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House of Representatives

The House met at 10 a.m.

The Reverend Thomas Kuhn, Church
of the Incarnation, Centerville, OH, of-
fered the following prayer:

Father, as we look around us, we see
signs of the love that You have for this
great Nation of ours. But as we look at
the many blessings we have, we know
that You are also calling on us to share
those blessings with others.

You made us the most powerful Na-
tion on earth so that we could be a
kind and gentle people, ready to help
and protect those who are unable to
protect themselves.

You made us strong so that we could
guarantee that all people enjoy the
rights and freedoms that You gave
them. May we work that no one is
enslaved to prejudice and hatred.

You gave us this great power so that
we might prosper and grow. May we
share our blessings with those who are
homeless and poor and hungry and be
always ready to help those who need us
the most.

You gave us great strength so that
we may never tire in the search for
peace in the world. In a world where
there seems to be a never ending source
of conflict between nations, may we
have the strength to persevere in the
search for that peace.

Watch over and strengthen this
House of Representatives that they
may always work for the common good
of our Nation and the world. 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.

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado.
Mr. Speaker, pursuant to clause 1, rule
I, 1 demand a vote on agreeing to the
Speaker’s approval of the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal.

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

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado.
Mr. Speaker, | object to the vote on the
ground that a quorum is not present
and make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 5,
rule I, further proceedings on this ques-
tion will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Nevada (Mr. GiBBONS) come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. GIBBONS led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

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

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment a concurrent reso-
lution of the House of the following
title:

H.J. Res. 102. Joint resolution expressing
the sense of the Congress on the occasion of
the 50th anniversary of the founding of the
modern State of Israel and reaffirming the
bonds of friendship and cooperation between
the United States and Israel.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with an amendment
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested, a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 2646. An act to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow tax-free ex-
penditures from education individual retire-
ment accounts for elementary and secondary
school expenses, to increase the maximum
annual amount of contributions to such ac-
counts, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 2646) “An Act to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
allow tax-free expenditures from edu-
cation individual retirement accounts
for elementary and secondary school
expenses, to increase the maximum an-
nual amount of contributions to such
accounts, and for other purposes,” re-
quests a conference with the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. ROTH, Mr.
MACK, Mr. COATS, Mr. GORTON, Mr.
COVERDELL, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Ms.
MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr.
BINGAMAN, to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

The message also announced that
pursuant to section 4355(a) of title 10,
United States Code, the Chair, on be-
half of the Vice President, appoints the
following Senators to the Board of
Visitors of the United States Military
Academy:

The Senator from Indiana (Mr.
CoATS), from the Committee on Armed
Services, and the Senator from Texas
(Mrs. HUTCHISON), from the Committee
on Appropriations.

The message also announced that
pursuant to section 4355(a) of title 10,
United States Code, the Chair, on be-
half of the Vice President, appoints the
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. REED),
At Large, to the Board of Visitors of
the United States Military Academy.

The message also announced that
pursuant to section 6968(a) of title 10,
United States Code, the Chair, on be-
half of the Vice President, appoints the
following Senators to the Board of
Visitors of the United States Naval

Academy:
The Senator from Arizona (Mr.
McCAIN), from the Committee on

Armed Services, and the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. CoCHRAN), from the
Committee on Appropriations.

The message also announced that
pursuant to section 6968(a) of title 10,
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United States Code, the Chair, on be-
half of the Vice President, appoints the
following Senators to the Board of
Visitors of the United States Naval
Academy:

The Senator from Maryland (Ms. Mi-
KULSKI), from the Committee on Appro-
priations, and the Senator from Mary-
land (Mr. SARBANES), At Large.

The message also announced that
pursuant to section 9355(a) of title 10,
United States Code, the Chair, on be-
half of the Vice President, appoints the
following Senators to the Board of
Visitors of the United States Air Force
Academy:

The Senator from Idaho (Mr. KEMP-
THORNE), from the Committee on
Armed Services, and the Senator from
Montana (Mr. BURNS), from the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

The message also announced that
pursuant to section 9355(a) of title 10,
United States Code, the Chair, on be-
half of the Vice President, appoints the
following Senators to the Board of
Visitors of the United States Air Force
Academy:

The Senator from South Carolina
(Mr. HoLLINGS), from the Committee
on Appropriations, and the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. CLELAND), At Large.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HuLsHOF). The Chair will recognize 5
one-minutes on each side.

A RIGHT TO KNOW

(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1

minute.)
Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, it was
Theodore Roosevelt who said in his

third State of the Union address:

No man is above the law and no man is
below it; nor do we ask any man’s permission
when we require him to obey it. Obedience to
the law is demanded as a right, not asked as
a favor.

President Clinton should have kept
that quote in mind before he invoked
executive privilege. When Janet Reno
appointed Ken Starr to investigate the
various scandals that have beset the
administration, he promised to follow
the rule of law. He has done so despite
the best efforts of the President’s at-
tack dogs to discredit him.

The American people have a right to
know the truth about the actions of
the President and all the President’s
men. They have a right to know that
the rule of law is still being followed in
the White House.

No man is above the law, no matter
how often the President invokes execu-
tive privilege.

CONCERNING REMARKS OF SPEAK-

ER GINGRICH IN MONDAY
SPEECH
(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was

given permission to address the House

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, ideal-
ly we are able to put aside our partisan
interests and consider the people’s
business, if not with a blank slate, at
least with an open mind. The Speaker
of the House has an even greater duty.
He not only represents his district and
his party but he represents the integ-
rity of the House of Representatives for
all Members.

This Monday the Speaker delivered a
speech in which he accused unnamed
presidential advisers of being unpatri-
otic, accused Members of the Commit-
tee on Government Reform and Over-
sight for voting for a cover-up, urged
the President and unnamed members of
our party to quit undermining the law
in the United States, and declared that
in the last 2% years we have lived
through the most systematic, delib-
erate obstruction of justice, cover-up
and effort to avoid the truth we have
ever seen in American history. These
remarks, which demean the office
which he is privileged to hold, were re-
peated in the well of the House.

The Speaker noted iIn the same
speech that America is a Nation under
the rule of law and that no person is
above the law. | fully agree with his
comments. But speeches are empty
sentiments unless they are practiced
through our public behavior. There is
more to the rule of law than after-din-
ner rhetoric. The rule of law requires
impartial and competent investiga-
tions. It assumes the Speaker will not
prejudge the results of these investiga-
tions. It requires, if not charity to-
wards all, at least an absence of mal-
ice.

The Speaker’s remarks have shown
that he falls far short of this standard.
I have sent him a letter and asked him
here today to recuse himself from all
further actions connected with this in-
vestigation. We must restore a sense of
fairness to this process and integrity to
this House.

RECOGNIZING FIRST UNITED
PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH OF COL-
LINSVILLE, ILLINOIS, ON ITS
175TH BIRTHDAY

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

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to recognize an event that will
occur in my hometown of Collinsville,
Illinois. On May 3 of this year, the
First United Presbyterian Church of
Collinsville will celebrate its 175th
birthday. It is the oldest church in con-
tinuous existence in Madison County.
Informal worship services began in
1818, the year lllinois became the 21st
State.

To honor this celebration, the church
is having at least one special program
a month from February through Jduly.
Each month a different group within
the church will lead services. The first
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program in February was a reenact-
ment of a Society Meeting in the style
which was held in the 1800s. Many
members of the congregation dressed
for the occasion in period pieces, in-
cluding the pastor and members of the
choir.

Besides a special service on May 3,
the actual date of the organization of
the congregation, there will be pro-
grams to honor the church-related
Glenwood Cemetery, established in
1822, on May 16 and 17. These celebra-
tions are geared so that members of
the congregation will have the oppor-
tunity to share with the community
and rejoice in the blessings that God
has given them.

SHAME IN THE MAKING

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

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, and now |
mean Speaker GINGRICH, Yyou have
begun personal attacks on the Presi-
dent. Mr. Speaker, you have told your
Republican cash cow GOPAC that the
President is obstructing justice. By
stating your attacks on the President
in a partisan manner, before a partisan
group, you have shown that you cannot
lead the House in a fair and impartial
manner in any review of any inquiry.
In fact, it appears that you have al-
ready reviewed the alleged facts and
you have prejudged and you have made
yourself judge and jury.

Mr. Speaker, let us stick to the facts,
not by GOPAC but just the facts. But
instead, Mr. Speaker, even a Roll Call
editorial calls your actions ‘““Shame In
The Making.” Let us not bring shame
to this House. You have a responsibil-
ity to lead, not mislead. You should be
a statesman without prejudging any in-
quiry.

Instead you have become a lightning
rod of partisanship. Just over a year
ago, we had to reprimand you and fine
you over $300,000 for bringing shame
and disrespect to this House. Do we
have to go down that shameful road
again? Do not bring shame and dis-
respect to this House, Mr. Speaker, by
your personal attacks.

AMERICAN PEOPLE HAVE A RIGHT
TO KNOW WHY FOREIGN FUND-
RAISING INVESTIGATION 1S
BEING BLOCKED

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

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, with regard
to the House investigation on the use
of illegal foreign money in the last
election by the DNC, over 90 people in-
volved with the fund-raising have ei-
ther taken the fifth amendment or fled
the country to avoid testifying. This
fact alone points to extensive illegal
activity.

The only way the American people
are going to get to the truth is if we
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grant immunity to some of these wit-
nesses who know firsthand what hap-
pened. Why do some Members want to
block a full investigation? The Justice
Department agreed to immunity for
every witness on whom we voted. The
Justice Department had no objection.

The only reason to vote against im-
munity is to keep those witnesses from
telling the American people what hap-
pened. Why would some Members want
to be involved in covering up that? The
Members should stop voting to block
immunity and stop putting up road-
blocks so we can get to the truth. The
American people deserve the truth. The
American people have the right to
know what happened and who was re-
sponsible.

DOES OUR CHINESE FOREIGN
POLICY MAKE ANY SENSE?

(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, when
it comes to China, the wheel is turning
but the hamster is dead. Check this
out. China rips us off for $60 billion a
year. Then they steal our nuclear and
missile technology. Then they sell that
technology and those missiles to our
enemies. Then the White House, they
panic, and they spend billions of dol-
lars to protect America from Chinese
missiles pointed at us by our enemies,
missiles that were financed by Amer-
ican dollars.
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Unbelievable.

Some of these foreign policy gurus
must have fallen into the gene pool
when the lifeguard was not looking, my
colleagues.

If this is a policy, | am a fashion
leader.

I want to say one last thing: | want
to yield back any national security we
have left, and if this policy with China
makes any sense, then we all need a lo-
botomy.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HuLsHOF). The Chair will remind all
persons in the gallery that they are
here as guests of the House and that
any manifestation of approval or dis-
approval of proceedings is in violation
of the rules of the House.

DEMOCRATS STONEWALLING
THEIR OWN JUSTICE DEPARTMENT

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

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, the House
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight would like to grant immu-
nity to Nancy Lee, Larry Wong, lIrene
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Wu and Kent La and get their testi-
mony so that Congress can learn the
facts about illegal campaign contribu-
tions in the 1996 presidential election.
The Justice Department does not op-
pose the granting of immunity to these
four key witnesses, but the Democrats

on the committee refuse, refuse to
grant immunity to these four wit-
nesses.

How can this be defended? It cannot.
This is the same people who cry par-
tisanship whenever any investigation
into the allegations of wrongdoing are
investigated and the same people who
are not only defending the White House
stonewalling but now stonewalling
their own Justice Department.

I must grant the Democrats this,
they really do know how to play
hardball, but this is the same people
who have tried to destroy the reputa-
tions of Judge Robert Bork and Judge
Clarence Thomas and now Judge Ken
Starr are now the same people who
stand silent and motionless in the face
of massive evidence of White House
stonewalling and round-the-clock spin.

Stop the stalling and stop the spin so
the American people can get to the
truth.

LISTEN TO THE VOTERS OF THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | am very glad to be here with
my daughter for a day, Demika, who is
a student at Brown Middle School; and
I am here this morning because | want-
ed us to have a reasonable debate, Mr.
Speaker, on this very important ques-
tion of vouchers in schools.

Mr. Speaker, | think it is extremely
important that we are reasonable be-
cause, if we are not reasonable, then we
do not help those young people who, in
fact, need to be educated. When one of
our colleagues across the aisle com-
pares public school education to com-
munism, then we are unreasonable.

When the schools in D.C., private
schools, cost on an average $12,000, a
$2,000 voucher is not going to happen
and not going to help children. In fact,
it is $3,200. Only 2,000 children are
going to be able to be helped. This
drains money from our public school
system.

Mr. Speaker, the District of Colum-
bia has already voted against vouchers;
and if | was to ask those in the District
of Columbia, | would imagine, Mr.
Speaker, they would ask us to help
them educate their children, help them
support public schools. I would ask
that we listen to the voters of the Dis-
trict of Columbia and not vote for D.C.
vouchers.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers of the House are reminded it is a
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violation of House rules to call atten-
tion in debate to any guests of the
House in the Chamber.

WHY ARE THE DEMOCRATS
STONEWALLING THEIR OWN JUS-
TICE DEPARTMENT?

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

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, as my colleagues know,
Democrats are saying the American
people are tired of talking about White
House scandals. Well, congressional in-
vestigators are even more tired of the
stonewalling, lack of cooperation and
extraordinary memory loss that seems
to afflict Harvard and Yale Law School
graduates whenever they are called to
testify. | believe the American people
are stunned by the evasions, the re-
tractions, the utter devotion to spin
over truth coming out of this White
House.

Mr. Speaker, it is Democrats on the
House Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight who are doing the
stonewalling. Letters from the Justice
Department say, and it has been said
already, that Justice does not oppose
granting immunity to four key wit-
nesses in the campaign finance inves-
tigations, and | will just repeat that.
The Justice Department does not op-
pose immunity, and yet the Democrats
on the committee refuse to grant im-
munity.

I ask the American people to be the
judge. Why would the Democrats be
stonewalling their own Justice Depart-
ment?

SHAMEFUL CIRCUMSTANCE WHICH
NEEDS TO BE ADDRESSED

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

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, in the
last several days, the Speaker of this
House has launched an intemperate
prejudicial attack on the President of
the United States, demeaning himself
and the office he holds by prejudging
issues that may, in fact, come before
this House. One can only conclude by
these intemperate actions that the
Speaker’s basic intention is to draw at-
tention away from the failure, his fail-
ure and the failure of the Republican
leadership to address important issues
that are of deep concern to the Amer-
ican people.

Yesterday, we learned that the
Speaker personally made it impossible
to reach a bipartisan agreement on a
broad-based tobacco bill. He, in effect,
told the chairman of the Committee on
Commerce that he could no longer co-
operate with Democrats to put to-
gether a bill that would make it dif-
ficult for children to become addicted
to tobacco, demonstrating once again
how deeply into the pockets of tobacco
this Speaker actually is.
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It is a shameful circumstance and
one that needs addressing. We need to
get on to the business of this House.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3584

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that my name be re-
moved as a cosponsor from H.R. 3584.

