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The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. EWING].

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
January 30, 1995.

I hereby designate the Honorable THOMAS
W. EWING to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING BUSINESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 4, 1995, 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 not to
exceed 30 minutes, and each Member
except the majority and minority lead-
er limited to not to exceed 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER] for 5 minutes.

TIME TO END THE FREEBIE
CULTURE

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, |
come to the floor today to try and get
some answers to a new policy that was
announced today in the National Jour-
nal’s Congressional Daily. In that
daily, it says that the Speaker will now
be allowing Members of Congress to
sleep in their office. This is a new pol-
icy and | have a lot of questions as to
what is transpiring.

We are now going through this period
where we are seeing draconian cuts in
all sorts of social service programs, and

| find it a little interesting that at a
time we are cutting out some of the
poorest of the poor, we have now said
that we have to extend compassion to
Members of Congress because they are
only making $133,000 a year and cannot
possibly afford to live in Washington,
DC. At least people in my district
would find that a little startling in
they do not find that that is a poverty
wage and are a little shocked by that
discrepancy as to what is poor and
what is not.

But the other thing that | keep won-
dering about as apparently we are en-
gaging in this new congressional slum-
ber party, things that we do not know:

Is the House restaurant going to do
room service? Are we going to rename
the office buildings the House office
buildings and dormitories? Does this
qualify under the gift rule? Is this a
gift from the Speaker to Members who
use this? Will there be bed checks? Will
staff be allowed to come or is this
going to be income tested? Do you have
to make at least as much as a Member
to be this impoverished? Do we have to
report this on our income tax?

Mr. Speaker, as you know, the Mem-
bers in the last term decided that we
would be taxed on our cars, where we
park our cars, because that was the
only fair thing to do and to treat our-
selves like the private sector.

In the private sector, | assume that
the IRS would tax us if we were given
free room and board. So will the IRS
tax us here? And since we are already
paying taxes if we have an assigned
parking place, what if we sleep in our
car? Does that then come in under
that? Or do we get a new IRS ruling?

I find this new announcement very
confusing, and | hope that we get a
clarification as to what all of this is
going to entail as we start this new
bunk-in-the-House program.

I also hope maybe it gets reconsid-
ered, because | think the average

American feels that if you are making
what a Member of Congress makes, you
can probably afford a Ilittle place
around here.

Furthermore, most people are paying
their staff a whole lot less and they are
able to live in Washington, DC, so | do
not think it quite passes the straight-
faced test.

Mr. Speaker, | also am not too sure
that it is the kind of image and deco-
rum that we would like to show for this
House and the respect that it has had
for over 200 years. It is kind of amazing
to me that for over 200 years we have
gotten by without Members having to
sleep in their office and, suddenly in
1995, things have gotten so tough for
Members that this has to be extended.

But | think it also falls into part of
the whole gift rule debate that we have
been trying to have on this House
floor. Suddenly we get this gift, and
being able to have free housing here ap-
parently, because the IRS has not spo-
ken, but apparently we are going to be
given this gift, but we still do not have
time to deal with the gift rule as to
what kind of gifts we can get from lob-
byists.

Mr. Speaker, | think it is time to end
the freebie culture. | think the Amer-
ican people think it is time to end the
freebie culture. | think they thought it
was time to end it last term when we
passed it over and over again, and I
hope that we could take time out to
get to some of the real core issues be-
fore we see even more gifts being dis-
pensed and more perks being dispensed
to Members of Congress.

I find it amazing that a lot of people
would get very upset about an ice
bucket being delivered to different
rooms and still not being upset about
Members then converting them into an
apartment.

Are people going to be able to bring
families to the House? If you have your
family in Washington, can you convert
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your office into kind of a family living quar-
ters where they can all stay?

All of these things, | think come
from this new pronouncement, and |
hope that we get a clarification later in
the day from the Speaker, because |
find this a very, very interesting new
proposal that will probably make won-
derful material for new sitcoms. If |
were a sitcom writer and | read this, |
would think, “Wow. We’ve been wait-
ing for 200 years for the Congress to do
this.”” Can you imagine? ““They eat to-
gether, they sleep together, they legis-
late together.” But | do not think that
is what I want as the image of this
House, and | hope we get some more in-
formation on this very soon.

GIVE CREDIT WHERE CREDIT IS
DUE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. EHLERS] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, last year
the Vice President of the United
States, on a national news program,
discussed health care reform and why
the Democrats were not bothering to
speak to the Republicans, and made
the statement that ‘‘the Republicans
didn’t vote for Social Security, they
didn’t vote for Medicare, they’re not
going to vote for health care, so why
should we bother talking to them?”’

That refrain was picked up by the
then-majority-party of the House, the
Democrats, and we heard it on the
floor time after time. The gentleman
from California [Mr. HORN] dug up the
actual facts, and he and | gave several
speeches on that last year clarifying
the situation, that in fact 83 percent of
the House Republicans in 1935 voted for
the Social Security Act, contrary to
the statement made by the Vice Presi-
dent that none of them had.

Furthermore, 47 percent of Repub-
licans voted for Medicare in 1965. And
shame of all shames, more Republicans
than Democrats voted for the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. In fact, 81 percent of
the Republicans in the House at that
time voted for it, whereas only 62 per-
cent of the Democrats did.

Mr. Speaker, why do | bring this
issue up again? We disposed of it last
year immediately after Congressman
HORN and | made our comments. The
refrain from the other side of the aisle
disappeared. But last week once again
it emerged as we were discussing Social
Security mandates as they relate to
the balanced budget amendment and
the fear of some people that if we bal-
ance the budget, we will cut Social Se-
curity.

Once again the Republicans were cast
in the role of having opposed Social Se-
curity when it originally passed. Com-
ments made by the ranking member of
the Committee on the Judiciary indi-
cate that.

I would like to read just a few state-
ments that were made in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD last week in which the
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gentleman form Michigan, the ranking
member of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, stated, ‘“May | remind the gen-
tleman,”” and he is referring to the gen-
tleman from lllinois [Mr. HYDE], ‘““that
Social Security was a Democratic So-
cial Security insurance policy.” Fur-
thermore, he goes on to say that it was
opposed by the Republicans.

Once again, we have the same
strawperson being resurrected to say
that the Republicans opposed Social
Security, when in fact the record clear-
ly shows that 83 percent of the Repub-
licans in 1935 voted for the Social Secu-
rity Act.

Mr. Speaker, | hope that we do not
have the old false information of last
year resurrected again this year. Let
us be sure that we deal with the facts.
Let us give credit where credit is due.

I have a chart here which | would be
happy to give to any Member of the
other party who wants to review the
facts, pointing out that in fact on such
things as the Water Pollution Control
Act of 1972, 93 percent of the Repub-
licans voted for it. On the Clean Air
Act Amendments of 1970, 99 percent of
the Republicans voted for it. | have al-
ready given some of the other figures,
particularly the Civil Rights Act,
where more Republicans than Demo-
crats voted for it.

I think it is clear that the Repub-
licans are not Neanderthals as they are
often characterized by Members of the
other party. Let us give credit where
credit is due. Let us stick with the
facts. Let us stick with the actual
record and recognize that we must
work together to accomplish what is
right and what is good for this country.

Mr. Speaker, 1 include for the
RECORD the chart referred to in my re-
marks as follows:

VOTES CAST BY DEMOCRATS AND REPUBLICANS ON
MAJOR PIECES OF LEGISLATION THIS CENTURY

House House

Demo- Repub-
crats licans H‘lo(;ze
support-  support-
ing ing
Social Security Act (1935) ... 196 183 37233
Federal Highway Act (1956) 93 97 38819
Civil Rights Act (1964) ... 62 81 290-130
Medicare (1965) ......... 86 47  313-115
Clean Air Act Amendments (1970) 100 99 3751
Water Pollution Control Act (1972) ......... 99 93 380-14
LIn percent.
2Source: Congressional Research Service.
RENEWED CALL FOR INDEPEND-

ENT COUNSEL
ETHICS CASE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. BONIOR] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, before I
begin my comments, | just want to re-
spond to my good friend, and he is my
good friend, the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. EHLERS], to say on the Social
Security issue, we would not be raising
it, except that the Speaker, who raised
the issue, said he wants to do away
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with the CPI index as presently stated.
If he does that and they refigure the
CPI based upon what Mr. Greenspan
and others have suggested, we are talk-
ing about a $2,000 hit for Social Secu-
rity recipients. There is no way around
it.

I want the folks to be clear on that.
If the Speaker and the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. ARMEY] and the Repub-
licans want to fool around with Social
Security and the CPI index, it is going
to cost seniors dollars.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today because we
saw one more example of why we need
an outside counsel to look into the
Speaker’s ethics problems. The Los An-
geles Times ran a story this morning
that raises disturbing new questions
about GOPAC. GOPAC, of course, is a
multi-million-dollar political action
committee run by Mr. GRINGRICH which
at its very heart is part of the ethics
complaint that is being filed against
him.

Over the past 9 years, GOPAC has
raised between $10 million and $20 mil-
lion. Its contributors include people
who have a direct interest in Federal
legislation. Yet we do not know who
contributed this money and we do not
know how much was spent. We do not
know this because GOPAC still refuses
to disclose the names of its past con-
tributors and its past expenses.

Let me just read a headline that was
in the L.A. Times this morning. ‘““Fund-
ing of Gingrich PAC Raises Questions.
Key Corporate Donors Have Interests
in Pending Federal Action. FEC Al-
leges Campaign Violations.

The L.A. Times story points out:
“GOPAC” has collected contributions
from wealthy individuals that far ex-
ceed annual Federal election limits.”

It points out: ‘““One Wisconsin couple
gave over $700,000 to GINGRICH’S organi-
zation between 1985 and 1993, nearly
twice what they could have donated di-
rectly to all Federal candidates.”’

Remember, Mr. Speaker, it was just
last month that a top Gingrich ally
when asked about GOPAC said that
GOPAC was founded ‘“‘as a way of get-
ting around campaign finance disclo-
sure laws.”’

We are not just talking about one or
two campaigns here.

According to this morning’s story in
the L.A. Times, “GOPAC boasts that
half of the 136 Republican lawmakers
elected since 1990 actively used the
group’s training materials and followed
its advice on how to attack Democratic
opponents and use powerful issues.”’

It is not just who they gave to that is
the problem, but why.

As the story points out, ‘““The size of
the contributions solely to GOPAC
from corporate donors with important
interests before the Federal Govern-
ment raises questions about the pros-
pects of preferential treatment.”

When asked about GOPAC, the non-
partisan director of the government
watch dog group, Ellen Miller says,
““GOPAC has clearly violated the spirit
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of laws which govern how much people
can give to support politicians. The
biggest concern is the fact that is all
hidden.”’

Mr. Speaker, the American people
have a right to know who is giving
money to GOPAC and how it is being
spent.

Clearly any person who has had deal-
ings with GOPAC has a serious conflict
of interest in this case. Yet last week
we learned that 2 of the 5 members of
the Committee on Ethics appointed by
Mr. GINGRICH have had past dealings
with GOPAC.

Mr. Speaker, this will not do. The
only way that we are going to get to
the bottom of this case is to have a
professional, independent, nonpartisan,
outside appointed counsel to come in
here and investigate.

That is what this House had done in
every high visible ethics case since
1979. It did it in the ABSCAM case, it
did it in the Diggs case, it did it in the
Hansen case, it did it in the St. Ger-
main case, it did it in the case of the
former Speaker and several others. In
each case we have appointed a non-
partisan outside counsel to investigate.

As Mr. GINGRICH said himself in 1988,
“The rules normally applied by the
Ethics Committee to an investigation
of a typical Member are insufficient in
an investigation of the Speaker of the
House. Clearly, this investigation has
to meet higher standards of public ac-
countability and integrity.”

In fact, the new chair of the Commit-
tee on Ethics, the gentlewoman from
Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON], joined Mr.
GINGRICH in his campaign for an out-
side counsel in 1988. The gentlewoman
from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON] was
one of 71 Republican Members who
joined Mr. GINGRICH in sending a letter
to the Ethics Committee asking for an
investigation of the former Speaker.

She is reported to have supported a
call for a special counsel to carry out
that investigation in 1988. Now she is
backing away from it.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, let me
just say, if past Ethics Committees
were not fair or tough enough, why
would this one be any different? The
standard has been set, the precedent is
there. It is time for an independent,
nonpartisan outside counsel to come in
and look at this issue.

GATT PROVISION REDUCES YEARS
OF PATENT PROTECTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. ROHRABACHER] is recognized
during morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
before | get into the subject | had in
mind this morning, | would like to just
suggest that there has been a great
double standard in this Congress for
many, many years. Whenever conserv-
ative Republicans do anything, it is
worthy of attack and all sorts of sus-
picion is being cast on whatever Repub-
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licans would do. Especially now that
we are in control, we sense this double
standard.

For example, NEWT GINGRICH’S book
deal comes under tremendous attack
while the Vice President’s book deal,
which is not substantially different,
ends up, “Well, that’s just another
book deal.”” Now we hear attacks on
GOPAC, and the fact is that there are
organizations around this city, envi-
ronmental organizations, lawyer orga-
nizations, public employee union orga-
nizations which have the same sort of
activities. But the focus has to be on
GOPAC.

I would have to say there is a double
standard being applied. | would just
ask that when the public hears charges
made by political figures, that it be
taken into consideration that this is a
political city and often charges are
made for political reasons.

But what | have to discuss today is
concerning a specific piece of legisla-
tion. Last year | vigorously opposed
the GATT implementation legislation
because in it was a provision that | and
almost every inventor’s organization in
this country felt would drastically re-
duce the number of years of patent pro-
tection enjoyed by Americans.

This provision was not required by
the GATT but was placed in the imple-
menting legislation by powerful inter-
ests who would profit by ripping off
American inventors and investors.
Read that Japanese and other multi-
national corporations as well as
megadomestic corporations that use
technology rather than create it.

Covering this legal larceny, the Unit-
ed States Patent Office and the admin-
istration aggressively argued that the
changes proposed would not—repeat
that—would not decrease patent pro-
tection. In fact, they brushed off criti-
cism, claiming terms for most patents
would be increased by this change in
the law. They used the prestige of their
office to lie to us and to dismiss the op-
position as not worthy of serious con-
sideration.

Well, now that GATT has been
passed, a different tune is being heard.
On January 16, the New York Times re-
ported an enlightening statement made
by Mike Kirk, Deputy Commissioner of
the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office.
Once the GATT implementation legis-
lation goes into effect on June 8, Kirk
now says that filing a patent after that
day ‘“‘could substantially shorten the
term of patent.” What? ‘““‘Shorten the
term of patent.” This is the opposite of
what Congress and the American peo-
ple were being told before the GATT
vote.

0 1250

Somebody has been lying, which is
known to happen when tens of billions
of dollars are at stake.

These patent changes, unless cor-
rected will mean billions of dollars in
royalties that would be paid to Amer-
ican inventors and investors, will now
stay in the bank accounts of foreign
corporations. It means technology paid
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for and invented in the United States
will in a few short years be available to
our world competitors to use against
us for free.

This crime against the American peo-
ple can be prevented. | have introduced
legislation that will restore American
patent rights to the guaranteed 17-year
term that was in place before passage
of the GATT implementation legisla-
tion. This bill, H.R. 359 has over 108 co-
sponsors. These people are protection-
ist, free traders, pro-GATT, anti-
GATT, liberals, conservatives, Demo-
crats, and Republicans. But what ties
us all together is our commitment to
do what is right by the American peo-
ple. H.R. 359 is on the side of the little
guy versus the big guy.

We are protecting America’s rights.
When Americans invest something or
they invest in new technology, foreign
corporations should not be able to use
it without paying royalties to use it to
out-compete Americans.

This is the travesty that passed
through GATT. It was hidden in GATT.
Now we are trying to correct that with
H.R. 359.

| ask my colleague in both parties to
join me as cosponsors for H.R. 359 and
set the law right to prevent another
crime against the American people,
against American inventors and inves-
tors.

On the Senate side | am proud to an-
nounce that the majority leader, BoB
DoLE, has cosponsored similar legisla-
tion which will now been known as the
Dole-Rohrabacher bill.

APPOINTMENT OF OUTSIDE COUN-
SEL TO INVESTIGATE SPEAKER
GINGRICH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentlewoman from
Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO] is recog-
nized during morning business for 5
minutes.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, the need
for an outside counsel to investigate
Speaker GINGRICH’s financial empire
grows stronger with each passing day.

Today there is an article in the Los
Angeles Times which raises new ques-
tions about the Speaker’s political
fund raising organization, an organiza-
tion known as GOPAC.

Earlier this month there were details
of a secret meeting between the Speak-
er and Rupert Murdoch and that was
leaked to the press. The meeting raised
some questions because Mr. Murdoch
has billions of dollars of business be-
fore the Congress, and at that same
time there was a $4.5 million book deal
that was on the table.

The Speaker dismissed this meeting
and its content or its import by saying
that, “‘I never get involved in cases like
this,”” but history in fact tells us other-
wise. The Speaker has interceded on
behalf of companies in the past, includ-
ing writing a letter to Chief of Staff
Leon Panetta asking the FDA to speed
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up the approval process of one of his
pharmaceutical company’s products.
Lo and behold, the pharmaceutical
company devoted $30,000 or an amount
thereabouts to the Progress in Free-
dom Foundation’s conservative think
tank organization that does in fact
have ties to the Speaker.

Today’s Los Angeles Times has an
expose on GOPAC. It provides us with
some really rather startling informa-
tion. GOPAC, again a Republican fund-
raising machine, has raised millions of
dollars without telling us who the do-
nors are. The amount raised, according
to the Los Angeles Times, is much
higher than that which is allowed by
laws governing campaign fund-raising.
One couple, it is reported, have given
about $715,000 over 8 years, and this
was a quote from the L.A. Times,
““nearly twice what they could have do-

nated directly to all Federal can-
didates.”’
Despite claims to the contrary,

GOPAC appears to be very involved in
getting Republican candidates elected
to the Congress. Again, according to
the Los Angeles Times and | quote,
““GOPAC boasts that half of the 136
elected Republicans since 1990 actively
used the group’s training materials and
followed its advice on how to attack
Democrats.”

Quoting the former GOPAC chair-
man, and | quote, “Of course we
couldn’t have captured the House with-
out GOPAC.” How can this be? We have
been told, the American people have
been told that GOPAC’s multimillion
dollar organization did not involve it-
self in more than 10 percent of the time
in Federal election issues.

And the American people need to un-
derstand this: We have sent this com-
plex issue to be investigated by the
House Ethics Committee, where many
of the Members could be recipients of
help from the very group that they are
in fact going to investigate.

Really never has there been a clearer
case for investigation by a non-
partisan, nonpartisan outside counsel.
GOPAC has been too secretive with its
finances. People need to know why.
Why are the names of the contributors
secret? Is it, as was suggested in the
Los Angeles Times by the former
GOPAC chair, because their donors
say, and again | quote, ‘“what if GOPAC
did something wrong and | was associ-
ated with it?”’

Let us open the books. Let us have an
open and fair and honest review. Let us
make the American public understand
who are the contributors to GOPAC,
what are their relationships with the
U.S. Congress.

We need to have an outside counsel
look at this. That is simple, very clear
and open, and without any aforemen-
tioned judgment, but let us have a look
at what this is all about.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). Pursuant to clause 12 of rule I,
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the Chair declares the House in recess
until 2 p.m.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 57
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until 2 p.m.

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at 2
p.m.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

We remember in this our prayer, O
gracious God, those who seek to serve
people in their concerns and who en-
deavor to do Your will. We pray also
for all those who are burdened by the
pressures and tensions of daily living
and who struggle where values are
weighed and who are immersed in the
complexities and priorities of justice.
As people face these concerns we pray
that they will be comforted by Your
presence and sustained by Your good
spirit, this day and every day. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MASCARA]
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. MASCARA led the Pledge of Al-
legiance 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.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed a bill of the
following title, in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested:

S.1. An act to curb the practice of impos-
ing unfunded Federal manages on States and
local governments, to strengthen the part-
nership between the Federal Government
and State, local and tribal governments; to
end the imposition, in the absence of full
consideration by Congress, of Federal man-
dates on State, local, and tribal governments
without adequate funding, in a manner that
may displace other essential govermental
priorities; and to ensure that the Federal
Government pays the costs incurred by those
governments in complying with certain re-
quirements under Federal statutes and regu-
lations, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that
pursuant to Public Law 94-304, as
amended by Public Law 99-7, the Chair,
on behalf of the Vice President, ap-
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points Mr. D’AMATO, to serve as co-
chairman of the Commission on Secu-
rity and Cooperation in Europe.

The message also announced that
pursuant to Public Law 103-227, the
Chair, on behalf of the Republican
leader, appoints Mr. GREGG as a mem-
ber of the National Education Goals
Panel, vice Mr. COCHRAN.

The message also announced that
pursuant to Senate Resolution 105,
adopted April 13, 1989, as amended by
Senate Resolution 280, adopted October
8, 1994, the Chair, on behalf of the mi-
nority leader, announced the following
appointments and designations to the
Senate Arms Control Observer Group:
Mr. BYRD as minority administrative
cochairman; and Mr. NUNN as cochair-
man for the minority.

REPUBLICAN CONTRACT WITH
AMERICA

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, our
Contract With America states, on the
first day of Congress, a Republican
house will:

Force Congress to live under the
same laws as everyone else, cut one-
third of committee staff, and cut the
congressional budget.

We have done that.

It goes on to state that in the first
100 days, we will vote on the following
items: A balanced budget amendment—
we have done this; unfunded mandates
legislation; line-item veto; a new crime
bill to stop violent criminals; welfare
reform to encourage work, not depend-
ence; family reinforcement to crack
down on deadbeat dads and protect our
children; tax cuts for families to lift
government’s burden from middle-in-
come Americans; national security res-
toration to protect our freedoms; Sen-
ior Citizens; Equity Act to allow our
seniors to work without Government
penalty; Government regulation re-
forms; commonsense legal reform to
end frivolous lawsuits; and congres-
sional term limits to make Congress a
citizen legislature.

This is our Contract With America.

TRIBUTE TO THE WORLD
CHAMPION SAN FRANCISCO 49ERS

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

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to congratulate the World Cham-
pion San Francisco Forty-Niners on
their victory in Super Bowl XXIX.

I am especially proud to say that the
Forty-Niners’ headquarters and prac-
tice facility is in the city of Santa
Clara, in my district, and that all-pro
tight end Brent Jones is a graduate of
Santa Clara University.

All season, the Forty-Niners dis-
played a commitment to teamwork,



January 30, 1995

sportsmanship, and community in-
volvement. Yesterday, in Miami, their
dedication paid off and the Forty-
Niners proved that they are one of the
greatest teams in NFL history.

Mr. Speaker, to Eddie DeBartolo, to
Jerry Rice, to Steve Young, to George
Seifert, and the rest of the Forty-
Niners organization, | say ‘‘congratula-
tions and thank you for a great sea-
son.”’

TRIBUTE TO CONGRESSMAN
STEVE LARGENT

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

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, this past
weekend one of our colleagues won yet
another election; the gentleman from
Oklahoma, Congressman STEVE
LARGENT, received football’s ultimate
honor, election to the Pro Football
Hall of Fame in Canton, OH, my home
district.

Induction into the Hall of Fame is re-
served for only the greatest ever to
play the game, and STEVE won that
honor in his first year of eligibility. He
held six major career records at the
time of his retirement. STEVE retired 5
years ago with the well-deserved rep-
utation of playing cleanly and with in-
tegrity. As a freshman in Washington,
our friend STEVE has already developed
the same reputation in his new career.
I congratulate him on the honor of his
induction and look forward to his trip
to the 16th District for induction cere-
monies in July.

Mr. Speaker, | also want to honor the
other four 1995 inductees: Kellen Wins-
low of the San Diego Chargers, Lee Roy
Selmon for the Tampa Bay Buccaneers,
the late Henry Jordan of the Green Bay
Packers, and the late Jim Finks, gen-
eral manager for Minnesota and Chi-
cago during their treks to the Super
Bowl. All are outstanding men who
richly deserve this honor.

ANNOUNCEMENT ON AMENDMENTS
TO LINE-ITEM VETO BILL (H.R. 2)

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | wish
to announce to House Members that
the Rules Committee will meet this
Wednesday to report an open rule for
the consideration of H.R. 2, the Line-
Item Veto Act of 1995.

The rule may include a provision giv-
ing priority in recognition to Members
who have caused their amendments to
be printed in the amendment section of
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD prior to
their consideration—though this would
not be mandatory.

Since the House is tentatively sched-
uled to begin consideration of the bill
on Thursday of this week, Members
wishing to have priority recognition
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may want to submit their amendments
for printing in the RECORD no later
than Wednesday. It is not necessary to
submit your amendments to the Rules
Committee or to testify.

Members should use the Office of
Legislative Counsel to ensure that
their amendments are properly drafted
to an amendment in the nature of a
substitute we will make in order that
incorporates the changes recommended
by the committees of jurisdiction.
Amendments should be titled, ‘“‘Sub-
mitted for printing under clause 6 of
rule XXII11,” signed by the Member, and
submitted at the Speaker’s table.

For the further convenience of Mem-
bers, Mr. Speaker, | submit for printing
the text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute at this point in the
RECORD.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “‘Line Item
Veto Act”.

SEC. 2. LINE ITEM VETO AUTHORITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the pro-
visions of part B of title X of The Congres-
sional Budget and Impoundment Control Act
of 1974, and subject to the provisions of this
section, the President may rescind all or
part of any discretionary budget authority
or veto any targeted tax benefit which is
subject to the terms of this Act if the Presi-
dent—

(1) determines that—

(A) such rescission or veto would help re-
duce the Federal budget deficit;

(B) such rescission or veto will not impair
any essential Government functions; and

(C) such rescission or veto will not harm
the national interest; and

(2) notifies the Congress of such rescission
or veto by a special message not later than
ten calendar days (not including Sundays)
after the date of enactment of an appropria-
tion Act providing such budget authority or
a revenue or reconciliation Act containing a
targeted tax benefit.

(b) DEFICIT REDUCTION.—INn each special
message, the President may also propose to
reduce the appropriate discretionary spend-
ing limit set forth in section 601(a)(2) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 by an
amount that does not exceed the total
amount of discretionary budget authority re-
scinded by that message.

