-

tions.’’.
TITLE VIII—SPECIAL PRIORITY FOR
CERTAIN DISCRETIONARY GRANTS

SEC. 801. SPECIAL PRIORITY.
Section 517 of title I of the Omnibus Crime

Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(c) SPECIAL PRIORITY.—In awarding dis-
cretionary grants under section 511 to public
agencies to undertake law enforcement ini-
tiatives relating to gangs, or to juveniles
who are involved or at risk of involvement in
gangs, the Director shall give special prior-
ity to a public agency that includes in its ap-
plication a description of strategies, either
in effect or proposed, providing for coopera-
tion between local, State, and Federal law
enforcement authorities to disrupt the ille-
gal sale or transfer of firearms to or between
juveniles through tracing the sources of
crime guns provided to juveniles.’’.

TITLE IX—GRANT REDUCTION
SEC. 901. PARENTAL NOTIFICATION.

(a) GRANT REDUCTION FOR NONCOMPLI-
ANCE.—Section 506 of title I of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(g) INFORMATION ACCESS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The funds available

under this subpart for a State shall be re-
duced by 20 percent and redistributed under
paragraph (2) unless the State—

‘‘(A) submits to the Attorney General, not
later than 1 year after the date of the enact-
ment of the Juvenile Crime Control Act of
1998, a plan that describes a process to notify
parents regarding the enrollment of a juve-
nile sex offender in an elementary or second-
ary school that their child attends; and

‘‘(B) adheres to the requirements described
in such plan in each subsequent year as de-
termined by the Attorney General.

‘‘(2) REDISTRIBUTION.—To the extent ap-
proved in advance in appropriations Acts,
any funds available for redistribution shall
be redistributed to participating States that
have submitted a plan in accordance with
paragraph (1).

‘‘(3) COMPLIANCE.—The Attorney General
shall issue regulations to ensure compliance
with the requirements of paragraph (1).’’.

TITLE X—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 1001. EFFECTIVE DATE; APPLICATION OF

AMENDMENTS.
(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Except as provided in

subsection (b), this Act and the amendments

made by this Act shall take effect on the
date of the enactment of this Act.

(b) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENTS.—The
amendments made by this Act shall apply
only with respect to fiscal years beginning
after September 30, 1998.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) and the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING).

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) control the
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.
Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that 10 minutes of
the time that I control be controlled by
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MCCOLLUM).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.
Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of S.

2073, which authorizes appropriations
for the National Center for Missing and
Exploited Children, and I have a sub-
stitute which would replace the text of
this bill which includes comprehensive
reforms to our Nation’s programs ad-
dressing juvenile crime.

Mr. Speaker, in 1995, juveniles ac-
counted for 32 percent of the arrests for
robberies, 23 percent of weapons viola-
tions, 15 percent of rapes, 13 percent of
aggravated assaults and 9 percent of
arrests for murder. These are stagger-
ing statistics that should draw our col-
lective attention to the need for mean-
ingful reform over our juvenile justice
system.

Last year, the House passed H.R.
1818, the Juvenile Crime Control and
Delinquency Prevention Act. This is an
important bill that not only supports
making juveniles accountable for their
actions, but also provides funds to
States and local communities in de-
signing prevention programs to help
young Americans turn their lives
around.

The House has also passed H.R. 3, leg-
islation from the Committee on the Ju-
diciary to hold juveniles accountable
for their actions. Together, these two
bills presented a comprehensive ap-
proach to addressing juvenile crime in
America today.

The Senate passed legislation amend-
ing portions of H.R. 1818, specifically
amendments to the Missing Children’s
Assistance Act and the Runaway and
Homeless Youth Act.

It is our intent to amend this legisla-
tion, S. 2073, to include the provisions
of H.R. 1818 and H.R. 3 and to request a
House/Senate conference to work out
the differences between the two bills.

Mr. Speaker, over the past 2 years,
we have seen a horrendous increase in
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school violence in our country. I be-
lieve the number of students who have
been killed in our Nation’s schools by
other students has shocked all of us.
The well thought out provisions of H.R.
1818 provide support for States and
local communities in addressing issues
relating to juvenile crime, including
school violence.

It places the design of prevention
programs where it appropriately be-
longs, at the local level. Although it
outlines a number of ways in which
funds can be used, it does not restrict
local innovation.

Earlier this year, the Subcommittee
on Early Childhood, Youth and Fami-
lies held a hearing on understanding
violent children. This hearing focused
on the factors that are likely to con-
tribute to school violence and explored
the backgrounds of children who com-
mit the violent acts.

One key issue was discussed by most
of the witnesses testifying at the hear-
ing: The need for early identification of
students with a potential for violence
and then early intervention and pre-
vention activities directed at those
students. Schools could conduct these
types of activities using funds provided
under this act.

Mr. Speaker, we need to make com-
munities and schools safe. Our goal is
crime-free environments where chil-
dren can play and learn. To reach this
goal, we must act now to move legisla-
tion addressing juvenile crime. The end
of the session is drawing near. We can-
not afford to wait any longer. Parents,
teachers, counselors and law enforce-
ment personnel cannot continue to
wait for us to act. Most importantly,
our sons and daughters need our sup-
port in making playgrounds and neigh-
borhoods safe again.

I believe we must take advantage of
this opportunity to produce legislation
which not only provides appropriate
punishment for juvenile offenders but
which provides a variety of interven-
tion and prevention programs to pre-
vent youth involvement in delinquent
activities, and I urge the Members’
support.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the remainder
of my time be controlled by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to

this Republican ploy to strike the lan-
guage in S. 2073 and replace it with
both H.R. 1818 and H.R. 3.

H.R. 3 is a punitive, controversial
measure from the Committee on the
Judiciary, which does very little to
prevent crime in America’s streets. By
contrast, H.R. 1818 is a bipartisan
measure that includes thoughtful, ef-
fective crime prevention measures that
will give juveniles real alternatives.

By combining these two House bills,
we will virtually obliterate and ensure

the obliteration of H.R. 1818’s positive
prevention measures. H.R. 1818 enjoyed
very strong bipartisan support, which
was evidenced by its overwhelming
margin of passage, 413 to 14. The bill
creates a new, more effective and
streamline prevention and treatment
program for juveniles. It also main-
tains a Federal role in juvenile justice
research and evaluation, and it pro-
vides for the separation of juveniles
from adults in correctional settings.

b 1415

H.R. 1818 was considered under sus-
pension of the rules and was the prod-
uct of several months of careful nego-
tiation. By contrast, H.R. 3 would re-
sult in more juveniles being tried as
adults in Federal court because it pro-
vides for the mandatory adult prosecu-
tion of 14-year-olds charged with seri-
ous violent felonies.

This is a far cry from the strong pre-
vention-based philosophy of H.R. 1818.
We cannot afford to toss our troubled
juveniles into jail and throw away the
keys. We must intervene first with the
strong and flexible prevention meas-
ures that H.R. 1818 provides.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that H.R.
1818’s promotion of prevention over
punishment, substance over politics,
shows what we as elected officials can
do to produce fair, bipartisan legisla-
tion. Instead of looking to score cheap
political points, let us do right by our
Nation’s troubled children and work to
prevent juvenile crime.

Mr. Speaker, the combining of these
bills is a Republican ploy to force
Members who already opposed H.R. 3 to
vote for it now. This amendment is an
abuse of the suspension calendar. Mem-
bers who voted against H.R. 3, or have
concerns about the Draconian meas-
ures in S. 2073, should vote ‘‘no’’ on
this motion.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, this bill, as has been
stated previously, contains the ele-
ments of two major youth crime bills
and an effort to improve our juvenile
justice system very dramatically as
the work product of two different com-
mittees of this House.

Both of these bills in other forms,
but very much the same language, have
passed this body. H.R. 3, which passed
this body some time ago in the last ses-
sion of this Congress back last year,
passed by a vote of 286 to 132. That is
what constitutes sections 5 and 6 and 7
of this bill today.

Mr. Speaker, I want my colleagues to
fully understand that many, the vast
majority, voted for these provisions
previously. We have had some dif-
ficulty getting the legislation rep-
resented by both of these previous bills
into law. So, consequently, this is an
effort to combine the two and perhaps
be able to get something through the
other body, as well as ours, and to the
President’s desk.

First of all, it is extremely important
for us to recognize that we have a cri-
sis in juvenile crime today in this Na-
tion. Our juvenile justice system is
truly broken because juvenile judges,
juvenile prosecutors, juvenile proba-
tion officers, are overwhelmed by the
caseload that is out there.

We find in the streets of America
today young people committing
crimes, oftentimes the traditional
crimes we think of as going to juvenile
court of doing something like spray
painting graffiti on a warehouse wall
or running over a parking meter, and
not even seeing the police officer tak-
ing them into the juvenile authorities
because the juvenile authorities are so
overworked, they have to spend their
time on the violent crime that we hear
so much about in society today, that
they are not focused and cannot take
the time to focus on these lesser
crimes.

Then when they are taken in, they
may or may not receive any punish-
ment at all. We have a lot of reports in
some of our major urban areas where
they do not receive any punishment,
which is the reason why law enforce-
ment hesitates to carry these young
people in that commit misdemeanor
crimes and wait for the really serious
stuff, which may be many, many
crimes down the road. Then those who
do get some punishment frequently
cannot be supervised, because there is
no probation officer who has the time
to do that and so on down the line.

As a net consequence, what I have
learned as chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Crime in this House over the
last 3 or 4 years is that we have a lot
of young people who believe that there
is no consequence to their juvenile acts
when they go out and commit these
relatively petty crime. The experts say
in that case, since they may commit
all kinds of these crimes and never get
any punishment, never even be taken
into the juvenile authorities, is it any
wonder that when they are a little
older and rob a 7–Eleven store with a
gun that they do not hesitate to pull
the trigger because they do not think
that there is going to be any con-
sequences.

So, what is in this bill that was in
H.R. 3, which is the gist of that bill on
juvenile justice reform, is an effort to
hold these young people accountable,
knowing and recognizing that the vast
majority of juvenile justice problems
are in the States, not at the Federal
level. This is not a Federal bill in that
sense. It is, instead, a bill that would
provide for some effort to put some ac-
countability in there by a grant pro-
gram to the States and local commu-
nities for the purposes of promoting
this accountability.

The funds that would be authorized
in this bill are $500 million a year over
3 years for State and local commu-
nities to be able to spend for the pur-
poses of increasing accountability in
their juvenile justice systems for any-
thing they want to. More judges, more
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probation officers, more prosecutors,
more juvenile detention facilities if
that is what they need, but within the
framework of juvenile justice for any-
thing they want.

There are only a couple of provisions
that they have to assure the Attorney
General of the United States in order
to get the grant money, the first and
foremost of which is that the State
would have to ensure that there is a
sanction, some kind of punishment, for
every delinquent or criminal act of a
juvenile and that there will be an esca-
lating greater sanction for every subse-
quent delinquent act that is more seri-
ous.

That is very critical. It does not exist
today, unfortunately, in most commu-
nities and it needs to exist. That is the
real reason for this part of the legisla-
tion, why H.R. 3 was passed, and why it
is in this bill today. It is a grant pro-
gram to provide those additional re-
sources so that these overworked juve-
nile justice systems can be given a
jump start, knowing that the States
will have to pump even more money
into the system, but at least saying we
are out there to offer a helping hand of
$500 million a year, which is a lot of
money, to the States which comply
with that.

They also would have to establish a
system of records for juveniles adju-
dicated delinquent for a second offense
that would be a felony if committed by
an adult, which is a system equivalent
to that maintained for adults that
commit felonies.

They have to assure that State law
does not prevent a juvenile court judge
from issuing an order against a parent
or guardian of a juvenile offender and
from imposing sanctions for violation
of that order, which most States al-
ready do.

The last one that is often talked
about, but that is far milder than has
been represented even here today, they
have to assure the Attorney General
that when juveniles commit an act
after attaining the age of 15 years of
age that would be a serious violent
crime on only one of those four, mur-
der, aggravated, sexual assault, and
armed robbery with a firearm if com-
mitted by an adult, may be prosecuted
as an adult within the discretion of the
prosecutor, which is, of course, the law
in almost all States today.

The heart of this is that we want
money to go to the States to improve
their juvenile justice systems. This is a
grant program to do that. It is pri-
marily attached to the principal string
that they will start punishing and as-
sure us that they are punishing juve-
niles for their first delinquent acts and
then increase that punishment there-
after with the misdemeanor crimes to
put consequences back into the law and
stop a lot of these kids from commit-
ting the violent crimes that they do
later. It is a very important bill and I
urge its adoption.

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

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. MARTINEZ).

(Mr. MARTINEZ asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to the House substitute
to S. 2073. Members on the other side of
the aisle are politicizing what could
have been a bipartisan debate on juve-
nile justice by incorporating the con-
troversial H.R. 3 in the substitute.

It is certain that the House had bi-
partisan options at hand. The Senate
version of S. 2073 would have reauthor-
ized the Runaway and Homeless Youth
Act and the National Center for Miss-
ing and Exploited Children. While I am
a strong advocate of both programs and
support their extension, I do not sup-
port H.R. 3, which is an overreaction.

On the other hand, one of the bills
that we are using as a substitute to the
Senate legislation is H.R. 1818, the Ju-
venile Justice Crime Control and De-
linquency Prevention Act, which also
reauthorizes these important programs
and represents a truly bipartisan com-
promise in addressing juvenile justice.

Over a year ago, H.R. 1818 passed the
House with near unanimous support.
This legislation shows what we can do
as elected officials to produce good
public policy on a truly bipartisan
basis. H.R. 1818 strengthens the vital
provisions of the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act, embodied
in the four core mandates, while pro-
viding flexibility to deal with the real
life difficulties of dealing with juvenile
offenders.

In addition, a dramatic positive new
step is also taken by the creation of
H.R. 1818’s Community Prevention
Block Grant. These funds will provide
the vital tools necessary for our local
communities to prevent juvenile
crimes.

Unfortunately, legislation that lacks
the overwhelming bipartisan mandate
afforded to H.R. 1818 will also be incor-
porated in the House substitute to S.
2073. That legislation, H.R. 3, relies on
punitive measures rather than the pre-
vention efforts which are more success-
ful and less costly. H.R. 3 espouses an
extremist view of addressing juvenile
crime, both by calling for the prosecu-
tion of more youths as adults and forc-
ing juveniles to be housed with adult
offenders.

This is in direct conflict with the
provisions of H.R. 1818 which mandate
total sight and sound separation of
adults and juveniles in correctional fa-
cilities. These protections were first
enacted in the JJDPA due to the over-
whelming evidence that housing adults
with youth together in the same cor-
rectional facility was dangerous and
even lethal for juveniles.

Mr. Speaker, the facts are the suicide
rate for youths in adult jails is eight
times higher than that for children in
juvenile detention centers. Most sui-
cide attempts actually occur within
the first hours of incarceration. In ad-

dition, youth who come in contact with
adult inmates are often physically and
sexually abused. I can attest that we
could only be promoting recidivism by
jailing youth offenders with adults,
thus condemning these children to a
lifetime of crime.

Therefore, despite myself strong sup-
port for H.R. 1818 and the Senate ver-
sion of S. 2073, I must oppose the legis-
lation before us today. I cannot sup-
port any measure that takes the irre-
sponsible and hard-hearted approach to
juvenile justice set forth in H.R. 3.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
join me in voting against the House
version of S. 2073.

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, may I
inquire how much time each side has
remaining. I believe I have adopted the
time of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GOODLING).

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The gentleman from Florida
(Mr. MCCOLLUM) has 10 minutes re-
maining, and the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. CLAY) has 14 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) be allowed to
manage the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self 5 minutes.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to

the motion to suspend the rules and
pass the amended version of S. 2073.
The original version of S. 2073 was a
simple reauthorization of the National
Center for Missing and Exploited Chil-
dren and the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act. This new version has added
H.R. 3 and the good, effective crime
prevention bill, H.R. 1818, but it is the
provisions of H.R. 3 that are most egre-
gious.

Mr. Speaker, it has been two Con-
gresses since we started debating on
how best to reduce juvenile delin-
quency in this country and today we
still do not have a Federal juvenile jus-
tice policy that will assist States and
communities in addressing this persist-
ent problem.

Instead, Congress has elected to go
the politically popular route and use
sound bites to develop bad juvenile
crime policy. Even prominent research
organizations such as the RAND Insti-
tute finds that the popular sound bite,
‘‘You do the adult crime, you do the
adult time,’’ has been shown to actu-
ally increase juvenile crime.

H.R. 3 has not changed much since it
was last considered. Unlike H.R. 1818,
it still allows children to be housed in
adult prisons with adults, where they
are five times more likely to be sexual
assaulted, twice as likely to be beaten,
and 50 percent more likely to be at-
tacked with a weapon than children in
a juvenile facility.
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H.R. 3 requires States to prosecute

children as young as 14 in the adult
court system, which significance re-
search shows will increase crime.
Those crimes will be committed sooner
and be more violent if we adopt this
policy. Incredibly for the juveniles af-
fected, the studies show that the adult
time will actually be shorter than the
juvenile time. That is right, the adult
time will be shorter.

To add insult to injury, in most
States the juvenile would be entitled to
a preliminary hearing, giving the wit-
nesses and the victims two trials to en-
dure rather than one.

H.R. 3 also represents government in-
trusion at its worst. It would require 37
States to change their juvenile justice,
laws including not only my State of
Virginia but also California, Pennsyl-
vania, Ohio, Texas and many others.

It is also important to understand
that by bringing up S. 2073 in the House
under a suspension of the rules as we
are doing today the Senate no longer
have to debate juvenile justice. They
have a bill in the Senate, S. 10, which
is similar to H.R. 3, and it has not been
able to reach the floor because it can-
not pass the ‘‘Light of Day Test,’’ be-
cause when daylight hits S. 10, no one
likes what they see. It has been criti-
cized by the National Governors’ Asso-
ciation, the National District Attor-
neys Association, the Children’s De-
fense Fund, and even the Chief Justice
of the Supreme Court.
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Mr. Speaker, this is the wrong way to

establish a Federal juvenile crime pol-
icy. We should let the center continue
to deliberate until they can pass a ju-
venile crime bill that actually reduces
youth crime. Meanwhile, the House
should defeat the motion to suspend
the rules and, instead, pass a simple re-
authorization of the National Center
for Missing and Exploited Children and
the Runaway and Homeless Youth
Acts.

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

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. SOUDER).

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I stand in
somewhat of an unusual position
today. I serve on the Subcommittee on
Early Childhood, Youth and Families
of the Committee on Education and the
Workforce and have worked with the
gentleman from California (Mr. MAR-
TINEZ) and the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT) on this bill, both in
the last session of Congress and in this
session, and on H.R. 1818, which is a
part of this bill. And we were able to
develop a bipartisan and important
consensus that in reaching out to chil-
dren, in particularly their juvenile pe-
riod, that we need to try to reach these
kids before they get to the level of seri-
ous crime and work through that prob-
lem; and that they deserve special set-
aside counseling, both in prevention
and after they have committed a
crime.

But this has been merged with an-
other bill, Mr. Speaker, which I also
support, which says that for certain ac-
tions, such as if a juvenile shoots some-
body and kills them, if they rape some-
one, or if they commit armed robbery
with a firearm, and they are 15 years of
age, that person is just as dead, just as
raped, or had their life just as threat-
ened as if that individual were 18. We
have spent too much time worrying
about some of these juveniles on the
street without thinking about the peo-
ple, particularly in a lot of our urban
centers, who are terrorized by these
young people; without thinking of the
people working in many fast food
places, that are now shutting down in
my hometown of Fort Wayne and
around this country, where people do
not have places to get food, they do not
have grocery stores in their area be-
cause a few individuals are terrorizing
their neighborhoods.

Now, I do not necessarily agree com-
pletely with every part of the crime
bill section of this, in the sense that I
think we need rehabilitation programs.
We have had a celebrated case in our
State about a young girl who commit-
ted a murder. And, clearly, when an in-
dividual is 14, 15, 16, 17, they are going
through somewhat of a different proc-
ess. And as has been pointed out, they
are going to be released and we need to
work with them. But they need to be
off the streets and held accountable for
their crimes, because for a few people
in this society, in many cases, it is
questionable, quite frankly, in these
rape cases and armed robberies, wheth-
er indeed any of the rehab programs
are working, and many of these people
are not coming off the street.

I am not arguing against prevention.
I supported that bill; I helped develop
that bill. I believe we have an excellent
effort to try to reach more of these
young people before they get to that
step. But we are getting into a posture,
it seems like in this government, where
if someone apologizes, if they say they
are sorry, if somehow somebody gives
them a slap on the wrist or maybe
gives them a sensor, that they are not
held accountable for their actions in
this country anymore. There should be
a price to pay if someone shoots some-
body, if they rape somebody, or if they
use a gun in an armed robbery. They
should be held accountable for that
crime, and we are not doing it at this
time.

Forty percent of people in the juve-
nile period of 15 until they reach adult-
hood are not serving sentences, and
they are back out on the streets terror-
izing the senior citizens in their neigh-
borhood and the other kids. We had a
little boy that was gunned down in
Fort Wayne, and one a little bit older,
as a gang was going through in a ran-
dom shooting of a house trying to find
another drug dealer. Can anybody get
that little boy’s life back?

I believe the person who pulls that
trigger or who threatens to pull the
trigger should be held accountable.

Then, I also believe while they are in
prison, we need to work with them and
be sensitive to these young people
being raped in prison and how we
should separate them. But they should
go to jail, they should do the time, and
they should be held accountable. Be-
cause when they take another life or
rape someone or assault someone, they
need to be held accountable.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 30 seconds, prior to yielding to the
gentleman from Rhode Island, to point
out that when the gentleman talks
about rape, robbery, and shooting, we
need to point out that two-thirds of the
juveniles treated as adults today are
treated as adults for nonviolent of-
fenses. We are already that far down
the list.

There is no State that needs any di-
rection from Congress to decide what
to do about people who are shooting,
raping and robbing with a firearm. In
fact, for those affected by this bill,
they will serve less time. And that is,
obviously, not the accountability that
we want to be talking about.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
KENNEDY).

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Virginia for yielding me this time, and
I want to salute the gentleman from
Virginia for all the good work that he
does to preserve sound policy with re-
spect to juvenile crime.

My colleagues, what we are doing
today is wrong. We are taking a bill
that is supposed to help missing and
exploited children and runaway and
homeless youth, we are taking this
program and we are saddling it with a
political agenda. We are taking these
most vulnerable children in our soci-
ety, the exploited children of this soci-
ety, and we are exploiting them for po-
litical gain, and this time it is by the
United States Congress that wants to
beat its chest and say how tough they
are on crime.

Every single knowledgeable person in
this country who works in the area of
juvenile crime will tell us that the
kind of policy that the Republicans are
trying to foist on this Congress is pol-
icy that simply does not work. How do
we know this? The United States Sen-
ate will not even take up this draco-
nian bill, a bill that would put 14-year-
old children in the same prison as an
adult criminal. They are not taking up
this bill because they know it is bar-
baric.

So what are we doing today? We are
trying to circumvent the proper proc-
ess, to allow this Congress an oppor-
tunity to debate and fully understand
this bill, by putting it on the suspen-
sion calendar and hoping no one will
know that this Congress is taking
missing and exploited children and
using their political agenda to attach
H.R. 3 onto this bill.

This bill is not about missing and ex-
ploited children any longer, it is about
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a Republican agenda to make them-
selves look tough on crime when in ac-
tuality they are victimizing these poor
children once again.

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Dela-
ware (Mr. CASTLE).

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I rise in support of S. 2073,
the reauthorization of the Missing and
Exploited Children and the Runaway
and Homeless Youth Acts. This sub-
stitute includes H.R. 1818, the Juvenile
Crime Control and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act, which passed the House
Committee on Education and the
Workforce on which I serve.

This bill also contains and incor-
porates a very important provision
that I sponsored that provides the Na-
tional Center for Missing and Exploited
Children with funds to serve as the Na-
tion’s primary resource center for child
protection.

For more than 13 years, the National
Center, a private nonprofit organiza-
tion established by Congress in 1984,
has been instrumental in locating and
recovering missing children and pre-
venting child abductions, molestations
and sexual exploitations. The National
Center is a vital resource for families
and the approximately 17,000 law en-
forcement agencies in the United
States in the search for missing chil-
dren and the quest for child protection.

The Center has worked for clearing-
houses in all 50 States in locating over
35,000 children and preventing child ab-
ductions, molestations and sexual ex-
ploitations. One of the National Cen-
ter’s success stories hit very close to
my home. Last year it assisted local
authorities in the recovery of two
missing Delawarians who were located
in Florida.

This bipartisan legislation also pro-
vides us with a balanced approach to
addressing juvenile crime and endorses
a concept of holding juveniles account-
able for their crimes while also provid-
ing for prevention programs that can
help young people turn their lives
around.

Mr. Speaker, by adequately funding
the National Center for Missing and
Exploited Children, we can solidify our
resources, hone our message, and as-
sure every family and every law en-
forcement agency that we are commit-
ted to long-term child protection. I
urge my colleagues to support passage
of this legislation so we can move it to
conference with the Senate soon.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. MCCARTHY.)

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague for
yielding me this time. I rise in opposi-
tion to the motion to suspend the rules
and pass S. 2073 as amended.

My work to end violence in this
country has shown me that attacking
violence requires a wide range of meas-
ures, including getting guns out of the
hands of our young people. If we want

to reduce juvenile crime, we must ad-
dress guns and how kids get ahold of
them. Since the House passed H.R. 3
and H.R. 1818 last year, unfortunately,
there have been several tragic inci-
dents of violence in our schools.

Last June, I introduced the Chil-
dren’s Gun Violence Prevention Act,
common sense legislation to keep guns
out of the hands of children. It has re-
ceived broad support from both sides of
the aisle and would take a major step
towards reducing juvenile crime.
Sadly, the process we are using today
will give either chamber the chance to
address my legislation or any steps we
must take towards reducing gun vio-
lence. That is just not right.

Today may be our last chance to de-
bate the issue of juvenile crime this
year. If we fail to address gun violence
as part of this effort, we will not be
doing our job. If we are serious about
reducing gun violence among our
youth, and violence in general, then we
have to do something about keeping
our schools safe. We should defeat this
motion, Mr. Speaker.

We want to do the right thing in this
chamber, and sometimes, unfortu-
nately, when we rush through things,
we are not doing the right thing. I ask
my colleagues to defeat this, to go
back, and let us really do the right
thing for our young people in this
country.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT).

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, it was
interesting today to listen to the gen-
tleman from Indiana talk about ac-
countability and referring to some spe-
cific incidents. I daresay that if we
took the time in this debate and asked
the gentleman if those juveniles who
committed those crimes were incarcer-
ated, the answer would be in the af-
firmative. That is because there is
some good news out there.

We have certainly not achieved uto-
pia. We have not arrived at the prom-
ised land. But as the gentleman from
Florida, the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Crime of the Committee
on the Judiciary is fully apprised of,
juvenile crime is down in this Nation.
The States are doing some things that
work, and it is important to under-
stand that.

In fact, violent crime, which is com-
mitted generally by young males be-
tween the ages of 15 and 25, is dramati-
cally down all over the country. But if
this bill should pass, as amended, 40
States in this Nation are going to have
to change their juvenile justice laws so
that they can qualify for the hundreds
of millions of dollars that would be
forthcoming from H.R. 3, which is now
part of this bill. They would have to
change their juvenile justice laws even
if they are working. And let me say
that just simply makes no sense what-
soever.

For example, in the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts, my home State, in
the city of Boston, the capital city of

Massachusetts, there has been an in-
credible drop in terms of juvenile
crimes, and Boston is frequently cited
as a model for the rest of the Nation.
When I first became the district attor-
ney for the metropolitan Boston area
back in 1975, within the city of Boston
itself there were 140 homicides. In this
year it is projected that there will be
less than 30 homicides.

So there are some good things hap-
pening. Yet, if we pass this particular
bill, the Commonwealth of Massachu-
setts and some 40 other States would
have to change their juvenile justice
laws that are working to simply qual-
ify for the Federal monies. That is
wrong and it makes no sense.
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Let me suggest that we vote ‘‘no’’ on
this bill and demand a simple reauthor-
ization of the National Center for Miss-
ing and Exploited Children as provided
for in the original Senate bill.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 31⁄2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) who is a
former judge, and I want to thank, as
she is approaching the podium, the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
DELAHUNT), a former prosecutor.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Virginia for his leadership, and I frank-
ly thank the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. MCCOLLUM) for the many times
that we have debated this issue.

As he well knows, I was able to join
him in the early part of my first com-
ing to this Congress to hear from dif-
ferent communities on the concerns of
juvenile delinquency or juvenile issues.
I would simply say to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM), I would
hope that we will have a further oppor-
tunity to address his concerns and as
well really answer the devastation of
juveniles who are facing difficult lives,
and by that juveniles who come from
dysfunctional families and juveniles
who need more than being locked up
and incarcerated.

Frankly, let me say to the gentleman
from Virginia, knowing his hard work,
I am prepared and think we all are pre-
pared to support the original reauthor-
ization of the Missing and Exploited
Children and the Runaway and Home-
less Youth Acts. In fact, H.R. 1818 that
deals with prevention has the legisla-
tion in the right direction. It includes
the support of the missing and ex-
ploited children which is so important
to the survival of runaway children,
children who are exploited and does a
very fine job, but yet it also matches
our concerns as so many Members have
risen to the floor of the House to talk
about the high numbers of juvenile
crime. But what they have not done is
recognize that H.R. 3, which is now in-
correctly attached to the missing and
exploited children’s reauthorization, is
not the answer but in fact experts will
tell us that when we incarcerate chil-
dren with adults, when we provide no
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prevention, when we provide no treat-
ment, when we have no support sys-
tems for their families, we do not have
rehabilitation.

This country is too good, it is too
good, and children are too good for us
to throw them away. The leading head-
line of Emerge Magazine said, ‘‘Teen-
agers are not as bad as we paint them.’’
What they need is support systems like
Girls and Boys Clubs. They need the
Boy Scouts and Girl Scouts of Amer-
ica. They need the foster parent pro-
gram. They need systems in Houston
such as that authorized by Mayor Lee
Brown, the after-school programs.
They need parks opened.

H.R. 3 does not answer the question,
what do we do about prevention? What
do we do about a youngster who has
been caught up in the web of crime but
yet has the ability through treatment
to be corrected?

This bill would house youthful of-
fenders in the Federal system in close
proximity to adult offenders and will
place rigid mandates on the States
that will preclude the majority of
States from receiving Federal dollars.

One study has shown that juveniles
who are waived to adult court
recidivate sooner than those juveniles
who are retained in juvenile court and
are treated.

Let me just say, Mr. Speaker, in con-
clusion, I want to work with the Re-
publicans. I want to work to bring
down juvenile crime. This is a bad bill.
We need to support H.R. 1818 for pre-
vention and support the missing and
exploited children’s reauthorization
separate from H.R. 3.

Mr. Speaker, thank you for the time to
speak on this suspension bill today. I strongly
support the original Reauthorization of Missing
and Exploited Children and the Runaway and
Homeless Youth Acts. The original Senate bill
S. 2073 would provide important assistance to
vulnerable children and Families.

However, Republicans are attempting to
jeopardize this important reauthorization by at-
taching the provisions of H.R. 3, the controver-
sial Violent and Juvenile Offender Act. By at-
taching these provisions, Republicans are at-
tempting to add in conference S. 10, the con-
troversial Violent and Repeat Juvenile Of-
fender Act, that failed to receive Senate ap-
proval. This bill would house youthful offend-
ers in the federal system in close proximity to
adult offenders and will place rigid mandates
on states that would preclude the majority of
states from receiving federal dollars for juve-
nile justice programs.

I opposed this bill in the House once and I
will oppose it here again today in this form. I
oppose automatically trying any juvenile as an
adult, and I believe that a juvenile court judge,
not the legislature should make these deci-
sions in a case by case basis. Furthermore,
available studies show that transferring juve-
niles to adult court actually increases crime.
One study has shown that juveniles who are
waived to adult court recidivate sooner and
more severely than juveniles who are retained
in juvenile court who were comparable in
terms of most serious offense for which the
transfer was made, number of prior referrals to
the juvenile justice system, most serious prior
offense, age, gender and race.

For these reasons, I oppose the Repub-
lican’s efforts to attach these dangerous provi-
sions to the Senate Bill 2073. Adding H.R. 3
provisions to S. 2073 will only serve to doom
the passage of S. 2073 and subvert the regu-
lar legislative process for consideration of S.
10. I urge all my colleagues to oppose the
substitute version of S. 2073 on the Suspen-
sion Calendar today.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT) is recognized for 1
minute.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, in closing I
would just like to recommend that we
review the bill and would notice that
the bill started off with a simple reau-
thorization of the National Center for
Missing and Exploited Children and
Runaway and Homeless Youth Act. We
also had passed here legislation, H.R.
1818, a prevention bill which will pro-
tect children and also reduce crime
which included the National Center
and the Runaway and Homeless Youth
Act. We should pass those. But unfor-
tunately we have in this bill the addi-
tion of H.R. 3 which has the incredible
result of giving children less time and
increasing the crime rate with a study
showing those increased crimes will be
committed sooner and be more violent.

We need to vote ‘‘no’’ on this motion
to suspend the rules and then pass the
reauthorization of the National Center
and the Runaway and Homeless Youth
Act and then pass H.R. 1818 and forget
about H.R. 3.

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I want to make a clari-
fication of some things that I think
people have perhaps misunderstood
about this legislation. It is a combined
bill. It is two bills that have already
passed the House. One of them is pre-
vention, very heavy, very good, Office
of Juvenile Justice, delinquency pre-
vention is reauthorized and a lot of
good things have come out of the com-
mittee that has jurisdiction over that.

Our committee that has jurisdiction
over H.R. 3 is a juvenile justice bill
dealing with helping the States to im-
prove their juvenile justice systems
that I believe are broken. There is
nothing in this bill, nothing whatso-
ever, that would require or permit the
commingling of juveniles who are in-
carcerated with adult prisoners. That
has been a debate in the past, but I
want to assure the Members there is
nothing in here that does that. In fact,
H.R. 1818 which is part of this bill actu-
ally has provisions that would prohibit
it; and H.R. 3 which is incorporated is
silent on that issue because it does not
deal with that subject. But there is
nothing in here to commingle.

Secondly, we already have passed a
bill in the past Congress but it was not
all the way through, we passed it in the
House and now there is an appropria-
tions that went through last year for
$230 million under H.R. 3’s auspices,
the same basic qualifying language, or

very close to it, and every State is
qualified. So to say, as I think some
seem to believe, that States would not
qualify under this bill for the grant
program, I think, is mistaken.

Thirdly, this is not a bill to lock peo-
ple up for a long period of time who are
juveniles, though there is a problem
with that. This is a bill designed pre-
cisely for another reason. The H.R. 3
portion of this, juvenile justice, is to
help repair the broken juvenile justice
system by making sure the mis-
demeanor crimes, the spray painting,
graffiti, the writing on a wall, the run-
ning over of a parking meter, the
throwing of a rock through a window,
that that type of offense gets the at-
tention that it is not getting today;
that kids get consequences back into
their system again so that they know
when they commit these minor crimes
early on that they do not go on to com-
mit greater crimes which is unfortu-
nately the problem now because the ju-
venile justice systems are overworked.

But the reality is that the result of
the system being overworked is that
we have more juvenile offenders who
are committing violent crimes than
ever before. Only 10 percent of violent
juvenile offenders, those who commit
murder, rape, arson and assault, re-
ceive any sort of secure confinement
today. Rates of secure confinement for
violent juveniles are the same as they
were in 1985 and actually decreased last
year. Many juveniles receive no punish-
ment at all. Nearly 40 percent of juve-
nile violent offenders who came into
contact with the system the last time
we saw the study have had their cases
dismissed and the average length of in-
stitutionalization for a juvenile who
has committed a violent crime is only
353 days. To me that says the system is
truly broken in the sense that we are
not dealing with the violent ones prop-
erly, and we are also not dealing with
the ones who are not violent which is
the basic thrust of this bill.

The reality, too, is because we are
not dealing with the misdemeanor mis-
creants in this country properly, we
get older teenagers, ages 17 to 19, who
are the most violent age group of all.
There is more murder and robbery
committed in that 18-year-old age
group than any other group, and teen-
agers generally account for the largest
portion of all violent crime in America.
Throughout the next decade, the ex-
perts all tell us there is going to be a
tremendous upsurge in juvenile crime
if we do not do something about it be-
cause the demographics show we are
going to have a lot more teenagers.

This bill is a good bill. It is a bal-
anced bill between prevention and ju-
venile justice and it is an effort to put
consequences back into the juvenile
justice system and help the States re-
pair it. Essentially the H.R. 3 portion
of this bill is a grant program already
in part implemented by the appropri-
ators last Congress that would go on
for the next three years of $500 million
a year to the States to do as they see
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fit with that money to improve their
juvenile justice systems, to hire more
judges, more prosecutors, have more
detention space, more probation offi-
cers, whatever they want to do, what-
ever they need to do, it is their choice.
All they have to do to qualify essen-
tially is to provide assurances to the
Attorney General that they are punish-
ing those early misdemeanor crimes.

I urge the adoption of this bill. It
needs to be passed. It needs to be
passed now.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to support S. 2073, as amended. More
than a year ago this House overwhelmingly
passed H.R. 3 and H.R. 1818. H.R. 3, the Ju-
venile Crime Control Act of 1997, sponsored
by Congressman BILL MCCOLLUM, focused on
the punishment of juvenile offenders. H.R.
1818, The Juvenile Crime Control and Delin-
quency Prevention Act, provided a balance to
punishment by focusing on prevention of juve-
nile delinquency. H.r. 1818 was designed to
assist States and local communities to de-
velop strategies to combat juvenile crime
through a wide range of prevention and inter-
vention programs. The Senate has yet to pass
companion legislation and we have a limited
number of days remaining in this session. I
support the procedure we are using today to
allow us to get to Conference with the Senate
to produce legislation that provides both ap-
propriate punishment for juvenile offenders
and the development of intervention and pre-
vention programs to prevent our children from
becoming involved in delinquent activities.

H.R. 1818 is a bipartisan bill—it was the re-
sult of many hours of discussions between
Congressmen RIGGS, MARTINEZ, SCOTT, and
myself. The bill represents good policy. In de-
veloping this bill we attempted to strike a bal-
ance in dealing with children, young people
who grow up and come before the juvenile
justice system, and tried to recognize that
some of these children, at ages 16 and 17,
are already very vicious and dangerous crimi-
nals. Other children who come before the ju-
venile justice system are harmless and scared
and running away from abuse at home. It is
an extraordinarily difficult task to create a juve-
nile justice system in each of the states and
in each of the counties that can respond to
these very, very different young people caught
up in the law.

We recognized that we needed to build
some flexibility into the system, enough flexi-
bility to allow the local officials to use their
own good judgement based on the realities of
each situation, and yet not give them so much
flexibility that harm could be done to the child.
We dealt with very sensitive issues like the
deinstitutionalization of status offenders, how
to address the over representation of minori-
ties in the juvenile justice system, and deter-
mining the correct balance between block
granting funds to the states and keeping some
strings attached.

I believe we found that balance. We have
found a way to provide the additional flexibility
that our local officials need, still protect society
from dangerous teenagers, while protecting
scared kids from overly harsh treatment in our
juvenile justice system.

A few months ago I chaired a Subcommittee
on Early Childhood, Youth and Families hear-
ing on ‘‘Understanding Violent Children’’ for
Chairman RIGGS. Most witnesses testified to

the need for early intervention and prevention
programs directed at students with a potential
for violence. This legislation will allow for
those activities.

I urge my colleagues to support this legisla-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GOODLING) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 2073,
as amended.

The question was taken.
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, on that I

demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on S. 2073.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
f

MAMMOGRAPHY QUALITY STAND-
ARDS REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF
1998

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4382) to amend the Public Health
Service Act to revise and extend the
program for mammography quality
standards, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 4382

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Mammography
Quality Standards Reauthorization Act of
1998’’.
SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 354(r)(2) of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 263b(r)(2)) is
amended in each of subparagraphs (A) and (B)
by striking ‘‘1997’’ and inserting ‘‘2002’’.

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—Section
354(r)(2) of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.S.C. 263b(r)(2)) is amended in subparagraph
(A) by striking ‘‘subsection (q)’’ and inserting
‘‘subsection (p)’’, and in subparagraph (B) by
striking ‘‘fiscal year’’ and inserting ‘‘fiscal
years’’.
SEC. 3. APPLICATION OF CURRENT VERSION OF

APPEAL REGULATIONS.
Section 354(d)(2)(B) of the Public Health Serv-

ice Act (42 U.S.C. 263b(d)(2)(B)) is amended by
striking ‘‘42 C.F.R. 498 and in effect on the date
of the enactment of this section’’ and inserting
‘‘part 498 of title 42, Code of Federal Regula-
tions’’.
SEC. 4. ACCREDITATION STANDARDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 354(e)(1)(B) of the
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C.
263b(e)(1)(B)) is amended—

(1) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘practicing physi-
cians’’ each place such term appears and insert-
ing ‘‘review physicians’’; and

(2) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘financial rela-
tionship’’ and inserting ‘‘relationship’’.

(b) DEFINITION.—Section 354(a) of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 263b(a)) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(8) REVIEW PHYSICIAN.—The term ‘review
physician’ means a physician as prescribed by
the Secretary under subsection (f)(1)(D) who
meets such additional requirements as may be
established by an accreditation body under sub-
section (e) and approved by the Secretary to re-
view clinical images under subsection
(e)(1)(B)(i) on behalf of the accreditation
body.’’.
SEC. 5. CLARIFICATION OF FACILITIES’ RESPON-

SIBILITY TO RETAIN MAMMOGRAM
RECORDS.

Section 354(f)(1)(G) of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 263b(f)(1)(G)) is amended by
striking clause (i) and inserting the following:

‘‘(i) a facility that performs any mammo-
gram—

‘‘(I) except as provided in subclause (II),
maintain the mammogram in the permanent
medical records of the patient for a period of not
less than 5 years, or not less than 10 years if no
subsequent mammograms of such patient are
performed at the facility, or longer if mandated
by State law; and

‘‘(II) upon the request of or on behalf of the
patient, transfer the mammogram to a medical
institution, to a physician of the patient, or to
the patient directly; and’’.
SEC. 6. DIRECT REPORTS TO PATIENTS.

Section 354(f)(1)(G)(ii) of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 263b(f)(1)(G)(ii)) is
amended by striking subclause (IV) and insert-
ing the following:

‘‘(IV) whether or not such a physician is
available or there is no such physician, a sum-
mary of the written report shall be sent directly
to the patient in terms easily understood by a
lay person; and’’.
SEC. 7. SCOPE OF INSPECTIONS.

Section 354(g)(1)(A) of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 263b(g)(1)(A)) is amended in
the first sentence—

(1) by striking ‘‘certified’’; and
(2) by inserting ‘‘the certification requirements

under subsection (b) and’’ after ‘‘compliance
with’’.
SEC. 8. DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM REGARDING

FREQUENCY OF INSPECTIONS.
Section 354(g) of the Public Health Service Act

(42 U.S.C. 263b(g)) is amended—
(1) in paragraph (1)(E), by inserting ‘‘, subject

to paragraph (6)’’ before the period; and
(2) by adding at the end the following para-

graph:
‘‘(6) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may estab-

lish a demonstration program under which in-
spections under paragraph (1) of selected facili-
ties are conducted less frequently by the Sec-
retary (or as applicable, by State or local agen-
cies acting on behalf of the Secretary) than the
interval specified in subparagraph (E) of such
paragraph.

‘‘(B) REQUIREMENTS.—Any demonstration
program under subparagraph (A) shall be car-
ried out in accordance with the following:

‘‘(i) The program may not be implemented be-
fore April 1, 2001. Preparations for the program
may be carried out prior to such date.

‘‘(ii) In carrying out the program, the Sec-
retary may not select a facility for inclusion in
the program unless the facility is substantially
free of incidents of noncompliance with the
standards under subsection (f). The Secretary
may at any time provide that a facility will no
longer be included in the program.

‘‘(iii) The number of facilities selected for in-
clusion in the program shall be sufficient to pro-
vide a statistically significant sample, subject to
compliance with clause (ii).

‘‘(iv) Facilities that are selected for inclusion
in the program shall be inspected at such inter-
vals as the Secretary determines will reasonably
ensure that the facilities are maintaining com-
pliance with such standards.’’.
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SEC. 9. CLARIFICATION OF AUTHORITY TO DELE-

GATE INSPECTION RESPONSIBILITY
TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT AGENCIES.

Section 354 of the Public Health Service Act
(42 U.S.C. 263b) is amended—

(1) in subsections (a)(4), (g)(1), (g)(3), and
(g)(4), by inserting ‘‘or local’’ after ‘‘State’’ each
place such term appears;

(2) in the heading of subsection (g)(3), by in-
serting ‘‘OR LOCAL’’ after ‘‘STATE’’; and

(3) in subsection (i)(1)(D)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘or local’’ after ‘‘State’’ the

first place such term appears; and
(B) by inserting ‘‘or local agency’’ after

‘‘State’’ the second place such term appears.
SEC. 10. PATIENT NOTIFICATION CONCERNING

HEALTH RISKS.
(a) REQUIREMENT.—Section 354(h) of the Pub-

lic Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 263b(h)) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (2) and (3) as
paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively; and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (1) the follow-
ing:

‘‘(2) PATIENT INFORMATION.—If the Secretary
determines that the quality of mammography
performed by a facility (whether or not certified
pursuant to subsection (c)) was so inconsistent
with the quality standards established pursuant
to subsection (f) as to present a significant risk
to individual or public health, the Secretary
may require such facility to notify patients who
received mammograms at such facility, and their
referring physicians, of the deficiencies present-
ing such risk, the potential harm resulting, ap-
propriate remedial measures, and such other rel-
evant information as the Secretary may re-
quire.’’.

(b) CIVIL MONEY PENALTY.—Section 354(h)(3)
of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C.
263b(h)(3)), as redesignated by subsection (a)(1),
is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B);

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as sub-
paragraph (D); and

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the
following:

‘‘(C) each failure to notify a patient of risk as
required by the Secretary pursuant to para-
graph (2), and’’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
354(h)(4) of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.S.C. 263b(h)(4)), as redesignated by subsection
(a)(1), is amended by striking ‘‘paragraphs (1)
and (2)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraphs (1) through
(3)’’.
SEC. 11. REQUIREMENT TO COMPLY WITH INFOR-

MATION REQUESTS.
Section 354(i)(1)(C) of the Public Health Serv-

ice Act (42 U.S.C. 263b(i)(1)(C)) is amended—
(1) by inserting after ‘‘Secretary’’ the first

place such term appears the following: ‘‘(or of
an accreditation body approved pursuant to
subsection (e))’’; and

(2) by inserting after ‘‘Secretary’’ the second
place such term appears the following: ‘‘(or such
accreditation body or State carrying out certifi-
cation program requirements pursuant to sub-
section (q))’’.
SEC. 12. ADJUSTMENT TO SEVERITY OF SANC-

TIONS.
Section 354(i)(2)(A) of the Public Health Serv-

ice Act (42 U.S.C. 263b(i)(2)(A)) is amended by
striking ‘‘makes the finding’’ and all that fol-
lows and inserting the following: ‘‘has reason to
believe that the circumstance of the case will
support one or more of the findings described in
paragraph (1) and that—

‘‘(i) the failure or violation was intentional;
or

‘‘(ii) the failure or violation presents a serious
risk to human health.’’.
SEC. 13. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.

Section 354(q)(4)(B) of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 263b(q)(4)(B)) is amended by
striking ‘‘accredited’’ and inserting ‘‘certified’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS) and the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on this legislation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, without question the

Mammography Quality Standards Act
of 1992 has been an overwhelming suc-
cess. In May my Subcommittee on
Health and Environment heard exten-
sive testimony regarding the Act from
program experts and patient groups.
Officials from the General Accounting
Office reported that the Act has in-
creased mammography facilities’ ad-
herence to acceptable quality assur-
ance standards, thus improving mam-
mography services. Before it took ef-
fect, 11 percent of facilities tested were
unable to pass image quality tests, and
now the nationwide figure is 2 percent.

Screening mammography is cur-
rently the most effective technique for
early detection of breast cancer. This
procedure can identify small tumors
and breast abnormalities up to two
years before they can be detected by
touch. More than 90 percent of these
early stage cancers can be cured, ac-
cording to the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration.

Today, the House is considering leg-
islation to reauthorize this most im-
portant act. Last November, the Sen-
ate passed its own reauthorization bill
by unanimous consent, without discus-
sion or amendment. During the course
of my subcommittee’s hearing in May,
however, we learned that some impor-
tant issues were not addressed in the
Senate bill.

The measure before us, the Mammog-
raphy Quality Standards Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 1998, includes language ap-
proved by the full Committee on Com-
merce to address these concerns.

H.R. 4382 differs in two major re-
spects from the Senate-passed bill.
First, it provides for direct patient no-
tification of all mammography exami-
nations, in language that is easy for
patients to understand. Second, it per-
mits the Food and Drug Administra-
tion to conduct a demonstration
project to address the feasibility of in-
specting high quality mammography
facilities at less than annual intervals.

The need, Mr. Speaker, for this legis-
lation is clear. Breast cancer is the
most commonly diagnosed nonskin
cancer and the second leading cause of
cancer deaths among women. Trag-
ically, experts predict that during this

decade alone, as many as 1.8 million
women will be diagnosed with breast
cancer, and 500,000 will die from it.

There is a ray of hope, however, in
the use of mammography for early de-
tection of breast cancer. The prob-
ability of survival and the avoidance of
mastectomy increases significantly
when the disease is discovered in its
early stages.

Today, the House, Mr. Speaker, can
continue to ensure safe and accurate
mammography services for women by
approving this important bipartisan
legislation. I join the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. BLILEY) full committee
chairman, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. DINGELL) ranking member,
and the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN) ranking member of the sub-
committee in urging Members’ support
for passage of the Mammography Qual-
ity Standards Reauthorization Act.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of H.R. 4382, the Mammography Qual-
ity Standards Reauthorization Act of
1998. Breast cancer is the second lead-
ing cause of cancer deaths in American
women. According to the Department
of Health and Human Services the inci-
dence of breast cancer has increased by
approximately 1 percent per year since
the early 1970’s. HHS estimates that
44,000 women died from breast cancer
last year, more than 180,000 new cases
of breast cancer were diagnosed. Ac-
cording to the same HHS report nearly
half a million women will die from
breast cancer in the 1990’s, more than a
million and a half new cases will be di-
agnosed during this same period of
time. They are our mothers, our
spouses, our sisters, our daughters and
our friends.

In 1994 I founded in response to
breast cancer rates and incidence being
much higher in northeast Ohio than in
many other parts of the Nation, I
founded the Northeast Ohio Breast
Cancer Task Force to increase aware-
ness of the value of early detection of
breast cancer. Over and over the task
force members have stressed the value
of mammographies in this process.

Mammography is considered to be
the most effective method for early de-
tection of breast cancer. In women over
50 the detection rate can exceed 90 per-
cent resulting in a decrease in breast
cancer deaths among women as much
as 30 percent. The Mammography Qual-
ity Standards Act was first enacted 6
years ago to ensure that the
mammographies performed at approxi-
mately 10,000 facilities throughout the
United States are safe and reliable.

The GAO stated that the MQSA in-
creased the quality of mammography
services while not decreasing access to
them. The key to MQSA is its system
of annual inspections of mammography
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facilities by FDA-approved accredita-
tion bodies. These comprehensive ex-
aminations and mammography facility
equipment and personnel assure the
mammographies are of the highest
quality. These inspections are funded
by using a user fee, so our action is
both timely and necessary to the
smooth continuation of this important
and successful program.

The bill before us today makes some
changes and, I believe, improvements
in the existing statute.

First, H.R. 4382 contains a provision
requiring direct patient notification of
the results of mammography test re-
sults. Under the current program pa-
tients who are self-referred, meaning
they were not referred to the mammog-
raphy facility by a physician, are al-
ready notified of the test results di-
rectly by the facility. Our hearing ear-
lier this year in the subcommittee of
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. BILI-
RAKIS) showed that some facilities vol-
untarily directly notify their patients
in addition to notifying the referring
physician to ensure the patient re-
ceives the test results in a timely man-
ner.

This bill is a common sense extension
of direct patient notification to all
mammography facility patients, self-
referred and physician-referred. Good
practice guidelines published by the
Agency for Health Care Policy and Re-
search spell out in detail the manner
for providing direct patient notifica-
tion. This is a good addition to the
MQSA and one which is supported by
all breast cancer patient advocacy or-
ganizations.

Second, H.R. 4382 authorizes a limit
on demonstration project to determine
whether inspections may be required
less than annually for those facilities
with excellent records. Currently viola-
tions of standards are ranked into
three levels according to their severity
with Level One being the most serious,
Level Three being the least serious. It
is intended that only facilities with
minor violations or clean records may
qualify for the demonstration program.

Also the authorization is timed such
that facilities must compile an excel-
lent record under HHS final rules, not
the less rigorous interim rules cur-
rently in place. This is an authoriza-
tion, not a requirement. It is intended
that HHS not approve any demonstra-
tion program unless it is satisfied that
patient safety will not be com-
promised.

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate my col-
leagues who have worked hard to make
this day happen. I particularly want to
thank the chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Health and the Environment,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. BILI-
RAKIS) thank the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. BLILEY) and the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), the full
committee chair and ranking member,
the gentlewoman from Colorado (Ms.
DEGETTE) who is sitting here today for
her good work in this, and I also want
to thank the majority counsel, Mark

Wheat, and the democratic staff, John
Ford in particular, and Kevin Brennan
from my office for their tireless work.

I urge my colleagues’ support of this
legislation.

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

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. BLILEY) the chairman of the
full Committee on Commerce.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that the
House will pass H.R. 4382, the Mam-
mography Quality Standards Reau-
thorization Act of 1998 today. The bill
will assure the safety, accuracy and
overall quality in mammography serv-
ices for the early detection of breast
cancer. I want to thank the ever dili-
gent chairman of the Subcommittee on
Health and Environment, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS)
the ranking minority member of the
full committee, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), the ranking
minority member of the subcommittee,
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN)
for their hard work and close coopera-
tion to make this bill a reality today.

Mr. Speaker, breast cancer is the
most common cancer among women.
Experts tell us each year that 46,000
women die of this disease. We must re-
member that these women are not
mere numbers; they are mothers,
daughters, friends and colleagues, and
even my own wife. The fact that 1 in 9
women will develop breast cancer at
some point in their lives compels us to
action. We must act now.

Mr. Speaker, the front line against
breast cancer is early detection
through mammography, a procedure
which can identify small tumors and
breast abnormalities up to 2 years be-
fore they can be detected by touch. The
FDA, the GAO, the College of Radiol-
ogy and breast cancer patients them-
selves all agree that mammography
provides the best source of detection
for the diagnosis and treatment of this
deadly disease.

Women who seek mammograms, how-
ever, must be assured that their results
will be accurate and not misleading.
The bill will help to prevent mammo-
grams of poor quality which instill
false sense of security in the patient
who may be in the early stages of
breast cancer.

H.R. 4382 improves current law in two
key ways. First, H.R. 4382 provides for
direct patient notification, in layman’s
terms, of all mammography examina-
tions so that women are fully informed
of their results. As the August 4 joint
letter of endorsement from the Amer-
ican Cancer Society the National Alli-
ance of Breast Cancer Organizations
and the Susan G. Coleman Breast Can-
cer Foundation states, quote:

Studies have shown that women be-
lieve their mammography results are
normal if they are not contacted after
their examination. An increasing num-

ber of mammography facilities have
begun to report both normal and ab-
normal findings directly to women as
well as her referring physician without
disrupting the relationships with her
referring provider.

Second, 4382 authorizes the Food and
Drug Administration to conduct a dem-
onstration project to determine the
merits of inspecting mammography
centers of excellence less frequently
than once a year so that inspection re-
sources can be freed up to monitor
other mammography facilities through
it that need greater attention.

Passage of this bipartisan legislation
is a critical step in the war on breast
cancer. We have already witnessed the
success of the Mammography Quality
Standards Act of 1992, and I am hopeful
that today we will be able to reauthor-
ize the act and continue to improve our
efforts to save the lives of many
women.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia (Ms.
NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me, and I want to thank him and the
Chair of the subcommittee for their
hard work on this very important bill,
a bill that had the very special concern
of the Congressional Women’s Caucus
as well.

Mr. Speaker, there was a time when
talk of mammograms was for the
‘‘cognizentti’’ the most conscious of
women. Today mammography has be-
come the primary engine for a virtual
revolution in the battle against breast
cancer. Women of all backgrounds and
income groups are coming forward in
large numbers to take advantage of
mammography.

Why has mammography become so
important and so widely used? Part of
the reason is that women are now con-
vinced that the machinery is safe and
reliable and that the people who in fact
implement that procedure know what
they are doing. The Mammography
Quality Standards Act is at the center
of this confidence of women and their
families.

The bill before us would reauthorize
the act to 2002. It is important to have
it reauthorized every few years because
of changes in science. We who are in
the Women’s Congressional Caucus,
virtually all the women in Congress,
are particularly grateful for this bill
because we choose this bill among
seven as our priority must-pass bills.
Already this body has passed four of
the seven must-pass bills, provisions of
the Violence Against Women Act, the
bill that allows Federal employees
choices in contraception; a bill that
will set up a commission on women and
minorities in science and technology,
and this most important mammog-
raphy standards act.

The act is critical because untrained
and unqualified physicians and techni-
cians may be people who misread mam-
mograms, may cause more problems
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than they solve. It is bad enough to
suspect having this disease, but false
positives are quite intolerable. The bill
assures us that equipment and person-
nel will be FDA approved.

Mr. Speaker, the Women’s Caucus
had its own hearings this year on
tamoxifen, this great new discovery
that looks as if it can prevent and cure
cancer, but no miracle drugs can be ef-
fective without reliable detection. To-
day’s legislation will save lives, it ful-
fills an important obligation of the
105th Congress. On behalf of the Con-
gressional Women’s Caucus, I want to
extend my appreciation for those who
have worked so hard to bring this bill
forward.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA).