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

There was no objection.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF S. 1502, DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA STUDENT OPPORTUNITY
SCHOLARSHIP ACT OF 1997

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Commit-
tee on Rules, | call up House Resolu-
tion 413 and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 413

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the bill (S. 1502) entitled the ““Dis-
trict of Columbia Student Opportunity
Scholarship Act of 1997°. The bill shall be
considered as read for amendment. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill to final passage without interven-
ing motion except: (1) two hours of debate on
the bill equally divided and controlled by the
Majority Leader or his designee and a Mem-
ber opposed to the bill; and (2) one motion to
commit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
HASTINGS) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, for purposes of debate only, |
yield the customary 30 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST)
pending which | yield myself such time
as | may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution all time yielded
is for the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday the Commit-
tee on Rules met and granted a closed
rule for S. 1502 which provides for 2
hours of debate equally divided be-
tween the majority leader or his des-
ignee and an opponent of the bill. The
rule also provides for one motion to
commit.

Mr. Speaker, let us make no mistake
about it. The intent of this bill is to
provide a better education for the chil-
dren of Washington, D.C. The bill al-
lows the most needy families of this
city to choose what school is best for
their child, and it provides them the
resources to do it. In short, the bill em-
powers the families of Washington,
D.C., who now have no choice but to
send their child to an often inadequate
local school.

At the same time, though, this bill
will help the children who remain in
the District’s public school system. It
provides Federal funding to help local
public school students pay for private
tutors. In addition, as some students
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begin to choose scholarships, spending
per pupil in District public schools may
go up, while class sizes go down.

Our intent is not to drain Federal
funds from public schools. Instead, we
are striving to help out accountability
back into the public school system. A
parent who notices that a neighbor’s
child has blossomed under the scholar-
ship program will have the same oppor-
tunity for their child.

The scholarship funds in this bill are
in addition to the more than $568 mil-
lion that Congress provides every year
to the District of Columbia public
schools, a school system that spends
more money per pupil than almost any
other school system in the country, ap-
proximately $10,000 per pupil.

Mr. Speaker, the D.C. Student Schol-
arship Act helps the children of this
city. | strongly support this legislation
because | firmly believe that it enables
parents to send their children to a
more structured, more disciplined envi-
ronment. It is their choice. At the
same time, the bill allows the local
public schools to focus on the children
who remain and allows each school to
spend more money for each child.

I urge my colleagues to support this
rule and the underlying legislation.

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

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the Republican leader-
ship just does not get it. We do not get
better public schools by shifting public
money to private and parochial
schools; and that is, in the end, what
the Republican leadership wants to do.
They just want to start this grand so-
cial experiment in the District of Co-
lumbia and use the bill before us to do
it.

Mr. Speaker, no one denies that there
is a need for vast improvement in the
schools of the District. But providing
vouchers for 2,000 students just will not
get it done.

And, Mr. Speaker, to make matters
worse, this rule shuts out any debate
on this matter. This closed rule pro-
hibits the delegate from the District of
Columbia (Ms. NoORTON) from offering
an amendment to a bill that ostensibly
affects only her constituents.

This rule is unconscionable and de-
serves to be defeated.

Mr. Speaker, the Republican leader-
ship will use words and phrases like
school choice, accountability, object
lesson to promote school vouchers. The
Republican leadership will say that,
first and foremost, school vouchers are
about the children. Mr. Speaker, if that
is, in fact, the case, why have not we
seen legislation to provide schools dis-
tricts with the funds they need to hire
more teachers so that we can reduce
class size and more readily promote
structure and discipline in the class-
rooms across this country?

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given
permission to speak out of order for 1
minute.)
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CIRCUMVENTION OF COMMITTEE ON THE
JUDICIARY’S JURISDICTION

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | have
sent the Speaker, the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. NEwWT GINGRICH) a letter
that | want to put in the RECORD which
deals with the fact that he has asked
for a special committee to review any
reports submitted by the independent
counsel, Kenneth Starr. In my view, |
say to him any such circumvention of
the Committee on the Judiciary’s his-
toric duty would set a poor precedent
and clearly indicate an intent to politi-
cize this matter, rather than give it
any sober and objective scrutiny.

Coming several months before the
midterm elections, | believe the Amer-
ican public would also see the abandon-
ment of regular order as signaling a
partisan witch-hunt. This is especially
important in light of the bias that you,
you being the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. GINGRICH), have demonstrated in
your recent public comments.

The letter referred to is as follows:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, DC, April 29, 1998.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: During the course of
the past several months, news reports have
repeatedly quoted you and your office as
contemplating the circumvention of the
House Judiciary Committee and the forma-
tion of a special committee to review any re-
port submitted by Independent Counsel Ken-
neth Starr pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 595(c).

In my view, any such circumvention of the
Judiciary Committee’s historic jurisdiction
would set a poor precedent and clearly indi-
cate an intent to intensely politicize this
matter rather than give it any sober and ob-
jective scrutiny. Coming several months be-
fore the midterm elections, | believe the
American public would also see the abandon-
ment of regular order as signaling a partisan
witch hunt. This is especially important in
light of the clear bias you have dem-
onstrated in your recent public comments
concluding the existence of illegal conduct
prior to your even reading or considering the
report to the House.

In fact, if one looks closely at this matter,
it is hard to see how one could contemplate
any other venue than the House Judiciary
Committee, which clearly has both the ex-
pertise and experience to handle any such re-

ort.

P The Independent Counsel Statute itself
(the Ethics in Government Act, 28 U.S.C. 591,
et seq.) is the legislative product of the House
Judiciary Committee. The Committee con-
tinues to be engaged in oversight of the Act,
has conducted hearings on the Act, and
shortly will be responsible for reauthoriza-
tion of the Act.

Discussion of any underlying criminal
statutes that may be contained in the report
are under the jurisdiction of the Committee,
and again, are subject to continuing scru-
tiny.

The House Judiciary Committee is the one
Committee with the experience of handling
grand jury materials, the secrecy of which
both federal law and House precedents re-
quire.

As you know, | have repeatedly questioned
Kenneth Starr both because of the tactics he
employs and due to the numerous conflicts
of interest that have beset his investigation
from the start. If this matter is to be trans-
ferred to the House, it would be most unfor-
tunate to taint any process from the outset
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with partisanship or political gamesman-
ship. Such a process would be widely viewed
as a kangaroo court which illegitimately
forms conclusions prior to hearing facts, and
whose sole objective is the politicization of
allegations to influence the fall Congres-
sional elections.

Thank you for your attention to this mat-
ter.

Sincerely,
JoHN CONYERS, Jr.,
Ranking Democrat.
O 1030
Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, if it is

about the well-being of children, why
have we not seen legislation that pro-
motes the best possible public edu-
cation we can provide in this rich and
affluent Nation of ours?

Mr. Speaker, | can only guess that
the Republican leadership believes that
Democratic opposition to school
vouchers is a good campaign issue. But
I will state unequivocally that the edu-
cation of the children of this country is
not something that should be used to
serve a political agenda. Public edu-
cation is the cornerstone of this great
country of ours, and | stand second to
no one in my support and commitment
to public education.

The congressional Republican leader-
ship can politicize the education of the
boys and girls of this country all they
want, but Democrats, as well as a good
many Republicans, know that public
education is good for our children and
good for our country. This does not
mean, Mr. Speaker, that there are not
problems that all of us from the Con-
gress to our Governors, school boards
and every parent needs to face square-
ly, but this proposal does not address
any of the problems we find in our pub-
lic schools.

In fact, the National Alliance of
Black School Educators has said that
this proposal constitutes an abandon-
ment of the real issues that affect qual-
ity teaching and learning in the worst
of our public schools. If the District of
Columbia represents some of the worst
of our public schools, then how can this
Congress turn its back on its children?

I would suggest that instead of using
the $7 million for a school voucher pro-
gram, that it would be far better to use
half of that money, as the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) proposes, for reading tu-
tors for the 73 poorest-performing
schools in the city.

I am not standing here as an apolo-
gist for the administration of the
school system in this city, but | am
standing here as someone who is com-
mitted, as are my constituents, to
strong and effective public education. |
fear that this proposal of the Repub-
lican leadership is just a first step in
the dismantling of public education.

Mr. Speaker, this closed rule is un-
fair to the people of the District of Co-
lumbia because their elected Rep-
resentative of this body has been pre-
cluded from offering an alternative to
legislation which affects only them,
and this bill is unfair to public edu-
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cation throughout this country. | urge
the defeat of the rule and the defeat of
the bill

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Staten Island, New York
(Mr. FOSSELLA).

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Speaker, | urge
the adoption of this rule and also the
underlying legislation. Let me just
point out why.

While we are all in favor of improv-
ing education, let us just look to the
status and the state of the Washington,
D.C. school system. In a report in the
Washington Post, they claim that the
system is a well-financed failure. De-
spite spending $9,000 per student, more
than half of the tenth-graders test
below basic in reading, and fully 89 per-
cent of the tenth-graders test below
basic in math.

Mr. Speaker, there is the old fairy
tale about Peter Pan leading the chil-
dren into Never Never Land, and |
would submit that that is exactly, un-
fortunately, what has been happening
in the Washington, D.C. school system.
We have been leading these children
into Never Never Land, never having
them to become productive members of
society.

When we think what it would be like
back in our hometown, whether it is
Staten Island or anywhere across
America, to have 89 percent of the
tenth-graders test below average in
math and to some extent reading, |
think we would call for a rapid change.
To me, it is not a fairy tale, it has be-
come a Shakespearean tragedy, it is a
rotten weed, and we must root it out.

I think that is what we are talking
about here, because when we think
about the system, two words come to
mind, and that is, what we hear today,
awful, to describe the system, and op-
portunity, to describe how we can help
these children escape the abyss, the
trap that they will be in for the rest of
their lives.

Let us put a face on it. Beginning in
September, there will be a 5-year-old
boy or girl who will begin kinder-
garten. That 5-year-old will soon be-
come a 7-year-old, a 10-year-old, a 12-
year-old, and that person, that little
boy or girl, will not have the same op-
portunity or hope that we should pro-
vide. We talk about, well, we know
what is best.

There was recently a private scholar-
ship fund funded by a man named Ted
Forstmann, a good American who saw
that common sense would prevail; that
if parents were given a choice to send
their children to a different school, a
better school, they would do so. And
indeed, 1,000 scholarships were made
available to the parents of the city
school system; 7,500 applied. If that
does not tell us that there are parents
out there who care about their chil-
dren, who care about sending their
children to quality schools, I do not
know what does.
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Well, perhaps this will. In New York
City, there are similar types of scholar-
ships we have tried with raising private
funds. Again, in the last couple of
years, 1,300 children have received
scholarships; more than 22,000 parents
have applied to bring their kids and
put them into schools that will provide
them with the best education possible.

We talk about the entrenched bu-
reaucrats and the special interests who
put themselves first. Let us put the
children and families first of this coun-
try when it comes to education. Let us
provide them with the hope and oppor-
tunity they rightfully deserve and ex-
pect.

There was a famous battle at the be-
ginning of World War | where the
French general said, ““They shall not
pass,” as referred to the German
troops. Well, they did. But in the
meantime during that battle we lost
over a million lives, and | suggest
strongly that if we allow the status quo
and the defenders of the status quo to
win this argument, we will see them
not pass, that being the children, but
we will lose too many lives in the
meantime.

Let me just close, Mr. Speaker, with
one last thing. Again, we have argued
that for years, we even heard the ac-
knowledgment by those who oppose
this rule and oppose this legislation
that there are problems. Well, 1 would
say strongly that everybody else, the
special interests, the bureaucrats,
those who like the status quo, have had
their chance. | say, give the people and
the children of the Washington, D.C.
school system a chance for once. Put
them first.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong opposition to this closed rule
and this misguided bill. As we move
into the 21st century, Congress must
work to ensure the success, not just of
individual students, but of all of our
young people.

My mother worked in a sweatshop
earning 2 cents for each collar she
stitched onto a shirt. She never
dreamed that one day her child would
be a member of the United States Con-
gress. But education is a great equal-
izer in this Nation. It affords the child
of a garment worker the same opportu-
nities as the children of university pro-
fessors and business leaders.

Our public school system needs help,
but siphoning Federal money, public
money from our public schools will not
solve the problems. We must improve
public schools for all of our children,
not to provide an out for a select few
which will further degrade the edu-
cational quality for those who remain.
We need to reduce class size. We need
to create an environment where chil-
dren will learn, put computers in the
classroom, enacting high standards to
make sure that our kids are learning,
and create that environment, as | have
said. And when we reduce that class
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size, when we put more reading teach-
ers in the classroom, we give our Kkids
a greater opportunity.

But that is not what the Republican
leadership in this House is talking
about. They have no interest in im-
proving public education in this coun-
try. Instead, they would take money
from the public schools, give it to pri-
vate schools. They would provide
vouchers for just 2,000 students in the
District of Columbia, 3 percent of the
kids who go to school here. This is an
experiment which they want to carry
across the country.

Vouchers have been voted down in
State referendums, declared unconsti-
tutional by our State courts, even de-
clared a failure in towns where the ex-
periment has been tried. In Cleveland,
test scores for students who moved to
private schools with vouchers did not
improve. Even more disturbing, an
audit found that the biggest bene-
ficiaries in the Cleveland area to this
experiment were the taxi drivers, be-
cause they were taking these children
to schools, private schools, by taxi.

Vouchers will not solve the problems
in our public schools, they will just
create new ones. If our goal is truly to
improve public education in this coun-
try, vouchers just do not make the
grade. Let us abandon this experiment,
an experiment on our children. We do
not need any more experiments on our
children in this country. We need to
make sure that they get the finest edu-
cation. Let us improve our public
schools. Let us cut down the class size.
Let us make more reading teachers
available. Let us make sure they are
wired up to computers and the Inter-
net. That is where the future of our
children lie, not in the voucher experi-
ment on the kids of this country.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HULSHOF). Again, the Chair must re-
mind all persons in the gallery that
they are here as guests of the House
and that any manifestation of approval
or disapproval of proceedings is in vio-
lation of the Rules of the House.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. BoB SCHAF-

FER).
Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado.
Mr. Speaker, the Constitution gives

the Congress the direct authority to
play a managerial role in only one
school district in the entire country,
and that is the District of Columbia.
Only the District of Columbia is des-
ignated by the Constitution again as a
place where this Congress has direct
authority to deal with the matters at
the classroom level of public edu-
cation.

Now, that authority has been decen-
tralized quite a bit. It has been decen-
tralized to a large unionized govern-
ment and bureaucracy that is failing
children and stranding them, denying
them any kind of hope or opportunity
for achieving the American dream and
getting ahead through academic
progress and academic proficiency.
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Mr. Speaker, | find it remarkable
that anyone would come here and try
to defend the comparative record of the
District of Columbia public school sys-
tem when compared with the rest of
the country. If we are willing to do
that on an intellectually honest level,
one will find very clearly and directly
that the children in the District of Co-
lumbia schools are at a decided dis-
advantage over children throughout
the rest of the country.

Now, the left wing of the Democrat
party, as estabished and enshrined here
in the District of Columbia, is one that
remarkably favors bureaucracy and in-
stitutions rather than children. This
debate here today and the rule before
us is about whether we are going to get
serious about putting children first,
putting children ahead of bureaucrats,
making sure that the comfort of chil-
dren and engaging in economic com-
petitiveness and prosperity is more im-
portant than the economic comfort of
the bureaucrats who run the worst
school system in the entire country.