(c) SEPARATE MESSAGES.—The President
shall submit a separate special message for
each appropriation Act and for each revenue
or reconciliation Act under this paragraph.
SEC. 3. LINE ITEM VETO EFFECTIVE UNLESS DIS-

APPROVED.

(a)(1) Any amount of budget authority re-
scinded under this Act as set forth in a spe-
cial message by the President shall be
deemed canceled unless, during the period
described in subsection (b), a rescission/re-
ceipts disapproval bill making available all
of the amount rescinded is enacted into law.

(2) Any provision of law vetoed under this
Act as set forth in a special message by the
President shall be deemed repealed unless,
during the period described in subsection (b),
a rescission/receipts disapproval bill restor-
ing that provision is enacted into law.

(b) The period referred to in subsection (a)
is—

(1) a congressional review period of twenty
calendar days of session, beginning on the
first calendar day of session after the date of
submission of the special message, during
which Congress must complete action on the
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rescission/receipts disapproval bill and
present such bill to the President for ap-
proval or disapproval;

(2) after the period provided in paragraph
(1), an additional ten days (not including
Sundays) during which the President may
exercise his authority to sign or veto the re-
scission/receipts disapproval bill; and

(3) if the President vetoes the rescission/re-
ceipts disapproval bill during the period pro-
vided in paragraph (2), an additional five cal-
endar days of session after the date of the
veto.

(c) If a special message is transmitted by
the President under this Act and the last ses-
sion of the Congress adjourns sine die before
the expiration of the period described in sub-
section (b), the rescission or veto, as the case
may be, shall not take effect. The message
shall be deemed to have been retransmitted
on the first Monday in February of the suc-
ceeding Congress and the review period re-
ferred to in subsection (b) (with respect to
such message) shall run beginning after such
first day.

SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS.

As used in this Act:

(1) The term ‘‘rescission/receipts dis-
approval bill”” means a bill or joint resolu-
tion which only disapproves, in whole, rescis-
sions of discretionary budget authority or
only disapproves vetoes of targeted tax bene-
fits in a special message transmitted by the
President under this Act and—

(A) which does not have a preamble;

(B)(i) in the case of a special message re-
garding rescissions, the matter after the en-
acting clause of which is as follows: “That
Congress disapproves each rescission of dis-
cretionary budget authority of the President
as submitted by the President in a special
message on ”’, the blank space being
filled in with the appropriate date and the
public law to which the message relates; and

(if) in the case of a special message regard-
ing vetoes of targeted tax benefits, the mat-
ter after the enacting clause of which is as
follows: “That Congress disapproves each
veto of targeted tax benefits of the President
as submitted by the President in a special
message on ”’, the blank space being
filled in with the appropriate date and the
public law to which the message relates; and

(C) the title of which is as follows: “A bill
disapproving the recommendations submit-
ted by the President on ”’, the blank
space being filled in with the date of submis-
sion of the relevant special message and the
public law to which the message relates.

(2) The term ‘‘calendar days of session”
shall mean only those days on which both
Houses of Congress are in session.

(3) The term ‘‘targeted tax benefit”” means
any provision of a revenue or reconciliation
Act determined by the President to provide a
Federal tax deduction, credit, exclusion,
preference, or other concession to 100 or
fewer beneficiaries. Any partnership, limited
partnership, trust, or S corporation, and any
subsidiary or affiliate of the same parent
corporation, shall be deemed and counted as
a single beneficiary regardless of the number
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries,
shareholders, or affiliated corporate entities.

(4) The term ‘‘appropriation Act’” means
any general or special appropriation Act, and
any Act or joint resolution making supple-
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria-
tions.

SEC. 5. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF
LINE ITEM VETOES.

(a) PRESIDENTIAL SPECIAL MESSAGE.—
Whenever the President rescinds any budget
authority as provided in this Act or vetoes
any provision of law as provided in this Act,
the President shall transmit to both Houses
of Congress a special message specifying—
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(1) the amount of budget authority re-
scinded or the provision vetoed;

(2) any account, department, or establish-
ment of the Government to which such budg-
et authority is available for obligation, and
the specific project or governmental func-
tions involved;

(3) the reasons and justifications for the
determination to rescind budget authority or
veto any provision pursuant to this Act;

(4) to the maximum extent practicable, the
estimated fiscal, economic, and budgetary
effect of the rescission or veto; and

(5) all actions, circumstances, and consid-
erations relating to or bearing upon the re-
scission or veto and the decision to effect the
rescission or veto, and to the maximum ex-
tent practicable, the estimated effect of the
rescission upon the objects, purposes, and
programs for which the budget authority is
provided.

(b) TRANSMISSION OF MESSAGES TO HOUSE
AND SENATE.—

(1) Each special message transmitted under
this Act shall be transmitted to the House of
Representatives and the Senate on the same
day, and shall be delivered to the Clerk of
the House of Representatives if the House is
not in session, and to the Secretary of the
Senate if the Senate is not in session. Each
special message so transmitted shall be re-
ferred to the appropriate committees of the
House of Representatives and the Senate.
Each such message shall be printed as a doc-
ument of each House.

(2) Any special message transmitted under
this Act shall be printed in the first issue of
the Federal Register published after such
transmittal.

(c) INTRODUCTION OF RESCISSION/RECEIPTS
DISAPPROVAL BILLS.—The procedures set
forth in subsection (d) shall apply to any re-
scission/receipts disapproval bill introduced
in the House of Representatives not later
than the third calendar day of session begin-
ning on the day after the date of submission
of a special message by the President under
section 3.

(d) CONSIDERATION IN THE HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES.—(1) The committee of the
House of Representatives to which a rescis-
sion/receipts disapproval bill is referred shall
report it without amendment, and with or
without recommendation, not later than the
eighth calendar day of session after the date
of its introduction. If the committee fails to
report the bill within that period, it is in
order to move that the House discharge the
committee from further consideration of the
bill. A motion to discharge may be made
only by an individual favoring the bill (but
only after the legislative day on which a
Member announces to the House the Mem-
ber’s intention to do so). The motion is high-
ly privileged. Debate thereon shall be lim-
ited to not more than one hour, the time to
be divided in the House equally between a
proponent and an opponent. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the motion to its adoption without interven-
ing motion. A motion to reconsider the vote
by which the motion is agreed to or dis-
agreed to shall not be in order.

(2) After a rescission/receipts disapproval
bill is reported or the committee has been
discharged from further consideration, it is
in order to move that the House resolve into
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for consideration of the
bill. All points of order against the bill and
against consideration of the bill are waived.
The motion is highly privileged. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on that motion to its adoption without in-
tervening motion. A motion to reconsider
the vote by which the motion is agreed to or
disagreed to shall not be in order. During
consideration of the bill in the Committee of
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the Whole, the first reading of the bill shall
be dispensed with. General debate shall pro-
ceed without intervening motion, shall be
confined to the bill, and shall not exceed two
hours equally divided and controlled by a
proponent and an opponent of the bill. After
general debate the Committee shall rise and
report the bill to the House. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill to final passage without intervening
motion. A motion to reconsider the vote on
passage of the bill shall not be in order.

(3) Appeals from the decisions of the Chair
relating to the application of the rules of the
House of Representatives to the procedure
relating to a bill described in subsection (a)
shall be decided without debate.

(4) 1t shall not be in order to consider more
than one bill described in subsection (c) or
more than one motion to discharge described
in paragraph (1) with respect to a particular
special message.

(5) Consideration of any rescission/receipts
disapproval bill under this subsection is gov-
erned by the rules of the House of Represent-
atives except to the extent specifically pro-
vided by the provisions of this Act.

(e) CONSIDERATION IN THE SENATE.—

(1) Any rescission/receipts disapproval bill
received in the Senate pursuant to the provi-
sions of this Act.

(2) Debate in the Senate on any rescission/
receipts disapproval bill and debatable mo-
tions and appeals in connection therewith,
shall be limited to not more than ten hours.
The time shall be equally divided between,
and controlled by, the majority leader and
the minority leader or their designees.

(3) Debate in the Senate on any debatable
motions or appeal in connection with such
bill shall be limited to one hour, to be equal-
ly divided between, and controlled by the
mover and the manager of the bill, except
that in the event the manager of the bill is
in favor of any such motion or appeal, the
time in opposition thereto shall be con-
trolled by the minority leader or his des-
ignee. Such leaders, or either of them, may,
from the time under their control on the pas-
sage of the bill, allot additional time to any
Senator during the consideration of any de-
batable motion or appeal.

(4) A motion to further limit debate is not
debatable. A motion to recommit (except a
motion to recommit with instructions to re-
port back within a specified number of days
not to exceed one, not counting any day on
which the Senate is not in session) is not in
order.

() POINTS OF ORDER.—

(1) 1t shall not be in order in the Senate to
consider any rescission/receipts disapproval
bill that relates to any matter other than
the rescission of budget authority or veto of
the provision of law transmitted by the
President under this Act.

(2) 1t shall not be in order in the Senate to
consider any amendment to a rescission/re-
ceipts disapproval bill.

(3) Paragraphs (1) and (2) may be waived or
suspended in the Senate only by a vote of
three-fifths of the members duly chosen and
sworn.

SEC. 6. REPORTS OF THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING
OFFICE.

Beginning on January 6, 1996, and at one-
year intervals thereafter, the Comptroller
General shall submit a report to each House
of Congress which provides the following in-
formation:

(1) A list of each proposed Presidential re-
scission of discretionary budget authority
and veto of a targeted tax benefit submitted
through special messages for the fiscal year
ending during the preceding calendar year,
together with their dollar value, and an indi-
cation of whether each rescission of discre-
tionary budget authority or veto of a tar-
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geted tax benefit was accepted or rejected by
Congress.

(2) The total number of proposed Presi-
dential rescissions of discretionary budget
authority and vetoes of a targeted tax bene-
fit submitted through special messages for
the fiscal year ending during the preceding
calendar year, together with their total dol-
lar value.

(3) The total number of Presidential rescis-
sions of discretionary budget authority or
vetoes of a targeted tax benefit submitted
through special messages for the fiscal year
ending during the preceding calendar year,
together with their total dollar value.

(3) The total number of Presidential rescis-
sions of discretionary budget authority or
vetoes of a targeted tax benefit submitted
through special messages for the fiscal year
ending during the preceding calendar year
and approved by Congress, together with
their total dollar value.

(4) A list of rescissions of discretionary
budget authority initiated by Congress for
the fiscal year ending during the preceding
calendar year, together with their dollar
value, and an indication of whether each
such rescission was accepted or rejected by
Congress.

(5) The total number of rescissions of dis-
cretionary budget authority initiated and
accepted by Congress for the fiscal year end-
ing during the preceding calendar year, to-
gether with their total dollar value.

(6) A summary of the information provided
by paragraphs (2), (3) and (5) for each of the
ten fiscal years ending before the fiscal year
during this calendar year.

PLEDGE TO ACCEPT NO GIFTS
FROM LOBBYISTS

(Mr. MASCARA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. MASCARA. Mr. Speaker, | stand
here today to urge my colleagues to
take a pledge to accept no gifts from
lobbyists and to quickly pass legisla-
tion making such a ban the law of the
land. The American people are demand-
ing that we break all ties with special
interest lobbyists.

The first day of this session | voted
with my Democratic colleagues to im-
pose tough gift restrictions. Not one of
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle voted for this measure. The Presi-
dent has asked us to voluntarily imple-
ment a gift ban. | have taken that
pledge and ask my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle to join with me
in the gift ban pledge.

Mr. Speaker, the American people ex-
pect no less from us. Let us band to-
gether, both Democrats and Repub-
licans, and pass the gift ban now.

THE CONTRACT WITH AMERICA
BOOK

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, the
one book that the Democrats are real
scared of is the Contract With Amer-
ica. This book is No. 3 on the New York
Times best seller list. It is so popular
because it is the change the American
people have been waiting for. It is the



January 30, 1995

right thing to do, and it is what the Re-
publicans are doing.

Mr. Speaker, | suggest that my col-
leagues from the other side of the aisle
read this book because we are leading
the change and they had better learn
how to follow. This book changes Con-
gress and the Democrats only want to
change the subject.

NO MORE AID TO RUSSIA

(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, some-
thing does not make sense; Russia used
to be our No. 1 enemy and now it must
be our No. 1 friend because we give
Russia billions of dollars every year
now. Advisers come before Congress
and tell us Russia has changed. They
are now seeking a democratic
participatory government that has
compassion for human rights, and they
walk around like Ronald Reagan and
they make speeches like Abraham Lin-
coln and ““Give Russia a chance.”

Give me strength, Mr. Speaker, give
me strength. What are we doing, giving
Russia all this money, then they are
using American hard-earned tax dollars
to kill Russian people?

I am one Member who says, ‘‘Russia
may talk. Russian leaders may talk
like Thomas Jefferson, but they are
acting like Josef Stalin.”’

| oppose any more money for Russia,
especially blood money for Russia, and
I think Congress should send that mes-
sage over to these new freedom fight-
ers.

AN UNFUNDED MANDATE COULD
BANKRUPT AND CLOSE THE
WATER TREATMENT FACILITY
IN GRETNA, NE

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

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker,
last year the city of Gretna, NE, a
small town in my district in the east-
ern part of Nebraska, population a cou-
ple thousand, was ordered by the EPA
to spend $12,000 above and beyond their
normal costs of $2,000 for additional
testing to determine if there were any
synthetic compounds in their drinking
water.

Mr. Speaker, the EPA qualifying lim-
its for synthetic compounds were set so
low that one person would have to
consume hundreds of thousands of gal-
lons of water in order to show any ad-
verse effect.

The city of Gretna passed with flying
colors, but if, by chance, one well had
failed the test, the Gretna taxpayers
would have faced over $500,000 in addi-
tional costs. The entire annual operat-
ing budget for the Gretna water treat-
ment facility is only $100,000. To man-
date unnecessary costs would have
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bankrupt and closed the only water
treatment facility that Gretna has.

Mr. Speaker, the EPA is a prime ex-
ample of a big government gone bad.
We must protect the taxpayers from
these types of unfunded mandates be-
fore we break the backs of States, mu-
nicipalities, and the taxpayers across
this country.

INTRODUCTION OF THE WELFARE
TO SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT OF 1995

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

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, today |
rise to welcome the Governors of our
great Nation who have come to Wash-
ington to discuss the problems that are
overburdening our Government and our
country. Their topic is welfare reform.

To that, Mr. Speaker, today | am in-
troducing legislation that will give
Americans a handup instead of a hand-
out. The Welfare to Self-Sufficiency
Act will end the quagmire that faces
those now on welfare. No longer will
men and women be trapped by a wel-
fare system that does not reward work,
promote the family, or instill personal
responsibility. It will move people from
dependence to independence, from a
welfare check to a paycheck, and from
a sense of hopelessness to one of oppor-
tunity.

Mr. Speaker, the President said the
other evening that it is time to end
welfare as we know it. Let us break
this cycle and pass welfare reform leg-
islation that will give every American
an opportunity to become self-suffi-
cient.

TRIBUTE TO RICHARD L.
ROUDEBUSH, OUR DEPARTED
COLLEAGUE

(Mr. MYERS of Indiana asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
| rise this afternoon with sorrow to an-
nounce the passing of a former Member
of Congress and a good friend of many
of us, Richard L. Roudebush.

Dick was a veteran of World War I1I.
In 1953, Mr. Speaker, he was elected the
State VFW Commander in the State of
Indiana. In 1957 he served as National
Commander in the Veterans of Foreign
Wars. In 1961, he was elected to Con-
gress where he served for 10 years.

Mr. Speaker, here he was known af-
fectionately as ‘“Mayor of the Cloak-
room’ because of his humor, good
sense and friendliness. He sat often
back in the corner here with about four
or five other associates and always was
a person who had something nice to
say about everyone else here. While he
served in the House, he can be remem-
bered as a friend of the veterans. He
also was a farmer himself, so he fought
for farmers’ legislation. In the House
he was one of the sponsors of legisla-
tion to establish June 14 as Flag Day,
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to be recognized as a national holiday.
He also fought for many things for the
veterans and for patriotism.

He served until 1971 in the House, and
since that time he served, as in 1977 he
was elected and selected to serve, as
Administrator of the Veterans Admin-
istration where he served for 3 years.

He will be missed by many of us. He
was a great friend. We will miss Dick
Roudebush.

SLUMBER PARTIES IN THE HOUSE

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, our
new Speaker GINGRICH certainly is not
short of compassion.

My colleagues, when | got up this
morning and read today’s Congress
Daily, | was absolutely amazed be-
cause, as of today, the House office
buildings become the House boarding
and office buildings. Yes, Members of
Congress can have sleepovers in their
office. Now | do not know if the House
restaurant is going to be extending
room service, or whether the IRS is
going to tax us for this, or maybe we
have to sleep in our cars, because we
have been taxed on that. All these
questions have not been answered, and
we do not know if we can bring our
families, and whether there will be hall
monitors for all of that.

But the Speaker says he feels so very
sorry that Members cannot live in
Washington on $133,000 a year, so he ex-
tended this privilege for the first time
in over 200 years of the House’s exist-
ence.

So here we go. | guess we can have a
slumber party every night. It certainly
is a new House.

CAMPAIGN REFORM

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, today | am
introducing a bill which would accom-
plish real campaign reform. It address-
es the true problems with the current
system without costly, artificial, and
probably unconstitutional provisions
like spending limits or public financ-
ing. For example, to address the free
mailing advantage incumbents enjoy,
my bill would cut the franking allow-
ance in half and ban all unsolicited
mail 60 days before a primary and gen-
eral election. Also, in order to get rid
of the perceived edge that PAC’s have
over individual contributors, my bill
would limit PAC campaign contribu-
tions to $1,000. The President chal-
lenged Members to stop taking gifts
from lobbists—my bill would prohibit
lobbyist-paid travel for any Member or
employee of the House of Representa-
tives. Congress needs campaign re-
form—but we don’t need to reinvent
the wheel to achieve it. By applying a
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little common sense, we can do it. |
urge my colleagues to look at my bill.

WHAT EVER HAPPENED TO OUR
GIFT BAN?

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

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, what ever happened to our
gift ban? Last year the House voted
two separate times to stop lobbyists
from paying for Members’ meals, enter-
tainment and other ‘‘gimmees,” but
the Republicans in the other body
stopped the gift ban in its tracks. On
the first day of this Congress, Mr.
Speaker, House Democrats moved to
impose tough gift restrictions and roy-
alty limits, but the effort failed with
not a single Republican in support. In
the meantime, the image of our Mem-
bers continues to be battered by book
deals and other appearances of impro-
priety.

If we are looking for respect, let us
pass the gift ban. Mr. Speaker, give our
image a break. Let us pass a gift ban.

O 1420

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BOEHNER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 1995, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

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

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, our col-
league, IKE SKELTON, is the recipient of the
1995 Minuteman of the Year Award from the
Reserve Officers Association. He was honored
this past week at the ROA’s midwinter meet-
ing in Washington.

| want to share with my colleagues the
speech IKE made in accepting this deserving
award.

COMMENTS OF REPRESENTATIVE IKE SKELTON

There are magic, memorable moments
within one’s life, and being here with you
this evening is truly one of them. | have nei-
ther the mastery of words nor the eloquence
of diction to express my gratitude on receiv-
ing this honor. It is a particular thrill to join
the ranks of colleagues such as Greg
Laughlin, Daniel Inouye, Jack Murtha, Sam
Nunn, Sonny Montgomery, Strom Thur-
mond, and others who have received this
award.

Through the years, | have had many
friends among the Reserves, particularly
those from Missouri, such as Capt. Mike
Nolan. | feel a close kinship to those present.

I am indeed proud of the Reserve forces of
our country. From the battle at Lexington,
MA in 1775 to the Persian Gulf in 1991, where
Bronze Star recipient Jim Ahrens from Lex-
ington, MO served with distinction, reserv-
ists have been prepared and ready to heed
our country’s call to arms.

As we speak, there are over 13,000 Amer-
ican reservists serving in 34 countries, in-
cluding 800 in Operation Uphold Democracy

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

in Haiti; over 600 with Operation Deny Flight
in Bosnia; and over 1,500 reservists support-
ing counter-drug operations along our bor-
ders.

This past November, two of my col-
leagues—Chet Edwards and Jim Chapman of
Texas—and | visited NATO headquarters in
Brussels, where we were told by Brig. Gen.
John Dalleger, “If we didn’t have the Guard
and Reserve ‘to spell us’, we couldn’t do our
mission over the long haul.” At the Aviano
Air Base in Italy, whose mission is Operation
Deny Flight, Col. Dick Brenner said, “We fly
about 600 sorties a month. And Reserve air
units are completely integral to our flight
operations. They are darn good pilots, and |
am proud to fly with them.”” In Zagreb, Cro-
atia, where the U.S. Navy operates the field
hospital, Col. Jack Fitzgerald of the
UNPROFOR forces told us, ‘““We operate a
hospital for the United Nations protection
force. Reservists contribute special skills we
need to support the operation. They come
from everywhere in the United States—Vir-
ginia, Missouri, Texas—everywhere.”” And it
was an Army Reserve helicopter unit placing
huge boulders along the Missouri River
which successfully kept that river from cut-
ting a new channel during the flood of 1993.
In short, the Reserve forces of our country
live up to the finest traditions of the words,
‘‘citizen soldiers.”

Unfortunately, those who wear the uni-
form are not always appreciated. Histori-
cally, the gratitude of the public does not al-
ways extend to those whose duty it is to de-
fend them. This is reflected by the words
from Rudyard Kipling’s 1890 poem “Tommy:”’

Then it’s Tommy this, an’ Tommy that, and
“Tommy, 'ow’s yer soul?”’

But it’s “Thin red line of ’eroes” when the
drums begin to roll—

But appreciation or not, | know full well
those who wear the American uniform will
always do their duty.

Congressmen Edwards and Chapman and |
also visited the Flanders Field American
Cemetery in Waregram, Belgium. The village
mayor came out to thank us for the Amer-
ican efforts on behalf of his country in two
World Wars. We laid a wreath in memory of
those 368 Americans who were Killed in
World War 1. All of the men buried in that
cemetery were soldiers of three National
Guard divisions and one Army Reserve divi-
sion. Citizen soldiers all. Four were from
Missouri, and sadly, the crosses note that
seven were killed in combat on November 11,
1918, just hours before the armistice.

During the wreath laying ceremony, a
member of the cemetery staff read the poem
that came out of that war, titled “In Flan-
ders Fields.” In the poem is the phrase ‘‘to
you from failing hands we throw the torch,
be yours to hold it high.”” The author, pro-
phetically, was killed in battle later in the
war, and through the poem spoke to succeed-
ing generations of those who value freedom.

The memory of our visit to that American
cemetery in Flanders shall long remain with
me.

This is a dangerous world in which we live.
The long twilight struggle, the bitter contest
against Communist expansion, has come to
an end. With the fall of the Berlin Wall, and
the implosion of the Soviet Union, a certain
euphoria swept across our land, only to be
replaced with the reality of Saddam Hussein
and others whose values and designs are not
the same as ours.

Few realize that during 1994, this country
came close to armed conflict three times—in
North Korea, Haiti, and Kuwait. The first
two were diffused by the diplomacy of former
President Jimmy Carter, and one was
blocked by American forces being rushed to
the Middle East once again. Conflicts and
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threats rage throughout the globe, and those
involving our vital interests are of concern
not only to those who wear American uni-
forms, but to every citizen of the United
States.

Our country, historically, has made the
mistake of disarming after every major con-
flict. This fact was decried by an Army
major in 1923, when he noted ““The regular
cycle in the doing and undoing of measures
for the national defense.” He added, ‘“We
start in the making of adequate provisions
and then turn abruptly in the opposite direc-
tion and abolish what has just been done.”
Maj. George C. Marshall’s words are as appli-
cable to today’s military downsizing as they
were 72 years ago.

We should not allow the post-cold-war era
to be one where we slash our national secu-
rity as we have done heretofore in our his-
tory. We should learn from the past, and
heed the warning of General Marshall.

The protection of freedom and American
vital interests is no small thing. A ready and
able military is our national defense insur-
ance policy. In time of conflict, it allows us
to be successful. It gives strength to our
international diplomacy. In other times, it
prevents the clash of arms. Every American
should understand these basic truths regard-
ing national security.

In 1935, Winston Churchill warned his
countrymen that, ‘“‘wars come very sud-
denly.” This warning is worth keeping in
mind in 1995. In other words, the ordeal of
the 20th century is not over.

In 1939, we were surprised by the signing of
the non-aggression pact between the Soviet
Union and Nazi Germany. The consequences
were horrific.

In 1941, we were surprised by the attack of
the Empire of Japan on United States naval
forces at Pearl Harbor.

In 1946, we were surprised by the Iron Cur-
tain and the cold war.

In 1950, we were surprised by the attack of
North Korea against the South.

In 1961, we were surprised when the Berlin
Wall went up.

In 1962, we were surprised when Khru-
shchev put missiles in Cuba.

In 1968, we were surprised by the Tet offen-
sive by the North Vietnamese.

In 1979, we were surprised by the fall of the
Shah of Iran.

In 1980, we were surprised by the attack of
Iraq against Iran.

In 1990, we were surprised by the attack
and occupation of Kuwait by Irag.

And just last fall, we were surprised by the
sudden movement of Iraq forces toward Ku-
wait.

Truly, this is an uncertain world. Unpre-
dictable, like the patterns we see in the
turning of a child’s kaleidoscope. There are
those in this audience who will once again
hear the rattle of musketry, the crash of ar-
tillery, the roar of the jet engine, and the
klaxon call to battle stations. No one seeks
this, but until mankind finds a better way to
solve disputes and conflicts, this prediction
will come to pass.

The late President Harry Truman, who, co-
incidentally had both Army National Guard
and Reserve careers, had a sign on his desk
that stated, ‘‘the buck stops here.”” The Con-
stitution states, without any further expla-
nation, that the President is the Commander
in Chief of our military forces. By contrast,
that document sets forth in detail in article
one, section eight the duties of the Congress,
as representatives of the American people, to
raise and maintain the military, and set the
regulations that govern it.

Thus, the same could be said of Congress
regarding our national security duties, ‘“‘the



January 30, 1995

buck stops here.” It is the job of the Con-
gress to make sure that the Nation’s insur-
ance policy is paid in full and that we have
an adequate, fully trained properly educated,
well-equipped, and highly motivated mili-
tary.