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in very strong support of H.R. 4382, the
Mammography Quality Standards Re-
authorization Act. My special thanks
to the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
BLILEY), to the subcommittee chair-
man, the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
BILIRAKIS) and for the ranking mem-
bers of the full committee, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL)
and the subcommittee, the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BROWN). I also want to
commend the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Mrs. JOHNSON). She has
worked so hard to ensure passage of
this very important legislation, and I
want to reiterate the fact that this bill
has been one of the list of legislative
priorities for the Congressional Caucus
for Women’s Issues co-chaired by the
gentlewoman from Connecticut (Mrs.
JOHNSON) and the gentlewoman from
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON).
I am proud to be a co sponsor of this
bill which enjoys strong bipartisan sup-
port in the Women’s Caucus and, as I
am certain in, the Congress as a whole.

As my colleagues know, a recent
GAO report indicates that facility com-
pliance has expanded significantly
under the current mammography facil-
ity inspection program. During the
first year inspections in more than one
quarter of the facilities had significant
violations. However during the second
year inspection, the number of such
violations had dropped to about 10 per-
cent. At the same time, however, GAO
found inconsistencies in the way the
inspections had been conducted and a
lack of procedures to ensure that the
expeditious reporting and correction of
violations.

Now H.R. 4382 expands the protec-
tions in the current law, and it will
help us to address some of these con-
cerns.

We have come a long way over the
past decade as mammography screen-
ing technologies have steadily im-
proved. Indeed exciting progress is
being made through the transfer have
imaging technology from the defense,
space, intelligence and computer
graphics fields to improving the early
detection of breast cancer. We in Con-
gress must do everything possible to

encourage the current partnership
among HHS, the Department of De-
fense, the CIA, Department of Com-
merce, NASA and other Federal agen-
cies. We must also ensure the collabo-
rations between government and indus-
try are encouraged for the development
of new imaging technologies. As we
make these strides in screening tech-
nologies, it is imperative that facilities
and personnel performing these proce-
dures provide high quality services.

This reauthorization bill is also very
timely as Medicare coverage of mam-
mography screening has been expanded
from every 2 years to annual coverage
as a result of last year’s Balanced
Budget Act, and we all deserve a pat on
the back for that. It is incumbent upon
us to ensure that high quality screen-
ing is available to all women regardless
of where they live, their age and their
economic circumstances.
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This legislation will further this goal
by providing additional protections be-
yond the current law.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote for this critical legislation.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Colorado (Ms. DEGETTE).

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 4382, the Mam-
mography Quality Standards Reau-
thorization Act.

I want to take a moment to thank
the chairman and ranking member of
the Subcommittee on Health and Envi-
ronment for their steadfast commit-
ment to reauthorizing and improving
this act in such an expeditious and
thoughtful manner. I am particularly
grateful to the subcommittee chairman
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. BILI-
RAKIS) for hearing a request from the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) and
me in July to ensure that the MQSA
included the provision we cared so
much about on direct patient notifica-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, few public health initia-
tives that we have undertaken in this
Congress are as vital to American
women as the MQSA. Before this test,
there were no Federal standards for
labs, technicians, physicians and qual-
ity controls. Women were subject to in-
consistent and nonuniform regulations,
depending on what State they lived in.
Women were literally putting their
health and their lives at risk when
they obtained mammograms from un-
regulated or poorly regulated facilities.

Reauthorizing and strengthening the
MQSA has added importance in 1998.
Breast cancer today remains the sec-
ond leading cause of cancer deaths
among women. Mr. Speaker, 44,000
women died from breast cancer in 1997,
and 180,000 new cases of the disease
were reported. In this decade alone, 1.8
million women will be diagnosed with
breast cancer, and 500,000 of them will
die from it. Congress must continue to
help American women attack this dev-
astating disease in its early stages.

We know that surviving breast can-
cer and avoiding mastectomy depends
on early discovery of the disease. But
of course, mammography as a tool is
only as good as the equipment used to
detect the cancer. Therefore, it is abso-
lutely critical that we improve our
ability to detect breast cancer by im-
proving the safety, accuracy and over-
all quality of mammography services.

Strict and frequent certification of
mammography facilities is essential to
this program’s success. I believe that
the demonstration project in the bill
which examines the feasibility of in-
specting high-performing mammog-
raphy facilities on a less than annual
basis is thoughtfully designed and suf-
ficiently limited to protect the best in-
terests of patients. Nevertheless, I
want to urge my colleagues to be cau-
tious about expanding this demonstra-
tion project until we have more infor-
mation. MQSA itself has only been
fully operational for 3 years, and we
want to make sure whatever changes
we make still protect the lives and
health of women.

As I said earlier, I am very pleased
that the chairman and ranking mem-
ber worked cooperatively to include a
provision on direct patient notifica-
tion. I personally have met too many
women who have had mammograms
and never received the results. Whether
it be physician failure, whether it be
clinic failure, they never got a copy of
the results. Unfortunately and too
often, tragically, women who do not
hear anything assume no news is good
news. We are making an extremely val-
uable and potentially life-threatening
improvement to MQSA today by in-
cluding written notification to pa-
tients.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud of the Com-
mittee on Commerce’s hard work on
this bill and its commitment to reach a
consensus on this vital piece of legisla-
tion. I believe while relatively simple,
this bill is one of our most important
achievements of this Congress, and it
will save millions of lives and the
health of millions of women.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Connecticut (Mrs. JOHNSON), who has
already been recognized as being one of
the real motivators behind this legisla-
tion.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today in support of this
legislation to reauthorize the Mammo-
gram Quality Standards Act. I want to
thank the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
BILIRAKIS) and his subcommittee for
their thoughtful work on this legisla-
tion and for significant improvements
in this bill over current law.

This has been a priority of the Con-
gresswomen’s Caucus, and we appre-
ciate the commitment of the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS)
for reauthorization and his commit-
ment to improving current law.

The Mammogram Quality Standards
Act has given women and their health
care providers the assurance that they
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will receive high quality mammogram
services, services meeting the stand-
ards set by the National Cancer Insti-
tute mammography screening guide-
lines. Early detection is still our best
hope in the war against cancer, and
high quality mammograms are still our
best tool for early detection of breast
cancer.

Prior to the implementation of the
Mammogram Quality Standards Act,
there was a long history of public and
professional concern over the safety
and quality of mammogram services.
The American Cancer Society and the
General Accounting Office found a wide
range of image, quality and patient ra-
diation doses from dedicated mammog-
raphy equipment. In addition, FDA
surveys found wide variations in image
quality and radiation dosages from
site-to-site, and even day-to-day. These
studies and surveys confirm the need
for national compliance standards.

The MQSA established the first com-
prehensive quality standards for mam-
mography. Before these standards, the
burden was on a woman and the health
care providers to determine what
health and safety standards applied in
their State or geographic area. Only 11
States had comprehensive quality
standards, so most women could not be
assured that their mammograms were
administered safely or interpreted cor-
rectly. Facing those facts, it is no won-
der that mammograms were not effec-
tively promoted to women who could
benefit from early detection.

The Mammogram Quality Safety Act
has changed this rather sobering pic-
ture. Over the past 3 years, the quality
of mammography has improved dra-
matically. According to a GAO report
issued last October, the Mammogram
Quality Standards Act has increased
mammography facilities’ adherence to
accepted quality standards which has,
in turn, had a positive effect on mam-
mography services. Because of the
Mammogram Quality Standards Act,
almost all of the Nation’s 10,000 facili-
ties have been inspected and accred-
ited. This process has a direct impact
on the quality of mammography, as
evidenced by the fact that nearly all of
the facilities are now passing image
quality tests as part of the inspection
process.

The Committee on Commerce’s bill,
under the leadership of the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS), rep-
resents an advance over current law. It
gives women an additional protection:
the assurance that they will receive di-
rect notification of their mammogram
results. This protection is critical to
ensure that women do not miss the op-
portunity for an early diagnosis by as-
suming that no news is good news,
when no news could be bad news.

Mr. Speaker, this addition builds on
the guarantee in H.R. 4832 based on a
provision in my legislation that women
can access an original copy of their
mammogram and are notified if a facil-
ity has failed its Mammogram Quality
Standards Act inspection. I now hope

that the Senate acts quickly on the
amended House legislation, so that we
can reauthorize this legislation before
Congress adjourns. We must send the
message to women that Congress is
taking action to protect the quality of
their health care, and that, in fact, we
are modernizing current law to keep
abreast of our improved knowledge of
how to prevent cancer, how to identify
it early, and how to assure that women
have access to high quality health care
services in our Nation.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
would inquire of the gentleman from
Florida if he has any more speakers.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I too
do not have any further requests for
time.

At this point I yield myself such time
as I may consume to again express
what can be accomplished when people
are willing to sit down around a table
and give and take, if you will, and to
work together. I want to add to the
gentleman’s previous comments re-
garding gratitudes to the chairman of
the full committee and the ranking
member of the full committee, as well
as the members of the staff, and the
gentlewoman from Connecticut (Mrs.
JOHNSON) and the gentlewoman from
Colorado (Ms. DEGETTE), who was real-
ly quite a significant player in the
workup of this legislation.

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to echo the words of the gen-
tleman from Florida, and I ask for sup-
port of the bill.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of H.R. 4382, the Mammography
Quality Standards Reauthorization Act of
1998. I am proud to have been one of the au-
thors of the Mammography Quality Standards
Act (MQSA). Breast cancer remains one of the
leading causes of death in women, and its vic-
tims are our mothers, sisters, spouses, daugh-
ters, or friends. I hope that we will quickly re-
authorize the MQSA so that it will continue to
provide the incalculable benefit of early detec-
tion, with the hope of successful treatment.

Those who administer the MQSA, the Food
and Drug Administration’s Center of Devices
and Radiological Health, and those who bene-
fit from it, patients represented by organiza-
tions such as the National Breast Cancer Coa-
lition, the National Alliance of Breast Cancer
Organizations, and the American Cancer Soci-
ety, have judged the MQSA a success and
support its reauthorization.

GAO recently reported that the MQSA ‘‘has
had a positive impact on the quality of mam-
mography services and no effect on access to
them.’’ There has been a dramatic decline in
facilities that failed to meet the interim regula-
tions. FDA has estimated that the MQSA’s
benefits have greatly exceeded its costs. Of
course, the benefits of early diagnosis and
treatment are priceless to patients and their
family and friends.

The bill before us contains two important
new provisions: First, there is direct patient
notification for all mammography patients.
Second, it authorizes a demonstration pro-
gram for less than annual inspections for facili-
ties with excellent compliance records.

Direct patient notification is already provided
for self-referred patients, as well as voluntarily
by a growing number of facilities in response
to widespread patient support. Direct patient
notification is in addition to, and not in lieu of,
the notification a mammography facility pro-
vides to the referring physician. This is an im-
portant safeguard. It ensures that patients
have the information they need in a timely
fashion so that they can take any additional
steps warranted by the test. Guidelines pro-
mulgated by the Agency for Health Care Pol-
icy and Research contain sample communica-
tions to patients and other safeguards to as-
sure that direct patient notification is done in
a timely, accurate, and sensitive manner. As I
noted, direct patient notification is provided
today for self-referred patients and for many,
many others. The provision in the bill simply
extends this to all patients of mammography
services facilities.

The bill’s authorization of a carefully limited
demonstration program for less than annual
inspections of facilities with excellent compli-
ance records is intended to be carried out at
the discretion of the Secretary of HHS under
criteria that assure no compromise in patient
safety. The demonstration must occur after fa-
cilities have compiled a compliance record
under the final regulations which have yet to
go into effect, not the interim standards in
force today.

Mr. Speaker, the Senate has already
passed a MQSA reauthorization bill that is
somewhat different than the bill before us
today. I would like to think that we took that
body’s product and improved upon it. The bill
before us today is endorsed by the major
breast cancer patient groups. I fervently hope
that we will reauthorize this law this year so
that the excellent progress of the MQSA can
continue.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I wish to congratulate
my colleagues whose work made this day
possible. I especially want to note the efforts
of the distinguished Chairman of the Sub-
committee on Health and Environment, Mr.
BILIRAKIS, as well as the Ranking Member of
that Subcommittee, Mr. BROWN. Many other
members with passionate and longstanding in-
terests in the MQSA and related issues have
also worked hard and I note particularly the bi-
partisan efforts of my colleagues Representa-
tives NORTON and NANCY JOHNSON.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, as a cancer
survivor, I am proud to join my colleagues in
expressing my support for the Mammography
Quality Standards Reauthorization Act.

This bill improves the high national stand-
ards for mammography. It requires breast can-
cer screening centers to use only radiology
technologists and equipment designed for
mammography, and to hire only qualified phy-
sicians to analyze mammograms. It also re-
quires facility inspections by qualified inspec-
tors to ensure that Health and Human Service
mammography standards are adhered to.

The women who will benefit from this legis-
lation are our neighbors, our colleagues, our
kids’ teachers, the women we stand in line
with at the store. Early detection truly gives
women a fighting chance against cancer.
That’s why enforcing the quality standards for
a mammograms is essential to winning the
battle.

I would also like to take this opportunity to
honor the women who are bravely fighting this
deadly disease right now, to remember those
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we loved who have lost that fight, and to
renew our commitment to funding a cure.
Many of us have already won the fight of our
lives. With the help of early detection we beat
a cancer diagnosis. Now we have an obliga-
tion to help breast cancer patients win their
fights.

Thank you again for the opportunity to
speak on this important issue that touches the
lives of so many American women and their
families.

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of H.R. 4382, the Mammography Quality
Standards Reauthorization Act, which estab-
lishes national, uniform standards for mam-
mography. Mammograms are universally rec-
ognized as the best chance of discovering the
presence of breast cancer at its earliest, most
treatable stages. In fact, mammograms can
detect breast cancer up to two years before it
can be found through self-examination. When
breast cancer is found and treated early, a
woman has more treatment options and a
good chance of complete recovery. Thus, it is
important to detect breast cancer as early as
possible.

According to the American Cancer Society,
it is estimated this year, that 178,700 women
will be diagnosed with breast cancer, and
43,500 women will die because of this terrible
disease. These women are mothers, wives,
daughters, sisters, friends, and neighbors.

We do not know what causes breast cancer,
nor can we cure the disease at this time. We
do know, however, that early detection and
prompt treatment, including mammography
screening, represent a woman’s best chance
of discovering the presence at its earliest,
most treatable stages. I urge my colleagues to
support H.R. 4382.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 4382, as amended.

The question was taken.
Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, on

that I demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.

f

GLACIER BAY NATIONAL PARK
BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT ACT
OF 1998

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 3903) to provide for an ex-
change of lands near Gustavus, Alaska,
and for other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 3903

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Glacier Bay
National Park Boundary Adjustment Act of
1998’’.
SEC. 2. LAND EXCHANGE AND WILDERNESS DES-

IGNATION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Subject to conditions

set forth in subsection (c), if the State of

Alaska, in a manner consistent with this
Act, offers to transfer to the United States
the lands identified in paragraph (4) in ex-
change for the lands identified in paragraph
(3), selected from the area described in sec-
tion 3(b)(1), the Secretary of the Interior (in
this Act referred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’) shall
complete such exchange no later than 6
months after the issuance of a license to
Gustavus Electric Company by the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (in this Act
referred to as ‘‘FERC’’), in accordance with
this Act. This land exchange shall be subject
to the laws applicable to exchanges involv-
ing lands managed by the Secretary as part
of the National Park System in Alaska and
the appropriate process for the exchange of
State lands required by State law.

(2) The lands to be conveyed to the United
States by the State of Alaska shall be deter-
mined by mutual agreement of the Secretary
and the State of Alaska. Lands that will be
considered for conveyance to the United
States pursuant to the process required by
State law are lands owned by the State of
Alaska in the Long Lake area within
Wrangell-St. Elias National Park and Pre-
serve, or other lands owned by the State of
Alaska.

(3) If the Secretary and the State of Alaska
have not agreed on which lands the State of
Alaska will convey by a date not later than
6 months after a license is issued pursuant to
this Act, the United States shall accept,
within 1 year after a license is issued, title
to land having a sufficiently equal value to
satisfy State and Federal law, subject to
clear title and valid existing rights, and ab-
sence of environmental contamination, and
as provided by the laws applicable to ex-
changes involving lands managed by the Sec-
retary as part of the National Park System
in Alaska and the appropriate process for the
exchange of State lands required by State
law. Such land shall be accepted by the
United States, subject to the other provi-
sions of this Act, from among the following
State lands in the priority listed:

COPPER RIVER MERIDIAN

(A) T.6 S., R. 12 E., partially surveyed, Sec.
5, lots 1, 2, and 3, NE1⁄4, S1⁄2NW1⁄4, and S1⁄2.
Containing 617.68 acres, as shown on the plat
of survey accepted June 9, 1922.

(B) T.6 S., R. 11 E., partially surveyed, Sec.
11, lots 1 and 2, NE1⁄4, S1⁄2NW1⁄4, SW1⁄4, and
N1⁄2SE1⁄4; Sec. 12; Sec. 14, lots 1 and 2,
NW1⁄4NW1⁄4. Containing 838.66 acres, as shown
on the plat of survey accepted June 9, 1922.

(C) T.6 S., R. 11 E., partially surveyed, Sec.
2, NW1⁄4NE1⁄4 and NW1⁄4. Containing 200.00
acres, as shown on the plat of survey accept-
ed June 9, 1922.

(D) T.6 S., R. 12 E., partially surveyed, Sec.
6. lots 1 through 10, E1⁄2SW1⁄4 and SE1⁄4. Con-
taining approximately 529.94 acres, as shown
on the plat of survey accepted June 9, 1922.

(4) The lands to be conveyed to the State of
Alaska by the United States under para-
graph (1) are lands to be designated by the
Secretary and the State of Alaska, consist-
ent with sound land management principles,
based on those lands determined by FERC
with the concurrence of the Secretary and
the State of Alaska, in accordance with sec-
tion 3(b), to be the minimum amount of land
necessary for the construction and operation
of a hydroelectric project.

(5) The time periods set forth for the com-
pletion of the land exchanges described in
this Act may be extended as necessary by
the Secretary should the processes of State
law or Federal law delay completion of an
exchange.

(6) For purposes of this Act, the term
‘‘land’’ means lands, waters, and interests
therein.

(b) WILDERNESS.—(1) To ensure that this
transaction maintains, within the National

Wilderness Preservation System, approxi-
mately the same amount of area of des-
ignated wilderness as currently exists, the
following lands in Alaska shall be designated
as wilderness in the priority listed, upon
consummation of the land exchange author-
ized by this Act and shall be administered
according to the laws governing national
wilderness areas in Alaska:

(A) An unnamed island in Glacier Bay Na-
tional Park lying southeasterly of Blue
Mouse Cove in sections 5, 6, 7, and 8, T. 36 S.,
R. 54 E., CRM, and shown on United States
Geological Survey quadrangle Mt.
Fairweather (D–2), Alaska, containing ap-
proximately 789 acres.

(B) Cenotaph Island of Glacier Bay Na-
tional Park lying within Lituya Bay in sec-
tions 23, 24, 25, and 26, T. 37 S., R. 47 E., CRM,
and shown on United States Geological Sur-
vey quadrangle Mt. Fairweather (C–5), Alas-
ka, containing approximately 280 acres.

(C) An area of Glacier Bay National Park
lying in T. 31. S., R. 43 E and T. 32 S., R. 43
E., CRM, that is not currently designated
wilderness, containing approximately 2,270
acres.

(2) The specific boundaries and acreage of
these wilderness designations may be reason-
ably adjusted by the Secretary, consistent
with sound land management principles, to
approximately equal, in sum, the total wil-
derness acreage deleted from Glacier Bay
National Park and Preserve pursuant to the
land exchange authorized by this Act.

(c) CONDITIONS.—Any exchange of lands
under this Act may occur only if—

(1) following the submission of a complete
license application, FERC has conducted
economic and environmental analyses under
the Federal Power Act (16 U.S.C. 791–828)
(notwithstanding provisions of that Act and
the Federal regulations that otherwise ex-
empt this project from economic analyses),
the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321–4370), and the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661–666),
that conclude, with the concurrence of the
Secretary of the Interior with respect to sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B), that the construc-
tion and operation of a hydroelectric power
project on the lands described in section
3(b)—

(A) will not adversely impact the purposes
and values of Glacier Bay National Park and
Preserve (as constituted after the con-
summation of the land exchange authorized
by this section);

(B) will comply with the requirements of
the National Historic Preservation Act (16
U.S.C. 470–470w); and

(C) can be accomplished in an economi-
cally feasible manner;

(2) FERC held at least one public meeting
in Gustavus, Alaska, allowing the citizens of
Gustavus to express their views on the pro-
posed project;

(3) FERC has determined, with the concur-
rence of the Secretary and the State of Alas-
ka, the minimum amount of land necessary
to construct and operate this hydroelectric
power project; and

(4) Gustavus Electric Company has been
granted a license by FERC that requires
Gustavus Electric Company to submit an ac-
ceptable financing plan to FERC before
project construction may commence, and the
FERC has approved such plan.

SEC. 3. ROLE OF FERC.

(a) LICENSE APPLICATION.—(1) The FERC li-
censing process shall apply to any applica-
tion submitted by Gustavus Electric Com-
pany to the FERC for the right to construct
and operate a hydropower project on the
lands described in subsection (b).
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(2) FERC is authorized to accept and con-

sider an application filed by Gustavus Elec-
tric Company for the construction and oper-
ation of a hydropower plant to be located on
lands within the area described in subsection
(b), notwithstanding section 3(2) of the Fed-
eral Power Act (16 U.S.C. 796(2)). Such appli-
cation must be submitted within 3 years
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

(3) FERC will retain jurisdiction over any
hydropower project constructed on this site.

(b) ANALYSES.—(1) The lands referred to in
subsection (a) of this section are lands in the
State of Alaska described as follows:

COPPER RIVER MERIDIAN

Township 39 South, Range 59 East, par-
tially surveyed, Section 36 (unsurveyed),
SE1⁄4SW1⁄4, S1⁄2SW1⁄4SW1⁄4, NE1⁄4SW1⁄4,
W1⁄2W1⁄2NW1⁄4SE1⁄4, and S1⁄2SE1⁄4NW1⁄4. Con-
taining approximately 130 acres.

Township 40 South, Range 59 East, par-
tially surveyed, Section 1 (unsurveyed),
NW1⁄4, SW1⁄4, W1⁄2SE1⁄4, and SW1⁄4SW1⁄4NE1⁄4,
excluding U.S. Survey 944 and Native allot-
ment A–442; Section 2 (unsurveyed), frac-
tional, that portion lying above the mean
high tide line of Icy Passage, excluding U.S.
Survey 944 and U.S. Survey 945; Section 11
(unsurveyed), fractional, that portion lying
above the mean high tide line of Icy Passage,
excluding U.S. Survey 944; Section 12
(unsurveyed), fractional, NW1⁄4NE1⁄4,
W1⁄2NW1⁄4SW1⁄4NE1⁄4, and those portions of
NW1⁄4 and SW1⁄4 lying above the mean high
tide line of Icy Passage, excluding U.S. Sur-
vey 944 and Native allotment A–442. Contain-
ing approximately 1,015 acres.

(2) Additional lands and acreage will be in-
cluded as needed in the study area described
in paragraph (1) to account for accretion to
these lands from natural forces.

(3) With the concurrence of the Secretary
and the State of Alaska, the FERC shall de-
termine the minimum amount of lands nec-
essary for construction and operation of such
project.

(4) The National Park Service shall par-
ticipate as a joint lead agency in the devel-
opment of any environmental document
under the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 in the licensing of such project.
Such environmental document shall consider
both the impacts resulting from licensing
and any land exchange necessary to author-
ize such project.

(c) ISSUANCE OF LICENSE.—(1) A condition
of the license to construct and operate any
portion of the hydroelectric power project
shall be FERC’s approval, prior to any com-
mencement of construction, of a finance plan
submitted by Gustavus Electric Company.

(2) The National Park Service, as the exist-
ing supervisor of potential project lands ulti-
mately to be deleted from the Federal res-
ervation in accordance with this Act, waives
its right to impose mandatory conditions on
such project lands pursuant to section 4(e) of
the Federal Power Act (16 U.S.C. 797(e)).

(3) FERC shall not license or relicense the
project, or amend the project license unless
it determines, with the Secretary’s concur-
rence, that the project will not adversely im-
pact the purposes and values of Glacier Bay
National Park and Preserve (as constituted
after the consummation of the land exchange
authorized by this Act). Additionally, a con-
dition of the license, or any succeeding li-
cense, to construct and operate any portion
of the hydroelectric power project shall re-
quire the licensee to mitigate any adverse ef-
fects of the project on the purposes and val-
ues of Glacier Bay National Park and Pre-
serve identified by the Secretary after the
initial licensing.

(4) A condition of the license to construct
and operate any portion of the hydroelectric
power project shall be the completion, prior

to any commencement of construction, of
the land exchange described in this Act.
SEC. 4. ROLE OF SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR.

(a) SPECIAL USE PERMIT.—Notwithstanding
the provisions of the Wilderness Act (16
U.S.C. 1133–1136), the Secretary shall issue a
special use permit to Gustavus Electric Com-
pany to allow the completion of the analyses
referred to in section 3. The Secretary shall
impose conditions in the permit as needed to
protect the purposes and values of Glacier
Bay National Park and Preserve.

(b) PARK SYSTEM.—The lands acquired
from the State of Alaska under this Act
shall be added to and administered as part of
the National Park System, subject to valid
existing rights. Upon completion of the ex-
change of lands under this Act, the Sec-
retary shall adjust, as necessary, the bound-
aries of the affected National Park System
units to include the lands acquired from the
State of Alaska; and adjust the boundary of
Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve to
exclude the lands transferred to the State of
Alaska under this Act. Any such adjustment
to the boundaries of National Park System
units shall not be considered in applying any
acreage limitations under section 103(b) of
Public Law 96–487.

(c) WILDERNESS AREA BOUNDARIES.—The
Secretary shall make any necessary modi-
fications or adjustments of boundaries of
wilderness areas as a result of the additions
and deletions caused by the land exchange
referenced in section 2. Any such adjustment
to the boundaries of National Park System
units shall not be considered in applying any
acreage limitations under section 103(b) of
Public Law 96–487.

(d) CONCURRENCE OF THE SECRETARY.—
Whenever in this Act the concurrence of the
Secretary is required, it shall not be unlaw-
fully withheld or unreasonably delayed.
SEC. 5. APPLICABLE LAW.

The authorities and jurisdiction provided
in this Act shall continue in effect until such
time as this Act is expressly modified or re-
pealed by Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman
from American Samoa (Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG).

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
H.R. 3903 authorizes a conditional land
exchange between the State of Alaska
and the United States.

The purpose of the exchange is to en-
able the construction and operation of
a small, 800 kilowatt hydroelectric
project for the community of Gustavus,
which is located in Southeast Alaska
on the edge of Glacier Bay National
Park. If feasible, the project would also
provide low-cost, clean power to the
National Park Service.

The committee held a hearing on
H.R. 3903 on June 10, 1998. By a voice
vote, the bill was ordered reported,
with an amendment, on July 22.

This legislation completes several
years of negotiation with the Gustavus
Electric Company, the State of Alaska,
the National Park Service, and local
environmental groups. I would like to
thank the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. BLILEY) and the work of the Com-

mittee on Commerce in expediting
House consideration of H.R. 3903.

The need from the bill arises from
Gustavus’s reliance on diesel genera-
tion for its power, which presents air
emission considerations, high energy
costs, and risks of fuel spills during
shipment. To avoid the drawbacks of
using diesel fuel, Gustavus Electric
Company studied alternative power
sources. Hydroelectricity generating at
a nearby area called Falls Creek was
identified as the city’s best option. I
believe it also make sense for the Na-
tional Park Service, too, because the
agency relies on a separate set of diesel
generations there.

The problem with constructing a
hydro-facility is that Falls Creek, the
proposed site, is currently located in-
side the boundary of designated wilder-
ness of Glacier Bay National Park,
where such a project is not allowed. To
solve this problem, H.R. 3903 authorizes
a land exchange that will put the site
in State ownership, redraw the park
and wilderness boundary, and enable
the United States to acquire lands of
equal value in Alaska.

When this land exchange was origi-
nally proposed, there was concern ex-
pressed by the administration and
some Alaskans over the potential envi-
ronmental impact of a hydro project in
Glacier Bay National Park. I have
never understood why anyone would
object to hydropower when the alter-
native is to continue burning diesel
fuel at a national park. Regardless,
these concerns have been put to rest.

In the interest of moving forward, I
agreed to make the land exchange con-
ditional on a determination by the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion that a hydro facility will have no
adverse impact on the Park. In other
words, there will be no land exchange,
and therefore, no project, if FERC finds
there will be any harm.

The bill under consideration today
has a minor amendment to the re-
ported bill. The amendment strikes
section 4(d) of the reported bill. This
action is technical in nature only.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I include
for the RECORD correspondence relative
to this bill.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE,

Washington, DC, September 8, 1998.
Hon. DON YOUNG,
Chairman, House Committee on Resources,

Washington, DC.
DEAR DON: On July 22, 1998 the Committee

on Resources ordered reported H.R. 3903, the
Glacier Bay National Park Boundary Adjust-
ment Act of 1998. H.R. 3903, as ordered re-
ported by the Committee on Resources, de-
tails the role of the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission (‘‘FERC’’) and Gustavus
Electric Company in a land exchange be-
tween the United States and the State of
Alaska. As you know, the Committee on
Commerce was granted an additional referral
upon its introduction pursuant to the Com-
mittee’s jurisdiction over the generation and
marketing of power under Rule X of the
Rules of the House of Representatives.

Because of the importance of this matter,
I recognize your desire to bring this legisla-
tion before the House in an expeditous man-
ner. I also understand that you have agreed
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to address this Committee’s concern over
section 4(d) of the bill as ordered reported in
a manager’s amendment to be offered on the
Floor. Therefore, with that understanding, I
will waive consideration of the bill by the
Commerce Committee. By agreeing to waive
its consideration of the bill, the Commerce
Committee does not waive its jurisdiction
over H.R. 3903. In addition, the Commerce
Committee reserves its authority to seek
conferees on any provisions of the bill that
are within the Commerce Committee’s juris-
diction during any House-Senate conference
that may be convened on this legislation. I
would seek your commitment to support any
request by the Commerce Committee for
conferees on H.R. 3903 or related legislation.

I would appreciate your including this let-
ter as a part of the Committee’s report on
H.R. 3903 and as part of the record during
consideration of this bill by the House.

Sincerely,
TOM BLILEY,

Chairman.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES,

Washington, DC, September 9, 1998.
Hon. TOM BLILEY,
Chairman, Committee on Commerce,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
letter regarding H.R. 3903, the Glacier Bay
National Park Boundary Adjustment Act of
1998, a land exchange bill I introduced to
help Gustavus, Alaska, construct a small hy-
droelectric project to provide clean, lower-
cost power for the community and for the
operation of Glacier Bay National Park.

I appreciate you waiving your additional
referral of this bill to allow it to be consid-
ered before the House of Representatives ad-
journs for the year. As your letter states, I
plan to offer a manager’s amendment which
addresses the concerns you raised regarding
subsection 4(d) of the bill as reported by
striking that subsection. In addition, I will
include your letter in the report on the bill
and in the Congressional Record during con-
sideration of H.R. 3903 on the Floor. Finally,
I will support your request to be represented
on any conference on H.R. 3903 in the un-
likely event that one becomes necessary.

Thank you again for your cooperation and
that of Hugh Halpern of your staff. I look
forward to seeing H.R. 3903 enacted into law
soon.

Sincerely,
DON YOUNG,

Chairman.

b 1530

Crafting this bill has taken some
time, but the final project advances a
sensible local solution to a serious
local problem and should be enacted
into law without further delay.

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

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

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

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG),
the chairman of the Committee on Re-
sources for bringing this piece of legis-
lation for consideration by this body.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this legislation as it was sponsored
and authored by the gentleman from
Alaska, also chairman of the Commit-
tee on Resources.

It may strike some as unusual for a
bill that can lead to a hydro project in
what is now a national park wilderness
to be acceptable to the National Park
Service. But this is a unique case, Mr.
Speaker. Both the community of Gus-
tavus, Alaska and the Park Service fa-
cilities at Glacier Bay National Park
are dependent upon diesel generation
facilities for their electrical power.
Barging oil poses a threat of spills in
park waters. Diesel power generates
emissions and is expensive.

Mr. Speaker, the basic purpose of
this bill is to authorize a review of
whether there are more economical and
environmentally benign alternative
sources of power for the community of
Gustavus. We are not endorsing any
specific project in this legislation.
Rather, we are empowering the Park
Service, as partners with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, to
study this matter in depth prior to
making any decision of whether a
small hydroelectric project is either
economically feasible or environ-
mentally desirable.

Mr. Speaker, as an additional safe-
guard for the best interest of the park’s
resources, we have extended what in ef-
fect is veto power for the National
Park Service, making any land ex-
change and FERC license subject to
their consent. Many questions remain
to be addressed in this process, includ-
ing concerns raised by the environ-
mental witnesses in hearing testimony
before the committee.

But on the balance, Mr. Speaker, I
think it is worth determining in a com-
prehensive public process whether
there is a better way to produce power
for the community of Gustavus. In this
regard, I would note for the record a
comment made by the Governor of
Alaska, Tony Knowles in a letter to
the chairman of the committee, quote,
‘‘The State has worked closely with
your staff, the National Park Service
staff, and the Gustavus Electric Com-
pany in the development of this bill;
and we believe it is in the public inter-
est to enact such legislation. Most no-
tably, this land exchange would facili-
tate the development of the Fall Creek
hydroelectric project near Gustavus.
This project, as you know, has the po-
tential to provide long-term affordable
electricity to the people of Gustavus
and to the National Park Service fa-
cilities. It will reduce State subsidies
and replace diesel fuel with a clean,
local, and renewable energy source.’’

Mr. Speaker, a small-scale hydro
project and land exchange as con-
templated in this legislation may well
be in the public interest. However, that
will be determined only after a joint
environmental Impact Statement con-
ducted by the Park Service and FERC
and only if a license is issued by FERC
with the consent of the Park Service.

In light of these safeguards, Mr.
Speaker, I submit this to my col-
leagues in the House, and I ask them
for their support. Support this legisla-
tion.

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

Mr. DAN SCHAEFER of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 3903, the
‘‘Glacier Bay National Park Boundary Adjust-
ment Act of 1998.’’ This bill provides for a land
exchange in Alaska in anticipation of future
development of a hydroelectric project in a re-
mote area of the State. Development of this
project will sharply lower the cost of electricity
paid by customers in this rural area, which
currently relies on high-cost diesel generation.

H.R. 3903 provides a role for the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission in the land ex-
change. Under the bill, the Commission deter-
mines the minimum amount of land necessary
for the construction and operation of a hydro-
electric project. In addition, the land exchange
may occur only if the Commission has con-
ducted economic and environmental analyses
that conclude the construction and operation
of a hydroelectric project on the exchanged
land will not adversely impact the Glacier Bay
National Park and Preserve, will comply with
the National Historic Preservation Act, and can
be accomplished in an economically feasible
manner.

Significantly, the bill does not circumscribe
the Commission’s hydroelectric licensing proc-
ess. Any hydroelectric project on the ex-
changed lands must be licensed by the Com-
mission, and the Commission retains jurisdic-
tion over the operation of any such facility.
H.R. 3903 does not limit the application of the
Federal Power act to the licensing of a hydro-
electric project on the exchanged lands. The
bill does impose additional conditions beyond
those in the Act. For example, the Commis-
sion is directed to determine the minimum
amount of lands necessary for construction
and operation of a hydroelectric project. H.R.
3903 also conditions the license on Commis-
sion approval of a finance plan submitted by
the applicant, the Gustavus Electric Company.
In addition, the bill bars the Commission from
licensing or relicensing the hydroelectric
project unless it determines the project will not
adversely impact the purposes and values of
Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve. Fi-
nally, H.R. 3903 requires that the licensee
mitigate any adverse effects of the project on
the purposes and values of Glacier Bay Na-
tional Park and Preserve as a condition of the
license.

The Committee on Commerce has jurisdic-
tion over all functions of the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, including its hydro-
electric licensing process. The Committee was
pleased to work with the Committee on Re-
sources on this legislation. As indicated in the
exchange of correspondence in the report filed
by the Committee on Resources, the Commit-
tee on Commerce waived referral of H.R.
3903 in order to expedite floor consideration.
However, that does not constitute a waiver of
jurisdiction.

As reflected in the exchange of letters be-
tween the Committee on Commerce and the
Committee on Resources, the Committee on
Resources has agreed to an amendment to
strke section 4(d) from the bill. This amend-
ment clarifies that the licensee must pay all
Federal land use fees required under section
10(e) of the Federal Power Act. This ex-
change of letters also commemorates that the
Committee on Resources would support a re-
quest by the Committee on Commerce in the
event there is a conference on H.R. 3903.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7753September 15, 1998
I urge support for the legislation.
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I

have no requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I do not have any additional speakers
as well, and I yield back the balance of
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 3903, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 3903, the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Alaska?

There was no objection.
f

OCEANS ACT OF 1998

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3445) to establish the Commission
on Ocean Policy, and for other pur-
poses, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 3445

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Oceans Act
of 1998’’.
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

As used in this Act:
(1) COMMISSION.—The term ‘‘Commission’’

means the Commission on Ocean Policy es-
tablished under section 4.

(2) COASTAL STATE.—The term ‘‘coastal
State’’ means a State in, or bordering on,
the Atlantic, Pacific, or Arctic Ocean, the
Gulf of Mexico, Long Island Sound, or one or
more of the Great Lakes.

(3) MARINE ENVIRONMENT.—The term ‘‘ma-
rine environment’’ includes—

(A) the oceans, including coastal and off-
shore waters and nearshore saltwater estu-
aries;

(B) the continental shelf; and
(C) the Great Lakes.
(4) OCEAN AND COASTAL ACTIVITIES.—The

term ‘‘ocean and coastal activities’’ includes
activities consisting of, affecting, or other-
wise related to oceanography, fisheries, or
the management or use of any ocean and
coastal resource. The term does not include
military operations and training.

(5) OCEAN AND COASTAL RESOURCE.—The
term ‘‘ocean and coastal resource’’ means
any living or nonliving natural, historic, or
cultural resource or mineral found in the
marine environment.

(6) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means any
State of the United States, the District of
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto

Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, American
Samoa, the Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands, and any other territory or
possession of the United States.
SEC. 3. EXECUTIVE RESPONSIBILITIES.

(a) NATIONAL OCEAN AND COASTAL POLICY.—
The Congress and the President, after receiv-
ing and considering the report of the Com-
mission under section 4, shall develop and
propose a coordinated, comprehensive, and
long-range national policy for the respon-
sible use and stewardship of ocean and coast-
al resources for the benefit of the United
States, including a plan to meet the resource
monitoring and assessment facilities and
equipment requirements of Federal ocean
and coastal programs.

(b) BIENNIAL REPORT.—Beginning in Janu-
ary 1999, the President shall transmit to the
Congress biennially a report that shall in-
clude a detailed listing of all existing Fed-
eral programs relating to ocean and coastal
activities, including a description of each
program, the current funding for the pro-
gram, and a projection of the funding level
for the program for each of the following 5
fiscal years.

(c) BUDGET COORDINATION.—Each agency or
department involved in ocean and coastal ac-
tivities shall include with its annual request
for appropriations a report that identifies
significant elements of the proposed agency
or department budget relating to ocean and
coastal activities.

(d) COOPERATION AND CONSULTATION.—In
carrying out responsibilities under this Act,
the President—

(1) may use such staff, interagency, and ad-
visory arrangements as the President finds
necessary and appropriate; and

(2) shall consult with State and local gov-
ernments and non-Federal organizations and
individuals involved in ocean and coastal ac-
tivities.
SEC. 4. COMMISSION ON OCEAN POLICY.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There is hereby estab-

lished the Commission on Ocean Policy.
(2) MEMBERSHIP.—(A) The Commission

shall be composed of 16 members appointed
by the President from among individuals
who are knowledgeable in ocean and coastal
activities, including individuals representing
State and local governments, ocean-related
industries, academic and technical institu-
tions, and public interest organizations in-
volved with scientific, regulatory, economic,
and environmental ocean and coastal activi-
ties. The membership of the Commission
shall be balanced geographically to the ex-
tent consistent with maintaining the highest
level of expertise on the Commission.

(B) Of the members of the Commission ap-
pointed under this paragraph—

(i) 4 shall be appointed from a list of 8 indi-
viduals who shall be recommended by the
majority leader of the Senate in consulta-
tion with the Chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation;

(ii) 4 shall be appointed from a list of 8 in-
dividuals who shall be recommended by the
Speaker of the House of Representatives in
consultation with the Chairmen of the Com-
mittees on Resources, Transportation and
Infrastructure, and Science;

(iii) 2 shall be appointed from a list of 4 in-
dividuals who shall be recommended by the
minority leader of the Senate in consulta-
tion with the ranking member of the Senate
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation; and

(iv) 2 shall be appointed from a list of 4 in-
dividuals who shall be recommended by the
by the minority leader of the House of Rep-
resentatives in consultation with the rank-
ing members of the Committees on Re-

sources, Transportation and Infrastructure,
and Science.

(C) The members of the Commission shall
be appointed for the life of the Commission
by not later than 90 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(3) FIRST MEETING.—The Commission shall
hold its first meeting within 30 days after it
is established.

(4) CHAIRMAN.—The Commission shall elect
one of its members as Chair.

(b) REPORT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall

submit to the Congress and the President, by
not later than 18 months after the date of
the establishment of the Commission, a final
report of its findings and recommendations
regarding United States ocean policy.

(2) PUBLIC AND STATE REVIEW.—Before sub-
mitting the final report to the Congress, the
Commission shall—

(A) publish in the Federal Register a notice
that the draft report is available for public
review; and

(B) provide a copy of the draft report to
the Governor of each coastal State, the Com-
mittees on Resources, Transportation and
Infrastructure, and Science of the House of
Representatives, and the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of
the Senate.

(3) FINAL REPORT CONTENTS, GENERALLY.—
Subject to paragraph (4), the final report of
the Commission shall include recommenda-
tions for the responsible use and stewardship
of ocean and coastal resources, including the
following:

(A) Recommendations for any modifica-
tions to United States laws and regulations,
and the administrative structure of the Ex-
ecutive agencies, that are necessary to im-
prove the understanding, management, and
conservation and use of, and access to, ocean
and coastal resources.

(B) An assessment of the condition and
adequacy of existing and planned facilities
associated with ocean and coastal activities,
including human resources, vessels, comput-
ers, satellites, and other appropriate plat-
forms and technologies, and recommenda-
tions for investments and improvements in
those facilities.

(C) A review of existing and planned ocean
and coastal activities of Federal entities,
and recommendations for changes in such ac-
tivities necessary to reduce duplication of
Federal efforts.

(D) A review of the cumulative effect of
Federal laws and regulations on United
States ocean policy, an examination of those
laws and regulations for inconsistencies and
contradictions that might adversely affect
the conduct of ocean and coastal activities,
and recommendations for resolving any such
inconsistencies. In particular, this portion of
the report shall include an examination of
the relationship between the fisheries devel-
opment and fisheries conservation respon-
sibilities of the National Marine Fisheries
Service.

(E) A review of the known and anticipated
supply of and demand for ocean and coastal
resources of the United States.

(F) A review of the relationship between
Federal, State, and local governments and
the private sector in planning and carrying
out ocean and coastal activities, and rec-
ommendations for enhancing the role of
State and local governments.

(G) A review of opportunities for the devel-
opment of or investment in new products,
technologies, or markets related to ocean
and coastal activities.

(H) A review of previous and ongoing State
efforts and Federal efforts to enhance the ef-
fectiveness and integration of ocean activi-
ties, including those occurring offshore and
in nearshore saltwater estuaries.
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(4) STATE COMMENTS.—The Commission

shall include in the final report comments
received from the Governor of any coastal
State regarding recommendations in the
draft report that apply to areas within the
boundaries of that coastal State.

(5) CONSIDERATION OF FACTORS.—In making
its assessments and reviews and developing
its recommendations, the Commission shall
give full and balanced consideration to envi-
ronmental, technical, economic, and other
relevant factors, with an equal opportunity
for all parties to present a fair and reason-
able case for unbiased consideration by the
Commission. All recommendations should
consider effects on private property. To the
greatest extent possible, no recommenda-
tions shall have a negative impact on local
economies that are dependent on ocean and
coastal resources. Any data used by the
Commission in making its recommendations
for regulations shall be peer reviewed.

(6) LIMITATION ON RECOMMENDATIONS.—The
Commission shall not make any specific rec-
ommendations with respect to lands and wa-
ters within the boundary of any State lo-
cated north of 51 degrees North latitude, or
with respect to lands and waters within the
State of Idaho.

(c) DUTIES OF THE CHAIR.—In carrying out
the provisions of this section, the Chair of
the Commission shall be responsible for—

(1) the assignment of duties and respon-
sibilities among staff personnel and their
continuing supervision; and

(2) the use and expenditures of funds avail-
able to the Commission.

(d) COMPENSATION.—Members of the Com-
mission shall, subject to the availability of
appropriations, when engaged in the actual
performance of duties of the Commission, re-
ceive reimbursement of travel expenses, in-
cluding per diem in lieu of subsistence as au-
thorized for persons employed intermit-
tently in the Government service under sec-
tion 3109 of title 5, United States Code.

(e) STAFF.—
(1) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—The Chair of the

Commission may, with the consent of the
Commission and without regard to the civil
service laws and regulations, appoint and
terminate an executive director who is
knowledgeable in administrative manage-
ment and ocean and coastal policy and such
other additional personnel as may be nec-
essary to enable the Commission to perform
its duties.

(2) COMPENSATION.—The executive director
shall, subject to the availability of appro-
priations, be compensated at a rate not to
exceed the rate payable for Level V of the
Executive Schedule under section 5316 of
title 5, United States Code. The Chairman
may fix the compensation of other personnel
without regard to the provisions of chapter
51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of title 5,
United States Code, relating to classification
of positions and General Schedule pay rates,
except that the rate of pay for such person-
nel may not exceed the rate payable for GS–
15, step 7, of the General Schedule under sec-
tion 5332 of such title.

(3) DETAILEES.—Upon a request of the
Chair of the Commission made after consult-
ing with the head of any Federal agencies re-
sponsible for managing ocean and coastal re-
sources, the head of any such Federal agency
may detail appropriate personnel of the
agency to the Commission to assist the Com-
mission in carrying out its functions under
this Act. Federal Government employees de-
tailed to the Commission shall serve without
reimbursement from the Commission, and
shall retain the rights, status, and privileges
of his or her regular employment without
interruption.

(4) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—To the ex-
tent that funds are available, and subject to

such rules as may be prescribed by the Com-
mission, the executive director of the Com-
mission may procure the temporary and
intermittent services of experts and consult-
ants in accordance with section 3109 of title
5, United States Code, but at rates not to ex-
ceed the daily rate payable for GS–15, step 7,
of the General Schedule under section 5332 of
title 5, United States Code.

(f) ADMINISTRATION.—
(1) MEETINGS.—All meetings of the Com-

mission shall be open to the public, except
that a meeting or any portion of it may be
closed to the public if it concerns matters or
information described in section 552b(c) of
title 5, United States Code. Interested per-
sons shall be permitted to appear at open
meetings and present written statements or
oral statements at the discretion of the Com-
mission on the subject matter of the meet-
ing. The Commission may administer oaths
or affirmations to any person appearing be-
fore it.

(2) NOTICE OF MEETINGS.—All open meet-
ings of the Commission shall be preceded by
timely public notice, including notice in the
Federal Register, of the time, place, and sub-
ject of the meeting.

(3) MINUTES AND OTHER RECORDS.—(A) Min-
utes of each meeting shall be kept and shall
contain a record of the people present, a de-
scription of the discussion that occurred, and
copies of all statements filed. Subject to re-
strictions set forth in section 552 of title 5,
United States Code, the minutes and records
of all meetings and other documents that
were made available to or prepared for the
Commission shall be available for public in-
spection and copying at a single location in
the offices of the Commission.

(B) The Commission shall have at least one
meeting in each of the following 6 geo-
graphic regions of the United States:

(i) The Northeast.
(ii) The Southeast.
(iii) The Southwest.
(iv) The Northwest.
(v) The Great Lakes States.
(vi) The Gulf of Mexico States.
(g) COOPERATION WITH OTHER FEDERAL EN-

TITIES.—
(1) OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES AND DEPART-

MENTS.—The Commission may secure di-
rectly from any Federal agency or depart-
ment any information it considers necessary
to carry out its functions under this Act.
Each such agency or department may co-
operate with the Commission and, to the ex-
tent permitted by law, furnish such informa-
tion to the Commission, upon the request of
the Chair of the Commission.

(2) MAILS.—The Commission may use the
United States mails in the same manner and
under the same conditions as departments
and agencies of the United States.

(3) ACQUISITIONS.—The Commission may
enter into contracts with Federal and State
agencies, private firms, institutions, and in-
dividuals to assist the Commission in carry-
ing out its duties. The Commission may pur-
chase and contract without regard to section
18 of the Office of Federal Procurement Pol-
icy Act (41 U.S.C. 416) and section 8 of the
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 637), pertain-
ing to competition and publication require-
ments, and may arrange for printing without
regard to the provisions of title 44, United
States Code. The contracting authority of
the Commission under this Act is effective
only to the extent that appropriations are
available for contracting purposes.

(h) TERMINATION.—The Commission shall
cease to exist 30 days after the date on which
it submits its final report.

(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
support the activities of the Commission
$2,000,000 for fiscal year 1999 and $1,000,000 for

fiscal year 2000. Any sums appropriated may
remain available without fiscal year limita-
tion until the Commission ceases to exist.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) and the gen-
tleman from American Samoa (Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON).

(Mr. SAXTON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and ex-
tend my remarks.

Mr. Speaker, today the House is con-
sidering H.R. 3445, a bill to establish a
National Ocean Commission. Consider-
able effort has gone into producing the
bill that is agreeable to a wide variety
of parties that are interested in the
conservation, management, and use of
our natural, our rich and varied ocean
and coastal resources.

The bill reflects an agreement
reached before the full committee
markup by the gentleman from Alaska
(Mr. YOUNG), and the gentleman from
California (Mr. FARR) and other Mem-
bers, and further amendments were in-
cluded to satisfy the concerns of gulf
State Members.

It also reflects the willingness of the
Committee on Science and the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure to allow us to move forward
in a prompt manner and act on the
measure this year, the International
Year of the Ocean.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to express
my sincere appreciation to the Mem-
bers of the Committee on Science and
the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure for their consideration.

H.R. 3445 builds upon the foundation
established more than 30 years ago
with the enactment of the Marine Re-
sources, Engineering and Development
Act in the early 1960s. That historic
legislation established a Commission
on Marine Sciences, Engineering and
Resources commonly referred to as the
Stratton Commission, which encour-
aged development of a comprehensive
national ocean policy.

As a direct result of the Stratton
Commission and their report, the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration was formed and created,
and the Coastal Zone Management Act
was passed by the Congress and estab-
lished.

By the year 2010, it has been esti-
mated that 127 million people or 60 per-
cent of the American population will
live along our coasts. As someone who
is proud to represent a coastal district,
I have dedicated myself to the health
and vitality of our ocean ecosystems.

H.R. 3445 will help assure that health
and vitality through the work of the
new ocean policy commission. This
commission will inform Congress of our
current ocean programs and whether or
not they are on track, whether or not
they need to be changed, and will pre-
sumably recommend some improve-
ments.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7755September 15, 1998
As a maritime nation, we have al-

ways been aware of how crucial oceans
are to both our economic well-being
and to the well-being of our environ-
ment. For instance, the commercial
fishing industry alone contributes $111
billion per year to our national GDP.
There is always a need to further invig-
orate our ocean and coastal programs.

During the past 4 years, the Sub-
committee on Fisheries Conservation,
Wildlife and Oceans, which I chair, has
invested a great deal of effort trying to
improve U.S. coastal and ocean pro-
grams and dealing with persistent
management problems facing our fish-
ery resources.

A formal review of all these policies
by a group of independent nongovern-
mental experts will give us a fresh look
at these problems, the problems our
oceans face, and suggest the potential
solutions for the 21st Century.

The bill before us today establishes
the National Ocean Commission con-
sisting of 16 Members. Eight will be ap-
pointed from Republican nominations
and eight from Democratic nomina-
tions, making it a true bipartisan com-
mission.

The bill requires extensive public
input, including regional public hear-
ings, public review of the draft report,
and review of the draft report by the
governors of coastal states.

The bill also requires the commission
to consider the effects of its rec-
ommendations on private property and
local economies.

H.R. 3445 is the product of hundreds
of hours of deliberation by both Mem-
bers and our fine staffs. It is an appro-
priate congressional initiative during
1998, the International Year of the
Ocean, and I obviously hope that this
bill will pass by a unanimous vote.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to make a
special note of the fine efforts of the
gentleman from California (Mr. FARR),
who together with several other Mem-
bers have partnered to create a bill and
an initiative which I believe is of great
significance, and has gone through,
frankly, a long and difficult process.

So these bills that come about as a
result of a long period of consideration
and conversation and dialogue and de-
bate oftentimes produce a very, very
good product. I believe that that is the
case with regard to this bill, and I
would like to thank the gentleman
from California (Mr. FARR) for the very
important and forward looking role
that he played.

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

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FARR) be
permitted to manage the legislation on
this side of the aisle.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from American Samoa?

There was no objection.
Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,

I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate very much
the role and leadership that the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON)
has played in this. We are a Congress
that oftentimes emphasizes our par-
tisan differences, and I think on this
bill we are emphasizing our bipartisan
strengths on a common issue, which is
the oceans.

This is the International Year of the
Ocean, and it is interesting how that
international year has played out. I am
joking but I think that we have to real-
ize that in the International Year of
the Ocean who knew that the Academy
Awards would honor the oceans by
granting the Oscar to the movie Ti-
tanic? Who would have known, when
we began this year, that the New York
Times bestseller’s nonfiction list would
be for a break in the all time record of
a nonfiction book about weather,
called The Perfect Storm? Who knew,
when we began this year, that we were
going to have on Larry King Live two
talk shows about weather, the El Nino?

So we are finishing this year with
Congress responding to all of these
issues by enacting a bill that really
takes all of those issues into consider-
ation, and that is a bill that puts to-
gether a commission that is to look at
these Federal programs not as a single
sector oriented, which is what we found
in our committee discussions. Too
much of what we do in the Federal
Government over time ends up just
trying to solve a single problem. We
create a government to administer
that problem. We fund the government
to deal with that problem and as we
grow more complex and more com-
plicated in an area dealing with a body
of water that really knows no political
boundary, no State political boundary,
local boundary, international bound-
ary, these are issues where we have to
take a holistic approach to dealing
with the problems and that is what this
commission is called upon to do. It is
called upon to bring back to Congress
the conflicts that are out there, the
conflicts in our own law, the conflicts
between State and local and Federal
governments.

So I think that Congress is really
putting its best foot forward in enact-
ing this legislation because it is doing
something that everybody on each side
of the aisle wants to do and that is do
a better job with limited resources.

So I really appreciate the bipartisan
effort in this creation of this bill. I
want to also thank the staff of the
Committee on Resources and particu-
larly the subcommittee of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON),
because we have worked together and
everybody shared all the information.
It has not always been easy because
there are some interests here that are
very sensitive.

So we are here on the floor with, I
think, a good bill that everybody can
be proud of.

I just want to point out also that it
has been an effort. I represent the
coast of California and I have a special

interest in it. We have a lot of marine
institutions around the bay, 16 to 17
different institutions that relate to the
ocean. We call ourselves the Kennedy
Space Center of the ocean. A lot of
other areas like to claim that title,
too, whether it is Woods Hole, Massa-
chusetts, or the San Diego area with
Scripps, but we held in the Monterey
Bay region the first-ever Presidential
Conference on the Oceans. It was at-
tended by Members of both sides of the
aisle and they got to speak and partici-
pate.

I think we are really on a national
realization that if we do not deal with
the problems of the ocean, we are going
to have a lot of detrimental effects for
those of us who want to live on this
planet. As far as economic security, na-
tional security, environmental secu-
rity, food security and issues like that,
this commission will bring us all to-
gether with some comprehensive rec-
ommendations to Congress of how we
might move forward.

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

b 1545
Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield

such time as he may consume to the
distinguished gentleman from New
York (Mr. BOEHLERT).

(Mr. BOEHLERT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, 1998 is
the Year of the Ocean. We have heard
that mentioned several times. So, it is
only fitting and proper that we focus
on the ocean this year. And in doing so,
I would like to commend the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Chairman
SAXTON) for the outstanding leadership
he has provided. He is there every step
of the way. It is his inspiration, his in-
novation that has gotten us to this
juncture today.

But, Mr. Speaker, he has not done it
alone. The gentleman from California
(Mr. FARR), the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. GILCHREST) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BILBRAY)
have all been very active participants
in this process.

I think this is very important legisla-
tion. We sometimes think that if it is
not a major bill providing trillions of
dollars of expenditures and a lot of con-
troversy, it is not all that important.
Let me suggest that this is very impor-
tant.

Two-thirds of the world’s surface is
covered by water, and we have to deal
with that water. I was glad to hear the
gentleman from California (Mr. FARR),
give that recitation of all those things
that people did not know about this
year; that in 1998, nobody knew that
Titanic would get the Oscar. I think
that people are properly focusing on
the ocean and I think a commission to
study the issue and make recommenda-
tions to all of us for further action is
something that is very right and very
proper.

Mr. Speaker, I am here as a colleague
who was watching this debate, colloquy
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more than a debate, in my office and
said what they are doing over there is
very important and I want to say that
to them. I want to express to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Chairman
SAXTON) and to the gentleman from
California (Mr. FARR) and the others
who have been involved, ‘‘Thank you
for what you are doing. I am proud of
you.’’

Mr. Speaker, this is the type of work
that day in and day out the House of
Representatives is very actively en-
gaged in. It is very important, not just
for now but for future generations.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from American Samoa (Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA) whose district is sur-
rounded by water.

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today in strong support of H.R.
3445, a bill to establish a commission
on ocean policy. Mr. Speaker, we all
know that approximately two-thirds of
the world’s surface is covered by water.
Our oceans should be our greatest re-
source, but for many years for many a
number of reasons, oftentimes it has
been nothing more than our greatest
dumping ground.