I would suggest the following, Mr.
Speaker, that our goal and objective
here in Washington with respect to the
District of Columbia ought to be to
treat parents like real customers, to
treat teachers like real professionals,
to, in fact, liberate the education sys-
tem here in the District of Columbia,
to focus on the freedom to teach and
the liberty to learn. That is what we
are offering through this scholarship
program, to empower parents to make
the educational decisions for their chil-
dren, not the bureaucrats who have left
them behind for so long.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 7
minutes to the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding. Let me
begin by making a point that | hope ev-
eryone who comes to the floor under-
stands.

The Member who just spoke indi-
cated a prerogative he thinks he has in
the District of Columbia that he does
not have in anyone else’s district. May
| say to him that he has no prerogative
to manage anybody who is not ac-
countable to him at the ballot box, and
neither he nor any Member of this
House manages anything in the Dis-
trict of Columbia; and under the Con-
stitution of the United States, no
Member should ever claim to manage
any people who cannot vote for him.
The gentleman has no prerogatives,
and | will accept none, nor will | accept
pejorative language with respect to our
schools. Let me just start this debate
with that understanding to Members
who want to come to the floor that
way.

The District of Columbia public
schools are poor, very, very poor. But
they are no better and they are no
worse than every big-city school sys-
tem in the United States of America.
So if my colleagues want to help the
youngsters of the District of Columbia,
help them. But they are tired of hear-
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ing Members of this body, who have
not compared my school system to
theirs or any others, describe it as the
worst in the United States, and | will
not have it on this floor today.

| oppose this rule, and | oppose it be-
cause the real needs of the children in
my district are too serious to engage in
a political exercise. | recognize that
that is not the intent of every Member
who favors vouchers, but whether in-
tended or not, that is exactly what we
will engage in this morning.

The reason that | call this a political
exercise is that the voucher bill before
us is exactly like the vouchers that
have already been declared unconstitu-
tional in two States; two courts, one in
Ohio, another in Wisconsin, in the only
court tests of publicly funded vouchers
have held them unconstitutional as re-
cently as last year.

O 1045

President Clinton will veto this bill
because it will drain funds from the
public schools to parochial and private
schools. | have his statement of admin-
istration policy before me as | speak.
Let me quote from it.

S. 1502 would create a program of federally
funded vouchers that would divert critical
resources, that should be devoted to our pub-
lic education priorities, to private schools
with little or no public accountability for
how funds are used. Moreover, the bill is ap-
parently designed to ensure that receipt of
these vouchers, unlike other Federal funds,
would not require schools to comply with
Federal civil rights laws that protect stu-
dents from discrimination on the basis of
race, color, national origin, sex, or disabil-
ity.

Mr. Speaker, | sought to convert the
interest of Members in the school sys-
tem of the District into legislation
which could be signed. To that end, be-
cause of the almost certain constitu-
tional demise of this bill coupled with
the assured presidential veto, | went to
the Committee on Rules yesterday
feeling that we had an obligation to
come forward with a substitute all
could support if we seriously meant to
help these kids.

My substitute would have directed
the $7 million into objectively ap-
proved reforms in the D.C. public
schools, chosen because they would
have the greatest impact on the largest
number of students. Specifically, |
asked for $3.5 million to be given to the
D.C. Control Board to be passed on for
reading tutors in the District’s 73 low-
est performing schools. | then asked
that the other half be provided to the
Secretary of Education to fund proven
reforms that fit the District’s 70 lowest
performing schools.

I drew that section of my substitute
from the Porter-Obey bill that we
passed last year on school reform dem-
onstration projects. Beyond the quality
controls now being implemented by the
District’s impressive new superintend-
ent, Arlene Ackerman, the Porter-Obey
program requires approval by the De-
partment of Education, and thus I
thought that that kind of substitute
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would guarantee precisely the kind of
controls and the kind of outcomes, and
the substitute met all the issues that |
believe Republicans and Democrats say
mean most to them; the emphasis on
devolution for Republicans that has
been thrown over to the side, as if the
people of the District of Columbia were
wards of this body, or colonists before
the Declaration of Independence. Mr.
Speaker, I am here this morning to
warn every Member that this Member
will not be treated as if she represents
colonials.

The substitute would also, of course,
not only have satisfied devolution con-
cerns but the concerns of Democrats to
reach the majority of the kids in the
D.C. public schools.

Now, the substitute was not made in
order, nor was an amendment by the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. ScoTT)
made in order that would apply the
civil rights enforcement mechanism to
these vouchers.

What the majority has done is to cre-
ate a fiction, saying that public funds
in these 100 percent Federal funded
vouchers are not State aid for purposes
of civil rights enforcement. Thus, if
there has been a violation of civil
rights under these vouchers, the only
recourse would be to file a suit in Fed-
eral court, which of course, would be
impossible for the low-income resi-
dents to whom these vouchers are di-
rected.

Mr. Speaker, | ask Members to op-
pose this rule, whether Democrats or
Republicans. | ask them to respect the
people of the District of Columbia who
have voted in a percentage of 89 per-
cent against vouchers.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON).

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. HASTINGS) for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, first of all let me say to
the gentlewoman from the District of
Columbia (Ms. NORTON) that this is not
and should not be seen as a Washing-
ton, D.C. bashing bill. The delegate
from Washington, D.C. is very passion-
ate in representing her area and does a
great job.

| served on the Committee on Appro-
priations Subcommittee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia. We worked with the
Control Board, we worked with Marion
Barry, we worked with a lot of people
in the years | was on that committee
and tried to be as sensitive as possible.
And | believe that the gentlewoman
would agree that there were lots and
lots of rhetorical charges about what
the big bad Republicans were going to
do, and yet in the final analysis, much
of what she pushed for was actually put
into law on all aspects of the District.

So | think it is very important to say
that we have worked on a bipartisan
basis and on a slow basis in terms of
any reform effect in Washington, D.C.
because, as one of the appropriators
said, it is a free vote for us to the de-
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gree that nobody is going to answer to
the people in Washington, D.C. except
for the delegate. But | think rather
than abusing that, the Republican Con-
gress has taken all kinds of extra steps
so, though, that we can be fair and so
forth. This is not and is not designed to
bash Washington, D.C. schools.

However, let me say this. As the son
of an educator, as the brother of an ed-
ucator, as the brother-in-law of an edu-
cator, | come from a family of edu-
cators. And | believe one thing that |
have learned around the family dinner
table is that education should be dy-
namic. We should focus not on the sys-
tem always, not on the teachers al-
ways, not on the structure, certainly
not on the politics, but we should focus
on the classroom, the child and the
teacher, and that relationship.

As we focus on it, we should ask, will
this legislation or will this matter help
that child out there achieve a better
education so that he or she can go on
to compete with children from Miami
to New York to San Francisco to
Stockholm to Tokyo? And | believe
that if we ask those questions and put
the children first, we can see that this
is a reasonable approach.

Mr. Speaker, this is not a hard ball
approach. This is a choice. Think about
it on a small business basis. If we said
one particular type of small business
would have the monopoly, there would
be no more pet stores except for the
ones that were in existence. There
would be no more barber shops except
for the ones in existence. There would
be no more restaurants except for the
ones that are in existence. People
would say, ‘“What are you doing? That
is going to kill the quality of the prod-
uct,” and | would agree with them.

Why is education so special that we
are afraid to put in that same element
that drives the American economy of
small businesses? Why is education
above a little competition? | believe
education is sacred enough that com-
petition will enhance it. | think it is
very important.

Last night | had the occasion to go to
a dinner for Gulfstream Aerospace,
which Ted Forstmann is the Chairman
of the Board, and they were receiving
the Collier Award for Excellence in
Aviation, and he talked about competi-
tion and he talked about being an
American and, yes, the subject of the
D.C. Scholarship Fund came up, which
he is the author of.

Mr. Speaker, | have and | will submit
for the record testimony of one woman,
and | am going to quote directly a Mrs.
Jones, because she competed as one of
the 8,000 people who wanted the 1,000
scholarships and she did not make it
and she was crying. And then Mr.
Forstmann called her later on and said
instead of giving out a thousand schol-
arships, he was going to give out 1001
scholarships. Here is what she said:
“And when they tell me that | won, I
was screaming and yelling and acting
like a fool. You do not know how I
prayed for that scholarship.”
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That is what this is about. It is about
this woman and her child.

The question of constitutionality has
come up. Let me say this, and | will
submit this for the RECORD, Mr. Speak-
er, but the scholarship program fully
satisfies the constitutional require-
ments under the first amendment. The
Supreme Court has held that assist-
ance such as the scholarships provided
in this bill is permissible if, one, the
choice where to use the assistance is
made by the parents of the students,
not the government; number two, the
program does not create a financial in-
centive to choose private schools; and,
number three, it does not involve the
government in the schools’ affairs.
This, like the GI Bill, Pell Grants, and
Federal day care assistance is a choice
of funds where the choice is made by
the recipients and not by the govern-
ment.

I will also submit a letter to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY) Major-
ity Leader, from Clint Bolick, the vice
president of the Institute for Justice,
where he cites five different cases, and
I will submit this for the RECORD, Mr.
Speaker:

Myth: The voucher program violates the
separation of church and state and is uncon-
stitutional

FACT

The scholarship program fully satisfies the
constitutional requirements under the First
Amendment. The Supreme Court has held
that assistance such as the scholarship pro-
vided for in the bill is permissible if: (1) the
choice where to use assistance is made by
the parents of students, not the government;
(2) the program does not create a financial
incentive to choose private schools; and (3) it
does not involve the government in the
school’s affairs.

The D.C. scholarship program fulfills these
criteria. Like the G.I. Bill, Pell Grants and
federal day care assistance, the choice of
where the funds are expended is made not by
the government but by the scholarship re-
cipients. Because the amount of the scholar-
ship is equal to or less than the cost of tui-
tion, the program does not create a financial
incentive to choose private schools. Scholar-
ships are also made available under this leg-
islation to pay costs of supplemental serv-
ices for public school students, who already
receive a free education. Moreover, the pro-
gram involves only those regulations nec-
essary to ensure that reasonable educational
objectives are met, and does not create en-
tanglement between the government and re-
ligious schools. The scholarship program
does not impermissibly establish religion,
but instead serves to expand educational op-
portunities for children who desperately
need them.

INSTITUTE FOR JUSTICE,
October 3, 1997.
Hon. RICHARD K. ARMEY,
U.S. House of Representatives, Cannon House
Office Building, Washington, DC.
Re constitutionality of District of Columbia
Student Opportunity Scholarship Act
of 1997.

DEAR MR. ARMEY: Thanks and congratula-
tions to you and your colleagues for sponsor-
ing legislation that would create unprece-
dented educational opportunities for eco-
nomically disadvantaged children in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. Having defended parental
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choice programs in Milwaukee and Cleve-
land, | can attest to their enormous con-
tribution toward the goal of equal edu-
cational opportunities.

Critics of parental choice have raised the
red herring of constitutionality. They con-
tend that the moment a dollar of public
funds passes the threshold of a religious
school, it violates the constitutional prohibi-
tion against religious establishment—a posi-
tion repeatedly rejected by the U.S. Supreme
Court. Of course, such reasoning also would
invalidate the G.I. Bill, Pell Grants, daycare
vouchers, and the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act, all of which allow the
use of public funds in religious schools. It is
true that state courts have divided over the
constitutionality of parental choice, usually
ruling on state rather than federal constitu-
tional grounds. The Cleveland program,
which was upheld by the state trial court but
struck down by the court of appeals on First
Amendment grounds, has been allowed to
continue—including religious schools—by
the Ohio Supreme Court pending review.

For our purposes, only the First Amend-
ment is relevant. In an unbroken line of
cases since 1983, the U.S. Supreme Court has
held that programs that allow the use of
public funds in religious schools or reli-
giously-sponsored activities are permissible
so long as (1) the decision where to use the
funds is made not by the government, but by
parents or students; and (2) religious schools
are only one among a range of options, and
no financial incentive is created to choose
private schools.

The following U.S. Supreme Court deci-
sions have developed these principles:

Mueller v. Allen (1983): The Court upheld a
state income tax deduction for educational
expenses, even though the vast majority
(roughly 96 percent) of the deductions were
used for religious school expenses. The Court
noted that the deduction was available for
expenses incurred either in public or private
schools, and that public funds are transmit-
ted to religious schools ““only as a result of
numerous choices of individual parents of
school-age children.”” The independent
choices of third parties render the aid “‘indi-
rect,”” as opposed to direct subsidies of reli-
gious schools.

Witters v. Washington Department of Services
for the Blind (1986): The Court unanimously
upheld the use of college benefits by a blind
student to study for the ministry at a divin-
ity school. The state transmitted funds di-
rectly to the school at the student’s direc-
tion. Again, the Court found that “‘[a]ny aid
provided by Washington’s program that ulti-
mately flows to religious institutions does so
only as the result of the genuinely independ-
ent and private choices of aid recipients,”
and that the program ‘‘creates no financial
incentive for students to undertake sectar-
ian education.”

Zobrest v. Catalina Foothills School District
(1993): The Court upheld the use of a publicly
funded interpreter by a deaf student in a
Catholic high school. The interpreter trans-
lated religious as well as secular lessons.
“By according the parents freedom to select
a school of their choice,” the Court reasoned,
‘“the statute ensures that a government-paid
interpreter will be present in a sectarian
school only as a result of the private deci-
sion of individual parents.”

Rosenberger v. Rector and Visitors of Univer-
sity of Virginia (1995): The Court approved the
direct funding of a religious student publica-
tion because other non-religious activities
were funded as well. ““A central lesson of our
decisions,” the Court declared, “‘is that a sig-
nificant factor in upholding governmental
programs in the face of Establishment
Clause attack is their neutrality toward reli-
gion.”
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Agostini v. Felton (1997): The Court over-
turned previous adverse Supreme Court
precedents and allowed the use of public
schoolteachers to provide remedial instruc-
tion inside religious schools. Again, the deci-
sion relied heavily on the program’s neutral-
ity between religious and secular schools.

The District of Columbia scholarship bill
was carefully drafted to meet the applicable
constitutional standards. Just like Pell
Grants and other current federal programs,
it places funds at the disposal of bene-
ficiaries, who may use them in public, pri-
vate, or religious schools. The program does
not create an incentive to choose religious
schools; in fact, all except the poorest fami-
lies receiving scholarships will have to con-
tribute to tuition if they choose private
schools. Unquestionably, the primary effect
of the scholarship program is not to estab-
lish religion, but to expand educational op-
portunities to children who desperately need
them.

I hope these comments are helpful to you
and your colleagues as you proceed toward
passage of this program. It is an essential
part of the effort to empower parents and
improve public education in our nation’s
capital.

Very sincerely,
CLINT BOLICK,
Vice President and
Director of Litigation.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 30
seconds to the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | would
just like the record to show that the
quotation just cited did not apply to
vouchers but to tax schemes, not
vouchers to parents. But the decisions
from which | quoted, where vouchers
were found unconstitutional, applied
directly to vouchers of precisely the
kind at issue here.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. ROEMER).

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

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST)
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | believe it was Soc-
rates that said the living are to the
dead as the educated are to the
uneducated. In our society today, an
education is a person’s future and their
future extends from cradle to grave,
and we all will be learning our entire
lifetime in this next millennium.