This Congress should heed the necessity to
fully fund the Bottom-Up Review, which is
designed to successfully fight two major re-
gional conflicts nearly simultaneously; to
maintain a high level of readiness; to give
adequate pay raises to uniformed personnel;
to allow our forces to have the quality of life
they so well deserve; and to have continued
modernization of equipment and weapons
systems.

I say to you, Members of this distinguished
organization: Your visits to Capitol Hill, and
communications with Members of Congress,
are extremely important. Never underesti-
mate the impact of your presence as Con-
gress debates our national defense policy.
When the history of this new post-cold-war
era is written, | hope the history books will
say that the Americans in uniform stood tall
and had the strong support of the Congress of
the United States.

Let me share with you a magic, memorable
moment from yesteryear. | remember it so
clearly. | was 9 years of age, attending the
fifth grade at Central School in Lexington.
My father, a veteran of the First World War,
trial lawyer, and well-known orator in La-
fayette County, was invited to speak at the
Armistice Day ceremonies at the Odessa
High School, just a few miles from Lexing-
ton. That was November 11, 1941. He took me
from my class and we drove to the Odessa
High School, where | sat in the back of the
student body, listening and watching the Ar-
mistice Day program. On the stage, students
portraying soldiers were dressed in World
War uniforms, and the beating of a bass
drum simulated artillery fire.

Then my father gave his speech. He told of
the freedoms of America, and how those in
uniform had defended our country through
the years. He also stated that there were
those in that audience who might well have
to defend our freedoms once again. How pro-
phetic he was, for less than a month later,
the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor, and our
Nation was engulfed in what became known
as World War 1l. Two young men from that
Odessa graduating class of May, 1942 were
killed in action.

My father concluded his speech to the stu-
dent body by reciting—

“In Flanders Fields the poppies blow
Between the crosses, row on row,
That mark our place; and in the sky
The larks, still bravely singing, fly
Scarce heard amid the guns below.

““We are the dead. Short days ago

We lived, felt dawn, saw sunset glow,
Loved and were loved, and now we lie,
In Flanders Fields.

“Take up our quarrel with the foe:

To you from failing hands we throw
The torch; be yours to hold it high.

If ye break faith with us who die

We shall not sleep, though poppies grow
In Flanders Fields.”

Let those inscriptions on the crosses of
Flanders Field be more than forgotten
names. Let those men be remembered for
their patriotism, courage, and dedication.
Let those citizen soldiers who lie there ever
cause us to remember that we, in our day
and time, have the duty to hold high the
touch of freedom in this dangerous and un-
stable world.

Thank you, and God bless you.

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

[Mr. EHLERS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.].

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

[Mr. DORNAN addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

MEMORANDUM OF
UNDERSTANDING

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

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, | submit
for Members attention the following
letter from myself and the chairman of
the Committee on National Security,
Mr. SPENCE, regarding jurisdiction.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, January 4, 1995
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington,
DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: As Chairmen of the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure and the Committee on National
Security, we wanted to advise you of our mu-
tual agreement concerning the division of ju-
risdiction over the merchant marine due to
the dissolution of the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries. Rule X, clause
1(k) of the Rules of the House for the 104th
Congress provides jurisdiction to the Com-
mittee on National Security over:

““(7) National security aspects of merchant
marine, including financial assistance for
the construction and operation of vessels,
the maintenance of the U.S. shipbuilding and
ship repair industrial base, cabotage, cargo
preference, and merchant marine officers
and seamen as these matters relate to the
national security.”

The new Rule X, clause 1(q) provides the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure with jurisdiction over:

‘“(12) Measures relating to merchant ma-
rine, except for national security aspects of
merchant marine.”

This split in jurisdiction in what was pre-
viously entirely within the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries is based on
the fact that, while various aspects of the
merchant marine and related activities are
transportation matters that are handled in
the executive branch by the Department of
Transportation, certain aspects are so close-
ly tied to national security that primary ju-
risdiction should be within the Committee
on National Security. For example, the
maintenance and control of the National De-
fense Reserve Fleet and the Ready Reserve
Fleet would be within the jurisdiction of the
Committee on National Security.

However, it may not be clear in all cases to
which of the two Committees a particular
bill should be referred. In general, matters
relating to merchant marine activities will
be referred to the National Security Com-
mittee if the national security aspects of the
matter predominate over transportation and
other merchant marine aspects.

While present programs of the Maritime
Administration have both national security
and transportation implications, we agree
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that primary jurisdiction over the annual
authorization for the Maritime Administra-
tion would be in the Committee on National
Security. Primary jurisdiction over the an-
nual authorization for the Federal Maritime
Commission would be in the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

Shipbuilding is a subject that has a par-
ticularly strong connection with national se-
curity because of the implications for our de-
fense industrial base. We agree that the Na-
tional Shipbuilding Initiative, including the
loan guarantee program under Title XI,
would be within the primary jurisdiction of
the Committee on National Security. In ad-
dition, the Congress likely will be requested
to approve legislation to implement an
international agreement to eliminate ship-
building subsidies worldwide. While this is
generally a laudable goal, the contents of
this agreement must be examined in the con-
text of its long-term effect on the shipbuild-
ing industrial base. Of particular concern is
the question of whether U.S.-based shipyards
are disadvantaged by this agreement to the
point that a transition from naval construc-
tion to commercial construction is impos-
sible. We agree that, as between the Commit-
tees on National Security and Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, primary jurisdic-
tion over implementing legislation for this
agreement should reside with the Committee
on National Security.

Jurisdiction over the State and Federal
Maritime Training Academies is granted in
the rule specifically to the Committee on
National Security. With respect to the provi-
sion in Rule X, clause 1(k)(9) concerning
merchant marine officers and seamen, it is
understood that measures whose predomi-
nant purpose is the maintenance of a well
trained merchant mariner manpower pool
capable of meeting sustainment and surge
sealift requirements will be within the juris-
diction of the Committee on National Secu-
rity. Shortages of qualified U.S. mariners to
serve during the mobilization for Desert
Storm highlighted the need to consider these
problems from a national security stand-
point.

Jurisdiction over the Coast Guard is pro-
vided to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure by Rule X, clause 1(q)(1).
This confers upon the Transportation and In-
frastructure Committee authority over all
matters handled by the Coast Guard that
were previously within the jurisdiction of
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Commit-
tee.

This letter may not address all merchant
marine issues that will come before you. We
will continue to work with you toward reso-
lution of other issues as they arise.

Finally, it is understood that this agree-
ment does not in any way alter or limit the
jurisdiction of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure or of the Commit-
tee on National Security over matters dis-
cussed herein which were properly within the
respective Committees’ jurisdiction prior to
the dissolution of the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

Sincerely,
FLoYD D. SPENCE,
Chairman, Committee
on National Secu-
rity.
BUD SHUSTER,
Chairman, Committee
on  Transportation
and Infrastructure.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. CHABOT] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.
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[Mr. CHABOT addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

GOPAC AND ITS ROLE IN THE
CAMPAIGN TO END THE FOOD
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. DURBIN] is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the Chair for recognizing me for 1 hour
under the special order of business of
the House of Representatives.

Mr. Speaker, in 1984 our Speaker pub-
lished a book entitled ““Window of Op-
portunity.” |1 would like to quote from
Speaker GINGRICH’s book in reference
to political action committees, as fol-
lows:

As a citizen you need to keep track of your
elected officials’ promises and their actual
behavior. 1 strongly favor PAC’s because
they tie candidates’ promises to their per-
formances by keeping records more effec-
tively than do individuals. By linking their
contributions to performance in areas of in-
terest to the contributors, the PAC system
encourages more people to be involved be-
cause it makes their contributions and their
endorsement more effective.

Let me quote again from Speaker
GINGRICH’S book of 1984: ““This pro-
liferation of open publicly registered
and publicly monitored support is in
the best tradition of participatory de-
mocracy.”’

That observation is especially timely
in light of two publications this week-
end. On Sunday, in the Denver Post,
there was a question raised about the
Speaker’s personal PAC, GOPAC, and
links with the cable television indus-
try.

Today in the Los Angeles Times is
another article raising a question
about the same PAC, GOPAC, which is
Speaker GINGRICH’S PAC, and why they
have refused, those who are running
the PAC and the Speaker, to make a
full disclosure of all the contributors
to the PAC. Some of the contributors
to the $7 million political action com-
mittee have been disclosed. For exam-
ple, one Wisconsin couple, Terry and
Mary Kohler, of Sheboygan, WI, have
been disclosed as having contributed
$715,000 to Speaker GINGRICH’s political
action committee between 1985 and
1993. That is nearly twice the amount
that they could have legally donated
directly to all Federal candidates.

This $7 million political action com-
mittee which the Speaker has not dis-
closed in detail also includes execu-
tives and lobbyists for seven companies
regulated by the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration. These executives, the
seven that are named in the Los Ange-
les Times article, are among, in their
words, “GOPAC’s heavy hitters.”’

So, Mr. Speaker, we have an unusual
situation here where the Speaker of
the House in 1984 had called for public
monitoring and public registration of
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those who were involved in political
action committees and then, beginning
a year later, with the creation of
GOPAC, the GOP Action Committee,
there has been a refusal of that same
Speaker to make this information
known to the public.

Those who are listening might ask a
very basic question. So what? What dif-
ference does it make? Why should the
Speaker have to disclose the names of
his contributors to this $7 million po-
litical action committee and the ex-
penses and disbursements that were
made by that political action commit-
tee?

I think it gets back to a point the
Speaker made in his book. This is a
way to make sure that there is ac-
countability and, in his words, ‘‘in the
best tradition of participatory democ-
racy.”

Those who have been following the
news lately know that the Speaker has
not been unsparing in his criticism of
the Food and Drug Administration. |
have some familiarity with this agen-
cy. It is one which is funded by the sub-
committee of the Committee on Appro-
priations which | chaired over the last
2 years. By Federal standards it is a
pretty small agency. We appropriate
about $1 billion a year to the Food and
Drug Administration and give them an
awesome responsibility. We say to this
small agency, ‘‘Make sure as best as
humanly possible that every drug,
every medical device, and many of the
foods that come into the households of
American families are not only safe to
be used but in fact can be used for their
stated purpose effectively.”

That is a big task, and when you con-
sider the giants of American industry
that watch closely over this small
agency, it is no wonder that from time
to time they come under criticism. In
fact, in years gone by much of that
criticism has been warranted. The
agency fell behind in drug approvals, in
medical-device approvals, and in other
areas of responsibility. | am happy to
report, though, that over the last sev-
eral years, under the leadership of Dr.
Kessler, who is the only holdover from
the Bush administration serving under
President Clinton as the head of the
Food and Drug Administration as well,
remarkable progress has been made in
the Food and Drug Administration. In
fact, they have come up with a much
more expedited schedule for the ap-
proval of drugs and medical devices,
something which every American and
every American family wants to see.

But despite this, some of the critics
of the Food and Drug Administration
are running advertisements now sug-
gesting that we should turn out the
lights and close the door on the Food
and Drug Administration. They have
suggested that it has too much power.
In the words of one of their critics,
they have been characterized as
“thugs.”

Stepping aside from this type of lurid
rhetoric and looking at the fact, |
think that it is critically important
that the Food and Drug Administra-
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tion maintain its independence, not
only for its credibility within its own
industry but for its credibility in help-
ing American industry. Let me give
two specific examples of what | am
talking about.

Most Americans can recall that not
too long ago we had a scare when peo-
ple discovered hypodermic syringes in
the cans of Diet Pepsi. That was a lit-
tle over a year ago. As a result of that
scare, a couple of these syringes popped
up across the United States and people
were genuinely concerned about this
product and its safety. As a result of
that scare, Pepsi Cola stock plum-
meted in value because of the concern
as to whether this scare might have
some impact on their sales. In step, the
Food and Drug Administration con-
ducted a quick and thorough investiga-
tion, reported to the American people
that it was a hoax that was being
copycatted by others around the coun-
try, and within a very short period of
time this scare was gone. Pepsi Cola
stock started to rebound. People were
buying the product without concern for
its safety. Why? Because of the credi-
bility of this independent Federal
agency, an agency which is not be-
holden to anyone in industry but is
only beholden to taxpayers and con-
sumers.

Let me give a second example. In my
part of the world, in the Midwestern
United States, there is a distributor of
frozen-food products known as Schwan
Foods. This is an unusual operation to
most other parts of the country be-
cause they usually drive refrigerated
trucks around the Midwest and sell fro-
zen foods door to door to their loyal
subscribers. They sell everything from
ice cream to frozen meats and all sorts
of other frozen foods for homemakers
in my part of the world.

A few months ago there was a scare
over some of the ice cream which they
sold which appeared contaminated. It
hit all the newspapers. There was a
genuine fear that Schwan’s as a com-
pany would not be able to survive be-
cause of this disclosure. In came the
Food and Drug Administration. They
conducted an investigation of their op-
eration. They found what they consid-
ered to be the cause of the problem and
suggested to the Schwan food company
what they could do to ameliorate the
situation and to allay any fears of con-
sumers. Their trucks are still on the
road today. Schwan’s is still doing
business. It appears now the Food and
Drug Administration has come in and
added credibility to the situation and
helped this company get back on its
feet.

Despite these examples, we still have
people calling for an end to the Food
and Drug Administration. Some of
them will be companies, which, quite
frankly, do not like to see this type of
Government regulation, a regulation
which requires that their advertising of
their products be truthful, that what
they say the products will do they can



January 30, 1995

actually do, that they do not overstate
their case, and that in fact doctors can
prescribe a drug knowing that it is
safe.

The Speaker has led the criticism,
along with some very conservative
groups, of the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration and suggested at one point that
we should even privatize the Food and
Drug Administration. | think this is a
valid policy debate which should take
place. | for one oppose the idea of pri-
vatization of the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration. | think as an independent
Government agency they are doing a
good job. They can certainly improve
on it. All of us can improve on our per-
formance. But | would hate to see an
agency as important as the Food and
Drug Administration go by the way-
side.

The relevance of the FDA issue to
the GOPAC issue is brought in clear
focus by this Los Angeles Times piece.
Why would the executives or lobbyists
for seven companies regulated by FDA
be major donors to the Speaker’s polit-
ical action committee and then the
Speaker take the position that the
Food and Drug Administration should
be disbanded?
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This is a legitimate inquiry. It could
be the Speaker has good reason, and he
can make that case known to the
American people in detail. But at least
now there is a suggestion that there
may be a link between this political
action committee and the political po-
sition taken by the Speaker.

| started in politics working for a fel-
low by the name of Paul Douglas, who
was a Senator from Illinois who served
between 1948 and 1966. He was my men-
tor and inspiration when it came to the
question of ethics. | may serve in this
body the remainder of this term and
maybe longer. | will certainly never
reach his level of ethical standards. He
set one that very few people will ever
be able to reach. But he was very, very
mindful of the need to make full disclo-
sure.

He used to say, ‘“‘Sunshine is the best
antiseptic. Put it all on the table.” My
friend, Senator PAuL SiMON from Illi-
nois and | took him to heart. We make
public disclosure each year far beyond
the requirements of the Federal law. It
does not guarantee that a public serv-
ant will be honest, but at least it shows
we are prepared to open our books.

| think that is the best thing now for
the Speaker to consider when it comes
to GOPAC. Open the books. Let us see
what is in there. Let us get it behind
us. Let us make full disclosure, so any
future debate over the Food and Drug
Administration or any other agency is
not tainted by the question of whether
contributions to the $7 million politi-
cal action committee had anything to
do with the Republican agenda.

This is part of what | consider open-
ness in Government. We have heard a
lot said over the last 3 weeks about a
new standard of openness coming from
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the Republican leadership in the House
of Representatives. Let me say at the
outset, and probably to the surprise of
the Speaker and others, that | salute
the Republicans for many of the
changes they have made in this Insti-
tution. On the opening day of the ses-
sion | voted for most of them, and | feel
they were steps in the right direction,
ending proxy voting, making commit-
tee hearings open to the public, some-
thing | had done in my own sub-
committee for the last 2 years. | think
that instills new confidence in what we
are about here.

This House of Representatives, this
Institution, needs to have more ap-
proval from the voters across America.
Certainly openness in disclosure is a
good step in that process. | think the
same is true for political action com-
mittees. | think the same is certainly
true for the Speaker’s GOP action com-
mittee, GOPAC. Full disclosure will
help to restore confidence not only in
the Speaker’s activities, but in this in-
stitution. What the Los Angeles Times
said in its article today, what the Den-
ver Post raised in its article yesterday,
certainly leave a lot of people ques-
tioning what the agenda is from the
Republican side and how it has been in-
fluenced.

We have a long way to go. | think
disclosure as the Speaker called for in
his 1984 book is a step in the right di-
rection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BOEHNER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 1995, the
gentleman from New York [Mr. OWENS]
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

[Mr. OWENS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until 5 p.m.
today.

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 33 min-
utes p.m.) the House stood in recess
until 5 p.m.
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. EHLERS) at 5 o’clock and
4 minutes p.m.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Edwin
Thomas, one of his secretaries.
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UNFUNDED MANDATE REFORM
ACT OF 1995

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 38 and rule
XXI11, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 5.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
5) to curb the practice of imposing un-
funded Federal mandates on States and
local governments, to ensure that the
Federal Government pays the costs in-
curred by those governments in com-
plying with certain requirements under
Federal statutes and regulations, and
to provide information on the cost of
Federal mandates on the private sec-
tor, and for other purposes, with Mr.
EMERSON in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose on Friday, Janu-
ary 27, 1995, the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MAscARA] had been disposed of, and
section 4 was open for amendment at
any point.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, we are about to start
our fifth day of dealing with H.R. 5, the
unfunded mandates legislation. By my
calculations we have spent, thus far,
about 15 hours, almost 16 hours, on
amendments, 16 amendments to H.R. 5,
and we are still on section 4. So we are
averaging almost 60 minutes per
amendment. Many of these are duplica-
tive or very similar in nature.

Mr. Chairman, | am totally support-
ive of the open rule process which we
have been operating under, but | think
at this hour, at this point in time, if we
continue with the 130 or so amend-
ments that are still pending, we are
talking about maybe 150 hours of delib-
eration to complete debate on all these
amendments.

I think that most Members on both
sides of the aisle are eager to get to
consider some of the other issues that
are in debate, or in controversy, on
this legislation other than the exemp-
tion issue. So at this point, Mr. Chair-
man, | ask unanimous consent that de-
bate on each amendment, and all
amendments thereto, to section 4 and
to titles I, Il, and 11l be limited to 2
hours per title.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Reserving
the right to object, Mr. Chairman, first
of all we are told we are going to have
an open rule, and we are trying to get
through the amendments that we have

here. | think we have done so rather
expeditiously, if my colleagues will
agree.
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Mr. Chairman, | certainly appreciate
the fact that the other side of the aisle
has been more than cordial and has not
tried to throw up any roadblocks to
that, and | hope they will not try to do
that sort of thing right now.

| object, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. CLINGER. At this point, Mr.
Chairman, | would then ask unanimous
consent that debate on amendments to
section 4, and this is the exemption
section, be limited to 20 minutes, with
the time to be equally divided on each
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Reserving
the right to object, Mr. Chairman, it
seems to me that we are being offered
a gag rule.

All we are asking for is a chance to
explain our amendments and talk
about them in depth. We did not have
the opportunity when we were in com-
mittee, and | think now is the only
time. As a matter of fact, when we
tried to offer our amendments in com-
mittee, we were told to bring them to
the floor. Now, that is what we are
doing.

What do they want us to do; not
bring them to the floor?

| object, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentlewoman will yield, I am not say-
ing that the amendments could not be
brought to the floor and debated. | am
just trying to get some, perhaps, limi-
tation on debate time.

Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact
that neither of my unanimous-consent
requests was agreed to, | now move
that debate on each amendment to sec-
tion 4, and any amendment thereto, be
limited to 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER]
moves that on all amendments to sec-
tion 4, all debate thereto be limited to
10 minutes on either side.

O 1710
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, | have
a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, is this
motion subject to debate?

The CHAIRMAN. No, it is not.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. CLINGER].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, | de-
mand a recorded vote, and pending
that, | make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Pursuant to the provisions of clause
2, rule XXIII, the Chair announced that
he will reduce to a minimum of 5 min-
utes the period of time within which a
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vote by electronic device, if ordered,
will be taken on the pending question

following the quorum call.

Members

will record their presence by electronic

device.

The following Members responded to

their names:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Brewster
Browder
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis

de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
Delauro

[Roll No. 56]

DelLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra

Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee

Kim

King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mfume
Mica
Miller (FL)
Mineta
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Minge Regula Stupak
Mink Reynolds Talent
Moakley Richardson Tanner
Molinari Rivers Tate
Montgomery Roberts Tauzin
Moorhead Roemer Taylor (MS)
Moran Rohrabacher Tejeda
Morella Ros-Lehtinen Thomas
Murtha Rose Thompson
Myers Roth Thornberry
Myrick Roukema Thornton
Nadler Roybal-Allard Thurman
Nethercutt Royce Tiahrt
Neumann Sabo Torkildsen
Ney Salmon Torricelli
Norwood Sanford Towns
Nussle Sawyer Traficant
Oberstar Saxton Upton
Obey Scarborough Velazquez
Olver Schaefer Vento
Ortiz Schiff Visclosky
Orton Schroeder Volkmer
Owens Schumer Vucanovich
Oxley Scott Waldholtz
Packard Sensenbrenner Walker
Pallone Serrano Walsh
Parker Shadegg Wamp
Pastor Shaw Ward
Paxon Shays Watt (NC)
Payne (VA) Shuster Watts (OK)
Pelosi Sisisky Waxman
Peterson (FL) Skaggs Weldon (FL)
Peterson (MN) Skeen Weller
Petri Skelton White
Pickett Slaughter Whitfield
Pombo Smith (Ml) Wicker
Pomeroy Smith (NJ) Wilson
Porter Smith (TX) Wise
Portman Smith (WA) Wolf
Poshard Solomon Wyden
Pryce Souder Wynn
Quillen Spence Yates
Quinn Spratt Young (AK)
Radanovich Stearns Young (FL)
Rahall Stenholm Zeliff
Ramstad Stokes Zimmer
Rangel Studds
Reed Stump
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The CHAIRMAN (Mr. EMERSON). Four
hundred and six Members have an-
swered to their names, a quorum is
present, and the Committee will re-
sume its business.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] for a
recorded vote.

The question before the Committee is
the demand of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] to limit
debate on all amendments to section 4
to 10 minutes, and all amendments
thereto within that time limitation.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. | have a
parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
will state her parliamentary inquiry.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, it was my understanding that the
motion was to limit debate on each
amendment to section 4 to 5 minutes
on each side.