Decades ago, the United States and
other progressive nations realized that
to continue our then current policy
would only lead to the destruction of a
vital resource. In response, we began
the process of establishing a more co-
herent policy on management of this
resource. It was obvious to all those
who were involved that the United
States alone could not adequately ad-
dress the problem and through the ef-
forts of the United Nations and many
other concerned countries, more ag-
gressive actions were taken worldwide.

Mr. Speaker, over the past 30 years,
much progress has been made in the
management and use of our oceans.
International protocols continue to be
developed to the benefit of all nations.
This process has not gone smoothly,
however, and there have been and con-
tinue to be nations which overfish
dwindling stocks of fish or hunt species
of whale to near extinction. But today
the tides have changed, so to speak. A
vast majority of the world opposes ac-
tions of this nature.

The United States continues to ad-
dress the problem of overfishing of
local stocks off the coast of the eastern
United States. This has been a particu-
larly difficult issue because of the long
history of fishing in communities
which have relied on local stocks for
generations. As the yields in these
stocks have dwindled over the last dec-
ade, increased concern has risen to a
sense of despair. This is an ongoing
problem which needs continued atten-
tion and additional resources.

Mr. Speaker, off the coast of the
western United States, the issue of
fishing for tuna and the associated kill-
ing of dolphins has been discussed for

years. I have spoken on this topic at
length in the past and do not have the
time to go into detail today, but suffice
it to say that we recently entered into
a new international agreement in an
effort to enlist the support of our
neighbors to the south to protect dol-
phins, yet assist them in their eco-
nomic development by permitting tuna
caught in compliance with this inter-
national accord to enter the United
States for commercial sale. The envi-
ronmental community and the domes-
tic fishing industry was split on this
new law and we will not know for years
how well this new arrangement will
work. This is another area which could
use additional study and resources and
even more the reason why we should
have a national commission on oceans.

Mr. Speaker, I am most familiar with
U.S. interests in the Pacific region. As
the largest body of water in the world,
the Pacific covers 70 million square
miles of the earth’s surface and borders
or surrounds many countries. It is the
source of food for much of the world’s
population and a significant portion of
the world’s commerce is transported
across its surface.

The United States has considerable
interest in this region. Our territory
includes the State of Hawaii, the Terri-
tories of American Samoa, Guam, and
the Northern Mariana Islands. Al-
though now independent, we have con-
tinued close relationships with the
Federated States of Micronesia, the
Republic of the Marshall Islands, and
the Republic of Palau. We also admin-
ister approximately a dozen other is-
lands in the Pacific. While the total
land area is relatively small, the area
included in our Nation’s Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone is hundreds of thousands of
square miles in the Pacific Ocean.

Mr. Speaker, our Nation alone con-
trols some 2.3 million square nautical
miles of Exclusive Economic Zones.
Coming from a group of islands who
have lived off this natural resource for
thousands of years, I welcome this
piece of legislation. It is in our na-
tional interest to devote additional re-
sources to study of ocean policy.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this great legislation. I want
to commend, again, the leadership and
the service of the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Fisheries, Con-
servation, Wildlife and Oceans for his
outstanding performance, not only for
the management of this legislation,
but certainly as a great friend.

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

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
how much time do we have remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. FARR) has 111⁄2 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Guam (Mr. UNDER-
WOOD).

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from California

(Mr. FARR) for yielding me this time,
and I certainly would like to begin by
congratulating my colleague, the au-
thor of H.R. 3445, for his diligent work
in bringing this important piece of leg-
islation to fruition. Also, I would like
to thank the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. SAXTON) of New Jersey, the
distinguished chairman, for all of his
efforts.

Mr. Speaker, one would find them-
selves hard-pressed to refute the role
that the oceans contribute to our daily
lives. As has been stated here already,
and in other legislative bodies, at con-
ferences and seminars and symposiums,
we depend on the oceans for our liveli-
hood. Not just in an economic sense,
but also for recreational purposes for
tourism and even spiritual as well.

Coastal cities and towns rely on the
waters of the sea. Some use it for tour-
ism, others for the transshipment of
goods, while other retain a long history
perhaps as fishing villages.

As the delegate from the Island of
Guam, an island community, our peo-
ple and our leaders use the surrounding
ocean for all these reasons and more.
The ocean represents our historical
ties with our ancestors and also pro-
vides us with an opportunity for future
growth and maintaining and sustaining
our way of life in the present.

In all the attention that has been
drawn to oceans this year, people have
been fond of saying that over half of
the country’s population lives within
50 miles of the water. Mr. Speaker, I
am proud to say that I come from a
community where 100 percent of our
people live within 4 miles of the ocean.
And so we fully recognize the impact
and the importance of the ocean in our
lifes.

Often we overlook what benefits the
oceans bring to our communities when
we spend most of our time on land. I
know, as the gentleman from American
Samoa (Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA), my es-
teemed colleague here, and I go and
crisscross the ocean and we see the
great expanse of ocean, we also see the
opportunities. We imagine the history
of our own islands’ peoples, but we also
see the economic opportunities and the
necessity to protect the resources and
the opportunities that the Pacific pro-
vides this country and to the world.

The Stratton Commission convened
in the 1960s to assess the Nation’s ma-
rine resources was a good beginning,
because it helped bring about a policy
that created the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration. It pro-
vided our country a method to use the
ocean and its resources for our gain.
However, in our pursuit to travel faster
on ocean routes and establish economic
advantages and to feed our Nation and
the world, I think we have neglected a
sound international policy to preserve
and sustain the valued resources that
the ocean provides.

The formulation of this commission
on ocean policy, patterned somewhat
after the Stratton Commission, is an
opportunity to step forward in the



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7757September 15, 1998
right direction. It helps to establish a
new ocean policy focused around prop-
erly managing the oceans to produce a
healthy, abundant ecosystem. It is a
serious approach to create a plan that
will ensure the survival of a viable and
abundant ocean in the 21st century.

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to
take this opportunity to express my
support for ratification of the Conven-
tion of the Law of the Sea Treaty. This
international arrangement, and col-
laboration with other developed na-
tions that this treaty represents, goes
hand in hand with the national policy
we are seeking to create. It is possible
to have one without the other, but to
only develop a national policy and not
address the need for international co-
operation in our new global village is
not quite responsible. The Law of the
Sea helps to ensure economic prosper-
ity and military security while pre-
serving and sustaining ocean resources
with the cooperation of other coun-
tries.

As leaders for the Nation, we carry
the burden providing for the present
and planning for the future. H.R. 3445,
the Oceans Act of 1998, ensures that
this responsibility is met. I encourage
all of my colleagues to support this
measure.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I think that it is impor-
tant to point out that there is some
major overhaul of Federal law in this
bill. This commission, which the Presi-
dent shall appoint with recommenda-
tions from Congress, is going to do
some things that I think are absolutely
essential to us positioning ourselves
for the 21st century.

The bill says, and I quote, ‘‘A review
of all existing or planned ocean or
coastal activities of Federal entities
and recommendations for changes in
such activities necessary to reduce du-
plication of Federal efforts.’’

The bill also calls for, ‘‘a review of
the cumulative effect of Federal laws
and regulations on the United States
ocean policy and examination of those
laws and regulations for inconsist-
encies and contradictions that might
adversely affect the conduct of ocean
and coastal activities, and rec-
ommendations for resolving the incon-
sistencies.’’

This is a good way of setting some
Federal policy that gets us away from
just trying to administer item by item,
as we have historically.

Then, ‘‘a review of all known and an-
ticipated supply of and demand for
ocean and coastal resources in the
United States, and a review of the rela-
tionship between Federal, State, and
local governments and the private sec-
tor in planning and carrying out ocean
and coastal policy recommendations.’’

Probably even the most controversial
area of all is to examine the relation-
ship between the fisheries development
and fisheries conservation responsibil-
ities of the National Marine Fisheries

so that we do not really just legislate
in crisis. We can legislate sound man-
agement practices. All of these rec-
ommendations will come back to Con-
gress for enactment in the future.

Mr. Speaker, I want to also say that
a person on my staff who was here as a
Sea Grant Fellow and had to go back
to school, but I wanted to point out
that but for her work we would not be
this far long: Jennifer Newton. Chris
Mann on our committee staff, and also
the minority staff of John Rayfield,
Harry Burroughs, and Sharon McKenna
all made this bill possible, and I want
to thank them for their effort.

Lastly, wholeheartedly my thanks
and appreciation and professional re-
spect goes out to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Chairman SAXTON). We
have had a wonderful time working to-
gether on this bill because we mutually
had a vision of where we ought to be
going and we stuck with that vision
and did whatever was necessary to try
to bring it to fruition.

b 1600

So I have a great deal of appreciation
for the gentleman’s leadership and he
serves his district well.

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

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time and
would like to thank the gentleman for
his kind remarks.

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the
many efforts to bring an oceans policy bill be-
fore the House of Representatives today. This
is certainly an issue which is extremely impor-
tant to the future of the United States and de-
serves our attention.

As H.R. 3445, the Oceans Act of 1998,
comes to the floor of the House of Represent-
atives, I am concerned there has not been
adequate debate on provisions rejected for in-
clusion in this legislation which would protect
the objective and fair consideration of all inter-
ests in offshore resources. It is my desire that
we would continue to work to bring a com-
promise bill on ocean policy to the floor of the
House. This is an extremely important issue
with far ranging effects which Congress should
address thoroughly.

Since we initially considered this issue in
the Committee on Resources, I have not
heard anyone say that we should not protect
our oceans. We all are aware of the inimitable
role our oceans play in our future and know
we must insure the sustainability of oceanic
resources. At the same time, these resources
contribute daily to the economies of our com-
munities and support a large segment of our
population, both directly and indirectly. While
we work to protect the future of these re-
sources, we must insure we adequately pro-
tect the diverse interests we have in our
oceans.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3445, the
Oceans Act of 1998, establishes a commis-
sion to help develop a national ocean policy.

Through its jurisdiction over law and pro-
grams regarding the ocean, the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure has a strong
interest in this legislative proposal.

In order to allow this legislation to be
brought to the floor today, the Committee on

Transportation and Infrastructure agreed to a
sequential referral of very limited duration.

However, this action should in no way be
considered a waiver of the jurisdiction of the
Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture over H.R. 3445.

If this legislation goes to a House-Senate
conference, the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure reserves the right to request
to be included as conferees.

In addition, the chairman of the Resources
Committee has assured me that he is willing
to work with our committee on any differences
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure may have with this bill in such a con-
ference, or in the event that there is no formal
House-Senate conference on this bill.

I would like to thank the leadership of the
Resources Committee for these assurances
and for their cooperation throughout the proc-
ess.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of the substitute amendment for
H.R. 3445. The amendment is, with minor
changes, essentially the bill that was reported
from the Resources Committee.

It establishes a commission on ocean policy
to assess the status of ocean and coastal re-
sources and make recommendations on how
we, as a nation, can make the best use of
these resources while ensuring their availabil-
ity to future generations. It calls for the Presi-
dent and Congress, after reviewing the com-
mission’s report, to develop a national policy
to guide our ocean and coastal activities to
those ends.

While I support the bill before the House
today, I remain concerned that restrictions
placed on the scope of the commission’s re-
view may fetter the commission in making a
comprehensive assessment of marine re-
sources and the activities that affect them. If
this is the result, then the ocean policy to be
developed from the commission’s rec-
ommendations will be the poorer for it. After
all, the commission established by this bill will
only make recommendations which Congress
and the Administration are free to ignore.

Yet up until the last minute there were at-
tempts to further restrict the scope of review,
thus restricting the intellectual freedom of the
commissioners appointed, because of their ex-
pertise, to study our ocean and coastal re-
sources. Particularly disturbing was an attempt
to revisit issues dealt with unambiguously and
decisively in Committee. Clearly there are
those that would prefer that this bill not be-
come law. Afraid to oppose it outright, they
have tried to inflict the death of a thousand
cuts.

But as a result of the perseverance of Mr.
FARR and the gentleman from New Jersey, Mr.
SAXTON, those attempts have so far failed.
The compromise before the House today pre-
serves the fundamental principles of the bill
that was introduced, while going the extra mile
to address the concerns of some members
about the breadth of the commission’s author-
ity.

1998 is the Year of the Ocean and this is
bipartisan legislation to promote responsible
use and stewardship of these resources. It’s
been 30 years since the United States had a
thorough review of the oceans and Congress
should take the lead in establishing an oceans
policy for the 21st century.

Again, I commend Mr. FARR and Mr.
SAXTON for all their hard work trying to keep
this bill on track against long odds.
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This is good legislation and I urge the

House to support it.
Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I join my col-

leagues today in supporting the passage of
H.R. 3445, the Oceans Act. As the world cele-
brates the International Year of the Ocean, we
have an excellent opportunity to initiate a
major review of ocean policies in this Nation
and to take actions to improve our under-
standing of ocean systems and the ocean en-
vironment as a whole.

As a coastal member and co-chair of the
Coastal Caucus, I’ve always been supportive
of protecting our oceans and coasts and real-
ize the tremendous benefits they offer all
Americans. Our oceans provide us with jobs,
food, recreational as well as education oppor-
tunities, medicine, and transportation. Each
year an estimated 180 million Americans visit
the coast and nearly one third of our nation’s
Gross National Product is produced in coastal
areas. Our oceans also play an important role
in determining climate.

But all is not well with our oceans. Today,
more than half of all 265 million Americans
live within 50 miles of our shores. This has put
tremendous pressure on our estuaries, coastal
zone, and near and offshore areas. In 1996,
nearly 2,200 health advisories were issued
against the consumption of contaminated fish.
In 1997, over 4,000 beach closings or warn-
ings were issued due to pollution. Harmful
algal blooms, like red tides and pfiesteria,
have been responsible for over $1 billion in
economic damages over the last decade. A
1997 National Marine Fisheries Service report
to Congress stated that of the federally man-
aged species for which sufficient data was
available, 31% are ‘‘overfished.’’ The list goes
on and on.

H.R. 3445 attempts to rectify some of these
problems by establishing a Commission on
Ocean Policy. This Commission, which is simi-
lar to the original Stratton Commission of the
late 1960’s, will report to Congress and the
President policy recommendations for how to
do better with respect to our oceans, ulti-
mately resulting in a coordinated National
Ocean Policy.

While I support H.R. 3445, I am deeply dis-
appointed that the bill before us today is much
weaker than what was passed unanimously by
the Fisheries Conservation, Wildlife and
Oceans subcommittee. Nevertheless, I ap-
plaud the efforts of Mr. FARR Mr. SAXTON, and
others for working so hard to bring this bill to
the floor today.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I urge all Members
to vote in favor of this legislation so that we
can go to conference and have it signed into
law before the end of the session. Cast a vote
for the oceans! Vote yes on the Oceans Act!

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today in support of H.R. 3445, the
Oceans Act of 1998. In my capacity as chair-
man of the National Security R&D subcommit-
tee, I have spent the last several years work-
ing to promote ocean protection. I have contin-
ued to address the issue of the protection of
our seas at the international level through my
work as the Chairman of the Global Legisla-
tors for a Balanced Environment (GLOBE)
Task Force on Oceans, and as the U.S. Vice
President for the Advisory Committee on Pro-
tection of the Seas.

1998 has been declared the International
Year of the Ocean in recognition of the impor-
tance of our ocean resources—the ocean’s

fundamental importance to our economic well
being, safety, health, and quality of life. We
must continue to work to discover and to learn
more about our oceans in order to achieve the
long-term goals of fostering an increased
awareness of the criticality of the ocean envi-
ronment and assuring the sustainable use of
the ocean for our continued national vitality.

It is clear that we need to get smarter about
the ocean. For more than half of the American
population, it is truly in our back yards. For the
military, it is the primary platform for defense.
For the economy, it produces one out of every
three dollars of the Gross National Product.
We can track the spread of cholera by under-
standing ocean circulation and we may find a
cure for cancer in the biology of the sea. The
seabed may be the next place for large-scale
mining of precious ores.

We are surrounded by a medium about
which we know less than we know about the
moon! It is time to change this, and to enlarge
our view of the ocean. We have mapped the
entire sphere of the moon at resolutions suffi-
cient to reveal geographic characteristics the
size of a football field, as well as objects the
size of bicycles within those fields. Yet, we
have mapped less than seven percent of the
ocean floor. Such mapping has been done at
resolutions as much as ten thousand times
poorer than the precision used for the Moon
and Mars. We have yet to image at any reso-
lution vast mountain chains, earthquake faults,
shipwrecks, and a multitude of other features
that would help us understand major features
of the 197 million square miles of planet on
which we live.

Clearly, the ocean is more than a beautiful
vista for recreation. I urge my colleagues to
join me in supporting H.R. 3445 to establish a
Commission on Ocean Policy. In this way, we
can be more committed to better understand-
ing and protecting our interests in this incred-
ible resource.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 3445, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial on H.R. 3445, the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

COLLECTION OF FEES FOR MAK-
ING OF MOTION PICTURES, TEL-
EVISION PRODUCTIONS, AND
SOUND TRACKS IN NATIONAL
PARK AND NATIONAL WILDLIFE
REFUGE SYSTEM

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2993) to provide for the collection
of fees for the making of motion pic-
tures, television productions, and
sound tracks in the National Park Sys-
tem and National Wildlife Refuge Sys-
tem units, and for other purposes, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 2993

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. FEE AUTHORITY AND REPEAL OF

PROHIBITION.

(a) AUTHORITY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Inte-

rior (in this section referred to as the ‘‘Sec-
retary’’) may permit, under terms and condi-
tions considered necessary by the Secretary,
the use of lands and facilities administered
by the Secretary for the making of any mo-
tion picture, television production, sound-
track, or similar project, if the Secretary de-
termines that such use is appropriate and
will not impair the values and resources of
the lands and facilities.

(2) FEES.—(A) Any permit under this sec-
tion shall require the payment of fees to the
Secretary in an amount determined to be ap-
propriate by the Secretary sufficient to pro-
vide a fair return to the government in ac-
cordance with subparagraph (B), except as
provided in subparagraph (C). The amount of
the fee shall be not less than the direct and
indirect costs to the Government for process-
ing the application for the permit and the
use of lands and facilities under the permit,
including any necessary costs of cleanup and
restoration, except as provided in subpara-
graph (C).

(B) The authority of the Secretary to es-
tablish fees under this paragraph shall in-
clude, but not be limited to, authority to
issue regulations that establish a schedule of
rates for fees under this paragraph based on
such factors as—

(i) the number of people on site under a
permit;

(ii) the duration of activities under a per-
mit;

(iii) the conduct of activities under a per-
mit in areas designated by statute or regula-
tions as special use areas, including wilder-
ness and research natural areas; and

(iv) surface disturbances authorized under
a permit.

(C) The Secretary may, under the terms of
the regulations promulgated under para-
graph (4), charge a fee below the amount re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A) if the activity
for which the fee is charged provides clear
educational or interpretive benefits for the
Department of the Interior.

(3) BONDING AND INSURANCE.—The Sec-
retary may require a bond, insurance, or
such other means as may be necessary to
protect the interests of the United States in
activities arising under such a permit.

(4) REGULATIONS.—(A) The Secretary shall
issue regulations implementing this sub-
section by not later than 180 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

(B) Within 3 years after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary shall review
and, as appropriate, revise regulations issued
under this paragraph. After that time, the
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Secretary shall periodically review the regu-
lations and make necessary changes.

(b) COLLECTION OF FEES.—Fees shall be col-
lected under subsection (a) whenever the pro-
posed filming, videotaping, sound recording,
or still photography involves product or
service advertisements, or the use of models,
actors, sets, or props, or when such filming,
videotaping, sound recording, or still photog-
raphy could result in damage to resources or
significant disruption of normal visitor uses.
Filming, videotaping, sound recording or
still photography, including bona fide news-
reel or news television film gathering, which
does not involve the activities or impacts
identified herein, shall be permitted without
fee.

(c) EXISTING REGULATIONS.—The prohibi-
tion on fees set forth in paragraph (1) of sec-
tion 5.1(b) of title 43, Code of Federal Regula-
tions, shall cease to apply upon the effective
date of regulations under subsection (a).
Nothing in this section shall be construed to
affect the regulations set forth in part 5 of
such title, other than paragraph (1) thereof.

(d) PROCEEDS.—Amounts collected as fees
under this section shall be available for ex-
penditure without further appropriation and
shall be distributed and used, without fiscal
year limitation, in accordance with the for-
mula and purposes established for the Rec-
reational Fee Demonstration Program under
section 315 of Public Law 104–134.

(e) PENALTY.—A person convicted of violat-
ing any regulation issued under subsection
(a) shall be fined in accordance with title 18,
United States Code, or imprisoned for not
more than 6 months, or both, and shall be or-
dered to pay all costs of the proceedings.

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section and the
regulations issued under this section shall
become effective 180 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, except that this
subsection and the authority of the Sec-
retary to issue regulations under this section
shall be effective on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Pursuant to the rule, the
gentleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN) and
the gentleman from American Samoa
(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA) each will control
20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. HANSEN).

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

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2993 is a bill intro-
duced by my colleague, the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. JOEL HEFLEY). The
gentleman from Colorado deserves
credit for the work he has put in to de-
velop a bill that provides a new way for
the National Park Service and other
Federal agencies to collect fees from
the motion picture industry who use
Park Service and other Federal lands
in the making of their movies.

H.R. 2993 repeals the existing Depart-
ment of the Interior regulatory prohi-
bition on collecting fees at units of the
National Park System and the Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge System for the
use of these areas for commercial film
productions. H.R. 2993 authorizes the
Secretary to establish a fee schedule
using a number of relevant factors,
such as the number of people on site
and the duration of the filming activi-
ties. However, this bill would not affect
newsreel or television news activities.
Proceeds from these location fees
would remain in the unit where the

filming occurs, as per the Recreational
Fee Demonstration Program estab-
lished in the 1997 Interior Appropria-
tion Act.

Mr. Speaker, American public lands,
especially National Parks, have been
serving as the backdrop for many of
Hollywood’s most famous and profit-
able productions, including such films
as ‘‘Indiana Jones and the Last Cru-
sade,’’ ‘‘Forrest Gump,’’ ‘‘Star Wars’’
and ‘‘Butch Cassidy and the Sundance
Kid.’’ Neither the National Park Serv-
ice nor the Fish and Wildlife Service
collected a dime from any of these
movies because they are prohibited
from establishing fair and reasonable
fees from commercial film companies
for the use of these lands. H.R. 2993
would remedy this problem while also
making the commercial filming fee
available directly to the unit involved
in the film production.

Mr. Speaker, this is a much needed
bill which returns a fair profit to the
Federal Government for the use of
many of our national treasures. I
strongly urge my colleagues to support
H.R. 2993.

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

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

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman from Utah, the
chairman of our Subcommittee on Na-
tional Parks and Public Lands of the
Committee on Resources for his man-
agement of this legislation, and in par-
ticular I want to commend the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY) for
his sponsorship of this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation provides
for the collection of fees for the mak-
ing of motion pictures, television pro-
ductions and sound tracks in the Na-
tional Park System and the National
Wildlife Refuge System. We should be
charging appropriate commercial fees
for the use of national parks and ref-
uges, especially when such fees have a
long established use on public lands
and national forests. The regulation
prohibiting movie and television fees
for parks and refuges appears to have
long outlived any usefulness it may
have ever had.

Subsequent to our hearing, several
meetings and discussions have been
held among our staffs, the representa-
tives of the Department of the Interior,
the film industry, and other interested
parties. I believe these talks were very
fruitful and productive.

As a result of these discussions, Mr.
Speaker, the Committee on Resources
approved the amendment in the nature
of a substitute to 2993 and made several
significant changes in this legislation.
I believe those changes improve the
bill, and I will also note that the bill
we are sending to the floor today in-
cludes one additional change requested
by the administration that is consist-

ent with what we are trying to achieve
by the provisions of this bill.

Mr. Speaker, everyone agrees that
there should be fair and reasonable fees
for the use of public resources for film-
ing. I am greatly encouraged by the bi-
partisan manner in which legislative
agreement was reached on this impor-
tant issue. I support this bill and I urge
my colleagues to do the same.

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

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
HEFLEY), the author of the bill, who
has done great work on this particular
legislation.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I would suspect that
most Americans got their first taste of
the West through the classic westerns
of John Ford, and most of those films
were made on public land. Mr. Ford
paid a standard fee for the use of those
lands, but for the past 50 years, for rea-
sons that no one can really explain, the
Park Service and the Fish and Wildlife
Service have been forbidden from col-
lecting fees for commercial filming.
The bill before us attempts to correct
this inequity.

H.R. 2993 directs the Secretary of the
Interior to develop a uniform policy to
collect fees for most commercial film-
ing on lands administered by the Inte-
rior Department agencies.

The bill directs that the Secretary
require that these fees provide a fair
return to the government, and that
said fees shall not be less than the di-
rect and indirect costs to the govern-
ment for processing fee applications
and for the use of the land and facili-
ties.

The bill also directs development of a
fee schedule to be based on such factors
as the number of people on the site, du-
ration of their stay, surface disturb-
ances and the use of special areas.

The policy exempts from fees bona
fide newsreel or news television pro-
ductions, and most still photographers,
save for those who use models and ac-
tors and sets and props, and those that
would result in either damage to re-
sources or a significant disruption to
normal visitor uses.

The language before us addresses
concerns raised by the Justice Depart-
ment and has been cleared with the mi-
nority.

Finally, the bill directs the revenues
from this policy to be used in accord-
ance with the existing fee demo pro-
gram.

This bill is the product of a great
deal of cooperation between both sides
of the aisle on the Committee on Re-
sources. In fact, I think it is an exam-
ple of how most of the bills that we
have in the Committee on Resources
should come out. We worked very hard
to make this bipartisan. We worked
with the Department of the Interior
and we worked with the motion picture
industry.
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We tried to balance the film indus-

try’s need for certainty with the Interi-
or’s need for flexibility, and I think we
have struck that balance. The film in-
dustry wants a certainty. They do not
want an arbitrary kind of thing where
they never know. And, in fact, if there
is an arbitrary approach to it, more
and more they will go offshore some-
where. They will go to Australia. They
will go other places. There are other
pretty places in the world they can go
to film movies. They will go some-
where else to do it if they do not have
a degree of certainty.

I will not pretend this bill is a cure-
all for all of our public land needs but
it is a start. It will help. It is an equity
thing. Even the film industry thinks
that it should pay a reasonable fee for
using the public lands.

So this is one of those rare bills
where I think everyone has the chance
to come out a winner and, therefore, I
urge its adoption. I do not believe there
is any objection to this. I think we
have worked out the kinks and I think
it will work very well for us. Again, I
would repeat, Mr. Speaker, I urge its
adoption.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 2993, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 2933, the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Utah?

There was no objection.
f

SALE, LEASE OR EXCHANGE OF
IDAHO SCHOOL LAND

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4166) to amend the Idaho Admis-
sion Act regarding the sale or lease of
school land.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 4166

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SALE, LEASE, OR EXCHANGE OF

IDAHO SCHOOL LAND.
The Act of July 3, 1890 (commonly known

as the ‘‘Idaho Admission Act’’) (26 Stat. 215,

chapter 656), is amended by striking section
5 and inserting the following:
‘‘SEC. 5. SALE, LEASE, OR EXCHANGE OF SCHOOL

LAND.
‘‘(a) SALE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

subsection (c), all land granted under this
Act for educational purposes shall be sold
only at public sale.

‘‘(2) USE OF PROCEEDS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Proceeds of the sale of

school land—
‘‘(i) except as provided in clause (ii), shall

be deposited in the public school permanent
endowment fund and expended only for the
support of public schools; and

‘‘(ii)(I) may be deposited in a land bank
fund to be used to acquire, in accordance
with State law, other land in the State for
the benefit of the beneficiaries of the public
school permanent endowment fund; or

‘‘(II) if the proceeds are not used to acquire
other land in the State within a period speci-
fied by State law, shall be transferred to the
public school permanent endowment fund.

‘‘(B) EARNINGS RESERVE FUND.—Earnings
on amounts in the public school permanent
endowment fund shall be deposited in an
earnings reserve fund to be used for the sup-
port of public schools of the State in accord-
ance with State law.

‘‘(b) LEASE.—Land granted under this Act
for educational purposes may be leased in ac-
cordance with State law.

‘‘(c) EXCHANGE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Land granted for edu-

cational purposes under this Act may be ex-
changed for other public or private land.

‘‘(2) VALUATION.—The values of exchanged
lands shall be approximately equal, or, if the
values are not approximately equal, the val-
ues shall be equalized by the payment of
funds by the appropriate party.

‘‘(3) EXCHANGES WITH THE UNITED STATES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A land exchange with

the United States shall be limited to Federal
land within the State that is subject to ex-
change under the law governing the adminis-
tration of the Federal land.

‘‘(B) PREVIOUS EXCHANGES.—All land ex-
changes made with the United States before
the date of enactment of this paragraph are
approved.

‘‘(d) RESERVATION FOR SCHOOL PURPOSES.—
Land granted for educational purposes,
whether surveyed or unsurveyed, shall not be
subject to preemption, homestead entry, or
any other form of entry under the land laws
of the United States, but shall be reserved
for school purposes only.’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. HANSEN) and the gentleman
from American Samoa (Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. HANSEN).

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of legislation that is very important to
the State of Idaho. H.R. 4166, intro-
duced by my distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO),
would amend the Idaho Admissions Act
regarding the sale or lease of school
land.

Mr. Speaker, when Idaho was granted
statehood back in 1890, the U.S. Gov-
ernment designated millions of acres of
land within the State as an endowment
to Idaho’s schoolchildren. This was a
common practice at the time, and

many other western States, including
my own State of Utah, has similar pro-
visions in their statehood act.

These State school lands are, by law,
to be managed to provide revenue for
the schools. When the lands are sold or
leased or whatever, the money goes
into a trust fund that produces a
stream of income for the schools. This
money is very important to the school-
children of Idaho.

The people of the State of Idaho have
been working on ways to get more rev-
enue from these lands and have found
ways to ensure that their trust funds
provide a better stream of income.
Some of these reforms have been im-
plemented. However, some cannot be
implemented until we amend the Idaho
Admissions Act to give them the au-
thority to make these changes.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4166 would amend
the Idaho Admissions Act to give the
State of Idaho the flexibility they need
to make these changes. The legislation
is in everyone’s best interest and is in
particularly the best interest of Idaho’s
schoolchildren. I urge my colleagues to
support it.

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

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

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I want to thank the gentleman from
Utah, the chairman of our Subcommit-
tee on National Parks and Public
Lands of the Committee on Resources,
for his management of this legislation,
and certainly the gentleman from
Idaho (Mr. CRAPO) for his sponsorship
of this bill.

Mr. Speaker, this bill, as introduced
by the gentleman from Idaho, would
amend the Idaho Admissions Act to
make certain changes regarding the
sale and exchange or lease of lands
granted to the State of Idaho for the
benefit of schools.

The purpose of the exchanges, as I
understand them, is to generate addi-
tional income for Idaho’s permanent
endowment fund. The State of Idaho
has already modified State law in order
to implement these changes; however,
the Idaho Admissions Act must also be
amended in order to conform to these
changes.

Simple as that, Mr. Speaker. I urge
my colleagues to support this legisla-
tion.

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

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Idaho
(Mr. CRAPO), the author of the bill.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
distinguished chairman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, this is a very important
bill for Idaho, as has already been said,
but it is an interesting opportunity.
This is an opportunity for us to gen-
erate increased revenues for Idaho pub-
lic schools, with no tax increase and
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with simply a reformed management of
our public lands.

Before I go further, I want to give my
sincere thanks to my colleague, the
gentlewoman from Idaho (Mrs. HELEN
CHENOWETH) for her strong support and
advocacy not only for this legislation
but for the young people of Idaho, as
we have fought here to make sure our
policies in Washington give us the best
opportunity for our children in Idaho.

H.R. 4166 is going to provide the
State of Idaho the ability to increase
funding for public education by at least
$20 million, if not much more, annu-
ally, by restructuring the management
of our endowment lands.

In 1890, when Idaho was made a
State, about 31⁄2 million acres of land
as a permanent endowment were given
to the State to help the children
throughout this century and beyond.
Today, that endowment has a value of
about $2.7 billion, with an accompany-
ing endowment fund worth about an-
other $700 million, a total value of
about $3.4 billion. And yet, after eval-
uation, our Governor found its return
was only about 3.3 percent, just barely
keeping up with the rate of inflation. If
that rate of performance could be in-
creased by just 1 percent, it could gen-
erate as much as $30 million of extra
dollars for Idaho schoolchildren.

Because of that, Idaho’s Governor
Phil Batt appointed a Governor’s Com-
mittee on Endowment Fund Invest-
ment Reform to look into what could
be done. And that committee, chaired
by Doug Dorn, reviewed the current
structure of our endowment lands and
evaluated what simple commonsense
approaches we could find to improve
the performance for our school children
without raising taxes.
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H.R. 4166 is one of the reforms that
this committee has suggested. I again
have to give credit to Governor Batt,
to the gentlewoman from Idaho (Mrs.
CHENOWETH) and to the others who
have worked so hard to make this leg-
islation a reality today. The changes
that are proposed allow Idaho to man-
age its resources in a more effective
way that will benefit the school chil-
dren of Idaho and give us the ability to
more clearly strengthen our future.

Mr. Speaker, it is a privilege to be
the sponsor of this legislation. I en-
courage all of my colleagues here in
the House to support this legislation.

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

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
distinguished gentlewoman from Idaho
(Mrs. CHENOWETH).

(Mrs. CHENOWETH asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I
want to thank the gentleman from
Utah for yielding time, and I want to
thank my colleague from Idaho for his
outstanding leadership on this issue
that is very, very important to our

State. As my colleague from Idaho
moves to other endeavors this next
year, we will miss his leadership in this
body.

I rise right now in wholehearted sup-
port for H.R. 4166, a bill to amend the
Idaho Admission Act. The most impor-
tant commodity that we have, Mr.
Speaker, is our Nation’s children. By
providing our children with the best
possible education, we provide our Na-
tion with a future that will allow it to
continue to be a leader, the leader of
the free world. But that future rests on
our children and the kind of work that
we can do for them today. H.R. 4166
takes a positive step in that direction
in our State.

H.R. 4166 amends the 1890 Idaho Ad-
mission Act so that Idaho can better
invest the funds gained from the leas-
ing of the State’s 2.5 million acres of
endowment lands. This change could
provide as much as $30 million more for
Idaho schools, for construction, for hir-
ing new teachers or wiring classrooms
for the Internet without raising new
taxes.

As my colleague from Idaho has pre-
viously stated, this proposal has been
thoroughly debated by all parties and
passed nearly unanimously in the
Idaho legislature. This bipartisan ef-
fort will give education in Idaho a
boost without raising taxes. Clearly
Idaho’s children are the winners here.

I wish to thank the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. HANSEN) and the gentleman
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) as well as the
gentleman from California (Mr. MIL-
LER), the gentleman from American
Samoa (Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA) and the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO)
for agreeing to allow this bill to come
to the floor in an expedited manner.
Most importantly I would like to
thank Governor Batt for his diligent
efforts on behalf of Idaho’s children.
Without his vision on how to gain more
money for Idaho’s schools and without
raising taxes on the State’s taxpayers,
we would not be here.

I urge all of my colleagues to support
this very valuable piece of legislation,
valuable to our State.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. HANSEN) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
4166.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on the legislation just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Utah?

There was no objection.
f

MEMORIAL TO HONOR MAHATMA
GANDHI

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4284) to authorize the Govern-
ment of India to establish a memorial
to honor Mahatma Gandhi in the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 4284

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH MEMO-

RIAL.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Government of India

may establish a memorial to honor Mahatma
Gandhi on the Federal land in the District of
Columbia.

(b) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—The Sec-
retary of the Interior or any other head of a
Federal agency may enter into cooperative
agreements with the Government of India to
maintain features associated with the me-
morial.

(c) COMPLIANCE WITH STANDARDS FOR COM-
MEMORATIVE WORKS.—The establishment of
the memorial shall be in accordance with the
Commemorative Works Act (40 U.S.C. 1001 et
seq.), except that sections 2(c) and 6(b) of
that Act shall not apply with respect to the
memorial.

(d) LIMITATION ON PAYMENT OF EXPENSES.—
The Government of the United States shall
not pay any expense of the establishment of
the memorial or its maintenance.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. HANSEN) and the gentleman
from American Samoa (Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. HANSEN).

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
H.R. 4284 is a bill introduced by the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOL-
LUM). The gentleman from Florida is to
be commended for working very hard
to craft a bill that will recognize and
memorialize one of the great world
leaders of our time. H.R. 4284 would au-
thorize the Government of India to es-
tablish a memorial to honor Mahatma
Gandhi on Federal property in the Dis-
trict of Columbia and would be in basic
accordance with the Commemorative
Works Act. The memorial is to be a
gift to the people of the United States
as a part of the celebration of India’s 50
years of freedom.

Mahatma Gandhi was born in India
in 1869. He was best known for his civil
disobedience that took shape in non-
violence and passive resistance and was
instrumental in helping India achieve
its independence from England. He is
revered by millions throughout the
world for his unending fight for per-
sonal freedom and human rights. H.R.
4284 would allow the country of India
to create the Mahatma’s memorial
within the District of Columbia to
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honor this great man. Furthermore,
this bill will also authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to enter into co-
operative agreements with the Govern-
ment of India in order to maintain fea-
tures associated with the memorial. Of
note, the Federal Government shall not
pay any expenses for the establishment
or maintenance of this memorial.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4284 is a worthy
bill which will recognize an important
and great world leader within the
boundaries of Washington, D.C.

I urge my colleagues to support H.R.
4284.

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

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

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
H.R. 4284 is a companion measure to
H.R. 1390 as it was introduced by my
colleague the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. PALLONE). I also want to
thank the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MCCOLLUM) in providing for this joint
measure.

The legislation authorizes the Gov-
ernment of India to establish a memo-
rial to honor Mahatma Gandhi on Fed-
eral lands across the street from the
embassy of India here in Washington,
D.C.

Mr. Speaker, Mahatma Gandhi, as ev-
eryone knows, is internationally re-
nowned as a great leader and for his
teachings of passive resistance and
noncooperation in his native India.
Perhaps this may be noted as one of
the dark pages of the British colonial
rule at the time, the fact that they
were very reluctant to grant independ-
ence and freedom to the people of
India. As some of my colleagues and
perhaps even the American public may
have seen, one of the great movies ever
done on the history of this great man,
Mahatma Gandhi, a graduate of Oxford
University, started his early practice
in South Africa, and an attorney by
profession turned, the fact that here
was this man who paid a first-class
ticket on a train and with this British
officer noted that here was an Indian
sitting in a first-class cabin was insult-
ing to this British officer. The rest is
history, Mr. Speaker, given the fact
that Mahatma Gandhi was not only
beaten by these British officers, but it
changed his entire life and seeing that
his people were certainly under sup-
pression by British colonial rule.

This movement of nonviolence, Mr.
Speaker, as noted also by my col-
leagues, had tremendous influence even
on the civil rights movement here in
America. The fact that the great Amer-
ican Martin Luther King, Jr. was tre-
mendously influenced not only by the
teaching but by the example that Ma-
hatma Gandhi had lived for in his life
in trying to set the people of India free
from British colonial rule.

Mr. Speaker, it was my privilege
months ago with the chairman of the

Committee on International Relations
when we visited New Delhi, India to
commemorate the 50th anniversary of
the independence of India and to again
not only remind the Indian people
among the leaders but to see the tre-
mendous contributions that this Indian
leader had given not only to his own
country but certainly to the world.
And the fact that as a result of what
Mahatma Gandhi has done, Mr. Speak-
er, we have 980 million people living in
India, the largest or the most populous
democracy in the world, is a dem-
onstration of not only the commitment
of Mr. Gandhi to see that his people be
let free from British colonial rule is an
example; and even more so in the fact
that our own country was tremen-
dously influenced not only by this man
who happens to be an Indian but the
fact that Martin Luther King, Jr.’s own
writings, own example in the civil
rights movement was greatly influ-
enced by this.

Mr. Speaker, I think this legislation
is most proper and appropriate and we
see that there should be a memorial
built here, in the premises here in
Washington, D.C.

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

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM),
the sponsor of this legislation.

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time.
I really appreciate very much the
chairman of this subcommittee who
has brought this bill to the floor
through the urging of several of us and
done it in a fine form and fashion.

I rise today specifically to express
my support for the passage of H.R. 4284,
a bill, as I think all of us know, to
allow India to establish a memorial to
honor Mahatma Gandhi here in Wash-
ington, D.C.

I am joined also in this effort by my
good friend and colleague the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE). The gentleman from New
Jersey and I cochair the India Congres-
sional Caucus, a bipartisan group that
is designed to promote understanding
between the United States and India.

As all of us know, India is the world’s
largest democracy. It has shared our
commitment to freedom of speech,
democratic values and the rule of law
since its inception in 1947. This memo-
rial is a positive reminder of the grow-
ing relationship between the world’s
oldest democracy and the world’s larg-
est democracy. The memorial is a gift
to the people of the United States from
the people of India in celebration of In-
dia’s 50 years of freedom. It will sym-
bolize not only the strong friendship
between the U.S. and India but also the
impact that Gandhi had in the United
States and in particular on the civil
rights movement.

Mahatma Gandhi was known for his
acts of civil disobedience which took
the form of nonviolence and passive re-
sistance. His efforts were key in help-

ing India to achieve its independence
from England and inspired leaders in
the United States and throughout the
world. His actions prevented unneces-
sary bloodshed and served as the foun-
dation for peaceful resolution of con-
flict.

It is fitting that we take on this bill
which commemorates the father of the
nation of India during the anniversary
of India’s independence. We have had a
growing and strong relationship with
India in recent years. In the coming
years it appears to me that the need
for our alliance will be even greater.
We are confronted with so many trou-
bling matters in the world today, in-
cluding terrorism, including the possi-
bility of threats of chemical, nuclear
and biological proliferation, and while
we have some disputes with India al-
ways, and that will inevitably be the
case, for the most part we are on ex-
actly the same track. As a strong ally
in the future, India will be a partner of
the United States in so many ways in
foreign policy that I see. In addition to
that, India is an increasingly ex-
tremely important trading partner for
economic interests with this country
and their country. Indian Americans
are very strong citizens of the United
States who believe deeply in demo-
cratic values, values that are shared
both in their native country and in
their adopted country of the United
States.

This particular legislation with this
particular memorial that we are set-
ting forth today gives us a way of say-
ing to each other, as nations and as
peoples, we have shared values and
commitments. We know there are
times when we will have disagree-
ments, but those are comparatively
very minor to the major agreements
that we have and the shared values
that we have. It is terribly important
that we go forward with this bill and
with our continued building of a strong
relationship between India and the
United States.

The government of India strongly
supports the legislation. The memorial
will not cost, as has been said, the tax-
payers a cent. I do not know of any ob-
jections to its construction whatso-
ever.

Mr. Speaker, for all of the above rea-
sons aforesaid, I urge the adoption of
this bill.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
want to thank the gentleman for yield-
ing time. I also want to commend and
to congratulate the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) who is
chairman of the India Caucus for his
sponsorship of this legislation as well
as for the effort that he puts to in-
crease the relationship between the
United States and India.

A memorial to Mahatma Gandhi is
very easy to support. As a matter of
fact, as has already been indicated, he
led the greatest resistance movement
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in a nonviolent way that the world had
ever seen at that moment. And then, of
course, as has already been indicated,
he was an inspiration to Dr. Martin Lu-
ther King who in our modern era led
the most effective nonviolent resist-
ance movement that we have ever seen
during contemporary times.

Most importantly, though, this me-
morial will signal even greater rela-
tionships between the two countries,
the two democracies, the largest, I be-
lieve, as someone said, and the oldest.
I think that that in and of itself is a
tribute to all of us. And so I very great-
ly endorse and support this legislation
and again commend the sponsor for its
initiation.
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Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA).

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me. I am just so very pleased
to rise in full support for this resolu-
tion H.R. 4284 that is going to allow the
country of India to create the Gandhi
memorial within the District of Colum-
bia to honor this very great person.

It is true we celebrated the 50th anni-
versary of India. It is true, as has been
stated, that it is one of the greatest de-
mocracies along with the United
States. It is true that its constitution
begins with ‘‘we the people,’’ just as
our Constitution does. It is true that
we have a very active Indian-American
caucus here, and I can see the chair-
man of the caucus is over there.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) of the full commit-
tee, the chairman, for this legislation
as well as the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. MILLER), the ranking member;
indeed the gentleman from Utah (Mr.
HANSEN), who is the chairman of the
subcommittee, and the gentleman from
American Samoa, (Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA)
for this.

As my colleagues know, I used to
teach English and American literature,
and it was Henry David Thoreau who
wrote Walden and also wrote On Civil
Disobedience. And in writing Walden,
he talked about the mystical waters of
India, of the Ganges, and what the spir-
itualism implied and what it meant.
And in Civil Disobedience, where he
spent that night in jail because he re-
sisted peacefully something that he be-
lieved was wrong, he indicated that he
attributed that this was something
that was a way that we should resolve
conflict.

Mr. Speaker, we know that Mahatma
Gandhi looked to Henry David Thoreau
when he was involved in civil disobe-
dience in terms of peaceful resistance
to what was wrong. We then know that
it was Martin Luther King, Jr., who
then looked to Gandhi for that con-
tinuation of that. So it all comes to-
gether in terms of the importance of
Mahatma Gandhi in terms of our rela-
tionship and friendship with India, in
terms of what we believe in in America

and what our Indian Americans adhere
to as a part of this great country.

So I commend all of the people who
have been involved, I thank them very
much for this resolution coming out
today, and I urge the entire House to
support it.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentlewoman from Mary-
land (Mrs. MORELLA) for her fine com-
ments, and certainly very appropriate
on the occasion of deliberating on this
piece of legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. PALLONE), not only the chair-
man of the India Caucus, but certainly
a great leader on this issue.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the chairman of the sub-
committee and, as the gentlewoman
from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA) men-
tioned, the other members of the Com-
mittee on Resources for pushing this
bill so we could bring it to the floor
this day and get it passed and sent over
to the Senate.

As my colleagues know, the sponsor
of the bill, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. MCCOLLUM) co-chairs the India
Caucus with me, and this is a biparti-
san effort. We have over a hundred
Members in our India Caucus, and this
is one of the bills that we have been
trying to push on a bipartisan basis
throughout most of this year. We are
very pleased that it is coming to the
floor today.

There is a companion bill offered by
Senator MOYNIHAN, who is a former
U.S. Ambassador to India, that is being
sponsored in the Senate, again on a bi-
partisan basis, so if we can get it over
to the Senate, we will undoubtedly get
it signed by the President before the
end of this year.

As was mentioned last month, India
celebrated actually the 51st anniver-
sary of her independence, and of course
the individual most closely identified
with the historic and successful effort
by the people of India to secure the
independence from British colonialism
and establish a democracy was Ma-
hatma Gandhi. Gandhi’s contributions
to the causes of democracy, freedom,
and human rights are felt to this day
not only in India but throughout the
world, including here in the United
States. And that is why I think it is
particularly important that we have a
memorial or a monument to him here
in Washington, D.C., which of course is
our capital and the place where we cel-
ebrate democracy and the freedoms
that we enjoy as the leader of the free
world.

I just wanted to say very briefly, Mr.
Speaker, when I was in India a couple
times, I had the opportunity to go to
the Gandhi ashram in Ahmadabad and
also to a place where Gandhi spent a
number of years in Bombay, and I was
incredibly impressed with the way he
organized this movement in India.
There is really nothing quite like it in
terms of the way he took an intellec-
tual idea and was able to expand it to

the masses of the people in India and
have success in throwing off the yoke
of colonialism.

From a practical standpoint, though,
I wanted to say that this memorial will
be entirely not only an appropriate ad-
dition to this city, but it will not cost
the Federal Government anything. The
legislation specifies that American
taxpayers will not have to bear the
cost of construction and maintenance.
The Embassy of India will bear all
costs. The National Capital Memorial
Commission and the National Park
Service will both have very active con-
sultative roles, ensuring that it will
add to the beauty of our capital and
blend in well with the surrounding
area.

The location of the tract of land
where the memorial will be erected is
close to the Embassy of India. It has
been selected because the location
would be in keeping with the Com-
memorative Works Act for location of
commemorative works as subjects of
lasting historical significance to the
American people, and I wanted to point
out that the proposed monument was
approved last June by the National
Capital Memorial Commission.

So, Mr. Speaker, this city is a city of
great monuments and memorials, and
we are just very happy on behalf of the
India Caucus to have this addition
added to those commemorative monu-
ments.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I just wanted to make
another note of the fact that in our Na-
tion we have over 1 million Indian
Americans living in our country that
make tremendous contributions to
their local communities and to the sev-
eral States, and the fact that the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM)
and the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. PALLONE) are both co-chairs of the
India Caucus. I think it is a tribute to
the over 1 million Indian Americans
that live in our own Nation that show
such diversity that we provide to our
community and the citizens here.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 4284, a bill to authorize
the establishment of a memorial to Mahatma
Gandhi here in the nation’s capital.

Born October 2, 1869 in Probandar, western
India, Mahatma Gandhi was the preeminent
leader of Indian nationalism and advocate of
nonviolence in the 20th century. Appealing to
reason, justice, and tolerance, Gandhi served
as a powerful and effective force in bringing
about Indian independence through his teach-
ing of nonviolent civil disobedience.

In many ways, India’s independence and
strength today owes much to the conviction
and courage of Mahatma Gandhi. Gandhi’s
leadership in promoting peaceful social and
political change has inspired many around the
world and sustained efforts for the improve-
ment of civil and human rights worldwide. He
has won the affection of so many, including
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revered American leaders like civil rights advo-
cate Martin Luther King, for his tireless efforts
to improve social equality. In addition to play-
ing a pivotal role in creating modern India,
Gandhi’s work provides a model for genera-
tions to come.

Today’s measure builds on earlier Congres-
sional efforts to honor Gandhi. In 1994, on the
occasion of the 125th anniversary of Gandhi’s
birth, I authored a resolution to honor Gandhi’s
unwavering dedication to India’s people and a
man whose name has come to symbolize
freedom and justice around the world.

On the occasion of the 50th anniversary of
its India’s independence, it is both fitting and
appropriate that we honor Gandhi’s legacy
with the establishment of a memorial in the
nation’s capital, where people from all around
the world can gather to commemorate and re-
flect on Gandhi’s life and vision. I am proud to
join my colleagues in voting for this important
measure.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. HANSEN) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
4284.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and add extraneous
material on H.R. 4284.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Utah?

There was no objection.
f

IRRIGATION PROJECT CONTRACT
EXTENSION ACT OF 1998

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 2795) to extend certain con-
tracts between the Bureau of Reclama-
tion and irrigation water contractors
in Wyoming and Nebraska that receive
water from Glendo Reservoir, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 2795

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Irrigation
Project Contract Extension Act of 1998’’.
SEC. 2. EXTENSION OF CONTRACTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the In-
terior shall extend each of the water service
or repayment contracts for the Glendo Unit
of the Missouri River Basin Project identi-
fied in subsection (c) until December 31, 2000.

(b) EXTENSIONS COTERMINOUS WITH COOPER-
ATIVE AGREEMENT.—If the cooperative agree-
ment entitled ‘‘Cooperative Agreement for
Platte River Research and other Efforts Re-
lating to Endangered Species Habitats Along

the Central Platte River, Nebraska’’, entered
into by the Governors of the States of Wyo-
ming, Nebraska, and Colorado and the Sec-
retary of the Interior, is extended for a term
beyond December 31, 2000, the contracts iden-
tified in subsection (c) shall be extended for
the same term, but not to go beyond Decem-
ber 31, 2001. If the cooperative agreement ter-
minates prior to December 31, 2000, the con-
tracts identified in subsection (c) shall be
subject to renewal on the date that the coop-
erative agreement terminates.

(c) CONTRACTS.—The contracts identified in
this subsection are—

(1) the contract between the United States
and the New Grattan Ditch Company for
water service from Glendo Reservoir (Con-
tract No. 14–06–700–7591), dated March 7, 1974;

(2) the contract between the United States
and Burbank Ditch for water service from
Glendo Reservoir (Contract No. 14–06–700–
6614), dated May 23, 1969;

(3) the contract between the United States
and the Torrington Irrigation District for
water service from Glendo Reservoir (Con-
tract No. 14–06–700–1771), dated July 14, 1958;

(4) the contract between the United States
and the Lucerne Canal and Power Company
for water service from Glendo Reservoir
(Contract No. 14–06–700–1740, as amended),
dated June 12, 1958, and amended June 10,
1960;

(5) the contract between the United States
and the Wright and Murphy Ditch Company
for water service from Glendo Reservoir
(Contract No. 14–06–700–1741), dated June 12,
1958;

(6) the contract between the United States
and the Bridgeport Irrigation District for
water service from Glendo Reservoir (Con-
tract No. 14–06–700–8376, renumbered 6–07–70–
W0126), dated July 9, 1976;

(7) the contract between the United States
and the Enterprises Irrigation District for
water service from Glendo Reservoir (Con-
tract No. 14–06–700–1742), dated June 12, 1958;

(8)(A) the contract between the United
States and the Mitchell Irrigation District
for an increase in carryover storage capacity
in Glendo Reservoir (Contract No. 14–06–700–
1743, renumbered 8–07–70–W0056 Amendment
No. 1), dated March 22, 1985; and

(B) the contract between the United States
and the Mitchell Irrigation District for
water service from Glendo Reservoir (Con-
tract No. 14–06–700–1743, renumbered 8–07–70–
W0056) dated June 12, 1958; and

(9) the contract between the United States
and the Central Nebraska Public Power and
Irrigation District for repayment of allo-
cated irrigation costs of Glendo Reservoir
(Contract No. 5–07–70–W0734), dated Decem-
ber 31, 1984.

(d) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this section precludes the Secretary of the
Interior from making an extension under
subsection (a) or (b) in the form of annual ex-
tensions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. DOOLITTLE) and the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. DOOLITTLE).

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

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2795 provides for
the extension of certain contracts be-
tween the Bureau of Reclamation and
irrigation water contractors in Ne-
braska and Wyoming that receive
water from Glendo Reservoir.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from

Nebraska (Mr. BARRETT) who is the au-
thor of the bill.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me, and, Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
full support of H.R. 2795, the Irrigation
Project Contract and Extension Act.
The bill is vitally important to many,
including several irrigation projects in
my district.

Let me first thank the subcommittee
chairman, the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. DOOLITTLE), for his work and
the work of his staff in bringing the
bill to the floor today; also to the gen-
tlewoman from Wyoming (Mrs. CUBIN)
and to her staff as well for their dili-
gence and hard work in this matter.
Representative CUBIN and I introduced
this bill last November, and there have
been many days since that we strug-
gled with whether or not the bill would
come to the floor. I again thank the
gentleman from California (Mr. DOO-
LITTLE) and others for their work, and
that is why I am so especially pleased
to encourage my colleagues to support
the bill today.

The Irrigation Project Contract Ex-
tension Act would extend for 2 years
the contracts between the Bureau of
Reclamation and several different
kinds of water users in Nebraska and
Wyoming, and earlier this year a
memorandum of agreement was signed
by Nebraska, Colorado, Wyoming and
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The
MOA requires a study of endangered
species’ habitats along the Platte
River. The water users, including four
irrigation districts in Nebraska, will be
a part of this study, but the study will
not be completed until the year 2000,
and during that time the water con-
tracts of course will have expired. Well,
this bill provides additional time so
that the water users would not have to
conduct a separate and superfluous
ESA study before the end of the year.

So again I thank the subcommittee
chairman, the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. DOOLITTLE) and I urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 2795.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
2795. In addition to providing for con-
tinued water deliveries to irrigators,
this legislation will allow work to con-
tinue on the environmental impact
statement, our plan to improve wildlife
habitat in the central Platte region in
Nebraska. Endangered Species Act
compliance will also continue during
the term of the contracted extension.
The committee agreed to the amend-
ments suggested by the administration
which ensure that the water contracts
are not extended indefinitely. It is my
understanding the administration has
no objection to the enactment of the
bill as reported by the Committee on
Resources. I thank the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Water Power for his
cooperation, and I urge my colleagues
to support H.R. 2795.

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that
the House is considering this legislation today
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under suspension of the rules. It is vital that
both the House and the Senate act on it and
send it to the President in order to ensure that
water contracts for the Glendo Unit of the Pick
Sloan Missouri River Basin program don’t ex-
pire.

This legislation is supported by the Adminis-
tration and by extending the water contracts,
H.R. 2795 will improve the Interior Depart-
ment’s ability to complete the environmental
impact statement on a plan to provide addi-
tional river flow and improve the habitat for the
benefit of the whooping crane, interior least
tern, piping plover and the pallid sturgeon in
the Central Platte Region in Nebraska. In ad-
dition, contract extension will enable appro-
priate consultation to take place consistent
with the Endangered Species Act.

I’d like to thank Representative BARRETT for
all his efforts on this legislation. He and his
staff have worked very hard to get this bill en-
acted. Thanks also to Representative DOO-
LITTLE for moving the bill out of his Sub-
committee and through the Resources Com-
mittee. This is an important initiative and one
which merits the support of everyone in this
chamber.

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

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I have no more re-
quests for time, Mr. Speaker, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
DOOLITTLE) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2795, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material on H.R. 2795, the
bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.
f

AUTHORIZING THE CONSTRUCTION
OF TEMPERATURE CONTROL DE-
VICES AT FOLSOM DAM

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 4079) to authorize the con-
struction of temperature control de-
vices at Folsom Dam in California, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 4079

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. AUTHORIZATION TO CONSTRUCT

TEMPERATURE CONTROL DEVICES.
(a) FOLSOM DAM.—The Secretary of the In-

terior is hereby authorized to construct in
accordance with the draft environmental im-

pact statement/environmental impact report
for the Central Valley Supply contracts
under Public Law 101–514 (section 206) and
the report entitled ‘‘Assessment of the Bene-
ficial and Adverse Impacts of Operating a
Temperature Control Device (TCD) at the
Water Supply Intakes of Folsom Dam’’, a
temperature control device on Folsom Dam
and necessary associated temperature mon-
itoring facilities. The temperature control
device and said associated temperature mon-
itoring facilities shall be operated as an inte-
gral part of the Central Valley Project for
the benefit and propagation of fall-run chi-
nook salmon and steelhead trout in the
American River, California.