I have to agree with the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) when she said that D.C.
has some of the finest schools in the
country, and D.C. has, just as every
other school system in our country
has, some schools that are in dire need
of help.

I have visited D.C. schools and met
with Vera White, a principal at Jeffer-
son Junior High School. She knows
every single name of every single stu-
dent and knows where they live and
keeps them after school for homework.
They have a space lab in the basement.
They have honor roll students and peo-
ple clamoring to get into that public
school. It is a great school.

They have the charter school, the Op-
tions charter school in D.C. that may
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be the best charter school that | have
been in in the country.

But we also have problem schools in
D.C., and in Chicago, and in L.A., and
in New York, and in Indiana. And we
can get up on the floor and point fin-
gers and say we have got a better solu-
tion than our opponents, just as we did
with the budget and we said it was
President Reagan’s fault or it was the
Democratic Congress’ fault.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for us to work
together on the issue that the Amer-
ican people are the most keenly inter-
ested in and come up with bipartisan
solutions to solve this Nation’s prob-
lems.

Mr. Speaker, this bill does not do it.
It does not give our party anything but
a motion to recommit. | strongly urge
our side and the Republican side to
vote for the motion to recommit to be
offered by the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia, for full, whole
school reform and for more reading tu-
tors in our schools.

My problem with the vouchers is
twofold. We have heard the Repub-
licans accuse the Democrats, and some-
times rightly so, of trying to redistrib-
ute wealth in our country through the
tax system. That is exactly what this
bill does. It takes $7 million that is
going to go to the public education sys-
tem and diverts it to private schools.

If we want to raise $50 million like
they are doing in San Antonio, Texas
in the private sector, that is great. |
support those programs, but do not re-
distribute money from public schools
that is intended to go to public schools
and have it go to private schools.

Secondly, when we have said we want
to work in a bipartisan way to fix the
IRS, we do not say we are going to fix
it for 2,000 people and leave the rest of
the people on their own. That is what
the voucher program does today. This
bill says we have got a problem with
78,000 schoolchildren and we are going
to fix it for 2,000 of those 78,000.

The Democratic Party, or | guess |
am speaking for myself from Indiana,
we are not happy with the status quo.
That is why we passed charter school
reform. That is why later today in the
higher ed bill | have included an
amendment in the bill that is for alter-
native teacher certification, so that
new teachers can come through the
system that have military experience,
that have experience in the private sec-
tor.

I am for closing down poorly per-
forming schools, reconstituting
schools.
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I am for new ideas in our schools, but
the voucher program is not big enough
to help our Nation’s schools. It is ex-
perimental only on D.C. school chil-
dren and 2,000 of them.

I encourage my Republican col-
leagues, let us work together, as we did
on balancing the budget, on education.
Let us work together on what the
American people think is the key issue
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out there, providing good quality, af-
fordable education to children in D.C.,
Indiana, and California.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 2> minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. NEUMANN).

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to make a couple of very specific
points here. What this is really all
about, what we are talking about today
is allowing poor and moderate income
families to make the same and have
the same choices in where they send
their kids to school as middle and
upper income families.

My friend, the gentleman from Indi-
ana, who | agree with on so many dif-
ferent things, on the other side of the
aisle, 1 do agree with him that this idea
of fixing it for 2,000 is not the right so-
lution.

I think what we should be doing here
today is taking the education dollars
that are already being spent and em-
powering parents all across America to
be making the decision for where they
send their kids to school.

I would like to make a second point,
because we have heard a lot about how
this is transferring public education
dollars to private schools and somehow
this is a new idea in America. That is
just plain not right.

We have a system for higher edu-
cation in America today called a Pell
Grant system. Pell Grants are college
scholarships that are literally given to
students that go to teacher and pastor
training schools, all sorts of different
religious schools all across the United
States of America.

These Pell Grants are not given with
strings attached that the government
is telling these teacher and pastor
training schools for religious institu-
tions across America what or how to
teach; they simply give them the Pell
Grant. Those are Federal tax dollars
that are already being handled in this
manner. This is not even a new idea
that we are talking about here today.
It already goes on all across America.

I think the number one social prob-
lem facing America today is education.
The fact that our Kids rate somewhere
in the twenties in the world is just
plain unacceptable. We need to as a
Congress, we need to as a Nation retar-
get our ideas that our kids become,
again, the best educated kids in the en-
tire world.

To do that, one idea is more Wash-
ington involvement, more Washington
tax dollars, and more strings from
here; and that is wrong. It does not
work. The right idea to solve the edu-
cation problems facing America today
is to empower our parents to once
again be actively involved in the deci-
sions on what our Kkids are taught,
where it is taught and how it is taught.

The way we empower our parents to
be able to make those decisions, in
wealthy families they can make those
decisions already, but in poor and mod-
erate income families the way to do
this is to empower and have this sort of
voucher system.
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Mr. Speaker, |1 want to take 30 sec-
onds to point out that if we are suc-
cessful at empowering our parents to
be actively involved in the choice of
where their kids go to school, what
they are taught and how it is taught,
there is a very interesting side benefit.
Studies show, of 12,000 teenagers that
were looked at, if parents were more
involved in these teenagers’ lives, the
immediate impact is less crime, fewer
drugs are used, fewer teen pregnancies,
and teen smoking goes down imme-
diately.

As we are solving the problem of edu-
cation by allowing our parents to be
more involved in what their Kkids are
learning, where it is taught and how it
is taught, we expect side benefits in
other areas that will benefit this Na-
tion greatly.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | would in-
quire the time remaining on each side.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HuLsHOF). The gentleman from Texas
(Mr. FROST) has 11% minutes remain-
ing. The gentleman from Washington
(Mr. HASTINGS) has 14 minutes remain-
ing.

g/lr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. WYNN).

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise to very strongly
oppose this rule and also this very mis-
guided bill. My colleagues on the Re-
publican side come up and they tell us
this is a noble experiment. Folks, this
is not an experiment. This is a plan
masquerading as a policy.

The gentleman who preceded me
made a very cogent point. This bill
only helps 2,000 students in the District
of Columbia. That leaves 75,000 stu-
dents in the District of Columbia who
get no help whatsoever. This bill only
appropriates money for one year, so at
the end of this year it is very uncertain
as to whether this noble experiment
will even be able to continue. More im-
portantly, this so-called noble experi-
ment has been rejected already by 20
States. In fact, three States in public
referenda rejected this idea twice.

This is a very poorly thought out
idea. Here is why: We did a study and
looked at some of the private schools
in the District of Columbia. What we
found out was that approximately 90
percent of the private schools in the
District of Columbia charged tuition
far in excess of what is being provided.

So this notion that there is going to
be this great choice for families is real-
ly a mistake. It is really a fraud. They
are not going to have the choice to go
to the Sidwell Friends or the St. Al-
bans and the great private schools.

Let us be candid. Sure, if we gave
someone the money to go to the best
private school in America, would they
get a good education? Yes. The fact of
the matter is the Republicans cannot
do that and are not planning to do it.
It is not practical. The money does not
exist.

What they are basically doing is pa-
tronizing the citizens of the District of
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Columbia by saying we know what is
best for them, and we are going to take
money away from their school system
and put it into this experiment. But
no, no, it is not their money; it is new
money.

Look, here is the reality. The Dis-
trict of Columbia needs money for dis-
cipline programs, for reading tutors,
for aftercare programs. If we want to
fundamentally improve education in
the District of Columbia or if we want
to fundamentally improve education in
America, what we need to do is invest
in public schools. If there is new
money, do not experiment, put it into
the school system where it can really
be used.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 3%2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. TALENT).

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Speaker, | want to begin my
comments here today by quoting some-
thing Lyndon Johnson said, but before
that, the Bible said it. He said: ‘““Let us
reason together.” That is what | hope
we can do in this debate.

| do not want to bash the District of
Columbia schools. | think we owe these
kids and their parents who care so
much about this debate the truth. |
think we should be candid. | think we
should reason, then, about the truth.

The truth of the matter is that the
District of Columbia schools are not
safe, and the Kkids are not learning, and
everybody knows it. The longer they
stay in the District of Columbia
schools, the less they learn. The longer
high school students stay in the D.C.
schools, the more their test scores drop
below the national average. Thirty-
three percent of the third graders in
the D.C. public schools score below
basic levels in reading and math, and 80
percent of the fourth graders score
below basic levels in reading and math.

For kids who come from these neigh-
borhoods and have as few options as
these kids have, if they are not learn-
ing how to read, it means they are end-
ing up in gangs or on drugs or many of
them dead. That is what it means to
these kids. Those are facts that annihi-
late all these other facts and the rest
of this debate. Let us tell the truth
about the situation these kids are in. If
we cannot give them anything else, let
us give them the truth.

The second point, Mr. Speaker, this
bill will help at least these kids. Do not
show disrespect to their parents, who
are lining up by the thousands for
these scholarships, by saying it is not
going to help them. They know it is
going to help them. It is exactly what
any of us would do. That is the reason
they wanted the scholarships. So we
know the schools are failing. We know
we can help these kids.

Then the other argument, which I re-
spect because we have got to do some-
thing about the public schools, is what
about the other kids? What about the
rest of the public schools? This is not
the way to help them.
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Mr. Speaker, this may be the only
way to help them. This kind of choice
program is operating in other schools,
and that is what they are telling us.
This is what the former superintendent
of Milwaukee public schools says:

So what | am arguing is that we have got
to support the changes that will make the
difference for Kkids both inside and outside
the existing system. But it is the existence
of an option outside that will help you fight,
make the improvements inside, because no
matter what people say rhetoric-wise, | can
tell you, you can stand up and talk all you
want about what needs to be done, but if peo-
ple know this is the only game in town,
there is absolutely nothing you can do other
than run your mouth off about what needs to
happen. It is not going to happen for the ma-
jority of kids.

This is exactly the kind of leverage
that will support the reformers and
give them the opportunity to change a
system that is bogged down in bureauc-
racy and entrenched interest. The Dis-
trict of Columbia schools have three
times as many administrators per
teachers as other city schools around
the country.

What else can we do if we do not do
this? | will just close by saying this:
We appointed a general as the czar of

the District of Columbia public
schools, and he tried for a year, and he
quit.

This is a program that addresses a
need we all know exists. It will help
the kids who get these scholarships,
and it is going to help the kids who re-
main. Let us do something for these
Kids. Let us reason together about this
process, and then send this bill to the
President.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. BROWN).

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in opposition of this so-called
District of Columbia Opportunity
Scholarship Act.

This piece of legislation would put
our educational system at risk. Sup-
porters of this bill argue a chance for a
better education; however, 93 percent
of the students in our Nation’s Capital
will not benefit from this $45 million
bill.

There is no evidence that vouchers
are an effective way to improve edu-
cation. In fact, it leaves those students
who cannot benefit from this voucher
system worse off.

Every child in the District of Colum-
bia and across the Nation deserves our
assistance for a quality education. |
urge my colleagues to listen to the peo-
ple of our Nation’s Capital who want to
build their community and not disman-
tle a public education system of which
many of us have been beneficiaries.
Make no mistake about it. The Repub-
licans want to dismantle public edu-
cation in this country and not work to
strengthen it.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, how much time is remaining
on each side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
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HASTINGS) has 10%2 minutes remaining.
The gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST)
has 8% minutes remaining.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 2> minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina (Mrs.
MYRICK).

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | very
much respect the gentlewoman from
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON),
and | know how hard she works to face
the problems that are in the District,
which everybody acknowledges. So | do
want to say that this bill is in no way
an attack on the D.C. school system.
This bill is a way to look for solutions
to help and to solve some of the prob-
lems.

Most of the people will agree, and |
think it has been well documented in
the press, that there are a lot of prob-
lems in this school system. There are
problems, yes, in school systems all
over the country. It seems to be the
number one issue that parents say they
are concerned about, is the education
of their children.

What we are looking at doing with
this bill is providing some choice for
those parents. This bill would give
those parents in D.C. the same oppor-
tunity as parents in other communities
across the country have.

Last fall when the private scholar-
ship fund, the Washington Scholarship
Fund was announced, this was only for
1,000 scholarships that would be paid
for privately. There were 7,573 children
who applied. That is one out of every
six eligible children in the District ap-
plied.

I think that sends a very strong mes-
sage that there are parents in the D.C.
school system who would like and ap-
preciate their child to have that
choice. This does not take any money
away from the school system. This is
additional money, additional dollars
that are going into this program.

Competition is what has driven
America. Competition works with stu-
dents. Students thrive on competition.
Business thrives on competition. There
is no reason our school system could
not thrive on competition. It is very
healthy in America, and it makes
things run.

I would also like to just say for the
record that my understanding is that
the constitutional issue was a State
constitutional issue in both of those
cases. This is not something Federal.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 30
seconds to the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, let me
correct the gentlewoman from North
Carolina on both of the decisions, both
the Wisconsin and the Ohio decisions.
The courts looked both to their State
constitution and specifically, specifi-
cally grounded their decisions on the
Constitution of the United States of
America as well.
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Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. VENTO).
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Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
opposition to the rule and the bill.
Quite frankly, the District of Colum-
bia, in my judgment, is a city in trou-
ble, with deep problems. We have indi-
viduals in trouble, families in trouble,
and reduced population. Families are,
in fact, moving out.

I think some of the initiatives that
have been made to try to invest in the
public schools in terms of reading and
some of the other voluntary efforts are
good but not nearly enough considering
what we really have to accomplish.

This bill, frankly, indicts the D.C.
public schools. The D.C. public schools
are not the problem. They are the solu-
tion. The problem is in the broader
community. And by taking dollars
away and not facing up to this and sug-
gesting we are going to abandon those
schools, we are sending the wrong mes-
sage.

One of the messages was to let a mili-
tary general run it. Well, after a year
he quit. It is a tough job. He could not
handle any more of this task. | appre-
ciate that. | understand it. | taught for
about 10 years myself, and | do not
know | want to go back into the St.
Paul Minneapolis, schools today and
try to teach much less administrate
the whole district.

But the fact is, we have to invest in
these kids. We have to invest in this
community. The old paradigm of get-
ting by that worked when | was in
school or when | was teaching does not
work.

Look at what is happening in Chi-
cago. Seven in the morning till seven
at night. We talk about kids entering
school, and they actually go back-
wards. The fact is, if you try to plot
those kids in some of these schools, we
will find the population of students in
September is practically 100 percent
different in May. There is no continu-
ity. How can anyone teach under those
circumstance?

These are the types of problems we
face as they come through the door.
Does anyone in this Chamber or in this
country seriously believe that the peo-
ple that have devoted their lives to
public education are somehow not in-
terested in kids? That is fundamentally
what these statements on the floor of
Congress are saying.

We have public education for democ-
racy to educate the people in this coun-
try, to bring them forward. But the
type of students we are getting, the
kids we are getting, have more prob-
lems, and we have to meet those needs.

It is a big investment. It may mean
choosing between weapon systems and
investment in people, but Congress has
not been willing to do that. We are try-
ing to buy off on the cheap with these
vouchers. | think these kids are worth
a decent investment not a gimmick
which only offers cosmetic pseudo solu-
tions.