The CHAIRMAN. And all
ments thereto.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Is that cor-
rect, Mr. Chairman, all amendments
thereto in section 4 only, only in sec-
tion 4?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mrs. COLLINS of lllinois. | thank the
Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. This is a 5-minute
vote.

amend-
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The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 233, noes 181,
not voting 20, as follows:

[Roll No. 57]

AYES—233
Allard Funderburk Myrick
Archer Gallegly Nethercutt
Armey Ganske Neumann
Bachus Gekas Ney
Baker (CA) Gilchrest Norwood
Baker (LA) Gillmor Nussle
Ballenger Gilman Ortiz
Barr Goodlatte Oxley
Barrett (NE) Goodling Packard
Bartlett Goss Parker
Barton Graham Paxon
Bateman Greenwood Petri
Bereuter Gunderson Pombo
Bilbray Gutknecht Porter
Bilirakis Hall (TX) Portman
Bliley Hancock Pryce
Blute Hansen Quillen
Boehlert Hastings (WA) Quinn
Boehner Hayworth Radanovich
Bonilla Hefley Rahall
Bono Heineman Ramstad
Brownback Herger Regula
Bryant (TN) Hilleary Roberts
Bunn Hobson Rohrabacher
Bunning Hoekstra Ros-Lehtinen
Burr Hoke Roth
Burton Horn Roukema
Buyer Hostettler Royce
Callahan Houghton Salmon
Calvert Hunter Sanford
Camp Hutchinson Saxton
Canady Hyde Scarborough
Castle Inglis Schaefer
Chabot Istook Schiff
Chambliss Johnson (CT) Seastrand
Chenoweth Johnson, Sam Sensenbrenner
Christensen Jones Shadegg
Chrysler Kasich Shaw
Clinger Kelly Shays
Coble Kim Shuster
Coburn King Sisisky
Collins (GA) Kingston Skeen
Combest Klug Smith (MI)
Cooley Knollenberg Smith (NJ)
Cox Kolbe Smith (TX)
Crane LaHood Smith (WA)
Crapo Largent Solomon
Cremeans Latham Souder
Cubin LaTourette Spence
Cunningham Lazio Stearns
Davis Leach Stockman
de la Garza Lewis (CA) Stump
Deal Lewis (KY) Talent
DelLay Lightfoot Tate
Diaz-Balart Linder Taylor (NC)
Dickey Livingston Thomas
Doolittle LoBiondo Thornberry
Dornan Longley Tiahrt
Dreier Lucas Torkildsen
Duncan Manzullo Tucker
Dunn Martini Upton
Ehlers McCollum Vucanovich
Ehrlich McCrery Waldholtz
Emerson McDade Walker
English McHugh Walsh
Everett Mclnnis Wamp
Ewing MclIntosh Watts (OK)
Fawell McKeon Weldon (FL)
Fields (TX) McNulty Weller
Flanagan Metcalf White
Foley Meyers Whitfield
Forbes Mica Wicker
Fowler Miller (FL) Wolf
Fox Molinari Young (AK)
Franks (CT) Montgomery Young (FL)
Franks (NJ) Moorhead Zeliff
Frelinghuysen Morella Zimmer
Frisa Myers

NOES—181
Abercrombie Bonior Coleman
Ackerman Borski Collins (IL)
Andrews Brewster Collins (MI)
Baesler Browder Conyers
Baldacci Brown (FL) Costello
Barcia Brown (OH) Coyne
Barrett (WI) Bryant (TX) Cramer
Becerra Cardin Danner
Beilenson Chapman DeFazio
Bentsen Clay DelLauro
Berman Clayton Dellums
Bevill Clement Deutsch
Bishop Clyburn Dicks

Dingell Kennelly Poshard
Dixon Kildee Rangel
Doggett Kleczka Reed
Dooley Klink Reynolds
Doyle LaFalce Richardson
Durbin Lantos Rivers
Edwards Laughlin Roemer
Engel Levin Rose
Ensign Lewis (GA) Roybal-Allard
Eshoo Lincoln Sabo
Evans Lipinski Sawyer
Farr Lofgren Schroeder
Fattah Lowey Schumer
Fazio Luther Scott
Fields (LA) Maloney Serrano
Filner Manton Skaggs
Flake Markey Skelton
Foglietta Martinez Slaughter
Ford Mascara Spratt
Frank (MA) Matsui Stenholm
Frost McCarthy Stokes
Furse McDermott Studds
Gejdenson McHale Stupak
Gephardt McKinney Tanner
Geren Meehan Tauzin
Gibbons Meek Taylor (MS)
Gonzalez Menendez Tejeda
Gordon Mfume Thompson
Green Mineta Thornton
Gutierrez Minge Thurman
Hall (OH) Mink Torres
Hamilton Moakley Torricelli
Harman Moran Towns
Hastings (FL) Murtha Traficant
Hayes Nadler Velazquez
Hilliard Oberstar Vento
Hinchey Obey Visclosky
Holden Olver Volkmer
Hoyer Orton Ward
Jackson-Lee Owens Watt (NC)
Jacobs Pallone Waxman
Johnson (SD) Pastor Wilson
Johnson, E. B. Payne (VA) Wise
Johnston Pelosi Wyden
Kanjorski Peterson (FL) Wynn
Kaptur Peterson (MN) Yates
Kennedy (MA) Pickett

Kennedy (RI) Pomeroy

NOT VOTING—20

Bass Miller (CA) Sanders
Boucher Mollohan Stark
Brown (CA) Neal Waters
Condit Payne (NJ) Weldon (PA)
Hastert Riggs Williams
Hefner Rogers Woolsey
Jefferson Rush
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So the motion was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, due to
a delay in my flight from California, |
missed the quorum call and the motion
to limit debate on the Unfunded Man-
date Reform Act of 1995. Had this flight
delay not prevented me from being
here, I would have voted ‘““no” on the
motion to limit debate.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 237, noes 181,
not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 58]

AYES—237
Allard Armey Baker (CA)
Archer Bachus Baker (LA)
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Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley

Cox

Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis

Deal

DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Bonior
Borski
Brewster
Browder
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)

Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke

Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
MclIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Moorhead
Morella
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann

NOES—181

Cardin
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Danner

de la Garza
DeFazio
DelLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
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Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Petri
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Tucker
Upton
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
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Frost Markey Rivers
Furse Martinez Roemer
Gejdenson Mascara Rose
Gephardt Matsui Roybal-Allard
Geren McCarthy Sabo
Gibbons McDermott Sanders
Gonzalez McHale Sawyer
Gordon McKinney Schroeder
Green McNulty Schumer
Gutierrez Meehan Scott
Hamilton Meek Serrano
Harman Menendez Sisisky
Hastings (FL) Mfume Skaggs
Hilliard Miller (CA) Slaughter
Hinchey Mineta Stenholm
Holden Minge Studds
Hoyer Mink Stupak
Jackson-Lee Moakley Tanner
Johnson (SD) Montgomery Tejeda
Johnson, E.B. Moran Thompson
Johnston Murtha Thornton
Kanjorski Nadler Thurman
Kaptur Oberstar Torres
Kennedy (MA) Obey Towns
Kennedy (RI) Olver Traficant
Kennelly Ortiz Velazquez
Kildee Orton Vento
Kleczka Owens Visclosky
Klink Pallone Volkmer
LaFalce Pastor Ward
Lantos Payne (VA) Waters
Laughlin Pelosi Watt (NC)
Levin Peterson (FL) Waxman
Lewis (GA) Peterson (MN) Wilson
Lincoln Pickett Wise
Lipinski Pomeroy Woolsey
Lofgren Poshard Wyden
Lowey Rangel Wynn
Luther Reed Yates
Maloney Reynolds
Manton Richardson
NOT VOTING—16

Bass Mollohan Stokes
Brown (CA) Neal Torricelli
Hastert Payne (NJ) Weldon (PA)
Hefner Roberts Williams
Hunter Rush
Jefferson Stark

Mr. ANDREWS changed his vote

from “‘aye’” to ‘‘no.”
Mr. BLILEY changed his vote from
“no” to “aye.”

0O 1754

So the motion to rise was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. HEFLEY)
having assumed the chair, Mr. EMER-
SON, Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union,
reported that the Committee, having
had under consideration the Bill (H.R.
5) to curb the practice of imposing un-
funded Federal mandates on States and
local governments, to ensure that the
Federal Government pays the costs in-
curred by those governments in com-
plying with certain requirements under
Federal statutes and regulations, and
to provide information on the cost of
Federal mandates on the private sec-
tor, and for other purposes, had come
to no resolution thereon.

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION FOR
COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL
RELATIONS TO SIT TODAY AND

TOMORROW DURING 5-MINUTE
RULE
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | ask

unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on International Relations be al-
lowed to sit today and tomorrow dur-
ing the 5-minute rule.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

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

Mr. BONIOR. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, just a few minutes
ago we voted in this Chamber to limit
the debate on the unfunded mandated
bill to amendments, 5 minutes on a
side. This motion would allow the Com-
mittee on International Relations to
go upstairs in the Rayburn Building
and debate the defense bill and specifi-
cally the peacekeeping issue that is be-
fore it.

It makes no sense whatsoever to have
a process where the Committee on
International Relations is meeting in
the Rayburn Building and we are vot-
ing ever 15 minutes on the House floor,
5 minutes on a side. It was your mo-
tion; it was not our motion. Members
will not have a chance to warm their
seats over there.

At some point the American people
are going to ask, ‘Do you people really
know how to run this institution?”’

Continuing my reservation, Mr.
Speaker, we have had a disturbing pat-
tern occur on the floor of this institu-
tion. This is the fourth rule, unfunded
mandates is the fourth rule that we
have had. The first two were closed.
The rules package on the compliance
bill was closed. The rule on the bal-
anced budget amendment was restric-
tive. And now we have an open rule but
it is convenient to close it. It is con-
venient to close it so we are going to
run roughshod over the minority and
close the rule.

We are concerned about the narrow-
ing of voices in this institution and it
is real. 1 am reserving my right to ob-
ject, Mr. Speaker.

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

Mr. BONIOR. I will yield in a second,
but let me just develop that for a sec-
ond. We have had four rules; two of
them have been closed; one of them has
been restricted; and the one we are de-
bating now has been restricted once
again.

The Republicans on this side of the
aisle have closed down our legislative
service organizations so our women,
the African-Americans, our Hispanics
have had their voices shut. We have
had the Democratic Study Group
moved off of the Hill; we have had pub-
lic broadcasting attacks; we have had
voices across this country and in this
institution attacked; and we will not
stand for a gag rule on this bill.

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

Mr. BONIOR. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding. Does the
gentleman object to the unanimous
consent request for the Committee on
International Relations to continue its
work on the measure before us? We are
near the end of the completion of that
debate and we should be able to wind it
up either tonight or tomorrow.
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I am merely trying to accommodate
the Members on both sides of the aisle,
and | would welcome the gentleman
consenting to the request.

Mr. BONIOR. | appreciate my col-
league’s comments.

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

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, further
reserving my right to object, | yield to
my friend, the gentleman from Con-
necticut.

Mr GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
would say that the same pattern has
developed in committee after commit-
tee, that we on the International Rela-
tions Committee are now discussing
fundamental changes in our role in the
United Nations and NATO. Time after
time, as amendments are just barely
brought forward, there is a motion that
the majority carries to cut off debate.

And we are deciding whether we are
going to be in the United Nations or
out, whether we are going to expand
NATO without full and proper debate.
The same pattern is occurring in com-
mittee after committee.

Mr. GILMAN. If the gentleman will
yield further, at this time, Mr. Speak-
er, | would——

Mr. SOLOMON. Regular order, and
demand it now.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, | object; | object.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HEFLEY). Regular order has been de-
manded. Do 10 Members stand to ob-
ject?

Mr. GILMAN. Since we cannot have
consent with regard to the request, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The re-
quest is withdrawn.

UNFUNDED MANDATE REFORM
ACT OF 1995

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 38 and rule
XXI11, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 5.

O 1800

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
5) to curb the practice of imposing un-
funded Federal mandates on States and
local governments, to ensure that the
Federal Government pays the costs in-
curred by those governments in com-
plying with certain requirements under
Federal statutes and regulations, and
to provide information on the cost of
Federal mandates on the private sec-
tor, and for other purposes, with Mr.
EMERSON in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole arose earlier today,
the motion to limit debate on each
amendment to section 4, and any
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amendment thereto, to 10 minutes, of-
fered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. CLINGER], had been
agreed to.

Are there further amendments to sec-
tion 4?

MOTION TO RISE OFFERED BY MR. VOLKMER

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, |
move that the Committee do now rise.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 159, noes 266,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 59]

AYES—159
Abercrombie Frank (MA) Olver
Ackerman Frost Ortiz
Andrews Furse Orton
Baesler Gejdenson Owens
Baldacci Gephardt Pallone
Barcia Gonzalez Pastor
Becerra Gutierrez Payne (NJ)
Bentsen Hall (OH) Pelosi
Berman Hamilton Peterson (FL)
Bevill Hastings (FL) Peterson (MN)
Bishop Hilliard Pomeroy
Bonior Hinchey Poshard
Borski Holden Rangel
Boucher Jackson-Lee Reed
Brewster Jacobs Richardson
Brown (FL) Johnson (SD) Rivers
Brown (OH) Johnston Roemer
Bryant (TX) Kanjorski Rose
Cardin Kaptur Roybal-Allard
Chapman Kennedy (MA) Sabo
Clay Kennedy (RI1) Sanders
Clayton Kennelly Sawyer
Clement Kildee Schroeder
Clyburn LaFalce Schumer
Coleman Lantos Scott
Collins (IL) Levin Serrano
Collins (MI) Lewis (GA) Skaggs
Conyers Lipinski Slaughter
Costello Lofgren Spratt
Coyne Lowey Stark
Cramer Luther Stokes
de la Garza Maloney Studds
DeFazio Manton Stupak
DeLauro Markey Tejeda
Dellums Martinez Thompson
Deutsch Mascara Thurman
Dicks Matsui Torricelli
Dingell McCarthy Towns
Dixon McDermott Traficant
Doggett McHale Tucker
Durbin McKinney Velazquez
Edwards Meehan Visclosky
Engel Meek Volkmer
Eshoo Menendez Ward
Evans Mfume Waters
Farr Miller (CA) Watt (NC)
Fattah Mineta Waxman
Fazio Minge Williams
Fields (LA) Mink Wise
Filner Moakley Woolsey
Flake Mollohan Wyden
Foglietta Moran Wynn
Ford Nadler Yates

NOES—266
Allard Beilenson Bunn
Archer Bereuter Bunning
Armey Bilbray Burr
Bachus Bilirakis Burton
Baker (CA) Bliley Buyer
Baker (LA) Blute Callahan
Ballenger Boehlert Calvert
Barr Boehner Camp
Barrett (NE) Bonilla Canady
Barrett (WI) Bono Castle
Bartlett Browder Chabot
Barton Brownback Chambliss
Bateman Bryant (TN) Chenoweth
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Christensen Hoekstra Porter
Chrysler Hoke Portman
Clinger Horn Pryce
Coble Hostettler Quillen
Coburn Houghton Quinn
Collins (GA) Hoyer Radanovich
Combest Hunter Rahall
Condit Hutchinson Ramstad
Cooley Hyde Regula
Cox Inglis Reynolds
Crane Istook Riggs
Crapo Johnson (CT) Roberts
Cremeans Johnson, E. B. Rogers
Cubin Johnson, Sam Rohrabacher
Cunningham Jones Ros-Lehtinen
Danner Kasich Roth
Davis Kelly Roukema
Deal Kim Royce
DelLay King Salmon
Diaz-Balart Kingston Sanford
Dickey Kleczka Saxton
Dooley Klink Scarborough
Doolittle Klug Schaefer
Dornan Knollenberg Schiff
Doyle Kolbe Seastrand
Dreier LaHood Sensenbrenner
Duncan Largent Shadegg
Dunn Latham Shaw
Ehlers LaTourette Shays
Ehrlich Laughlin Shuster
Emerson Lazio Sisisky
English Lewis (CA) Skeen
Ensign Lewis (KY) Skelton
Everett Lightfoot Smith (MI)
Ewing Lincoln Smith (NJ)
Fawell Linder Smith (TX)
Fields (TX) Livingston Smith (WA)
Flanagan LoBiondo Solomon
Foley Longley Souder
Forbes Lucas Spence
Fowler Manzullo Stearns
Fox Martini Stenholm
Franks (CT) McCollum Stockman
Franks (NJ) McCrery Stump
Frelinghuysen McDade Talent
Frisa McHugh Tanner
Funderburk Mclnnis Tate
Gallegly Mclintosh Tauzin
Ganske McKeon Taylor (MS)
Gekas McNulty Taylor (NC)
Geren Metcalf Thomas
Gibbons Meyers Thornberry
Gilchrest Mica Thornton
Gillmor Miller (FL) Tiahrt
Gilman Molinari Torkildsen
Goodlatte Montgomery Torres
Goodling Moorhead Upton
Gordon Morella Vento
Goss Murtha Vucanovich
Graham Myers Waldholtz
Green Myrick Walker
Greenwood Nethercutt Walsh
Gunderson Neumann Wamp
Gutknecht Ney Watts (OK)
Hall (TX) Norwood Weldon (FL)
Hancock Nussle Weller
Hansen Oberstar White
Harman Obey Whitfield
Hastings (WA) Oxley Wicker
Hayes Packard Wilson
Hayworth Parker Wolf
Hefley Paxon Young (AK)
Heineman Payne (VA) Young (FL)
Herger Petri Zeliff
Hilleary Pickett Zimmer
Hobson Pombo

NOT VOTING—9
Bass Hefner Neal
Brown (CA) Jefferson Rush
Hastert Leach Weldon (PA)

0 1820

Mr. MINGE changed his vote from
““no’’ to “‘aye.”

So the motion to rise was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

O 1820

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, | move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, |
rise to express my concern and my
sense of frustration in regard to the
procedure that is now being followed in
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reference to this debate, and | rise as
the cochairman of the Unfunded Man-
dates Caucus. | am not a member of the
committee of jurisdiction, but | rise
with a deep-seated feeling that a great
majority in this House wants to finish
this bill, and | would hope that we
could do that.

So, in discussing this matter, Mr.
Chairman, | wanted to bring to the at-
tention of my colleagues a draft memo
that came to my office last January 11.
It says, ‘“From the Democrat leader-
ship”’: You may want to change your
faxes. It says, ‘“‘First and foremost, our
actions and statements must comport
with and amplify our overall thematic
characterizations of the Republican
legislative agenda and congressional
management. The arrogance and un-
fairness of the Republican approach
during the markup has led to a shoddy
product and one that may (though not
all)” not all of your caucus, ‘““and the
members of our caucus believe con-
tains unfair and unsound policies.

““Anger and consternation about this
procedural abuse should be restated re-
peatedly, ‘““—and goodness knows my
colleagues have done that—" in the
days leading up to the floor action by
the leadership, using letters to the
Speaker and complaining about the
mistreatment of the minority, press
conferences and discussions with key
press people, floor statements, 1-min-
utes, op-eds, and other communica-
tions and techniques.”

Mr. Chairman, | know my colleagues’
concerns. | know they are concerned
about a gag rule and fairness. Lord
knows | have been concerned during
my tenure when | have been a member
of the minority, more especially as a
member of the House Administration
Committee. | remember times when we
were ruled out of order and we could
not even speak. | remember one time
when the doors were locked and we
could not even get in to conduct a
hearing.

All of the debate, as of right now, is
on establishing the purpose and the
scope of the bill. Thirty amendments
remain. Even if my colleagues do not
offer amendments in the second degree,
that is 5 hours of debate, 7% hours of
voting.

Now how long is long? We have not
got to title I. That is the commission.
That is where we go back over existing
unfunded mandates and we take care of
that, and that deserves debate.

Now title Il is the regulatory section.
Title 11l is the point of order section.
We have not even got there yet.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. BoRrsklI] has an amendment pend-
ing on clean water. We have eight.
That is between seven and nine, eight
amendments on clean water. The first
amendment by Mr. TAYLOR was on
clean water.

Now, Mr. Chairman, to date we have
had 5 days, including 1 day of general
debate, 20 hours, 168 amendments have
been proposed, 16 amendments have
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been considered, and 2 amendments
have been passed.

We need to settle this bill. The delay,
the crisis, is throughout this country
in regard to the city councils, and the
school boards, and every business and
every farm, every entity that we have
out there suffering from unfunded man-
dates. The Senate has passed the bill,
and | must tell my colleagues, which |
share their concern about minority
rights and the gag rule—my word, peo-
ple: 30 more amendments, 7% hours of
voting, 5 hours and we are not even to
the 3 titles. How long is long?

With all due respect, with all due re-
spect, and | mean this very sincerely,
people crawl out of train wrecks faster
than you people consider bills.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | will not take 5 min-
utes as | announce to the Members of
this body and their families that every-
body should be prepared to remain here
tonight in session until we complete
this section of the bill irrespective of
the number of votes, procedural or sub-
stantive. We will remain here tonight
until we finish this section of the bill.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, | just want to point
out that we are debating this piece of
legislation. We are moving along very
judiciously. We have had Members, as a
matter of fact, who have several
amendments; they have offered to put
those amendments en bloc, as the other
side very well knows. We have been co-
operative in any way that we can.

The interesting thing about this is
that we are going to rush to judgment
about the amendments that we have.
We have a gag rule that has been im-
posed upon us tonight. We find our-
selves without the ability—we found
ourselves without the ability in com-
mittee to offer amendments, and now
we have the gag rule.

Now everybody is talking about,
“Why don’t we go on?”’ It is because we
want to get this thing done, and we
want to do it right. We want to be able
to deliberate in the fashion that every-
body is supposed to be accustomed to
in this House of Representatives.

This is a deliberative body, not one
that is not deliberative. | say to my
colleagues, ‘“When you can’t deliberate
in committee, you have to deliberate
on the floor.”

Further, this bill will not become ef-
fective until October 1995. If they were
in such a hurry to get this done, why
are they making the effective date 10
months from now?

It seems to me something is wrong
with that kind of thinking, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, | move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, with all due respect to
the gentlemen on the other side of the
aisle who raised the question about
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why we are moving the way we are, |
want to go back to the comment made
by the gentlewoman from Illinois: This
is a deliberative body.

We have been on this bill 2 weeks.
There is no national emergency that
says that we have to finish this in an-
other week. What they are are national
imperatives that are reflected in the
amendments by the people who have
been duly represented from constitu-
encies across this country.

Now, if in fact we are going to play
games about how long we take to do a
bill, then perhaps we ought to do as the
distinguished gentleman from Texas
said. Let us just go on ad infinitum. |
mean that is why we are here anyway.
It was not this side’s decision to start
at 5 p.m., and quite frankly, as my col-
leagues know, | hear the debate on
both sides of the aisle regarding this. |
think we ought to move forward, and |
would sincerely appreciate if the mi-
nority would stop suggesting that
Members in the minority should have
no rights at all to offer amendments,
or to debate those amendments, or to
debate aspects of the bill.

Mr. Chairman, this is a process that
has been going on long before any
Member in this body ever got here, it
will go on long afterward, and | would
hope and expect that we could move
forward with some sense of fairness and
some sense of understanding that peo-
ple on this side of the aisle have a right
to offer amendments and have every
right to expect that those amendments
are going to be debated. The constitu-
encies that sent them here expect that
also.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MFUME. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, it ap-
peared to me to be quite obvious that,
if the gentleman from Pennsylvania
who made the earlier motion would
now move that there be no limitation
to amendments, that we could proceed
with the amendments in order, and | do
not think we would have any of this
stuff, and we could get out of here a lot
earlier than otherwise.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MFUME. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLINGER. There is no limitation
on amendments. All we have said is
that there is a limitation on debate
time.

Mr. VOLKMER. Ten minutes on each
amendment. If the gentleman would
withdraw that and make a motion that
there would be no limitation on amend-
ments, on time limits on amendments,
then | think we—we have already spent
over an hour and have not got through
the first amendment.

0 1830

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | know we are all try-
ing to be as fair as we possibly can.

Chairman, will
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With all sincerity, we put out an open
rule on this bill because we did not
want it to be a closed rule. We did not
want to gag Members on either side of
the aisle. Regardless of whether you
are a Republican or Democrat, conserv-
ative or liberal, you are entitled to be
heard. And in putting the open rule
out, we have given you the opportunity
to offer whatever amendments you
want to. But there is a time constraint,
and | will say to my good friend the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
MFUME], and he is a good friend, we
have a contract to abide by. We are
going to get these rules through this
Congress.

With 5 days acting on the bill, sig-
nificant amendments on both sides of
the aisle can be offered to these four
sections, and there has been ample op-
portunity. All we are saying now is we
have to move on. We cannot continue
another 5 days on this issue.

The suggestion was made to me that
we go upstairs and put out a closed
rule, because we have spent 5 days on
this issue. And | personally opposed
that. | do not think we should do that,
because you should have ample oppor-
tunity to be heard.

But as we progress now, after 5 days,
we are going to move on to title | prob-
ably at 2 o’clock in the morning, and
then we will give ample debate on title
I. But at some point you will have to
limit debate on title I. We have to
move through this bill because we have
other important issues to come before
us.

It does not matter that this bill has
an effective date of next October. The
fact is the American people want us to
pass this bill. The Governors’ Associa-
tion, the school boards, as the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] has
mentioned, the local governments that
I served in, they wanted to know that
we are going to pass this before final
action is taken on the balanced budget
amendment.

All Members know that and are very
much aware of that. So time is of the
essence. We have to pass this bill, and
we are going to do it one way or an-
other. We will do it all with your co-
operation.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. 1| yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding. | would
submit the debate that has gone on has
been on both sides of the aisle here in
terms of Republicans using their time.
Furthermore, | would suggest my in-
formation was there was no discussion
with the minority when the motion
was made today with regard to limit-
ing amendments and the time for
amendments on title IV. There is no
consultation here, there is no biparti-
san effort to work on this bill; that is,
both in the actions of the committee
and on this House floor tonight. When
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you start at 5 p.m., who starts at 5 p.m.
with their workday and expects to get
their job done?

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, the gentleman
knows for several days negotiations
have been going on between myself, the
manager of the bill, between the mi-
nority leader on your side, trying to
get you to come up with the significant
amendments and have you offer them,
but we have not been able to get any-
place. We have been trying. But we are
going to remain as open and fair and
accountable as we can, but it is up to
you. It is up to you. If you want to co-
operate, we will stay that way. If you
do not, again | have to remind you, we
are going to put this bill through in
the next 48 hours.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, | understand guerrilla
tactics. See, some of my good friends
are smiling on that side of the aisle. |
remember when we were in the minor-
ity. Sometimes there were closed rules
and sometimes the rights of the minor-
ity—we were then the minority—were
violated, and we had to do something.
So | understand that. | understand
that.

But our side has pledged and the
Committee on Rules chairman has just
stated that we wanted to be as fair as
possible and have open rules. And to-
ward that end, you have an open rule
before you right now and there has
been debate going on ad infinitum on
this particular piece of legislation.

But let me just tell you, | serve not
only on the old Committee on Govern-
ment Operations, but also the Commit-
tee on International Operations, the
former Committee on Foreign Affairs,
and it has been my observation, and |
think the observation of everybody in
the majority, that every single dila-
tory tactic that can be employed is
being employed to slow down the
progress on the Contract With Amer-
ica. It is very evident. And | think any-
body who watches the deliberations of
this body knows that every one of
these tactics are being employed.
Every one of these tactics are being
employed, not because you have alter-
native ideas that are good for America
but because you do not want the Con-
tract With America, which is supported
by probably 75 percent of Americans, to
be heard on this floor. The American
people need to know that, and they will
know that, the people of this country
will see that very, very clearly.

So | would just like to say to those of
you who suffered in this last election
and do not apparently have any ideas
with which to do combat with the Con-
tract With America that it would be in
your interests to let open rules come
down in an orderly manner, and con-
duct the business of this House. If you
do not do that, we are going to get the
Contract With America to this floor,
and they are going to be voted on. If we
have to stay here every night for
months on end, we are going to get
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that done. And the American people,
when they see the tactics you are em-
ploying to slow down what they wanted
and what they elected us to do, it is
going to cost you even more dearly in
1996.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. | yield to
the gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from Indiana for yield-
ing, and | appreciate his remarks and
certainly appreciate the remarks of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SoLo-
MON]. | recognize that to a large extent
his desire to not go back and close this
rule is sincere, and | appreciate that.
But we have engaged in a process of
who can out-talk who, and we have not
done one amendment.

When the other side won the vote to
allow us to move ahead with the 10-
minute procedure, that would have
taken place, had not the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] gotten up
and began to read and suggest over
here we were doing something. | would
think after this maybe we could go
into the next amendment.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, that was a
great speech, but actions speak louder
than words, and anybody watching
these proceedings knows what you are
doing.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
substantive amendments to section 4?

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. BORSKI

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, | offer
two amendments which were printed in
the RECORD as amendments numbered
35 and 36.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendments.

The text of the amendments is as fol-
lows:

Amendments offered by Mr. BORSKI:

In section 4, strike “‘or”” after the semi-
colon at the end of paragraph (6), strike the
period at the end of paragraph (7) and insert
“; or”’, and after paragraph (7) add the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

(8) establishes or enforces any condition or
limitation on the addition into waters of the
United States of pollutants that are—

(A) known to cause or can reasonably be
anticipated to cause significant adverse
acute human health effects; or

(B) known to cause or can reasonably be
anticipated to cause in humans—

(i) cancer or teratogenic effects; or

(ii) serious or irreversible—

(1) reproductive dysfunctions;

(I1) neurological disorders;

(111) heritable genetic mutations; or

(V) other chronic health effects.

In section 301, in the proposed section 422
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,
strike “‘or’’ after the semicolon at the end of
paragraph (6), strike the period at the end of

paragraph (7) and insert *‘; or’”, and after
paragraph (7) add the following new para-
graph:

‘“(8) establishes or enforces any condition
or limitation on the addition into waters of
the United States of pollutants that are—

“(A) known to cause or can reasonably be
anticipated to cause significant adverse
acute human health effects; or

““(B) known to cause or can reasonably be
anticipated to cause in humans—

H 857

‘(i) cancer or teratogenic effects; or

““(ii) serious or irreversible—

“(1) reproductive dysfunctions;

“(11) neurological disorders;

‘(1) heritable genetic mutations; or

“(1V) other chronic health effects.