(b) DEVICE ON NON-CVP FACILITIES.—The
Secretary of the Interior is hereby author-
ized to construct or assist in the construc-
tion of 1 or more temperature control de-
vices on existing non-Federal facilities deliv-
ering Central Valley Project water supplies
from Folsom Reservoir and necessary associ-
ated temperature monitoring facilities.
These costs of construction of temperature
control device and associated temperature
monitoring facilities shall be nonreimburs-
able and operated by the non-Federal facility
owner at its expense, in coordination with
the Central Valley Project for the benefit
and propagation of chinook salmon and
steelhead trout in the American River, Cali-
fornia.

(c) AUTHORIZATION.—There is hereby au-
thorized to be appropriated for the construc-
tion of a temperature control device on Fol-
som Dam and necessary associated tempera-
ture monitoring facilities the sum of
$5,000,000 (adjusted for inflation based on Oc-
tober 1997 prices). There is also authorized to
be appropriated for the construction of a
temperature control device on existing non-
Federal facilities and necessary associated
temperature monitoring facilities the sum of
$1,000,000 (October 1997 prices). There is also
authorized to be appropriated, in addition
thereto, such amounts as are required for op-
eration, maintenance, and replacement of
the temperature control devices on Folsom
Dam and associated temperature monitoring
facilities.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. DOOLITTLE) and the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. DOOLITTLE).

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

Mr. Speaker, the primary purpose of
H.R. 4079 is to authorize the construc-
tion of a temperature control device on
Folsom Dam. The dam is located about
20 miles upstream from the city of Sac-
ramento, California on the American
River. A temperature control device is
needed to allow the diversion of munic-
ipal water supplies from a point higher
in the water column in the Folsom
Reservoir than is now possible with the
existing municipal water intakes. By
diverting the water high on the water
column, cold water can be released into
the lower American River for steelhead
and fall-run chinook salmon during the
critical July through October period of
the year when water temperatures tend
to reach their annual highs. I would
urge an aye vote on this bill.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
4079 which will authorize Federal and
non-Federal projects at the Bureau of
Reclamation’s Folsom Dam Reservoir.
These projects are intended to help and
control and monitor the temperature
of water released from Folsom Dam so
the fish may benefit from the releases
of cooler water. The amount authorized
by H.R. 4079 for the temperature con-
trol devices at Folsom Dam is $5 mil-
lion, although no specific requirements
for reimbursing of these costs are set
forth in the bill. It is my understand-
ing the Bureau of Reclamation will
consider these costs as capital im-
provements to the CVP project and will
allocate the costs among CVP water
and power customers in accordance
with current CVP cost allocation pro-
cedures.

The cost estimate report prepared by
the Congressional Budget Office on
H.R. 4079 clearly states that, quote,
about 4 million, end quote, of the cost
of constructing temperature control
devices and monitoring apparatus at
Folsom Dam would be repaid by the
water and power users. With this un-
derstanding regarding the reimburse-
ment of costs, the administration has
advised us they do not object to this
legislation. The control of water tem-
peratures released from dams is a prov-
en and cost-effective method of im-
proving survival of fish.

b 1645

I thank the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Water and Power for his
commitment to this legislation, and I
urge my colleagues to support H.R.
4079.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
California (Mr. DOOLITTLE) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 4079, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 4079, the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.
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CONGRATULATING MARK

MCGWIRE FOR BREAKING THE
MAJOR LEAGUE BASEBALL SIN-
GLE-SEASON HOME RUN RECORD

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight be
discharged from further consideration
of the resolution (H. Res. 520) congratu-
lating Mark McGwire of the St. Louis
Cardinals for breaking the Major
League Baseball single-season home
run record, and ask for its immediate
consideration in the House.

Mr. Speaker, I further ask unani-
mous consent that the debate on the
resolution be confined to 40 minutes,
equally divided between myself and the
gentleman from Maryland, (Mr.
CUMMINGS).

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-

lows:
H. RES. 520

Whereas the game of baseball is America’s
national pastime;

Whereas one of the grandest records in
baseball, and indeed in all sport, is the
record for the most home runs hit in a single
Major League Baseball season;

Whereas during the 1998 Major League
Baseball season, Mark McGwire of the St.
Louis Cardinals and other fine players have
challenged the Major League Baseball single-
season home run record, bringing great ex-
citement to the 1998 Major League Baseball
season and capturing the imagination of the
people of the United States and baseball fans
around the world;

Whereas Mark McGwire of the St. Louis
Cardinals has been subjected to intense pres-
sure and media scrutiny, but has conducted
himself with uncommon grace, class, and
dignity, and has been a first-rate role model
for the young people of St. Louis, the State
of Missouri, and the United States; and

Whereas on September 8, 1998, Mark
McGwire of the St. Louis Cardinals hit his
62nd home run of the 1998 Major League
Baseball season, breaking the Major League
Baseball single-season home run record:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives congratulates and commends Mark
McGwire of the St. Louis Cardinals—

(1) for breaking the Major League Baseball
single-season home run record;

(2) for bringing great excitement to the
1998 Major League Baseball season; and

(3) for being an inspiration to the youth of
America and the world and baseball fans ev-
erywhere.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the unanimous consent request,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA)
and the gentleman from Maryland,
(Mr. CUMMINGS), each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. MICA).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on
House Resolution 520.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, I am pleased this after-

noon to congratulate my colleague, the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. TALENT),
for introducing this resolution.

On September 8, 1998, Mark McGwire
broke the Major League baseball
record for home runs in a single season
and joins such immortals as Babe Ruth
and Roger Maris as legends of our na-
tional past time. But, Mr. Speaker,
when America watched Mark McGwire
pursue, and then break, Roger Maris’s
single-season home run record, we wit-
nessed far more than a spectacular ath-
letic achievement and a sportsmanship
achievement. In the apt words of the
gentleman’s resolution, the gentleman
from Missouri, he stated, ‘‘Mark
McGwire conducted himself with un-
common grace, class, and dignity.’’ At
all times he was, as the resolution goes
on to say, a first-rate role model for
the young people of our Nation.

But it is not just the young people
who can learn from this athlete’s ex-
ample. Everyone can and should learn
by his achievements and the manner in
which he conducted himself.

More memorable than the home run
that he hit that night was the grace
with which he conducted himself, the
joy with which he greeted his young
son as he crossed home plate, the great
respect he showed for the Maris family,
and the friendship that he and Sammy
Sosa, who is also challenging the home
run record, demonstrated that night
and so many millions of Americans
witnessed.

It is, therefore, appropriate that Con-
gress commend and recognize Mark
McGwire for breaking this record and
for the manner in which he did it.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I also want to commend
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. TAL-
ENT) for introducing this very, very im-
portant resolution. Today we honor 2
true sportsmen, Mark McGwire and
Sammy Sosa. Last week Mark
McGwire tied, and then broke, Roger
Maris’s 61st single-season home run
record, making him the new major
league leader, with 62 home runs. On
Sunday, Sammy Sosa hit his 62nd
home run, matching McGwire and help-
ing to propel his team to victory in a
crucial game against the Brewers.

Last year, this Congress honored the
lifetime achievements of another great
baseball player: Jackie Robinson. Mr.
Robinson would be proud to see how
McGwire and Sosa have embraced and
supported each other in the race to
break Maris’s record. McGwire and
Sosa are making history, and they are
doing it with respect for each other and
with dignity and integrity.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 520
honors Mark McGwire for breaking the

record for the most home runs in a sea-
son, and among other things, serving
as a true role model for young people.
But not only is he a role model for
young people, but it has been well stat-
ed in the media that he gives some-
where in the area of $1 million per year
to lift up children and to make their
lives better, and for this we applaud
him.

As baseball regains its popularity
and more young people flock to ball
fields across America, it is important
that our major league players set an
example of hard work, sacrifice, dig-
nity and respect for oneself and one’s
other players. Mark McGwire exempli-
fies all of these.

Parents can speak of McGwire as not
only a great ball player, but as a good
man. After breaking Roger Maris’s
record, McGwire took time to acknowl-
edge the Maris family who were sitting
in the stands and hugged and lifted up
his own son on the baseball field. Those
two things, I think, sent a true mes-
sage to all of us in America, and that is
to never forget from whence we came
and never forget those who came before
us. Those were moments that all Amer-
icans could be proud of.

McGwire’s contributions to baseball
have been memorialized in the Na-
tional Baseball Hall of Fame in Coop-
erstown, New York. The ball that
McGwire hit his season record 62nd
home run, his bat and his St. Louis
Cardinals uniform are on display for
current and future generations to see.
Fathers and sons and daughters who
journey to Cooperstown will be able to
share a historic moment, a moment
that will be further commemorated
with this resolution in his honor. What
he has done has left a spark in all
Americans and has left a very, very,
very important memory so that we
might cherish it for our entire life-
times.

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

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. TALENT), the author of this
resolution.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I admire and appreciate
the gentleman’s eloquence and that of
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
CUMMINGS), and I do not know that
there is a lot I can add. I just think
that this resolution is important for a
number of reasons. They have com-
mented, and I think it bears repeating,
on the class that Mark McGwire had
throughout this whole season as he
chased this record. He showed the af-
fection that he has in his heart for his
son; he showed the regard that he has
for his competitor, Sammy Sosa; and
that was returned time and time again.
I really appreciate the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS) remark be-
cause that showed how far baseball has
come from the days of Jackie Robin-
son. Mark McGwire showed the respect
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that he has for baseball and for the
way that he treated the Maris family,
and I think all of those things justify
this resolution.

I had a personal reason as well for fil-
ing it. I was able to share that evening
with my 8-year-old son, and to share
that moment with him when Mark
McGwire hit the 62nd home run, and it
struck me that the experience we had
together and the way I felt afterwards
when my son said it was the best night
of his life, was probably shared by mil-
lions and millions of families around
the country who were together watch-
ing this achievement, watching Mark
McGwire chase this with such class and
achieve it on that night, and they
shared that memory then and they will
share that memory forever. I think it
deserves this memorial.

This is a class individual. None of it
was a put-on. It is just the way he is.
I am glad the House is taking a few
moments to recognize him. I am sure
everyone will support this resolution.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. GEPHARDT), the distin-
guished majority leader.

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman, and I share his
optimism. I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Missouri for bringing this
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, let me just first say
that I have been a Cardinal fan my en-
tire life, as I am sure my friend from
Missouri has been. The night that
Mark McGwire hit this home run was
indeed a very important night in the
life of any Cardinal fan. In fact, I was
alone watching it on television and
tears streamed down my face as I saw
him make this accomplishment.

I think that there is a much larger
meaning, however, that comes out of
this, in both the case of Mark McGwire
and Sammy Sosa. First, they have both
shown love for their families, they
have shown love for fellow human
beings, and they have shown respect
for other human beings who have had
similar records or their families have
had a connection with similar records.
Those are very important messages for
baseball heroes to send to the people,
and I most want to be for this resolu-
tion today because of that and because
of what that means to Americans and
what that means to all of our people.
We commend them, we honor them,
and we wish them well in the days
ahead.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

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

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, there is, in
fact, baseball yet to be played this
year. Perhaps there are more home

runs to be hit. We really do not know
yet what the new home run record will
be. We do not know who will hold that
title and that record. What we do know
is that Mark McGwire has at all times
conducted himself both as a gentleman
and as a true sportsman. His athletic
achievements are, in fact, a deed to be
respected, but the quality of character
he has demonstrated throughout this
historic baseball season should be hon-
ored.

At a time, Mr. Speaker, when values,
character, and professional conduct is
being challenged both here in Washing-
ton and at every level across our land,
it is indeed fitting that today Congress
recognize a true role model, Mark
McGwire.

Mr. Speaker, I ask all Members to
vote for this resolution.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, as a life-
long baseball fan, nothing has been more ex-
citing than seeing the home run chase this
year for Mark McGwire and Sammy Sosa. Not
only has the race brought a great deal of ex-
citement to this year’s baseball season, the
grace, dignity and good sportsmanship of
these two sluggers has brought honor to
sportsmanship and sports in general.

While we should salute the achievements of
Mark, we must not forget that the season is
not over. Indeed, the fantastic weekend per-
formance of Sammy Sosa demonstrates that
we still do not know who will be the single
season home run king until the last game is
played. It also points out how Congress some-
times gets ahead of itself.

The grace of a home run swing (some 124
at last count), the kind words of mutual re-
spect uttered by Mr. McGwire and Mr. Sosa,
the thrills that have been experienced by mil-
lions of fans remind us all that human
achievement brings out the best in us. Diver-
sion and recreation is sometimes the best
antidote for tough times. Amidst all the political
trauma of the last few weeks, many were
happy, even just for a moment, to forget it all
and blissfully discuss the home run race. They
have also taught us some important lessons
like genuine humility which inspires us much
more than stirring words. The magnificent per-
formance of Mark and Sammy on the field has
only been matched by their outstanding han-
dling of the media attention which has been
given to them. They deserve our recognition.

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, whether you
were at the game or enjoying the moment
elsewhere with family and friends, on the
evening of Tuesday, September 8, 1998,
America witnessed a milestone. As my home-
town newspaper, the Southeast Missourian
printed Wednesday morning, ‘‘In a nation that
demands bigger, more, better, faster, Mark
David McGwire is now a name—and an
event—to be remembered.’’

But there is something even more memo-
rable about Tuesday night. More memorable
than Mark McGwire hugging his son, Matt, as
he crossed home base. More memorable than
Mark McGwire taking time to share his accom-
plishment with the Chicago Cubs own Sammy
Sosa; and yes, even more memorable than
the touching moments that Mark McGwire
shared with Roger Maris’ family.

Sure, hitting number 62 was great. And
there isn’t any Little Leaguer I know who prob-
ably didn’t drift off to sleep that night thinking

about what it would be like to be the ‘‘King of
Swing.’’ But what truly touched me about
Tuesday night was the way the entire country
came together in the last days and weeks
leading up to this very special event.

When Mark MGwire belted number 62 into
the record books, he put a special and indel-
ible mark on history that will remain forever.
Tuesday night, Missouri—the Heartland of
America and my home—became the hallmark
that represents what can be accomplished
with dedication, perseverance, hard work and
a little help from the Man upstairs. Mark
McGwire recognized that Tuesday night and it
reminded me of how proud we in the Eighth
District are to call Missouri home.

But something even more magical hap-
pened when Mark McGwire smacked that ball
the last 341 feet into American history. In that
instant—and with the help of what ESPN has
called ‘‘the nation’s best fans’’—the fans
cheering on the Cardinals in Busch Stadium—
it felt great to be an American. Again.

Now that may sound strange to some, but
in a time when coverage of the examples of
poor role models often overshadows the cov-
erage of good role models, it truly is comfort-
ing that today all of America has something to
be proud of. On Tuesday night, America saw
the kindness, honesty and dignity of a man
whose character is not measured by numbers
and dollars, but by the love of a national pas-
time and a respect for all of those who play
the game. Tuesday night it felt good to be 10-
years-old again rooting for your hero. Tuesday
night, it just felt good to cheer.

My dad, Ab Hermann, also played profes-
sional baseball. Even though he taught me
countless lessons about life, I remember two
very distinctly. First, you always have to keep
your eye on the ball. Second, honesty and
character really do matter. Like my colleague,
J.C. Watts, another great athlete, says ‘‘char-
acter means doing what’s right when nobody
is looking.’’

Well, Mark McGwire did that. As Mike Jen-
sen of the Standard Democrat noted on Sep-
tember 9, 1998, ‘‘That monumental home run
will neither solve world hunger nor the issues
in the Mideast. But it did remind us that some-
times good guys finish first.’’ And Tuesday
night when all America was watching, Mark
McGwire, with the class befitting a ‘‘Home Run
King,’’ wrote his own story in American His-
tory. Thank you Mark, for giving all of America
a story worth telling.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I rise to sa-
lute Mark McGwire and his extraordinary feat
in setting a new, single-season home run
record.

Throughout this season, Americans have
been treated to one of the most incredible
sporting achievements of our lifetime. The sin-
gle-season home run mark of 61 stood as per-
haps the most awesome feat in baseball his-
tory.

I feel privileged to have been able to wit-
ness Mark McGwire in action this year—every
baseball fan in America knows that they have
seen something special in 1998.

Roger Maris set that record 37 years ago,
topping perhaps the most impressive achieve-
ment of Babe Ruth, the best all-around player
ever to take the field in professional baseball.
Watching McGwire’s pursuit of 62 home runs,
placing him among icons like Ruth and Maris,
has been a pure joy to witness.
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Mark McGwire is not only an outstanding

athlete, he is also a man whose conduct epito-
mizes good sportsmanship.

He has remained focused on his goal in the
face of a media frenzy and a sea of exploding
flash bulbs. And he did it with amazing grace
and real class.

The chase showed something special about
Mark McGwire. But it also showed me some-
thing special about the people of St. Louis.
The fact that seven very lucky fans gave up
progressively larger amounts of money, return-
ing their souvenir home run balls to Number
25, showed that Cardinals fans truly are, as
the magazine Baseball America called them,
‘‘The Best Baseball Fans in America.’’

These fans showed their true spirit when
they stood and cheered not only for St. Louis’
own Mark McGwire, but also for that other
great athlete, the Cubs’ Sammy Sosa.

Mr. Speaker, I could not be more proud to
say I am from St. Louis, and I could not be
more proud to say I am a Cardinals’ fan.
Thank you and congratulations, Mark
McGwire.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

CONGRATULATING SAMMY SOSA
FOR TYING THE CURRENT
MAJOR LEAGUE RECORD FOR
HOME RUNS IN ONE SEASON.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight be
discharged from further consideration
of the Resolution (H. Res. 536) and ask
for its immediate consideration in the
House.

Mr. Speaker, I further ask unani-
mous consent that the debate time be
limited to 40 minutes, equally divided
and controlled by teh gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS) and myself.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-

lows:
H. RES. 536

Whereas Sammy Sosa of the Chicago Cubs
hit two home runs on Sunday, September 13
against the Milwaukee Brewers at Wrigley
Field in Chicago;

Whereas these home runs were his 61st and
62nd of the 1998 season, tying Mark McGwire
of the St. Louis Cardinals for the current
major league record for home runs in one
season and moving him past Roger Maris’
previous single home run record, which had
stood unsurpassed—and barely threatened—
for 37 years;

Whereas Sammy Sosa’s achievement is one
of the most impressive and difficult to ac-
complish in the history of baseball, placing
him in the very exclusive company of the na-
tional pastime’s greatest home run hitters,
including legends such as Babe Ruth, Hank
Aaron, Roger Maris, Mickey Mantle, and
Willie Mays;

Whereas Sammy Sosa’s drive toward the
historic home run record is part of one of the

best overall performances in baseball his-
tory, which will likely include more than 150
RBIs, a batting average of over. 300, nearly 20
stolen bases, exceptional defensive play in
right field and providing leadership to the
Chicago Cubs in a close race for the playoffs;

Whereas throughout the intense media
scrutiny and public attention that has ac-
companied his historic home run chase,
Sammy Sosa has consistently conducted
himself with dignity, modesty, and selfless-
ness that has been an inspiration to all
Americans;

Whereas as a native of the Dominican Re-
public, Sammy Sosa has proven to be an out-
standing role model and source of pride for
all residents of his native country, as well as
all Latin Americans and all immigrants to
the U.S. from across the globe;

Whereas throughout his record-breaking
accomplishments and thrilling head-to-head
race with Mark McGwire to surpass the
home run milestone Sammy Sosa has em-
bodied the talent, exuberance, team-spirit
and determination that Americans associate
with the very best qualities of sports and
athletic competition;

Whereas while Sammy Sosa is almost cer-
tainly not done hitting home runs in 1998,
and has two more weeks to amaze all of
America with tape-measure shots that de-
light Chicago’s bleacher bums and send Cubs
scattering on Waveland Avenue in pursuit of
a piece of history, and Sammy Sosa will con-
tinue to enhance a proud legacy of Chicago
Cubs sluggers in the tradition of Hack Wil-
son, Ernie Banks, Billy Williams and Andre
Dawson;

Whereas on September 13, 1998, Sammy
Sosa of the Chicago Cubs hit his 62th home
run of the 1998 Major League Baseball season
and tied the current single-season home run
record: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives congratulates and commends Sammy
Sosa of the Chicago Cubs—

(1) for his amazing accomplishments and
thanks him for a summer of unsurpassed
baseball excitement.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the unanimous consent request,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA)
and the gentleman from Maryland,
(Mr. CUMMINGS) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. MICA).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on
House Resolution 536.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

b 1700

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take
this opportunity to congratulate the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. GUTIER-
REZ), the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
YATES), and the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. DAVIS) who are authors and
who have introduced this resolution.

This has been indeed, as we have
said, a very historic baseball season.
We have not only seen Roger Maris’ 37-
year-old single season home run record
broken, we have seen the new record
tied within just a few days.

All America has watched with admi-
ration as Mark McGwire and Sammy
Sosa have challenged each other to new
heights each and every day during one
of the most exciting periods of baseball
history. We watched as the record fell,
and we watched as the new record was
tied.

Sammy Sosa deserves the respect and
admiration of all baseball fans for his
great athletic achievement, but more
importantly, Sammy Sosa has earned
the esteem of all Americans for the
great and dignified manner in which he
has conducted himself at all times.

When Mark McGwire became the
first to break Roger Maris’ record, the
St. Louis Cardinals were playing
Sammy Sosa’s Chicago Cubs. Sammy
Sosa was among the first to offer his
congratulations, running to congratu-
late Mark from his position in the out-
field. A lesser man would have resented
that another man will always be
known as the gentleman who broke
Roger Maris’ record, but not Sammy
Sosa.

Reflecting the highest ideals of
sportsmanship and character, Sammy
Sosa graciously saluted that achieve-
ment and embraced Mark McGwire
warmly.

I have no doubt, Mr. Speaker, that it
was because of Sammy Sosa’s char-
acter that all Americans cheered when
he tied this new record. I am proud to
support this resolution to honor an ex-
cellent athlete and, in fact, a true gen-
tleman.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I first want to con-
gratulate the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. GUITERREZ), the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) and the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. YATES) for introduc-
ing this very, very important resolu-
tion.

Today, this Congress pauses to salute
a man named Sammy Sosa. Sammy
Sosa of the Chicago Cubs is being hon-
ored today for being a fine sportsman
and for conducting himself with dig-
nity and modesty while in pursuit of
Roger Maris’ single season home run
record. A native of the Dominican Re-
public, Sammy Sosa is an inspiration
to Americans, Latin Americans, and all
who love the game of baseball.

On Sunday, in a critical Cubs-Brew-
ers game, Sosa caught up to Mark
McGwire and hit his 62nd home run. At
that moment, the Cubs were still be-
hind, and though he was experiencing a
personal victory, Sosa did not cele-
brate until his teammate Mark Grace
hit the winning home run to end the
game 11 to 10. Sosa carried Grace a few
steps to the dugout, and the Cubs car-
ried Sosa. Baseball is a team effort,
and Sosa’s actions exemplify just that.

Sosa is the player in Cub’s history,
the only player in Cub’s history to hit
30 or more home runs and steal 30 or
more bases in the same season. In 1997,
he became the third player in team his-
tory to hit more than 25 home runs at
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Wrigley Field more than once. He was
the first Cub in 37 years to collect more
than 100 runs-batted-in in three con-
secutive seasons. But these statistics
only speak to his athletic abilities.

Sosa supports schools and medical fa-
cilities in his homeland. He has a now
famous two-finger gesture where he
touches his heart for his fans, then
blows two kisses, one for his mother,
and one for the family and relatives
back home whenever he hits a home
run or has a major accomplishment in
a game. This speaks to Sosa as a man,
a man who has never forgotten from
whence he came.

He remembers and talks about quite
often when he was in the Dominican
Republic as a young boy. And like
many poor young people, he had to im-
provise. He would use a crushed up
milk carton as a glove and would take
a sock and ball it up real tight and use
it as a ball to play baseball.

The fact is is that he now remembers
those days and consistently and con-
stantly gives back to his native Domin-
ican Republic. He is a man who loves
the game of baseball and, just as im-
portant, just like Mark McGwire, he
cares about people. Sosa is a team
player and a gracious winner. He is a
true sportsman and is quite deserving
of this wonderful and very significant
honor.

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

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, it is my dis-
tinct pleasure to yield 3 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from New
York (Mr. BOEHLERT) who does rep-
resent the real shrine of American
baseball, Cooperstown, New York.

(Mr. BOEHLERT asked and was given
permission to include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague for yielding to me,
and I thank both of my colleagues and
all of my colleagues who are today here
paying tribute to Mark McGwire and
Sammy Sosa.

All the sporting world knows that
they are truly all-stars when they get
on the ball field and they hit that ball.
But I would suggest to everyone, as we
are looking for role models, you could
not have two better role models than
Mark McGwire and Sammy Sosa. They
are all-stars off the field as well.

I would suggest that all of my col-
leagues read an inspiring story that ap-
pears in today’s New York Times, writ-
ten by Bill Dedman. It is the story of
Sammy Sosa. Just let me read one
quote, because it just says so much
about the man.

Sammy says ‘‘I don’t want to get a
big head. I was raised religious, and I’m
scared what would happen to me if I
did that.’’ That is a quote from Sammy
Sosa. It is a wonderful story.

Now, let me tell you, first of all, both
of these gentlemen are already rep-
resented in the Baseball Hall of Fame
in Cooperstown, New York. That is the
shrine and mecca for baseball. For
those of you who want to go to Coop-

erstown, and I encourage all of you to
do so, take 270 north, and you go to
Route 15—no, I will not give you the
whole route today.

But I will tell you that, in that beau-
tiful magnificent village of Coopers-
town, New York, two very distin-
guished, very accomplished athletes,
two great citizens, fine, decent, caring,
sharing individuals are already rep-
resented. So I would encourage those
who cannot get out to see Mark
McGwire or Sammy Sosa play at the
ball field. The season is almost over,
some of us are hoping that the Cubs
will really make it to the play-offs, and
I know my distinguished colleague in
the well will address that subject
shortly.

Forevermore these fine gentlemen
will be represented in the shrine of
baseball in Cooperstown, New York,
and I would encourage people to visit
that magnificent facility and see for
themselves.

Once again, let me stress that I am a
baseball nut, self-proclaimed. I confess
it. I am addicted to baseball. It is a
wonderful way for my wife and I to sit
and relax in the evening, a big bowl of
popcorn and some soda and we sit and
watch the game, and my Yankees are
doing just fine this year, thank you,
and I am excited about that.

I have to admit, in two instances re-
cently I had tears to my eyes. One,
when I saw Mark McGwire, and then
after he hit the home run one of the
things that happened that was so mov-
ing, Sammy ran in from the outfield,
they hugged and they embraced, two
great gentlemen. Then when I heard
that Sammy Sosa had hit two dingers
to catch up with Mark McGwire, I did
not even see it, I just heard about it,
and it moved me because I have such a
passionate feeling about the game and
what it means to this great country,
but I am so excited because of the
great accomplishment of these two fine
gentlemen.

So I am pleased to be able to be here
and share in this tribute. I thank those
who have advanced it. I encourage all
of my friends here in this chamber and
all around the world to pay proper rec-
ognition to Mark McGwire and Sammy
Sosa. Please come visit the shrine of
all American baseball in Cooperstown,
New York.

The article that was referred to pre-
viously is as follows:

THE MAN WHO WOULD BE MCGWIRE

HIS RIVAL IS ‘THE MAN,’ BUT SOSA MAY BE THE
HOME RUN CHAMP

(By Bill Dedman)
CHICAGO, Sept. 14—Relaxing at home in his

55th-floor condominium before a game,
Sammy Sosa is the same as at the ball park:
focused by funny, exuberant but reserved. He
is in a strange country, conversing in two
languages, but his every movement displays
a combination of confidence and humility.

He does not want to talk about his wealth,
or his charity, or even to appear to be re-
straining the impulse. ‘‘I don’t want to get a
big head,’’ he says. ‘‘I was raised religious,
and I’m scared what would happen to me if I
did that.’’

Staying humble just got harder, as Sosa’s
glorious weekend put him dead even in the
chase for the most glamorous record in
sports: most home runs in a single season.
After the record had been all but conceded to
Mark McGwire of St. Louis, Sosa’s four
home runs in three days tied him with
McGwire. As Sosa’s Cubs begin a series to-
night in San Diego and McGwire’s Cardinals
played at home against Pittsburgh, each had
hit 62 home runs in 150 games. (McGwire had
two singles but no homers in four at-bats to-
night.) Two weeks remain in the season.

‘‘I’m rooting for Mark McGwire,’’ Sosa said
last week. ‘‘I look up to him the way a son
does to a father. I look at him, the way he
hits, the way he acts, and I see the person
and the player I want to be. I’m the man in
the Dominican Republic. He’s the man in the
United States. That’s the way it should be.’’

Sammy Sosa grew up without a father in
the back of a converted public hospital in
San Pedro de Macoris, a dusty seaside town
in the Dominican Republic. His father, Juan
Montero, died when Sosa was 5. Sosa shared
two bedrooms with his mother, four brothers
and two sisters. To help out, he shined shoes
for two pesos.

Now, at age 29, Sosa has a four-year, $42.5
million contract. Besides the condo, he has
two other homes and was able to give his
mother, Mireya, a house for Mother’s Day.
But ask him about his wealth, and he will
find an excuse to leave the room. If prodded
to name the favorite of all his automobiles,
he will allow, ‘‘Probably the Rolls,’’ and
change the subject.

In Chicago last week, Sosa entertained
guests before a night game at Wrigley Field.
Wearing Versace jeans instead of Cubs pin-
stripes, he offered a glass of white wine and
a tour of his condo—really four condos com-
bined into one—in a tower rising above Navy
Pier.

In the den, where the windows reveal Lake
Michigan, Sosa’s two agents occupied the
sofa, eating shrimp and fielding offers for an
advertising deal in Japan. In the dining
room, decorated with a wrap-around view of
the Loop skyline, his wife, Sonia, was set-
ting out the good china for a lunch with
friends. Their 5-year-old daughter, Keisha,
was at school, and the three younger chil-
dren were finishing their naps. Sammy’s
brothers were around, back among the eight
bedrooms.

When Babe Ruth hit 60 home runs in 1927,
his biographer noted his boast, ‘‘Sixty, count
’em, 60!’’ and Ruth’s dare for anyone to
match his total. Now Ruth has been
matched, and bested, by Roger Maris,
McGwire and Sosa. Not a braggart in the
bunch.

When he came into the major leagues nine
years ago, Sosa gained a reputation as a self-
ish player, as a flashy underachiever,
‘‘Sammy So-So.’’ His teammates, coaches
and friends say he has grown tremendously,
as a baseball player, as a father and as a
team player. ‘‘Sammy is showing a grace
that blows my mind,’’ said Tom Reich, who
is one of his agents. ‘‘He is so intuitive. He
draws everyone into his loop with his good
will and generosity.’’

Back home in San Pedro de Macoris, there
is a statue of Sosa with a fountain. In the
winter he visits hospitals to deliver presents
to children and schools to give new comput-
ers. They call him ‘‘Sammy Claus.’’ Pesos
thrown in his fountain are given to the shoe-
shine boys of Macoris.

Here in the United States, Reich and his
partner, Adam Katz, are taking their time
working through offers for endorsements.
They will let most of the deals wait until the
season is over, so as not to distract Sosa
from the task at hand: helping the long-frus-
trated Cubs make the playoffs for the first
time since 1989.
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Sosa says he does not mind the greater at-

tention that has been given to McGwire
since the season began back at the end of
March. As to the suggestion that his dark
skin color might account for his lack of ac-
claim compared with McGwire’s, Sosa laughs
and says: ‘‘What? Come on, man, it’s 1998.’’

The Sosas moved in to their million-dollar
home in June from a smaller one a few
blocks away. It appears almost unlived in,
with little of the debris of life scattered
about. The only book is a Spanish-language
Bible by a bed. The Sosas’ winter home is in
Santo Domingo, the Dominican capital,
about 40 miles west of San Pedro de Macoris.
And they have a stopping-off place in Miami.

A few treasures are on display in the Chi-
cago home: photos of their children. A
plaque from friends in the Dominican Repub-
lic (including the President, Leonel
Fernández Reyna) in honor of Sosa’s record-
setting 20 home runs in a single month. An
award from the Cubs honoring his commu-
nity service, named for his hero Roberto
Clemente, whose uniform No. 21 Sosa adopt-
ed.

A plaque rests on a cabinet in the living
room: ‘‘My house is small, no mansion for a
millionaire. But there is room for love and
there is room for friends.’’

Sammy and Sonia met 12 years ago in the
Dominican Republic. With the help of a
maid, she takes care of the children: two
girls, Keisha, 5, and Kenia, 3, and two boys,
Sammy Jr., nearly 2, and Michael, almost 1.

On this quiet afternoon, the children woke
up just in time for a family photograph and
lunch before batting practice. The children
know Sosa plays baseball, but they have no
idea of his fame. Occasionally, on a replay,
they do see the trademark two-fingered kiss-
es that he blows their way.

‘‘They see me on TV and say, ‘Papi!
Papi!’ ’’ he said. ‘‘I am very proud of them.’’

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. GUTIERREZ), a very distin-
guished gentleman, who is one of the
sponsors of this legislation.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker I want
to be brief so that my colleagues from
Chicago have an opportunity to speak
on this resolution. In particular, I look
forward to the comments of my friends,
the gentlemen from Illinois, Mr. DAVIS
and Mr. YATES, original sponsors of
this bill, who have worked with me on
bringing it to the floor.

This is not the first time that the
U.S. House has taken an opportunity to
commend an individual who has
achieved greatness, but it is perhaps
the first time that a resolution has
been offered about someone who has
chosen to remain so humble in spite of
his greatness.

Sammy Sosa is a man who has every
reason to be proud of his accomplish-
ments and who would be excused if he
chose to be boastful about those facts.
Instead, he prefers to go out of his way
to talk about the achievements of his
teammates and even those of his com-
petitors. This is a man who has proven
to young people that it is not simply
important to be good at sports but to
be a good sport, and who has proven in
the most vivid way possible a lesson
that bears repeating, that people who
come to the United States to share
their talents with us add to our coun-
try in ways that are profound, in ways
that enrich our lives and in ways that
make us all proud of this great Nation.

This resolution puts the United
States House of Representatives on
record that this body commends and
congratulates Sammy Sosa for his
prowess on the field and for his dignity
off the field. In other words, even if
Sammy himself will not admit it, the
U.S. Congress is prepared to tell
Sammy that he is indeed the man.

Now, we hear a lot about bipartisan-
ship here in Washington. Well, in Chi-
cago bipartisanship has nothing to do
with bringing Democrats and Repub-
licans together. In Chicago, bipartisan-
ship means bringing Cubs fans and
White Sox fans together. As a Member
of Congress who represents both a lit-
tle of the north side and a little of the
south side, the fact that Sammy Sosa
has achieved that feat is amazing, but
it goes beyond that.

He has helped bring baseball fans all
across the country and all across the
world together to celebrate this beau-
tiful game, but back to that spirit of
civic unity for a moment. I want to
quote from someone who worked and
lived baseball on both sides of Chicago,
a man named Bill Veeck. Bill Veeck
put down some important roots in Chi-
cago, literally. In the 1930s Bill Veeck
planted the famous ivy on the outfield
wall at Wrigley Field. Later in life, Bill
Veeck went on to own the Chicago
White Sox, and even in the last years
of his life he could be found virtually
every summer afternoon sitting in the
outfield bleachers at Wrigley Field.

Well, there is a quote attributed to
Bill Veeck that I think says something
we need to know about baseball, maybe
even about life. Bill Veeck said, and I
quote, ‘‘There is no sight more beau-
tiful in the world than a ballpark full
of people,’’ and he was right. Unfortu-
nately, Bill Veeck never saw Sammy
Sosa play for the Cubs, and if he had he
would have learned that there is actu-
ally one thing more beautiful than a
ballpark full of people. It is when there
are so many people wanting to see a
game that there are hundreds, even
thousands of them waiting outside the
ballpark to be part of history.

For someone who has seen the high-
lights of recent Cub home games
knows, there are people hanging out on
Waveland Avenue and off the rooftops
of Sheffield and all around the park,
wanting to be part of the moment, to
be part of history. As I say, Sammy
Sosa has done more than excite a city.
He has excited a country. He has ex-
cited people all over the world, espe-
cially in Latin America who love this
great game.

People often say that baseball says a
lot about America. It is about fair
play. It is about doing your best and
trying, even when the odds are against
us, and in the person of Sammy Sosa
we are reminded that baseball rep-
resents something else. It reminds us
that baseball represents the diversity
of our Nation, our country, America.
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It reminds us that people can come

to America and if they have the desire

and if they have the will and if they
have the optimism, they can succeed in
ways that benefit us all.

Baseball shows that a team can be
made up of kids from the heartland of
America and from the Caribbean or
Asia and even as far away as Australia.
It was played in the form of stick ball
in the crowded streets of Brooklyn and
the West Side of Chicago where kids
looked up to heroes like Hank Green-
berg; by kids in the barrios of Hum-
boldt Park of Chicago who idolized Ro-
berto Clemente. Sammy Sosa has re-
minded us of that fact.

I read that Sammy Sosa has not only
surpassed Roger Maris’ record for home
runs in a season, he has also surpassed
the singer Kate Smith in the number of
times someone has said ‘‘God bless
America’’ in a single year.

Sometimes it takes someone who was
born elsewhere, someone for whom
America itself was not a birthright, to
sum up for all of us the most patriotic
of sentiments.

Mr. Speaker, Sammy is right to rec-
ognize the greatness of the United
States. Today, the United States Con-
gress recognizes him.

‘‘To you, Sammy.’’
Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the

balance of my time.
Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield

4 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS), one of
the cosponsors of this legislation.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. CUMMINGS) for yielding me this
time. I really want to thank all of
those who took the time to come and
pay tribute to two great athletes, two
great Americans.

Mr. Speaker, I grew up in Arkansas,
which was close to Missouri, and so I
grew up a Cardinals fan, next to my be-
loved Brooklyn Dodgers. And I remem-
ber Red Schoendienst and Stan Musial
and Ray Jablonski and, later on, Curt
Flood and Bob Gibson.

I was thinking of the great feat of
Mark McGwire, how great it would
have indeed been had Harry Caray been
around to be able to make the pro-
nouncement and say, ‘‘Look at it go.’’
I guess it would probably have still
been going even today. But, certainly,
Mark is a tremendous athlete and a
tremendous human being.

I am also pleased to take note of the
great feat and contribution of Sammy
Sosa. As has already been indicated, an
individual who was content all year to
kind of move in the shadows, always
behind but knowing that eventually he
would catch up. Always behind, but
knowing that at some point there
would be the evenness. Two men who
emerged as great friends, compliment-
ing each other almost on a daily basis,
one not really worrying about who is
going to be first, but knowing that
they were both going to be winners. Be-
cause no matter which one ends up
with the greatest number, they have
combined their efforts to revive and re-
vitalize the game of baseball to excite
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people all over the world, to put spirit
and energy in a game that had lost
some of its luster.

Certainly, Sammy indicated that it
is not always where one comes from.
As a matter of fact, he used to shine
shoes, like Isaiah Thomas, the great
basketball player who at one time used
to shine shoes at Shine King. So, he in-
dicated that it is not always so impor-
tant where one comes from in life, but
what is really important is where one
is going. No matter who ends up with
the highest number, both of these es-
teemed gentlemen have, indeed,
reached the top.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join
with all of my colleagues in saying a
hardy ‘‘thank you’’ to Mark McGwire
and to Sammy Sosa for revitalizing the
game of baseball.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the very distinguished
gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
BLAGOJEVICH).

Mr. BLAGOJEVICH. Mr. Speaker,
the odds of one of us of becoming a
Member of Congress are actually
longer than the odds of becoming a
major league ball player. I must con-
fess if I had my druthers, I would
choose to be a major league ball player.
For me, the ideal job would be to play
right field for the Chicago Cubs.

But I learned very early in life, Mr.
Speaker, as a ball player in the Little
League, that it was probably an impos-
sible dream for me. As hard as I tried,
as much as I hustled, I must confess,
and perhaps my political consultants
would not want me to say this, I stunk
as a baseball player.

But as someone who takes vicarious
joy in looking at ball players who
know how to play the game, I take par-
ticular pride that Sammy Sosa happens
to play for the Chicago Cubs. And I
take also pride as an American in the
accomplishments of Mark McGwire.

Wrigley Field is not in my congres-
sional district. I have the parking lots
across the street. The gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. YATES) has the actual ball
park. So when Sammy Sosa hits a
home run on Waveland Avenue or goes
to right field and hits a home run on
Sheffield Avenue, those balls are land-
ing in the district of the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. YATES).

But Chicago happens to be a city of
immigrants. I think it is altogether fit-
ting that Sammy Sosa and Mark
McGwire both share the record at this
point, and one happens to be an immi-
grant, because the City of Chicago and
our country was built by immigrants.

Let me say that in this cynical era
where sports is all about big money,
and baseball has certainly not been im-
mune to those issues, and in the era of
sports agents, it is very refreshing to
have two great heroes like Sammy
Sosa and Mark McGwire who play the
sport for the love of the game.

I do not see Mark McGwire play base-
ball as often as I see Sammy Sosa, but
it is clear to those of us in Chicago who
watch him on a daily basis that here is

somebody who plays the game the way
it ought to be played, who plays it the
way they used to play it in the old
days, who plays it with great enthu-
siasm and who has an all-around style
of game.

Mr. Speaker, I just would like to
commend Sammy Sosa and Mark
McGwire, and I would to close by rais-
ing a question about Commissioner
Bud Selig of baseball. Mr. Speaker, I
would say to the commissioner,
‘‘Where were you on Sunday, Mr. Com-
missioner? You should have been in
Chicago at Wrigley Field.’’

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I continue to
reserve the balance of my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I enjoyed the comments
of all of my colleagues on both sides. I
am reminded of the story of Mr. Sosa
when he was a young boy about 10
years old. His father died and he was
left to help his mother take care of his
seven brothers and sisters down in the
Dominican Republic. There he got
some rags together and some shoe
shine polish and would go to the beach
and he would shine people’s shoes.

As fate would have it, he met a man
named Bill Chase who lived on the out-
skirts of San Pedro, and Mr. Chase was
a factory owner. He was so impressed
with the shoe shine operation of the
Sosa brothers, because he did it with
his brother, that he would give them
extra tips. He bought Sammy a glove
and then he began to watch him play
baseball. He was so impressed with
them, that he helped them to move for-
ward to a baseball career here in the
United States.

There is so much to that story, Mr.
Speaker, of how when we work to-
gether, when we bond together and lift
each other up, how we can make things
happen. How when we touch other peo-
ple with our lives, that we can help
them get to where they have to go.

But there is another important les-
son in that too. So many Minor League
baseball players are playing baseball
right now, not knowing whether they
will ever have an opportunity to come
to the big leagues. But we want to sa-
lute all of them, including, of course,
our friend Mark McGwire. We want to
salute Sammy Sosa with a simple, sim-
ple quote. It is from a noted religious
scholar named Dr. Charles Swindoll,
and I think it epitomizes our two play-
ers that we honor today.

Mr. Speaker, Dr. Swindoll says, ‘‘. . .
men and women of God, servant-leaders
in the making, are first unknown, un-
seen, unappreciated and unapplauded.
In the relentless demands of obscurity,
character is built . . . [T]hose who first
accept the silence of obscurity are best
qualified to handle the applause of pop-
ularity.’’

Mr. Speaker, I think that statement
by Dr. Swindoll certainly epitomizes
and describes our two great baseball
players that we honor today. And so as
this Congress pauses to salute these
great gentlemen, we say to Mark

McGwire and to Sammy Sosa, ‘‘The
Congress of the United States of Amer-
ica salutes you. And we thank you for
bringing life to life and lifting all of us
up, including our children, so that gen-
erations to come will look back on this
wonderful, wonderful year and say that
we too were a part of it.’’

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to join in voting for this tre-
mendous and wonderful resolution.

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

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, first I want to take a
moment to thank the gentlemen from
Illinois, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. YATES,
and Mr. DAVIS for introducing this res-
olution to recognize the achievements
of Sammy Sosa. I was also pleased to
recognize the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. TALENT), who introduced H.R. 520
which we just considered and passed,
recognizing the sports achievements of
Mark McGwire.

Mr. Speaker, fortunately this year’s
baseball season is not over. In fact, the
Cubs are competing for a spot in the
playoffs. This, in fact, is good news for
all Americans, for indeed we have more
time for Sammy Sosa to display his
baseball skills and perhaps to hit a few
more exciting home runs.

More importantly, though, it means
there is more time for all Americans,
especially young people, to learn about
grace, sportsmanship, and dignity from
gentlemen who have set a great exam-
ple for sportsmanship.

I think this is really important at
this time in our history, because it is
critical that young people have role
models. Today, we as Members of Con-
gress pay tribute to those who have
displayed sportsmanship, great
achievement, and helped all Americans
have heroes.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to
support this resolution.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HEFLEY). The question is on the resolu-
tion.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

FREEMAN HANKINS POST OFFICE
BUILDING

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4002) to designate the United
States Postal Service building located
at 5300 West Jefferson Street, Philadel-
phia, Pennsylvania as the ‘‘Freeman
Hankins Post Office Building’’.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 4002

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. FREEMAN HANKINS POST OFFICE

BUILDING.
(a) DESIGNATION.—The United States Post-

al Service building located at 5300 West Jef-
ferson Street, in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania,
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shall be known and designated as the ‘‘Free-
man Hankins Post Office Building’’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the building
referred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed
to be a reference to the ‘‘Freeman Hankins
Post Office Building’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. MCHUGH) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
FATTAH) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. MCHUGH).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the bill under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4002 was intro-

duced on June 5 of this year by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
FATTAH), our distinguished colleague
who serves as the ranking member on
the Subcommittee on Postal Service.
Pursuant to the rules of the full com-
mittee, this bill enjoys the sponsorship
of the entire delegation from the great
State of Pennsylvania.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the dis-
tinguished gentleman for his leader-
ship on this issue, for bringing forward
not just this particular renaming, but
one that will soon follow. In doing this,
I think that the gentleman that has
once again upheld the tradition that
has been established both in this Con-
gress and in previous Congresses in rel-
egating to those very worthy individ-
uals the honor of having a postal facil-
ity named after them.

Certainly, Mr. Hankins is, indeed, a
prime example of the kind of individual
that has really come to be synonymous
with making this country what it has
been and what we all hope it will re-
main to be, the greatest and longest-
lived democracy on the face of the
Earth.
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He was perhaps best known for his
service in the Pennsylvania State leg-
islature, first as a Member of the House
of Representatives, beginning in 1961,
and then as a member of the Pennsyl-
vania Senate in 1967, where he served
until his retirement in 1989. During
those nearly three decades of service,
this gentleman compiled a record that
did for his community the kinds of
things that all good Americans look to
their government for. He did, perhaps
most of all, carry forward the legisla-
tion in his State to designate Dr. Mar-
tin Luther King’s birthday as a State
holiday.

Over, as I said, the nearly three dec-
ades, he received numerous awards,
served on so many different boards in
service to that State, such as the Penn-

sylvania Higher Education Assistance
Agency, the Pennsylvania Minority
Business Development Agency, Lincoln
University, and on and on and on.

I know, Mr. Speaker, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. FATTAH) will
have much more to say about the par-
ticulars of this individual’s achieve-
ments, and I do not want to preempt
his opportunity. So let me just say
that my colleague has done a service to
this House, in my opinion, by bringing
forward the name of Mr. Freeman
Hankins for designation of this post of-
fice building, and I am honored to join
with him in urging all of our colleagues
to support this bill.

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

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

Let me, first of all, in a much more
perfunctory way, thank the gentleman
from New York (Mr. MCHUGH). I think
many must realize that this is the per-
son that this Congress has given the
burden of being the legislative steward
of our postal service. Some 700,000 plus
Americans work for the United States
Postal Service. It is an extraordinarily
important element of our national
economy, and which we all pat our-
selves on the back for the economic
success here in our country, but our
economy could not function without a
universal system of mail delivery. The
gentleman from New York has done so
much to help ensure the efficient and
effective running of the world’s largest
and really best postal service. It is the
one that is benchmarked by all of our
economic competitors around the
world.

I want to first of all thank him, men-
tion to the House that we will be hav-
ing a markup quite soon on some im-
portant legislation, and I know that he
would like to have the House’s atten-
tion on, but I take this time to let him
know that I truly appreciate the work
that he has done. All of us who come to
the Congress, obviously, could imagine
doing any number of things, but none
could imagine a responsibility greater
than the role that the gentleman from
New York is playing.

Let me say that, obviously, I rise in
support of H.R. 4002. I was in the post
office that we now are going to be nam-
ing after the gentleman that I had an
opportunity to follow to the State Sen-
ate. He actually preceded me in the
State Senate. It is in the heart of the
West Philadelphia community, the 7th
senatorial district, that Freeman
Hankins served for more than two dec-
ades. He also, like myself, before his
service in the Senate served in the
Statehouse.

He led the way, in terms of Philadel-
phians, and served on the board of the
Pennsylvania Higher Education Assist-
ance Agency, which is an agency I
eventually had the opportunity to
chair the executive board of, and which
has helped over a million children in
Philadelphia receive financial assist-
ance to go on to college and to obtain

a college education. But it was Free-
man Hankins who helped create this
entity, one of the first of its kind in
the country, a State agency governed
by a board of legislators. Unlike other
boards, and any other board we can
find in any other State, it is a State
agency governed by lawmakers, with a
minority of the appointments made by
the governor, eight members in the
Statehouse and eight in the State Sen-
ate, and is the finest student financing
agency anywhere in the country.

Freeman Hankins is credited with
passing the Martin Luther King Day
Holiday bill but also was the spearhead
in helping to develop the Minority
Business Development Agency. He
served on the Lincoln Board, on which
I had an opportunity to later sit in his
seat on the Lincoln University Board
of Trustees, which is a university that
we know has graduated many of the
top leaders in our country.

But Freeman Hankins was not just
another public servant. He was also a
businessman who ran a business in
west Philadelphia, a mortuary and a
funeral home. He was the leader of a
national association of African Amer-
ican funeral home directors. He was a
substantially wealthy individual who,
nonetheless, dedicated the majority of
his time to public service. And I re-
member as he would take his summer
vacation at his beach house in Atlantic
City, we just considered that an ad-
junct to his district and would visit
there often to chat with him about im-
portant matters.

He was a gentleman and a statesman,
someone who gave honor to the State
Senate in his service, and we want to
take this opportunity to encourage all
of my colleagues to favorably consider
this bill. He is someone who, in the
naming of this post office in west
Philadelphia, will remind his constitu-
ents long after his passing of his serv-
ice, and will remind them that the type
of public official that comes along
every once in a while can truly make a
difference in people’s lives.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

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

In closing, let me first of all respond
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
on his very gracious remarks. I have
always viewed this postal subcommit-
tee as a challenge, not as a burden.
Perhaps it could have been a burden
had we not had such, I think, admira-
ble cooperation on both sides of the
aisle, a recognition I think most
prominently displayed by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
FATTAH) that this is a very important
system, one, as he said, that really
does bind our Nation together. And we
all recognize that this is the kind of ac-
tivity that deserves our concerted at-
tention and our concerted care, and he
has been a leader in ensuring that. I
deeply appreciate the opportunity to
continue to work with him and thank
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him for his cooperation, his input, his
leadership and his comments.

I would also say, with respect to this
particular bill, that we have had the
opportunity, and I would argue or cer-
tainly assert, the honor to do a fair
number of these this year, and I can
never recall a single word of opposition
to any of them. I say that not because
these are automatic or that the nam-
ing process is simplistic, but rather
that Members think very carefully be-
fore they bring to the floor and work
on behalf of a particular nominee being
designated with this naming honor.
And certainly today that is shown
again in this bill designating the postal
facility in the honor of Freeman
Hankins, and I will again say for the
bill that follows as well.

So we owe our thanks to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania for once
again bringing to us a very worthy in-
dividual and one that, I think, is fully
deserving of this particular honor. And,
again, in, closing, I would proudly join
with the gentleman in urging all my
colleagues to support this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HEFLEY). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MCHUGH) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
4002.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

MAX WEINER POST OFFICE
BUILDING

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4003) to designate the United
States Postal Service building located
at 2037 Chestnut Street, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania, as the ‘‘Max Weiner Post
Office Building’’.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 4003

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. MAX WEINER POST OFFICE BUILD-

ING.
(a) DESIGNATION.—The United States Post-

al Service building located at 2037 Chestnut
Street, in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, shall
be known and designated as the ‘‘Max Weiner
Post Office Building’’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the building
referred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed
to be a reference to the ‘‘Max Weiner Post
Office Building’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. MCHUGH) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
FATTAH) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. MCHUGH).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. McHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 4003, the bill under con-
sideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. McHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, it may seem somewhat

anticlimactic, because this bill is, at
least in form, if not identical very
similar to the one we just considered.
But the individual we seek to honor is
truly unique, and once again, as I said,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania is to
be thanked for his leadership, for his
careful consideration of the nominee of
Max Weiner for the designation of this
particular postal facility at the address
of 2037 Chestnut Street in the great
city of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.
And, again, as a matter of record, pur-
suant to the committee rules, this bill
enjoys the sponsorship of the entire
delegation from the State of Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Weiner was truly,
by everything that I have seen, a tre-
mendously energetic worker for con-
sumer rights and for consumer protec-
tion. He fought hard, so very hard, for
literally thousands of Pennsylvanians
who might otherwise have found them-
selves in so many difficult, challenging
positions and situations: The loss of
their homes, the loss of heat during the
extraordinarily cold weather that can
sometimes visit those of us who feel
lucky enough to live in the northeast.
He fought to protect the privacy of the
underprivileged and for greater access
for them to the mass transit system.

And in his endeavors he did much
else as well, Mr. Speaker. He was the
founder of the Consumers Education
and Protective Association and the
Independent Consumer Party. In short,
Mr. Speaker, just time and time again
the sort of individual who remained in
their community, who fought hard,
who worked hard not for power or
glory, certainly not for money, but be-
cause, simply, they cared about their
communities, but most of all cared
about their neighbors and wished to
make their lives a little better today
than yesterday and, hopefully, their
live a little better tomorrow than it
was today.

Again, I will yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania who has brought
this bill to us, and with that I would
thank him for his leadership and urge
all of my colleagues once again, please,
to support this very worthy nomina-
tion.

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

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,
and I rise in support of H.R. 4003.

Mr. Speaker, let me thank the gen-
tleman from New York for his kind re-

marks, and let me assure him that if
Max Weiner was around today and here
he would probably be outside protest-
ing all of us for some reason or an-
other.

Literally no less than a thousand
times he has been out on the battle-
field. He has filed in his lifetime prob-
ably more lawsuits against the Phila-
delphia Gas Works, the Philadelphia
Electric Company, the Philadelphia
Water Department, every State agency
imaginable, fighting aggressively on
behalf of individuals, and as class ac-
tions, consumers who, by some set of
circumstance, based on the review of
his organization, had been cheated ei-
ther by the outcome or by a process, or
somehow, nonetheless, even if the deci-
sion-making was correct, somehow still
could not meet the burden that was
being asked of them, and he would
fight on their behalf.

For many, many decades he led the
Consumer Education and Protective
Association of Philadelphia, and one
could always be assured that at least
on 6 days out of a 7-day-week he would
be out in front of city hall with a table,
with petitions, for some cause or an-
other. And in his latter years, well into
his 70s, he started to actually have
some of his greatest success at winning
lawsuits against and stopping of rate
increases from various utilities, and
forcing people to comply with various
rules and regulations and statutory re-
quirements that had been put upon
them by municipal utilities.

He also exercised his right to vote,
but not as a member of the Democratic
party or Republican Party. He formed
his own party, the Consumer Party,
and ran as their standard bearer for
every conceivable office that we could
imagine that was ever on the ballot in
Philadelphia. But he was loved by all.
Even those who he opposed knew that
in his heart he was speaking on behalf
of those who he felt needed someone to
speak for them.

Even though he has been gone for
many years now, it is his spirit, and
the public spiritedness of his work that
brings me to the point of offering this
bill. I am thankful for having the sup-
port of all my colleagues from Pennsyl-
vania. I think all of us probably have
in our districts a Max Weiner. And if
we do not, we need one, because there
is often a necessity for someone to op-
erate somewhat outside of the box and
to speak on behalf of those whose
voices otherwise may have been
marginalized. Max Weiner did that in
Philadelphia, and his work and his leg-
acy is something that all of us from
the Philadelphia community will al-
ways respect and remember.
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Again, I am sure he would probably
be even somehow railing against this
Congress or the State and Senate or
the Council if he was with us today
about something. In the final analysis,
he would probably be right, at least in
the spirit of his remarks.
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I thank the gentleman from New

York for his cooperation and the
Speaker and the majority leader to
have these bills scheduled and moved. I
truly appreciate their efforts.

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

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. In
closing, I could not add to the very elo-
quent statement of the ranking mem-
ber. We indeed all need a Max Weiner
in our lives. Although we are not obvi-
ously in a position to enjoy the guid-
ance and the light that he shed during
his very, very illustrious career, we can
perhaps through this naming inscribe
his name above the pillars of the Post-
al Service and remind us all of the good
things that he did in his life. I thank
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
FATTAH).