There is perhaps no issue more important to
the future of this country than education. As
an educator, it has always been a priority of
mine to ensure that our children are given the
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chance to partake in a quality learning envi-
ronment. While | understand that confidence in
our public school system has eroded, the solu-
tions proposed don't address the problem. A
voucher program is not a reasonable or ade-
guate solution to current challenges and prob-
lems in the public schools of D.C. and our na-
tion.

All Americans have a stake in our public
schools. Public schools were established to
provide equality of the most basic and impor-
tant opportunity—the opportunity to learn.
However, voucher programs would make
schools more inequitable than they already
are and widen the gap between some privi-
leged and the vast majority underprivileged
students.

Proponents of the school voucher initiatives
maintain that this system would bring healthy
competition into the educational system. This
is an unfair assumption, however, because
public schools have greater limitations and re-
strictions than their private counterparts. For
example, private schools are allowed to pick
and choose and exclude students, while public
schools must accept every student, regardless
of past academic achievements. Also, it is un-
clear that physically and mentally disabled stu-
dents would be considered in such plans. Cur-
rently, private schools are not required to in-
clude special services for these students.

Make no mistake, a voucher program redi-
rects public funds from public schools to pri-
vate schools. This shift leaves public
schools—which ~ far  outnumber  private
schools—with less sufficient resources. Ex-
panding educational choice for some students
should not come at the expense of others.
Rather than siphoning students away from
public schools, and the abandonment of the
D.C. public schools, we should be focusing
our efforts on the important mission of improv-
ing such schools and the schooling within.
This legislation provides a select few students
with vouchers, while providing no answers for
the 76,000 students left behind in the D.C.
public schools.

Accept the implicit statement that Congress
has given up on D.C. schools. The same
money spent on vouchers could be better
used for teacher training, smaller classes, ex-
panded support systems and a host of other
important improvements. Instead of this politi-
cal solution, we ought to help all 78,000 chil-
dren improve their skills with the same money
that would provide just 2,000 children with pri-
vate school educations. Vouchers anticipated
under this act help only 3% of the children in
D.C. schooals.

The consideration of choice options will no
doubt be influenced by many factors. How-
ever, let's keep in mind that children are our
nation’s most precious resource—all of our fu-
ture. Rather than voting for a program that will
only benefit a select nhumber of students, we
must ensure that all of our children are pro-
vided with the best possible opportunity to
learn so that they are prepared for the chal-
lenges of the new millennium. Let's can the
new B-2 bombers or the missile defense sys-
tem and put students first. Let's invest to
make every child in D.C. a winner.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. FORBES).

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and | rise in support of the Dis-
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trict of Columbia Student Opportunity
Scholarship Act. If ever there was a na-
tional priority to do something about
the state of education in this country,
K through 12, it is now. That is why I
rise in support of this initiative as well
as supporting the initiative laid out by
President Clinton.

I am a product of the public school
systems. | went to a public college. | do
not indict the public school system; in
fact, | revere it. But there are prob-
lems.

And in the District of Columbia,
where this is supposed to be the shin-
ing beacon of opportunity, of democ-
racy, we have a serious problem. We
are saying it is okay for children of
people who work in the administration,
whether it be the Democrat adminis-
tration or the Republican administra-
tion before it, it is okay for the chil-
dren of Members of Congress all to go
to private schools, because we can do
something about it, but let us trap in a
failing public school those kids who
come from families who do not have
the means to escape a failing system.

Now, that is not an indictment of all
public schools, but here in the District
of Columbia, that shining beacon of de-
mocracy, we cannot get our hands
around the problem. So we say to these
parents, sorry, your Kids must go to
these failing schools, but I, as a Mem-
ber of Congress, will send my kids to
private schools. I, as a member of the
Clinton administration, will send my
kid to private schools.

Why do we not embrace, all of us, Re-
publicans and Democrats alike, the
vast initiatives that will put this Na-
tion on record as making a priority
over the next 25 years of improving the
excellence of public schools across this
country?

Let us go for voluntary testing stand-
ards. Let us go for 100,000 more teach-
ers in the classroom to reduce the size.
Let us put subject matter back in the
Ed schools, not just method. Let us go
for teacher training and do the kinds of
things that will build success and as-
sure that the United States of America
remains number one in the global econ-
omy for our children and our grand-
children to come and that we do not
rest on the laurels of success of the last
100 years and think that everything
will be all right.

We have serious problems in our edu-
cation system K through 12, and we
have an obligation as a Nation to deal
with those problems. Keep decision-
making local, keep control in our
States, but let us put the Federal Gov-
ernment on record as wanting to do
something about deteriorating schools
and overcrowded schools and crowded
classrooms.

If we care about our children, we will
put this initiative forward. We will
pass this initiative to give some choice
to kids who are trapped in a failing
system.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 30 seconds.

The preceding speaker may be speak-
ing for Republican Members of Con-
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gress, but my three children graduated
from public schools, and I know many
Members on my side of the aisle whose
children attend public schools.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
VELAZQUEZ). ,

(Ms. VELAZQUEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in strong opposition to this bill.

Mr. Speaker, look at this little girl,
one of nine children. Her father was a
sugar cane cutter. Her mother sold
food to the sugar cane workers in the
sugar cane plantations to help make
ends meet. This little girl would have
never gone to college if we had turned
our backs on public schools. This little
girl would certainly never have become
a Member of Congress if we had turned
our backs on public schools.

My colleagues, do not be fooled. This
bill is an abandonment of our Nation’s
commitment to public schools and pub-
lic education. This bill tells that little
girl and millions and millions of chil-
dren like her that we are giving up
hope on providing them with a quality
education.

The Republican leadership wants to
take $45 million away from public edu-
cation to provide 3 percent of D.C.
schoolchildren with vouchers that they
do not want and will not be able to use.
That is so shameful. That is not the
way that we strengthen public schools
in our Nation. We strengthen public
schools and public education by invest-
ing more resources, not taking it away
from them.

What sense does that make? It makes
sense if we want to Kkill public edu-
cation. That is what the Republicans
intend to do under this bill, kill public
education. Vote ‘‘no’ on this terrible
bill.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self the balance of my time.

This is a terrible rule. This is a ter-
rible bill. This is a closed rule. We have
been denied the opportunity for the one
representative from the District of Co-
lumbia to even be heard on this mat-
ter, to offer an amendment.

I urge this rule be rejected and this
bill be rejected.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, | yield the balance of my time
to the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
WATTS).

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, I have heard several statements
made this morning and | want to make
an effort, hopefully, to correct the
record and set the record straight.

One of the things that | heard earlier
in argument concerning this rule was
that this legislation would only help so
many students, about 2,000 students,
and that this is an experiment for D.C.
public schools. And the essence of the
comments were that why just do it
here in D.C.? If we are not going to do
it elsewhere, then it is a bad experi-
ment.
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Well, 1 would like to note for the
record that our former colleague,
Floyd Flake, a Democrat from New
York, and the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. Jim TALENT) and myself, all three
of us offered a scholarship program
about, | guess, last October. That was
defeated. And that scholarship program
would have been nationwide. We were
proposing to do the same thing in all 50
States that we are proposing doing
here in the District of Columbia this
morning. And just for the record, about
90 percent of Republicans supported
that and about 95 percent of Democrats
voted against it.

But there are several other things
that | would like to make note for the
record. The question was asked, does
the scholarship bill not drain D.C. pub-
lic schools of the resources they des-
perately need?

And the answer to that is an em-
phatic no. The legislation would not
take one dime away from D.C. public
schools. It is over and above what
money goes to D.C. public schools. The
funding for this proposal would not
come out of the district school budget.
In fact, under the bill, per-student
spending for public schools would in-
crease, because the budget will remain
the same, but there will be 2,000 fewer
students in the public school system.

Another question is, is the amount of
the scholarship not too small for the
parents to afford to send their children
to all but a handful of schools?

Well, there are 88 private schools in-
side the Washington Beltway that cost
less than $4,000 per student, including
60 that cost less than $3,200. These
schools include Catholic, Protestant,
Muslim and private nonsectarian
schools.

Another question that has been
raised this morning is, will private
schools not just cherrypick the bright-
est students and leave the public
schools with the students who need the
most help?

Well, the scholarships do not go to
the schools. They are awarded to par-
ents. The parents decide where the
children go. So the parents, if there is
any cherrypicking, the parents will be
the ones doing the cherrypicking. They
will pick the best schools. The parents
will. Not the teachers, not the school
system, not the government, but the
parents will determine where their
children go to school.

There is another question under the
bill, is will schools not be able to dis-
criminate against children, African
American children, or against any
other group of children that the legis-
lation does not protect?

Section 7 of this bill specifically pro-
hibits discrimination. It reads, ‘“An eli-
gible institution participating in the
scholarship program under this sub-
title shall not engage in any practice
that discriminates on the basis of race,
color, national origin or sex.”’

It also specifically states in section 8
that nothing in the bill shall affect the
rights of students or the obligations of
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the District of Columbia public schools
under the Individuals With Disabilities
Act. Nothing in the bill waives any
current Federal, State or local statute
protecting civil rights. In fact, private
and religious schools in the District
today are already subject to D.C. civil
rights laws, one of the most expansive
in the country.

Mr. Speaker, | say to my colleagues,
good public schools should not be
threatened by this legislation. We talk
about how money is going, that we are
taking money from public schools and
putting it into the private school sys-
tem. We fail to overlook that the
money from this program is over and
above the D.C. public school funding.

And we talk about how we are taking
money from public schools. Let me tell
my colleagues, when | went to Con-
gressman Flake’s district and looked
at his school system up there, and I
have traveled around the country and
looked at different private school pro-
grams and what they are doing and
what the Catholics in New York are
doing, and we talk about cherry-
picking, there are private schools in
America today where they take the
lowest on the totem poll.
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Say, give us the most challenging
student that they have. We will take
them. We will prepare school just for
them. But we talk about cherry-pick-
ing, we talk about where the money is
going and how we are taking money
from public schools.

And | heard Floyd Flake. Floyd
Flake reminded me of something very
important that | think we all should
note and all should remember. He said
this. He said, we are talking about tak-
ing money from public schools. He said,
our prison system is what is taking
money from public schools, because
rather than spending the money on our
kids to read, write, and do the arith-
metic, putting them in quality venues,
we end up spending $25,000 or $30,000 a
year because they cannot read, write,
or do the arithmetic but put them in
prison.

So | support my colleagues on the
Democratic side and Republican side as
well to say, let us support this rule.
Let us support this legislation. This is
good public policy.

Mr. GOSS. Madam Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of the rule. As this legislation is the result
of a negotiated compromise and the work of
both Houses, | do believe that a closed rule is
appropriate.

No one can deny the children of our Capitol
City are in trouble. Almost every measurable
statistic proves that the D.C. school system is
failing these children. One in particular,
though, is staggering—=85 percent of D.C. pub-
lic school graduates who enter the University
of District Columbia need remedial coursework
before beginning their college studies! But our
focus should be on children and families, not
statistics. These families should not be forced
to tolerate failure—they should be empowered
with choice so that their kids can succeed.

Given the dismal state of the D.C. school
system and the common sense approach this
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legislation takes, it is difficult to understand
why some of my colleagues are so opposed to
this bill. S. 1502 is straight forward—it adds $7
million of new money so that 2,000 kids can
receive scholarships to attend the school of
their choice and an equal number of students
may receive tutorial assistance. That means
more money per pupil, not less. This is not
about taking away from public education, it is
about returning accountability to public edu-
cation!

Mr. Speaker, school choice is working in my
district because it returns accountability to par-
ents and families, rather than education bu-
reaucrats. Low-income D.C. residents support
scholarships by a 59 to 17 margin. The de-
mand is there, the need has been proven be-
yond question and today we are acting. | com-
mend Mr. ARMEY, Mr. LiPINSKI, and others for
their bipartisan leadership on this issue.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, | move the previous question
on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HuULSHOF). The question is on the reso-
lution.

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

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

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 224, nays
199, not voting 9, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 117]
YEAS—224

Aderholt Cox Hansen
Archer Crane Hastert
Armey Crapo Hastings (WA)
Bachus Cubin Hayworth
Baker Cunningham Hefley
Ballenger Davis (VA) Herger
Barr Deal Hill
Barrett (NE) DeLay Hilleary
Bartlett Diaz-Balart Hobson
Barton Dickey Hoekstra
Bass Doolittle Horn
Bereuter Dreier Hostettler
Bilbray Duncan Houghton
Bilirakis Dunn Hulshof
Bliley Ehlers Hunter
Blunt Ehrlich Hutchinson
Boehlert Emerson Hyde
Boehner English Inglis
Bonilla Ensign Istook
Bono Everett Jenkins
Brady Ewing Johnson (CT)
Bryant Fawell Johnson, Sam
Bunning Foley Jones
Burr Forbes Kasich
Burton Fossella Kelly
Buyer Fowler Kim
Callahan Fox King (NY)
Calvert Franks (NJ) Kingston
Camp Frelinghuysen Klug
Campbell Gallegly Knollenberg
Canady Ganske Kolbe
Cannon Gekas LaHood
Castle Gibbons Largent
Chabot Gilchrest Latham
Chambliss Gillmor LaTourette
Chenoweth Gilman Lazio
Christensen Goodlatte Leach
Coble Goodling Lewis (CA)
Coburn Goss Lewis (KY)
Collins Graham Linder
Combest Granger Livingston
Cook Greenwood LoBiondo
Cooksey Gutknecht Lucas
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Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Goode

Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula

Riggs

Riley

Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce

Ryun
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Skeen

Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)

NAYS—199

Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Hooley
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
John
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
Mclntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
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Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Upton
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Turner
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman

Wexler Wise Wynn
Weygand Woolsey Yates
NOT VOTING—9
Bateman Hall (TX) Meek (FL)
Dixon Jefferson Sandlin
Gonzalez Kennelly Smith (OR)
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Ms. WATERS changed her vote from
““yea’” to ‘“‘nay.”’

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, | ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material on the rule just adopted.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HULSHOF). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Washing-
ton?

There was no objection.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA STUDENT
OPPORTUNITY SCHOLARSHIP
ACT OF 1997

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 413, | call up the
Senate bill (S. 1502) entitled the “‘Dis-
trict of Columbia Student Opportunity
Scholarship Act of 1997"°, and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The text of S. 1502 is as follows:

S. 1502

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SEC. 1. SHORT TITLE; FINDINGS; PRECEDENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the “District of Columbia Student Oppor-
tunity Scholarship Act of 1997”".

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the follow-
ing findings:

(1) Public education in the District of Co-
lumbia is in a crisis, as evidenced by the fol-
lowing:

(A) The District of Columbia schools have
the lowest average of any school system in
the Nation on the National Assessment of
Education Progress.

(B) 72 percent of fourth graders in the Dis-
trict of Columbia tested below basic pro-
ficiency on the National Assessment of Edu-
cation Progress in 1994.

(C) Since 1991, there has been a net decline
in the reading skills of District of Columbia
students as measured in scores on the stand-
ardized Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills.

(D) At least 40 percent of District of Co-
lumbia students drop out of or leave the
school system before graduation.

(E) The National Education Goals Panel
reported in 1996 that both students and
teachers in District of Columbia schools are
subjected to levels of violence that are twice
the national average.

(F) Nearly two-thirds of District of Colum-
bia teachers reported that violent student
behavior is a serious impediment to teach-
ing.