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ments be considered en bloc.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. BORsKI] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes, and a Member
opposed is recognized for 5 minutes.

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

O 1840
Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, | believe
unreasonable unfunded mandates
should not be sent to local govern-

ments.

Congress should not require unfunded
mandates without careful consider-
ation and deliberation.

But there are issues—major and sig-
nificant issues—on which the Federal
Government has a truly legitimate role
in setting nation-wide standards.

Mr. Chairman, the Clean Water Act
has been one of the great successes of
modern America in cleaning up our Na-
tion’s waters and in protecting the
health of the American people.

Is it unreasonable for us to set limits
and restrictions on the dumping of pol-
lution in our Nation’s waterways?

The Federal Government for more
than two decades has paid part of the
cots of cleaning up the waters.

It is true that we have set standards
and only paid part of the cost. We have
not paid all of the hundreds of billions
of dollars needed to protect the Amer-
ican people. It has been a cost-sharing
program.

The alternatives to Federal action to
limit water pollution are unacceptable.
Local governments could also set the
standards necessary to protect human
health and then pay 100 percent of the
cost.

It would be cheaper for local govern-
ments to set standards that do not pro-
tect the health of the American people,
but I do not believe that local govern-
ments officials would choose a policy
that would not protect the health of
their residents. However, if local gov-
ernments might choose to set lower
standards for water pollution to save
money, shouldn’t the Federal Govern-
ment have some role in protecting
human health?

My amendment would exempt any
bill establishing limits on the addition
of health-threatening pollutants into
the waters.

These health effects would be only
the most serious, such as cancer, birth
and young infant defects, major repro-
ductive problems, nerve system dam-
age, and genetic damage.
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Mr. Chairman, there is truly wide-
spread support to reduce unfunded
mandates but there is no evidence the
American people want to increase the
risk of the serious health problems
caused by water pollution.

The Clean Water Act was passed in
1972 because of the urgent and imme-
diate need to begin a national program
of cleaning up our rivers, lakes, and
streams.

We were faced with a national crisis
of polluted waters that threatened the
Health of the American public.

The Clean Water Act has shown a
solid record of achievement as we have
successfully reduced pollution into the
waters. The Environmental Protection
Agency’s water quality inventories
show an ever-increasing percentage of
waters that have achieved their clean-
up goals.

| urge the Members of this House not
to place the Clean Water Act—and the
health of the American people—on the
chopping block.

We should be cutting back on un-
funded mandates but we should not de-
stroy our ability to protect the health
of the American people.

| appreciate the committee chairman’s con-
cern to keep this law as simple as possible.
But that doesn’t mean there shouldn’'t be any
exceptions. The bill as reported by the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Oversight
already has seven exceptions.

Why do we have those seven exceptions
that are already in the bill if we want no ex-
ceptions?

We have those exceptions because the au-
thors of the bill believe those purposes are im-
portant enough that bills on those subjects
should not be delayed with an additional point
of order.

| am saying that laws concerning the control
of water pollution that could have a serious
and adverse impact on human health should
also be exempted from this special new re-
quirement.

We are creating two different rules for legis-
lation on this House floor. Some bills face
tougher requirements than others.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment attempts to
get legislation protecting human health into the
easier category for floor consideration that has
already been established by the Government
Reform and Oversight Committee.

We must act like legislators—Members of
the United States House of Representatives—
and stand behind legislation that will protect
the health of the American people. | urge my
colleagues to support my amendment to ex-
empt water pollution laws that protect human
health from this bill.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | represent
Punxatawney, PA, and in about 3 or 4
days we will be celebrating Groundhog
Day. And some years ago there was a
movie called Groundhog Day in which
the same day was repeated over and
over and over again.

Mr. Chairman, | would suggest there
is an analogy here to what we have
been doing in the Committee of the
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Whole, because a number of these
amendments are in fact repetitive. We
have dealt with at least one amend-
ment having to do with the Clean
Water Act and with its reauthoriza-
tion, and that was earlier in our de-
bate. There are at least eight more
pending in that regard.

So, Mr. Chairman, | would call the
attention of the Members, particularly
on the other side of the aisle, to a
statement by President Clinton made
to the Governors just within the last 2
or 3 days in which he said,

We are strongly supporting the move to
get unfunded mandates legislation passed in
the Congress, and we are encouraged by the
work that was done in the United States
Senate where, as | remember, the bill passed
86 to 10. After a really open and honest dis-
cussion of all appropriate amendments, the
legislation is now moving through the
House.

I am not sure that he was aware how
slowly it was moving. | think there are
about 100 amendments pending, he
said, but | think they will move
through it in a fairly expeditious way,
just as the Senate did.

So | would urge my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle to heed the sug-
gestion of their President to move this
bill as expeditiously as possible. This,
again, is an amendment that deals with
a very, very important piece of legisla-
tion. It deals with a very important
issue. The only question is, does it rise
to any higher level of concern than all
of the other exemptions that we have
been considering.

Again, this is not a retrospective
look. It is only prospective. It will not
affect anything that is presently on the
books, nor should it. But it does say
that if we are going to enact additional
requirements under the Clean Water
Act, then we should at least consider
the cost to those who are going to be
imposed upon.

Mr. Chairman, | would plead with the
Members to defeat this amendment and
recognize that the Governors, the
county commissioners, all of our State
and local officials are crying out for re-
lief from unfunded mandates.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, | yield
45 seconds to the gentlewoman from
Oregon [Ms. FURSE].

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, | want to
talk a little bit about the Portland
metropolitan area which has a problem
with combined sewer overflows and the
cost of clean-up is estimated at $1 bil-
lion. But Portland area residents, the
State and the city governments are not
urging us to roll back the Clean Water
Act. In contrast to what heard today,
public opinion poll after public opinion
poll ranks clean water as the top prior-
ity for the northwest.

The answer does not lie in forsaking
fundamental values. Instead we must
update and reprioritize our budget pri-
orities.

We should spend, in my opinion, less
on cold war weapons and more on do-
mestic priorities.
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| support the Borski amendment.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. DAvis].

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, under this
bill the Congress will still have the au-
thority to pass the legislation that the
gentleman from Pennsylvania wants.
We still have that authority. We have
not given that up at all. We will simply
have the cost in front of us before we
move ahead and, before we say to our
localities that we are going to pass the
bill to them and shift the tax burden
from the progressive income tax to
local property taxes, we are going to
understand what that bill is. Before we
say that this amendment is more im-
portant than local education projects,
than local police protection, we are
going to have a cost done so that this
body can appropriately consider it.

We can still address the clean water
that the gentleman is concerned about.
This does not affect any existing man-
date whatsoever. | think that needs to
be clarified. We still have that flexibil-
ity, but we are going to know the cost
first.

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, | yield
45 seconds to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MINETA],
who is wearing the pride of the Super
Bowl victors on his shirt. | would re-
mind the gentleman that the Eagles
defeated the 49ers 40 to 8.

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

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the Borski amendment. This
amendment assures that we do not
cripple our future efforts at protecting
the basic rights of our constituents.

As we learned so dramatically in Mil-
waukee, when over 100 individuals died
because of waterborne bacteria, pollut-
ants in our water can have serious ad-
verse health effects. If we support the
Borski amendment, we will be able to
respond to new and serious threats to
human health.

If we do not adopt this amendment,
government will be far less able to re-
spond and will be far slower in respond-
ing to new and serious waterborne
threats to human health.

To me, this is what the amendment
is all about. Therefore, 1 urge my col-
leagues to support the Borski amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, | am pleased to rise in sup-
port of Mr. BORsKI's amendment.

The Borski amendment assures that we do
not cripple our future efforts at protecting the
basic health rights of our constituents. As we
learned so dramatically in Milwaukee when
over 100 individuals died because of water-
borne bacteria, pollutants in our water can
have serious adverse health effects.

| congratulate my colleague for having the
foresight to be willing to assure our ability to
continue to protect our constituents from water
pollution which may cause significant and seri-
ous health problems.
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Both this floor and the Transportation Com-
mittee have been the scene of spirited debate
over what is the proper level of protection of
the environment. Although we Members may
differ on how we answer that question, | do
not believe that we have ever differed on the
need to preserve basic human health from the
most serious adverse effects of pollution.

The protection of human health should not
be considered an unfunded mandate. In fact,
one of the primary responsibilities of State and
local government is to assure the protection of
the health of their citizens. Fortunately, in the
area of clean water, Congress has been fund-
ing the efforts of State and local governments
in protecting citizens from pollution. Over $60
billion has been provided to date and | fully
expect funding to continue.

However, we should not be so foolish to be-
lieve that State and local governments would
not take steps to protect human health but for
the requirements of the Clean Water Act. For
example, 100 years ago Chicago took steps
as bold as to reverse the flow of the Chicago
River in support of public health.

The world we live in is more complex than
that which existed in the last century, we do
not know what the next century will bring. If
we support the Borski amendment, we will be
able to respond to new and serious threats to
human health. If we do not adopt this amend-
ment, government will be far less able to re-
spond, and will be far slower in responding, to
new and serious waterborne threats to human
health. That is what this amendment is all
about.

| urge my colleagues to support the Borski
amendment.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, may |
inquire as to who has the right to
close.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] has
the right to close.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, | yield
45 seconds to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER].

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | am
pleased the gentleman did not ref-
erence the Redskins’ performance this
year, but we are coming back.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania providing this legis-
lation not apply to regulations protect-
ing U.S. waters and pollutants of toxic
waste.

Day after day after day, like ground-
hog day in that movie, we are having
the Chesapeake Bay polluted, one of
the greatest estuaries of this world. We
need to stop it. The Federal Govern-
ment has taken substantial steps to-
ward that end.

I think it is appropriate to say in
this instance, because of the critical
nature of the problem that we confront
with respect to the pollution of the
Chesapeake Bay and other waterways
of this Nation, that this is not the type
of unfunded mandate, that, in fact, yes,
it is costly to clean up our waste, but
it is not so costly that the cost down-
stream and in the long run is not far
greater.

re-
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Mr. Chairman, | think that is what
the gentleman’s amendment speaks to,
and | rise in its support.

Mr. Chairman, do we need to curb the ease
by which we pass unfunded mandates on to
State and local governments? Yes we do.

However, it is important to recognize that
there are many present mandates which the
Federal Government imposes and which my
constituents would not want abolished.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania providing that this legislation not
apply to regulations protecting U.S. waters
from pollutants and toxic waste.

The transformation of the Chesapeake Bay
from its dismal state a decade ago into the
more healthy estuary in the world is a perfect
example of what the shortsighted impact of
this legislation could be. We cannot move
backward on the Chesapeake Bay.

We must guarantee that individual localities
not be able to dump waste into waters and de-
stroy the very environment that is enjoyed by
people across the entire mid-Atlantic region
and whose health our coastal economics de-
pend upon.

It is imperative that the future impact of H.R.
5 not jeopardize the successes of several en-
vironmental, safety, and health standards that
the American people depend upon and sup-
port.

Unfunded mandate legislation cannot and
should not result in unintended consequences.

Mr. Chairman, we have a Contract With
America. It is the contract that we have made
together to provide protections and safeguards
for our environment, our workers, and our
health.

| agree with my colleagues who support this
measure that we must more carefully judge
the requirements we impose. However, in the
rush to legislate we must ensure that we are
not rushing to abdicate important protections
that the American people want and expect.

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, | would
ask if | have any time remaining.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. BoRrski] has 15
seconds remaining.

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the remainder of my time.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment at-
tempts to get legislation protecting
human health in an easier category for
floor consideration than has already
been established by the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight.

I urge my colleagues to support my
amendment to exempt water pollution
laws to protect human health from this
bill.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. ScHIFF],
chairman of the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF] is recog-
nized for 1%2 minutes.

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | have here a copy of
a water bill and sewer bill from the
city of Albuquerque from this month
that was sent to a constituent. For his
sewer charge, it shows: base charge,
$13.08; unfunded Federal mandate to re-
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move ammonia, $12.15. In other words,
a Federal requirement to remove one
product from the sewer system is equal
in cost, to the residents | represent, to
their whole base charge for all of the
other costs of running the sewer sys-
tem.

Is it possible, Mr. Chairman, that in
this or in other instances, upon a care-
ful analysis, costs like this must be
borne? | think the possibility certainly
exists. | do agree with the other side, of
course, on the importance of cleaning
up our water, but who has measured
this? Who has measured from the Fed-
eral Government whether in fact dou-
bling the cost of the sewer rates to the
residents of Albuquerque is, in fact,
what is needed to keep this water at an
appropriate level of toxic pollution
control?

Mr. Chairman, my point is that this
bill would require that kind of account-
ing, that kind of accountability, and
that is why the gentleman’s amend-
ment should be rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. VOLKMER TO THE
AMENDMENTS EN BLOC OFFERED BY MR. BORSKI

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment to the amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

Amendment offered by Mr. VOLKMER to the
amendments en bloc offered by Mr. BORSKI:

At the end of the amendments add the fol-
lowing: ‘“V. Reproductive disorders.”

Mr. CHAIRMAN. There is no debate
in order on this amendment.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. VOLKMER] to the amend-
ments offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Borski].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. VOLKMER)
there were—ayes 42, noes 78.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The Chair an-
nounces that pursuant to clause 2(c),
rule XXIII, he will reduce to 5 minutes
any recorded vote on the amendments
en bloc offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Borski] following
the vote on the amendment thereto of-
fered by the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. VoLKMER]. This is a 15-minute
vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 114, noes 312,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 60]

AYES—114
Abercrombie Coleman Farr
Ackerman Collins (MI) Fazio
Barcia Conyers Fields (LA)
Becerra Coyne Filner
Bentsen Danner Flake
Bishop Dellums Frank (MA)
Bonior Deutsch Furse
Brown (FL) Dicks Gejdenson
Brown (OH) Dingell Gephardt
Bryant (TX) Dixon Gibbons
Clay Engel Green
Clayton Eshoo Hastings (FL)
Clyburn Evans Hilliard
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Hinchey
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee

Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McKinney

Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Beilenson
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clement
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Collins (IL)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis

de la Garza
Deal

Meehan
Meek
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Mink
Mollohan
Nadler
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Rangel
Reed
Reynolds
Richardson
Rivers
Rose
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Schroeder

NOES—312

DeFazio
Delauro
DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fattah
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn

Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Slaughter
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Thompson
Thornton
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Tucker
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennelly
Kim

King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintosh
McKeon
McNulty
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Moakley
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
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Obey

Olver

Orton

Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema

Brown (CA)
Harman
Hastert

Mr. MORAN changed his vote from

Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tanner

NOT VOTING—8

Hefner
Jefferson
Leach

0 1911

“aye” to “‘no.”

Mr. HILLIARD changed his vote from

“no” to “aye.”

So the amendment to the amend-

ments was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Traficant
Upton
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wolf
Wyden
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Neal
Weldon (PA)

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BOR-
sKi].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 162, noes 263,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 61]

AYES—162
Abercrombie Costello Furse
Ackerman Coyne Gejdenson
Barcia Danner Gephardt
Barrett (WI) DeFazio Gibbons
Becerra DelLauro Gonzalez
Beilenson Dellums Gordon
Bentsen Deutsch Green
Berman Dicks Gutierrez
Bevill Dingell Hastings (FL)
Bishop Dixon Hilliard
Bonior Doggett Hinchey
Borski Doyle Holden
Boucher Durbin Hoyer
Brown (FL) Engel Jackson-Lee
Brown (OH) Eshoo Jacobs
Bryant (TX) Evans Johnson (SD)
Cardin Farr Johnson, E. B.
Clay Fattah Johnston
Clayton Fazio Kanjorski
Clement Fields (LA) Kaptur
Clyburn Filner Kennedy (RI)
Coleman Flake Kennelly
Collins (IL) Foglietta Kildee
Collins (MI) Ford Kleczka
Conyers Frost Klink

LaFalce
Lantos
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moran

Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis

Deal
DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
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Murtha
Nadler
Oberstar
Obey

Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Reynolds
Richardson
Rivers
Rose
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Skaggs

NOES—263

Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox

Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke

Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kim

King
Kingston

Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Thornton
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Markey
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintosh
McKeon
McNulty
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Moorhead
Morella
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
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Rohrabacher Smith (MI) Torkildsen
Ros-Lehtinen Smith (NJ) Upton
Roth Smith (TX) Vucanovich
Roukema Smith (WA) Waldholtz
Royce Solomon Walker
Salmon Souder Walsh
Sanford Spence Wamp
Saxton Stearns Watts (OK)
Scarborough Stenholm Weldon (FL)
Schaefer Stockman Weller
Schiff Stump White
Seastrand Talent Whitfield
Sensenbrenner Tanner Wicker
Shadegg Tate Wilson
Shaw Tauzin Wolf
Shays Taylor (NC) Young (AK)
Shuster Tejeda Young (FL)
Sisisky Thomas Zeliff
Skeen Thornberry Zimmer
Skelton Tiahrt

NOT VOTING—9
Brown (CA) Harman Jefferson
Burton Hastert Neal
de la Garza Hefner Weldon (PA)
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Mr. MARKEY changed his vote from
“aye” 1o “*no.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, during
rollcall vote Nos. 60 and 61 on H.R. 5, |
was unavoidably detained. Had | been
present | would have voted ‘‘nay’ on
both.

0 1920

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to section 4?

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. CLAY

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | offer two
amendments, amendment No. 39 and
amendment No. 41.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignhate the amendments.

The text of the amendments is as fol-
lows:

Amendments offered by Mr. CLAY: At the
end of paragraph (6) of section 4 strike ‘“‘or”’,
at the end of paragraph (7) strike the period
and insert “; or’’, and add after paragraph (7)
the following:

(8) is necessary to protect children from
hunger or homelessness.

In section 422 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, strike ‘“‘or”” at the end of para-
graph (6), strike the period and insert *“; or”,
at the end of paragraph (7), and add after
paragraph (7) the following:

(8) is necessary to protect children from
huger or homelessness.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ments be considered en bloc.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes, and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] will
be recognized for 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CLAY].

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | am
pleased to offer these amendments
along with the gentlewoman from
Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].
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Mr. Chairman, | yield 3 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Texas [Ms.
JACKSON-LEE].

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I am very proud today to offer this
amendment today with my good friend
and colleague from Missouri [Mr.
CLAY].

As chairman of Houston’s task force
on homelessness, for many years | have
worked on the issues of hunger and
homelessness in the State of Texas. In
my home city of Houston, we have over
10,000 homeless and many thousands of
families who are perhaps only one pay-
check away from losing their homes.

On any given night in this country,
even though we have a roof over our
head, we will find 600,000 people are
homeless in the United States. Ne’er-
do-wells? | do not think so. People who
want a chance or an opportunity, peo-
ple who have been one paycheck away
from maintaining their home and are
now out on the street; these people
have children. It is estimated that 10
times that number have been homeless
at some time during the past 5 years.
Clearly homelessness is increasing, im-
pacting more and more lives.

I think it is important for this body
to acknowledge that homelessness in
the United States has reached epidemic
proportions. We must, as Members of
Congress and as private citizens, take
time to look beyond our own experi-
ence so that we may fully understand
the magnitude of the crisis.

The majority in this new Congress
have said the community at large can
handle this problem of homelessness.
Oh, | truly appreciate charitable insti-
tutions in my district, but we all must
break the cycle of homelessness. The
Children’s Defense Fund estimates over
5 million children go hungry at some
point during the month, and over 6 mil-
lion children live in severely inad-
equate housing. Clearly a child’s nutri-
tional, educational, and overall general
health needs are all compromised when
subjected to a life that shuffles them
from shelter to shelter.

By ignoring the need for greater Fed-
eral involvement, we are placing more
children at risk for abuse and neglect.
The time is now, and | am very grate-
ful to have joined with the gentleman
from Missouri in order to effect a bi-
partisan effort in fashioning a program
to address the issue of child hunger and
homelessness that should not be elimi-
nated through unfunded mandates.

Although | support abolishing un-
funded mandates, | think we must pro-
tect our children. | urge my colleagues
to seriously consider the ramifications
this legislation will have on homeless
children and their families.

Realize that literally 10,000 homeless
are in the city of Houston; 1,500 of
them are children; 150,000 are margin-
ally homeless, doubling up, living with
families, friends, and relatives; 30,000
are children; 250,000 are at risk of be-
coming homeless, living paycheck to
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paycheck. Any layoff, downsizing, or
illness will affect them, and throw a
family into a homeless condition.
Without safeguards such as our amend-
ment, we put at risk every program
that is designed to help the homeless
and near homeless to self-sufficiency.
Remember, what we are looking for-
ward to is unfunded mandates not to
burden our cities, counties, and towns.
Then we need to look forward to assist-
ing those who are seeking independ-
ence to go from dependence in order to
make sure we avoid the homeless
cycle.

Mr. Chairman, | am proud to offer this
amendment today with my friend and col-
league from Missouri, Mr. CLAY. As chairman
of Houston’s task force on homelessness, for
many years | have worked on the issues of
hunger and homelessness in the State of
Texas. In my home city of Houston, we have
over 10,000 homeless and many thousands of
families who are perhaps only one paycheck
away from losing their homes.

On any given night, as many as 600,000
people are homeless in the United States. It is
also estimated that 10 times that number have
been homeless at some time during the past
5 years. Clearly, homelessness is increasingly
impacting more and more lives. For this Con-
gress to acknowledge that homelessness in
the United States has reached epidemic pro-
portions is only a small step in the right direc-
tion. We must, as Members of Congress and
as private citizens, take time to look beyond
our own experiences so that we may fully un-
derstand the magnitude of their crisis.

The majority in this new Congress has said
that the community at large can handle the
problem of homelessness. | respectfully dis-
agree with my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle. As the chairperson of the task force
on homelessness for the city of Houston, |
have learned first hand that the Federal Gov-
ernment must play a greater role in breaking
the cycle of poverty and homelessness. | have
great admiration for the charitable institutions
of my district. However, even with the good-
heartedness of local communities, our cities
cannot and should not be expected to respond
to a problem of this magnitude.

More importantly, no longer can we overlook
the fact that far too many children are affected
by hunger and homelessness. The Children’s
Defense Fund estimates that over 5 million
children go hungry at some point during the
month, and over 6 million children live in se-
verely inadequate housing. Clearly, a child’s
nutritional, educational, and overall general
health needs are all compromised when sub-
jected to a life that shuffles them from shelter
to shelter. By ignoring the need for greater
Federal involvement, we are placing more chil-
dren at risk of abuse and neglect.

The time is now—we must work together in
a bipartisan fashion in addressing the issue of
child hunger and homelessness. We must
work together to assist our communities in
their efforts. We must work to provide a co-
ordinated effort to create a system that will
help move homeless people from the street, to
transitional support, and then to permanent
housing.

| urge my colleagues to seriously consider
the ramifications that this legislation will have
on homeless children and their families. With-
out safeguards such as our amendment, we
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put at risk every program that is designed to
help the homeless and near homeless to self-
sufficiency.

| look forward to working with my colleagues
on this important issue and strongly urge their
support for this amendment.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to
the gentleman’s amendments for the
same reasons that | opposed the
amendment by the gentleman from
Vermont. [Mr. SANDERS], the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KAN-
JORsKI], and the gentlewoman from
New York [Mrs. MALONEY], all of which
dealt with some phase of children’s
concern.

So | must oppose the amendments.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from California [Ms. Roy-
BAL-ALLARD].

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Chair-
man, on any given night there are 9,000
hungry and homeless children in Cali-
fornia.

I rise in strong support of the Jack-
son-Lee/Clay amendments.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

(Mr. CLAY asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | am
pleased to offer this amendment along
with the gentlewoman from Texas [Ms.
JACKSON-LEE]. Sponsors of the un-
funded mandates bill wisely decided
that certain laws and regulations are
too vital to the national interest to be
subjected to the cost-benefit and proce-
dural hurdles mandated under this bill.
The exclusions already in section 4 ac-
knowledge that we should not engaged
in cost-benefit analysis and procedural
fights when it comes to civil rights, na-
tional emergencies, or international
treaties.

Well | think America’s children de-
serve the same protection from the
cost-benefit analysis that lies at the
heart of this bill. The Federal Govern-
ment has the responsibility to ensure
that the States protect America’s chil-
dren from malnutrition and homeless-
ness. A point of order should not stand
in the way of Federal laws that protect
our children. America’s children are at
least as important as international
treaties.

One out of four children in this coun-
try live in poverty. Millions of children
go to bed at night hungry. Too many
children have no home to go to. The
problems generated by the way this so-
ciety treats children cross State lines;
there are national problems that re-
quire national solutions, as set forth in
Federal laws. There are housing prob-
lems that demand Federal solutions.
When we consider laws designed to pro-
tect our children from these harms, let
us not subject those laws to the obsta-
cles created by this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
back the balance of my time.
AMENDMENT OFFERED MS. JACKSON-LEE TO THE

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. CLAY

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, |
offer an amendment to the amend-
ments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Ms. JACKSON-LEE to
the amendments offered by Mr. CLAY: Page 1,
line 1, insert “and adults’ after ‘“‘children.”

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment to
the amendments offered by the gentle-
woman from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE]
is not debatable.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentlewoman from Texas
[Ms. JACKSON-LEE] to the amendments
offered by the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. CLAY].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, |
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. This is a 15-minute
vote.