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HEFLEY). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MCHUGH) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
4003.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

COMMENDING VISIT OF POPE
JOHN PAUL II TO CUBA

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution (H. Res. 362) commending the
visit of His Holiness Pope John Paul II
to Cuba, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 362

Whereas Pope John Paul II earlier this
year undertook a first ever Papal visit to
Cuba to speak directly to the Cuban people;

Whereas the Pope led the Cuban people in
celebration throughout the island, including
leading the largest open-air mass since 1959
on the last day of his visit in Jose Marti
Plaza;

Whereas the Pope spoke directly with the
Cuban people and the Cuban Government
about the importance of fundamental human
rights and the necessity for ‘‘each person en-
joying freedom of expression, being free to
undertake initiatives and make proposals
within civil society, and enjoying appro-
priate freedom of association’’;

Whereas the Pope called for political free-
dom in Cuba, including a call to release
‘‘those who are isolated, persecuted, impris-
oned for various offenses or for reasons of
conscience, for ideas which though dissident
are nonetheless peaceful’’;

Whereas the Pope called for greater reli-
gious freedom in Cuba and a ‘‘harmonious so-
cial climate and a suitable legislation that
enables every person and every religious con-
fession to live their faith freely, to express
that faith in the context of public life and to
count on adequate resources and opportuni-
ties to bring its spiritual, moral and civil
benefits to bear on the life of the nation’’;

Whereas Cuban churches of all faiths sup-
ported the Papal visit and emerged from the
visit with expectations of greater promi-

nence and freedom to operate in Cuban soci-
ety;

Whereas the Pope invoked the name of Fa-
ther Felix Varela y Morales, ‘‘an undeniable
patriot’’, who ‘‘spoke of democracy, judging
it to be the political project best in keeping
with human nature’’, and the name of Jose
Marti, ‘‘a writer and a teacher in the fullest
sense of the word, deeply committed to de-
mocracy and independence, a patriot, a loyal
friend even to those who did not share his
political program’’;

Whereas the Pope remembered ‘‘those peo-
ple who for various reasons have left the
country but still feel that they are sons and
daughters of Cuba’’ and established that
‘‘the Cuban people should be the protago-
nists of their own future and destiny’’;

Whereas the Pope both called for greater
integration of the people of Cuba into the
international community and criticized the
Castro Government by saying ‘‘imposed iso-
lation strikes the people indiscriminately,
making it ever more difficult for the weak-
est to enjoy the bare essentials of decent liv-
ing’’; and

Whereas the Pope challenged Cuba and the
international community of nations by say-
ing ‘‘May Cuba with all its magnificent po-
tential, open itself up to the world, and may
the world open itself up to Cuba’’: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) commends Pope John Paul II for his
visit to Cuba, for his frank criticism of the
Cuban Government, and his message of hope
to the Cuban people; and

(2) urges the international community to
join the United States in actively supporting
the freedom and democratic reforms for
Cuba embodied in the Pope’s homilies which
have peacefully united Cubans in the com-
mon cause of liberty.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN) and the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. HAMILTON)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on this measure.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, the most
telling moment of the visit by His Holi-
ness Pope John Paul II to Cuba oc-
curred at the beginning of his public
mass at Havana. The Pope successively
greeted Cuban Cardinal Jaime Ortega,
the Church hierarchy, and the priests
and assembled faithful to repeated ap-
plause from the crowd that filled Jose
Marti Plaza.

The Pope then respectfully greeted
Fidel Castro. Apart from the tiny
sound of polite applause drifting from
the stage over the loudspeakers, the
sprawling crowd of ordinary Cubans
stood in spontaneous, purposeful si-
lence. No one applauded.

While ordinary Cubans were clearly
touched by the Pope’s message, the
Castro regime remains unmoved.
Sadly, the Catholic church and other
Cuban religious leaders and laity con-
sider to face intransigence and repres-
sion. The Cuban regime’s State Secu-
rity apparatus is now arresting more
dissidents than were released after the
Pope’s visit.

In the meantime since the Pope’s
visit, church officials have publicly
criticized the Cuban government for
doing little since the Pope’s visit to re-
solve issues that the Catholic church
considers essential. Just yesterday, the
New York Times reported that:

The government of President Fidel Castro,
which won praise for receiving the Pope has
shown little new flexibility since then in re-
sponse to church requests for greater free-
dom. Efforts to ease the admittance of for-
eign priests and nuns have made no apparent
progress. Nor have pleas that the govern-
ment scale back controls on Catholic social
service agencies that could deliver badly
needed food and medical aid from abroad.

Permits for religious processions have been
denied as often as they have been granted,
church officials said, and hopes that the
Pope’s visit might open space for religious
groups in the state-controlled news media
have mostly been dashed.

Approval of long-standing requests—to
allow the opening of Catholic schools or im-
portation of an offset press to print news-
letters and magazines—seems as distant as it
did in years past.

While Fidel Castro has refused to let
up on the Catholic church in Cuba,
here in our own Nation he continues to
directly and brazenly attack American
interests. The FBI announced in Miami
just yesterday that 10 people have been
charged with spying for the Cuban gov-
ernment. These Castroite agents were
trying to penetrate our Miami-based
U.S. Southern Command, MacDill Air
Force Base in Tampa, and the Boca
Chica Naval Air Station in Key West.
This morning, the Washington Post re-
ported in a front page story that U.S.
Attorney Thomas Scott ‘‘described the
activities of the eight men and two
women as an attempt ‘to strike at the
very heart of our national security sys-
tem.’ ’’ .

The FBI has said that Castro’s spies
also sought to infiltrate Cuban-Amer-
ican groups and manipulate other po-
litical groups and the United States
media. I would like to commend FBI
director Louis Freeh and the FBI’s
Miami field office for neutralizing this
illegal espionage network.

Great leaders from Franklin Delano
Roosevelt to Ronald Reagan have
known that good will does not move
dictators. I regret that the Clinton ad-
ministration chose to make a number
of unconditional, unilateral conces-
sions to the Cuban government in the
wake of the recent visit by the Pope.
The United States should instead be
leading efforts to help the church and
Cuba’s internal opposition to lay the
basis for a peaceful and democratic
transition.

I would like to note that our ranking
member the gentleman from Indiana
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(Mr. HAMILTON) was an initial cospon-
sor of this resolution and offered a
compromise amendment which was ap-
proved in our committee. Accordingly,
I invite my colleagues to join us in
adopting this resolution.

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

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
rise in support of the resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend my
colleagues the gentleman from New
York (Mr. GILMAN) the chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ), the gentleman
from California (Mr. GALLEGLY) and
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN) for their willingness to
work out an accurate and, I think,
helpful compromise that we bring to
the floor today. I appreciate that this
was not an easy process, that there
were some difficult decisions made, and
I want to thank them for their co-
operation and keeping an open mind
throughout the process.

I think we bring a good resolution to
the floor. It is a straightforward reso-
lution that commends the Pope for his
visit. I think you can be for his posi-
tion on U.S. policy or against it; you
can agree with a part of his position
and disagree with other parts of it, but
it does seem to me we all ought to
commend his visit and his message to
the Cuban people.

The compromise resolution we have
before us reflects the importance of the
Pope’s visit in a number of ways.

First, it commends Pope John Paul II
for his visit to Cuba, for his frank criti-
cism of the Cuban government and, his
message of hope to the Cuban people.

Secondly, it urges the international
community to join the United States
in supporting freedom and democratic
reforms for Cuba embodied in the
Pope’s homilies.

Third, the resolution recognizes the
Pope’s frank criticism of the Cuban
government. The Cuban government is
isolating its own people, gravely limit-
ing Cubans’ freedoms and basic human
rights. This isolation is unnecessary
and is counterproductive and it stands
in stark contrast to trends throughout
the hemisphere.

Fourth and finally, the resolution
makes clear that the Pope is critical of
U.S. policy toward Cuba, and he has
challenged us to consider the costs of
that policy. U.S. policy isolates the
Cuban people who are made to bear the
brunt of our opposition to the Castro
regime. That isolation is counter-
productive to our shared goal of bring-
ing freedom to the Cuban people.

The Pope was right to do what he did
and to say what he said, and we, I
think, are right to commend him. He
spoke directly to the Cuban people, en-
gaged them, as he did the people of
eastern Europe. He is not trying to iso-
late them or coerce them. On his re-
turn, he said that the purpose of this
trip was to promote the same changes
in Cuba as took place after his trip to
his native Poland.

I believe that the Cuban people are
more hopeful for change in the after-
math of the Pope’s visit, and less fear-
ful in seeking that change. We cannot
say that nothing has changed in Cuba
since the Papal visit, because it is clear
that the Cuban people and their expec-
tations have changed. One only had to
see scores of Cubans marching through
Havana with their Patron Saint last
week, for the first time in more than 30
years, to understand what is changing
for Cubans.

What has not changed, unfortu-
nately, is the Castro government.
Their actions of the last week confirm
what we have known for more than
three decades.

We were all informed just the other
day that the FBI arrested 10 persons on
Saturday in Miami, saying that they
are part of an espionage ring that was
sent by the Cuban government to
strike at the very heart of our national
security system and our very demo-
cratic process.

I join in the criticism that has been
made and certainly will be made of the
Castro government which isolates the
Cuban people and, of course, has a ter-
rible human rights record. The capri-
cious exercise of power last week, to
arrest 13 dissidents and detain them
without charge, is exactly what the
Pope rightly criticized when he was in
Cuba.

But this resolution is about the
Papal visit. It is not about the behav-
ior of a government that stands in
stark contrast to every other govern-
ment in the region. The Pope’s visit
had an impact on the people of Cuba
that continues, I think, to return divi-
dends, continues to grant hope and
breathes life into Cuba’s civil society.

The Pope’s trip was a remarkable
trip and I think admirable. We should
not only commend him for it but we
should be wise to follow his example.

I urge support of the resolution.
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of

my time.
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3

minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. GALLEGLY) the distinguished
chairman of our Subcommittee on the
Western Hemisphere.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time.

Mr. Speaker, eight months ago, His
Holiness, Pope John Paul II undertook
a historic pilgrimage to Cuba. His pri-
mary mission was to reassure the
faithful of that island nation that the
open profession of their faith and ac-
tive practice of their religious beliefs
was an important right that they as
Catholics should not be afraid to exer-
cise. While in Cuba the Pope not only
took a number of opportunities to
highlight the important role of the
church in Cuban society but on several
occasions he took the opportunity to
point out the failures of the Cuban re-
gime to prevent the free exercise of
views and to permit the faithful to
practice their religion.

The issue of Cuba is never an easy
one around here, Mr. Speaker, but as

chairman of the Subcommittee on the
Western Hemisphere, I introduced this
resolution because I did not feel such
an historic event and the potential
consequences of such a visit should go
unrecognized.

The bill before us today is a com-
promise effort which received unani-
mous support in our subcommittee.
For that I want to again thank the
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) and the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) for their
cooperation. I also want to commend
the ranking member of the full Com-
mittee on International Relations my
good friend the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. HAMILTON) for his work on
this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation recog-
nizes the Pope’s visit as an important
milestone in the lives of the Cuban
people because the visit did set into
motion a change in the relationship be-
tween the government of Cuba and the
Catholic church. Beyond that, the visit
has provided a new measure of hope for
the people of Cuba that the church, in
due time, could become an important
conduit to increased economic, social
and political freedom on the island.

Let there be no mistake, however,
that while the Pope’s visit has provided
a new measure of freedom for the
church, it has not significantly
changed the attitude of the regime to-
ward freedom of expression and assem-
bly for the general population. While it
is true that since the Pope’s visit,
many political prisoners have been re-
leased from jail, unfortunately many of
those have had to leave Cuba and many
others have been taken and placed in
prison in their place. Obviously the
Cuban regime did not get the message.
For this I want to express my strong
disappointment in the regime.

Despite the continued repressive atti-
tudes of the regime, I urge my col-
leagues to pass this resolution to give
the Pope the recognition he deserves
for his visit to Cuba and to send a mes-
sage to the Cuban regime that the
Pope’s message about truth, freedom
and religious expression must be hon-
ored.

I urge my colleagues to adopt this
bill.

b 1800

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN).

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank so much the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN) for his stead-
fast dedication, for many years of lead-
ership on the cause of freedom and de-
mocracy to the people of my native
homeland of Cuba, and those are quali-
ties and a direction which is shared by
his ranking member, the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. HAMILTON). We
thank him for his patience throughout
this process, for the gentleman from
California (Mr. GALLEGLY), for his lead-
ership, as well for the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) and the
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gentleman from Florida (Mr. DIAZ-
BALART) who also had a significant
hand in the drafting of this resolution.

As all of us know, Mr. Speaker, in
January of this year, the Pope went on
a religious pilgrimage to Cuba to bring
hope to a people oppressed, enslaved
and tortured by a ruthless dictator,
Fidel Castro, and his gang of thugs. It
was unprecedented, and it should be
recognized as such, but we should be
cautious that an acknowledgment of
the Pope is not manipulated into praise
for a brutal regime. There were great
expectations that the visit of His Holi-
ness would somehow bring a sense of
humanity to the evil that is Fidel Cas-
tro. Unfortunately, of course, it has
not.

In the aftermath of this visit, many
have tried to distort the Pope’s mes-
sage and the facts in an attempt to
seek a weakening of the U.S. position
against the Castro regime. These at-
tempts are premised on the contention
that the Pope’s visit has resulted in
significant changes by the Castro re-
gime and has created an opening for
the people of Cuba.

But make no mistake. Up to now,
nothing has really changed in Cuba.
While those who seek a normalization
of relations with the ruthless Cuban
dictator ignore this reality, the Con-
gress cannot and must not ignore the
truth. The actions taken by the Castro
regime since the papal visit clearly
show that a leopard does not change
his spots and a tiger its stripes.

This is the case of Dr. Oscar Elias
Biscet and Rolando Illore, directors of
the Lawton Foundation of Human
Rights in Cuba who were arrested on
July 11, 1998, for planning a commemo-
ration of the fourth anniversary of the
sinking of the 13 de Marzo tugboats.
The whereabouts of these two individ-
uals are still unknown, Mr. Speaker.

Or the case of the members of the
Liga Civica Martiana who on March 30,
1998, were arrested by the Cuban revo-
lutionary police during a meeting that
was planned to honor the remembrance
of the combatants of the Brigade 2506.
One of the members, Wilfredo Martinez
Perez, was beaten to death and mur-
dered at the police headquarters in Ha-
vana.

Or the case of the members of the
Partido Pro Derechos Humanos who on
February 24, 1998, were in prison for
honoring the memory of martyrs of the
Brothers to the Rescue. One of them,
Jose Antonio Alvarado Almeida, was
sent to a local psychiatric hospital as
punishment.

I ask you to listen to the Cuban peo-
ple, those like Oswaldo Paya Sardinas,
the national coordinator of the Libera-
tion Christian Movement of Cuba who
has stated:

The Cuban government has made clear
that certain spaces or gestures or other al-
lowances to the church or concessions only
on the occasion of the Pope’s visit.

Or listen to the words of Ramon
Humberto Colas, a Catholic political
dissident from Las Tunas. Ramon

Humberto Colas asserted: ‘‘There were
5 days of freedom, but there were just
5 days amid 40 years.’’

I ask my colleagues to listen to the
words of Aurora Garcia Del Busto, an
independent journalist in Cuba, when
she says: ‘‘Cuba does not open up to the
Cuban people.’’

We have had an opportunity to send a
clear message to the Cuban dictator
that we can see beyond the facade cre-
ated by opponents of U.S.-Cuba policy.
Honor the Pope for his efforts at bring-
ing hope and faith to the Cuban people,
but do not allow this Chamber to be
used as a platform for Castro’s public
relations maneuvers.

Despite the Pope’s visit, the reality
is that the Castro regime has not
changed, nor does it ever want to
change. Once an oppressive dictator-
ship, sadly, Mr. Speaker, always an op-
pressive dictatorship.

Mr. HAMILTON. I have no more
speakers, Mr. Speaker, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. DIAZ-BALART) who is one of the
sponsors of this resolution.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GILMAN), the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. HAMILTON), the gentleman
from California (Mr. GALLEGLY), the
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN), and the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) who have
been so helpful with this resolution.

I do support this resolution. I have
had in the past, differences with my
friend, the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. HAMILTON) on Cuba policy, and yet
it is evident and it has always been evi-
dent that LEE HAMILTON does not in
any way condone or accept nor white-
wash, nor much less support, any of the
brutality that Castro has been respon-
sible for and continues to be respon-
sible for and has been for 40 years.

Mr. Speaker, I think that this is an
important resolution because basically
what it does is that it restates the
overwhelming support that the United
States people, the American people and
its representatives and the representa-
tives in Congress have for the right of
the Cuban people to be free.

Without any doubt, those were ex-
traordinarily hopeful days in January
where the Cubans felt, since the eyes of
the world were upon Cuba and that ex-
traordinary figure of this century was
present, that they could not be as eas-
ily brutalized during those days. Even
so, even during those days, we saw the
examples of the very brave demonstra-
tors during the Pope’s Masses who were
dragged off, some even pulled by their
hair, young ladies, and in other dem-
onstrations of violence, manifestations
of violence by that gangster regime.
Even during the Pope’s Masses, those
things happened.

So the essence of the regime has not
changed. I think when we realize that
perhaps the most distinguished, cer-
tainly the most well known Catholic

leader in Cuba today, Catholic political
leader in Cuba today, Oswaldo Paya
was not even allowed to meet with the
Pope, that political prisoners were
picked up, were made prisoners, men
and women were made political pris-
oners even during the days of the visit
and that the hundreds, and I have a list
of 1,500 approximately, political pris-
oners in my office, that they still lan-
guish, they still languish in Cuban
prisons, from the most well known to
some who have never received public-
ity. They all deserve and receive our
support. We think of them.

And our policy, Mr. Speaker, is well
set and is clear, and it is in law. We
will maintain our policy of not trading
or permitting trade with the Cuban re-
gime as long as all political prisoners
are not free, all political parties are
not legalized, and free elections are not
condoned. That is our policy, it is codi-
fied, and we, the American people, will
continue to stand with the Cuban peo-
ple.

I appreciate the opportunity for this
intervention and for this resolution to
have been filed.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his kind remarks in
support of the resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
MENENDEZ), a member of our commit-
tee.

(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GILMAN) for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in temperate sup-
port of H. Resolution 392, and I am
happy that we were able to come to
agreement with the distinguished
ranking Democrat, the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. HAMILTON) on the lan-
guage. However, I think that the
events of the past week are evidence of
how very little has changed in Cuba
since the Pope’s January visit. Follow-
ing a religious procession through Ha-
vana, the government launched its
most repressive crackdown on political
dissidents this year. Thirteen individ-
uals were detained and held by the re-
gime for political activities related to
the religious procession and the sen-
tencing by the regime of political pris-
oner Reynaldo Alfaro.

The resolution accurately reflects
the sentiments of Pope John Paul II’s
visit to Cuba and commends him for a
visit that took far too many years to
come to fruition. But most impor-
tantly, the resolution recognizes the
historic significance of the Pope’s
visit, something each of us can agree
with.

Now, while his visit was successful in
opening a window of opportunity for
the Catholic Church, as we stand here
today that window is slowly closing.
The absence of world attention on Cuba
since his visit is largely responsible for
allowing the window to close. Even the
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Pope has expressed concern and frus-
tration that the initial opening for the
Church provided by his visit is quickly
receding.

Since January, the Cuban Govern-
ment has continued to block Church
access to mass media, limited public
Masses and denied permits for Masses,
expelled American priest, Reverend
Patrick Sullivan, and forced others to
flee under harassment, continued to
deny autonomy to Caritas, the
Church’s humanitarian relief agency,
restricted visas for clergy to enter and
preach in Cuba, and has severely lim-
ited the ability of Cuban Protestants
to worship in Cuba.

On January 31 of this year, Ricardo
Alarcon, President of Cuba’s National
Assembly, announced that the regime
will, quote, not permit the reopening of
Catholic and parochial schools.

It is evident to me that Castro is
seeking to undo the progress made by
the Pope during his visit and return
Cuba to the status quo it has lived
under for almost 4 decades.

As a recent article in the New York
Times pointed out:

Efforts to ease the admittance of foreign
priests and nuns have made no apparent
progress, nor have pleas that the government
scale back controls on Catholic social serv-
ice agencies that could deliver badly needed
food and medical aid from abroad. Permits
for religious processions have been denied as
often as they have been granted, church offi-
cials said, and hopes that the Pope’s visit
might open up space for religious groups and
the State-controlled news media have been
mostly dashed.

Without continued calls for demo-
cratic change by the international
community and the media spotlight on
these issues, the opportunity for fur-
ther change will be lost.

I think it is appropriate that we com-
memorate Pope John Paul’s visit to
Cuba and celebrate the religious open-
ing in Cuba created as a result of his
visit. But, most importantly, it is es-
sential that the church and the inter-
national community build on his visit
by refusing to allow the Cuban regime
the opportunity to close that window
that was open. I hope that we will not
let this historic opportunity, the visit
of Pope John Paul II, disappear for
lack of attention. The people of Cuba
deserve this long-awaited opportunity,
and we can take advantage of that op-
portunity. But right now, people in
Cuba are still suffering the very reali-
ties they were suffering before the
papal visit, and while he inspired hope
and opportunity, Fidel Castro is quick-
ly closing and snuffing out that hope.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
has expired.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from New York (Mr.
GILMAN) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution,
H.Res. 362, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)

the rules were suspended and the reso-
lution, as amended, was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

EXPRESSING SENSE OF THE CON-
GRESS THAT THE PRESIDENT
SHOULD RENEGOTIATE EXTRA-
DITION TREATY WITH MEXICO
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move to

suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution (H. Res. 381) expressing the sense
of the Congress that the President
should renegotiate the extradition
treaty with Mexico so that the possi-
bility of capital punishment will not
interfere with the timely extradition of
criminal suspects from Mexico the
United States.

The Clerk read as follows:
H. RES. 381

Whereas under the Extradition Treaty Be-
tween the United States of America and the
United Mexican States, Mexico refused to ex-
tradite murder suspect and U.S. citizen Jose
Luis Del Toro to the United States until the
State of Florida agreed not to exercise its
right to seek capital punishment in its
criminal prosecution of him;

Whereas under the Extradition Treaty
Mexico has refused to extradite other sus-
pects of capital crimes; and

Whereas the Extradition Treaty interferes
with the justice system of the United States
and encourages criminals to flee to Mexico:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House
of Representatives that the President should
renegotiate the Extradition Treaty Between
the United States of America and the United
Mexican States, signed in Mexico City in 1978
(31 U.S.T. 5059), so that the possibility of
capital punishment will not interfere with
the timely extradition of criminal suspects
from Mexico to the United States.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN) and the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. HAMILTON)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN).

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H. Res. 381.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself as much time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. MILLER) appealed to me
some time ago to move this resolution
which he sponsored in response to a
heinous murder which occurred in his
district in the State of Florida.

I recently received a letter from
James Bellush whose wife Sheila was a
victim of this brutal slaying, in which
he wrote as follows, and I quote:

On November 7, 1997, Jose Luis Del Toro,
Jr., entered my home in Sarasota, Florida

and murdered my wife, the mother of 6 chil-
dren. Jose Luis Del Toro murdered her in
front of my 23 month-old quadruplets who
watched their mother bleed to death. They
were in the house with her dead bloody body
for well over 3 hours until my 14 year-old
stepdaughter came home from school and
found this macabre scene.

Mr. Del Toro is a natural born Amer-
ican citizen wanted in context with
this murder, and after confessing to his
crimes, he fled to Mexico where he has
taken refuge within the Mexican Gov-
ernment’s interpretations of the provi-
sions of our bilateral extradition trea-
ty and now within Mexico’s judicial
system.

b 1815

The United States-Mexico extra-
dition treaty establishes the Mexican
Government may, may refuse to extra-
dite persons for crimes punishable by
the death penalty. The words ‘‘extra-
dition may be refused’’ in article 8 of
the treaty, these nonmandatory words
suggest that the Mexican Government
could have returned Mr. Del Toro with-
out delay.

Although the State of Florida, clear-
ly for good reason, wished to seek the
death penalty, the prosecutors in the
case agreed to waive the death penalty
at the Mexican Government’s insist-
ence. Now Mr. Del Toro still sits in
Mexico, appealing the extradition rul-
ing, while Sheila Bellush’s family is
grieving, deprived of the justice they
truly deserve.

Mexico’s insistence of not returning
United States citizens to face the death
penalty creates a safe haven for the
worst criminal elements and clearly
interferes with the timely extradition
of these criminal suspects to our own
Nation. I cannot understand the Mexi-
can authorities’ fastidiousness. In this
case, they chose to refuse to return one
of our own citizens to face justice for a
horrific capital crime.

Mr. Speaker, let us send a message to
the Mexican Government that Jose
Luis Del Toro belongs before a jury of
his peers under the laws of the State of
Florida where he is alleged to have
committed his crimes.

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to
join in strongly supporting this resolu-
tion.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I commend the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MILLER) and
other members of the Florida Delega-
tion for bringing this issue to our at-
tention. The murder on November 7,
1997 was a brutal and unspeakable
crime. We are certainly right to want
to find a way to ease the suffering of
the family of the victim.

While I have reservations about the
approach taken by this resolution,
which I will state in a moment, I do
not plan to oppose the resolution.

Mexico is one of a number of coun-
tries that demands that criminals they
extradite to the United States not be
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subject to the death penalty. Notwith-
standing this restriction, Mexico regu-
larly extradites criminals to the
United States, including suspects of
capital crimes.

It is my understanding in this case
that the Florida prosecutor has given
the necessary assurances that Mr. Del
Toro will not be subject to the death
penalty. It is also my understanding
that the Government of Mexico has
made clear that they want to extradite
Mr. Del Toro to Florida, but that the
appeals process in the Mexican judicial
system, not the requirement regarding
the death penalty in the extradition
treaty, is holding up his reckoning
with the U.S. judicial system. We
would all like to see him before a jury
in Florida sooner, not later. Reopening
the extradition treaty will not I think
hasten the arrival of that moment and
will likely, more than likely further
complicate this and other extraditions
that we would like to see from Mexico.

Mr. Speaker, I might just say that it
is my understanding that the adminis-
tration opposes the resolution. Given
the constitutional restrictions on the
death penalty in Mexico, there is no
flexibility for the Government of Mex-
ico to renegotiate a treaty that will
not require reassurances against the
death penalty. The administration I
think also opposes reopening the nego-
tiations on the treaty for fear of losing
what it considers important conces-
sions that we won when the treaty was
first negotiated in the 1970s. For these
reasons, while I do have some reserva-
tions about H. Res. 381, I do not oppose
it.

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

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. MILLER), the sponsor of this reso-
lution.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I thank the gentleman for bringing
this issue before the Committee on
International Relations and having it
passed, and that it be brought under
suspension of the rules here today and
be debated and voted on. It is a very
critical and very important issue to my
constituents back in Sarasota, Florida,
because it was a horrible, horrible
crime that was committed last Novem-
ber.

What we are concerned with in this
legislation is not so much the case of
the murder of Sheila Bellush, but for
the great concern we have for the fu-
ture cases that happen in the future,
and we would like to be able to answer
that problem now.

I would also like to thank Jamie
Bellush, the widower of the murder vic-
tim in this case, for his determination
and his desire to protect other families
from living through this judicial night-
mare. It is a sad reality of life that
sometimes a tragedy must occur to
point out a problem that urgently
needs correcting. In this case, that

tragedy was the murder of Sheila
Bellush, a mother of 6 from Sarasota,
Florida.

On November 7 of last year, her 14-
year-old daughter returned home to
find her mother’s body on the kitchen
floor. Sheila Bellush had been shot in
the face, her throat slashed, and her 2-
year-old quadruplets were found crawl-
ing in her blood beside her body. It was
certainly one of the most gruesome and
disturbing murder scenes in Sarasota
history.

Overwhelming evidence immediately
pointed to Jose Luis Del Toro, a U.S.
citizen born and raised in Texas. Del
Toro, who had fled to Mexico, was ap-
prehended on November 20 of last year.
Sheriff Geoffrey Monge and local law
enforcement did an outstanding job in
conducting a thorough and expeditious
investigation of this case.

This is where the horrifying inter-
national saga began. First, Del Toro
was scheduled for deportation from
Mexico as an illegal alien. Then the
Mexican Government, under the au-
thority of Section 8 of the U.S.-Mexico
Extradition Treaty of 1978, made a cal-
culated decision to make the death
penalty an issue in this case by choos-
ing to switch midstream to lengthy ex-
tradition procedures, rather than pro-
ceed with the appropriate deportation
procedures that were already under-
way. More than 10 months after the
murder occurred, and more than 8
months after our local prosecutor
waived the death penalty in this case,
Del Toro still remains in Mexico, and
the Mexican Government refuses to
give us even a broad time frame as to
when he will be returned.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution, House
Resolution 381, is intended to send a
clear and resounding message to both
the administration and the Mexican
Government: a U.S. citizen who com-
mits a crime on U.S. soil must be sub-
ject to U.S. justice.

Mr. Speaker, I wrote letters to Attor-
ney General Reno and I wrote letters
to Secretary Albright and no one could
do anything to help. By signing the
U.S.-Mexico Extradition Treaty of 1978,
the U.S. tied our hands behind our
back and gave Mexico the right to
interfere in our judicial process. This is
a loophole that the administration
must act to close immediately.

Allow me to share with my col-
leagues a quote from a district attor-
ney:

To allow a vicious killer to avoid the most
severe punishment by merely crossing the
border into Mexico would encourage other
murderers to seek refuge there, creating an
easily accessible sanctuary for the very
worst criminals.

This is not a quote from our State’s
Attorney in Sarasota, this is a quote
from Gil Garcetti, the district attorney
of Los Angeles. That statement was
made in reference to the extradition
case of David Alvarez, who fled to Mex-
ico after allegedly committing mul-
tiple murders in California. As in the
Del Toro case, Mexico demanded that

Garcetti waive the death penalty. An
important point to be made about this
situation is that it occurred 2 months
before the Del Toro case, proving that
this is not an isolated situation, and
that it can happen again.

Mexico might as well post a sign at
the border that says, ‘‘Murderers Wel-
come,’’ and I do not think that is the
type of tourist industry Mexico wants
to encourage.

Florida State Attorney Earl
Moreland and Charlie Roberts, his As-
sistant State’s Attorney, also need to
be recognized and commended for their
outstanding job on this case, and they
have worked professionally and dili-
gently to bring Del Toro to justice in
spite of these frustrating and difficult
circumstances that we have today.

The people of Florida should have de-
cided whether or not Jose Luis Del
Toro’s crime warranted the death pen-
alty, not the Mexican Government. As
a Member of Congress, I cannot and I
will not stand by quietly as Mexico de-
prives my congressional district of the
right to pursue justice. This is an out-
rage. It is a violation of U.S. sov-
ereignty, and we cannot allow it to
happen again.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution sends a
clear signal: Eliminate the loophole in
this treaty that allows the most dan-
gerous of criminals to escape justice.
Sheila Bellush will not have died in
vain if we can learn from our lesson
with this experience and prevent this
situation from happening again.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for bringing this resolution to the
floor.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend the gentleman for his eloquent
remarks and his strong support for this
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BRADY), a
member of our Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on International Rela-
tions for yielding me this time.

Today I rise in strong support of
House Resolution 381, and I am pleased
to be a cosponsor of this resolution in-
troduced by the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MILLER).

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is not a
debate about the use of the death pen-
alty. Officially United States policy
supports the use of the death penalty,
and therefore, our agreements ought to
reflect it. This does not mean support-
ers of the death penalty, which I am
one of, relish it, but believe that, in
fact, in our country, in our criminal
justice system, it is in some parts the
only measure of justice many victims
of violent crime will ever receive. Our
extradition agreements ought to re-
flect that measure of justice.

We have a constitutional responsibil-
ity to renegotiate our extradition trea-
ties for our constituents who have to
deal with the tragic loss of a friend or
family member. As Mr. Bellush writes,
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1See 18 U.S.C. § 3181 note.
2 Amnesty International, The Death Penalty: List

of Abolitionist and Retentionist Countries (August

1997), retrieved March 17, 1998, through
<www.amnesty.org>.

3 Not all treaties with death penalty restrictions
are with countries that bar capital punishment. For
example, our recent treaty with Malaysia has a
death penalty restriction even though both Malay-
sia and the United States retain the death penalty.

4 These countries include Barbados, Trinidad and
Tobago, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, St. Vincent
and the Grenadines, Dominica, and Antigua and Bar-
buda.

5 Capital punishment provisions in extradition
treaties do not outright bar extradition for capital
offenses from countries without the death penalty.
Instead, the provisions generally authorize the re-
quested State to withhold extradition for an offense
that is not punishable by death under its domestic
law until the requesting State gives adequate assur-
ances that the death penalty will not be imposed
and executed if extradition proceeds.

and as the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MILLER) talked about earlier today,
Mexico unfortunately is setting itself
up as a safe harbor for murders and
capital criminals that commit crimes
in the United States. Mr. Del Toro is
an American citizen who killed another
American citizen on American soil.
Mexico has no business holding on to
him any longer.

Mr. Speaker, this is not an isolated
case. We find this an obstacle in our ef-
forts to stop violence, money launder-
ing, and drug trafficking across our
borders, and the extradition treaty be-
comes an obstacle to justice in those
areas as well. I am proud as a rep-
resentative from Texas to share a com-
mon border with Mexico, and we share
many commonalities, but we ought to
respect each other’s criminal justice
system enough to allow the laws and
the justice of each country to prevail.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. DREIER).

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on International Relations for
yielding me this time. I rise in support
of this resolution.

I will say that I am a little concerned
about the prospect of our engaging in
the idea of singling out one country,
but I will say that in light of that, it is
important for us to recognize that this
has happened in other instances in
other countries, and it is a problem, it
is a very serious problem.

As has been said by several of my col-
leagues, I just heard the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. BRADY) say that this is
not an isolated case; there are several
instances. I know that the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. Miller), with whom I
have been privileged to work on this
issue for quite a while, did raise the
southern California incident of David
Spooky Alvarez where we had small
children murdered, and again, he fled
across the border, and it has been a
long and very difficult, painful struggle
for many people in southern California.

So we have had instances, as was said
in Florida and Texas and other places,
and there are other countries too that
have been difficult to work with on
this.

b 1830

But I would just like to say that I be-
lieve that this resolution is in order,
and it is a very appropriate thing for us
to pursue.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the vice chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules, the gentleman from
California (Mr. DREIER) for his support-
ive remarks with regard to this meas-
ure.

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H. Res. 381 expressing the sense
of the Congress that the President should re-
negotiate the Extradition Treaty with Mexico
so that the possibility of punishment by the

death penalty does not interfere with the time-
ly extradition of criminal suspects from Mexico
to the United States.

At this time, I would like to commend my fel-
low Floridian, Mr. MILLER, for introducing this
legislation. As you have all heard, this legisla-
tion was introduced after the brutal murder of
a mother in Sarasota, Florida. The evidence in
this case immediately led to the accusal of
Jose Luis Del Toro, a citizen of the United
States from Texas. However, when the war-
rant was issued, Del Toro had already illegally
fled the country into Mexico.

Mexican officials captured Del Toro and
should have extradited him to Florida imme-
diately to stand trial for the murder of Ms.
Bellush. Under the Treaty with the United
States, however, they do not have to return in-
dividuals, even those who enter their country
illegally like Del Toro, when capital punish-
ment remains a possibility.

This case should be of concern to those of
us who represent border states. Easy access
to Mexico provides the potential of enticing
even more criminals to flee the United States
in an attempt to avoid punishment for the
crimes they commit.

Mr. Chairman, the most disturbing point
about this case is that it tarnishes the integrity
of our criminal justice system. At a time, when
there is a backlog of court cases and our
prosecutors are already overloaded, this case
has resulted in the unnecessary delay in what
prosecutors believe would have been an open
and shut case. In addition, our current treaty
allows foreign countries to flagrantly disregard
the laws of a state because it does not agree
with the punishment provided in that state. I
was appalled to learn that the United States
actually allows Mexico to interfere with our
state judicial systems through the Extradition
Treaty signed in 1978.

Allowing Mexico the right to continue to
deny extradition if the suspect in question is
subject to the death penalty is wrong. Our
states’ laws must prevail in these cases, par-
ticularly in murder cases. I strongly encourage
the President to renegotiate our Extradition
Treaty with Mexico so that more criminals are
not allowed to escape the laws of our states.

I urge my colleagues to support H. Res.
381.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to insert
into the RECORD information compiled by the
Congressional Research Service illustrating
that many of the United States’ bilateral pris-
oner extradition treaties include this same ex-
ception for fugitives who face the death pen-
alty in the United States.
CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE,

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS,
Washington, DC, March 19, 1998.

To: Honorable David Dreier; Attention:
Brian Faughnan.

From: Larry M. Eig, Legislative Attorney,
American Law Division.

Subject: Capital Punishment Provisions in
Extradition Treaties.

We are sending this memorandum in re-
sponse to a March 12, 1998, telephone con-
versation with Brian Faughnan of your staff.

The United States is party to over 100 bi-
lateral extradition treaties.1 Except for our
extradition treaty with Venezuela, those ex-
tradition treaties that were signed before
1960 were silent on capital punishment. How-
ever, as more countries have barred capital
punishment,2 there has been a concomitant

trend toward including capital punishment
restrictions in new extradition agreements.3
Except for recently negotiated agreements
with certain eastern Carribean nations 4—
none of which appears to have barred the
death penalty under its domestic law—the
inclusion of capital punishment restrictions
has become standard. We have yet to find a
restricted treaty that has been replaced by
an unrestricted agreement.

Treaties that include death penalty re-
strictions 5 include agreements with the fol-
lowing: Argentina; Australia; Bahamas; Bel-
gium; Bolivia; Brazil; Canada; Colombia;
Denmark; Finland; Hong Kong; Hungary; Ire-
land; Israel; Italy; Malaysia; Mexico; Nether-
lands; New Zealand; Norway; Paraguay; Phil-
ippines; Spain; Sweden; Switzerland; United
Kingdom; and Uruguay.

We have not exhaustively examined each
of our extradition treaties, and the foregoing
list is illustrative only. Other extradition
treaties also may contain death penalty re-
strictions. Also, the authorities of a re-
quested State potentially may refuse extra-
dition on humanitarian or similar grounds
even absent any specific treaty provision. Fi-
nally, there are many countries with which
we have no extradition treaty, and those
countries are not under any obligation to ex-
tradite an individual to the U.S. under any
circumstances.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HEFLEY). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. GILMAN) that the House sus-
pend the rules and agree to the resolu-
tion, H. Res 381.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the reso-
lution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I, the Chair will
now put the question on each motion
to instruct conferees and then on each
motion to suspend the rules on which
further proceedings were postponed
earlier today in the order in which that
motion was entertained.

Votes will be taken in the following
order: Instructing conferees on H.R.
4103, de novo; Instructing conferees on
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H.R. 4328, de novo; Instructing con-
ferees on H.R. 4194, de novo; House
Joint Resolution 117, by the yeas and
nays; Senate 2073, by the yeas and
nays; and H.R. 4382, by the yeas and
nays.

Without objection, the Chair will re-
duce to 5 minutes the time for any
electronic vote after the first such vote
in this series.

There was no objection.

f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 4103, DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question de
novo of agreeing to the motion to in-
struct conferees on H.R. 4103.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. OBEY).

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Without objection, this 15-minute
vote on the motion to instruct will be
followed by a 5-minute vote on a mo-
tion to permit closed meetings of the
conference, without prejudice to the
authority for further 5-minute votes in
this series.

There was no objection.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 348, nays 61,
not voting 25, as follows:

[Roll No. 431]

YEAS—348

Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Boswell
Boucher

Boyd
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clyburn
Coburn
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo

Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fawell

Fazio
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee

Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Moakley
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Paxon
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Redmond
Regula
Rivers

Roemer
Rogan
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Skaggs
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Thomas
Thompson
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Vento
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Yates
Young (FL)

NAYS—61

Abercrombie
Bachus
Barr
Bartlett
Bateman
Borski
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Buyer
Callahan
Chambliss
Clement
Coble
Collins

Cubin
Deal
Dickey
Fattah
Fossella
Frost
Gekas
Gibbons
Goode
Goodling
Gordon
Hastert
Hinojosa
Holden

Hostettler
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Johnson, Sam
Kanjorski
King (NY)
Klink
LaHood
McHugh
Mink
Mollohan
Murtha
Norwood

Oberstar
Pease
Radanovich
Reyes
Rodriguez
Rogers
Ryun

Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Stump
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thornberry

Thune
Visclosky
Weldon (FL)
Wicker
Young (AK)

NOT VOTING—25

Clayton
Davis (VA)
DeLay
Engel
Gonzalez
Goss
Harman
Lewis (GA)
Manton

McDade
McIntyre
Meeks (NY)
Nadler
Owens
Poshard
Pryce (OH)
Riggs
Riley

Schumer
Smith, Linda
Tauzin
Torres
Towns
Velazquez
Wynn

b 1954

Messrs. YOUNG of Alaska, HOLDEN,
BRADY of Texas, HUNTER, ABER-
CROMBIE, MOLLOHAN and Mrs.
MINK of Hawaii changed their vote
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Messrs. LINDER, BURR of North
Carolina, PICKERING, SCAR-
BOROUGH, SMITH of Michigan,
ADERHOLT, EVERETT, BONILLA,
Mrs. MYRICK and Mrs. CHENOWETH
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to
‘‘yea.’’

So the motion was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoidably
detained and was not present for rollcall No.
431, a motion to instruct conferees to the fis-
cal year 1999 DOD appropriations bill. Had I
been present, I would have voted ‘‘nay.’’

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees: Messrs. YOUNG of
Florida, MCDADE, LEWIS of California,
SKEEN, HOBSON, BONILLA, NETHERCUTT,
ISTOOK, CUNNINGHAM, LIVINGSTON, MUR-
THA, DICKS, HEFNER, SABO, DIXON, VIS-
CLOSKY and OBEY.

There was no objection.
f

RECEPTION FOR RETIRING
MEMBERS

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

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, imme-
diately following this series of votes,
there is a reception for all retiring
Members in Statuary Hall, and I hope
that all Members will come over there
and join us in saluting our retiring
Members. Please join us over there.

f

REPORT ON H.R. 4569, FOREIGN OP-
ERATIONS, EXPORT FINANCING,
AND RELATED PROGRAMS AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 1999

Mr. CALLAHAN, from the Commit-
tee on Appropriations, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 105-719) on
the bill (H.R. 4569) making appropria-
tions for foreign operations, export fi-
nancing, and related programs for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1999,
and for other purposes, which was re-
ferred to the Union Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

HEFLEY). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XXI, all points of order are reserved on
the bill.

f

MOTION TO CLOSE CONFERENCE
COMMITTEE MEETINGS ON H.R.
4103, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1999,
WHEN CLASSIFIED NATIONAL
SECURITY INFORMATION IS
UNDER CONSIDERATION

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I offer a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. YOUNG of Florida moves, pursuant to

rule XXVIII, clause 6(a) of the House rules,
that the conference meetings between the
House and the Senate on the bill H.R. 4103,
making appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1999, and for other purposes, be closed
to the public at such times as classified na-
tional security information is under consid-
eration; provided, however, that any sitting
Member of Congress shall have a right to at-
tend any closed or open meeting.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG).

Pursuant to clause 6 of rule XXVIII,
this vote must be taken by the yeas
and nays.

This will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 405, nays 2,
not voting 27, as follows:

[Roll No. 432]

YEAS—405

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning

Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart

Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman

Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lucas

Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Redmond
Regula
Reyes
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman

Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryun
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Traficant
Upton
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—2

DeFazio Waters

NOT VOTING—27

Allen
Clayton
DeLay
Engel
Gonzalez

Goss
Harman
Lewis (GA)
Lowey
Manton

McDade
McIntyre
Meeks (NY)
Nadler
Owens

Pickering
Poshard
Pryce (OH)
Riggs

Schumer
Smith, Linda
Tauzin
Torres

Towns
Turner
Velazquez
Wynn

b 1904

So the motion was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall
vote No. 432 on September 15, 1998, I was
unavoidably detained. Had I been present, I
would have voted ‘‘yea.’’

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall vote
No. 432 on September 15, 1998, I was un-
avoidably detained. Had I been present, I
would have voted ‘‘yea.’’

f

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HEFLEY). The gentleman will state his
inquiry.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
what is the next vote before the body?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
next vote will be on, a motion to in-
struct conferees on H.R. 4328.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. By whom, Mr.
Speaker?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. By the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. SABO).

f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 4328, DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question de
novo of agreeing to the motion to in-
struct conferees on the bill, H.R. 4328,
on which further proceedings were
postponed earlier today.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. SABO).

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

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This

will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were— yeas 249, nays
161, not voting 24, as follows:

[Roll No. 433]

AYES—249

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler

Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Becerra

Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bishop
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Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Camp
Campbell
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Clay
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ensign
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hastings (FL)

Hefner
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hoyer
Hulshof
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Metcalf
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Morella
Neal
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Oberstar
Obey
Olver

Ortiz
Pallone
Pappas
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Petri
Pickett
Porter
Price (NC)
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Redmond
Regula
Reyes
Rivers
Roemer
Rogan
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Scarborough
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Upton
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Yates

NOES—161

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Brady (TX)

Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Canady
Cannon
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey

Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Deal
Diaz-Balart
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Emerson
English
Everett
Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Gallegly
Ganske

Gekas
Gibbons
Goodling
Graham
Granger
Green
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kim
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (CA)

Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
Lucas
Manzullo
Martinez
McCollum
McCrery
McIntosh
McKeon
Mica
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paul
Paxon
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Radanovich
Riley
Rodriguez
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce

Ryun
Salmon
Saxton
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (OR)
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Turner
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wicker
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—24

Clayton
DeLay
Dickey
Ehrlich
Engel
Gonzalez
Goss
Harman

Lewis (GA)
Manton
McDade
McIntyre
Meeks (NY)
Nadler
Owens
Poshard

Pryce (OH)
Riggs
Schumer
Smith, Linda
Tauzin
Towns
Velazquez
Wynn

b 1914

Mrs. CUBIN and Messrs. PAXON,
COX of California and PORTMAN
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to
‘‘nay.’’

Mr. SHIMKUS and Mr. SANFORD
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to
‘‘yea.’’

So the motion to instruct was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HEFLEY). Without objection, the Chair
appoints the following conferees:
Messrs. WOLF, DELAY, REGULA, ROG-
ERS, PACKARD, CALLAHAN, TIAHRT,
ADERHOLT, LIVINGSTON, SABO, TORRES,
OLVER, PASTOR, CRAMER and OBEY.

There was no objection.
f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 4194, DEPARTMENTS OF VET-
ERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUSING
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question de
novo of agreeing to the motion to in-
struct conferees on the bill, H.R. 4194,
on which further proceedings were
postponed earlier today.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. OBEY).

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a

5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 405, noes 1,
not voting 28, as follows:

[Roll No. 434]

AYES—405

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer

Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Emerson
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley

Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
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McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo

Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Redmond
Regula
Reyes
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryun
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam

Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Torres
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—1

Lewis (CA)

NOT VOTING—28

Clayton
Dickey
Ehrlich
Engel
Ford
Gonzalez
Goss
Harman
Hefner
Hutchinson

Johnson (CT)
Lewis (GA)
Manton
McDade
McIntyre
Meeks (NY)
Nadler
Owens
Poshard
Pryce (OH)

Riggs
Schumer
Skelton
Smith, Linda
Tauzin
Towns
Velazquez
Wynn

b 1921

So the motion to instruct was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speak-
er, on rollcall No. 434, I registered my vote at
the very end of the period and it did not
record. I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees: Messrs. LEWIS of
California, DELAY, WALSH, HOBSON,
KNOLLENBERG, FRELINGHUYSEN, NEU-
MANN, WICKER, LIVINGSTON, STOKES,
MOLLOHAN, Ms. KAPTUR, Mrs. MEEK of

Florida, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina
and Mr. OBEY.

There was no objection.

f

SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING
MARIJUANA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the joint
resolution, House Joint Resolution 117,
as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MCCOLLUM) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the joint resolution,
House Joint Resolution 117, as amend-
ed, on which the yeas and nays are or-
dered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 310, nays 93,
not voting 31, as follows:

[Roll No. 435]

YEAS—310

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey

Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Emerson
English
Ensign
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Fattah
Fawell
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen

Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Inglis
Istook
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (WI)
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Mascara

Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy

Portman
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula
Reyes
Riley
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Ryun
Salmon
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Snowbarger
Snyder

Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—93

Ackerman
Allen
Becerra
Berman
Blumenauer
Bonior
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Campbell
Carson
Clay
Conyers
Coyne
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Eshoo
Farr
Fazio
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Furse
Gejdenson
Gutierrez
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard

Hinchey
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kilpatrick
Lantos
Lee
Lofgren
Luther
Markey
Martinez
McCarthy (MO)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moran (VA)
Morella
Neal
Oberstar
Obey

Olver
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Porter
Rahall
Rangel
Rivers
Rohrabacher
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Skaggs
Stark
Stokes
Tauscher
Tierney
Torres
Vento
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
Wise
Woolsey
Yates

NOT VOTING—31

Ballenger
Boucher
Clayton
Dickey
Ehrlich
Engel
Gonzalez
Goss
Harman
Hefner
Hutchinson

Hyde
Johnson, Sam
Lewis (GA)
Manton
McDade
McIntyre
Meeks (NY)
Nadler
Owens
Poshard
Pryce (OH)

Riggs
Royce
Saxton
Schumer
Smith, Linda
Tauzin
Towns
Velazquez
Wynn

b 1929

The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:
Mrs. Linda Smith of Washington for, with

Ms. Velázques against.
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor

thereof) the rules were suspended and
the joint resolution was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title of the joint resolution was
amended so as to read: ‘‘Joint resolu-
tion expressing the sense of Congress in
support of the existing Federal legal
process for determining the safety and
efficacy of drugs, including marijuana
and other Schedule I drugs, for medici-
nal use.’’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

JUVENILE CRIME CONTROL AND
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT
OF 1998

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HEFLEY). The pending business is the
question of suspending the rules and
passing the Senate bill, S. 2073, as
amended.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GOODLING) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 2073,
as amended, on which the yeas and
nays are ordered.

This is a five-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 280, nays
126, not voting 28, as follows:

[Roll No. 436]

YEAS—280

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clement

Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Emerson
English
Ensign
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest

Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kennelly
Kim
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg

Kolbe
Kucinich
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCollum
McCrery
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard

Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula
Reyes
Riley
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Sanchez
Sandlin
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster

Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—126

Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baldacci
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Berman
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Brady (PA)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Cummings
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Ehlers
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse

Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gutierrez
Hamilton
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
LaFalce
Lantos
Lee
Levin
Lofgren
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Morella

Murtha
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Pickett
Rahall
Rangel
Rivers
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Scott
Serrano
Shadegg
Sisisky
Skaggs
Slaughter
Snyder
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Stupak
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Vento
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Yates

NOT VOTING—28

Ballenger
Clayton
Dickey
Ehrlich
Engel

Gonzalez
Goss
Harman
Hefner
Hutchinson

Hyde
Johnson, Sam
Lewis (GA)
Manton
McDade

McIntyre
Meeks (NY)
Nadler
Owens
Poshard

Pryce (OH)
Riggs
Schumer
Smith, Linda
Tauzin

Towns
Velazquez
Wynn

b 1937

The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:
Mrs. Linda Smith of Washington for, with

Ms. Velázquez against.

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the Senate bill, as amended, was
passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title was amended so as to read:
‘‘A bill to amend the Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974
to authorize appropriations for fiscal
years 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002 and for
other purposes.’’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

MAMMOGRAPHY QUALITY STAND-
ARDS REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF
1998

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 4382, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. BILI-
RAKIS) that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill, H.R. 4382, as amend-
ed, on which the yeas and nays are or-
dered.

This is a five-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 401, nays 1,
not voting 32, as follows:

[Roll No. 437]

YEAS—401

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski

Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey

Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Emerson
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Etheridge
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Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent

Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Redmond
Regula
Reyes
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez

Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryun
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Torres
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—1

Paul

NOT VOTING—32

Ballenger
Chabot
Clayton
Davis (FL)
Dickey
Ehrlich
Engel
Gonzalez
Goss
Harman
Hefner

Horn
Hutchinson
Hyde
Johnson, Sam
Lewis (GA)
Manton
McDade
McIntyre
Meeks (NY)
Nadler
Owens

Poshard
Pryce (OH)
Riggs
Schumer
Smith, Linda
Stearns
Tauzin
Towns
Velazquez
Wynn

b 1943

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, during
rollcall vote No. 437, H.R. 4382, the Mammog-
raphy Quality Standards Reauthorization, I
was unavoidably detained. Had I been
present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’

f

b 1945

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I
inadvertantly voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall
vote No. 428. If I had been aware of this,
I would have changed my vote to
‘‘nay’’ instead of ‘‘yea.’’

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 4300, WESTERN HEMISPHERE
DRUG ELIMINATION ACT

Mr. DREIER, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 105–720) on the resolution (H.
Res. 537) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 4300) to support enhanced
drug interdiction efforts in the major
transit countries and support a com-
prehensive supply eradication and crop
substitution program in source coun-
tries, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 4550, DRUG DEMAND REDUC-
TION ACT OF 1998

Mr. DREIER, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 105–721) on the resolution (H.
Res. 538) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 4550) to provide for pro-
grams to facilitate a significant reduc-
tion in the incidence and prevalence of
substance abuse through reducing the
demand for illegal drugs and the inap-
propriate use of legal drugs, which was
referred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

TRIBUTE TO THE CHERRYVILLE
AMERICAN LEGION BASEBALL
TEAM

(Mrs. MYRICK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor the American Legion
Post 100 baseball team from
Cherryville, North Carolina, who last
month finished second at the American
Legion’s World Series.

These 18 young men remind us about
what is right in America. Through hard
work and discipline, they bested more
than 5,000 teams from all over the
country. Through it all, they con-
ducted themselves as true gentleman
from the Tar Heel State.

In mid-August, they traveled to Ten-
nessee for the Southeast Regional Title
Game, and there their pitching was so
tough that their opponents could not
score a run until Cherryville was lead-
ing 9 to nothing. From Tennessee, they
traveled to Las Vegas for the national
finals. In an exciting final four game,
they defeated a team from Danville,
California. In the sixth inning, John
Mackie broke a 3–3 tie with an inside-
the-park home run. And then in the
bottom of the eighth, Josh Cobb added
an insurance run with an RBI single.
Josh’s hit proved to be important, be-
cause Danville scored a run in the
ninth before Cherryville ace Ralph
Roberts struck out a batter to end the
game.

The championship game against
Edwardsville, Illinois did not have such
a happy ending. Nevertheless, our boys
from Cherryville have made the folks
of Gaston and Lincoln Counties quite
proud. It is really a feat to finish sec-
ond out of more than 5,000 teams; and
in my congressional office, we switched
the TV to ESPN to watch the game.

Mr. Speaker, I am submitting the
names of Cherryville’s coach and play-
ers for the RECORD.

CHERRYVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA AMERICAN
LEGION POST 100 BASEBALL TEAM

Bobby Dale Reynolds, Head Coach; A.J.
Henley, Assistant Coach; Scotty Heauner,
Assistant Coach; Bill Abernathy, Athletic
Officer; and Jerry Porter, Post 100 Com-
mander.

Wesley Eugene Anthony, Brandon Chad
Cash, Joshua Michael Cobb, Eric James
Davis, Eddie Travis Farmer, Ryan Marcus
Freeman, Wesley Keith Hudson, Bradley
Keith Huffstetler, Christopher Paul Keener.

Brad Michael Lane, John Kemp Mackie,
Kenneth John Mosteller, Thomas Ray Pruett
II, Ralph Ricardo Roberts, Jason Rush Sain,
Justin William Sanford, Brian MacArthur
Sigmon, Bryson Dennis Willis.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BASS). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 7, 1997, and under a
previous order of the House, the follow-
ing Members will be recognized for 5
minutes each.
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CONGRESS’ DUTY IS TO UPHOLD

THE RULE OF LAW FOR ALL
AMERICANS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, we have ar-
rived at a point in our history where
we will be called upon to make deci-
sions and judgments that will deeply
affect the integrity of the government
and our society, the kind of society
that we leave to our children and our
grandchildren.

That decision now before us is fun-
damental to our system of government.
This country grew to be great because
the Founding Fathers provided for the
rule of law and not the rule of man.
They enshrined this principle forever
in the Constitution.

Now, some would ask us to be judged
by the rule of man. They are trying to
convince us to abandon the principles
of our Constitution and the rule of law.
They are trying to convince us that
public opinion polls are more impor-
tant than the principles on which our
government was founded. They are try-
ing to advocate censure as the only ap-
propriate course of action.

Well, Mr. Speaker, anyone who con-
siders censure, and makes decisions
based on the polls, believes in the rule
of man, not the rule of law.

We, the Members of the House of
Representatives, have been entrusted
by our fellow citizens to uphold and
preserve the rule of law for all Ameri-
cans. The basic tenet of the rule of law
is that it applies to every American
equally. Laws cannot be applied selec-
tively based on some whim or some
public opinion.

The very strength of our system of
law and government is that every
American is evaluated by a common
standard, without exception. One set of
laws should not apply to high officials
and another set of laws apply to the
rest of the country. If we begin to
make exceptions based on some expedi-
ency or some convenience, we reduce
ourselves to little more than a loosely
organized mob.

Those who advocate censure believe
that Congress can resolve this matter
by making its opinion a matter of pub-
lic record. Let me say to my colleagues
that I would hope that the people of
America already know where we stand
on this issue, because Members of Con-
gress have been unambiguous in their
condemnation of this type of behavior,
and I believe every American, no mat-
ter where they stand on the ideological
spectrum, shares this view.

A resolution of censure would do
nothing more than to allow Members of
the House to record their disapproval.
While such an approach might appeal
to some, the time for that is well past.

It may be that the House decides at
some point not to move forward. That
is a decision that must be made by the
House Committee on the Judiciary and
ultimately by the full House. But for

now, the House has no choice but to
proceed with an impeachment inquiry.
We cannot selectively apply the rule of
law in the face of such a serious allega-
tion. The Constitution does not bow to
polling data and it leaves no middle
ground.

Censure establishes the rule of man
at the expense of the rule of law. We
must never allow America to go down
that road. It is the road to ruin. Any-
one who doubts that the rule of man
gives rise to chaos only needs to look
at Russia. There is a country with no
rule of law.

Mr. Speaker, I pledge to the Members
of this Congress as Majority Whip of
the House to fight in no uncertain
terms the scheduling of any vote on
censure, and I will fight to ensure that
censure never sees the light of day in
this chamber.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. GEPHARDT addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. WOLF addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks).

f

A STABLE RUSSIA OF PRIME
INTEREST TO AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, let me
first thank all of those who commu-
nicated with me today following my
comments yesterday about Russia, in-
dicating that they share my concern
that we focus on some critical issues
unfolding on this planet, and not be
mesmerized and preoccupied exclu-
sively with topic number 1.

Today’s New York Times has a head-
line which I will take as my text: ‘‘The
Kremlin Brings Gorbachev’s Economies
Back.’’