(G) Many of the District of Columbia’s 152
schools are in a state of terrible disrepair,
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including leaking roofs, bitterly cold class-
rooms, and numerous fire code violations.

(2) Significant improvements in the edu-
cation of educationally deprived children in
the District of Columbia can be accom-
plished by—

(A) increasing educational opportunities
for the children by expanding the range of
educational choices that best meet the needs
of the children;

(B) fostering diversity and competition
among school programs for the children;

(C) providing the families of the children
more of the educational choices already
available to affluent families; and

(D) enhancing the overall quality of edu-
cation in the District of Columbia by in-
creasing parental involvement in the direc-
tion of the education of the children.

(3) The 350 private schools in the District
of Columbia and the surrounding area offer a
more safe and stable learning environment
than many of the public schools.

(4) Costs are often much lower in private
schools than corresponding costs in public
schools.

(5) Not all children are alike and therefore
there is no one school or program that fits
the needs of all children.

(6) The formation of sound values and
moral character is crucial to helping young
people escape from lives of poverty, family
break-up, drug abuse, crime, and school fail-
ure.

(7) In addition to offering knowledge and
skills, education should contribute posi-
tively to the formation of the internal norms
and values which are vital to a child’s suc-
cess in life and to the well-being of society.

(8) Schools should help to provide young
people with a sound moral foundation which
is consistent with the values of their par-
ents. To find such a school, parents need a
full range of choice to determine where their
children can best be educated.

(c) PRECEDENTS.—The United States Su-
preme Court has determined that programs
giving parents choice and increased input in
their children’s education, including the
choice of a religious education, do not vio-
late the Constitution. The Supreme Court
has held that as long as the beneficiary de-
cides where education funds will be spent on
such individual’s behalf, public funds can be
used for education in a religious institution
because the public entity has neither ad-
vanced nor hindered a particular religion and
therefore has not violated the establishment
clause of the first amendment to the Con-
stitution. Supreme Court precedents in-
clude—

(1) Wisconsin v. Yoder, 406 U.S. 205 (1972);
Pierce v. Society of Sisters, 268 U.S. 510
(1925); and Meyer v. Nebraska, 262 U.S. 390
(1923) which held that parents have the pri-
mary role in and are the primary decision
makers in all areas regarding the education
and upbringing of their children;

(2) Mueller v. Allen, 463 U.S. 388 (1983)
which declared a Minnesota tax deduction
program that provided State income tax ben-
efits for educational expenditures by par-
ents, including tuition in religiously affili-
ated schools, does not violate the Constitu-
tion;

(3) Witters v. Department of Services for
the Blind, 474 U.S. 481 (1986) in which the Su-
preme Court ruled unanimously that public
funds for the vocational training of the blind
could be used at a Bible college for ministry
training; and

(4) Zobrest v. Catalina Foothills School
District, 509 U.S. 1 (1993) which held that a
deaf child could receive an interpreter, paid
for by the public, in a private religiously af-
filiated school under the Individual with Dis-
abilities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1400 et
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seq.). The case held that providing an inter-
preter in a religiously affiliated school did
not violate the establishment clause of the
first amendment of the Constitution.

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

As used in this Act—

(1) the term ““Board” means the Board of
Directors of the Corporation established
under section 3(b)(1);

(2) the term ‘*Corporation’” means the Dis-
trict of Columbia Scholarship Corporation
established under section 3(a);

(3) the term “‘eligible institution”—

(A) in the case of an eligible institution
serving a student who receives a tuition
scholarship under section 4(c)(1), means a
public, private, or independent elementary
or secondary school; and

(B) in the case of an eligible institution
serving a student who receives an enhanced
achievement scholarship under section
4(c)(2), means an elementary or secondary
school, or an entity that provides services to
a student enrolled in an elementary or sec-
ondary school to enhance such student’s
achievement through instruction described
in section 4(c)(2);

(4) the term “parent” includes a legal
guardian or other person standing in loco
parentis; and

(5) the term ‘“‘poverty line’” means the in-
come official poverty line (as defined by the
Office of Management and Budget, and re-
vised annually in accordance with section
673(2) of the Community Services Block
Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9902(2)) applicable to a
family of the size involved.

SEC. 3. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SCHOLARSHIP
CORPORATION.

(a) GENERAL REQUIREMENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be
established a private, nonprofit corporation,
to be known as the “District of Columbia
Scholarship Corporation’, which is neither
an agency nor establishment of the United
States Government or the District of Colum-
bia Government.

(2) DuTIES.—The Corporation shall have
the responsibility and authority to admin-
ister, publicize, and evaluate the scholarship
program in accordance with this Act, and to
determine student and school eligibility for
participation in such program.

(3) CONSULTATION.—The Corporation shall
exercise its authority—

(A) in a manner consistent with maximiz-
ing educational opportunities for the maxi-
mum number of interested families; and

(B) in consultation with the District of Co-
lumbia Board of Education or entity exercis-
ing administrative jurisdiction over the Dis-
trict of Columbia Public Schools, the Super-
intendent of the District of Columbia Public
Schools, and other school scholarship pro-
grams in the District of Columbia.

(4) APPLICATION OF PROVISIONS.—The Cor-
poration shall be subject to the provisions of
this Act, and, to the extent consistent with
this Act, to the District of Columbia Non-
profit Corporation Act (D.C. Code, sec. 29-501
et seq.).

(5) RESIDENCE.—The Corporation shall have
its place of business in the District of Colum-
bia and shall be considered, for purposes of
venue in civil actions, to be a resident of the
District of Columbia.

(6) FuND.—There is established in the
Treasury a fund that shall be known as the
District of Columbia Scholarship Fund, to be
administered by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury.

(7) DISBURSEMENT.—The Secretary of the
Treasury shall make available and disburse
to the Corporation, before October 15 of each
fiscal year or not later than 15 days after the
date of enactment of an Act making appro-
priations for the District of Columbia for
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such year, whichever occurs later, such funds
as have been appropriated to the District of
Columbia Scholarship Fund for the fiscal
year in which such disbursement is made.

(8) AVAILABILITY.—Funds authorized to be
appropriated under this Act shall remain
available until expended.

(9) Uses.—Funds authorized to be appro-
priated under this Act shall be used by the
Corporation in a prudent and financially re-
sponsible manner, solely for scholarships,
contracts, and administrative costs.

(10) AUTHORIZATION.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated to the District of Columbia
Scholarship Fund—

(i) $7,000,000 for fiscal year 1998;

(ii) $8,000,000 for fiscal year 1999; and

(iii) $10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2000
through 2002.

(B) LIMITATION.—Not more than 7.5 percent
of the amount appropriated to carry out this
Act for any fiscal year may be used by the
Corporation for salaries and administrative
costs.

(b) ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT; BOARD
OF DIRECTORS.—

(1) BOARD OF DIRECTORS; MEMBERSHIP.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation shall
have a Board of Directors (referred to in this
Act as the ““Board’’), comprised of 7 members
with 6 members of the Board appointed by
the President not later than 30 days after re-
ceipt of nominations from the Speaker of the
House of Representatives and the Majority
Leader of the Senate.

(B) HOUSE NOMINATIONS.—The President
shall appoint 3 of the members from a list of
9 individuals nominated by the Speaker of
the House of Representatives in consultation
with the Minority Leader of the House of
Representatives.

(C) SENATE NOMINATIONS.—The President
shall appoint 3 members from a list of 9 indi-
viduals nominated by the Majority Leader of
the Senate in consultation with the Minority
Leader of the Senate.

(D) DEADLINE.—The Speaker of the House
of Representatives and Majority Leader of
the Senate shall submit their nominations to
the President not later than 30 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

(E) APPOINTEE OF MAYOR.—The Mayor shall
appoint 1 member of the Board not later
than 60 days after the date of the enactment
of this Act.

(F) POSSIBLE INTERIM MEMBERS.—If the
President does not appoint the 6 members of
the Board in the 30-day period described in
subparagraph (A), then the Speaker of the
House of Representatives and the Majority
Leader of the Senate shall each appoint 2
members of the Board, and the Minority
Leader of the House of Representatives and
the Minority Leader of the Senate shall each
appoint 1 member of the Board, from among
the individuals nominated pursuant to sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B), as the case may be.
The appointees under the preceding sentence
together with the appointee of the Mayor,
shall serve as an interim Board with all the
powers and other duties of the Board de-
scribed in this Act, until the President
makes the appointments as described in this
subsection.

(2) PoweRrs.—All powers of the Corporation
shall vest in and be exercised under the au-
thority of the Board.

(3) ELECTIONS.—Members of the Board an-
nually shall elect 1 of the members of the
Board to be the Chairperson of the Board.

(4) ResIDENCY.—AIl members appointed to
the Board shall be residents of the District of
Columbia at the time of appointment and
while serving on the Board.

(5) NONEMPLOYEE.—NoO member of the
Board may be an employee of the United
States Government or the District of Colum-
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bia Government when appointed to or during
tenure on the Board, unless the individual is
on a leave of absence from such a position
while serving on the Board.

(6) INCORPORATION.—The members of the
initial Board shall serve as incorporators and
shall take whatever steps are necessary to
establish the Corporation under the District
of Columbia Nonprofit Corporation Act (D.C.
Code, sec. 29-501 et seq.).

(7) GENERAL TERM.—The term of office of
each member of the Board shall be 5 years,
except that any member appointed to fill a
vacancy occurring prior to the expiration of
the term for which the predecessor was ap-
pointed shall be appointed for the remainder
of such term.

(8) CONSECUTIVE TERM.—NoO member of the
Board shall be eligible to serve in excess of 2
consecutive terms of 5 years each. A partial
term shall be considered as 1 full term. Any
vacancy on the Board shall not affect the
Board’s power, but shall be filled in a man-
ner consistent with this Act.

(9) No BENEFIT.—No part of the income or
assets of the Corporation shall inure to the
benefit of any Director, officer, or employee
of the Corporation, except as salary or rea-
sonable compensation for services.

(10) PoLITICAL ACTIVITY.—The Corporation
may not contribute to or otherwise support
any political party or candidate for elective
public office.

(11) NO OFFICERS OR EMPLOYEES.—The mem-
bers of the Board shall not, by reason of such
membership, be considered to be officers or
employees of the United States Government
or of the District of Columbia Government.

(12) STIPENDS.—The members of the Board,
while attending meetings of the Board or
while engaged in duties related to such meet-
ings or other activities of the Board pursu-
ant to this Act, shall be provided a stipend.
Such stipend shall be at the rate of $150 per
day for which the member of the Board is of-
ficially recorded as having worked, except
that no member may be paid a total stipend
amount in any calendar year in excess of
$5,000.

(c) OFFICERS AND STAFF.—

(1) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—The Corporation
shall have an Executive Director, and such
other staff, as may be appointed by the
Board for terms and at rates of compensa-
tion, not to exceed level EG-16 of the Edu-
cational Service of the District of Columbia,
to be fixed by the Board.

(2) STAFF.—With the approval of the Board,
the Executive Director may appoint and fix
the salary of such additional personnel as
the Executive Director considers appro-
priate.

(3) ANNUAL RATE.—No staff of the Corpora-
tion may be compensated by the Corporation
at an annual rate of pay greater than the an-
nual rate of pay of the Executive Director.

(4) SERVICE.—AII officers and employees of
the Corporation shall serve at the pleasure of
the Board.

(5) QUALIFICATION.—NoO political test or
qualification may be used in selecting, ap-
pointing, promoting, or taking other person-
nel actions with respect to officers, agents,
or employees of the Corporation.

(d) POWERS OF THE CORPORATION.—

(1) GENERALLY.—The Corporation is au-
thorized to obtain grants from, and make
contracts with, individuals and with private,
State, and Federal agencies, organizations,
and institutions.

(2) HIRING AUTHORITY.—The Corporation
may hire, or accept the voluntary services
of, consultants, experts, advisory boards, and
panels to aid the Corporation in carrying out
this Act.

(e) FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT AND RECORDS.—

(1) AupITs.—The financial statements of
the Corporation shall be—
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(A) maintained in accordance with gen-
erally accepted accounting principles for
nonprofit corporations; and

(B) audited annually by independent cer-
tified public accountants.

(2) REPORT.—The report for each such audit
shall be included in the annual report to
Congress required by section 11(c).

(f) ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSIBILITIES.—

(1) SCHOLARSHIP APPLICATION SCHEDULE AND
PROCEDURES.—Not later than 30 days after
the initial Board is appointed and the first
Executive Director of the Corporation is
hired under this Act, the Corporation shall
implement a schedule and procedures for
processing applications for, and awarding,
student scholarships under this Act. The
schedule and procedures shall include estab-
lishing a list of certified eligible institu-
tions, distributing scholarship information
to parents and the general public (including
through a newspaper of general circulation),
and establishing deadlines for steps in the
scholarship application and award process.

(2) INSTITUTIONAL APPLICATIONS AND ELIGI-
BILITY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—AnN eligible institution
that desires to participate in the scholarship
program under this Act shall file an applica-
tion with the Corporation for certification
for participation in the scholarship program
under this Act that shall—

(i) demonstrate that the eligible institu-
tion has operated with not less than 25 stu-
dents during the 3 years preceding the year
for which the determination is made unless
the eligible institution is applying for cer-
tification as a new eligible institution under
subparagraph (C);

(ii) contain an assurance that the eligible
institution will comply with all applicable
requirements of this Act;

(iii) contain an annual statement of the el-
igible institution’s budget; and

(iv) describe the eligible institution’s pro-
posed program, including personnel quali-
fications and fees.

(B) CERTIFICATION.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—EXxcept as provided in sub-
paragraph (C), not later than 60 days after
receipt of an application in accordance with
subparagraph (A), the Corporation shall cer-
tify an eligible institution to participate in
the scholarship program under this Act.

(ii) CONTINUATION.—AnN eligible institu-
tion’s certification to participate in the
scholarship program shall continue unless
such eligible institution’s certification is re-
voked in accordance with subparagraph (D).

(C) NEW ELIGIBLE INSTITUTION.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—AnN eligible institution
that did not operate with at least 25 students
in the 3 years preceding the year for which
the determination is made may apply for a 1-
year provisional certification to participate
in the scholarship program under this Act
for a single year by providing to the Corpora-
tion not later than July 1 of the year preced-
ing the year for which the determination is
made—

(1) a list of the eligible institution’s board
of directors;

(1) letters of support from not less than 10
members of the community served by such
eligible institution;

(111) a business plan;

(1V) an intended course of study;

(V) assurances that the eligible institution
will begin operations with not less than 25
students;

(V1) assurances that the eligible institu-
tion will comply with all applicable require-
ments of this Act; and

(VII) a statement that satisfies the re-
quirements of clauses (ii) and (iv) of subpara-
graph (A).

(if) CERTIFICATION.—Not later than 60 days
after the date of receipt of an application de-
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scribed in clause (i), the Corporation shall
certify in writing the eligible institution’s
provisional certification to participate in
the scholarship program under this Act un-
less the Corporation determines that good
cause exists to deny certification.