The Chair may reduce the next vote
to 5 minutes.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 142, noes 285,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No 62]

AYES—142
Abercrombie Gephardt Oberstar
Ackerman Gibbons Obey
Baldacci Gonzalez Olver
Barrett (WI) Green Owens
Becerra Gutierrez Pallone
Beilenson Hall (OH) Pastor
Bentsen Hastings (FL) Payne (NJ)
Berman Hilliard Pelosi
Bishop Hinchey Poshard
Bonior Holden Rangel
Borski Hoyer Reed
Brown (FL) Jackson-Lee Reynolds
Brown (OH) Jacobs Richardson
Bryant (TX) Jefferson Rivers
Cardin Johnson (SD) Rose
Clay Johnson, E. B. Roybal-Allard
Clayton Johnston Rush
Clyburn Kennedy (MA) Sabo
Coleman Kennedy (RI) Sanders
Collins (IL) Kennelly Sawyer
Collins (MI) Kildee Schroeder
Conyers Kleczka Scott
Costello LaFalce Serrano
Coyne Lantos Slaughter
Danner Laughlin Stark
de la Garza Levin Stokes
DeFazio Lewis (GA) Studds
DelLauro Lipinski Stupak
Dellums Lofgren Thompson
Deutsch Lowey Torres
Dingell Maloney Towns
Dixon Manton Traficant
Doggett Markey Tucker
Durbin Martinez Velazquez
Engel Mascara Vento
Eshoo Matsui Volkmer
Evans McDermott Ward
Fattah McHale Waters
Fazio McKinney Watt (NC)
Fields (LA) Meehan Waxman
Filner Meek Williams
Flake Mfume Wise
Foglietta Miller (CA) Woolsey
Ford Mineta Wyden
Frank (MA) Mink Wynn
Frost Moakley Yates
Furse Mollohan
Gejdenson Nadler
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Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clement
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley

Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis

Deal

DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
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NOES—285

Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King
Kingston
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Luther
Manzullo
Martini
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintosh
McKeon
McNulty
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney

Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz

Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schumer
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Upton
Visclosky
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer
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NOT VOTING—7

Brown (CA) Hastert Weldon (PA)
Farr Hefner
Gilman Neal
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Messrs. THORNTON, McDADE, and
BEVILL changed their vote from “‘aye”
to “‘no.”

Mr. BALDACCI
from *“no”” to ‘“‘aye.”

So the amendment to the amend-
ments was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, | have
a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. VOLKMER. If the gentleman
from Missouri, myself, had an amend-
ment to the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY],
would it now be in order to offer that
amendment to the amendment of the
gentleman from Missouri?

The CHAIRMAN. A nondebatable
amendment could be offered.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, | do
not plan to do it; | just wanted to be
sure.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | de-
manded a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
2(c) of rule XXIIl this will be a 5-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 151, noes 277,
not voting 6, as follows:

changed his vote

[Roll No 63]

AYES—151
Abercrombie Dingell Johnson, E. B.
Ackerman Dixon Johnston
Baldacci Doggett Kennedy (MA)
Barcia Durbin Kennedy (RI)
Barrett (WI) Engel Kennelly
Becerra Eshoo Kildee
Beilenson Evans Kleczka
Bentsen Farr LaFalce
Berman Fattah Lantos
Bishop Fazio Levin
Bonior Fields (LA) Lewis (GA)
Borski Filner Lipinski
Boucher Flake Lofgren
Brown (FL) Foglietta Lowey
Brown (OH) Ford Luther
Bryant (TX) Frank (MA) Maloney
Cardin Frost Manton
Clay Furse Markey
Clayton Gejdenson Martinez
Clement Gephardt Mascara
Clyburn Gibbons Matsui
Coleman Gonzalez McCarthy
Collins (IL) Green McDermott
Collins (MI) Gutierrez McHale
Conyers Hall (OH) McKinney
Costello Hastings (FL) Meehan
Coyne Hilliard Meek
Danner Hinchey Menendez
de la Garza Holden Mfume
DeFazio Hoyer Miller (CA)
DelLauro Jackson-Lee Mineta
Dellums Jacobs Mink
Deutsch Jefferson Moakley
Dicks Johnson (SD) Mollohan

Nadler
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Poshard
Rangel
Reed
Reynolds
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer

Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley

Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis

Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell

Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Scott
Serrano
Slaughter
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tejeda
Thompson
Torres
Towns

NOES—277

Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke

Horn
Hostettler
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King
Kingston
Klink

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
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Traficant
Tucker
Velazquez
Vento
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates

McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose

Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schumer
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MlI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
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Spratt Thornton Weldon (FL)
Stearns Thurman Weller
Stenholm Tiahrt White
Stockman Torkildsen Whitfield
Stump Torricelli Wicker
Talent Upton Wilson
Tanner Visclosky Wolf
Tate Vucanovich Young (AK)
Tauzin Waldholtz Young (FL)
Taylor (MS) Walker Zeliff
Taylor (NC) Walsh Zimmer
Thomas Wamp
Thornberry Watts (OK)

NOT VOTING—6
Brown (CA) Hefner Neal
Hastert Houghton Weldon (PA)
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So the amendments were rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to section 4?

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. CLAY

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | offer two
amendments, numbered 40 and 42, and |
ask unanimous consent that they be
considered en bloc.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendments.

The text of the amendments is as fol-
lows:

Amendments offered by Mr. CLAY: At the
end of paragraph (6) of section 4 strike ‘“‘or”’,
at the end of paragraph (7) strike the period
and insert “‘; or’’, and add after paragraph (7)
the following:

(8) is necessary to protect the health and
safety of those, including children and dis-
couraged workers, who, through no fault of
their own, receive welfare assistance.

In section 422 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, strike *‘or”” at the end of para-
graph (6), strike the period and insert ’’; or”’,
at the end of paragraph (7), and add after
paragraph (7) the following:

(8) is necessary to protect the health and
safety of those, including children and dis-
couraged workers, who, through no fault of
their own, receive welfare assistance.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. CLAY] that the amend-
ments numbered 40 and 42 be consid-
ered en bloc?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes, and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] will
be recognized for 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER].

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment adds
a much needed exemption to this bill.
It provides that this act shall not apply
to Federal laws or regulations that
protect the health and welfare of chil-
dren, discouraged workers, and others,
who, through no fault of their own,
need welfare assistance.

We as a nation have a duty to ensure
that no one is left without the means
to provide for the basic necessities of
life. In a society as wealthy as ours, we
have a moral responsibility to lend aid
to the most vulnerable members of our
society, including those who cannot
find decent work for decent pay.
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Our Nation’s unemployment rate is
approximately 5% percent, and while
that rate signifies better times for
many, it still leaves almost 8 milion
unemployed. Hidden from that number
are half a million others who no longer
are counted as unemployed because
they have given up hope of finding
gainful employment. They have be-
come discouraged workers.

There are tens of millions of others,
including children, the aged, and the
infirm, who cannot work. They don’t
have organized lobbyists pressing their
case before Congress. They don’t have
the resources to contribute to political
campaigns. And, too often, when they
are not being ignored and forgotten,
they are being blamed for cir-
cumstances which are as much of our
making as their own. The best way to
protect these vulnerable members of
our society from the onerous and cost-
benefit provisions under this bill is to
shield them from these provisions.

| disagree with those who claim that
this welfare crisis is the fault of the
poor. We have a minimum wage today
that does not support a family of three
above the poverty line. We have a fis-
cal policy that encourages unemploy-
ment to curb inflation. We have a trade
policy that encourages the exporting of
low skilled jobs.

Solving this crisis is the greatest
challenge we face today.

Without my amendment, H.R. 5 will
discourage the Congress from meeting
its moral and constitutional respon-
sibilities to ‘“‘provide for the general
welfare’” of the poor, the infirm, and
the helpless. While the Federal Govern-
ment clearly has a large role in solving
the welfare crisis, State and local gov-
ernments have significant responsibil-
ities as well. We, as elected Represent-
atives to the national Government, are
ultimately responsible for ensuring
that governments at all levels meet
their responsibilities to the weak and
the poor.

Hubert Humphrey said “The moral
test of government is how it treats
those in the dawn of life—the children;
those in the twilight of life—the old;
those in the shadow of life—the sick
and the handicapped.” To adopt H.R. 5
without this amendment is to turn our
backs on our highest responsibility.

Mr. Chairman, | urge adoption of the
amendment.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | must
oppose this amendment for the reasons
that have been repeated here so often
this evening and over the last 5 days.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN].

0O 2000

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Chairman, it will
not come as a surprise that | rise again
to oppose yet another amendment ex-
cluding whole areas of the law from the
very reasonable cost analysis provided
in the legislation, H.R. 5.

It might be of interest to know this
is the eighth amendment to section 4
relating to health, the fifth amend-

ment relating to safety, and the sev-
enth amendment relating to child wel-
fare.

The reason these amendments went
down, they were all voted down with
solid bipartisan votes, the last one was
277 to 155, is that the bill before us in
no way precludes Congress from acting
responsibly in these areas to protect
the very important national interests
that are the subject of these amend-
ments.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

I have no further requests for time,
Mr. Chairman. One of the reasons that
those amendments have been going
down is precisely what | said in my re-
marks, that the people that we are at-
tempting to protect here do not have
the benefit of lobbyists and other orga-
nizational protections on their side. It
does not have to be that it is a biparti-
san effort that is defeating this. It is a
lack of compassion, in my opinion, on
the part of some who do not realize the
suffering of the people that we are try-
ing to exempt.

Mr. Chairman, | have no further re-
quests for time, and | yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Just in closing, | would say that |
think the reason that those amend-
ments have gone down is not for the
reason the gentleman stated but be-
cause the majority of this body recog-
nized that all of the interest groups
that have been the subject of these
amendments are not going to be af-
fected by this law adversely.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY]

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 138, noes 284,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No 64]

AYES—138
Abercrombie Danner Ford
Ackerman de la Garza Frank (MA)
Barcia DeFazio Furse
Barrett (WI) DelLauro Gejdenson
Becerra Dellums Gephardt
Beilenson Deutsch Gibbons
Berman Dicks Gonzalez
Bishop Dingell Green
Bonior Dixon Gutierrez
Borski Doyle Hall (OH)
Brown (FL) Durbin Hastings (FL)
Bryant (TX) Edwards Hinchey
Clay Engel Jackson-Lee
Clayton Eshoo Jacobs
Clement Evans Jefferson
Clyburn Farr Johnson, E.B.
Coleman Fattah Johnston
Collins (IL) Fazio Kanjorski
Collins (MI) Fields (LA) Kennedy (MA)
Conyers Filner Kennedy (RI)
Costello Flake Kennelly
Coyne Foglietta Kildee
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Kleczka
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)

Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bentsen
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley

Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cunningham
Davis

Deal
DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
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Mineta
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Nadler
Oberstar
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Poshard
Rangel
Reed
Reynolds
Richardson
Rivers
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder

NOES—284

Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa

Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King
Kingston
Klink

Klug
Knollenberg

Scott
Serrano
Slaughter
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tejeda
Thompson
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Velazquez
Vento
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Williams
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates

Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen



January 30, 1995

Rose Smith (NJ) Torkildsen
Roth Smith (TX) Torricelli
Roukema Smith (WA) Upton
Royce Solomon Visclosky
Salmon Souder Vucanovich
Sanford Spence Waldholtz
Saxton Spratt Walker
Scarborough Stearns Walsh
Schaefer Stenholm Wamp
Schiff Stockman Weldon (FL)
Schumer Stump Weller
Seastrand Talent White
Sensenbrenner Tanner Whitfield
Shadegg Tate Wicker
Shaw Tauzin Wilson
Shays Taylor (MS) Wise
Shuster Taylor (NC) Wolf
Sisisky Thomas Young (AK)
Skaggs Thornberry Young (FL)
Skeen Thornton Zeliff
Skelton Thurman Zimmer
Smith (MI) Tiahrt
NOT VOTING—12
Bateman Hefner Roybal-Allard
Brown (CA) Hilliard Watts (OK)
Cubin Hoyer Waxman
Hastert Neal Weldon (PA)
0O 2017
Mr. WISE changed his vote from

‘‘aye’ to “‘no.”

So the amendments were rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to section 4?

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Chair-
man, | was unavoidably detained dur-
ing rollcall No. 64. Had | been present |
would have voted ‘‘aye.”

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. CLAY

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | offer two
amendments which are numbered 43
and 44, and | ask unanimous consent
that they be considered en bloc.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

Mr. VOLKMER. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Chairman, and | do not
plan to object, but | rise to ask the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] to
explain briefly why he is wishing to put
these amendments en bloc, together.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VOLKMER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, |
the gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, | would just say this
is a very important amendment that
would exempt the schoolchildren of
this Nation, some 44,000 of them who
are suffering from or endangered by as-
bestos.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, fur-
ther reserving the right to object, the
gentleman has two amendments to two
sections or titles of the bill.

O 2020

Mr. CLAY. Yes, one of them is purely
a technical amendment.

Mr. VOLKMER. But if the gentleman
really wanted to delay this bill, he
could not offer to put them together
and could offer them separately as the
bill progresses as other Members could
have done who have put their amend-
ments together; is that correct?

thank
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Mr. CLAY. That is correct. One of
the reasons | might say to the gen-
tleman that it is necessary for us to
offer these amendments on the floor is
that individuals who were going to
offer them in committee were pre-
cluded from offering those amend-
ments. There were no public hearings
on these and, as | understand, only one
public witness was permitted to tes-
tify. That is why we are going through
the procedure that we are going
through, and Members of Congress who
want to be heard on important issues
like this have to and are forced to rely
on these kinds of procedures.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, with
that understanding, and with the clear
understanding that the gentleman by
offering these amendments en bloc is
not trying to delay the progress of this
bill, I withdraw my reservation.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendments.

The text of the amendments is as fol-
lows:

Amendments offered by Mr. CLAY: At the
end of paragraph (6) of section 4 strike ‘“‘or”’,
at the end of paragraph (7) strike the period
and insert “‘; or”’, and add after paragraph (7)
the following: (8) is necessary to protect
school children from exposure to dangerous
conditions in schools, including exposure to
asbestos and lead paint.

In section 422 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, strike “or’” at the end of para-
graph (6), strike the period and insert “‘; or”,
at the end of paragraph (7), and add after
paragraph (7) the following: (8) is necessary
to protect school children from exposure to
dangerous conditions in schools, including
exposure to asbestos and lead paint.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes, and a Member op-
posed, the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. CLINGER] will be recognized for
5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CLAY].

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

(Mr. CLAY asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment exempts from the require-
ments of the unfunded mandates bill
protections for children from exposure
to environmental hazards in school.

We have heard an awful lot these
past few days about concerns Members
have about the future and especially
about the future of our young people.
We have been told that we have to re-
duce the deficit because if we do not,
our children and grandchildren will
bear a terrible price.

I think this concern about our young
and their future is legitimate. The
amendment | offer goes right to the
heart of that concern.

This amendment is a children’s pro-
tection amendment. It is based on the
simplest of objectives, namely that our
children within the classroom deserve
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the safest possible environment in
which to learn. That means clean
water to drink, clean air to breathe. It
means not being exposed to asbestos,
lead and radon. Exposure to these con-
taminants is making our children sick
from one end of this Nation to the
other. As many as 15 million children
attend more than 44,000 schools con-
taining friable asbestos. Children who
are exposed to asbestos on a daily basis
are up to 10 times more likely to de-
velop lung cancer and other diseases
than an adult.

The terrible effects that lead expo-
sure has on children have been well-
documented. They are much more vul-
nerable to lead exposure that adults
and lead-related losses of intellectual
capacity is irreversible. Lead exposure
can damage the brain and the central
nervous system. It is estimated, Mr.
Chairman, that 3 million children, one
out of every six, have significant blood
lead levels.

The Centers for Disease Control
found that 67 percent of the children
tested in Oakland schools were lead
poisoned. Sixty percent of low-income
children tested in Chicago were lead-
poisoned. In Philadelphia, 29 percent of
the children tested at inner-city hos-
pital emergency rooms had blood levels
that were 50 percent above the lead poi-
soning threshold. Six Midwestern
States alone have close to 200,000 chil-
dren who suffer from lead poisoning.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, my amend-
ment addresses the issue of radon. This
is a radioactive gas which has been
linked to numerous lung cancer deaths.
Young people are more susceptible
than adults to the risks of cancer
caused by radon, and the sad reality is
that the source of much of this radon is
in the public schools. Half of the
schools recently surveyed by the EPA
contained radon that exceeded accept-
able levels.

Mr. Chairman, if that notorious
butcher of Baghdad, Saddam Hussein,
invaded our country and contaminated
our schools with poisonous levels of
lead, asbestos and radon, we would be
up in arms. It is no less of a threat be-
cause it is happening unintentionally.

All unfunded mandates are not inher-
ently bad. Some of them are worth
standing up and fighting for. To me an
unfunded mandate that rids our
schools of poison is worth that fight.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to stand up for children and our future
and support this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment as well. But | want to first of all
express my appreciation to the other
side and the gentleman for the expedi-
tious way in which we handled the pre-
vious amendment without an amend-
ment to the amendment and also to the
gentleman for offering his amendments
en bloc. | think that is very helpful.
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But again | would oppose the amend-
ment because of the reasons previously
stated.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. DAvIS].

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, | thank
my colleague from Pennsylvania for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, first of all by defeat-
ing this amendment, we do not affect
in any way the current law and current
regulations affecting lead paint or as-
bestos. Those regulations, those rules,
stay intact. This amendment does not
even prohibit this House or this Con-
gress from affecting future mandates
and future laws governing these areas
as well. We maintain that flexibility.
All we do is we get those costs in front
of us before we act, so that we can un-
derstand what the true costs of the reg-
ulations are going to be before we send
the bills down to our State and local
governments who are going to have to
carry them out.

Let me give a couple of examples of
how sometimes the best intentions
from this body end up having the oppo-
site effect that we intend by the time
they filter down to the State and local
governments who we are supposedly
trying to work with and help.

On asbestos removal we had a project
over in my county and it cost the coun-
ty $7 million in renovations of an old
school because of the asbestos removal,
that we had originally hoped to put up
as a senior citizens activity center and
a home for the elderly. But the costs
became very, very high in stretching
that out. In one case we were able to
build the center. In the other we had to
abandon our plans to build housing for
seniors. We could not do it because the
costs were so great that had been sent
down to us.

Asbestos removal, unleaded paint, we
will have the flexibility under this law
to move ahead, but the unintended ef-
fects have been that we have put un-
told costs on localities, we have made
construction of homeless shelters, sen-
ior housing, community centers too ex-
pensive in many cases because of these
removal costs that we have put onto
the localities. So in an adverse and un-
intended way, instead of protecting our
children, it hampers local and State
governments’ ability to provide these
services.

I have been in local government for
15 years, Mr. Chairman. This sounds
great but | can tell you it holds so
many unintended consequences that
have the adverse effects that work con-
trary to how we want them to by the

time it gets down to local govern-
ments.
I think this is an amendment that

should be defeated.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is im-
portant. Without the kind of protec-
tion that this amendment offers, while

we will be debating points of order
under the legislation, children will
continue to be exposed to life-threaten-
ing conditions. Under the language of
this bill, we will not be able to reau-
thorize legislation to protect the chil-
dren if we do not pass this kind of leg-
islation without going through the dil-
atory kinds of things that are required
and the time-consuming estimation of
costs. We will not be able to reauthor-
ize those protections that we now have
in the law for children who are exposed
to these kinds of contaminants.

I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CLAY. | yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, in lis-
tening to the gentleman and the gen-
tleman on the other side, | come to a
conclusion that concerns me a great
deal. That is, under the provisions of
the bill which is said that if a reau-
thorization for one of these matters
comes up and it costs a certain
amount, that it is very likely that
those people who are now voting
against children and the handicapped
and everybody else, that they probably
would not vote in the future for those
same people, and as a result you would
not see anything. Is that your concern?

O 2030

Mr. CLAY. | agree; that is my con-
cern.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY]
has expired.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. COBURN].

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
opposition to this amendment for the
very clear reason that had this bill
been in fact in force, the problems with
asbestos removal as we know today
would not be there. We have in fact
come close to $100 billion in the costs
associated with asbestos removal.

There are some very significant stud-
ies now coming forth in the medical
community that would say that we
have in fact increased the risks to the
children through our removal programs
with asbestos rather than decreased
their risks. As a physician, my concern
is for the children in the schools and
the results of that.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 127, noes 297,
not voting 10, as follows:
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Abercrombie
Ackerman
Barcia
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bishop
Bonior
Borski
Brown (FL)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne

de la Garza
DelLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake

Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
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[Roll No. 65]
AYES—127

Foglietta
Ford

Frost

Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Jefferson
Johnson, E.B.
Johnston
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
McDermott
McKinney
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Mink
Moakley

NOES—297

Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley

Cox

Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis

Deal
DeFazio
DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox

Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte

Nadler
Oberstar
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Rangel
Reynolds
Richardson
Rivers
Rose
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Scott
Serrano
Slaughter
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Thompson
Thornton
Torricelli
Towns
Tucker
Velazquez
Vento
Volkmer
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates

Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham



January 30, 1995

LaTourette Ortiz Skeen
Laughlin Orton Skelton
Lazio Oxley Smith (M)
Leach Packard Smith (NJ)
Lewis (CA) Parker Smith (TX)
Lewis (KY) Paxon Smith (WA)
Lightfoot Payne (VA) Solomon
Lincoln Peterson (FL) Souder
Linder Peterson (MN) Spence
Lipinski Petri Spratt
Livingston Pickett Stearns
LoBiondo Pombo Stenholm
Longley Pomeroy Stockman
Lucas Porter Stump
Maloney Portman Talent
Manzullo Poshard Tanner
Martini Pryce Tate
Matsui Quillen Tauzin
McCollum Quinn Taylor (MS)
McCrery Radanovich Taylor (NC)
McDade Rahall Tejeda
McHale Ramstad Thomas
McHugh Reed Thornberry
Mclnnis Regula Thurman
Mclntosh Riggs Tiahrt
McKeon Roberts Torkildsen
McNulty Roemer Torres
Metcalf Rogers Traficant
Meyers Rohrabacher Upton
Mica Ros-Lehtinen Visclosky
Miller (FL) Roth Vucanovich
Minge Roukema Waldholtz
Molinari Royce Walker
Mollohan Salmon Walsh
Montgomery Sanford Wamp
Moorhead Saxton Watts (OK)
Moran Scarborough Weldon (FL)
Morella Schaefer Weller
Murtha Schiff White
Myers Schumer Whitfield
Myrick Seastrand Wicker
Nethercutt Sensenbrenner Wilson
Neumann Shadegg Wise
Ney Shaw Wolf
Norwood Shays Young (AK)
Nussle Shuster Young (FL)
Obey Sisisky Zeliff
Olver Skaggs Zimmer
NOT VOTING—10
Bateman Hefner Ward
Brown (CA) Luther Weldon (PA)
Ganske McCarthy
Hastert Neal
0O 2047
Messrs. MOLLOHAN, BALDACCI,

and OLVER changed their vote from
‘‘aye” to “‘no.”

So the amendments were rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to section 4?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, |
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Ms. JACKSON-LEE:
In section 4, strike ‘“‘or’’ after the semicolon
at the end of paragraph (6), strike the period
at the end of paragraph (7) and insert *‘; or”,
and after paragraph (7) add the following new
paragraph:

(8) pertains to Medicaid.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE] will be
recognized for 5 minutes, and the gen-
tleman  from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER] will be recognized for 5 min-
utes in opposition.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

O 2050

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, I
offer this amendment because for those
who are the least among us, they have
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little voice sometimes in the halls of
Congress. The Medicaid program ful-
fills a promise to provide much needed
health services to over 20 million
Americans. This is a promise that must
be honored. Without question, we must
reduce waste and inefficiency in this
program. | support that. | want effi-
ciency and no waste. But | fear that as
we visit this legitimate concern this
Congress will use a tactic of not fully
funding the program as an excuse to
extremely limit its scope and poten-
tial. In effect, such tactics could even
serve to paralyze the program under
the current unfunded mandates legisla-
tion.

Medicaid serves the crucial health
needs of children, disabled adults, fam-
ilies and the elderly, all of whom may
be indigent. | do not expect this to be
a popular issue, yet it is one that can-
not be ignored.

Many State Governors have voiced
dissatisfaction with the Medicaid pro-
gram. | want to work with them to
make it better. 1 think their dis-
satisfaction stems from the frustration
surrounding the inability to control
the costs of health care and the contin-
ued increase in the number of people
who are not covered by insurance.

What | fear though, is the notion
that Medicaid could crumble under the
tide of programs that are unable to be
fully funded. The success of this pro-
gram is directly tied to the idea of cost
sharing between the Federal Govern-
ment, States and localities. We cannot
let the indigent down. It is not an un-
realistic idea to expect the States to fi-
nancially contribute to a program
which serves the health needs of its
citizens.

The States should realize that Medic-
aid is an investment into the value of
the health of its people and Medicaid
helps to serve the indigent. Healthier
citizens translate into to more hours
worked on the job, if able, more income
generated and higher productivity rate.

In sum, everyone in the State be-
comes better served when the health of
its residents, including the indigent,
becomes a priority.

Let us today make the health of
America’s economically disadvantaged
a national priority and vote in favor of
the Jackson-Lee amendment to H.R. 5.

Mr. Chairman, the Medicaid program fulfills
a promise to provide much needed services to
over 20 million Americans. This is a promise
that must be honored. Without question, we
must reduce waste inefficiency within this pro-
gram. But | fear that as we visit this legitimate
concern, this Congress will use the tactic of
not fully funding the program as an excuse to
extremely limit its scope and potential. In ef-
fect, such tactics could even serve to paralyze
the program under the current unfunded man-
dates legislation. Medicaid serves the crucial
health needs of indigent children, disabled citi-
zens, indigent families and indigent elderly.

| do not expect this to be a popular issue,
yet it is one that cannot be ignored. Many
State Governors have voiced their dissatisfac-
tion with the Medicaid program. | think their
dissatisfaction stems from the frustrations sur-
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rounding the inability to control the costs of
health care and the continual increase in the
number of people who are not covered by in-
surance. | am not unsympathetic to their frus-
trations. What | fear, though, is the notion that
Medicaid could crumble under the tide of pro-
grams that are unable to be fully funded.

The success of this program is directly tied
to the idea of cost-sharing between the Fed-
eral Government and the States and localities.
It is not an unrealistic idea to expect the
States to financially contribute to a program
which serves the needs of its citizens. The
States should realize that Medicare is an in-
vestment into the value of the health of its
people. Healthier citizens translates into more
hours worked on the job, more income gen-
erated, and higher productivity rates. In sum,
everyone in the State becomes better served
when the health of its residents becomes a
priority.

Let us today make the health of America’s
economically disadvantaged a national priority
and vote in favor of the Jackson-Lee amend-
ment to H.R. 5.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | must rise in opposi-
tion to the gentlewoman’s amendment.
This is a sweeping amendment which
would exempt all of Medicaid from any
future consideration of what the costs
might be.

But again | would stress it is not in
any sense retroactive, will not affect
Medicare or Medicaid as it exists
today.