Now, this statement reminds me of a
Soviet era story, Mr. Speaker, when on
May Day, the tremendous might of the
Soviet Union was displayed on Red
Square. Vast columns of artillery and
tanks and missiles rolled by, and then
suddenly, a half a dozen crumbled, not
very well dressed, middle-aged men
shuffled by. And as the visiting dig-
nitaries were standing atop Lenin’s
mausoleum, Fidel Castro asked, how
did these men get into this parade of
power and might? And the Soviet lead-
er responded, they are our economists,
and you have no idea how much dam-
age they can cause.

That is what we are seeing today.
The new Russian leader Primakov is

bringing back the discredited Soviet
era, Stalin-era economists for high-
ranking positions in this new govern-
ment. The man who was in charge of
central planning in the Soviet Union is
now the number 1 economic power in
the new Russia. The former head of the
central bank is the new head of the
central bank, and what we can expect
to see is the beginning of the operation
of the printing presses, hyperinflation,
the continuing deterioration of the
Russian economy with devastating
consequences for the Russian people.

Now, the question might be asked,
Mr. Speaker, why is that important to
us? Well, I suggest it is important to us
for 2 reasons. Russia still has thou-
sands of nuclear weapons, and as the
authority of the central government
erodes, as the various provinces are
striking out on their own, the likeli-
hood of these nuclear weapons falling
into hands unfriendly to the United
States increases geometrically.

But we have a second reason to be
concerned about the galloping deterio-
ration of conditions in Russia. Not too
many decades ago, in the bemired Re-
public of Germany, as hyperinflation
took hold, fascism followed, and so did
the Second World War. It is in our
prime policy interests to attempt to
stabilize the Russian economy, and I
suspect it will be one of the serious and
substantive debates of this body during
the course of coming months to see
how we can work with Mr. Primakov to
stabilize the Russian economy which,
at the moment, is in a free-fall. Goods
are disappearing from the stores. Peo-
ple have no access to their bank ac-
counts. Most banks are, in fact, closed.
Unemployment is rising. Imports are
declining because Russia has no foreign
exchange. This gigantic society, Mr.
Speaker, of 150 million people and cov-
ering 11 time zones has in its central
bank $12 billion in foreign exchange re-
serves. This would be laughable if it
were not so serious.

Tax collections, which were bad
enough last year, are down by 40 per-
cent, and as the central government in
Moscow is unable to collect taxes, the
tendency of the regions to break away
will accelerate. Of the 89 provinces of
Russia, some 75 have been receiving
subsidies from Moscow. These subsidies
are declining, in many cases disappear-
ing, and the danger of Russia becoming
a chaotic society has enormous rami-
fications for our own safety and secu-
rity.

Mr. Speaker, I will continue this dia-
logue with my colleagues and with the
American people tomorrow evening.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BASS). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. MINGE) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Mr. MINGE 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 New York (Mrs. MALONEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. MALONEY of New York ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. CONYERS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

FAILURE OF ATTORNEY GENERAL
TO APPOINT AN INDEPENDENT
COUNSEL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. BURTON) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, for over 2 years now, despite over-
whelming evidence, the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States has refused to
follow the law and the recommenda-
tions of her FBI director and the chief
campaign finance prosecutor to ap-
point an independent counsel in the
campaign finance scandal. She has po-
liticized the office over which she has
control, the Justice Department of the
United States. Reports about disarray
in this investigation at the Justice De-
partment abound.

After 2 years of this investigation,
key players such as John Huang and
James and Mochtar Riady, close
friends of the President, have not been
brought anywhere near to justice.
White House and DNC officials are al-
most entirely off of the hook.

The Attorney General and her politi-
cal advisors have inherent conflicts in
making a decision about an investiga-
tion involving their boss, the Presi-
dent, and his closest friends. These
conflicts are obvious to everyone but
the Attorney General and the political
appointees by the President made by
the President at the Justice Depart-
ment.

Last December, last December, we
learned that FBI director Louie Freeh
had recommended an independent
counsel for the campaign finance inves-
tigation. He wrote that there could not
be a more compelling case, there could
not be a more compelling case for an
independent counsel.

The Attorney General ignored his
compelling and sound advice. Then the
investigation continued to limp along
with the Attorney General failing to
focus on any of the key White House
and DNC officials or even John Huang,
the individual who solicited millions in
illegal foreign money after being per-
sonally placed at the DNC, the Demo-
cratic National Committee, by Bill
Clinton.

In fact, the core of the investigation
should be focused on all of the foreign
money that flowed into the DNC con-
ference from around the world. Illegal
campaign contributions from Macao,
China, Taiwan, Egypt, Indonesia, and
South America.

Yet the numerous 90-day reviews con-
tinually ignore this big picture and
focus on isolated matters such as the
Vice President’s phone calls. We clear-
ly had cause for concern even before
the LaBella memo became known to
the public.

The Attorney General before our
committee said that, within 30 days,
she would make a decision on an inde-
pendent counsel. The 30 days have long
past, even though our committee
passed a contempt of Congress citation
against the Attorney General. Thirty
days have long since past. She has not
appointed an independent counsel. In-
stead, she has extended by 90 days in-
vestigations into Mr. Ickes and the
Vice President.

In July of this year, we learned that
the chief prosecutor, Mr. Charles
LaBella, who was appointed by the At-
torney General, also recommended an
independent counsel. He provided the
Attorney General with a detailed 94-
page memo outlining the specific infor-
mation he had compiled which he in-
formed her mandated by law, mandated
the appointment of an independent
counsel under the law. Again, the At-
torney General ignored his advice. This
is the man she personally appointed to
head the investigation.

At that point, in late July, the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and
Oversight subpoenaed both the Freeh
and LaBella memoranda in order to
fully access the sound legal arguments
which the Attorney General was reject-
ing. The Attorney General refused to
provide the memos to the Congress.
She refused to provide any legal ration-
ale for her refusal.

On August 6, 1998, the committee
held the Attorney General in contempt
of Congress for failure to comply with
a valid congressional subpoena. The
committee still has not received the
memos.

Earlier this month, we did have an
opportunity to read through a redacted
copy. That is where they cross out any-
thing that is related to the Grand Jury
investigation. We were able to read
through a redacted version of the
memorandum and meet with the Attor-
ney General about this important doc-
ument.

The Attorney General’s claims that
this redacted version of the LaBella
memo would provide a road map to the
investigation is simply not true. I read
it. There is nothing of a road map to
anything in there except the decisions
made by the Attorney General which
appear to be protecting the President
and the Vice President of the United
States.

I will not go into the content of the
LaBella memo. The memo does con-
firm, as I said, our worst fears, that the

Attorney General of the United States,
the one who is supposed to be the chief
administrator of justice in this coun-
try, is clearly applying a different
standard of law enforcement when it
comes to the President and the Vice
President than she does to any other
American citizen. There is truly a dual
standard, one for everybody except the
President and the Vice President of the
United States.

The Attorney General has taken
what is obviously the White House po-
sition that the President is above the
law in a way that no other citizen in
this country can expect. There is some-
thing extremely wrong with the way
that the Reno Justice Department dis-
penses justice, if you want to call it
that. It is unseemly to have an Attor-
ney General putting partisan interest
above justice.

As the New York Times observed last
December, ‘‘Every decision she has
made and comment she has offered has
minimized the offenses and excused the
conduct of the White House and the
Democratic Party. The person who is
supposed to be the Nation’s chief pros-
ecutor, ever alert for the signs of in-
fraction, sounds instead like a tech-
nicality hunting defense lawyer.’’ This
is a quote right out of the New York
Times.

Indeed, when we met with the Attor-
ney General regarding the LaBella
memorandum, she exhibited this de-
fense lawyer type of mentality or be-
havior. She refused to allow Mr.
LaBella to explain his memo. And even
though the public integrity chief Lee
Radek, whose illogical views she has
adopted as her own, was present at the
meeting, the Attorney General refused
to allow these individuals to speak for
themselves and would not let them de-
scribe their reasons why they took the
positions that they did.

I mean they were both sitting right
there. I asked Mr. LaBella questions,
and I asked Mr. Radek questions, and
the Attorney General would not let
them answer for themselves.

Mr. Radek, it should be noted, told
the New York Times that he considers
the independent counsel statute an in-
sult and a knife in the back to top Jus-
tice Department officials. It is clear
that Mr. Radek will continue to rec-
ommend that the Attorney General not
follow a law which he does not like.
What is amazing is that the Attorney
General believes she can pick and
choose what laws she wants to follow,
even though the Congress of the United
States has passed it.

Janet Reno did not always hold this
position. When she first became Attor-
ney General, she testified to the follow-
ing regarding the independent counsel
statute, and I quote the Attorney Gen-
eral directly: ‘‘The reason that I sup-
port the concept of an independent
counsel is that there is an inherent
conflict whenever senior Executive
Branch officials are to be investigated
by the Department of Justice and its
appointed head.’’ The Attorney Gen-
eral.
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The Attorney General serves at the

pleasure of the President, so she is con-
victed by her own statement. There
should be an independent counsel with-
out any political influence being ex-
erted on them whatsoever to inves-
tigate the President and Vice Presi-
dent.

It has been stated by the FBI direc-
tor Louis Freeh; the chief investigator
of this whole scandal, Mr. LaBella; Mr.
DeSarno, the head of the FBI task
force investigating it; and her own
words. Yet, she still will not appoint an
independent counsel.

Certainly the President has to be
pleased with the Attorney General’s
failure to follow the recommendations
of the FBI director and the chief pros-
ecutor to appoint an independent coun-
sel to investigate the President’s con-
duct in campaign finance and fund-
raising.

This refusal places Janet Reno as the
first Attorney General since President
Nixon’s Attorney General John Mitch-
ell to investigate the President who ap-
pointed her. Every Attorney General
since John Mitchell has turned over
such political investigations to some-
one outside of the Justice Department
if for no other reason than to eliminate
the appearance of impropriety.

Quite simply, the Attorney General
is derelict in her duties to enforce the
laws equally. She is giving the Presi-
dent special dispensations that no
other citizen could hope to enjoy.

The recent 90-day reviews are merely
a smoke screen to avoid following the
advice she has been given for 2 years to
appoint an independent counsel for the
entire campaign finance matter. It is
just another delaying tactic to get us
past the election.

It is the people in the public integ-
rity section of the Justice Department
who has so strongly opposed an inde-
pendent counsel and have fought the
appointment of one from the beginning
of the campaign finance scandal and
who are conducting these so-called 90-
day reviews.

All these latest 90-day reviews ac-
complish is to push these decisions
past the November elections into next
January, another partisan act which
demonstrates that the Attorney Gen-
eral continues to protect the President
time and again during this investiga-
tion.

The American people have a right to
know that the Attorney General is not
following the law. The FBI director and
the chief prosecutor in this investiga-
tion have said as much in their memos
to her concluding that an independent
counsel is necessary under the manda-
tory section of the independent counsel
statute.

But it is not only their view. It is not
only their view. Listen to others who
have recognized the attorney as wrong
in her interpretation of the law in this
matter. Senator DANIEL PATRICK MOY-
NIHAN, a Democrat in the other body
said recently, ‘‘Two years ago, we
should have had an independent coun-

sel to inquire into the Chinese attack
on our political system through politi-
cal contributions in the 1996 campaign.
How she,’’ the Attorney General of the
United States, Janet Reno, ‘‘cannot
have done that, I do not know.’’ That is
a condemnation from the President’s
own party of the Attorney General.

A person who is not generally a
friend of mine and one who disagrees
with me quite frequently, columnist Al
Hunt, not someone that I usually quote
either, said, ‘‘The Attorney General is
getting terrible advice from Lee Radek
from the public integrity section over
there at Justice who despises independ-
ent counsels.’’

But Charles LaBella’s position here
is even more compelling than FBI Di-
rector Louie Freeh who came to the
same conclusion earlier, about 8
months earlier. If Janet Reno does not
name an independent counsel, her
credibility as Attorney General is de-
stroyed.

This is from a fellow who normally is
very supportive of the administration.
Janet Reno’s former deputy observed
last year, and this is her deputy, ‘‘I
served in seven administrations,’’ he
said ‘‘and I have never seen the Justice
Department so dominated in the policy
realm by the White House. An Attor-
ney General who is dominated by the
White House in protecting the Presi-
dent does a disservice to the justice
system.’’

Our committee continues to seek
these memos because of the need to in-
form the American people of the
threats to our judicial system by an
administration which thinks that it is
above the law. No one in this country
should be above the law. The law as
was said earlier by one of my col-
leagues from Texas should be adminis-
tered equally, whether it is the lowest
person in the United States or the per-
son occupying the highest office, the
President of the United States. The law
should be applied equally.

Unfortunately, this politicized Jus-
tice Department has one standard for
everybody except the President and
Vice President; and that is not only
unseemly, I believe it is unlawful.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to yield
first to my colleague, the gentleman
from California (Mr. HORN), a valued
member of our committee.

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
chairman for reviewing this matter and
bringing it up. I think all of us have
sat through the hours of testimony of
Mr. Freeh and Mr. LaBella. We are
really shocked by the treatment of two
great public servants who had the cour-
age to put their words in writing to ad-
vise the Attorney General. They want-
ed to go over their memoranda with
her, but the letters just sat there. Until
recently, they never had an oppor-
tunity to go over their memoranda
with her.

One of our Members [Mr. SOUDER]
asked Mr. LaBella how much new in-
formation he had in his memo. Since
we could not see the memos, that was

the whole issue—what information was
still hidden—and that was why a ma-
jority voted for contempt, which was
agreed in the committee. LaBella re-
plied that the public and we probably
only know 1 percent of what was in
that memo.

Now that is shocking. That means
the American people, elected legisla-
tors, and the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight have been
blocked from knowing 99 percent of
what is behind the tremendous misuse
of the law and of the basic campaign fi-
nance laws in the 1996 presidential
campaign.

Denying us information and truth
had been the typical pattern within the
administration but it was the first
time I had seen the Attorney General
engage in that behavior. Such has been
the typical pattern since 1993. For
those of us who investigated
Travelgate, and Filegate, in Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight and those
who investigated Whitewater on Bank-
ing and Financial Services were used to
the attitude: The attitude was ‘‘Don’t
tell them a thing.’’
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‘‘Stiff them,’’ was the word. And that
they did and they were very successful.

When we were in the minority in
1993, 1994, Chairman Bill Clinger of this
committee, the predecessor to the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) had
an instinct, and he was absolutely
right, on that White House travel of-
fice. Of course, the administration
made a major mistake when it picked
on that office. The media knew that
the Travel staff were good efficient and
effective people. They had arranged
their trips. Some of the employees
were hired during the Kennedy admin-
istration.

But the idea was when we sent infor-
mation requests to the White House or
a department, they just never replied.
And yet the law authorizes the minor-
ity on our committee, when seven or
eight sign such a request, the executive
branch is supposed to provide the an-
swers.

Mr. Speaker, what the gentleman has
described tonight is a very sad com-
mentary. I have had very great respect
for the Attorney General. I knew of her
before she came to Washington. She
has done a lot of good things. But this
situation has simply been mishandled
from the beginning. The Director of the
FBI is a former judge, and Mr. LaBella,
one of the best prosecutors in the
United States, who headed the cam-
paign task force within the Depart-
ment of Justice. Both are men of integ-
rity. In fact, Mr. LaBella certainly had
the confidence of the Attorney Gen-
eral. She was moving him to San Diego
to be United States Attorney. That
seems to be off now.

But when Mr. LaBella appeared be-
fore us, as did Mr. Freeh, they were
speaking from the heart. They were
very careful as to what they said. But
let me just note another President, or
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both Presidents, we can talk about
President Clinton’s views on the inde-
pendent counsel statute and this is
what he said on June 30, 1994:

Regrettably, this statute was permitted to
lapse when its reauthorization became mired
in a partisan dispute in the Congress. Oppo-
nents called it a tool of partisan attack
against Republican Presidents and a waste of
taxpayer funds. It was neither. In fact, the
Independent Counsel statute has been in the
past and is today a force for Government in-
tegrity and public confidence.’’

The President was right when he said
that. Whether they were Republicans
criticizing reauthorization or Demo-
crats, the fact is we reauthorized it.
And we reauthorized it for a very good
reason. No matter how able and honest
one is, there might well be a conflict of
interest in actuality and a conflict of
interest in perception. That is why
Congress reauthorized the statute.

The reason that is important is that
when one is an appointee of the Presi-
dent of the United States, as the Attor-
ney General is an appointee, confirmed
by the Senate, the fact is she is inves-
tigating the boss. That is not a very
credible situation. That is why Con-
gress enacted the independent counsel
statute. That act was approved by the
President. And the President was right
when he signed it. He probably does not
have too much respect for it now, in
the sense that there are a number of
independent counsels who have sent
some people to jail. Others have been
fined. These independent counsels have
generally been uncovering the corrup-
tion that has occurred in various parts
of the executive branch.

In his testimony before us FBI Direc-
tor Freeh noted that the appointment
of an independent counsel was based on
both sections of the law. There is a
mandatory section and there is a dis-
cretionary section. The first basis for
his recommendation was the manda-
tory section: that an independent coun-
sel must be appointed when there is
specific information from a credible
source that the President, Vice Presi-
dent, or other high-ranking officials
may have violated a Federal criminal
law.

The second basis for his recommenda-
tion was the discretionary or conflict
of interest section. This is what I have
been discussing. The Attorney General
may appoint an independent counsel
when she determines that having the
Justice Department investigate the
matter might result in a personal, fi-
nancial, or political conflict of inter-
est.

Let me cite the views of another
President, a President for whom I have
great respect. He has showed in retire-
ment many fine qualities and he is a
highly ethical man. That is former
President Jimmy Carter, who said Oc-
tober 20, 1997, [The campaign fund-rais-
ing scandal is] ‘‘the most embarrassing
and debilitating thing I have ever seen
evolve in the political structure in our
country.’’ [An independent counsel
could] ‘‘diffuse this big issue . . . get it
out of the front pages and get out of

these everyday new, minor revelations
that are having such a devastating ef-
fect.’’

Now, it is still alive and we still do
not know the truth in it. The Thomp-
son Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs in the Senate dealt with this. We
dealt with it in the House. And the wit-
nesses who would come before us just
stared at us and when we asked them:
‘‘Did you do this? Did you know this?’’
They would answer ‘‘Who me?’’ Or,
‘‘Gee, I don’t know. I don’t recollect
what that was.’’

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. BURTON) might bring us up
to date on the number of witnesses we
have sought and the number who have
taken the Fifth Amendment, which is
their right under the Constitution to
not incriminate themselves, and how
many have fled the country. Last fall
when we held some of these hearings, it
was 65. I believe it is over 100 now. Is
that correct?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. It is now 116
people have taken the Fifth Amend-
ment or fled the country, 116.

Mr. HORN. Think of it. Mr. Speaker,
116 people took the Fifth Amendment
and/or fled the country. Some of these
were American citizens. Some of these
were not. But the fact is, Congress has
been denied getting the facts. When the
administration has the facts, they are
not giving them to us. That is why
these two memos written by two men
of very high integrity are important
for this body to review and the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and
Oversight to review in particular.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Califor-
nia. And I am happy to yield to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS),
my colleague and another valued mem-
ber of the committee.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
these are difficult times for this coun-
try and I think that political leaders of
all stripes should take pains to step
above partisanship and move into the
realms where the facts can be judged
by the American people and the proper
investigative authorities.

What concerns me the most in this
particular case is that we have really
the two only nonpolitical figures that
have looked at this, Mr. LaBella, who
is the head of their campaign task
force, a professional, and Louis Freeh,
the President’s appointee as head of
the FBI, who have taken a look at this
objectively and both came to the irrev-
ocable conclusion that the mandatory
parts of the statute that would trigger
an independent counsel have been met,
and that the only option that the At-
torney General had would be to appoint
an independent counsel.

We are frustrated here at the con-
gressional level trying to get all the
facts. The Thompson committee was
frustrated in the Senate. But 116 wit-
nesses who have fled the country or
taken the fifth amendment, and we do
not have the means to go out after
them. The Justice Department, in

many cases, would. They would be able
to grant immunity and be able to reach
out. But they have so far been unable
or willing to do that in an appropriate
fashion. That is of concern to me.

The most important thing I noted
when Mr. LaBella and Mr. Freeh came
before our committee, both of them
were careful to guard the Attorney
General’s prerogatives. I think in that
way they were good servants and good
underlings, taking their appropriate
place before the committee and rec-
ognizing the hierarchy they had to re-
port to.

But these memos have been examined
for days by Justice Department offi-
cials and neither one of these have
been called in at this point to give
their point of view. Instead, the Attor-
ney General had called upon the politi-
cians, the political appointees to come
in try to poke holes in their argument.
It looks almost as if they were looking
at a way they would not to have ap-
point an independent counsel. They
could stiff Congress and this thing
would go away.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is very clear
now with everything else happening
that is not going to wash with the edi-
torial boards across this country. It is
not going to wash with the American
people. And it is certainly not going to
wash here in Congress.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from In-
diana has had an opportunity to review
some of these redacted copies of the
memorandum, and I understand that
some of the excuses they were giving or
some of the reasons that were given by
the Attorney General for not releasing
that was that it was going to be a road
map to other prosecutions and so on,
and that the gentleman just does not
think that lies at this point. Is that
correct?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Yes, and I
am happy that the gentleman from
Virginia brought that up. The Attorney
General said before our committee that
she was afraid that if they even gave us
a redacted copy where they crossed out
certain grand jury material, that this
would still lead to people that they
may want to prosecute or question and
it might impede their investigation. I
read that, and I am not at liberty——

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. I would not
ask the gentleman to divulge that con-
versation.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, I cannot
give the information in the memo, but
after having read it, along with some of
our legal staff on the committee, there
is nothing in there that would lead to
anybody other than the Attorney Gen-
eral’s position of not appointing an
independent counsel. In fact, I think
that some of the remarks that are
made by Mr. LaBella come close to
condemnation of the Attorney General
for not acting on the mandatory sec-
tion of the statute.

So, that is the only thing that I
found in the memo that she could be
concerned about. That is why I believe
it should be made available to every
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Member of Congress and to the Amer-
ican people.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentleman would continue to
yield, it seems that we have here a man
of high integrity in Mr. LaBella, a
thorough professional prosecutor who
took a look at this and expressed his
frustration in a memo of over 100 pages
in length and containing 55 exhibits
that really reaches only one conclu-
sion. It is in no way inconclusive or
gives policy options.

We have the head of the FBI, another
political appointee but someone who I
think has the respect and the independ-
ence that we would expect from the Na-
tion’s top law enforcement officer,
making the same strong recommenda-
tion; really looking at no other options
but that the mandatory sections of the
statute are triggered. And we have not
heard a peep from the Attorney Gen-
eral or anyone else as to why they take
issue with this and an independent
prosecutor cannot be appointed.

That is the way it ought to go. It
ought to be away from politics. It
ought to be away from the floor of the
House, away from the partisan struc-
ture that we have going into the No-
vember elections. It ought to be in the
hands of the professionals and let the
chips fall where they may, Repub-
licans, Democrats, whatever. That is
what ought to happen. I feel from the
bottom of my heart, that is the right
answer here.

Yet, we are consistently being
stonewalled and we are being blocked
in every way possible. And it seems to
be done by the political appointees, be-
cause the professionals have reached
their conclusions. Would the gen-
tleman agree with me on that?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Yes, I
would. And I would like to add that the
Attorney General has appointed inde-
pendent counsels for some of the pe-
riphery of this administration, but
whenever it gets close to the Oval Of-
fice or people close to the Oval Office,
there is a reluctance to go ahead and
appoint an independent counsel.

Instead of doing this piecemeal, as
has been the case by the Justice De-
partment, there should be one inde-
pendent counsel to look at the whole
campaign finance scandal, the money
that has come from all over the world
illegally.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. That would
include Republicans and Democrats,
whatever.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Yes, and we
have investigated Republicans as well
as Democrats. But we need an inde-
pendent counsel who is not beholden to
anybody to get to the bottom of this
whole thing.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I have tremendous respect for the At-
torney General and her career. She was
a career prosecutor and I know she is
under tremendous pressure, it appears
to me, right now from the hierarchy in
the administration.

But I hope if she reviews this quick-
ly, number one, if she disagrees with

the professionals in her own agency as
to why this should not move forward,
release that information to the public
so she can explain why and show the
report that we have paid for that basi-
cally would indicate otherwise; or if
she would rise and have the courage to
do the right thing, take this out of the
politics and put it in the hands of pro-
fessionals where it belongs. Not for
partisan purposes, but I think in some
cases for national security purposes.

Mr. Speaker, I applaud the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Chairman BUR-
TON) and others for bringing this to our
attention this evening.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. DAVIS). He is, as I said, a
valued member of the committee and
he does a heck of a job for his constitu-
ents.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. SES-
SIONS).

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I join in
the accolades for the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. DAVIS) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HORN),
members of the committee who care
very deeply about the American public
getting to the bottom of the truth of
this matter.

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from
Indiana knows, over one month ago the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight, of which I am also a mem-
ber, voted to hold the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States, Janet Reno,
in contempt for failing to produce two
documents to Congress. We are now
faced with the decision of whether the
entire House of Representatives should
vote to hold her in contempt. This
would be the first time Congress would
use its contempt powers against an At-
torney General, and we are well aware
of the gravity of this matter.

Our decision to subpoena the Attor-
ney General was not made lightly. It
was the result of a great deal of serious
reflection. But members of the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and
Oversight, and many others both inside
and outside the halls of Congress, have
serious concerns about the way the
campaign finance probe has been con-
ducted at the U.S. Department of Jus-
tice. What I would like to do is to dis-
cuss some of these problems that we
have seen.

Statements by senior Department of
Justice officials that the independent
counsel statute has not been applied
consistently.

Statements by senior Department of
Justice officials that the White House
staff have been treated more leniently
than other citizens, and press accounts
that some may have not been inves-
tigated because of who they are.

Public accounts that senior political
officials have weighed in against pursu-
ing prosecution of campaign finance
figures, even though the law supports
prosecution.
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Indications that the Department of

Justice has not pursued evidence vigor-
ously.

Needless delays by the Attorney Gen-
eral that will push the start of inves-
tigations into 1999, a full 3 years after
allegations of wrongdoing were made
and known.

Lee Radek, a senior adviser to the
Attorney General, gave an unfair ad-
vantage to the defense attorney of an
important Democratic contributor.
When prosecutors, who had evidence of
wrongdoing, called Mr. Radek, he re-
fused to take the call.

Complete failure by the Department
to follow any evidence, speak to any
witnesses, or subpoena any documents
in some matters that may indicate im-
proper impropriety by the Democrat
National Committee and leading Dem-
ocrat contributors.

The failure to maintain continuity in
the supervision of the Department of
Justice investigations. There have been
three task force supervisors in 1 year,
and given that, they have all had their
own advisers.

A consistent siding with the White
House in its failing and sometimes friv-
olous claims of privilege on a variety
of matters.

A failure to recognize that the Attor-
ney General has conflicting legal du-
ties: To keep the President informed of
information relevant to national secu-
rity, and keep information relevant to
campaign finance investigation from
people under investigation, a category
that includes the President of the
United States.

Tolerance of top advisers belittling
the laws that they are constitutionally
bound to uphold. For example, Lee
Radek, who was discussed earlier, told
The New York Times: ‘‘Institutionally,
the Independent Counsel Statute is an
insult.’’

Further, providing misleading infor-
mation about who is covered by the
Independent Counsel Statute and who
is not covered. One letter provided to
the committee seems to indicate that
two of the principals of the Clinton-
Gore 1996 campaign are not covered by
the statute, and the clear language of
the statute indicates that there is no
doubt that these officials are covered.

Further, providing false information
to the public to make congressional de-
mands seem unreasonable. The Attor-
ney General has maintained that Con-
gress has never before asked for infor-
mation on an ongoing criminal inves-
tigation, and this is clearly not the
case.

Further, repeated leaks of informa-
tion that are protected by Grand Jury
secrecy and, I might add, leaks that
were made for their own political bene-
fit.

Further, repeated attempts to answer
requests made by Congress. I repeat:
Repeated failure to answer requests
made by Congress. For example, 1
month ago our committee asked the
Attorney General for permission to
speak with the assistant United States
attorney most familiar with a case
known as the Intriago case, and she has
failed to respond to our request.
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Further, coordination between the

Department of Justice and the minor-
ity on this committee are being done
for political benefit.

Some of these examples, taken by
themselves, would be matters of grave
concern. Put together, they indicate
that there is something very wrong
over at the Department of Justice. The
Attorney General is not applying the
law correctly. Her own advisers have
been telling her this, yet she continues
to oversee an investigation of the
President of the United States, who ap-
pointed her.

In November of 1977, FBI director
Louis Freeh prepared a lengthy memo-
randum on the Department of Justice
campaign finance investigation. Direc-
tor Freeh, former Federal Judge Freeh,
who had been advising the Attorney
General to appoint an independent
counsel since late 1996, concluded that
according to the Independent Counsel
Statute, 28 USC section 591, the Attor-
ney General was required by both the
mandatory and the discretionary provi-
sions of that law to appoint an inde-
pendent counsel.

My colleagues will also see that I
have on this side information that con-
tains other testimony that Director
Freeh has given.

This view was shared by the most
senior FBI investigator on the inves-
tigation, Mr. James DeSarno.

On July 23, 1998, The New York Times
reported that the departing lead pros-
ecutor on the campaign finance task
force, Charles La Bella, had prepared a
100-page memorandum reviewing the
facts gathered during the campaign fi-
nance investigation. According to press
reports, Mr. La Bella also found that
the mandatory and discretionary por-
tions of the independent counsel law
required the appointment of an inde-
pendent counsel. Thus, both Director
Freeh and task force head La Bella
have repeatedly found specific evidence
from a credible source that required
the appointment of an independent
counsel.

We subpoenaed Director Freeh and
Mr. La Bella’s memoranda because we
believe it is clear that something is se-
riously wrong. The Attorney General
was asked last Thursday, and I quote,
‘‘Do you still have confidence in the
leadership of President Clinton for
both the administration and our coun-
try?’’ This is what she said, and I quote
the Attorney General, ‘‘I certainly do.’’
And then she said, ‘‘He has a sense of
what needs to be done. He is doing it.’’

Well, I, for one, have a problem with
what the Attorney General has said for
several reasons. The independent coun-
sel, whose staff includes the Depart-
ment of Justice lawyers and FBI inves-
tigators who are charged with enforc-
ing the laws of this country, have re-
cently provided Congress with a refer-
ral that says the President of the
United States committed perjury in a
Federal lawsuit; that he lied to a Fed-
eral Grand Jury; that he obstructed
justice; and that his actions have been

inconsistent with the President’s con-
stitutional duty to faithfully execute
the laws of this country.

The President has responded by hav-
ing his private lawyers and government
lawyers on the government payroll go
out and trash the independent counsel.
He has had them go out and make the
most absurd legal arguments I believe
that I have ever heard. It is so bad that
yesterday two top Democrats in the
House and the Senate made a public
plea for the President to stop the legal
obfuscation. And yet the Attorney
General, who is in charge of upholding
and protecting the law, blithely goes
before the American people and tells us
that the President has a sense of what
needs to be done and he is doing it.

Remember, the Attorney General has
signed off on all the things that the
independent counsel has done; all of
these investigations now for 3 years. It
seems, however, that either she does
not care about the independent coun-
sel’s evidence or she has already re-
jected the findings of the independent
counsel that the President is acting
against the principle that everyone is
entitled to a fair trial; that he has sent
his lawyers out to say that it really
does not matter if one lies in these
courts. These appear to be of no impor-
tance to the Attorney General.

It seems to me that the President has
been attacking the rule of law; that he
has used and continues to use the most
powerful office in the world and to say
that one does not need to tell the
truth, especially sitting in front of a
Federal judge in the oval office. It just
does not seem right to me.

It seems to me that the Attorney
General should care about this matter.
She should care deeply. And that is
what her job is all about: Protecting
the rule of law. And she is certainly
not doing so in the campaign finance
investigation, where she keeps giving
the President a break.

The Attorney General’s words speak
volumes, I believe, about her own be-
liefs, but also they tell us one very im-
portant thing: She has a fatal conflict
when it comes to investigating the
President. This has not been a mys-
tery. If she is willing to side with him
before she has even seen the evidence
in the Lewinsky matter, how can we
possibly expect her to do the right
thing when it comes to campaign fi-
nance investigation?

For 2 years she has been ignoring
what should have been clear to even
the most junior lawyers on her staff.
The appearance of conflict in the cam-
paign finance investigation is devastat-
ing, and it does great harm to the De-
partment of Justice and to the rule of
law.

But making a mistake does not rise
to the level of misconduct. If that is all
that we were here to talk about today,
and I do not think it would be the only
discussion that we would have, I think
that we would have voted for contempt
when she failed to turn over the Freeh
and La Bella memoranda. Let us focus

on some of the issues that have led to
my conclusion that something is wrong
at the Department of Justice.

First. The Intriago case.
This committee held hearings and

was provided documentary evidence
that major Democratic National Com-
mittee figure Charles Intriago had ad-
vised one of his clients how to break
U.S. law and give money illegally.
There was testimony that someone,
and the inference was that this some-
one was highly placed in Democratic
fundraising circles, was giving Intriago
advice about where to direct illegal
money.

What happened in this case? It was
pulled from one of the U.S. Attorney’s
offices by Lee Radek, one of the Attor-
ney General’s advisers, and the statute
of limitations was about to expire. The
appearance of impropriety is stunning.
We asked the Attorney General if we
could talk to the lawyer who was pre-
paring the case before it was killed in
Washington. We asked over 1 month
ago, and the Attorney General has not
even gotten around to fulfilling our re-
quest.

She is behaving like a defense attor-
ney trying to run out the clock.

Another thing about this case. The
adviser who killed this case for the At-
torney General would not even take
the phone calls of the New York State
prosecutors who uncovered the evi-
dence. In our hearing, however, we
learned that he did take at least one
call from a defense attorney.

How can we believe that the Attor-
ney General’s protestations that she
has left no stone unturned when the
evidence shows that there are boulders
right under her nose and her advisers
are making sure they are not dis-
turbed.

Another investigation this commit-
tee has been conducting involves an
elaborate scheme by the Democratic
National Committee to break a State
law in Kansas. Individuals were given
money by a Democratic National Com-
mittee organization and told to act as
conduits to get the money to another
organization. Let me read from a docu-
ment obtained by this committee, and
I quote.

‘‘The Democratic Senatorial Cam-
paign Committee, in an effort to sup-
port State Senate candidates, the Dem-
ocrat party, and their own candidates
will contribute $1,000 to each State
Senate campaign our office designates.
You may keep $200, but then must turn
around and contribute $800 to the Sen-
ate Victory Fund.’’

Instructions on how to make conduit
contributions does not get much clear-
er than this. If it had not been illegal,
the Democratic Senatorial Campaign
Committee would have given the $200
to the candidate and sent the $800 to
the place where they wanted the
money to go. But they could not do
that, so they used decent men and
women from their own party to act as
straw donors.

This is direct evidence of a plan to
use conduits to get money to a third
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party to help the Democratic National
Committee candidates in the 1996 Kan-
sas election. Overall, a third of a mil-
lion dollars was contributed to Kansas,
where the State law limits the con-
tribution from a national party to
$25,000.

One would think that this would at-
tract the Attorney General’s attention,
but public accounts from Kansas indi-
cate that the Department of Justice
has made no effort to investigate this
scheme. Again, as the Attorney Gen-
eral talks of leaving no stone unturned,
certainly we are not being kidded. Far
from being a zealous investigator, it
appears that she is providing cover for
those who broke the United States
laws.

The Intriago investigation and the
Kansas conduit contributions are two
major examples that go right to the
Democratic National Committee. Both
involve decisions by people who had to
know that they were breaking the law.
And in both cases the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States has failed to
conduct the necessary investigation.
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I think we would not be doing our
jobs if we did not make an attempt to
find out what is going on over at the
Department of Justice. If the Attorney
General is going to condone the Presi-
dent’s conduct in the Monica Lewinsky
matter before she has ever seen the evi-
dence, how can we possibly have her
confidence today?

Today I call on the Attorney General
to release this non-6(e) material from
the Freeh and LaBella memorandum.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BASS). The gentleman will suspend for
just a moment. The Chair must remind
Members to avoid all personal ref-
erences to the President.

The gentleman from Texas may pro-
ceed.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I apolo-
gize if I have done anything in that re-
gard, and I apologize for using the
President’s name.

Mr. Speaker, today I call on the At-
torney General to release the non-6(e)
material from the Freeh and LaBella
memoranda so that the American peo-
ple can see for themselves what has
been going on and so that they can
judge for themselves whether she is
fairly executing the laws which she is
sworn to uphold.

I thank the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. BURTON) for allowing me the op-
portunity to present this information
and I appreciate his forthrightness in
this matter.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, let me just say to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) that I ne-
glected to say that the gentleman like-
wise is a very valued member of our
committee and I really appreciate all
the things that he does for this coun-
try.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER), another

valued member of the committee, who
had a great special order last night.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman, the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. BURTON), for yielding. I
thank him for his leadership and his
attempts to try to move the Attorney
General to action.

Mr. Speaker, I would first like to say
a few words in defense, albeit a mild
defense, of Attorney General Reno. Her
job is not easy. After all, it is not as
though she is a nonpartisan person.
She is a long-time democrat. She was a
staff director at the Florida House Ju-
diciary Committee. She ran for the
State legislature and lost. She was a
long time State’s attorney. She came
to Washington as a partisan democrat
and these days have to be very hard on
the Attorney General, seeing around
her all these allegations and all of
these challenges. It has to be heart
rending to her.

The Attorney General was appointed
by a democratic president and can be
fired by that democratic president. So
she has to look and consider that, even
though you try not to when you are At-
torney General of the United States. It
is a fact. She is surrounded by political
staff, democratic appointees. Remem-
ber, this White House sent the close
Arkansas ally, Webb Hubbell, since in
prison, to be her deputy Attorney Gen-
eral.

This bears repeating. It is not every
day that the Nation gets a deputy At-
torney General who goes to jail while
that administration is still in power.
That is another thing that clearly
made her job not easy.

She has had to appoint special pros-
ecutor after special prosecutor on cabi-
net member after cabinet member; cer-
tainly not an easy thing to do if you
are a democratic former candidate,
former staff person, former elected offi-
cial now appointed by a democrat. She
now has a special prosecutor on Harold
Ickes, who is at the highest levels of
the White House. Even higher than
that, although it is in a limited way for
the Vice President, even Judge Starr,
after all that is an Attorney General
Reno appointment, but his investiga-
tion was limited, and some of us, as the
Nation is abuzz about sex, have con-
cern about other matters and have for
multiple years and that is what about
the campaign finance?

As we have been looking at this, and
as we heard the FBI director as the
chairman brought him in front of our
committee, and Mr. LaBella and oth-
ers, part of the question, as we look at
the FBI as to how they approach drug
cases, how they approach other issues,
the goal has not been to try to set up
and catch the lowest level people.
There is a real question going on here.

We see special prosecutor after spe-
cial prosecutor chasing little bits of a
larger picture; yet the training, the
training of the people who investigate
this type of thing in the FBI and oth-
ers, is to look at combinations and to
see who is behind this. Yet, we have

not seen this coming out. There has
been, at the very least, a reluctance, if
not actually a deliberate attempt, to
break up and not pursue the larger
questions of why is this person doing
this, why is this person doing this, why
is this person doing this, why is this
person doing this?

People all over the country are de-
bating this in another matter but we
see this, as we heard last night, in the
Teamsters investigation where the
same names start to pop up. We see it
in the casinos where the same names
start to pop up. We see it in China in
technology sales, where the same
names start to pop up.

When one sees this, one would think
that the Attorney General would say, I
better get to the bottom of this and see
where it is headed, not where it is down
there.

This is not easy. She has a difficult
job with it.

One other thing I want to point out,
we have had past cases in this House of
Representatives far, far, far less seri-
ous than this, in fact most of which
turned out to be false. Yet, we heard
rhetoric on this floor that one would
have thought the entire republic was
collapsing because there were not spe-
cial prosecutors.

Now is this curious that this particu-
lar notion of shame be advanced by
someone who has an ethical cloud over
him so big and heavy that dewdrops
now glisten on his neo-Victorian halo?
Questions about whether the activities
of a high public official are appro-
priate, ethical or legal become as per-
vasive as though raised about the com-
plicated affair, which is something that
was said about a Member on this floor.

The American people should know
where this money came from. Did these
donors get anything in return, are
there any conflicts of interest, was the
high and mighty rhetoric on this floor
paralyzing this country in the past, as
allegations that have proven to be false
even were thrown about.

This cloud grows larger and darker
with new questions of ethics violations,
another Member said. Another one
said, the cloud of alleged improprieties
threaten public confidence in this
House. Can appointing a special pros-
ecutor remove this cloud of darkness?

We heard this type of rhetoric, and it
is just amazing how many of these peo-
ple are silent. All of a sudden, inde-
pendent prosecutor, oh, that is not a
big deal. All of a sudden, apparently
there is a different standard, that it is
okay to go after individuals over his-
tory here on minor things but when we
are questioning whether American
technology was sold because of foreign
money, when we are questioning
whether inside deals were made on de-
cision after decision, whether or not
the very national security of this coun-
try has been at stake, well, then we do
not really want to get into this.

Even though the FBI director says,
‘‘Hey, you are a democrat, you have a
partisan stake, you do not really have



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7793September 15, 1998
credibility to do this,’’ when her own
Justice Department officials say you
do not have the credibility to do this,
we have to move ahead.

I commend the leader of this com-
mittee, the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. BURTON) for pushing to move this
ahead.

We have lots of discussions in this
country about sex and whether there
has been cover-ups and this and that
and who did what, but, there is a lot
more to this story and we need to get
to the bottom of this truth. It is our
obligation to do so, and I commend the
gentleman for his leadership.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Indiana
for all the service he gives to his con-
stituents and the country by working
so hard on the committee. I really ap-
preciate it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from California (Mr. HORN).

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I just want
to say after living through some of
these investigations under both Chair-
man Clinger and now Chairman BUR-
TON, I did have the idea last year that
maybe we need a new Institute of
Health at the National Institutes of
Health. Its mission would be to test the
water that is used on Capitol Hill and
in the White House, and do that on a
weekly basis and see if any elements in
that water have caused the loss of
memory that we have heard from so
many witnesses when they come before
us.

People have said that the Roman
leadership died because the pipes were
filled with lead. There are many pri-
vate water dispensers in the legislative
branch to keep that from happening.

We need a lot of trained medical doc-
tors who ought to be studying this
memory loss that occurs only within
the District of Columbia. Washington
is probably the only city in the world
where nobody can remember what they
did when they made a decision.

We, of course, remember. We have
roll calls. Apparently they do not have
roll calls elsewhere in this city and es-
pecially not at the other end of Penn-
sylvania Avenue.

Getting back to Attorney General
Reno, a lot of people have forgotten
that she gave Independent Counsel
Starr a number of additional assign-
ments. That was cleared with the three
judge court. The independent counsel,
in essence, is an officer of that court.
That is why that person is independent.

In watching what has happened over
the last few years and as a student of
American history, to my knowledge,
this is the first White House staff in
the history of the United States, over
200 years, that consciously set up a war
room to destroy the reputation of the
independent counsel.

When that happened, the President
should have stopped it. No president
should let that kind of an operation
exist in or out of the White House. It is
wrong. It is a violation of the civility
which ought to exist within the separa-

tion of powers. Attacks which have
been made to discredit the independent
counsel are shameful. It is a shameful
act to let those attacks go on and on
and yet the have every day. Even with
Chairman Clinger, who was recognized
as one of the most civil members in the
House, people were going through his
garbage and all the rest of it, and that
type of heat—or psychological stalk-
ing—simply because people are doing
their duty under the Constitution.
That childish behavior should not be
part of American politics. We can do
better than that.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Califor-
nia.

Mr. Speaker, I see that my time has
about expired. Let me just end by say-
ing, once again, for my colleagues, that
there are 116 people, many friends of
the administration, many people who
are in the administration, who have
taken the Fifth Amendment or fled the
country. They do not want to talk to
our committee. They do not want to
talk to anybody because of the threat
of self-incrimination, the threat that
they might go to jail for what they
have done; 116.

That is unparalleled in American his-
tory, as far as any administration is
concerned, unparalleled. Millions and
millions of dollars have come in from
Egypt, from China, from Taiwan, from
Macao, from Indonesia, from South
America, into the campaign coffers of
the Clinton/Gore campaign and the
Democratic National Committee. Much
of that money has not been returned.
The American people have a right to
know what was given in exchange for
these contributions.

Foreign governments like communist
China do not give great sums of money
to foreign candidates, like the adminis-
tration here in the United States, un-
less there is some reason for it. They
do not give those large amounts of
money just because they think we are
nice. They want something in ex-
change. That is what we have to get to
the bottom of. That is what we have to
illuminate for the American people.

Now, they ran out the investigation,
they ran out the time on the investiga-
tion of Senator THOMPSON in the other
body. The investigation of the inde-
pendent counsel, Mr. Starr, is about to
be concluded. Our investigation in the
House, I think they hope, would con-
clude at the end of this legislative ses-
sion. I want my colleagues to know
that we will write an interim report at
the end of this month, and should we
have the same control next January
that we have right now and should I be
the chairman of this committee come
next January, if the American people
have not had all the facts given to
them about these illegal campaign con-
tributions that may have jeopardized
our national security or compromised
our foreign policy, then we will pick up
the ball in January and go forward and
get the facts for the American people.
That is a promise I make to the people
tonight.

SOCIAL SECURITY REFORM
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

BASS). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 7, 1997, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, tonight
I want to talk about Social Security
reform. I am going to be joined by the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
SMITH), who is here also to talk about
the same issue. We may be joined by
other Democrats this evening.

This is an extremely important and
controversial issue and it deserves
more attention than the majority, the
Republicans, have been willing to give
it in the 105th Congress. I am increas-
ingly concerned about the neglect of
Social Security for a number of rea-
sons. For one, Mr. Speaker, there is a
lot of disinformation about the Social
Security program and its connection to
the budget surplus flying around these
days and I intend to spend some time
talking about that tonight.

While I am concerned about it, I
think we can get the truth out there
through education. What concerns me
far more is the willingness by Repub-
licans to dip into the surplus before we
have strengthened the Social Security
trust fund. We hear that on Thursday,
this Thursday, the Committee on Ways
and Means is going to be reporting out
a bill by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ARCHER), the chairman of the
committee, that will basically be pro-
viding some kind of tax cuts, if you
will.

b 2100
The alleged basis for this is because

we have a large surplus and will con-
tinue to have a large surplus over the
next few years and therefore we can af-
ford to have this tax cut. But what in
reality is happening, Mr. Speaker, is
that we are taking the money from es-
sentially an unreal surplus, or money
that could and should be devoted to
make sure that the Social Security
trust fund is sound.

In order to explain why what the Re-
publicans want to do is a bad idea for
Social Security, I first need to explain
the connection between the surplus and
the Social Security trust fund.

Mr. Speaker, the Social Security
trust fund is funded through payroll
taxes and the overwhelming majority
of the money collected from payroll
taxes goes into a fund called the Old
Age Survivors and Disability Trust
Fund. The fund also generates money
through interest and other methods,
including that from taxes on Social Se-
curity benefits themselves. But this
fund in turn holds all money that is
not used to pay benefits and administer
the program itself. Federal law, from
what I can tell going back to Franklin
Roosevelt when Social Security was
started, the Federal law requires that
this remaining money, or the surplus
or extra money, if you will, in the So-
cial Security trust be invested in U.S.
treasury securities.
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So what this all means is that there

is currently a surplus in the Social Se-
curity trust fund but the Federal Gov-
ernment uses this surplus to fund other
portions of the Federal budget. In fact,
if it were not for the surplus in the So-
cial Security trust fund, there would be
no budget surplus at all. This is what
so many Democrats are saying now,
that the true budget surplus is not a
surplus at all. It is simply the money
that has been borrowed, if you will,
from Social Security and that has to be
paid back with interest.

Let me just give you an example. The
budget numbers for the current fiscal
year basically bear this assertion out.
According to the Congressional Budget
Office, the Social Security trust fund
will take in a $101 billion surplus in fis-
cal year 1998. But the CBO also projects
that the total budget surplus for this
fiscal year will be $8 billion. So if you
take away the $101 billion going into
the Social Security trust fund, the
Federal budget would actually be in
deficit for the year to the tune of $93
billion.

To say it succinctly, Mr. Speaker,
were it not for a surplus in the Social
Security trust fund, the total Federal
budget surplus that everyone talks
about here in Congress would not exist.
Because that money in effect belongs
to Social Security, Congress should not
be talking about using a budget surplus
for anything else but Social Security
at this time. Until such time as this
Federal budget can be in surplus with-
out touching the Social Security trust
fund surplus, Congress should not
spend one penny on anything else.

Now, what we are hearing is that the
Republicans want to do and they want
to use that money for tax cuts before
we preserve Social Security for the
long term. That is simply not right. It
basically is pulling the wool over the
eyes, if you will, of the American peo-
ple.

It is very important for me to add
that Democrats do not just want to
stop using the Social Security trust
fund to fund the rest of the Federal
budget, we want to ensure that the So-
cial Security trust fund is strength-
ened for the long term. So we want to
make sure that when the baby
boomers, the generation that we call
the baby boomers, are over 65 and are
eligible for Social Security that there
is enough money in the Social Security
trust fund, or in the program to pay
out those benefits. We believe this can
be done fairly easily if the Congress re-
mains committed to this goal as well.

Right now the Social Security trust
fund is currently projected to take in
more than it pays out until about the
year 2029. The depletion of the trust
fund’s solvency is expected to begin
around 2012 when the baby boom gen-
eration starts to retire. By 2019 it will
still be taking in more than it pays
out, but by 2029 the annual revenue
coming into the trust fund will begin
to experience a shortfall. So if nothing
is done to correct it, in 2029 the Federal

Government will only be able to meet
about 75 percent of the benefits it cur-
rently pays out to Social Security re-
cipients.

I want to emphasize again that this
shortfall, Mr. Speaker, I think a lot of
people are under the impression that
the trust fund would be depleted at this
time, and that is not the case. It would
be a shortfall, but we have time to cor-
rect it. Over the long term, the system
would be in balance but we still could
fix it.

What we basically are saying is that
even though it may not be a while be-
fore we face a real crisis in Social Se-
curity, that whatever surplus we gen-
erate now as a result of general reve-
nues should be used and held, if you
will, to pay back what is owed to So-
cial Security, what has been borrowed,
if you will, from the trust fund.

I guess basically what we are saying,
Mr. Speaker, is that when this Ways
and Means bill comes out on Wednes-
day and when it is reported out, we
need to put in some language, if you
will, it will be a Democratic substitute,
that essentially says that none of these
tax provisions click in until the time
when there is enough money coming in
from the so-called surplus to pay back
what is owed to Social Security. That
is why I think it is very important
right now that we not rush into a situ-
ation where we give these tax cuts
knowing full well that we still owe a
lot of this money back to the Social
Security trust fund.

I know it gets a little complicated
and I am not trying to succeed in doing
that, but I think when I had my town
meetings during the August break and
I had a few senior town meetings and
also others where senior citizens came,
they all understood that Social Secu-
rity, the trust fund in essence was
being borrowed by the Federal Govern-
ment to pay other expenses and that a
lot of money was owed back, and they
clearly understood that there was not a
real surplus that could be spent on tax
programs or other budget priorities.
We all like to spend money, we all like
to give tax breaks if we can because we
know that there is a need out there for
a lot of things by the American people,
but the most important thing, I think,
is to shore up the Social Security trust
fund so that people at least know that
when they are paying into it and they
expect that when they retire that they
are going to have the Social Security
benefits, that it will be available to
them.

We could go into this a lot more to-
night and I know we will be going into
it a lot more over the next few days. I
would like to yield now to my col-
league from Washington who basically
started this debate on the floor this
morning and I thought gave an excel-
lent explanation about why we should
not move ahead with what the Repub-
lican leadership wants to do.

Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington. I
thank the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. PALLONE) for yielding, and I ap-
preciate his kind words.

I think the important thing to re-
member in this discussion is there are
two things at issue. One is certainly
protecting Social Security, but the
other is Fiscal responsibility. The two
are linked and I think there are two
things that we should stand up for and
defend in this House, is both Social Se-
curity and fiscal responsibility.

In this whole debate that is going to
brew in the next month before the end
of the session is an excellent argument
for taking Social Security off-budget.
Let me explain what I mean by that be-
cause I think that gets to the heart of
the debate. As the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) explained very
well, the way we do our budget right
now is any surplus from the Social Se-
curity is simply thrown into the pot
like it is income. It is counted against
our overall deficit or surplus equation.
To take it off-budget would basically
recognize that we should hold Social
Security separate. So if we have $100
billion in the Social Security trust
fund and an $80 billion deficit in the
overall budget, they are separate and
you can look at a sheet and say,
‘‘Okay, we’ve got $100 billion over here
but we’re still $80 billion in debt over
here.’’ That is why I have been a strong
advocate as have many others in the
House of taking Social Security off-
budget so we can have an honest look
at the numbers.

It is very, very important to look at
these numbers honestly, because with
the Social Security budget, the thing
to remember is, is it income or is it
borrowed money? The way we budget
makes it look like income, but it is
very clear that it is not. It is very clear
because we have to pay it back. That is
sort of the way you tell. If someone
gives you $10,000 and they give it to
you, you can feel free to go out and
spend it because you do not have to
pay it back. But if they loan it to you,
and in fact in this case loan it to you
and say, ‘‘Plus you will agree to pay 6
percent interest,’’ if you go out and
spend the money, you are going to be
in trouble because eventually that per-
son is going to want it back. In essence
that is what we do with Social Secu-
rity. If we take the surplus and spend
it, we are going to have to pay it back
and the money is not going to be there.
This is particularly troublesome be-
cause we are talking about Social Se-
curity. We are talking about something
of critical importance that needs to be
preserved. So let us take it off-budget
and have an honest debate.

I would like to look at this for just a
moment in the context of the overall
debate. You hear a lot of talk about a
surplus and the deficit, but you lose
track of the overall debt which is basi-
cally the debt that we have accumu-
lated over the last 30 years. That
stands at around $5.4 trillion. To truly
understand that, one needs to under-
stand that in this year, fiscal year 1998,
when we are claiming to have a sur-
plus, we have an interesting situation
that arises. One would think if we have
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a surplus this year, that should mean
that the overall debt is going down.
That makes perfect sense. If you have
got an extra $20 billion, an extra $80
billion, well, the overall debt will go
down because you can apply that to
that debt. But what happens this year?
The overall debt goes up. How is that
possible? That is possible because again
we are borrowing the money from So-
cial Security and that is debt, that is
money we have to pay back. We have
to keep that in mind. But, and this is
a particularly important point, my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
know this. I know that they know this
because they are the first ones that
started making this argument.

In the late ’80s and in the early ’90s
when they were complaining about the
size of the debt, correctly, they bit-
terly accused the Democratic majority
of masking the true size of that debt by
borrowing from Social Security. This
was just awful. I remember listening to
that argument, this was back before I
was in Congress or even in the State
legislature, and I was very troubled by
that argument as a Democrat. I was
troubled because they were right. They
were right on point. But now I am very
disappointed that the Republicans have
come into the majority and they have
forgotten their own argument and are
saying, no, this is a surplus, we can
spend it on tax cuts or spend it wher-
ever. It is not a surplus and they know
that.

So I guess what I am asking for as a
starting point is an honest debate. We
have a lot of tough policy choices to
make. Just today I had three different
groups come into my office and ask for
tax cut proposals, none of which are in
the Republican proposal, by the way,
that sounded like they made sense,
sounded like I wanted to do it. I also
had three different groups that came in
with spending proposals that made a
great deal of sense as well, and we want
to do this. You want to try to help peo-
ple. But you have got to be mindful of
the future and fiscal responsibility. To
spend all the money now is a disservice
to future generations. We did it
throughout the ’80s and into the ’90s
and it was wrong. Now we are in a posi-
tion finally, headed in the right direc-
tion and yet we want to snatch defeat
from the jaws of victory by going back
to the old ways. Everybody here knows
that.

Let us have an honest debate. Let us
stop talking about a surplus. I would
urge the American public, any politi-
cian that comes up to you and says,
‘‘I’m going to do this, that or the other
thing with the surplus,’’ stop them
right there and say, ‘‘You don’t have a
surplus,’’ which means what you are
really saying is you are going to do one
of a couple of things: Either, one, you
are going to continue to spend us into
debt. I guess you could say that makes
sense, that it makes sense to borrow
money. I do not agree with it, but they
can make that argument honestly. Or,
two, you are going to have to get the

money someplace else. Basically that
breaks down into two choices. Either a
revenue increase or a spending de-
crease. That is what they have to do.

So do not let politicians get away
with saying, ‘‘Well, yeah, that pro-
gram’s really important and I don’t
want to have to find it someplace else,
so I’ll get it from the surplus.’’ The
surplus does not exist. I would urge ev-
erybody on this floor to do that as this
debate unfolds over the course of the
next month. Let us be honest about the
numbers. I really feel that those are
critical issues. We have very tough
choices to make.

I guess I would close by saying a
word to my Democratic colleagues. I
think this is an issue of critical impor-
tance for Democrats, because we are
the ones that believe at times govern-
ment can have a positive effect on peo-
ple’s lives, in places like Social Secu-
rity and Medicare and education and
protecting the environment and de-
fense and a number of other areas. If
we are to be able to go back to the
American public and say, we need some
of your hard-earned tax dollars to pay
for these, we are going to have to show
them that government can at least be
honest about the numbers. If they can-
not look at our budget and truly know
how we stand, if we stand up before
them and create this mythical surplus
to try to make them feel better, then I
think in the long run the cynicism will
increase about government’s ability to
be honest and be straightforward. We
as Democrats have not always done a
wonderful job of this.

I urge us to start right now to do the
job that we should do, explain to people
honestly how the budget works. I think
that will help get confidence back be-
cause there are some critical programs
we need to fund. The biggest one, and I
will end on this point, is Social Secu-
rity which is what the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) started off
talking about in the first place. We
need that program. It is vital to this
country. Let us show people that we
can manage it intelligently. Let us
stop borrowing money from the Social
Security trust fund and using it to
mask the true size of the deficit. An
honest debate would go a long way to-
wards helping this Chamber and this
country in many ways.