(iii) RENEWAL OF PROVISIONAL CERTIFI-
CATION.—After receipt of an application
under clause (i) from an eligible institution
that includes a statement of the eligible in-
stitution’s budget completed not earlier than
12 months before the date such application is
filed, the Corporation shall renew an eligible
institution’s provisional certification for the
second and third years of the school’s par-
ticipation in the scholarship program under
this Act unless the Corporation finds—

(1) good cause to deny the renewal, includ-
ing a finding of a pattern of violation of re-
quirements described in paragraph (3)(A); or

(1) consistent failure of 25 percent or more
of the students receiving scholarships under
this Act and attending such school to make
appropriate progress (as determined by the
Corporation) in academic achievement.

(iv) DENIAL OF CERTIFICATION.—If provi-
sional certification or renewal of provisional
certification under this subsection is denied,
then the Corporation shall provide a written
explanation to the eligible institution of the
reasons for such denial.

(D) REVOCATION OF ELIGIBILITY.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation, after no-
tice and hearing, may revoke an eligible in-
stitution’s certification to participate in the
scholarship program under this Act for a
year succeeding the year for which the deter-
mination is made for—

(1) good cause, including a finding of a pat-
tern of violation of program requirements
described in paragraph (3)(A); or

(1) consistent failure of 25 percent or more
of the students receiving scholarships under
this Act and attending such school to make
appropriate progress (as determined by the
Corporation) in academic achievement.

(ii) EXPLANATION.—If the certification of
an eligible institution is revoked, the Cor-
poration shall provide a written explanation
of the Corporation’s decision to such eligible
institution and require a pro rata refund of
the proceeds of the scholarship funds re-
ceived under this Act.

(3) PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS FOR ELIGI-
BLE INSTITUTIONS.—

(A) REQUIREMENTS.—Each eligible institu-
tion participating in the scholarship pro-
gram under this Act shall—

(i) provide to the Corporation not later
than June 30 of each year the most recent
annual statement of the eligible institution’s
budget; and

(ii) charge a student that receives a schol-
arship under this Act not more than the cost
of tuition and mandatory fees for, and trans-
portation to attend, such eligible institution
as other students who are residents of the
District of Columbia and enrolled in such eli-
gible institution.

(B) ComMmPLIANCE.—The Corporation may re-
quire documentation of compliance with the
requirements of subparagraph (A), but nei-
ther the Corporation nor any governmental
entity may impose requirements upon an eli-
gible institution as a condition for participa-
tion in the scholarship program under this
Act, other than requirements established
under this Act.

SEC. 4. SCHOLARSHIPS AUTHORIZED.

(a) ELIGIBLE STUDENTS.—The Corporation
is authorized to award tuition scholarships
under subsection (c)(1) and enhanced
achievement scholarships under subsection
(c)(2) to students in kindergarten through
grade 12—

(1) who are residents of the District of Co-
lumbia; and
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(2) whose family income does not exceed
185 percent of the poverty line.

(b) SCHOLARSHIP PRIORITY.—

(1) FIRST.—The Corporation first shall
award scholarships to students described in
subsection (a) who—

(A) are enrolled in a District of Columbia
public school or preparing to enter a District
of Columbia public kindergarten, except that
this subparagraph shall apply only for aca-
demic years 1997-1998, 1998-1999, and 1999-
2000; or

(B) have received a scholarship from the
Corporation for the academic year preceding
the academic year for which the scholarship
is awarded.

(2) SEcOND.—If funds remain for a fiscal
year for awarding scholarships after award-
ing scholarships under paragraph (1), the
Corporation shall award scholarships to stu-
dents who are described in subsection (a),
not described in paragraph (1), and otherwise
eligible for a scholarship under this Act.

(3) LOTTERY SELECTION.—The Corporation
shall award scholarships to students under
this subsection using a lottery selection
process whenever the amount made available
to carry out this Act for a fiscal year is in-
sufficient to award a scholarship to each stu-
dent who is eligible to receive a scholarship
under this Act for the fiscal year.

(c) USE OF SCHOLARSHIP.—

(1) TUITION SCHOLARSHIPS.—A tuition schol-
arship may be used for the payment of the
cost of the tuition and mandatory fees for,
and transportation to attend, an eligible in-
stitution located within the geographic
boundaries of the District of Columbia;
Montgomery County, Maryland; Prince
Georges County, Maryland; Arlington Coun-
ty, Virginia; Alexandria City, Virginia; Falls
Church City, Virginia; Fairfax City, Vir-
ginia; or Fairfax County, Virginia.

(2) ENHANCED ACHIEVEMENT SCHOLARSHIP.—
An enhanced achievement scholarship may
be used only for the payment of the costs of
tuition and mandatory fees for, and trans-
portation to attend, a program of instruction
provided by an eligible institution which en-
hances student achievement of the core cur-
riculum and is operated outside of regular
school hours to supplement the regular
school program.

(e) NoT ScHooL AID.—A scholarship under
this Act shall be considered assistance to the
student and shall not be considered assist-
ance to an eligible institution.

SEC. 5. SCHOLARSHIP AWARDS.

(a) AWARDS.—From the funds made avail-
able under this Act, the Corporation shall
award a scholarship to a student and make
scholarship payments in accordance with
section 6.

(b) NoTIFICATION.—Each eligible institu-
tion that receives the proceeds of a scholar-
ship payment under subsection (a) shall no-
tify the Corporation not later than 10 days
after—

(1) the date that a student receiving a
scholarship under this Act is enrolled, of the
name, address, and grade level of such stu-
dent;

(2) the date of the withdrawal or expulsion
of any student receiving a scholarship under
this Act, of the withdrawal or expulsion; and

(3) the date that a student receiving a
scholarship under this Act is refused admis-
sion, of the reasons for such a refusal.

(c) TUITION SCHOLARSHIP.—

(1) EQUAL TO OR BELOW POVERTY LINE.—For
a student whose family income is equal to or
below the poverty line, a tuition scholarship
may not exceed the lesser of—

(A) the cost of tuition and mandatory fees
for, and transportation to attend, an eligible
institution; or

(B) $3,200 for fiscal year 1998, with such
amount adjusted in proportion to changes in
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the Consumer Price Index for all urban con-
sumers published by the Department of
Labor for each of fiscal years 1999 through
2002.

(2) ABOVE POVERTY LINE.—For a student
whose family income is greater than the pov-
erty line, but not more than 185 percent of
the poverty line, a tuition scholarship may
not exceed the lesser of—

(A) 75 percent of the cost of tuition and
mandatory fees for, and transportation to at-
tend, an eligible institution; or

(B) $2,400 for fiscal year 1998, with such
amount adjusted in proportion to changes in
the Consumer Price Index for all urban con-
sumers published by the Department of
Labor for each of fiscal years 1999 through
2002.

(d) ENHANCED ACHIEVEMENT SCHOLARSHIP.—
An enhanced achievement scholarship may
not exceed the lesser of—

(1) the costs of tuition and mandatory fees
for, and transportation to attend, a program
of instruction at an eligible institution; or

(2) $500 for 1998, with such amount adjusted
in proportion to changes in the Consumer
Price Index for all urban consumers pub-
lished by the Department of Labor for each
of fiscal years 1999 through 2002.

SEC. 6. SCHOLARSHIP PAYMENTS.

(@) PAYMENTS.—The Corporation shall
make scholarship payments to the parent of
a student awarded a scholarship under this
Act.

(b) DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOLARSHIP FUNDS.—
Scholarship funds may be distributed by
check, or another form of disbursement,
issued by the Corporation and made payable
directly to a parent of a student awarded a
scholarship under this Act. The parent may
use the scholarship funds only for payment
of tuition, mandatory fees, and transpor-
tation costs as described in this Act.

(c) PRO RATA AMOUNTS FOR STUDENT WITH-
DRAWAL.—If a student receiving a scholar-
ship under this Act withdraws or is expelled
from an eligible institution after the pro-
ceeds of a scholarship is paid to the eligible
institution, then the eligible institution
shall refund to the Corporation on a pro rata
basis the proportion of any such proceeds re-
ceived for the remaining days of the school
year. Such refund shall occur not later than
30 days after the date of the withdrawal or
expulsion of the student.

SEC. 7. CIVIL RIGHTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—AnN eligible institution
participating in the scholarship program
under this Act shall not discriminate on the
basis of race, color, national origin, or sex in
carrying out the provisions of this Act.

(b) APPLICABILITY AND CONSTRUCTION WITH
RESPECT TO DISCRIMINATION ON THE BASIS OF
SEX.—

(1) APPLICABILITY.—With respect to dis-
crimination on the basis of sex, subsection
(a) shall not apply to an eligible institution
that is controlled by a religious organization
if the application of subsection (a) is incon-
sistent with the religious tenets of the eligi-
ble institution.

(2) CONSTRUCTION.—With respect to dis-
crimination on the basis of sex, nothing in
subsection (a) shall be construed to require
any person, or public or private entity to
provide or pay, or to prohibit any such per-
son or entity from providing or paying, for
any benefit or service, including the use of
facilities, related to an abortion. Nothing in
the preceding sentence shall be construed to
permit a penalty to be imposed on any per-
son or individual because such person or in-
dividual is seeking or has received any bene-
fit or service related to a legal abortion.

(3) SINGLE-SEX SCHOOLS, CLASSES, OR AC-
TIVITIES.—WIith respect to discrimination on
the basis of sex, nothing in subsection (a)
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shall be construed to prevent a parent from
choosing, or an eligible institution from of-
fering, a single-sex school, class, or activity.

(c) RevocATION.—Notwithstanding section
3(f)(2)(D), if the Corporation determines that
an eligible institution participating in the
scholarship program under this Act is in vio-
lation of subsection (a), then the Corporation
shall revoke such eligible institution’s cer-
tification to participate in the program.

SEC. 8. CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES.

Nothing in this Act shall affect the rights
of students, or the obligations of the District
of Columbia public schools, under the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act (20
U.S.C. 1400 et seq.).

SEC. 9. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this Act shall
be construed to prevent any eligible institu-
tion which is operated by, supervised by,
controlled by, or connected to, a religious or-
ganization from employing, admitting, or
giving preference to, persons of the same re-
ligion to the extent determined by such in-
stitution to promote the religious purpose
for which the eligible institution is estab-
lished or maintained.

(b) SECTARIAN PuURPOSES.—Nothing in this
Act shall be construed to prohibit the use of
funds made available under this Act for sec-
tarian educational purposes, or to require an
eligible institution to remove religious art,
icons, scripture, or other symbols.

SEC. 10. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.

(@) IN GENERAL.—AnN eligible institution
participating in the scholarship program
under this Act shall report to the Corpora-
tion not later than July 30 of each year in a
manner prescribed by the Corporation, the
following data:

(1) Student achievement in the eligible in-
stitution’s programs.

(2) Grade advancement for scholarship stu-
dents.

(3) Disciplinary actions taken with respect
to scholarship students.

(4) Graduation, college admission test
scores, and college admission rates, if appli-
cable for scholarship students.

(5) Types and amounts of parental involve-
ment required for all families of scholarship
students.

(6) Student attendance for scholarship and
nonscholarship students.

(7) General information on curriculum,
programs, facilities, credentials of personnel,
and disciplinary rules at the eligible institu-
tion.

(8) Number of scholarship students en-
rolled.

(9) Such other information as may be re-
quired by the Corporation for program ap-
praisal.

(b) CONFIDENTIALITY.—No personal identifi-
ers may be used in such report, except that
the Corporation may request such personal
identifiers solely for the purpose of verifica-
tion.

SEC. 11. PROGRAM APPRAISAL.

(a) STuDY.—Not later than 4 years after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Comptrol-
ler General shall enter into a contract, with
an evaluating agency that has demonstrated
experience in conducting evaluations, for an
independent evaluation of the scholarship
program under this Act, including—

(1) a comparison of test scores between
scholarship students and District of Colum-
bia public school students of similar back-
grounds, taking into account the students’
academic achievement at the time of the
award of their scholarships and the students’
family income level;

(2) a comparison of graduation rates be-
tween scholarship students and District of
Columbia public school students of similar
backgrounds, taking into account the stu-
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dents’ academic achievement at the time of
the award of their scholarships and the stu-
dents’ family income level;

(3) the satisfaction of parents of scholar-
ship students with the scholarship program;
and

(4) the impact of the scholarship program
on the District of Columbia public schools,
including changes in the public school en-
rollment, and any improvement in the aca-
demic performance of the public schools.

(b) PuBLIC REVIEW OF DATA.—AIll data
gathered in the course of the study described
in subsection (a) shall be made available to
the public upon request except that no per-
sonal identifiers shall be made public.

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
September 1 of each year, the Corporation
shall submit a progress report on the schol-
arship program to the appropriate commit-
tees of Congress. Such report shall include a
review of how scholarship funds were ex-
pended, including the initial academic
achievement levels of students who have par-
ticipated in the scholarship program.

(d) AUTHORIZATION.—There are authorized
to be appropriated for the study described in
subsection (a), $250,000, which shall remain
available until expended.

SEC. 12. JUDICIAL REVIEW.

(a) JURISDICTION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The United States Dis-
trict Court for the District of Columbia shall
have jurisdiction in any action challenging
the constitutionality of the scholarship pro-
gram under this Act and shall provide expe-
dited review.

(2) STANDING.—The parent of any student
eligible to receive a scholarship under this
Act shall have standing in an action chal-
lenging the constitutionality of the scholar-
ship program under this Act.

(b) APPEAL TO SUPREME COURT.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, any
order of the United States District Court for
the District of Columbia which is issued pur-
suant to an action brought under subsection
(a) shall be reviewable by appeal directly to
the Supreme Court of the United States.

SEC. 13. APPROPRIATION OF INITIAL FEDERAL
CONTRIBUTION TO FUND.

There are hereby appropriated, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, $7,000,000 for the District of Colum-
bia Scholarship Fund.

SEC. 14. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This Act shall be effective for each of the
fiscal years 1998 through 2002.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 413, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY) and a
Member opposed, the gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia (Ms.
NORTON), each will control 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY).

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | vyield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, S. 1502 represents a leg-
islative effort that was first introduced
in this body in 1995 by former Rep-
resentative Steve Gunderson from Wis-
consin. We have continued to introduce
this bill and consider it off and on,
most recently in this body as an
amendment to the D.C. appropriations
bill last year. The bill was passed in
the other body at the close of last
year’s session and has been available to
the House for consideration at the desk
since that time.

Mr. Speaker, what this legislation
does is provide $7 million worth of ad-
ditional funding to the Washington,
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D.C. School District specifically for the
assistance of low-income families in
the District, that they might have
greater ability within their own family
to provide educational opportunities
for their children.

In the first half of the bill, we make
available for 2,000 Washington, D.C.
families scholarships for up to $3,200
available by random selection to low-
income families in D.C. It is important
that we emphasize that these scholar-
ships are available only to lower in-
come families of D.C., so that they may
be able with those scholarships to exer-
cise the same choice and discretion
over the education of their children as
is done regularly in this city by
wealthy families.

D.C., as my colleagues know, is an in-
teresting city in that while it has some
outstanding schools, it has other
schools that are in fact tragic failures
for the children. All too often those
children that are left in these difficult
schools are the children of the very
poorest citizens of the District. D.C. is
a city where you have a contrast of af-
fluence as over and against low-income
families, where the higher income fam-
ilies all too often exercise the preroga-
tives made available to them by their
higher incomes to take their children
to nonpublic educational facilities and
to move their children around. We
think that that opportunity should not
be an opportunity that exists only in
the hands of wealthy people but should
be made available to each child. We be-
lieve that each and every child is God’s
child and should have as much oppor-
tunity.