Mr. Chairman, | yield such time as he
may consume to a Member who has had
a great many dealings with this mat-
ter, the gentleman and former gov-
ernor from Delaware, Mr. CASTLE.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, | have listened care-
fully to the argument of the gentle-
woman from Texas. She makes, |
think, some valid points. But the bot-
tom line is that of all the unfunded
mandates that probably are a source of
a problem for the governors of the var-
ious States and some local officials,
Medicaid probably tops the list. As the
gentlewoman has stated so clearly,
there is a great deal of dissatisfaction
with this program as it comes from
Washington. There is huge inflexibility
in the Medicaid program as you deal
with the indigent, long-term care.
There are a lot of problems that need
to be addressed, that we are asked to
address more than possibly could be.
This is a shared program with the
States depending on the wealth of the
States. It is a budget breaker.

There is tremendous inflation built
into Medicaid to begin with, probably
more than any other Federal program
that exists out there. In addition to
that, you add the new coverage to it
and you mandate it back to the States,
and governors trying to put together
their budgets have one after another
gone broke dealing with this particular
issue. The medical needs in particular
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differ by States. Some States need to
take care of children because they are
not doing a very good job. Other States
have particular procedures they are
concerned about. The States may be
adjusting some of these procedures by
a charity or some other way, and yet
the Federal Government comes along
and mandates that this is ““what you
must do.”” It adds to the cost unneces-
sarily. It is very much like the Safe
Drinking Water Act and others which
are getting to the point beyond the
reasonable in the requests that we are
making back to the States.

I think it also important to assert
the arguments made all along here on
the other amendments which we have
heard. We are not going back and
undoing anything at this point. In time
of real need we could waive a point of
order and enact measures if indeed
other Medicaid procedures are found
which are not yet discovered. But this
is another unfunded mandate, this is a
number one unfunded mandate out
there, and this is probably the one that
has triggered this bill as much as any-
thing else. While we need to continue
to work together as the gentlewoman
from Texas has stated, the States and
the Federal Government to provide
medical care, unfunded mandates are
not the answer.

I would urge defeat of this amend-
ment.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, 1
yield 45 seconds to the gentleman from
California [Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD].

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentlewoman for
yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of the Jackson-Lee amendment.
Medicaid is the Nation’s safety net for
our children and families throughout
this country. One-half of all Medicaid
recipients are children and three-
fourths of Medicaid recipients are
mothers of children who depend on
Medicaid for important health services
such as prenatal care.

Mr. Chairman, in 1994, Medicaid
helped meet the medical care needs of
an estimated 34 million men, women,
and children in this country. Protect-
ing Medicaid is critical to low-income
people in this country because without
it they would be unable to receive nec-
essary and critical health care.

Mr. Chairman, | ask my colleagues to
support the Jackson-Lee amendment.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, | simply ask the ques-
tion of my colleagues whether or not
they have gone out into the nursing
homes of this country and seen the el-
derly indigent not being able to rep-
resent themselves, needing Medicaid
and Medicare in particular, and finding
the frustration when some, without
any family support, for the slightest of
reasons have been denied their Medic-
aid benefits.

Mr. Chairman, | respect the gen-
tleman from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE]
and appreciate that sometimes we
must fix a broken system. | welcome
that. But | clearly think that as the
States begin to address this issue of
Medicaid they must look into the nurs-
ing homes of this Nation and look at
the indigent elderly who have no one to
speak on their behalf but this Congress
who can protect a Medicaid system
that can be fixed. | support fixing the
Medicaid system, but | am clearly con-
cerned about the potential of not hav-
ing a system to protect the indigent el-
derly and the children in need, the in-
digent poor, as health care is some-
thing we have advocated in this Con-
gress and yet today we are asking for
those individuals to be abandoned.

Look into the Nation’s nursing
homes, look at the elderly indigent;
they cannot speak for themselves.
They need our support. They need the
support of Medicaid for their health
needs. | ask my colleagues to support
the Jackson-Lee amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] has
the right to close. If the gentlewoman
from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE] has fur-
ther speakers, she should yield at this
time.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, again | would offer to
say that Medicaid serves now some 20
million Americans. The wide range of
those constituents and those individ-
uals cross all States in this country,
and in particular it hits those who are
least able to speak for themselves, the
children and the elderly.

Mr. Chairman, | ask for support of
this amendment.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

I think we all agree that the Medic-
aid system is broken and certainly
needs fixing. | think we are all com-
mitted to doing that. That is going to
happen, | think, because we have gen-
eral recognition that there are egre-
gious problems with the Medicaid sys-
tem.

But 20 million people will continue to
be served when this bill passes. We are
not in any way affecting existing law
with respect to Medicaid.

Mr. Chairman, | would again urge a
no vote on this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentlewoman from Texas
[Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, |
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
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Abercrombie
Ackerman
Becerra
Beilenson
Berman
Bishop
Bonior
Borski
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne

de la Garza
DelLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Durbin
Engel
Eshoo
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson

Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bentsen
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
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The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 131, noes 295,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 66]
AYES—131

Gephardt
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hinchey
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Jefferson
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McKinney
Meehan
Meek
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Mink
Moakley
Murtha
Nadler
Oberstar
Olver

Ortiz

NOES—295

Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley

Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis

Deal
DeFazio
DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes

Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Poshard
Rangel
Reed
Reynolds
Rivers
Rose
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Slaughter
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Velazquez
Vento
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates

Fowler

Fox

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
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Istook Molinari Shadegg
Jacobs Mollohan Shaw
Johnson (CT) Montgomery Shays
Johnson (SD) Moorhead Shuster
Johnson, Sam Moran Sisisky
Jones Morella Skaggs
Kaptur Myers Skeen
Kasich Myrick Skelton
Kelly Nethercutt Smith (MI)
Kim Neumann Smith (NJ)
King Ney Smith (TX)
Kingston Norwood Smith (WA)
Kleczka Nussle Souder
Klink Obey Spence
Klug Orton Spratt
Knollenberg Oxley Stearns
Kolbe Packard Stenholm
LaHood Parker Stockman
Largent Paxon Stump
Latham Payne (VA) Talent
LaTourette Peterson (FL) Tanner
Laughlin Peterson (MN) Tate
Lazio Petri Tauzin
Leach Pickett Taylor (MS)
Lewis (CA) Pombo Taylor (NC)
Lewis (KY) Pomeroy Thomas
Lightfoot Porter Thornberry
Lincoln Portman Thurman
Linder Pryce Tiahrt
Lipinski Quillen Torkildsen
Livingston Quinn Torricelli
LoBiondo Radanovich Upton
Longley Rahall Visclosky
Lucas Ramstad Vucanovich
Luther Regula Waldholtz
Maloney Richardson Walker
Manzullo Riggs Walsh
Martini Roberts Wamp
McCollum Roemer Watts (OK)
McCrery Rogers Weldon (FL)
McDade Rohrabacher Weller
McHale Roth White
McHugh Roukema Whitfield
Mclnnis Royce Wicker
Mcintosh Salmon Wilson
McKeon Sanford Wise
McNulty Sawyer Wolf
Menendez Saxton Young (AK)
Metcalf Scarborough Young (FL)
Meyers Schaefer Zeliff
Mica Schiff Zimmer
Miller (FL) Seastrand
Minge Sensenbrenner
NOT VOTING—8
Bateman Hefner Solomon
Brown (CA) Neal Weldon (PA)
Hastert Ros-Lehtinen
0 2116
Mr. MOLLOHAN changed his vote

from *“‘aye’” to ‘‘no.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to section 4?

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. BECERRA

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, | offer
two amendments, numbered 28 and 29,
and | ask unanimous consent to have
the two amendments considered en
bloc.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendments.

The text of the amendments is as fol-
lows:

Amendments offered by Mr. BECERRA: At
the end of paragraph (6) of section 4 strike
“or’”’, at the end of paragraph (7) strike the
period and insert ‘‘; or’’, and add after para-
graph (7) the following: (8) is necessary to
protect children from exploitation in the
workplace.

In section 422 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, strike ‘““or’” at the end of para-
graph (6), strike the period and insert ‘‘; or”’
at the end of paragraph (7), and add after
paragraph (7) the following:

(8) is necessary to protect children from
exploitation in the workplace.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California [Mr. BECERRA] that the
amendments be considered en bloc?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. BECERRA] is recog-
nized for 5 minutes, and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] is
recognized for 5 minutes in opposition.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, we have been debating
for quite some time amendments that
would try to protect children from all
sorts of calamity that may result from
this unfunded mandate legislation un-
less we exempt certain laws and regula-
tions from this particular bill’s en-
forcement.

My amendments merely do the fol-
lowing: They would exempt laws that
we currently have on our books that
are there to protect our children who
work right now. They are there to pro-
tect our labor laws that protect chil-
dren from aggressive employers who
would work them beyond the 8 hours.
It is to protect them against employers
who would have them working under
conditions that would amount to what
many would consider slave conditions.
It is an effort to keep us from going
back to the bad old days when we saw
children doing the work of adults, not
going to school, not having an oppor-
tunity to learn, and ultimately not
being productive members of society
once they became adults.
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This is an effort to make sure that in
passing reasonable unfunded mandates
legislation, that we do protect our chil-
dren from enforcement of a law that |
do not believe has the intention of de-
nying children basic rights of protec-
tion. That unattended consequence of
denying protections to our children in
the workplace is something that we
must fear in this legislation because as
of now it does not provide those protec-
tions. So | would urge Members to con-
sider this amendment closely and ulti-
mately vote for it.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I, again, rise in oppo-
sition to the gentleman’s amendment
for the same reason, which is that this
should not be exempt anymore than
any of these others should be exempt
from consideration of what costs would
be involved.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute and 30
seconds to a prime cosponsor of this
legislation, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. CoNDIT].

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Chairman, | just
rise to hopefully once again add a little
perspective to this debate in the quick
1-minute time | have here.

This amendment | oppose and all
amendments that come on this floor to
weaken this bill I want Members to
know, | oppose, and | am encouraging
my colleagues to oppose. Not because
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we are against this amendment or a lot
of the amendments that have been of-
fered in terms of their substance. We
think they are good programs, and we
ought to have an opportunity to look
at those programs in a more lengthy
and substantive way.

We can do that with this bill, by the
way. This bill does not say we cannot
do these things. It just simply says
that we have to pay for them if we
mandate the costs on local and state
government.

Once again, this bill is prospective. It
does not do anything to these past pro-
grams. Does not mean we cannot do
these good programs. It just says that
we have to take the responsibility and
accountability to pay for them. So let
us not weaken this bill. Let us keep
this bill strong. And let us defeat these
amendments.

| want to say, if Members look at the
tally up here tonight, there is a bipar-
tisan support in defeat of these amend-
ments. We have 60 to 70 Democrats vot-
ing with my colleagues, the Repub-
licans, in defeating these amendments.
This is a bipartisan effort.

Let me tell Members, we need to be
at the business of putting a stop to un-
funded mandates. We do not need to
send out of this House a weak version.
We need to have a strong bill. We can
still do the kinds of things we want to
do, but we just need to take the ac-
countability and responsibility for
them.

Let me tell Members, let us bring
this thing to a close.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
the balance of my time to the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. PELOSI].

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me
and commend him for his leadership in
bringing this very reasonable amend-
ment to this legislation to the floor.

Indeed, the gentleman from Califor-
nia, [Mr. CoNDIT] deserves a great deal
of credit for his leadership in subject-
ing this legislation and the mandates,
the unfunded mandates to the scrutiny
which they are receiving by this House
of Representatives.

And he has a chance for us to give
him exactly what he wants, a stronger
unfunded mandate bill. Stronger be-
cause it protects the rights of children.
It makes children a first priority.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania,
[Mr. CLINGER] in his remarks con-
tended that he rose in opposition to
this amendment “‘for the same reason
as | have opposed all the others,” the
gentleman from Pennsylvania, [Mr.
CLINGER] said, the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania. He said, it
should not be exempt anymore, the
children in the work place should not
be exempt any more than any other
amendment should be exempted.

| say children should be our first pri-
ority. Let me read Members what this
amendment says. The amendment says,
and | read from the bill so they see
where it fits in, ‘“‘this act shall not
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apply to any provision in a Federal
statute or a proposed or final Federal
regulation that is necessary to protect
children from exploitation in the work
place.”

“That is necessary to protect chil-
dren from exploitation in the work
place.”

This is not preferred, better, this or
that, is necessary to protect children
in the work place.

So, my colleagues, | urge support for
the Becerra amendment, because ex-
ploitation of children in the work place
is a real and present danger in our
country. We, the United States of
America, should be the leader on this
issue. Indeed, the Governors them-
selves asked for Federal child labor
protection laws. That is how they got
on the books in the first place.

Child labor violations have been on
the rise in our country each year. Work
related injuries to children cause more
than 100 deaths and 20,000 compensa-
tion claims. Children often skip school
to work 12 hours a day as migrant farm
workers or in sweatshops. Since 1983,
there has been a 150 percent increase in
reported child labor violations.

The unfunded mandate legislation
takes away the mechanism for regulat-
ing and prohibiting these violations.
The amendment of the gentleman from
California [Mr. BECERRA] does indeed
strengthen the legislation of the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. CONDIT]
the unfunded mandate bill. It does in-
deed improve it, because it says, no,
when it is necessary, as the amend-
ment says, to protect children from ex-
ploitation in the workplace, then we
the Congress of the United States will
not, will not prohibit that from hap-
pening.

In the course of this debate on un-
funded mandates there has been a great
deal of discussion about the impact on
children. And really, it is just always
great to hear the Members rise to their
feet to protect children in this body.
But this one should not even be a de-
bate because this legislation calls for
what is necessary. It has been re-
quested originally by the Governors. It
would improve the legislation.

I commend the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. BECERRA] for offering it.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Fox].

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chair-
man, all Members of this body, Repub-
licans and Democrats alike, are con-
cerned about the exploitation of chil-
dren. Existing State and Federal laws
provide protection and H.R. 5 will in no
way abrogate those laws.

As a former prosecutor, I can tell my
colleagues there are outstanding pre-
vention programs like child lawyers,
which address this issue, as well as
those sponsored by the National DA’s
Association and the National Center
for Missing and Exploited Children.

We want to protect children not only
from problems that could happen in the

workplace or in schools but from man-
dating them into oblivion.

The H.R. 5 unfunded mandates bill
will give State and local governments
the kind of relief they deserve and
under that bill we will know up front
the costs of any new program, and then
the Congress can agree to pay for them
instead of passing the buck onto other
governments.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS] is recog-
nized for 2> minutes.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of any legislation that would
prevent the exploitation of children. |
also rise in support of the unfunded
mandate bill and in opposition to this
amendment. | rise in opposition to this
amendment because it simply is not
needed, because the concerns of the
gentleman from California and the gen-
tlewoman from California have been
addressed.
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This bill, the mandate bill, says very
simply that there has to be an estimate
of cost to the private sector and to the
public sector. If there is not an esti-
mate of cost, then a point of order can
be raised.

If there is an estimate of cost, and it
is over $100 million for the private sec-
tor and $50 million for the public sec-
tor, a point of order can be raised if no
money is provided, but a simple major-
ity can override the point of order. The
same majority that is needed to pass
the bill, the same simple majority, can
also be the same simple majority that
can override the point of order.

This amendment is not needed, Mr.
Chairman, as were many of the amend-
ments that preceded this. The concerns
of the gentleman have been protected
in this mandate bill.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendments
offered by the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BECERRA].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. This is a 15-minute
vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 156, noes 269,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 67]

AYES—156
Abercrombie Bonior Coleman
Ackerman Borski Collins (IL)
Baldacci Brown (FL) Collins (MI)
Barcia Brown (OH) Conyers
Barrett (WI) Bryant (TX) Coyne
Becerra Cardin Danner
Beilenson Clay de la Garza
Bentsen Clayton DeFazio
Berman Clement DelLauro
Bishop Clyburn Dellums
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Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)

Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Cramer
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Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Murtha
Nadler
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Pomeroy

NOES—269

Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis

Deal

DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastings (WA)

Rangel
Reed
Reynolds
Richardson
Rivers
Rose
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Skaggs
Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornton
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn

Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke

Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King
Kingston
Klink

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
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Mcintosh Quinn Spence
McKeon Radanovich Stearns
McNulty Rahall Stenholm
Metcalf Ramstad Stockman
Meyers Regula Stump
Mica Riggs Talent
Miller (FL) Roberts Tanner
Molinari Roemer Tate
Montgomery Rogers Tauzin
Moorhead Rohrabacher Taylor (MS)
Moran Ros-Lehtinen Taylor (NC)
Morella Roth Thomas
Myers Roukema Thornberry
Myrick Royce Thurman
Nethercutt Salmon Tiahrt
Neumann Sanford Torkildsen
Ney Saxton Upton
Norwood Scarborough Vucanovich
Nussle Schaefer Waldholtz
Orton Schiff Walker
Oxley Seastrand Walsh
Packard Sensenbrenner Wamp
Parker Shadegg Watts (OK)
Paxon Shaw Weldon (FL)
Payne (VA) Shays Weller
Peterson (FL) Shuster White
Peterson (MN) Sisisky Whitfield
Petri Skeen Wicker
Pickett Skelton Wilson
Pombo Smith (MI) Wolf
Porter Smith (NJ) Young (AK)
Portman Smith (TX) Young (FL)
Poshard Smith (WA) Zeliff
Pryce Solomon Zimmer
Quillen Souder

NOT VOTING—9
Bateman Hastert Weldon (PA)
Brown (CA) Hefner Williams
Ford Neal Yates
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So the amendments were rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to section 4?

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. KANJORSKI

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, |
offer an amendment No. 78, which has
been printed in the RECORD pursuant to
clause 6, rule XXIII.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. KANJORSKI: In
section 4, strike ‘“‘or’’ after the semicolon at
the end of paragraph (6), strike the period at
the end of paragraph (7) and insert *‘; or”,
and after paragraph (7) add the following new
paragraph: (8) pertains to Medicare.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. KaNJoRskI] will be
recognized for 5 minutes, and a Member
in opposition, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] will be rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI].
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Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, in
order to expedite the work of the
House, | ask unanimous consent that it
be considered en bloc with an identical
amendment to section 301 of the bill
which creates an identical section 422
of the Congressional Budget Act of

1974.
The CHAIRMAN. Would the gen-
tleman indicate which numbered

amendment he refers to?

Mr. KANJORSKI. Seventy-eight.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair had ref-
erence to the other one.
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Mr. KANJORSKI. | ask that this be
considered as an identical amendment
to the other action. In other words, I
am trying to facilitate a single amend-
ment to apply to all sections of the bill
where appropriate.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the second amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. KANJORSKI: In
section 301, in the proposed section 422 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, strike “‘or”’
after the semicolon in paragraph (6), strike
the period at the end of paragraph (7) and in-
sert ‘“; or”’, and after paragraph (7) add the
following: (8) pertains to medicare.

Mr. KANJORSKI (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, | ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD,
and that they be considered en bloc.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, this is an important
amendment. It was brought up at com-
mittee but not brought to a vote be-
cause at committee we ran the first
amendment which was exempting So-
cial Security, and that amendment re-
ceived a vote of 39 yeses and 3 noes, and
as a result is part of this bill as it ap-
pears on the floor. And now what I
would like to do is have Medicare ex-
empted as Social Security is exempted
from the implications of this bill.

I am particularly asking that be-
cause we all know that the Medicare
fund is in difficulty. As the bill is pres-
ently constituted, if we are called upon
to increase taxes to shore up the Medi-
care fund, this bill will say to the
States and municipalities that this is
an unfunded mandate.

If on the one hand the Congress does
not provide the funds or override the
point of order, the increase in funding
would not apply to the States and mu-
nicipal governments across this land
and they would not have to contribute
to the Medicare fund, and that addi-
tional taxation necessary to bring the
Medicare fund up to its actuarial
soundness would thereby fall on the
private sector of our economy.

In order to see that that does not
happen, and further in order to see that
each individual State or municipality
could not ask for judicial review to
hold up the promulgation of the rules
and regulations, | ask that we now ex-
empt Medicare as we have exempted
Social Security so this question cannot
arise.

Mr. Chairman, | think we all know
why we should exempt Medicare, and |
can only assume that we will have op-
position on the other side, as we have
had to every amendment thus far on
the floor.

I am not going to prolong this debate
other than the fact that I am suggest-
ing this: What it appears to me to-
night, and we have heard several state-
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ments from the majority that we are
being dilatory and taking up the time
of this Chamber in what appears on our
side to be legitimate debate, but as it
appears as each amendment has been
offered | do not think we have had the
benefit of even one Member of the ma-
jority breaking, so it is very clear that
230 votes reside on the majority side of
the House, and they will be able to ac-
complish all of the legislation they
have intact.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, will
my good friend yield on that point?

Mr. KANJORSKI. Surely; | yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, |
think it is necessary to point out that
maybe 230 Republicans did vote the
same, but a great number of Democrats
voted with us, and that is worth men-
tioning here. | think it says something
about the November 8 election.

Mr. KANJORSKI. | do not want to
suggest it is only, but we do have a
solid block that is clearly a majority.
They are going to prevail.

Let me suggest maybe we can save a
lot of frustration and time, and that is
why do we not take the next 2 weeks on
the entire Contract With America,
bring it here on the floor. Why should
we offer any amendments if they are
not going to be considered as sub-
stantive and changing the legislation
to perhaps meet the needs of the Amer-
ican people, but recognize the power of
the majority, and it is all here and we
have that majority, why do not we just
run through the entire contract for
America in 2 weeks, get that behind us,
and then get to the substantive action?

I would like to suggest to my friends
in the majority that they set aside,
maybe beginning next week, a 10-day
period, bring every piece of legislation
that they have to the floor, let us put
it up to a vote. And | would recommend
to my friends on the Democratic side
who may think they can make a sub-
stantial contribution that they can
offer their substantial contribution as
a matter of extension in the RECORD so
the RECORD is quite clear where Mem-
bers stand on these issues, but we move
by this incredible piece of legislation
that we are about to enact anyway, but
probably are boring the devil out of
people who may persevere and may be
seeing this. But | think we are making
a record that a deliberative body does
not have to be deliberative once an
election is held. If, in fact, we can
come to the conclusion that the con-
tract for America should be put into
legislation, and passed as statute in its
entirety, let us do it, let us save time.
Maybe we can do it to all of the appro-
priations bills and maybe we can get
out of here and adjourn by March 1 and
let the Government operate.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in opposition to the amendment, and |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN].
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Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, | thank
my friend for yielding me this time. |
too have read the Contract With Amer-
ica. | want to tell my friend on the
other side, while it did talk about
doing all of this in 100 days, it did not
mention 100 nights; and this may take
more than 100 nights if we continually
debate the same issue over and over
again and again.

The issue is not the merits of a par-
ticular Federal program. You can bring
to this floor an amendment that tries
to exempt the most meritorious of Fed-
eral mandates. That is not the issue.
That is not the issue at all.

The issue is whether or not in the fu-
ture this Congress decides to continue
mandating programs upon local gov-
ernments and State governments,
whether we believe in those mandates
or not enough to fund them. And if we
do not believe in them enough to fund
them, this legislation asked us to
think seriously about whether we
ought to mandate them in the first
place. That is what this is all about.

The reason why my good friend GARY
CONDIT rose to the floor tonight is, this
has been his issue for some many
years. And the reason why so many
Democrats are rising in opposition to
all of these amendments that address
indeed good and meritorious programs
is because to exempt these programs
with the coverage of this act is to say
in the future it is OK to continue man-
dating whatever program they think is
important and necessary on State and
local government and worry about
somebody else raising the money to
pay for them.

Let me tell you the taxpayers of
America have had enough of this busi-
ness of one government telling another
government what to do and also in-
structing another government to raise
their taxes to pay for it. That is wrong,
it ought to end.

That is what this unfunded mandate
bill will end and we ought to adopt it
right tonight.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TAUZIN. If | have additional
time, 1 am happy to yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, |
think the gentleman from Louisiana
has a good idea. Over the weekend I
saw where the Governors unanimously
agreed with the proposition we should
bail out Mexico. | think since they
think that is so great, my suggestion is
let us not have the Congress take up
that resolution, let us ask the 50 States
to bail out Mexico.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. TAUZIN. My time has expired,
but I will agree with the gentleman.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON].

(Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)
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Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, there is not anything in this
bill that will prevent us from passing
unfunded mandate legislation. Nothing
in this bill prevent us from passing
laws that will mandate costs on States
that we do not pay for. The only dif-
ference is that 51 percent of us will
have to vote to do that. But this bill is
about accountability.
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It will force us to write good law that
says specifically whose responsibility
is what and who is going to pay. I, for
one, am going to be perfectly proud to
stand on this floor and force States to
pay 10 percent of a child-support sys-
tem; absolutely, we pay 90, they pay 10,
and we all benefit. I will vote to force
States to pay 25 percent of water-treat-
ment plant costs; absolutely a good
deal.

But | ought to be voting for that. |
ought to be accountable for that, and I
ought to go home and take the rap for
that and argue with my folks about
that being a square deal and a sound
partnership.

Now, on Medicare, frankly, if the un-
funded-mandate law had been in place,
our Congress would not have been able
to underfund Medicare payments to
hospitals and physicians. Do you know
who takes the rap because we do not
fund Medicare? It is all of those little
guys out there who pay their own
health care premiums.

Their premiums in Connecticut are
one-third higher because we underfund
Medicaid and Medicare reimbursement
rates. That is a disgrace.

All this bill will do is make us pub-
licly accountable to say what is impor-
tant, who is going to pay, and what
portion we are going to take and what
portion we are going to push on any-
body else.