Mr. PALLONE. I just wanted to, if I
could, take a few minutes to develop
three points that I thought that the
gentleman made that were really ex-
cellent. I want to commend him first
for what he said because I think he
states very succinctly what the prob-
lem is that we face with this Repub-
lican bill that we are going to have,
this tax cut or tax proposal that is
going to come up on Thursday.

There were three things that I want-
ed to follow up on. One is it is, of
course, true, I would think, and I ask
you this, that if we have this tax cut
and it were to pass and it was not
linked to some requirement that it
would not be triggered until there is a

true surplus, the whole point of this
money having been borrowed from the
Social Security trust, if you will, to
pay for current expenses means that we
have to pay it back. In other words, the
way the Federal law was set up with
Social Security, we have to pay it back
with interest. So the reality is that if
that money is not there, when it has to
be paid out in a few years, we would
probably have to do a tax increase.

Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington.
That is particularly critical to me. The
way Social Security works, I will first
be eligible to receive Social Security in
the year 2032 which is coincidentally
the precise year in which they cur-
rently estimate there will be no
money.
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So I have a personal interest and my
constituents have an interest in it as
well. Yes, I mean you will have to find
the money somewhere, and that is not
fair to future generations.

Mr. PALLONE. So the likely result is
then of course, the other thing that I
was going to say is that, and again fol-
lowing up on your point, is that the
economy is good now. It is the best it
has been for a while. If it were to turn
around and not be so good, it would be
even more difficult, it seems to me, to
raise the revenue. You would have to
have either higher tax increases to
make up for this loss. So to me it
makes no sense now when the economy
is good and we are actually in a posi-
tion to be generating a little bit of
extra money. This is the time to put it
back.

Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington.
Absolutely, and let us make one thing
clear. It is not the Democrats who are
opposed to tax cuts. You know the ma-
jority of Democrats in this body voted
last year to cut taxes by nearly a hun-
dred billion dollars. It needed to be
done, and with the right proposal, with
the right offsets, and that is the key
point if we wish to cut taxes, if we have
a couple of key areas where taxes need
to be cut, and I think there are a cou-
ple, find some place to offset the
money either through changing the
revenue so that you have eliminating
the deduction or cutting spending
somewhere.

But as I see the debate unfold, in the
month that we were back in our dis-
tricts, you know this $80 billion is ap-
parently supposed to just fall out of
the sky, and where it is falling from is
not the sky, it is falling from the So-
cial Security Trust Fund.

So when anyone makes an argument
in here, I am going to give you a tax
cut, and you say, well, where is the
money going to come from, they say it
is going to come from the surplus; that
is not true, and I hope we can hold peo-
ple up to that truth and say where the
money is really coming from.

Mr. PALLONE. The second point that
you made that I wanted to just develop
a little as you talk, and this comes out
of my town meetings all the time. As
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you know, our constituents are pretty
intelligent, they understand a lot of
these things, and one of the things that
constantly came up during the August
break at my town meetings was the
fact that people are aware that we have
this huge debt out there that keeps col-
lecting interest. You brushed upon
that. I mean we have been mainly talk-
ing about why this Republican tax pro-
posal is wrong because of Social Secu-
rity, but you could also look at it from
the other point of view, which is that
we still have this huge debt that we are
paying back. When we are told by
whatever that there is a surplus this
year, that is only a surplus for general
revenues for this fiscal year. There is
still all this money that we owe from
previous years that has to be paid
back. So you could use that argument
as well to justify why there should not
be a tax, why this tax proposal should
not go forward.

Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington.
Or, I will emphasize this, or any dra-
matic increases in spending, because
there are certainly a lot of programs;
you know, Head Start, a variety of
other ideas out there. But if the reve-
nue is not made up somewhere, we
should be very cautious about doing
that as well, because that too will con-
tribute to the debt. And right now the
interest that we pay on the debt is 14
percent of our budget. That means 14
percent of the money that we are
spending is simply going to service the
debt, it is not going to provide health
care for seniors or children in poverty,
it is not going to give middle class
children access to education, it is not
going to protect the environment, it is
not going to give us a stronger defense.
It is going straight into pay our debt.

And so as that number keeps going
up, that 14 percent number keeps going
up as well, and that basically puts us in
a real bind.

Mr. PALLONE. Sure. And then the
last thing I wanted to say, and I think
is sort of the true irony, is that the Re-
publicans, of course, during this bal-
anced budget debate over the last few
years posed themselves as the conserv-
atives. And the bottom line is that the
two of us and others that have taken
the position we are talking tonight are
the true conservatives from a fiscal
point of view.

In reality what the Republican tax
proposal is essentially, you know, I do
not want to use the term ‘‘liberal,’’ but
it is just basically fiscally irrespon-
sible. And if you are really concerned
about fiscal responsibility and you
really are conservative, you take the
point of view that you are taking to-
night. I think that is ironic, but I have
to say it because it is true.

Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington.
Well, I had a friend of mine in college
who was a Republican, but he used to
say, you know, Democrats are tax and
spend, Republicans are just spend. And
I think the truth in what I see the
Democrat Party becoming and why I
am so proud that we supported the bal-

anced budget agreement from last year
is spend responsibly. I mean, that is
what it is about. There are things in
this country that people want done. We
want to make sure that our seniors
have an adequate pension, that they
have adequate health care, that our
young people have access to education.
Well, let us do it in a responsible man-
ner. Let us make the programs as effi-
cient as possible, and let us pay for
them. Let us not just run up a debt to
please people in the moment at the ex-
pense of the future. And that is really
what it is about is just, okay, well,
gosh, I make this person happy right
now, and you know maybe I will even
be out of Congress by the time we have
to pay that bill so I will not have to
worry about it. But that is a disservice
to the country.

And you are right. Part of being con-
servative to my mind is a pay-as-you-
go philosophy, is being fiscally con-
servative, and I am still optimistic
that enough colleagues on the other
side of the aisle, having made this
same argument that we are talking
about here so repeatedly in the past,
will rise up to the challenge, make it
again in the future even if we are 7
weeks from an election and will make
the responsible choice for the future.

Mr. PALLONE. Well, I think you are
pointing out another point as well to-
night, and I appreciate your bringing it
up, and that is that to some extent, I
think to a large extent, this is just
being done by the Republicans for po-
litical purposes because the election is
a few weeks away. Because I think we
have already heard pretty much from
the other body, from the Senate, that
they are not going to take this up. And
so this is not a proposal that is likely
to go anywhere, it is just going to be
passed in the House so that Repub-
licans can go back and say, oh, they
did this and somehow benefit from it
on election day.

Mr. ADAM SMITH of Washington.
And I will tell you what my experience
has been with my constituents, and we
get into this all the time as we come
up towards the election. We want to
give stuff away. We think that is what
is going to make people happy. We will
give them a new spending program, we
will give them a new tax cut, we will
basically, you know, pretend like it is
Christmas and pass all kinds of stuff
out.

What I found with my constituents is
what makes them happy is if we are
making sound decisions up here, if we
are spending the money wisely, paying
as we go, being fiscally conservative
and responsible. So I do not even think
the tactic of passing out the goodies, as
it were, I do not think it works. I think
the people are fed up with, you know,
record high deficits and record high
debt, will want to get back to an age of
responsibility, and, like I said, I am op-
timistic that ultimately that philoso-
phy will win out.

Mr. PALLONE. I think you are right,
and I think that we are going to hear

more about this over the next few days,
but I am glad that we are able to spend
some time tonight on it because this is
going to be a major part of the debate
over the next few days and the next few
weeks here.

So thanks again.
f

GOVERNMENT OVERSIGHT
RESPONSIBILITIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. SOUDER) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, let me
state at the beginning here a couple of
entry points.

One, I talked last night and earlier
tonight a little bit on this particular
subject, and I do not want to give the
impression that that is all that I am
focusing on or anybody else here is fo-
cusing on. All day long we have been
debating multiple bills. I spoke on the
juvenile justice bill, on the medicinal
use of marijuana bill. We also passed
Congressman SESSIONS’ methamphet-
amine bill, many other pieces of legis-
lation. I met for several hours with the
Higher Education Conference Commit-
tee. We do many things. But one of the
things we do have a charge of is gov-
ernment oversight.

It is also very difficult, and I know it
seems kind of curious as we discuss
some of these matters, that we are
under very tight and wise rules about
what we can and cannot say, and it is
like having a hundred or a thousand or
a million pound gorilla out there on
one subject right now that we cannot
talk about. And we have to be very
careful about what we say about the
highest leaders in our land and about
other Members, and I think those rules
are good.

So sometimes if it seems we are a tad
evasive at this point, it is not that we
are in general, but on this House floor
I think we have high standards to
meet, we have weighty matters before
us, as we have had before in this coun-
try’s history. And I know many Ameri-
cans wish this would just go away and
that we would not have to deal with
these subjects. But in fact we do, that
it is not just a question of moral out-
rage. I have been outraged for an ex-
tended period of time, and, like others,
I have called for resignation on what I
believe is the lack of moral leadership
in this country.

But we have high standards that we
have to go through here in multiple
ways, and it is not just about one as-
pect of anything, and for those who say
cannot you just get this over with,
there are lots of questions that we have
to explore here.

We need to know whether our govern-
ment has been for sale. A lot of people
think all the matters that have gone
on in Washington are related to sex or
even about whether or not individuals
have told the truth in front of a jury or
tried to influence others. But it goes
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far beyond that, and we need to get to
the bottom of the truth, and any kind
of interim measure is not going to
work because the fact is that it would
shut off other questions that need to be
investigated as well; questions, as I
tried to illustrate last night, that have
been stonewalled.

We have had 116 people either flee
this country in order to avoid ques-
tions, or have pled the fifth amend-
ment. As I illustrated last night, if we
put those names across the front, they
would cover this entire well, and by
House rules I was not able to do that
because it would violate House deco-
rum because it would block the whole
front of this with the names of people
who will not participate in oversight
investigation of their country because
they might go to jail if they talked.

We have had, and it is a frightening
trend, and it is hard to tell where it
goes and who, but we have to get to the
bottom of this. We cannot have what is
in effect like the TV movies, or last
night I used an example from the Twi-
light Zone, where a whole town refuses
to talk because if nobody talks, then
you cannot ever get to the bottom of
the truth.

Earlier tonight we talked about
whether there should be a special pros-
ecutor for campaign finance. We can-
not just try to lock up the little people
and not get to the big people. We had
that debate today in juvenile justice,
we had that debate, and we will again
tomorrow in our drug laws. At what
point do you say you are not going to
just lock up every end user, if it is
against the law you are going to be
punished, but that we have got to get
to the people who are selling them and
the people who are selling them. The
question is who is making the decisions
that have compromised the integrity
across the board in many cases enough
that we have five special prosecutors
looking at Cabinet members, or have
had, we have them looking at White
House officials. We have a former sec-
ond-ranking official in the Justice De-
partment who has been in prison. We
have the legal counsel at the White
House has committed suicide. We have
deep troubles in this country that we
need to pursue, and I want to go
through tonight, which I only started
last night, some of the individuals that
we are trying to get to talk and some
of the questions.

I want to start with a man named
Johnny Chung.

On June 20, 1998, the Washington
Post reported stunning allegations
made by DNC donor Johnny Chung
that he knowingly received $300,000
from a Chinese Army officer, an aero-
space official, for the purpose of mak-
ing political contributions. In March of
1998, Chung pled guilty to orchestrat-
ing illegal conduit contributions and
other related charges, is now report-
edly cooperating with Justice Depart-
ment officials.

Johnny Chung gave $366,000 to Demo-
crats in the 1996 campaign. Following

the 1996 elections, the DNC returned all
of these contributions because of
doubts about the origins of the money.
According to the Washington Post,
Chung has told the Justice Department
that at least $80,000 of the money he
contributed came from Liu Chao Ying,
a formal lieutenant colonel in the Chi-
nese Army. Chung further alleged that
top DNC officials such as Richard Sul-
livan, the former DNC Finance Direc-
tor, continued to solicit donations
from him, despite having good reason
to believe that the donations were ille-
gal. Chung became prominant as a DNC
contributor and frequent White House
visitor during the 1995–96 campaign
cycle when he presented a $50,000 check
to the First Lady’s chief of staff,
Maggie Williams, on March 9, 1995, in-
side the White House. This contribu-
tion paved the way for Chung to bring
a delegation of high-level Chinese busi-
ness executives to the weekly radio ad-
dress. Just prior to making this con-
tribution, Chung received a $150,000
wire transfer from the Haomen Beer
Company in China. After the event,
Chung was informed by Richard Sulli-
van of the DNC that the photographs
that were taken with high officials and
Chung’s business associates would not
be released to him due to the objec-
tions of the National Security Council.
One NSC official even referred to
Chung as a hustler.

The photos were eventually released
to Chung, but only after he contributed
an additional $125,000 at an April 1995
DNC fund-raiser in China. Chung has
been quoted as saying, quote, the
White House is like the subway, you
have to put coins in to open the gates,
end quote.

Chung’s success at a DNC fundraiser
gave him unfettered access to the
White House. The White House WAVE
records show that between February
1994 and February 1996, Chung was ad-
mitted into the White House 49 times.
In October 1995 Chung escorted the
chairman of China Petrochemical Cor-
poration, Mr. Chiang to a series of
high-level meetings in Washington.
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Arranged meetings for him with the

Energy Secretary Hazel O’Leary, As-
sistant Secretary of the Treasury Law-
rence Summers, and DNC Chairman
Donald Fowler. Chung then donated
$25,000 to Africare, a favorite charity of
O’Leary, and introduced him to let us
say a high-ranking official at the din-
ner.

Chung invoked the Fifth Amendment
in response to a subpoena to testify be-
fore the committee in November 1997.
He gave a partial briefing to commit-
tee members, including me, behind
closed doors on the condition that his
statements be kept confidential.

Questions we would like to ask John-
ny Chung: Did you donate up to $100,000
to democratic campaigns that came
from Liu Chao Ying the head of China
Aerospace International and the lieu-
tenant colonel in the People’s Libera-
tion Army?

Was Liu Chao Ying hoping to get
something specific in return?

Of the $366,000 that Chung donated to
the DNC, how much originated outside
of the United States of America ille-
gally?

Why did Chung bring senior execu-
tives from China Petrochemical Com-
pany to meet with the Energy Sec-
retary O’Leary and Assistant Sec-
retary Lawrence Summers in October
1995?

It would be nice if we could ask those
questions.

John Huang is a naturalized U.S. cit-
izen. He was a senior executive at
Lippo Bank in Los Angeles where he
reported to James Riady. He and his
wife personally donated over $20,000 to
the DNC and DSCC during the 1992
election cycle. He also donated $86,000
to the Presidential Inaugural Commit-
tee in January of 1993. One week later,
he was reimbursed of the $86,000 by
Lippo Bank. Huang left Lippo in June
of 1994, after a successful lobbying ef-
fort by James Riady to place him in
the administration. Internal DNC
memorandum show that he was listed
as a ‘‘must consider’’ for such appoint-
ments at either Commerce, Treasury or
State Departments. John Huang was
approved for a position as Deputy As-
sistant Secretary for East Asia and the
Pacific at the Commerce Department
by the President.

He received a ‘‘interim top secret
clearance’’ 6 months before he began
his job at Commerce. In his new posi-
tion, he kept close ties to officials at
Lippo Bank in Indonesia, telephoning
at least 70 times from his Commerce
office, all while receiving at least 37
classified briefings. He also visited the
White House at least 78 times between
July 1, 1995 and July 3, 1996.

On September 13, 1995, he had at-
tended a meeting in the Oval Office
with the highest ranking officials in
this country and also staff, including
Bruce Lindsey, James Riady, and Joe
Giroir. At this meeting, a decision was
made to move Huang from the Com-
merce Department to the DNC where
he would target his fund-raising efforts
primarily on the Asian American com-
munity. Three months later, in Decem-
ber of 1995, he resigned to become a
fund-raiser for the DNC. He raised be-
tween $3 and $4 million while at DNC.
He was a primary contact for Charlie
Trie and Pauline Kanchanalak, both of
whom have been indicted by the Jus-
tice Department in its ongoing cam-
paign finance probe. The DNC has re-
turned more than $3 million he raised.
These contributions were returned be-
cause they were either illegal or sus-
picious.

He invoked the Fifth Amendment on
February 18, 1997 in response to a
House subpoena dated February 13,
1997. Here are some questions we would
like to ask him:

It is clear that you and Charlie Trie
were working together at some level to
raise money for the DNC. We would
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like to know if you were aware of Char-
lie Trie’s numerous conduit contribu-
tions.

We would like to know if John Huang
was aware that the $450,000 that he so-
licited for the Wiriadinatas came di-
rectly from Indonesia.

We would like to know if John Huang
was aware that the donation by Pau-
line Kanchanalak came directly from
Thailand.

We would like to know if John Huang
solicited contributions while he
worked at the Commerce Department.

We would like to know if John Huang
passed on information he received dur-
ing classified briefings to anyone at the
Lippo Bank, since, while he was receiv-
ing the classified briefings, he made 70
calls to Lippo Bank.

We would like to know if John Huang
used his influence within this adminis-
tration to benefit the Riady family in
any way.

And once again, as I pointed out last
night, remember, it is that family that
had concerns about the drilling in the
parts of the Escalante wilderness area
that had concerns about China, that
had concerns about Vietnam.

Ted Sioeng, his family and business
associates, contributed over $700,000
into the American political process
from 1995 to 1996. The committee has
determined that the majority of this
money was derived from foreign
sources or otherwise legally impermis-
sible. Sioeng’s contributions, either
personally or through his business as-
sociates and family members, were
given to a variety of Federal, State and
local political organizations and can-
didates. The largest beneficiary of his
contributions was the DNC. The DNC
received $400,000 from his business asso-
ciates and family members, $150,000 of
which was also given to Republican
causes.

Over 28 witnesses relevant to the
committee’s investigation of Ted
Sioeng have asserted their Fifth
Amendment right against self incrimi-
nation, left the country, or refused to
be interviewed.

He is an Indonesian-born business-
man who travels on the Belize pass-
port. His major business is the produc-
tion and distribution of China’s num-
ber 1 selling cigarette brand, Red Pa-
goda Mountain. The committee be-
lieves Sioeng improperly directed ille-
gal foreign contributions to the DNC
and other political entities and can-
didates.

The Senate Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs concluded that he had
‘‘worked, and perhaps still works, for
the Chinese government.’’ The commit-
tee has developed substantial evidence
to support the Senate’s conclusion.

Ted Sioeng left the country in early
1997. Since that time, he has refused to
cooperate with the investigations being
conducted by the House and the Sen-
ate. He is believed to reside in Hong
Kong or the People’s Republic of China.

Questions we would like to ask him:
Did you ask your daughter to donate

$100,000 to the DNC in February 1996?

Why have more than 20 members of
your family or circle of business asso-
ciates either taken the Fifth Amend-
ment that you would incriminate your-
self if you testified, or fled the coun-
try?

Did Sioeng arrange a scheme in
which at least $300,000 in contributions
to the DNC were funded from bank ac-
counts in Indonesia and Hong Kong?

James Riady is an Indonesian-based
banker and son of Mochtar Riady,
chairman of the Lippo Group, a $500
billion Asian business empire. James
Riady is a permanent resident of the
United States. In 1977, he met our cur-
rent President when he was serving as
Arkansas’s State Attorney General.
James was sent by his father to Arkan-
sas to learn the banking and finance
business at Stephens, Inc.

In its report on campaign finance,
the U.S. Senate suggests that the
Riady family has had a ‘‘long-term re-
lationship with the Chinese Intel-
ligence Agency.’’ James Riady is the
deputy chairman of the family’s main
business, the Lippo Group. The Riady
family, including its business and part-
ners, donated more than $700,000 to the
Democrats between 1991 and 1996.

Mochtar Riady and his son James
have told close associates that they
‘‘helped get Huang his Commerce De-
partment position in return for their
political support for the President.’’
Other reports have indicated that
James Riady has claimed Huang was
‘‘my man in the American govern-
ment.’’ James Riady visited the White
House on 19 occasions, 6 of which were
to see the deputy White House Chief of
Staff Mark Middleton. He lives in Indo-
nesia and has refused to be interviewed
by this committee in January 1998.

Questions we would like to ask Mr.
Riady:

Did you lobby the President to get
John Huang’s job in the Commerce De-
partment?

Did you ask the top leaders of our
country, did you or your father, were
you asked by the top leaders of our
country to pay $100,000 fee to Webb
Hubbell while Hubble was under inves-
tigation?

Let me repeat that, because I tripped
over that. We want to know whether he
or his father, since they paid $100,000
fee to Webster Hubble, which helped in
our opinion possibly to keep Webster
Hubble from cooperating, did he get
asked by anybody at the White House.
But we cannot ask him that, because
he will not cooperate.

Did the Lippo Group receive any clas-
sified information from January Huang
while he was at the Commerce Depart-
ment who we have already documented
called that group from the Commerce
Department?

What were the Riadys hoping to get
in return for the hundreds of thousands
of dollars they gave to the Democratic
party in the early 1990s? They are very
a prominent, practical and capitalist
company. It is doubtful they were just
throwing their money away.

Ng Lap Seng is a Macao businessman
and Charlie Trie’s business partner.
They jointly owned a Macao company,
through which, according to the FBI,
Ng wired Trie more than $900,000, part
of which Trie donated to the DNC.

Maria Shaw is being investigated for
one of the classic cases that we have
ever seen: a bunch of Buddhist nuns
who gave $100,000 each, but do not un-
derstand where the money came from,
and where prominent officials of the
United States participated in that pe-
riod where that money was transferred
and apparently knew it was a fund-
raiser. That is under investigation.

Charlie Trie is a long time friend
from Arkansas of people in this admin-
istration where he ran a Chinese res-
taurant in Arkansas. He served as a
trustee to the Democratic national
party and was afforded liberal access to
the White House and the top leadership
at the White House. Trie was admitted
to the White House on at least 45 occa-
sions to visit with Mark Middleton and
others. Mr. Trie is believed to have
used members of his own family and
other associates to funnel over $600,000
in illegal conduit payments to the
Democratic National Committee dur-
ing the 1996 campaign cycle. President
Clinton was once quoted as saying,
‘‘Charlie has been a close friend of
mine for 2 decades.’’

Trie brought $645,000 in contributions
to the President’s legal defense fund.
Many of them were in sequentially
numbered cashiers checks. All were re-
turned after it was learned they were
connected to a Buddhist cult in Tai-
wan.

Trie came into possession of $200,000
in travelers’s checks that came from
Jakarta, Indonesia. At least $50,000 of
this money was used for conduit con-
tributions.

Trie received over $1 million in wire
transfers from his patron in Macau.
Again, much of this money was used
for conduit contributions. In April of
1996, Trie was appointed by President
Clinton to the Commission on United
States Pacific Trade and Investment
Policy, which advised the President on
ways to ‘‘achieve a significant opening
in Japan, China and other Asian and
Pacific markets to U.S. businesses.’’

After his named surfaced in the press
in connection to the illegal fund-rais-
ing scandal, Trie fled to China. He was
reportedly living in Shanghai. In June
1997, NBC news interview with Tom
Brokaw, Trie boasted he could stay in
China for 10 years. He ultimately did
return to the United States following
his indictment. Trie quipped, ‘‘congres-
sional investigators will never find
me.’’

Charlie Trie initially left the country
for a year in 1997. He invoked the Fifth
Amendment on May 11, 1998, in re-
sponse to a March 25, 1998 committee
subpoena.

Questions we would like to ask Char-
lie Trie:

Why did you use conduit donors to
make contributions to the Democratic
party?
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Did the $200,000 in travelers checks

come from the Riady family in Indo-
nesia and clearly trying to influence
the foreign policy of this country? Why
did Trie flee the country in the wake of
the campaign finance scandal?

Why was Ng Lap Seng giving Charlie
Trie hundreds of thousands of dollars
to make illegal contributions here in
the United States?

Did the top people in this govern-
ment who knew Trie from Arkansas
ever question where he was getting the
hundreds of thousands of dollars that
he was giving to their party? They
knew him, they knew he did not have
the money.

Pauline Kanchanalak, citizen of
Thailand, was one of the most promi-
nent witnesses to have fled this coun-
try. She recently returned to the
United States after she was indicted by
a Federal grand jury in Washington on
charges of funneling at least $679,000 in
illegal foreign contributions to the
DNC and State Democratic parties.

The Justice Department has also in-
dicted Kanchanalak’s business associ-
ate and sister-in-law, Duangnet
Kronenberg, who has taken the Fifth
Amendment. According to the indict-
ment, Kanchanalak and Kronenberg
served at conduits for contributions for
foreign companies and individuals into
American campaigns. The Justice De-
partment itself has alleged that
Kanchanalak and Kronenberg gained
access to the top leaders, I will not say
who, because of House rules. This ac-
cess was intended by defendants to im-
press clients and help their business
ventures. In fact, Kanchanalak visited
the White House at least 26 times,
Kronenberg at least 9 times.
Kanchanalak donated $32,000 to the
DNC in October 1994, 2 days after the
Commerce Department trade officials
and John Huang helped arrange the in-
augural ceremony for a U.S. Thailand
business council at the White House.
The 2 also gave a total of $135,000 to the
DNC on the same day that
Kanchanalak and Huang escorted 3
businessmen into a White House coffee.
One businessman did most of the talk-
ing about the People’s Republic of
China.

The DNC has returned $253,000 in ille-
gal contributions from Kanchanalak,
but has not returned any of the $105,000
in contributions from Kronenberg.
Both were also charged with obstruc-
tion of justice shortly after the cam-
paign finance scandal broke. The 2 re-
moved boxes of files from their offices
and hired someone to erase the memo-
ries of their computers.

A point I want to make about what
we were talking about tonight. You
have heard me in a number of these
cases refer to people who have been in-
dicted. The question is, and this is
what was at the core of our insisting on
a special prosecutor, because we heard
the FBI director and Mr. Labella tell
our committee that you cannot get a
fair investigation, and to suggest
strongly that Democratic appointed of-

ficials, as the Attorney General is, can-
not be neutral, and that, in fact, there
are questions whether they have been
going individually after these cases.

b 2145

Much like what would happen some-
times in a drug bust in Fort Wayne or
in Kendallville or in Huntington we
can get excited in our district because
it is a big drug bust there, and we close
it down. Instead of getting to the next
level and the next level.

What I have been suggesting and you
have been watching the pictures is this
is massive. Let me remind you again,
there 116 people; 79 have plead the
Fifth Amendment, the rest have fled
the country or in one way or another
dodged subpoenas.

If I put their names up here 10 at a
time, it would cover this whole stage.
If I stacked them up here 10 on a board
at a time, it would go clear to the top
of this ceiling.

This is a massive problem that we
are facing. People say, why can you not
close this down? Why can you not get
to the truth? You are hearing we can-
not get fundamental questions an-
swered because people will not cooper-
ate. It is like a whole city being in on
something saying we are not going to
talk.

We need a few Americans who know
the truth to stand up and say what
they know so we can continue to move,
or we need to start offering immunity
to these people. It cannot be done
under a partisan Justice Department.
That is what the FBI director is say-
ing, and that is what the Justice De-
partment’s own career people are say-
ing. And it has to be done.

This is not about sex. The whole
country is abuzz about sex. But there
are other matters here, too. We have
seen a pattern. As we heard last night
in the Teamsters, the same names are
showing up. The same names are show-
ing up when we start to look at the In-
dian casino questions. The same names
show up in scandal after scandal after
scandal.

When are we going to get to who is
coordinating this and at what level and
who knew about it and when, the basic
questions that we heard in Watergate
years ago?

A man known as Antonio Pan is a
former high-level Lippo executive
based in Hong Kong. He was involved in
Lippo’s business ventures during
China. He became an associate of Char-
lie Trie and was indicted along with
Trie on charges related to illegal fund-
raising on January 28, 1998.

In October of 1995, Trie and Pan in-
vited then Commerce Secretary Ron
Brown to attend a fund-raising dinner
while on a Trade Mission to China. At
this dinner, Trie asked many of the
attendees, many of whom were not
United States citizens or permanent
residents, to contribute to the DNC.

During February 1996, Pan was also
active in soliciting conduit contribu-
tors for the DNC and reimbursing them

with cash on behalf of Trie. Pan sent
$25,000 in cashier’s checks, via over-
night delivery, to Trie’s sister, Manlin
Foung, in order to reimburse her for
contributions to the DNC.

The money is believed to have origi-
nated with the travelers checks Trie
received from Indonesia. Pan also al-
legedly received $80,000 in cash in Au-
gust 1996 from Ng Lap Seng and used
most of the money to reimburse straw
contributors in Los Angeles that he
had persuaded to write checks to the
DNC for the President’s 50th birthday
party in New York City. Pan has left
the country and cannot be located.

Questions we would like to ask Mr.
Pan: Why did Pan open a savings ac-
count at the Amerasia Bank in Flush-
ing, New York with $25,200 in cash,
within minutes withdraw $25,000 and
then send it to Charlie Trie’s sister and
her boyfriend in California?

Why did Pan share a bank account
with Charlie Trie?

Witnesses have told the House Com-
mittee on Government Reform and
Oversight that in 1996, Pan withdrew
$80,000 in cash and delivered portions of
it to individuals in Los Angeles who
then sent it to the Democratic Party.

Where did this money come from
originally? Who asked him to generate
these contributions? Were Antonio Pan
and Charlie Trie working on behalf of
the Riady family of Indonesia, or were
other foreign entities behind their ac-
tivities?

These are grave questions. I am sure
in future days we will be going through
other names illustrating this point in
other ways. But tonight, I wanted to
give my colleagues an idea of the depth
of the problem we are facing in this
United States government.

The problems that we have been
abuzz about over the last few days are
not going to just go away. In fact, we
have special prosecutors in addition to
Judge Starr being appointed; times ex-
tended. We are going to have some
more.

There is only one way that the prob-
lem can go away. But we need to get to
the bottom of this. We cannot do any
slap on the wrist, any verbal gym-
nastics here to try to avoid the tough
questions.

We have to know, has this govern-
ment been for sale at the highest lev-
els, especially possibly to foreign influ-
ences? Have there been patterns of
cover-up throughout this entire gov-
ernment, not knowing what level it
gets to? I don’t know that. We have 116
people that will not talk to us. And
they may turn up other names, if some
of them start to talk, of other people
we need to go to.

But we have been inching up and
inching up. It is clear there is a pattern
that is far beyond the political ap-
pointee of this White House to solve.
We need a special prosecutor. We need
to hear that investigation. We need to
hear what the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. COX) turns up in his investiga-
tion. We need to see what the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary turns up. We need
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to see what the Teamsters investiga-
tion of the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. HOEKSTRA) turns up. We need to
see how these things come together. If
necessary, this House will have to do
whatever it needs to do.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Ms. HARMAN (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today, on account of of-
ficial business in the district.

Mr. EHRLICH (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for after 7 p.m. Today, on ac-
count of official business.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. GEPHARDT, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. LANTOS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. MINGE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. MALONEY of New York, for 5

minutes, today.
Mr. CONYERS, for 5 minutes, today.

f

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DREIER) to revise and
extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Mr. DELAY, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. WOLF, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PAPPAS, for 5 minutes, on Sep-

tember 16.

f

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) and to include
extraneous material:)

Mr. KIND.
Mr. MENENDEZ.
Ms. SLAUGHTER.
Mr. HAMILTON.
Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island.
Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Mr. BLAGOJEVICH.
Mr. UNDERWOOD.
Ms. NORTON.
Mr. LANTOS.
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
Mr. SKELTON.
Mr. BONIOR.
Ms. DELAURO.
Mr. FILNER.
Ms. STABENOW.
Mr. CONYERS.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. DREIER) and to include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. GILMAN.
Mr. DAN SCHAEFER of Colorado.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN.
Mr. MICA.

Mr. EVERETT.
Mr. CAMPBELL.
Mr. GILMAN.
Mrs. EMERSON.
Mr. HANSEN.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. SOUDER) and to include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. PARKER.
Mr. BROWN of California.
Mr. DELAY.
Mr. BLUNT.
Mr. BURTON of Indiana.
Mr. OBERSTAR.
Mr. RYUN.
Mr. PACKARD.
Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado.
Mr. PICKERING.
Ms. STABENOW.
Mr. GOODLATTE.

f

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S. 2112. An act to make the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970 applicable to
the United States Postal Service in the same
manner as any other employer.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 50 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, September 16,
1998, at 10 a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

10885. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule— Kiwifruit Grown in California;
Relaxation of Pack Requirements [Docket
No. FV98–920–4 IFR] received September 9,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

10886. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Milk in the Southwest Plains
Marketing Area; Suspension of Certain Pro-
visions of the Order [DA–98–08] received Sep-
tember 9, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

10887. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Uniform Financial Reporting Stand-
ards for HUD Housing Programs [Docket No.
FR–4321–F–03] (RIN: 2501–AC49) received Sep-
tember 2, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

10888. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Public Housing Assessment System
[Docket No. FR–4313–F–03] (RIN: 2577–AB81)
received September 2, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

10889. A letter from the Deputy Executive
Director and Chief Operating Officer, Pen-
sion Benefit Guaranty Corporation, trans-
mitting the Corporation’s final rule—Alloca-
tion of Assets in Single-Employer Plans; In-
terest Assumptions for Valuing Benefits [29
CFR Part 4044] received September 9, 1998,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

10890. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Federal Motor
Vehicle Safety Standards; Occupant Crash
Protection; Anthropomorphic Test Dummy
[Docket No. NHTSA–98–4358](RIN: 2127–AG75,
2127–AG80, 2127–AG94) received August 26,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

10891. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of State Implementation
Plans; California State Implementation Plan
Revision; Ventura County Air Pollution Con-
trol District [CA 009–0090a FRL–6142–3] re-
ceived August 13, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

10892. A letter from the AMD—Perform-
ance Evaluation and Records Management,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Al-
lotments, FM Broadcast Stations (Ashton,
Idaho and West Yellowstone, Montana) [MM
Docket No. 97–200, RM–9144, RM–9313] re-
ceived August 28, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

10893. A letter from the AMD—Perform-
ance Evaluation and Records Management,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Al-
lotments, FM Broadcast Stations (Albion,
Honeoye Falls and South Bristol Township,
New York) [MM Docket No. 98–8, RM–9178]
received August 28, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

10894. A letter from the AMD-Performance
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Implemen-
tation of Section 309(j) of the Communica-
tions Act—— Competitive Bidding for Com-
mercial Broadcast and Instructional Tele-
vision Fixed Service Licenses [MM Docket
No. 97–234] Reexamination of the Policy
Statement on Comparative Broadcast Hear-
ings [GC Docket No. 92–52] received August
28, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

10895. A letter from the Acting Secretary,
Federal Trade Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule—Trade Regulation
Rule Regarding Use of Negative Option Plans
by Sellers in Commerce [16 CFR Part 425] re-
ceived August 26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

10896. A letter from the Assistant Sec-
retary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, De-
partment of the Interior, transmitting the
Department’s final rule— 1998–99 Refuge-Spe-
cific Hunting and Sport Fishing Regulations
(RIN: 1018–AE68) received August 28, 1998,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

10897. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, National Marine Fish-
eries Service, National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration, transmitting the Ad-
ministration’s final rule—Fisheries of the
Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Spe-
cies in the Rock Sole/Flathead Sole/‘‘Other
Flatfish’’ Fishery Category by Vessels Using
Trawl Gear in the Bering Sea and Aleutian
Islands [Docket No. 971208298–8055–02; I.D.
081498A] received August 26, 1998, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.
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10898. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-

trator for Fisheries, National Marine Fish-
eries Service, National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration, transmitting the Ad-
ministration’s final rule—Fisheries of the
Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Revi-
sions to Recordkeeping and Reporting Re-
quirements [Docket No. 980112009–8196–02;
I.D. 110697B] (RIN: 0648–AK36) received Au-
gust 26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

10899. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Safety And Se-
curity Zones; Presidential Visit, Martha’s
Vineyard, MA [CGD01–98–114] (RIN: AA97) re-
ceived August 26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

10900. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Safety Zone;
Gulf of Alaska, southeast of Narrow Cape,
Kodiak Island, Alaska [COTP Western Alas-
ka -98–003] (RIN: 2115–AA97) received August
26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

10901. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Safety Zone;
Suisun Bay, Sacramento River, San Joaquin
River, San Francisco, CA [COTP San Fran-
cisco Bay; 98–021] (RIN: 2115–AA97) received
August 26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

10902. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Safety Zone:
Connections Unlimited Fireworks, New York
Harbor, Upper Bay [CGD01–98–123] (RIN: 2115–
AA97) received August 26, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

10903. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Regulated
Navigation Area; San Juan Harbor, San
Juan, PR [CGD07–98–023] (RIN: 2115–AE84) re-
ceived August 26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

10904. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Safety Zone:
KENNEDY Fireworks, New York Harbor,
Upper Bay [CGD01–98–113] (RIN: 2115–AA97)
received August 26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

10905. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Safety Zone
Regulations; Baptiste Collette Bayou from
Lower Mississippi River Mile 11.3 to Lighted
Buoy #21 in Breton Sound (RIN: 2115–AA97)
received August 26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

10906. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Sikorsky Aircraft Corporation
Model S–61A, D, E, L, N, NM, R, and V Heli-
copters; Correction [Docket No. 97–SW–18–
AD; Amendment 39–10126; AD 97–19–06] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received August 26, 1998, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

10907. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Drawbridge Op-
eration Regulations: Lake Champlain, VT
[CGD01–98–124] (RIN: 2115–AE47) received Au-
gust 26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

10908. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Drawbridge Op-
eration Regulations; Anacostia River, Wash-
ington D.C. [CGD05–98–017] (RIN: 2115–AE47)
received August 26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

10909. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Special Local
Regulations: Fireworks displays within the
First Coast Guard District [CGD01–98–127]
(RIN: 2115–AE46) received August 26, 1998,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

10910. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Boeing Model 747 and 767 Series
Airplanes Equipped with Rolls-Royce Model
RB211–52G/H Engines [Docket No. 98–NM–194–
AD; Amendment 39–10715; AD 98–17–13] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received August 26, 1998, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

10911. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; British Aerospace (Jetstream)
Model 4100 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 98–
NM–86–AD; Amendment 39–10714; AD 98–17–12]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received August 26, 1998,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

10912. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Eurocopter France Model SA
3180, SA 318B, SA 318C, SE 3130, SE 313B,
SA.315B, SA.316B, SA.316C, SA.319B, and
SE.3160 Helicopters [Docket No. 98–SW–36–
AD Amendment 39–10716; AD 98–16–02] (RIN
2120–AA64) received August 26, 1998, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

10913. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Textron Lycoming and Teledyne
Continental Motors Reciprocating Engines
[Docket No. 98–ANE–27–AD; Amendment 39–
10713; AD 98–17–11] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received
August 26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

10914. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Prohibition
Against Certain Flights Within the Territory
and Airspace of Afghanistan [Docket No.
27744; SFAR 67] (RIN: 2120–AG56) received
August 26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

10915. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Prohibition
Against Certain Flights Within the Territory
and Airspace of Sudan [Docket No. 29317;
SFAR 82] (RIN: 2120–AG67) received August
26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

10916. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Revision of the
Legal Description of the Memphis Class B
Airspace Area; TN [Airspace Docket No. 98–
AWA–1] (RIN: 2120–AA66) received August 26,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

10917. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Safety And Se-

curity Zones; Presidential Visit, Martha’s
Vineyard, MA [CGD01–98–115] (RIN: AA97) re-
ceived August 26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

10918. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Clinton, IA [Airspace
Docket No. 98–ACE–26] received August 26,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

10919. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Establishment
of Class E Airspace; Hartford, KY [Airspace
Docket No. 98–ASO–10] received August 26,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

10920. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment of
Class E Airspace; Savannah, TN [Airspace
Docket No. 98–ASO–7] received August 26,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

10921. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Financial Re-
sponsibility Requirements for Licensed
Launch Activities [Docket 28635; Amendment
No. 98–1] (RIN: 2120–AF98) received August 26,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Science.

10922. A letter from the Acting Associate
Administrator for Procurement, National
Aeronautics and Space Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Mentor-Protege [48 CFR Part 1819] re-
ceived August 26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Science.

10923. A letter from the Deputy General
Counsel, Small Business Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Disaster Loan Program [13 CFR Part
123] received September 9, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Small Business.

10924. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Special Disaster Re-
lief [Announcement OGI–116078–98] received
August 26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

10925. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Former Indian Res-
ervations in Oklahoma [Notice 98–45] re-
ceived August 26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

10926. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Estate and Gift Tax
Marital Deduction [TD 8779] (RIN: 1545–AU27)
received August 26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

10927. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Estate of Clara K.
Hoover, Deceased, Yetta Hoover Bidegain,
Personal Representative v. Commissioner, 69
F.3d 1044 (10th Cir. 1995), rev’g 102 T.C. 777
(1994) [T.C. Docket No. 18464–92] received Au-
gust 28, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

10928. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Barry I. Fredericks
v. Commissioner No. 96–7748 (3d Cir., Filed
September 11, 1997, amended September 18,
1997), rev’q T.C. Memo. 1996–222 T.C. Dkt. No.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7802 September 15, 1998
16442–92—received August 28, 1998, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

10929. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Action on Decision
[McCormick v. Peterson CV93–2157 (E.D.N.Y.
1993), 94–1 USTC 50, 026] received August 28,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

10930. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Agency, transmitting notification
concerning the Department of the Air
Force’s Proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Ac-
ceptance (LOA) to Egypt for defense articles
and services (Transmittal No. 98–52), pursu-
ant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Committee on
International Relations.

10931. A letter from the Acting Director,
Defense Security Assistance Agency, trans-
mitting notification concerning the Depart-
ment of the Navy’s proposed Letter(s) of
Offer and Acceptance (LOA) to Taipei Eco-
nomic and Cultural Representative Office in
the United States for defense articles and
services (Transmittal No. 98–56), pursuant to
22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

10932. A letter from the Acting Director,
Defense Security Assistance Agency, trans-
mitting notification concerning the Depart-
ment of the Army’s Proposed Letter(s) of
Offer and Acceptance (LOA) to Taipei Eco-
nomic and Cultural Representative Office for
defense articles and services (Transmittal
No. 98–54), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to
the Committee on International Relations.

10933. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
the listing of all outstanding Letters of Offer
to sell any major defense equipment for $1
million or more; the listing of all Letters of
Offer that were accepted, as of June 30, 1998,
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(a); to the Commit-
tee on International Relations.

10934. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting the an-
nual report of the activities of the United
States Government in the United Nations
and its affiliated agencies during the cal-
endar year 1997, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 287b; to
the Committee on International Relations.

10935. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Bell Helicopter Textron, Inc.
Model 214B, 214B–1, and 214ST Helicopters
[Docket No. 94–SW–29–AD; Amendment 39–
10717; AD 98–18–01] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received
August 26, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

10936. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting the an-
nual report on the Nation’s achievements in
aeronautics and space during fiscal year 1997,
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 2476; to the Committee
on Science.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re-
sources. H.R. 2108. A bill to dispose of certain
Federal properties located in Dutch John,
Utah, and to assist the local government in
the interim delivery of basic services to the
Dutch John community, and for other pur-
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 105–714).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re-
sources. H.R. 1481. A bill to amend the Great

Lakes Fish and Wildlife Restoration Act of
1990 to provide for implementation of rec-
ommendations of the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service contained in the Great
Lakes Fishery Restoration Study Report;
with an amendment (Rept. 105–715). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Committee on Re-
sources. H.R. 2812. A bill to provide for the
recognition of certain Native communities
under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement
Act, and for other purposes (Rept. 105–716).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Committee on Re-
sources. H.R. 4079. A bill to authorize the
construction of temperature control devices
at Folsom Dam in California (Rept. 105–717).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. CALLAHAN: Committee on Appropria-
tions. H.R. 4569. A bill making appropria-
tions for foreign operations, export financ-
ing, and related programs for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1999, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. 105–179). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

Mrs. MYRICK: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 537. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 4300) to support
enhanced drug interdiction efforts in the
major transit countries and support a com-
prehensive supply eradication and crop sub-
stitution program in source countries (Rept.
105–720). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. MCINNIS: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 538. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 4550) to provide
for programs to facilitate a significant re-
duction in the incidence and prevalence of
substance abuse through reducing the de-
mand for illegal drugs and the inappropriate
use of legal drugs (Rept. 105–721). Referred to
the House Calendar.

f

REPORTED BILLS SEQUENTIALLY
REFERRED

Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and re-
ports were delivered to the Clerk for
printing, and bills referred as follows:

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re-
sources. H.R. 3445. A bill to establish the
Commission on Ocean Policy, and for other
purposes, with an amendment; referred to
the Committees on Transportation and In-
frastructure and Science for a period ending
not later than September 15, 1998, for consid-
eration of such provisions of the bill and
amendment as fall within the jurisdiction of
those committees pursuant to clause 1(q) and
(n), rule X, respectively (Rept. 105–718), Part
1). Ordered to be printed.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of Rule X and clause 4
of Rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. DAVIS of Virginia:
H.R. 4566. A bill to make technical and

clarifying amendments to the National Cap-
ital Revitalization and Self-Government Im-
provement Act of 1997; to the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight, and in
addition to the Committee on Ways and
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. THOMAS (for himself and Mr.
MCGOVERN):

H.R. 4567. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to make revisions in the
per beneficiary and per visit payment limits
on payment for health services under the
Medicare Program; to the Committee on
Ways and Means, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. DAVIS of Virginia:
H.R. 4568. A bill to make technical and

clarifying amendments to the provisions of
the National Capital Revitalization and Self-
Government Improvement Act of 1997 relat-
ing to the reform of certain District of Co-
lumbia retirement programs; to the Commit-
tee on Government Reform and Oversight,
and in addition to the Committee on Ways
and Means, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. CALLAHAN:
H.R. 4569. A bill making appropriations for

foreign operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1999, and for other purposes.

By Mr. HANSEN:
H.R. 4570. A bill to provide for certain

boundary adjustments and conveyances in-
volving public lands, to establish and im-
prove the management of certain heritage
areas, historic areas, National Parks, wild
and scenic rivers, and national trails, to pro-
tect communities by reducing hazardous
fuels levels on public lands, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. GOODLATTE:
H.R. 4571. A bill to amend the Food Stamp

Act of 1977 to eliminate additional funds au-
thorized to be appropriated for fiscal years
1999 and 2002 for employment and training
programs, and to require the Secretary of
Agriculture to purchase additonal commod-
ities for distribution under section 214 of the
Emergency Food Assistance Act of 1983 for
fiscal years 1999 through 2002; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. GEKAS (for himself, Mr.
MCCOLLUM, and Mr. MICA):

H.R. 4572. A bill to clarify that govern-
mental pension plans of the possessions of
the United States shall be treated in the
same manner as State pension plans for pur-
poses of the limitation on the State income
taxation of pension income; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PAYNE:
H.R. 4573. A bill to amend the Omnibus

Parks and Public Lands Management Act of
1996 to extend the legislative authority for
the Black Patriots Foundation to establish a
commemorative work; to the Committee on
Resources.

By Mr. SNOWBARGER (for himself,
Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. RYUN,
and Mr. TIAHRT):

H.R. 4574. A bill to amend the Railroad Re-
tirement Act of 1974 to assure that merchant
marine service during World War II that the
Secretary of Veterans’ Affairs deems to be
active military duty by reason of a deter-
mination by the Secretary of Defense is con-
sidered to be creditable service in the com-
putation of retirement benefits to the same
degree as other active duty service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. WAMP:
H.R. 4575. A bill to authorize the Secretary

of the Interior to acquire interests in real
property for addition to the Chickamauga
and Chattanooga National Military Park; to
the Committee on Resources.

By Ms. WATERS:
H.R. 4576. A bill to amend section 106 of the

Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act
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and subpart 1 of part B of title IV of the So-
cial Security Act to require States receiving
funds under such provisions to have in effect
a State law providing for a criminal penalty
on an individual who fails to report having
knowledge of another individual’s commis-
sion of a crime of violence or a sex crime
against a person under the age of 18; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce,
and in addition to the Committee on Ways
and Means, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. GUTIERREZ (for himself, Mr.
DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. YATES, Mr. FA-
WELL, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. RUSH, Mr.
PORTER, Mr. EWING, Mr. JACKSON of
Illinois, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. HYDE, Mr.
BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. HASTERT, Mr.
POSHARD, Mr. CRANE, Mr. MANZULLO,
and Mr. LAHOOD):

H. Res. 536. A resolution congratulating
Sammy Sosa of the Chicago Cubs for tying
the current major league record for home
runs in one season; to the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight.

By Ms. WATERS (for herself, Mr.
STOKES, and Ms. PELOSI):

H. Res. 539. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that a
national HIV surveillance system should be
expeditiously implemented; to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
where added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 297: Mr. SANDERS.
H.R. 299: Mr. MARTINEZ.
H.R. 453: Mr. SAWYER and Ms. LOFGREN.
H.R. 696: Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut.
H.R. 857: Ms. DANNER.
H.R. 979: Mr. MCCOLLUM.
H.R. 1223: Mr. GILMAN.
H.R. 1232: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey and Mr.

FARR of California.
H.R. 1401: Mr. POMBO, Mr. ALLEN, and Mr.

MARKEY.
H.R. 1450: Mr. LAMPSON.
H.R. 1483: Mr. MANTON and Mr. FORBES.
H.R. 1516: Mr. BONIOR.
H.R. 1542: Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky.
H.R. 1991: Ms. DUNN of Washington.
H.R. 2174: Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms.

MCCARTHY of Missouri, and Mr. BAESLER,
H.R. 2273: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. BOS-

WELL, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ, Mr.
FOX of Pennsylvania, Mr. FOLEY, and Mr.
MCCOLLUM.

H.R. 2397: Mr. TORRES, Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr.
KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. PACKARD, Ms.
GRANGER, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr.
MCHUGH, Mrs. MYRICK, and Mrs. FOWLER.

H.R. 2409: Mr. BENTSEN.
H.R. 2524: Mr. MILLER of California.
H.R. 2733: Ms. WATERS, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr.

LUCAS of Oklahoma, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr.
BOYD, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. HOYER, Mr.
HAYWORTH, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. CAMPBELL,
and Mr. GALLEGLY.

H.R. 2821: Mr. DIXON and Mrs. MYRICK.
H.R. 2868: Mr. OLVER.
H.R. 2882: Mr. HUTCHINSON.
H.R. 3008: Mr. KINGSTON.
H.R. 3125: Mr. BURTON of Indiana.
H.R. 3320: Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. BORSKI, and

Mr. ORTIZ.
H.R. 3514: Mr. MINGE.
H.R. 3876: Mr. BOSWELL.
H.R. 3879: Mr. LOBIONDO, Ms. LOFGREN, and

Mr. SAXTON.
H.R. 3880: Mr. MENENDEZ.

H.R. 3898: Mr. SHADEGG.
H.R. 3915: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
H.R. 3949: Mr. HERGER.
H.R. 4019: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
H.R. 4031: Mr. KUCINICH.
H.R. 4126: Mr. SANDLIN.
H.R. 4197: Mr. SHADEGG.
H.R. 4203: Mr. WEXLER, Mr. HINCHEY, Mrs.

ROUKEMA, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr.
KING of New York, Mr. ACKERMAN, and Mrs.
MORELLA.

H.R. 4204: Mr. SESSIONS.
H.R. 4229: Mr. MCHUGH.
H.R. 4236: Ms. DUNN of Washington.
H.R. 4252: Mr. BALDACCI.
H.R. 4300: Mr. SKEEN.
H.R. 4339: Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon.
H.R. 4349: Mr. RAMSTAD and Mrs. NORTHUP.
H.R. 4399: Mr. PAUL.
H.R. 4404: Mr. HOLDEN, Ms. HOOLEY of Or-

egon, Mr. TALENT, and Mr. WALSH.
H.R. 4427: Mr. GIBBONS.
H.R. 4449: Mr. TURNER and Mr. HALL of

Ohio.
H.R. 4465: Mr. FORBES, Mr. FROST, and Ms.

DANNER.
H.R. 4509: Mr. PICKERING and Mr. GOODE.
H.R. 4522: Mr. FROST and Mr. PAPPAS.
H.R. 4536: Mr. SOUDER, Ms. GRANGER, Mr.

ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode
Island, and Mr. FORBES.

H. Con. Res. 210: Mr. CANADY of Florida.
H. Con. Res. 290: Mr. CHRISTENSEN, Mr.

ADERHOLT, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr.
MCHUGH, and Mr. SUNUNU.

H. Con. Res. 317: Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr.
MENENDEZ, Mr. SANDLIN, and Mr. WATT of
North Carolina.

H. Res. 304: Mr. COLLINS and Mr. TAYLOR of
Mississippi.

H. Res. 313: Ms. FURSE, Ms. STABENOW, and
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN.

H. Res. 520: Mr. COSTELLO.
H. Res. 532: Mr. NEY, Mr. STEARNS, and Mr.

EHRLICH.

f

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the clerk’s
desk and referred as follows:

75. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
the Citizens of the several States, relative to
the Partial-Birth Abortion Ban Act; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

f

DISCHARGE PETITIONS—
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS

The following Members added their
names during the week of September 7,
1998, to the following discharge peti-
tion:

Petition 4 by Ms. SLAUGHTER on House
Resolution 473: Barney Frank, William J.
Jefferson, and James P. Moran.

f

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 4006
OFFERED BY: MS. HOOLEY OF OREGON

AMENDMENT NO. 2: Page 3, line 9, insert
‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘to’’ and, in line 15, insert before
the semicolon the following: ‘‘, or (B) any
dispensing or distribution of a controlled
substance which is lawful under State law’’.

H.R. 4300
OFFERED BY: MR. MCCOLLUM

(Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute)
AMENDMENT NO. 1: Strike all after the en-

acting clause and insert the following:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as

the ‘‘Western Hemisphere Drug Elimination
Act’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. Findings and statement of policy.

TITLE I—ENHANCED SOURCE AND
TRANSIT COUNTRY COVERAGE

Sec. 101. Expansion of aircraft coverage and
operation in source and transit
countries.

Sec. 102. Expansion of maritime coverage
and operation in source and
transit countries.

Sec. 103. Expansion of radar coverage and
operation in source and transit
countries.

TITLE II—ENHANCED ERADICATION AND
INTERDICTION STRATEGY IN SOURCE
COUNTRIES

Sec. 201. Additional eradication resources
for Colombia.

Sec. 202. Additional eradication resources
for Peru.

Sec. 203. Additional eradication resources
for Bolivia.

Sec. 204. Additional eradication resources
for Mexico.

Sec. 205. Miscellaneous additional eradi-
cation resources.

Sec. 206. Bureau of International Narcotics
and Law Enforcement Affairs.

Sec. 207. Report on transferring inter-
national narcotics assistance
activities to a United States
law enforcement agency.

TITLE III—ENHANCED ALTERNATIVE
CROP DEVELOPMENT SUPPORT IN
SOURCE ZONE AND MYCOHERBICIDE
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Sec. 301. Alternative crop development sup-
port.

Sec. 302. Authorization of appropriations for
Agricultural Research Service
counterdrug research and devel-
opment activities.

Sec. 303. Master plan for mycoherbicides to
control narcotic crops.

TITLE IV—ENHANCED INTERNATIONAL
LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING

Sec. 401. Enhanced international law en-
forcement academy training.

Sec. 402. Enhanced United States drug en-
forcement international train-
ing.

Sec. 403. Provision of nonlethal equipment
to foreign law enforcement or-
ganizations for cooperative il-
licit narcotics control activi-
ties.

TITLE V—ENHANCED DRUG TRANSIT
AND SOURCE ZONE LAW ENFORCE-
MENT OPERATIONS AND EQUIPMENT

Sec. 501. Increased funding for operations
and equipment.

Sec. 502. Sense of Congress regarding prior-
ity of drug interdiction and
counterdrug activities.

TITLE VI—RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER
LAWS

Sec. 601. Authorizations of appropriations.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND STATEMENT OF POLICY.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the follow-
ing findings:

(1) Teenage drug use in the United States
has doubled since 1993.

(2) The drug crisis facing the United States
is a top national security threat.

(3) The spread of illicit drugs through
United States borders cannot be halted with-
out an effective drug interdiction strategy.

(4) Effective drug interdiction efforts have
been shown to limit the availability of illicit
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narcotics, drive up the street price, support
demand reduction efforts, and decrease over-
all drug trafficking and use.

(5) A prerequisite for reducing youth drug
use is increasing the price of drugs. To in-
crease price substantially, at least 60 percent
of drugs must be interdicted.

(6) In 1987, the national drug control budg-
et maintained a significant balance between
demand and supply reduction efforts, illus-
trated as follows:

(A) 29 percent of the total drug control
budget expenditures for demand reduction
programs.

(B) 38 percent of the total drug control
budget expenditures for domestic law en-
forcement.

(C) 33 percent of the total drug control
budget expenditures for international drug
interdiction efforts.

(7) In the late 1980’s and early 1990’s,
counternarcotic efforts were successful, spe-
cifically in protecting the borders of the
United States from penetration by illegal
narcotics through increased seizures by the
United States Coast Guard and other agen-
cies, including a 302 percent increase in
pounds of cocaine seized between 1987 and
1991.

(8) Limiting the availability of narcotics
to drug traffickers in the United States had
a promising effect as illustrated by the de-
cline of illicit drug use between 1988 and 1991,
through a—

(A) 13 percent reduction in total drug use;
(B) 35 percent drop in cocaine use; and
(C) 16 percent decrease in marijuana use.
(9) In 1993, drug interdiction efforts in the

transit zones were reduced due to an imbal-
ance in the national drug control strategy.
This trend has continued through 1995 as
shown by the following figures:

(A) 35 percent for demand reduction pro-
grams.

(B) 53 percent for domestic law enforce-
ment.

(C) 12 percent for international drug inter-
diction efforts.

(10) Supply reduction efforts became a
lower priority for the Administration and
the seizures by the United States Coast
Guard and other agencies decreased as shown
by a 68 percent decrease in the pounds of co-
caine seized between 1991 and 1996.

(11) Reductions in funding for comprehen-
sive interdiction operations like OPER-
ATION GATEWAY and OPERATION
STEELWEB, initiatives that encompassed
all areas of interdiction and attempted to
disrupt the operating methods of drug smug-
glers along the entire United States border,
have created unprotected United States bor-
der areas which smugglers exploit to move
their product into the United States.

(12) The result of this new imbalance in the
national drug control strategy caused the
drug situation in the United States to be-
come a crisis with serious consequences in-
cluding—

(A) doubling of drug-abuse-related arrests
for minors between 1992 and 1996;

(B) 70 percent increase in overall drug use
among children aged 12 to 17;

(C) 80 percent increase in drug use for grad-
uating seniors since 1992;

(D) a sharp drop in the price of 1 pure gram
of heroin from $1,647 in 1992 to $966 in Feb-
ruary 1996; and

(E) a reduction in the street price of 1
gram of cocaine from $123 to $104 between
1993 and 1994.

(13) The percentage change in drug use
since 1992, among graduating high school
students who used drugs in the past 12
months, has substantially increased—mari-
juana use is up 80 percent, cocaine use is up
80 percent, and heroin use is up 100 percent.

(b) STATEMENT OF POLICY.—It is the policy
of the United States to—

(1) reduce the supply of drugs and drug use
through an enhanced drug interdiction effort
in the major drug transit countries, as well
support a comprehensive supply country
eradication and crop substitution program,
because a commitment of increased re-
sources in international drug interdiction ef-
forts will create a balanced national drug
control strategy among demand reduction,
law enforcement, and international drug
interdiction efforts; and

(2) support policies and dedicate the re-
sources necessary to reduce the flow of ille-
gal drugs into the United States by not less
than 80 percent by December 31, 2001.

TITLE I—ENHANCED SOURCE AND
TRANSIT COUNTRY COVERAGE

SEC. 101. EXPANSION OF AIRCRAFT COVERAGE
AND OPERATION IN SOURCE AND
TRANSIT COUNTRIES.

(a) DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY.—Funds
are authorized to be appropriated for the De-
partment of the Treasury for fiscal years
1999, 2000, and 2001 for the enhancement of air
coverage and operation for drug source and
transit countries, as follows:

(1) For procurement of 10 P–3B Early Warn-
ing aircraft for the United States Customs
Service to enhance overhead air coverage of
drug source zone countries, the total amount
of $430,000,000.

(2) For the procurement and deployment of
10 P–3B Slick airplanes for the United States
Customs Service to enhance overhead air
coverage of the drug source zone, the total
amount of $150,000,000.

(3) For each of fiscal years 2000 and 2001 for
operation and maintenance of 10 P–3B Early
Warning aircraft for the United States Cus-
toms Service to enhance overhead air cov-
erage of drug source zone countries,
$23,500,000.

(4) For each of fiscal years 1999, 2000, and
2001 for personnel for the 10 P–3B Early
Warning aircraft for the United States Cus-
toms Service to enhance overhead air cov-
erage of drug source zone countries,
$12,500,000.

(5) For each of fiscal years 2000 and 2001 for
operation and maintenance of 10 P–3B Slick
airplanes for the United States Customs
Service to enhance overhead coverage of the
drug source zone, $23,500,000.

(6) For each of fiscal years 1999, 2000, and
2001 for personnel for the 10 P–3B Slick air-
planes for the United States Customs Service
to enhance overhead air coverage of drug
source zone countries, $12,500,000.

(7) For construction and furnishing of an
additional facility for the P–3B aircraft,
6,000,000.

(8) For each of fiscal years 1999, 2000, and
2001 for operation and maintenance for over-
head air coverage for Colombia, $6,000,000.

(9) For each of fiscal years 1999, 2000, and
2001 for operation and maintenance for over-
head air coverage for Bolivia, $2,000,000.

(10) For each of fiscal years 1999, 2000, and
2001 for operation and maintenance for over-
head air coverage for Peru, $6,000,000.

(11) For each of fiscal years 1999, 2000, and
2001 for operation and maintenance for over-
head coverage for the Caribbean and Eastern
Pacific regions, $25,000,000.

(12) For purchase and for operation and
maintenance of 3 Schweizer RU–38A observa-
tion aircraft (to be piloted by pilots under
contract with the United States), the total
amount of $16,500,000, of which—

(A) $13,500,000 is for procurement; and
(B) $1,000,000 for each such fiscal year is for

operation and maintenance.
(b) REPORT.—Not later than January 31,

1999, the Secretary of Defense, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of State and the Di-

rector of Central Intelligence, shall submit
to the Committee on National Security, the
Committee on International Relations, and
the Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence of the House of Representatives and
to the Committee on Armed Services, the
Committee on Foreign Relations, and the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence of the Senate
a report examining the options available in
the source and transit zones to replace How-
ard Air Force Base in Panama and specifying
the requirements of the United States to es-
tablish an airbase or airbases for use in sup-
port of counternarcotics operations to opti-
mize operational effectiveness in the source
and transit zones. The report shall identify
the following:

(1) The specific requirements necessary to
support the national drug control policy of
the United States.

(2) The estimated construction, operation,
and maintenance costs for a replacement
counterdrug airbase or airbases in the source
and transit zones.

(3) Possible interagency cost sharing ar-
rangements for a replacement airbase or air-
bases.

(4) Any legal or treaty-related issues re-
garding the replacement airbase or airbases.

(5) A summary of completed alternative
site surveys for the airbase or airbases.

(c) TRANSFER OF AIRCRAFT.—The Secretary
of the Navy shall transfer to the United
States Customs Service—

(1) ten currently retired and previously
identified heavyweight P–3B aircraft for
modification into P–3 AEW&C aircraft; and

(2) ten currently retired and previously
identified heavyweight P–3B aircraft for
modification into P–3 Slick aircraft.
SEC. 102. EXPANSION OF COAST GUARD DRUG

INTERDICTION.
(a) OPERATING EXPENSES.—For operating

expenses of the Coast Guard associated with
expansion of drug interdiction activities
around Puerto Rico, the United States Vir-
gin Islands, and other transit zone areas of
operation, there are authorized to be appro-
priated to the Secretary of Transportation
$129,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1999, 2000,
and 2001. Such amounts shall include (but
are not limited to) amounts for the follow-
ing:

(1) For deployment of intelligent acoustic
detection buoys in the Florida Straits and
Bahamas.

(2) For a nonlethal technology program to
enhance countermeasures against the threat
of transportation of drugs by so-called Go-
Fast boats.

(b) ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, AND IM-
PROVEMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—For acquisition, construc-
tion, and improvement of facilities and
equipment to be used for expansion of Coast
Guard drug interdiction activities, there are
authorized to be appropriated to the Sec-
retary of Transportation for fiscal year 1999
the following:

(A) For maritime patrol aircraft,
$66,000,000.

(B) For acquisition of deployable pursuit
boats, $3,500,000.

(C) For the acquisition and construction of
15 United States Coast Guard 87-foot Coastal
Patrol Boats, $71,000,000.

(D) For the reactivation of 3 United States
Coast Guard HU–25 Falcon jets, $7,500,000.

(E) For acquisition of installed or
deployable electronic sensors and commu-
nications systems for Coast Guard Cutters,
$16,300,000.

(F) For acquisition and construction of fa-
cilities and equipment to support regional
and international law enforcement training
and support in Puerto Rico, the United
States Virgin Islands, and Caribbean Basin,
$4,000,000.
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(G) For acquisition or conversion of mari-

time patrol aircraft, $17,000,000.
(H) For acquisition or conversion of 2 ves-

sels to be used as Coast Guard Medium or
High Endurance Cutters, $36,000,000.

(I) For acquisition or conversion of 2 ves-
sels to be used as Coast Guard Cutters as
support, command, and control platforms for
drug interdiction operations, $20,000,000.

(J) For construction of 6 United States
Code Coast Guard medium endurance cut-
ters, $289,000,000.

(2) CONTINUED AVAILABILITY.—Amounts ap-
propriated under this subsection may remain
available until expended.

(c) REQUIREMENT TO ACCEPT PATROL CRAFT
FROM DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE.—The Sec-
retary of Transportation shall accept, for use
by the Coast Guard for expanded drug inter-
diction activities, 7 PC–170 patrol craft of-
fered by the Department of Defense.
SEC. 103. EXPANSION OF RADAR COVERAGE AND

OPERATION IN SOURCE AND TRAN-
SIT COUNTRIES.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Funds are authorized to be appropriated for
the Department of the Treasury for fiscal
years 1999, 2000, and 2001 for the enhancement
of radar coverage in drug source and transit
countries, as follows:

(1) For restoration of radar in the Baha-
mas, the total amount of $13,500,000, of
which—

(A) the total amount of $4,500,000 is for pro-
curement; and

(B) $3,000,000 for each such fiscal year is for
operation and maintenance.

(2) For each such fiscal year for operation
and maintenance, for establishment of
ground-based radar coverage at Guantanamo
Bay Naval Base, Cuba, $300,000.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than January 31,
1999, the Secretary of Defense, in conjunc-
tion with the Director of Central Intel-
ligence, shall submit to the Committee on
National Security and the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on
Armed Services and the Select Committee
on Intelligence of the Senate a report exam-
ining the options available to the United
States for improving Relocatable Over the
Horizon (ROTHR) capability to provide en-
hanced radar coverage of narcotics source
zone countries in South America and transit
zones in the Eastern Pacific. The report shall
include—

(1) a discussion of the need and costs asso-
ciated with the establishment of a proposed
fourth ROTHR site located in the source or
transit zones; and

(2) an assessment of the intelligence spe-
cific issues raised if such a ROTHR facility
were to be established in conjunction with a
foreign government.

TITLE II—ENHANCED ERADICATION AND
INTERDICTION STRATEGY IN SOURCE
COUNTRIES

SEC. 201. ADDITIONAL ERADICATION RESOURCES
FOR COLOMBIA.

(a) DEPARTMENT OF STATE.—Funds are au-
thorized to be appropriated for the Depart-
ment of State for fiscal years 1999, 2000, and
2001 for the enhancement of drug-related
eradication efforts in Colombia, as follows:

(1) For each such fiscal year for sustaining
support of the helicopters and fixed wing
fleet of the national police of Colombia,
$6,000,000.

(2) For the purchase of DC–3 transport air-
craft for the national police of Colombia, the
total amount of $2,000,000.

(3) For acquisition of concertina wire and
tunneling detection systems at the La
Picota prison of the national police of Co-
lombia, the total amount of $1,250,000.

(4) For the purchase of minigun systems
for the national police of Colombia, the total
amount of $6,000,000.

(5) For the purchase of 6 UH–60L Black
Hawk utility helicopters for the national po-
lice of Colombia, the total amount of
$60,000,000 for procurement and an additional
amount of $12,000,000 for each such fiscal
year for operation, maintenance, and train-
ing.

(6) For procurement, for upgrade of 50 UH–
1H helicopters to the Huey II configuration
equipped with miniguns for the use of the na-
tional police of Colombia, the total amount
of $70,000,000.

(7) For the repair and rebuilding of the
antinarcotics base at Miraflores, $2,000,000.

(8) For providing sufficient and adequate
base and force security for any rebuilt facil-
ity at Miraflores, and the other forward op-
erating antinarcotics bases of the Colombian
National Police antinarcotics unit, $6,000,000.

(b) COUNTERNARCOTICS ASSISTANCE.—
United States counternarcotics assistance
may not be provided for the Government of
Colombia under this Act or under any other
provision of law on or after the date of the
enactment of this Act if the Government of
Colombia negotiates or permits the estab-
lishment of any demilitarized zone in which
the eradication and interdiction of drug pro-
duction by the security forces of Colombia,
including the Colombian National Police
antinarcotics unit, is prohibited.
SEC. 202. ADDITIONAL ERADICATION RESOURCES

FOR PERU.
(a) DEPARTMENT OF STATE.—Funds are au-

thorized to be appropriated for the Depart-
ment of State for fiscal years 1999, 2000, and
2001 for the establishment of a third drug
interdiction site at Puerto Maldonado, Peru,
to support air bridge and riverine missions
for enhancement of drug-related eradication
efforts in Peru, the total amount of
$3,000,000, and an additional amount of
$1,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2000 and 2001
for operation and maintenance.

(b) DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE STUDY.—The
Secretary of Defense shall conduct a study of
Peruvian counternarcotics air interdiction
requirements and, not later than 90 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, sub-
mit to Congress a report on the results of the
study. The study shall include a review of
the Peruvian Air Force’s current and future
requirements for counternarcotics air inter-
diction to complement the Peruvian Air
Force’s A–37 capability.
SEC. 203. ADDITIONAL ERADICATION RESOURCES

FOR BOLIVIA.
Funds are authorized to be appropriated

for the Department of State for fiscal years
1999, 2000, and 2001 for enhancement of drug-
related eradication efforts in Bolivia, as fol-
lows:

(1) For each such fiscal year for support of
air operations of the Red Devils of Bolivia,
$1,000,000.

(2) For each such fiscal year for support of
riverine operations of the Blue Devils of Bo-
livia, $1,000,000.

(3) For each such fiscal year for support of
coca eradication programs, $1,000,000.

(4) For the procurement of 2 mobile x-ray
machines with maintenance support for
placement along the Chapare highway, the
total amount of $5,000,000 and an additional
amount of $1,000,000 for each such fiscal year
for operation and maintenance.
SEC. 204. ADDITIONAL ERADICATION RESOURCES

FOR MEXICO.
(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) AUTHORITY TO PURCHASE HELICOPTERS.—

Contingent on the agreement of the Govern-
ment of Mexico to approve full diplomatic
immunity for Drug Enforcement Administra-
tion personnel serving in Mexico with privi-

leges granted to United States Government
officials to carry weapons necessary for the
performance of their duties, the Secretary of
State, subject to the availability of appro-
priations, shall purchase 6 Bell 212 high alti-
tude helicopters designated for opium eradi-
cation programs in the Mexican states of
Guerrero, Jalisco, and Sinaloa, for enhance-
ment of drug-related eradication efforts in
Mexico.

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary of State during the period begin-
ning on October 1, 1998, and on ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, $18,000,000 to carry out para-
graph (1).

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) all United States law enforcement per-
sonnel serving in Mexico should be accred-
ited the same status under the Vienna Con-
vention on Diplomatic Immunity as other
diplomatic personnel serving at United
States posts in Mexico; and

(2) all Mexican narcotics law enforcement
personnel serving in the United States
should be accorded the same diplomatic sta-
tus as Drug Enforcement Administration
personnel serving in Mexico.
SEC. 205. MISCELLANEOUS ADDITIONAL ERADI-

CATION RESOURCES.
Funds are authorized to be appropriated

for the Department of State for fiscal years
1999, 2000, and 2001 for enhanced precursor
chemical control projects, in the total
amount of $500,000.
SEC. 206. BUREAU OF INTERNATIONAL NARCOT-

ICS AND LAW ENFORCEMENT AF-
FAIRS.

(a) QUALIFICATIONS FOR SERVICE.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, any in-
dividual serving in the position of assistant
secretary in any department or agency of the
Federal Government who has primary re-
sponsibility for international narcotics con-
trol and law enforcement, and the principal
deputy of any such assistant secretary, shall
have substantial professional qualifications
in the fields of—

(1) management; and
(2) Federal law enforcement, or intel-

ligence.
(b) FOREIGN MILITARY SALES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of law, upon the receipt by
the Department of State of a formal letter of
request for any foreign military sales coun-
ternarcotics-related assistance from the
head of any police, military, or other appro-
priate security agency official, the imple-
mentation and processing of the counter-
narcotics foreign military sales request shall
be the sole responsibility of the Department
of Defense, which is the traditional lead
agency in providing military equipment and
supplies abroad.

(2) ROLE OF STATE DEPARTMENT.—The De-
partment of State shall continue to have a
consultative role with the Department of De-
fense in the processing of the request de-
scribed in paragraph (1), after receipt of the
letter of request, for all counternarcotics-re-
lated foreign military sales assistance.
SEC. 207. REPORT ON TRANSFERRING INTER-

NATIONAL NARCOTICS ASSISTANCE
ACTIVITIES TO A UNITED STATES
LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY.

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the responsiveness and effec-
tiveness of international narcotics assist-
ance activities under the Department of
State have been severely hampered due, in
part, to the lack of law enforcement exper-
tise by responsible personnel in the Depart-
ment of State.

(b) REPORT REQUIREMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 months

after the date of enactment of this Act, the
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Director of National Drug Control Policy
shall prepare and submit to the appropriate
committees a report, which shall evaluate
the responsiveness and effectiveness of inter-
national narcotics assistance activities
under the Department of State during the
preceding 4 fiscal years.

(2) RECOMMENDATION AND EXPLANATION.—
The study submitted under paragraph (1)
shall include the recommendation of the Di-
rector and detailed explanatory statement
regarding whether the overseas activities of
the Bureau of International Narcotics and
Law Enforcement Affairs of the Department
of State should be transferred to the Depart-
ment of Justice.

(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to the
Office on National Drug Control Policy
$100,000 to carry out the study under this sec-
tion.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the term
‘‘appropriate committees’’ means—

(1) the Committees on Appropriations,
Armed Services, Foreign Relations, and the
Judiciary of the Senate;

(2) the Committees on Appropriations,
International Relations, National Security,
and the Judiciary of the House of Represent-
atives; and

(3) the Select Committees on Intelligence
of the House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate.
TITLE III—ENHANCED ALTERNATIVE

CROP DEVELOPMENT SUPPORT IN
SOURCE ZONE

SEC. 301. ALTERNATIVE CROP DEVELOPMENT
SUPPORT.

Funds are authorized to be appropriated
for the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development for fiscal years 1999,
2000, and 2001 for alternative development
programs, as follows:

(1) For startup costs of programs in the
Guaviare, Putumayo, and Caqueta regions in
Colombia, the total amount of $5,000,000 and
an additional amount of $5,000,000 for each of
fiscal years 2000 and 2001 for operation and
maintenance costs.

(2) For each of fiscal years 1999, 2000, and
2001 for enhanced programs in the Ucayali,
Apurimac, and Huallaga Valley regions in
Peru, $50,000,000.

(3) For each of fiscal years 1999, 2000, and
2001 for enhanced programs in the Chapare
and Yungas regions in Bolivia, $5,000,000.
SEC. 302. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

FOR AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH
SERVICE COUNTERDRUG RESEARCH
AND DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be
appropriated to the Secretary of Agriculture
for each of fiscal years 1999, 2000, and 2001,
$23,000,000 to support the counternarcotics
research efforts of the Agricultural Research
Service of the Department of Agriculture. Of
that amount, funds are authorized as fol-
lows:

(1) $5,000,000 shall be used for crop eradi-
cation technologies.

(2) $2,000,000 shall be used for narcotics
plant identification, chemistry, and bio-
technology.

(3) $1,000,000 shall be used for worldwide
crop identification, detection tagging, and
production estimation technology.

(4) $5,000,000 shall be used for improving
the disease resistance, yield, and economic
competitiveness of commercial crops that
can be promoted as alternatives to the pro-
duction of narcotics plants.

(5) $10,000,000 to contract with entities
meeting the criteria described in subsection
(b) for the product development, environ-
mental testing, registration, production, aer-
ial distribution system development, product
effectiveness monitoring, and modification

of multiple mycoherbicides to control nar-
cotic crops (including coca, poppy, and can-
nabis) in the United States and internation-
ally.

(b) CRITERIA FOR ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—An
entity under this subsection is an entity
which possesses—

(1) experience in diseases of narcotic crops;
(2) intellectual property involving seed-

borne dispersal formulations;
(3) the availability of state-of-the-art con-

tainment or quarantine facilities;
(4) country-specific mycoherbicide formu-

lations;
(5) specialized fungicide resistant formula-

tions; or
(6) special security arrangements.

SEC. 303. MASTER PLAN FOR MYCOHERBICIDES
TO CONTROL NARCOTIC CROPS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture shall develop a 10-year master plan
for the use of mycoherbicides to control nar-
cotic crops (including coca, poppy, and can-
nabis) in the United States and internation-
ally .

(b) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall de-
velop the plan in coordination with—

(1) the Office of National Drug Control Pol-
icy;

(2) the Drug Enforcement Administration
of the Department of Justice;

(3) the Department of Defense;
(4) the Environmental Protection Agency;
(5) the Bureau for International Narcotics

and Law Enforcement Activities of the De-
partment of State;

(6) the United States Information Agency;
and

(7) other appropriate agencies.
(c) REPORT.—Not later than March 1, 1999,

the Secretary of Agriculture shall submit to
Congress a report describing the activities
undertaken to carry out this section.

TITLE IV—ENHANCED INTERNATIONAL
LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING

SEC. 401. ENHANCED INTERNATIONAL LAW EN-
FORCEMENT ACADEMY TRAINING.

(a) ENHANCED INTERNATIONAL LAW EN-
FORCEMENT ACADEMY TRAINING.—Funds are
authorized to be appropriated for the Depart-
ment of Justice for fiscal years 1999, 2000,
and 2001 for the establishment and operation
of international law enforcement academies
to carry out law enforcement training activi-
ties, as follows:

(1) For the establishment and operation of
an academy, which shall serve Latin Amer-
ica and the Caribbean, the total amount of
$3,000,000 and an additional amount of
$1,200,000 for each of fiscal years 2000 and 2001
for operation and maintenance costs.

(2) For the establishment and operation of
an academy in Bangkok, Thailand, which
shall serve Asia, the total amount of
$2,000,000 and an additional amount of
$1,200,000 for each of fiscal years 2000 and 2001
for operation and maintenance costs.

(3) For each such fiscal year for the estab-
lishment and operation of an academy in
South Africa, which shall serve Africa,
$1,200,000.

(b) MARITIME LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING
CENTER.—Funds are authorized to be appro-
priated for the Department of Transpor-
tation and the Department of the Treasury
for fiscal years 1999, 2000, and 2001 for the
joint establishment, operation, and mainte-
nance in San Juan, Puerto Rico, of a center
for training law enforcement personnel of
countries located in the Latin American and
Caribbean regions in matters relating to
maritime law enforcement, including cus-
toms-related ports management matters, as
follows:

(1) For each such fiscal year for funding by
the Department of Transportation, $1,500,000.

(2) For each such fiscal year for funding by
the Department of the Treasury, $1,500,000.

(c) UNITED STATES COAST GUARD INTER-
NATIONAL MARITIME TRAINING VESSEL.—
Funds are authorized to be appropriated for
the Department of Transportation for fiscal
years 1999, 2000, and 2001 for the establish-
ment, operation, and maintenance of mari-
time training vessels, as follows:

(1) For a vessel for international maritime
training, which shall visit participating
Latin American and Caribbean nations on a
rotating schedule in order to provide law en-
forcement training and to perform mainte-
nance on participating national assets, the
total amount of $7,500,000.

(2) For each such fiscal year for support of
the United States Coast Guard Balsam Class
Buoy Tender training vessel, $2,500,000.
SEC. 402. ENHANCED UNITED STATES DRUG EN-

FORCEMENT INTERNATIONAL
TRAINING.

(a) MEXICO.—Funds are authorized to be
appropriated for the Department of Justice
for fiscal years 1999, 2000, and 2001 for sub-
stantial exchanges for Mexican judges, pros-
ecutors, and police, in the total amount of
$2,000,000 for each such fiscal year.

(b) BRAZIL.—Funds are authorized to be ap-
propriated for the Department of Justice for
fiscal years 1999, 2000, and 2001 for enhanced
support for the Brazilian Federal Police
Training Center, in the total amount of
$1,000,000 for each such fiscal year.

(c) PANAMA.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Funds are authorized to

be appropriated for the Department of Trans-
portation for fiscal years 1999, 2000, and 2001
for operation and maintenance, for locating
and operating Coast Guard assets so as to
strengthen the capability of the Coast Guard
of Panama to patrol the Atlantic and Pacific
coasts of Panama for drug enforcement and
interdiction activities, in the total amount
of $1,000,000 for each such fiscal year.

(2) ELIGIBILITY TO RECEIVE TRAINING.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law,
members of the national police of Panama
shall be eligible to receive training through
the International Military Education Train-
ing program.

(d) VENEZUELA.—There are authorized to be
appropriated for the Department of Justice
for each of fiscal years 1999, 2000, and 2001,
$1,000,000 for operation and maintenance, for
support for the Venezuelan Judicial Tech-
nical Police Counterdrug Intelligence Cen-
ter.

(e) ECUADOR.—Funds are authorized to be
appropriated for the Department of Trans-
portation and the Department of the Treas-
ury for each of fiscal years 1999, 2000, and 2001
for the buildup of local coast guard and port
control in Guayaquil and Esmeraldas, Ecua-
dor, as follows:

(1) For each such fiscal year for the De-
partment of Transportation, $500,000.

(2) For each such fiscal year for the De-
partment of the Treasury, $500,000.

(f) HAITI AND THE DOMINICAN REPUBLIC.—
Funds are authorized to be appropriated for
the Department of the Treasury for each of
fiscal years 1999, 2000, and 2001, $500,000 for
the buildup of local coast guard and port
control in Haiti and the Dominican Republic.

(g) CENTRAL AMERICA.—There are author-
ized to be appropriated for the Department
of the Treasury for each of fiscal years 1999,
2000, and 2001, $12,000,000 for the buildup of
local coast guard and port control in Belize,
Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Hon-
duras, and Nicaragua.
SEC. 403. PROVISION OF NONLETHAL EQUIP-

MENT TO FOREIGN LAW ENFORCE-
MENT ORGANIZATIONS FOR COOP-
ERATIVE ILLICIT NARCOTICS CON-
TROL ACTIVITIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the
Drug Enforcement Administration, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of State, may
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transfer or lease each year nonlethal equip-
ment, of which each piece of equipment may
be valued at not more than $100,000, to for-
eign law enforcement organizations for the
purpose of establishing and carrying out co-
operative illicit narcotics control activities.

(b) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT.—The Admin-
istrator shall provide for the maintenance
and repair of any equipment transferred or
leased under subsection (a).
TITLE V—ENHANCED DRUG TRANSIT AND

SOURCE ZONE LAW ENFORCEMENT OP-
ERATIONS AND EQUIPMENT

SEC. 501. INCREASED FUNDING FOR OPERATIONS
AND EQUIPMENT; REPORT.

(a) DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION.—
Funds are authorized to be appropriated for
the Drug Enforcement Administration for
fiscal years 1999, 2000, and 2001 for enhance-
ment of counternarcotic operations in drug
transit and source countries, as follows:

(1) For support of the Merlin program, the
total amount of $8,272,000.

(2) For support of the intercept program,
the total amount of $4,500,000.

(3) For support of the Narcotics Enforce-
ment Data Retrieval System, the total
amount of $2,400,000.

(4) For support of the Caribbean Initiative,
the total amount of $3,515,000.

(5) For the hire of special agents, adminis-
trative and investigative support personnel,
and intelligence analysts for overseas assign-
ments in foreign posts, the total amount of
$40,213,000.

(b) DEPARTMENT OF STATE.—Funds are au-
thorized to be appropriated for the Depart-
ment of State for fiscal year 1999, 2000, and
2001 for the deployment of commercial un-
classified intelligence and imaging data and
a Passive Coherent Location System for
counternarcotics and interdiction purposes
in the Western Hemisphere, the total
amount of $20,000,000.

(c) DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY.—Funds
are authorized to be appropriated for the
United States Customs Service for fiscal
years 1999, 2000, and 2001 for enhancement of
counternarcotic operations in drug transit
and source countries, as follows:

(1) For refurbishment of 30 interceptor and
Blue Water Platform vessels in the Carib-
bean maritime fleet, the total amount of
$3,500,000.

(2) For purchase of 9 new interceptor ves-
sels in the Caribbean maritime fleet, the
total amount of $2,000,000.

(3) For the hire and training of 25 special
agents for maritime operations in the Carib-
bean, the total amount of $2,500,000.

(4) For purchase of 60 automotive vehicles
for ground use in South Florida, $1,500,000.

(5) For each such fiscal year for operation
and maintenance support for 10 United
States Customs Service Citations Aircraft to
be dedicated for the source and transit zone,
the total amount of $10,000,000.

(6) For purchase of 5 CTX–5000 x-ray ma-
chines to enhance detection capabilities with
respect to narcotics, explosives, and cur-
rency, the total amount of $7,000,000.

(d) DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE REPORT.—Not
later than January 31, 1999, the Secretary of
Defense, in consultation with the Director of
the Office of National Drug Control Policy,
shall submit to the Committee on National
Security and the Permanent Select Commit-
tee on Intelligence of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Armed
Services and the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence of the Senate a report examining and
proposing recommendations regarding any
organizational changes to optimize
counterdrug activities, including alternative
cost-sharing arrangements regarding the fol-
lowing facilities:

(1) The Joint Inter-Agency Task Force,
East, Key West, Florida.

(2) The Joint Inter-Agency Task Force,
West, Alameda, California.

(3) The Joint Inter-Agency Task Force,
South, Panama City, Panama.

(4) The Joint Task Force 6, El Paso, Texas.
SEC. 502. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING PRI-

ORITY OF DRUG INTERDICTION AND
COUNTERDRUG ACTIVITIES.

It is the sense of Congress that the Sec-
retary of Defense should revise the Global
Military Force Policy of the Department of
Defense in order—

(1) to treat the international drug interdic-
tion and counter-drug activities of the De-
partment as a military operation other than
war, thereby elevating the priority given
such activities under the Policy to the next
priority below the priority given to war
under the Policy and to the same priority as
is given to peacekeeping operations under
the Policy; and

(2) to allocate the assets of the Department
to drug interdiction and counter-drug activi-
ties in accordance with the priority given
those activities.

TITLE VI—RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER
LAWS

SEC. 601. AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS.

The funds authorized to be appropriated
for any department or agency of the Federal
Government for fiscal years 1999, 2000, or 2001
by this Act are in addition to funds author-
ized to be appropriated for that department
or agency for fiscal year 1999, 2000, or 2001 by
any other provision of law.

H.R. 4300
OFFERED BY: MR. HASTERT

AMENDMENT NO. 2: Strike section 303 and
insert the following:
SEC. 303. MASTER PLAN FOR MYCOHERBICIDES

TO CONTROL NARCOTIC CROPS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Office

of National Drug Control Policy shall de-
velop a 10-year master plan for the use of
mycoherbicides to control narcotic crops (in-
cluding coca, poppy, and cannabis) in the
United States and internationally.

(b) COORDINATION.—The Director shall de-
velop the plan in coordination with—

(1) the Department of Agriculture;
(2) the Drug Enforcement Administration

of the Department of Justice;
(3) the Department of Defense;
(4) the Environmental Protection Agency;
(5) the Bureau for International Narcotics

and Law Enforcement Activities of the De-
partment of State;

(6) the United States Information Agency;
and

(7) other appropriate agencies.
(c) REPORT.—Not later than March 1, 1999,

the Director of the Office of National Drug
Control Policy shall submit to Congress a re-
port describing the activities undertaken to
carry out this section.

H.R. 4300
OFFERED BY: MR. MARKEY

AMENDMENT NO. 3: In section 501(c)(6),
strike ‘‘5 CTX–5000 x-ray machines to en-
hance’’ and insert ‘‘advanced transmission x-
ray machines determined by the United
States Customs Service to provide the great-
est overall advantage in terms of cost, capa-
bilities, safety to inspection personnel, effi-
ciency, and proven operational reliability in
airport environments, for the purpose of en-
hancing’’.

H.R. 4300
OFFERED BY: MR. MCCOLLUM

AMENDMENT NO. 4: Page 5, line 25, insert
the following:

(14) The Department of Defense has been
called upon to support counter-drug efforts
of Federal law enforcement agencies that are

carried out in source countries and through
transit zone interdiction, but in recent years
Department of Defense assets critical to
those counter-drug activities have been con-
sistently diverted to missions that the Sec-
retary of Defense and the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff consider a higher prior-
ity;

(15) The Secretary of Defense and the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
through the Department of Defense policy
referred to as the Global Military Force Pol-
icy, has established the priorities for the al-
location of military assets in the following
order: (1) war, (2) military operations other
than war that might involve contact with
hostile forces (such as peacekeeping oper-
ations and noncombatant evacuations), (3)
exercises and training, and (4) operational
tasking other than those involving hos-
tilities (including counter-drug activities
and humanitarian assistance);

(16) Use of Department of Defense assets is
critical to the success of efforts to stem the
flow of illegal drugs from source countries
and through transit zones to the United
States;

(17) The placement of counter-drug activi-
ties in the fourth and last priority of the
Global Military Force Policy list of prior-
ities for the allocation of military assets has
resulted in a serious deficiency in assets
vital to the success of source country and
transit zone efforts to stop the flow of illegal
drugs into the United States;

(18) At present the United States faces few,
if any, threats from abroad greater than the
threat posed to the Nation’s youth by illegal
and dangerous drugs;

(19) The conduct of counter-drug activities
has the potential for contact with hostile
forces;

(20) The Department of Defense counter-
drug activities mission should be near the
top, not among the last, of the priorities for
the allocation of Department of Defense as-
sets after the first priority for those assets
for the war-fighting mission of the Depart-
ment of Defense.

H.R. 4300
OFFERED BY: MR. MCCOLLUM

AMENDMENT NO. 5: Strike section 502 and
insert the following:
SEC. 502. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING PRI-

ORITY OF DRUG INTERDICTION AND
COUNTERDRUG ACTIVITIES OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE.

It is the sense of Congress that the Sec-
retary of Defense should revise the priorities
for the allocation of Department of Defense
assets under the Department of Defense pol-
icy referred to as the Global Military Force
Policy so that the priority established for
the counter-drug activities mission of the
Department of Defense is equal to or higher
than the priority (which is currently the sec-
ond highest priority) for the mission of mili-
tary operations other than war that might
involve contact with hostile forces (such as
peacekeeping operations and noncombatant
evacuations).

H.R. 4300
OFFERED BY: MR. SHAW

AMENDMENT NO. 6: At the end of the bill
add the following new title:

TITLE VII—CRIMINAL BACKGROUND
CHECKS ON PORT EMPLOYEES

SEC. 701. BACKGROUND CHECKS.
Upon the request of any State, county,

port authority, or other local jurisdiction of
a State, the Attorney General shall grant to
such State, county, port authority, or other
local jurisdiction access to information col-
lected by the Attorney General pursuant to
section 534 of title 28, United States Code, for
the purpose of allowing such State, county,
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port authority, or other local jurisdiction to
conduct criminal background checks on em-
ployees, or applicants for employment, at
any port under the jurisdiction of such
State, county, port authority, or other local
jurisdiction.
SEC. 702. DEFINITION.

As used in this title, the term ‘‘port’’
means any place at which vessels may resort
to load or unload cargo.

H.R. 4300
OFFERED BY: MS. WATERS

AMENDMENT NO. 7: Strike section 201.
H.R. 4300

OFFERED BY: MS. WATERS

AMENDMENT NO. 8: Strike section 204(a).
In section 204(b), strike ‘‘(b) SENSE OF CON-

GRESS.—’’.
H.R. 4550

OFFERED BY: MR. LATHAM

AMENDMENT NO. 1: Page 49, after line 19, in-
sert the following:

TITLE IV—DRUG DEALER LIABILITY
SEC. 401. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Drug Dealer
Liability Act of 1998’’.
SEC. 402. FEDERAL CAUSE OF ACTION FOR DRUG

DEALER LIABILITY.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Part E of the Controlled

Substances Act is amended by adding at the
end the following:
‘‘SEC. 521. FEDERAL CAUSE OF ACTION FOR

DRUG DEALER LIABILITY.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

subsection (b), any person who manufactures
or distributes a controlled substance in vio-
lation of this title or title III shall be liable
in a civil action to any party harmed, di-
rectly or indirectly, by the use of that con-
trolled substance.

‘‘(b) EXCEPTION.—An individual user of a
controlled substance may not bring an or
maintain an action under this section unless
all of the following conditions are met:

‘‘(1) The individual personally discloses to
narcotics enforcement authorities all of the
information known to the individual regard-
ing all that individual’s sources of illegal
controlled substances.

‘‘(2) The individual has not used an illegal
controlled substance within the 90 days be-
fore filing the action.

‘‘(3) The individual continues to remain
free of the use of an illegal controlled sub-
stance throughout the pendency of the ac-
tion.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for the Comprehensive Drug Abuse
Prevention and Control Act of 1970 is amend-
ed by inserting after the time relating to
section 520 the following new item:
‘‘Sec. 521. Federal cause of action for drug

dealer liability.’’.
H.R. 4550

OFFERED BY: MR. RAMSTAD

AMENDMENT NO. 2: At the end of title I, in-
sert the following new subtitle (and conform
the table of contents accordingly):

Subtitle H—Addiction Reduction Through
Treatment

SEC. 181. SHORT TITLE OF SUBTITLE.
This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Addic-

tion Reduction Act of 1998’’.
SEC. 182. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:
(1) Substance abuse, if left untreated, is a

medical emergency.
(2) Parity should apply to benefits for

treatment sought voluntarily, including
treatment for substance abuse.

(3) Nothing in this subtitle should be con-
strued as prohibiting application of the con-
cept of parity to substance abuse treatment
provided by faith-based treatment providers.

SEC. 183. PARITY IN SUBSTANCE ABUSE TREAT-
MENT BENEFITS.

(a) GROUP HEALTH PLANS UNDER THE PUB-
LIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT.—(1) Subpart 2 of
part A of title XXVII of the Public Health
Service Act is amended by adding at the end
the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 2706. PARITY IN THE APPLICATION OF

TREATMENT LIMITATIONS AND FI-
NANCIAL REQUIREMENTS TO SUB-
STANCE ABUSE TREATMENT BENE-
FITS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a group
health plan (or health insurance coverage of-
fered in connection with such a plan) that
provides both medical and surgical benefits
and substance abuse treatment benefits, the
plan or coverage shall not impose treatment
limitations or financial requirements on the
substance abuse treatment benefits unless
similar limitations or requirements are im-
posed for medical and surgical benefits.

‘‘(b) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sec-
tion shall be construed—

‘‘(1) as requiring a group health plan (or
health insurance coverage offered in connec-
tion with such a plan) to provide any sub-
stance abuse treatment benefits; or

‘‘(2) to prevent a group health plan or a
health insurance issuer offering group health
insurance coverage from negotiating the
level and type of reimbursement with a pro-
vider for care provided in accordance with
this section.

‘‘(c) EXEMPTIONS.—
‘‘(1) SMALL EMPLOYER EXEMPTION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—This section shall not

apply to any group health plan (and group
health insurance coverage offered in connec-
tion with a group health plan) for any plan
year of a small employer.

‘‘(B) SMALL EMPLOYER.—For purposes of
subparagraph (A), the term ‘small employer’
means, in connection with a group health
plan with respect to a calendar year and a
plan year, an employer who employed an av-
erage of at least 2 but not more than 50 em-
ployees on business days during the preced-
ing calendar year and who employs at least
2 employees on the first day of the plan year.

‘‘(C) APPLICATION OF CERTAIN RULES IN DE-
TERMINATION OF EMPLOYER SIZE.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph—

‘‘(i) APPLICATION OF AGGREGATION RULE FOR
EMPLOYERS.—Rules similar to the rules
under subsections (b), (c), (m), and (o) of sec-
tion 414 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
shall apply for purposes of treating persons
as a single employer.

‘‘(ii) EMPLOYERS NOT IN EXISTENCE IN PRE-
CEDING YEAR.—In the case of an employer
which was not in existence throughout the
preceding calendar year, the determination
of whether such employer is a small em-
ployer shall be based on the average number
of employees that it is reasonably expected
such employer will employ on business days
in the current calendar year.

‘‘(iii) PREDECESSORS.—Any reference in
this paragraph to an employer shall include
a reference to any predecessor of such em-
ployer.

‘‘(2) INCREASED COST EXEMPTION.—This sec-
tion shall not apply with respect to a group
health plan (or health insurance coverage of-
fered in connection with a group health plan)
if the application of this section to such plan
(or to such coverage) results in an increase
in the cost under the plan (or for such cov-
erage) of at least 1 percent.

‘‘(d) SEPARATE APPLICATION TO EACH OP-
TION OFFERED.—In the case of a group health
plan that offers a participant or beneficiary
two or more benefit package options under
the plan, the requirements of this section
shall be applied separately with respect to
each such option.

‘‘(e) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

‘‘(1) TREATMENT LIMITATION.—The term
‘treatment limitation’ means, with respect
to benefits under a group health plan or
health insurance coverage, any day or visit
limits imposed on coverage of benefits under
the plan or coverage during a period of time.

‘‘(2) FINANCIAL REQUIREMENT.—The term
‘financial requirement’ means, with respect
to benefits under a group health plan or
health insurance coverage, any deductible,
coinsurance, or cost-sharing or an annual or
lifetime dollar limit imposed with respect to
the benefits under the plan or coverage.

‘‘(3) MEDICAL OR SURGICAL BENEFITS.—The
term ‘medical or surgical benefits’ means
benefits with respect to
medical or surgical services, as defined under
the terms of the plan or coverage (as the
case may be), but does not include substance
abuse treatment benefits.

‘‘(4) SUBSTANCE ABUSE TREATMENT BENE-
FITS.—The term ‘substance abuse treatment
benefits’ means benefits with respect to sub-
stance abuse treatment services but only in-
sofar as such treatment services are absti-
nence-based.

‘‘(5) SUBSTANCE ABUSE TREATMENT SERV-
ICES.—The term ‘substance abuse services’
means any of the following items and serv-
ices provided for the treatment of substance
abuse:

‘‘(A) Inpatient treatment, including detoxi-
fication.

‘‘(B) Non-hospital residential treatment.
‘‘(C) Outpatient treatment, including

screening and assessment, medication man-
agement, individual, group, and family coun-
seling, and relapse prevention.

‘‘(D) Prevention services, including health
education and individual and group counsel-
ing to encourage the reduction of risk fac-
tors for substance abuse.

‘‘(6) SUBSTANCE ABUSE.—The term ‘sub-
stance abuse’ includes chemical dependency.

‘‘(f) NOTICE.A group health plan under this
part shall comply with the notice require-
ment under section 711(d) of the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 with
respect to the requirements of this section as
if such section applied to such plan.

‘‘(g) SUNSET.—This section shall not apply
to benefits for services furnished on or after
September 30, 2002.’’.

(2) Section 2723(c) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
300gg–23(c)), as amended by section 604(b)(2)
of Public Law 104–204, is amended by striking
‘‘section 2704’’ and inserting ‘‘sections 2704
and 2706’’.

(b) INDIVIDUAL HEALTH INSURANCE.—(1)
Part B of title XXVII of the Public Health
Service Act is amended by inserting after
section 2751 the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 2752. PARITY IN THE APPLICATION OF

TREATMENT LIMITATIONS AND FI-
NANCIAL REQUIREMENTS TO SUB-
STANCE ABUSE BENEFITS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The provisions of sec-
tion 2706 (other than subsection (e)) shall
apply to health insurance coverage offered
by a health insurance issuer in the individ-
ual market in the same manner as it applies
to health insurance coverage offered by a
health insurance issuer in connection with a
group health plan in the small or large group
market.

‘‘(b) NOTICE.—A health insurance issuer
under this part shall comply with the notice
requirement under section 713(f) of the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of
1974 with respect to the requirements re-
ferred to in subsection (a) as if such section
applied to such issuer and such issuer were a
group health plan.’’.

(2) Section 2762(b)(2) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
300gg–62(b)(2)) is amended by striking ‘‘sec-
tion 2751’’ and inserting ‘‘sections 2751 and
2752’’.
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(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—(1) Subject to para-

graph (3), the amendments made by sub-
section (a) apply with respect to group
health plans for plan years beginning on or
after January 1, 2000.

(2) The amendments made by subsection
(b) apply with respect to health insurance
coverage offered, sold, issued, renewed, in ef-
fect, or operated in the individual market on
or after such date.

(3) In the case of a group health plan main-
tained pursuant to 1 or more collective bar-
gaining agreements between employee rep-
resentatives and 1 or more employers rati-
fied before the date of enactment of this Act,
the amendments made subsection (a) shall
not apply to plan years beginning before the
later of—

(A) the date on which the last collective
bargaining agreements relating to the plan
terminates (determined without regard to
any extension thereof agreed to after the
date of enactment of this Act), or

(B) January 1, 2000.
For purposes of subparagraph (A), any plan
amendment made pursuant to a collective
bargaining agreement relating to the plan
which amends the plan solely to conform to
any requirement added by subsection (a)
shall not be treated as a termination of such
collective bargaining agreement.

H.R. 4569
OFFERED BY: MR. MCGOVERN

AMENDMENT NO. 1: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
general short title) the following:

TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL
PROVISIONS

IMF INDUSTRY IMPACT TEAM

SEC. ll. (a) After consultation with the
Secretary of the Treasury and the United
States Trade Representative, the Secretary
of Commerce shall establish a team com-
posed of employees of the Department of
Commerce—

(1) to collect data on import volumes and
prices, and industry statistics in—

(A) the steel industry;
(B) the semiconductor industry;
(C) the automobile industry;
(D) the textile and apparel industry; and
(E) the jewelry industry;
(2) to monitor the effect of the Asian and

Russian economic crises on these industries;
(3) to collect accounting data from Asian

and Russian producers; and
(4) to work to prevent import surges in

these industries or to assist United States
industries affected by such surges in their ef-
forts to protect themselves under the trade
laws of the United States.

(b) The Secretary of Commerce shall pro-
vide administrative support, including office
space, for the team.

(c) The Secretary of the Treasury and the
United States Trade Representative may as-
sign such employees to the team as may be
necessary to assist the team in carrying out
its functions under subsection (a).

H.R. 4569
OFFERED BY: MR. PITTS

AMENDMENT NO. 2. In title II, in the item
relating to ‘‘AGENCY FOR INTER-
NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT, CHILD SUR-
VIVAL AND DISEASE PROGRAMS FUND’’,
after the first dollar amount, insert the fol-
lowing: ‘‘(increased by $100,000,000)’’.

In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘AGEN-
CY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOP-
MENT, CHILD SURVIVAL AND DISEASE
PROGRAMS FUND’’, add at the end before
the period the following: ‘‘: Provided further,
That of the funds appropriated under this
heading, not less than $345,000,000 shall be
made available for infant and child health
programs’’.

In title II, in the item relating to ‘‘AGEN-
CY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOP-
MENT, DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE, (IN-
CLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)’’, after
the first dollar amount, insert the following:

‘‘(decreased by $100,000,000)’’.
In section 576 (relating to authorization for

population planning), after the first dollar
amount, insert the following:

‘‘(decreased by $100,000,000). Provided, that
the limitation in this section includes all
funds for programs and activities designed to
control fertility or to reduce or delay child-
births or pregnancies, irrespective of the
heading under which such funds are made
available’’.

H.R. 4569
OFFERED BY: MR. SOUDER

AMENDMENT NO. 3. At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
general short title) the following:

TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL
PROVISIONS

SENSE OF THE CONGRESS

SEC. 701. It is the sense of the Congress
that—

(1) countries receiving funds from the
International Monetary Fund should fully
cooperate with the investigations by the De-
partment of Justice and the Congress into
violations of campaign finance laws in con-
nection with the 1996 presidential election
campaign, in deference to the sacrifice and
wishes of United States taxpayers;

(2) such cooperation should include—
(A) complying with requests by investiga-

tors for extradition of suspects in criminal
cases;

(B) assisting in obtaining compliance with
any request made of, or subpoena served on,
any financial institution, commercial entity,
government entity, or individual by or on be-
half of investigators;

(C) coordinating the provision of any wit-
ness, document, or physical evidence re-
quested by investigators; and

(D) granting investigators such access to
the country as may be necessary to further
the investigation; and

(3) the refusal of dozens of witnesses to co-
operate with such investigations and their
flight to other countries, some of which ben-
efit from International Monetary Fund funds
which are derived in part from funds pro-
vided by United States taxpayers, continues
to hinder the effort to preserve and maintain
the integrity of the electoral process of the
United States.

H.R. 4569
OFFERED BY: MR. SOUDER

AMENDMENT NO. 4. At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
general short title) the following:

TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL PROVISIONS

USE OF APPROPRIATED FUNDS FOR THE INTER-
NATIONAL MONETARY FUND CONDITIONED ON
ENACTMENT OF JOINT RESOLUTION APPROVING
A CERTIFICATION THAT ALL COUNTRIES ELIGI-
BLE TO RECEIVE IMF FUNDS ARE COOPERATING
FULLY WITH CONGRESSIONAL AND JUSTICE DE-
PARTMENT INVESTIGATIONS INTO THE FINANC-
ING OF THE 1996 PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION CAM-
PAIGN AND HAVE DISCLOSED THE IDENTITY OF
ALL COMMERCIAL ENTITIES IN THE COUNTRY
THAT WOULD BENEFIT FROM THE PROVISION
OF THE FUNDS

SEC. 701. (a) IN GENERAL.—None of the
funds made available in this Act may be ob-
ligated or made available to the Inter-
national Monetary Fund unless the certifi-
cation described in subsection (b) has been
made and the Congress has enacted a joint
resolution approving the certification.

(b) CERTIFICATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The certification de-

scribed in this subsection is a certification

by the Attorney General and the Secretary
of State to the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the President pro tempore
of the Senate that each country eligible to
receive funds from the International Mone-
tary Fund—

(A) is cooperating fully with any congres-
sional or Justice Department investigation
into the financing of the 1996 presidential
election campaign, including by—

(i) complying with any request by inves-
tigators for extradition of suspects in crimi-
nal cases;

(ii) assisting in obtaining compliance with
any request made of, or subpoena served on,
any financial institution, commercial entity,
government entity, or individual, by or on
behalf of investigators;

(iii) coordinating the provision of any wit-
ness, document, or physical evidence re-
quested by investigators, and

(iv) granting investigators such access to
the country as may be necessary to further
the investigation; and

(B) has disclosed to the Attorney General
the identity of any commercial entity with
operations in the country that would benefit
from the provision of such funds.

(2) CONSULTATION AND REPORT REQUIRED BE-
FORE CERTIFICATION.—Not fewer than 30 days
before making the certification described in
paragraph (1), the Attorney General and the
Secretary of State shall, subject to other
law—

(A) provide a written report to the Speaker
of the House of Representatives and the
President pro tempore of the Senate that
contains all information of which the Attor-
ney General and the Secretary of State are
then aware with regard to the matters de-
scribed in paragraph (1); and

(B) consult with the Speaker of the House
of Representatives and the President pro
tempore of the Senate about the intent of
the Attorney General and Secretary of State
with regard to making the certification.

H.R. 4569
OFFERED BY: MR. STEARNS

AMENDMENT NO. 5. At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following:

TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL
PROVISIONS

SENSE OF CONGRESS CONCERNING THE TRANSI-
TION TO A DEMOCRATIC NONMILITARY GOV-
ERNMENT IN INDONESIA

SEC. 701. It is the sense of the Congress
that the United States should support a com-
plete transition that will lead immediately
to a democratically-elected, nonmilitary
government in Indonesia which includes—

(1) the release of political prisoners;
(2) legalization of political organizing ac-

tivities;
(3) international monitoring of human

rights conditions;
(4) roundtable all-party discussions;
(5) a transitional government of national

unity;
(6) democratic elections;
(7) a truth commission to address past po-

litical crimes; and
(8) recognition that past injustices require

redress.
H.R. 4569

OFFERED BY: MR. TRAFICANT

AMENDMENT NO. 6. At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following:

TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL
PROVISIONS

LIMITATION ON PROCUREMENT OUTSIDE THE
UNITED STATES

SEC. 701. Funds appropriated or otherwise
made available by this Act may be used for
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procurement outside the United States or
less developed countries only if—

(1) such funds are used for the procurement
of commodities or services, or defense arti-
cles or defense services, produced in the
country in which the assistance is to be pro-
vided, except that this paragraph only ap-
plies if procurement in that country would
cost less than procurement in the United
States or less developed countries;

(2) the provision of such assistance re-
quires commodities or services, or defense
articles or defense services, of a type that
are not produced in, and available for pur-
chase from, the United States, less developed
countries, or the country in which the assist-
ance is to be provided; or

(3) the President determines on a case-by-
case basis that procurement outside the
United States or less developed countries
would result in the more efficient use of
United States foreign assistance resources.

H.R. 4569
OFFERED BY: MR. WOLF

AMENDMENT NO. 7. At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following:

TITLE VII—ADDITIONAL GENERAL
PROVISIONS

INATIONAL COMMISSION ON TERRORISM

SEC. 701. (a) ESTABLISHMENT OF NATIONAL
COMMISSION ON TERRORISM.—

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a
national commission on terrorism to review
counter-terrorism policies regarding the pre-
vention and punishment of international
acts of terrorism directed at the United
States. The commission shall be known as
‘‘The National Commission on Terrorism’’.

(2) COMPOSITION.—The commission shall be
composed of 15 members appointed as fol-
lows:

(A) Five members shall be appointed by the
President from among officers or employees
of the executive branch, private citizens of
the United States, or both. Not more than 3
members selected by the President shall be
members of the same political party.

(B) Five members shall be appointed by the
Majority Leader of the Senate, in consulta-
tion with the Minority Leader of the Senate,
from among members of the Senate, private
citizens of the United States, or both. Not
more than 3 of the members selected by the
Majority Leader shall be members of the
same political party and 3 members shall be
members of the Senate.

(C) Five members shall be appointed by the
Speaker of the House of Representatives, in
consultation with the Minority Leader of the
House of Representatives, from among mem-
bers of the House of Representatives, private
citizens of the United States, or both. Not
more than 3 of the members selected by the
Speaker shall be members of the same politi-
cal party and 3 members shall be members of
the House of Representatives.

(D) The appointments of the members of
the commission should be made no later
than 3 months after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

(3) QUALIFICATIONS.—The members should
have a knowledge and expertise in matters
to be studied by the commission.

(4) CHAIRMAN.—The chairman of the com-
mission shall be elected by the members of
the commission.

(b) DUTIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The commission shall

consider issues relating to international ter-
rorism directed at the United States as fol-
lows:

(A) Review the laws, regulations, policies,
directives,and practices relating to
counterterrorism in the prevention and pun-
ishment of international terrorism directed
towards the United States.

(B) Assess the extent to which laws, regu-
lations, policies, directives, and practices re-
lating to counterterrorism have been effec-
tive in preventing or punishing international
terrorism directed towards the United
States. At a minimum, the assessment
should include a review of the following:

(i) Evidence that terrorist organizations
have established an infrastructure in the
western hemisphere for the support and con-
duct of terrorist activities.

(ii) Executive branch efforts to coordinate
counterterrorism activities among Federal,
State, and local agencies and with other na-
tions to determine the effectiveness of such
coordination efforts.

(iii) Executive branch efforts to prevent
the use of nuclear, biological, and chemical
weapons by terrorists.

(C) Recommend changes to
counterterrorism policy in preventing and
punishing international terrorism directed
toward the United States.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months after
the date on which the Commission first
meets, the Commission shall submit to the
President and the Congress a final report of
the findings and conclusions of the commis-
sion, together with any recommendations.

(c) ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS.—
(1) MEETINGS.—
(A) The commission shall hold its first

meeting on a date designated by the Speaker
of the House which is not later than 30 days
after the date on which all members have
been appointed.

(B) After the first meeting, the commission
shall meet upon the call of the chairman.

(C) A majority of the members of the com-
mission shall constitute a quorum, but a
lesser number may hold meetings.

(2) AUTHORITY OF INDIVIDUALS TO ACT FOR
COMMISSION.—Any member or agent of the
commission may, if authorized by the com-
mission, take any action which the commis-
sion is authorized to take under this section.

(3) POWERS.—
(A) The commission may hold such hear-

ings, sit and act at such times and places,
take such testimony, and receive such evi-
dence as the commission considers advisable
to carry out its duties.

(B) The commission may secure directly
from any agency of the Federal Government
such information as the commission consid-
ers necessary to carry out its duties. Upon
the request of the chairman of the commis-
sion, the head of a department or agency
shall furnish the requested information expe-
ditiously to the commission.

(C) The commission may use the United
States mails in the same manner and under

the same conditions as other departments
and agencies of the Federal Government.

(4) PAY AND EXPENSES OF COMMISSION MEM-
BERS.—

(A) Each member of the commission who is
not an employee of the government shall be
paid at a rate equal for the daily equivalent
of the annual rate of basic pay prescribed for
level IV of the Executive Schedule under sec-
tion 5315 of title 5, United States Code, for
each day (including travel time) during
which such member is engaged in performing
the duties of the commission.

(B) Members and personnel for the com-
mission may travel on aircraft, vehicles, or
other conveyances of the Armed Forces of
the United States when travel is necessary
in the performance of a duty of the commis-
sion except when the cost of commercial
transportation is less expensive.

(C) The members of the commission may
be allowed travel expenses, including per
diem in lieu of subsistence, at rates author-
ized for employees of agencies under sub-
chapter I of chapter 57 of title 5, United
States Code, while away from their homes or
regular places of business in the performance
of services for the commission.

(D)(i) A member of the commission who is
an annuitant otherwise covered by section
8344 of 8468 of title 5, United States Code, by
reason of membership on the commission
shall not be subject to the provisions of such
section with respect to membership on the
commission.

(ii) A member of the commission who is a
member or former member of a uniformed
service shall not be subject to the provisions
of subsections (b) and (c) of section 5532 of
such title with respect to membership on the
commission.

(5) STAFF AND ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT.—
(A) The chairman of the commission may,

without regard to civil service laws and reg-
ulations, appoint and terminate an executive
director and up to 3 additional staff members
as necessary to enable the commission to
perform its duties. The chairman of the com-
mission may fix the compensation of the ex-
ecutive director and other personnel without
regard to the provisions of chapter 51, and
subchapter III of chapter 53, of title 5, United
States Code, relating to classification of po-
sitions and General Schedule pay rates, ex-
cept that the rate of pay may not exceed the
maximum rate of pay for GS–15 under the
General Schedule.

(B) Upon the request of the chairman of
the commission, the head of any department
or agency of the Federal Government may
detail, without reimbursement, any person-
nel of the department or agency to the com-
mission to assist in carrying out its duties.
The detail of an employee shall be without
interruption or loss of civil service status or
privilege.

(d) TERMINATION OF COMMISSION.—The com-
mission shall terminate 30 days after the
date on which the commission submits a
final report.

(e) FUNDING.—There are appropriated
$2,000,000 for fiscal year 1999 to carry out the
provisions of this section.
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