This is just honesty.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. |
yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. KANJORSKI. | think the gentle-
woman from Connecticut has clearly
said what my amendment will do. Sup-
pose, if you will, when Medicare has to
be refunded, the point or order is over-
come here. It is directed that the prop-
er Federal agency promulgate rules
and regulations to increase Medicare.
It will go on all employers across
America, but under this bill, if the
States or any municipality in America
disagrees with the promulgation of
that rule or regulation, they will have
because they have judicial review the
capacity to go in and tie up that por-
tion of the increased funding for Medi-
care for years in court, and what that
would necessitate is to make the fund
sound, that the increase would have to
go out to the private employers of
America to make up for those 3 million
employees.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Re-
claiming my time, if we write legisla-
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tion as sloppily as we have been writ-
ing legislation in the last few years,
you bet they will be in court and they
will tie it up forever. But if we write
precise law, that clarifies responsibil-
ities on both sides, if we do our job
well, then it will be perfectly clear who
is to pay for what, and | for one will be
proud to stand on that territory.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendments
offered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr.
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 161, noes 266,
not voting 7, as follows:

Chairman, |

[Roll No. 68]

AYES—161
Abercrombie Gephardt Obey
Ackerman Gibbons Olver
Barcia Gonzalez Ortiz
Becerra Gordon Owens
Beilenson Green Pallone
Bentsen Gutierrez Pastor
Berman Hall (OH) Payne (NJ)
Bishop Hastings (FL) Pelosi
Bonior Hilliard Pomeroy
Borski Hinchey Poshard
Boucher Holden Rahall
Brown (CA) Jackson-Lee Rangel
Brown (FL) Jefferson Reed
Brown (OH) Johnson (SD) Reynolds
Bryant (TX) Johnson, E.B. Richardson
Clay Johnston Rivers
Clayton Kanjorski Roybal-Allard
Clement Kaptur Rush
Clyburn Kennedy (MA) Sabo
Coburn Kennedy (RI) Sanders
Coleman Kennelly Sawyer
Collins (IL) Kildee Schroeder
Collins (MI) Kleczka Schumer
Conyers Klink Scott
Costello LaFalce Serrano
Coyne Lantos Skaggs
Danner Levin Slaughter
de la Garza Lewis (GA) Spratt
DeFazio Lincoln Stark
DeLauro Lipinski Stokes
Dellums Lofgren Studds
Deutsch Lowey Stupak
Dicks Luther Tejeda
Dingell Maloney Thompson
Dixon Manton Thornton
Doggett Markey Thurman
Doyle Martinez Torres
Durbin Mascara Torricelli
Edwards Matsui Towns
Engel McDermott Traficant
Eshoo McKinney Tucker
Evans Meehan Velazquez
Farr Meek Vento
Fattah Menendez Visclosky
Fazio Mfume Volkmer
Fields (LA) Miller (CA) Ward
Filner Mineta Waters
Flake Mink Watt (NC)
Foglietta Moakley Waxman
Ford Mollohan Wise
Frank (MA) Moran Woolsey
Frost Murtha Wyden
Furse Nadler Wynn
Gejdenson Oberstar

NOES—266
Allard Ballenger Bilbray
Andrews Barr Bilirakis
Archer Barrett (NE) Bliley
Armey Barrett (WI) Blute
Bachus Bartlett Boehlert
Baesler Barton Boehner
Baker (CA) Bass Bonilla
Baker (LA) Bereuter Bono
Baldacci Bevill Brewster
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Browder Harman Payne (VA)
Brownback Hastings (WA) Peterson (FL)
Bryant (TN) Hayes Peterson (MN)
Bunn Hayworth Petri
Bunning Hefley Pickett
Burr Heineman Pombo
Burton Herger Porter
Buyer Hilleary Portman
Callahan Hobson Pryce
Calvert Hoekstra Quillen
Camp Hoke Quinn
Canady Horn Radanovich
Cardin Hostettler Ramstad
Castle Houghton Regula
Chabot Hoyer Riggs
Chambliss Hunter Roberts
Chapman Hutchinson Roemer
Chenoweth Hyde Rogers
Christensen Inglis Rohrabacher
Chrysler Istook Ros-Lehtinen
Clinger Jacobs Rose
Coble Johnson (CT) Roth
Collins (GA) Johnson, Sam Roukema
Combest Jones Royce
Condit Kasich Salmon
Cooley Kelly Sanford
Cox Kim Saxton
Cramer King Scarborough
Crane Kingston Schaefer
Crapo Klug Schiff
Cremeans Knollenberg Seastrand
Cubin Kolbe Sensenbrenner
Cunningham LaHood Shadegg
Davis Largent Shaw
Deal Latham Shays
DelLay LaTourette Shuster
Diaz-Balart Laughlin Sisisky
Dickey Lazio Skeen
Doolittle Leach Skelton
Dornan Lewis (CA) Smith (MI)
Dreier Lewis (KY) Smith (NJ)
Duncan Lightfoot Smith (TX)
Dunn Linder Smith (WA)
Ehlers Livingston Solomon
Ehrlich LoBiondo Souder
Emerson Longley Spence
English Lucas Stearns
Ensign Manzullo Stenholm
Everett Martini Stockman
Ewing McCarthy Stump
Fawell McCollum Talent
Fields (TX) McCrery Tanner
Flanagan McDade Tate
Foley McHale Tauzin
Forbes McHugh Taylor (MS)
Fowler Mclnnis Taylor (NC)
Fox Mclintosh Thomas
Franks (CT) McKeon Thornberry
Franks (NJ) McNulty Tiahrt
Frelinghuysen Metcalf Torkildsen
Frisa Meyers Upton
Funderburk Mica Vucanovich
Gallegly Miller (FL) Waldholtz
Ganske Minge Walker
Gekas Molinari Walsh
Geren Montgomery Wamp
Gilchrest Moorhead Watts (OK)
Gillmor Morella Weldon (FL)
Gilman Myers Weldon (PA)
Goodlatte Myrick Weller
Goodling Nethercutt White
Goss Neumann Whitfield
Graham Ney Wicker
Greenwood Norwood Wilson
Gunderson Nussle Wolf
Gutknecht Orton Young (AK)
Hall (TX) Oxley Young (FL)
Hamilton Packard Zeliff
Hancock Parker Zimmer
Hansen Paxon

NOT VOTING—7
Bateman Hefner Yates
Dooley Neal
Hastert Williams
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Mr. SPRATT changed his vote from
““no” to “‘aye.”

So the amendments were rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

0 2220

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to section 4?
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AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. MARTINEZ

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
offer two amendments, numbered 93
and 19, which have been printed in the
RECORD, and | ask unanimous consent
that they be considered en bloc.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendments.

The text of the amendments is as fol-
lows:

Amendments offered by Mr. MARTINEZ:

In section 4, before “This Act” insert *““(a)
IN GENERAL.—"’,and at the end of the section
add the following:

(b) REQUIREMENTS UNDER OTHER LAwSs.—
This Act shall not apply to any requirement
in effect on December 31, 1994, under—

(1) the Older Americans Act of 1965 (42
U.S.C. 3001 et seq.); or

(2) the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601 et seq.).

In section 301, in the proposed section 422
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, be-
fore ““This part” insert ‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—"’,
and at the end of the section add the follow-
ng:

‘q(b) REQUIREMENTS UNDER OTHER LAwWS.—
This part shall not apply to any requirement
in effect on December 31, 1994, under—

‘(1) the older Americans Act of 1965 (42
U.S.C. 3001 et seq.); or

““(2) the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601 et seq.).

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. MARTINEZ] will be
recognized for 5 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER] will be recognized for 5 min-
utes in opposition.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. MARTINEZ].

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

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, | rise
not because | have a great hope for suc-
cess but because | have great hope. The
people on this side have raised a lot of
concerns about what we are doing here.
I have many of the same concerns for
the thing that we are doing and the
way we are doing it, not necessarily for
the concept.

Mr. Chairman, | am one who comes
from local government and have had to
suffer under unfunded mandates. Let
me tell my colleagues the reality of
serving at a local level?

When you have to deal with budgets,
especially in California after the devas-
tation of Proposition 13, when you have
a constrained budget like that, you
have a tendency to want to do those
things that you feel are of the highest
priorities and of the greatest necessity
to your constituency, and so if there
are some things that should be done
and are mandated by the Federal Gov-
ernment because of the responsibility
of doing it, we would rather not do it,
and if it were not mandated, we would
not do it.

That is one of the concerns that |
have, and the way we pass this legisla-
tion has not taken into consideration
those things that deal with particular
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issues concerning people’s civil rights,
concerning the well-being of those peo-
ple. Those protections and medica-
tions, | believe, far outweigh—the ben-
efit far outweighs the cost. The prob-
lem is in many of those instances they
are humane, compassionate things and
responsible things to do, but there is
no way to measure the benefit other
than if we have a sense of compassion.

My amendment would specifically ex-
empt from this legislation and any cur-
rent or future requirement of this law
anything that would nullify the protec-
tions of the health, and safety and
well-being of senior citizens under two
specific acts: The Older Americans Act
and juveniles under the Juvenile Jus-
tice Delinquency Prevention Act.

Mr. Chairman, today, out of concern
for my bill, | called the legislative
counsel’s office and asked for an opin-
ion. | raised the questions that | just
raised. | raised the question about the
provisions to establish new points of
order in H.R. 5. He told me, “As H.R. 5
stands now, when the measure comes
up for reauthorization,” and these two
acts that | am referring to do come up
for reauthorizations and, at some point
in time, have to be adjusted in those
reauthorizations. When he said that
they would come up, they would be
subject to a point of order if there
would be a net increase in duties man-
dated by the legislation, or there is a
net decrease in funding, or assistance,
or if in any way that bill is changed.
“What it does in effect,” he said, “‘is
that if the bill is changed in any way in
any one part of the bill, the whole bill
is open to that same point of order.”

Now | understand that we can, by a
simple majority, waive the point of
order. The problem is that we allow for
a lot of mischief to be done if we do not
exempt these two things.

In the case of nutrition programs for
children and a nutrition program for
the older Americans in the Older Amer-
icans Act, these things have to be ad-
justed on a regular basis because of the
cost of living increases. If we were to
then adjust it, we would subject the
whole act to the point of order.

Additionally, | have some concern for
how we are going to determine that
benefit of that particular cost. Like |
said before, it is very hard to deter-
mine a cost, a benefit—rather it is very
hard to establish what the value of a
benefit of a compassion to act is versus
the cost of it.

Mr. Chairman, let me tell my col-
leagues about the Older Americans
Act. Not too long ago we passed the
Older Americans Act off this floor
without one dissenting vote. That
means that almost every Member—
well, in fact it means every Member in
this legislature who was here at the
time voted in the affirmative for the
Older Americans Act, improving the
conditions of that act. In there, there
was an ombudsman. | doubt very much
that that ombudsman could stand the
scrutiny of this bill as we are passing it
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today, and we know what that ombuds-
man was for. It was to protect the frail
and the elderly in the Older Americans
Act.

For many years the frail and elderly
have been abused in nursing homes
where they are there for long-term
care. Just last Friday ABC, the pro-
gram ‘‘20-20,”” contained a piece on the
continuing abuse that has taken place
in care facilities across the Nation, and
over the past 30 years this body, in the
past 30 years this body, has developed a
significant array of programs and pro-
tections for senior citizens. I, for one,
would hate to see those damaged in
any way. In 1992 that Older Americans
Act was signed into law by Bush, and,
like | say, it went on without a dissent-
ing vote.

I am equally concerned about, Mr.
Chairman, the Juvenile Justice Delin-
quency Prevention Act. When | was
chairman of the Human Resources Sub-
committee we conducted a wide range
of hearings all over the country. In fact
we visited—at the request of the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT],
my colleague on the other side—Ne-
braska, and held a hearing there.

Mr. Chairman, | rise tonight because |, like
others on this side, have real concerns about
what we are doing here. H.R. 5 is a concept
that | generally support.

Having served as a councilman, mayor, and
in the State legislature, | know how Federal
mandates that are not accompanied by Fed-
eral funding can wreak havoc on already
strained local budgets.

But there are some protections that are
mandated by the Federal Government that are
necessary for the protection of specific classes
of people, and | believe that the costs of such
protections are far outweighed by the benefit.

Specifically, my amendment would exempt
from this legislation any current or future re-
quirement that nullifies any rule or law that
protects the health, safety, or well being of
senior citizens under the Older Americans Act,
and juveniles, under the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act.

Mr. Chairman, under the Older Americans
Act, there is a mandate that States establish
a State ombudsman to handle complaints
about treatment of the elderly who are in long-
term care in nursing homes.

The ombudsman is there to ensure that
complaints of abuse and negligence are han-
dled.

In the past, we have seen that they have
been shrugged off, and frail elderly have been
subjected to inhuman treatment.

Just last Friday, the ABC program “20/20"
contained a piece on the continuing problem
of elder abuse taking place in some long-term
care facilities.

Over the past 30 years, this body has devel-
oped a significant array of programs and pro-
tections for senior citizens.

In 1992, in reauthorizing the Older Ameri-
cans Act, an act that passed this Congress on
its first vote on the floor without a dissenting
vote, Congress added the ombudsman re-
quirements.

While | am sure that this particular section
would meet the terms of the legislation under
consideration today, how do you fix the value
of a humane compassionate act.
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Mr. Chairman, | am equally sure that
changes in the reauthorization will open it to a
point of order at which time we will see a de-
mise of this program and others like it.

Yet, most Members of Congress who con-
sidered that issue found it worthy of support
and the 1992 amendments were approved by
a wide margin and signed by President Bush
in September 1992.

Mr. Chairman, similarly, in reauthorizing the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
Act in the 102d Congress, the Human Re-
sources Subcommittee conducted a wide
ranging series of hearings around the country
with respect to the needs of vulnerable chil-
dren in the juvenile justice system, and espe-
cially those who are homeless or have run
away from home.

In fact, we held a hearing in Nebraska at
the request of my colleague, Mr. BARRETT,
and we visited Boy's Town while we were in
Nebraska * * * authorizing legislation were
developed in consultation with community
groups serving these vulnerable children, with
local juvenile authorities with the Department
of Justice’s office of juvenile justice programs,
with the National Association of Family Court
Judges and others, knowledgeable in dealing
with children at risk of delinquency or other
problems.

Under the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act, States and localities are man-
dated to provide ‘sight and sound’ separation
for juveniles in the justice system.

Prior to the imposition of that mandate,
young children who were in the juvenile justice
system—regardless of the reason for being
there—were housed in the same facilities as
hardened adult criminals and, we were told,
subjected to abuse by those adult prisoners.

Very often, the reason a child is in custody
is for his or her protection, in cases such as
child abuse, desertion, or abandonment by a
parent or guardian.

Such protective incarceration must be in a
safe environment, and the additional costs to
ensure that are certainly worth the effort.

In addition, certain activities and programs
are required to be put in place to assist vul-
nerable children.

Whether the cost of those programs is a
significant burden on the State or locality, and
the extent to which those costs are not being
met by Federal dollars allocated to those pro-
grams, is not the issue.

The question is, “Do we and the States
have a moral obligation and a responsibility for
these children?”

If we do, should we mandate specific ac-
tions?

| say the answer is yes.

Further, | would point out that the great ma-
jority of the juvenile justice cases are non-Fed-
eral cases, and, therefore, the expense is a
State expense, not a Federal responsibility.

| believe that the need for protecting these
vulnerable children is so great, and the poten-
tial for inaction is so significant, that specific
exception to the terms of the unfunded man-
date legislation should be modified to specifi-
cally exclude mandates under this particular
legislation.

| would also point out that these mandates
were not as strict as some would have us be-
lieve—because States were allowed to re-
quest waivers for implementation, and where it
was shown that the State had justification for
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a waiver, such as in Nebraska, those waivers
were granted.

| urge all of my colleagues, as we rush to
judgment on the issue of unfunded mandates,
to consider whether the specifics of a mandate
are not such that the benefit to the specific
population on whose behalf the mandate ex-
ists do not outweigh the need for lessening
the restrictions on local and State government
or on private concerns.

These are people without an effective voice
at the ballot box or in the budget committees
of State or local legislative bodies.

These are people, who, without federally
mandated protections, will suffer the most in
our society.

| urge an aye vote and vyield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, | contacted the Legislative
Council office regarding the concerns we
raised about the provisions to establish new
points of order, in H.R. 5.

As H.R. 5 stands now, when measures
come up for reauthorization, they would be
subject to a point of order if there is a net in-
crease of duties mandated by the legislation,
if there is a net decrease in the funding or as-
sistance authorized for the legislation, and if
they did not have the required CBO analysis.
The legislation would not be subject to this
point of order if it contains increased funding
for the newly mandated duties. If the authoriz-
ing legislation passed with the increased fund-
ing, but the appropriations legislation did not
contain the required funding, then the man-
date would be reduced to match the provided
funding.

In the case of children’s nutrition programs
and senior programs where we know there
has to be increased funding to keep up with
inflation, then if there is funding the act is sub-
ject to a point of order in fact. If any part of
the legislation is adjusted in any way that does
increase net duties or decrease net funding
then the whole bill would be subject to a point
of order, not just that particular section.

Additionally, there is some concern that the
legislation that will be coming up for reauthor-
ization has never been subject to a CBO cost
analysis. This could be quite a time-consum-
ing process for some of the major programs
such as OAA.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in opposition to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from California [Mr.
MARTINEZ].

Mr. Chairman, the definition of Fed-
eral intergovernmental mandate con-
tained in H.R. 5 would not apply to vol-
untary nonentitlement programs. Both
of the programs which the gentleman
seeks to exempt here are voluntary,
nonentitlement programs.

Mr. Chairman, State participation in
the Older Americans Act or in the Ju-
venile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act, which the gentleman seeks to
exempt, is voluntary, and funding for
this program is provided through an-
nual appropriations which are made on
a discretionary basis. The bill that we
have before us, H.R. 5, clearly defines a
Federal intergovernmental mandate to
mean a provision that, and | am
quoting, would impose an enforceable
duty upon States, local governments or
private governments except, except, a
condition of Federal assistance or duty
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arising from participation on a vol-
untary Federal program.

Mr. Chairman, specifically these two
programs fall within that definition.
Therefore, H.R. 5 does not apply to the
Older Americans Act or the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Act. The
amendment is really rhetorical in na-
ture, and | think it is misleading as to
what the intent of this bill is.

Mr. Chairman, | yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING], chair-
man of the Committee on Economic
and Educational Opportunities.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I,
too, want to indicate that this amend-
ment is not necessary because these
programs are already exempt. | have
worked with the gentleman who has of-
fered the amendment this evening to
perfect these programs and to enact
these programs and certainly would
not be here today trying to do any-
thing to take away from the programs.
They are voluntary on the basis of the
State participation and, therefore, are
not mandates as this legislation calls
for.
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I would not want the public to think
that we are trying to do something in
H.R. 5 that would erode protection for
vulnerable populations. Therefore, | be-
lieve, and sincerely believe, that the
amendment is unnecessary, because
they are already protected.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GOODLING. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. MARTINEZ. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, there are two particu-
lar things in each of those programs
that | will remind the gentleman of
that are unfunded mandates. One is a
sight and sound separation of juveniles
in adult lockups. Recently we passed
that because there were young people
being put in the same cell with and in
the same area with, even at times peo-
ple who had committed crimes against
juveniles, and that is why they were in.
Some of these juveniles were taken
into custody because they were de-
serted by their parents, not necessarily
because they did anything wrong.

The only thing I am telling the gen-
tleman is there is an unfunded man-
date within the juvenile justice delin-
quency program, and there is one with-
in the Older Americans Act. The om-
budsman was an unfunded mandate.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, our colloquy will
make it clear they are not unfunded
mandates and therefore will not be
part of H.R. 5.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, in con-
clusion it is the opinion of this gen-
tleman and the chairman of the com-
mittee that these would not be covered
by H.R. 5. But if in fact there might be
some exception that would cover them,
they would still be subject to debate in
terms of what are the costs we are im-

posing. We could well decide that we
might want to pass that through with-
out paying for it.

Mr. Chairman, yield back the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendments
offered by the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MARTINEZ].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 126, noes 296,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 69]

AYES—126
Abercrombie Gephardt Nadler
Ackerman Gibbons Oberstar
Becerra Gonzalez Obey
Beilenson Green Olver
Bentsen Gutierrez Ortiz
Berman Hall (OH) Owens
Bishop Hastings (FL) Pallone
Bonior Hilliard Pastor
Borski Hinchey Payne (NJ)
Boucher Holden Pelosi
Brown (CA) Jackson-Lee Reed
Brown (FL) Jefferson Reynolds
Bryant (TX) Johnson, E. B. Richardson
Clay Johnston Rivers
Clayton Kanjorski Roybal-Allard
Clyburn Kennedy (MA) Rush
Coleman Kennedy (RI) Sabo
Collins (IL) Kennelly Sanders
Collins (MI) Kildee Schroeder
Conyers Kleczka Schumer
Coyne Klink Scott
de la Garza LaFalce Serrano
DelLauro Lantos Slaughter
Dellums Lewis (GA) Stark
Deutsch Lofgren Stokes
Dicks Lowey Tejeda
Dingell Luther Thompson
Dixon Maloney Thornton
Doggett Manton Torres
Doyle Markey Torricelli
Engel Martinez Towns
Eshoo Mascara Traficant
Evans Matsui Tucker
Farr McDermott Velazquez
Fattah McKinney Vento
Fazio Meek Ward
Fields (LA) Menendez Waters
Filner Mfume Watt (NC)
Flake Miller (CA) Waxman
Foglietta Mineta Woolsey
Ford Mink Wyden
Gejdenson Moakley Wynn

NOES—296
Allard Bono Coburn
Andrews Brewster Collins (GA)
Archer Browder Combest
Armey Brown (OH) Condit
Bachus Brownback Cooley
Baesler Bryant (TN) Costello
Baker (CA) Bunn Cramer
Baker (LA) Bunning Crane
Baldacci Burr Crapo
Ballenger Burton Cremeans
Barcia Buyer Cubin
Barr Callahan Cunningham
Barrett (NE) Calvert Danner
Barrett (WI) Camp Davis
Bartlett Canady Deal
Barton Cardin DeFazio
Bass Castle DeLay
Bereuter Chabot Diaz-Balart
Bevill Chambliss Dickey
Bilbray Chapman Dooley
Bilirakis Chenoweth Doolittle
Bliley Christensen Dornan
Blute Chrysler Dreier
Boehlert Clement Duncan
Boehner Clinger Dunn
Bonilla Coble Durbin
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Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox

Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa

Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke

Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg

Bateman
Cox
Furse
Hastert

Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
MciIntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
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Riggs
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose

Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Upton
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise

Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—12

Hefner
Herger
Neal

Rangel
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Stockman
Studds
Williams
Yates

Mr. GORDON changed his vote from
“aye” 1o “no.”

So the amendments were rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. PELOSI

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman,

an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Ms. PELosI of Cali-

fornia:

In section 4, strike

| offer

or’” after the

semicolon at the end of paragraph (6), strike
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the period at the end of paragraph (7) and in-
sert ‘“; or”’, and after paragraph (7) add the
following new paragraph:

(8) establishes a minimum wage.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from California [Ms. PeLosi] will be
recognized for 5 minutes, and the gen-
tleman  from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER] will be recognized for 5 min-
utes in opposition.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. PELOSI].

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | have submitted this
amendment for the consideration of
our colleagues because | think it is
very important. Even though the hour
is late, and the debate has gone on a
long time, and indeed, we have even ad-
dressed the minimum wage in the
course of debating some other amend-
ments en bloc, | think it is very impor-
tant that the House speak to this issue.

What my amendment does, and | will
read it, it says “This act shall not
apply to any provision in a Federal
statute or proposed for final Federal
regulation that establishes a minimum
wage.’”’ That is what the amendment is.

The purpose of the amendment, Mr.
Chairman, is to remove all doubt from
where we go from here in establishing
a minimum wage.

I will not go into, because the hour is
late, all the reasons why we need an in-
crease in the minimum wage and how
low the purchasing power is. However,
Mr. Chairman, | think it is important
for Members to know that if this
amendment does not pass, a situation
will exist that includes the following.

Mr. Chairman, just to reiterate for a
moment the purpose of this amend-
ment, what this amendment does is to
say that unfunded mandate legislation
will not affect the establishment of a
minimum wage. The purpose of the
amendment is to remove all doubt that
when this body addresses the subject of
an increase in the minimum wage,
there will not be an additional barrier
to increasing that minimum wage.

If this legislation, the unfunded man-
date legislation, passes without this
amendment, the following situation
will prevail: When we come to the floor
with an increase in the minimum wage,
it will be necessary for us to have a
point of order called on the bill. We
would have to have a majority to over-
ride the point of order, and therefore
throw up a higher bar for an increase
in the minimum wage.

Mr. Chairman, we are sent here to
make tough decisions about how we
legislate. We are not sent here to hide
behind process.

The simple fact of the matter is that
without this amendment, if the un-
funded mandate legislation wins, which
it appears to do, we can count; and if
we strive to increase the minimum
wage on this floor, and we do not win
on the point of order, and so far we
have not had the votes to win on any of
them, then the Federal Government
cannot increase the minimum wage un-
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less the Federal Government pays for
the entire increase in the minimum
wage, because it most certainly will ex-
ceed $50 million, point No. 1.

Point No. 2 is that this is an inter-
governmental mandate. That would
mean that what | just described would
apply to the public sector, but the pri-
vate sector would not be affected by
the legislation, so it would differen-
tiate between the public and private
sector, giving an increased burden to
the private sector, something | do not
think any of our colleagues want to do.

So, Mr. Chairman, | think this
amendment is very important because
it says in order to increase the mini-
mum wage: First, we do not have the
additional barrier of a point of order
vote requiring a majority; and, second,
we do not assume all of the cost of the
increase in that minimum wage.

The working poor in our country de-
serve this opportunity. The minimum
wage, people working full time, they
make less than $9,000 a year. We are all
familiar with those figures. | just bring
them to the floor to once again dem-
onstrate: A, how necessary it is to raise
the minimum wage; B, to not throw up
any further obstacles to doing so; and,
C, to not increase the cost to the Fed-
eral taxpayer for the increase in that
minimum wage.

Right now today States have that re-
sponsibility. Some States, as Members
know, including the State of New Jer-
sey, which was pointed out by Gov-
ernor Whitman, have a minimum wage
of $5.10 which they enforce. Therefore,
why are we making it more difficult for
the working poor in our country to
earn a living wage by hiding behind
process?

The fact, Mr. Chairman, is that last
week we voted for one of the mandates.
Almost every Republican except the
gentleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG],
and every Democrat voted for the
amendment addressing age discrimina-
tion, so we did exempt already one
amendment that was presented. | am
sorry that we could not say children
are a priority, too, in addition to the
elderly. 1 hope that the working poor
will be given a fair shot by this body as
well.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to
this amendment. The gentlewoman is
right, Mr. Chairman, this issue has
been discussed prior to this time, on
the 23d, in the amendment proposed by
the gentleman from Vermont [Mr.
SANDERS] which included minimum
wage along with occupational safety
and others. We did fully debate the
matter at that time for about 1 hour
and 20 minutes, and the vote was 161 in
favor and 263 oppo