We have also had an opportunity by
working with families through the ef-
forts of the privately funded Washing-
ton Scholarship Fund and other efforts
such as my own effort in Tools for To-
morrow to meet with the children and
to meet with their parents. We see the
frustration, we see the concern, we see
the hope for these. Indeed, the Wash-
ington Scholarship Fund just a few
months ago announced in D.C. without
fanfare and without any marketing ef-
fort that there would be an additional
1,000 scholarships available to low-in-
come families.
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By word of mouth this information
passed through the neighborhoods, and
before long they had almost 8,000 appli-
cants. Yesterday, the 1,000 scholarships
were announced as they were selected
randomly, and 1,000 of these almost
8,000 families had a great joy in their
lives that is reported in the morning’s
paper. So that we ask initially in this
bill to make that opportunity available
to an additional 2,000 families.

Second part of this bill makes pos-
sible for an additional 2,000 families to
use scholarship resources from this
special fund of new money for the pur-
poses of hiring tutors and mentors for
their children and for the purposes of
acquiring educational facilities for
their children to supplement the al-
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most frightening deficiencies that we
all too often find in the schools.

This is a situation where the need is
clearly demonstrated, the desire to do
better is clearly demonstrated on the
part of a large number of families. The
children are there, and the children are
anxiously awaiting the opportunity
that we can make to them, and the
educational slots in the over 80 schools
are there and available to the children.
Since this is new money added to the
D.C. education budget, it is inconceiv-
able to me that anybody could oppose
the Congress of the United States with
its unique jurisdictional relationship
to this city making this opportunity
available to these children.

In closing my remarks, let me say
very emphatically, Madam Speaker, as
emphatically as | may, this legislative
effort, this $7 million, these 2,000 schol-
arships, these 2,000 attendant scholar-
ships are not about politics, they are
not about my party, they are not about
their party, they are certainly not
about me, for I will never be hunting a
vote in this city. They are about the
children and, quite frankly, only about
the children.

And | guess the question that | would
put before this body in my opening re-
marks is, are we willing to put other
things second to the children? Can we
rise to the occasion of simply looking
at the children, seeing their beautiful
little faces, with their hope and their
optimism, and say there is no consider-
ation that we can weigh against that?

Nothing can be as great as the needs
of these children and our commitment
to them.

Madam Speaker, | reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, let me begin by
briefly explaining what S. 1502, the
D.C. Voucher Bill before us this morn-
ing, would do. The bill would divert $7
million from the Federal Treasury in
fiscal year 1998 and $45 million over 5
years and funnel these resources to re-
ligious and private schools. The bill
not only diverts funds from the Treas-
ury, where they might be available for
public schools, S. 1502 also potentially
diverts money from the District of Co-
lumbia. Under the bill, religious and
private schools in Virginia and Mary-
land could receive students with tui-
tion paid by D.C. vouchers.

S. 1502 also would create a new un-
heard of, unprecedented layer of bu-
reaucracy. Instead of delegating the
task of administering this voucher pro-
gram to an existing institution or to a
pro bono organization, an entirely new
bureaucracy costing $500,000 annually
is required by the bill. A corporation,
consisting entirely of political ap-
pointees not responsible to D.C. resi-
dents or even to the parents involved,
would be responsible for administering
the voucher program and disbursing
the federal funds.

Despite the fact that these are local
schools, almost none of these appoint-
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ments would be made by a local offi-
cial. Of the seven appointees, only one
would be appointed by a D.C. official.
The remaining six would be appointed
by the President of the United States,
but even he would have to make his ap-
pointments from lists submitted by the
Speaker of the House and the Majority
Leader of the Senate, none of whom
have been elected by any parent or any
resident in the District of Columbia.

Since these appointees are simply
distributing vouchers, it is not clear
why it is appropriate for the task to be
done by political appointees at all.

Although home rule has been regu-
larly violated ever since its inception
in 1974, total Federal control over the
mere administration of such a local
program is without precedent and is
completely at odds with principles of
devolution espoused by the Republican
majority.

Astonishingly, these appointees
would each be paid up to $5,000, al-
though the vouchers they would be dis-
tributing range from only $3,200 for tui-
tion to $500 for tutoring. At best, the
bill would allow only 3 percent of D.C.
public school students, 2,000 out of
nearly 80,000, to apply for vouchers to
attend religious and private schools.
There is no requirement that these
schools take these students and no re-
quirement that these schools make any
effort to retain these students or work
to eliminate any problems they may
have instead of expelling them, as is re-
quired of the public schools. Choice,
therefore, would not rest with the par-
ents but with the religious and private
schools that will apply their own
standards for admission and retention
of each child.

The bill erodes antidiscrimination
laws such as title VI, title IX and the
Age Discrimination Act by providing
that, despite the Federal subsidies to
the schools, vouchers are not State aid
for purposes of the bill. Although the
bill contains an antidiscrimination
provision, a person who suffers dis-
crimination would be deprived of the
Federal enforcement mechanism avail-
able to public school students and
would be without any administrative
mechanism to enforce her civil rights.
Her only recourse would be to file a
costly civil suit in Federal court, a
remedy virtually unavailable to the
low-income families to whom these
vouchers are directed.

In addition, the bill expressly per-
mits tax dollars to support sex dis-
crimination by funding single sex pro-
grams. There are no safeguards in the
bill to prevent a cottage industry of
new and untested religious and private
schools from competing for and receiv-
ing these federally funded vouchers.
There is no provision for accountabil-
ity for the funds to the Federal Gov-
ernment which grants them or ac-
countability to anyone else.

The sponsors of S. 1502 identify the
Cleveland voucher program as a model
for their bill. That program is almost
identical. It had 2,000 students, and the
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amounts were roughly comparable,
$2,500 vouchers for tuition and $260 tu-
toring vouchers per student. An eval-
uation commission by the State of
Ohio found, and | am quoting, If the
background and demographic factors,
including previous achievement, are
accounted for, there are no significant
differences in third grade achievement
between the scholarship students and
their Cleveland school peers, end quote.

In no academic subject, reading,
mathematics, social studies or science,
did the voucher students do any better
than their public school peers. Central
to the Cleveland program was a feature
that its framers hoped would save its
constitutionality. As with the D.C.
vouchers, the funds would go to the
parent, not the religious school. How-
ever, in 1997, the Court of Appeals of
Ohio, relying both on the State con-
stitution and the Constitution of the
United States, ruled that publicly
funded vouchers were unconstitutional
because they violate the first amend-
ment requirement that State funds and
actions not be entangled with the oper-
ations of religiously sponsored pro-
grams.

The Ohio court held, and | am
quoting, Because the scholarship pro-
gram provides direct and substantial
nonneutral government aid to sectar-
ian schools, we hold that it has the pri-
mary effect of advancing religion in
violation of the establishment clause,
end quote.

The only other court to rule on
vouchers, the Wisconsin Court of Ap-
peals, reached the same conclusion and
went even further. That court noted
that even though, quote, some parents
of students participating in the pro-
gram may have their children exempt-
ed from religious activities at sectar-
ian schools, that does not alter the fact
that money drawn from the State
treasury would underwrite precisely
those activities for other program stu-
dents, end quote.

The Ohio court was unanimous, and
the Wisconsin court decision was four
to one, both striking down publicly
funded vouchers like those before us on
constitutional grounds.

These decisions protect religion as
much as the government in order to as-
sure that complete freedom from gov-
ernment regulation, oversight and ac-
countability is always the case for reli-
gious institutions in our country.
Moreover, ever since President Clinton
has been in office, he has consistently
opposed vouchers on the principle that
public funds should go to public
schools. Because this bill represents an
attempt to gain a foothold in the fed-
eral budget and begin a drain of Fed-
eral resources to religious and private
schools, S. 1502 will be vetoed. The
statement of policy delivered this
morning said, and | quote, If this bill
were presented to the President, the
President’s senior advisers would rec-
ommend that the bill be vetoed, end
quote.

Thus, the bill before us has little
chance of becoming law, because vir-
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tually identical bills have been found
unconstitutional and because the
President of the United States has
promised a veto. Unfortunately, the
D.C. students who applied were not
told of these impediments and have had
their hopes raised. This is at least the
third attempt by the Republican ma-
jority to impose vouchers on the Dis-
trict of Columbia, a jurisdiction power-
less to stop them because the District
has no representation in the Senate
and because the vote on the House
floor that | won square and fair and
that the federal courts said was en-
tirely constitutional in the 103rd Con-
gress was taken from me when the Re-
publicans assumed the majority in the
104th Congress.

District residents, like their Con-
gresswoman, have been very critical of
their public schools, but our residents
identify strongly with their public
schools and are determined to
strengthen them. In 1996, the Control
Board took drastic action in ousting
the elected school board and imposing
an entirely new regime precisely for
the purpose of forging a top-to-bottom
reform of the public school system.

A new superintendent from Seattle,
Washington, Arlene Ackerman, has
just initiated a dramatic revitalization
designed to rapidly raise student
achievements. For example, D.C. stu-
dents are to read 25 books or the equiv-
alent next year. | challenge every
Member of the House to see to it that
every child in their districts reads even
half that many books next year.
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The Summer Stars program (Stu-
dents and Teachers Achieving Results),
will make D.C. one of the very first ju-
risdictions in the United States to
eliminate social promotion by putting
in its place a program not only to re-
mediate as many as 20,000 children this
summer, but also to catch others be-
fore failure sets in. To their credit,
President Clinton and the Department
of Education have funded half of the
$10 million required to fund this inno-
vative program. Although this is just
the kind of radical change Congress has
been calling for, no congressional funds
have been offered to fund any part of
this effort. Suggestions that congres-
sional support would greatly assist this
program have fallen on deaf ears.

District of Columbia residents, like
the residents who participated in all
the 19 other statewide referenda, have
rejected public subsidies for religious
and private schools. The other jurisdic-
tions are, Alaska, California, Colorado,
Idaho, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Michigan, Missouri, Nebraska, New
York, Oregon, Utah, and Washington
State. In five States where two
referenda were held, California, Mary-
land, Massachusetts, Oregon and Wash-
ington, voucher proponents lost worse
on the second vote than they did on the
first. In all, there have been 20 state-
wide referenda and 20 resounding de-
feats.
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In the District of Columbia, public
subsidies for private and religious
schools lost by the largest margin, 9 to
1, and yet this Member, over her objec-
tion, is faced with this bill, this after-
noon.

As many as 7,500 low-income families
have applied for scholarships in the
District. This response is entirely nat-
ural and predictable. There are few
low-income, or, for that matter, mid-
dle-income families in cities or suburbs
today who would not come forward if
they saw full-page advertisements in
the newspapers and TV commercials
calling for people to come and get free
scholarships to go to private or reli-
gious schools. Private schools, whether
in city or suburb today, usually have a
better reputation than corresponding
public schools.

The District of Columbia schools are
in very poor condition, and | challenge
any Member of this body to have the
knowledge of how poor, to have been
more critical or to have tried harder to
raise them. But these schools mirror
the condition of virtually every big-
city school system in the country, no
better and no worse. In fact, the $7,000
per pupil expenditure in the District is
the second lowest in the region. In this
region, for example, the city of Alexan-
dria, | say to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. MoORAN), has a per pupil ex-
penditure of $9,000, while my schools
have $7,000.

As the District is showing, there are
ways to rapidly accelerate reform of
schools, but there are also ways to res-
cue children today while D.C. schools
are being fixed. Just yesterday, two
philanthropists contributed $6 million
in private funds for scholarships for
District kids like those who have ap-
plied for these vouchers, which every
Member in this body knows will not be
available. | stand ready to work with
the majority, not only on District
school reform, as |1 did on the D.C.
charter bill in 1996, and the Riggs-Roe-
mer charter bill last year; | stand
ready to work with the majority again,
and | welcome their assistance in se-
lecting any approach that must have
their agreement as much as mine.

The reading teachers for the lowest
performing schools and the Porter-
Obey program that | attempted to offer
as a substitute for this voucher bill is
but one example. I will go further. | am
prepared to help raise private funds for
private school students. In short, | am
prepared to work with my colleagues in
a collegial and bipartisan approach to
improve schools in my district. | ask
them to remember and to respect that
it may be your capital of the United
States, but it is my district. In the
spirit of devolution, of local control,
and the deference routinely afforded
other Members, | ask that in seeking
to help the families | represent, you
work through me and with me. You
will find me a willing and amiable
partner.

Madam Speaker, |
ance of my time.

reserve the bal-
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Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MILLER), a distinguished edu-
cator.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Madam
Speaker, | rise today in strong support
of the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY)’s bill to save the D.C. school-
children. D.C. schoolchildren deserve a
chance to succeed. No one debates that
simple fact. However, it takes courage
to overcome the obstacles that stand in
the way of so many children in the Dis-
trict.

Some argue that by just giving more
money, we can solve the problems, but
if money was the answer, the D.C.
school system should be among Ameri-
ca’s best. The sad truth is that the D.C.
schools are among America’s worst.

The D.C. youngsters attend schools
of despair where they are more likely
to encounter drugs or violence than an
opportunity to succeed. We have the
power to change that, but it takes
courage to vote with one’s heart and
not the politically easy vote. The cyn-
ics sitting there wringing their hands
and promising to reform the system
from within are not helping any chil-
dren. All they are doing is helping the
teachers’ union continue the downward
spiral of education in this Nation’s cap-
ital.

Today, we must all show the courage
to save the children by taking on the
status quo. We must vote to save the
kids. Support the bill.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. STOKES).

Mr. STOKES. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentlewoman from the Dis-
trict of Columbia for yielding me this
time. | want to take a moment just to
congratulate her for the extraordinary
leadership she has been giving to all of
us on this issue.

Madam Speaker, | know from experi-
ence that school voucher programs are
expensive, they do not work, and as the
Ohio Court of Appeals determined, they
are unconstitutional. A State-sup-
ported voucher initiative in my district
which the Republicans have heralded
as a success has been little benefit to
the low-income students it was in-
tended to reach. In fact, a recently re-
leased independent audit and evalua-
tion of the Cleveland school program
brought to light several critical facts
about the program that should be con-
sidered in this debate.

The audit found a flood of manage-
ment flaws, including problems that
ranged from the widespread and very
costly use of taxis to transport kids to
and from school, to the failure to ver-
ify financial eligibility, to inadequate
measures to monitor student attend-
ance.

The audit shows a 41 percent cost
overrun in the Cleveland voucher pro-
gram that has resulted in this school
year’s costs being pushed from $7.1 mil-
lion to $10 million. The cause of this
misspending of State tax dollars in-
cludes the fact that approximately 36
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percent of the nearly 3,000 voucher stu-
dents used taxis to get to their private
schools, costing $18 to $15 a day and to-
taling nearly $1.5 million. In addition,
taxi companies charged the State even
when students were absent if the par-
ents did not notify the companies in
advance.

Madam Speaker, I am a product of
the Cleveland public schools. | walked
3 miles to school every day. That edu-
cation | got in the Cleveland public
school system enables me to be able to
stand here in the well of the House of
Representatives today. The results of
the evaluation of the Cleveland vouch-
er program show that this program has
attracted better achieving students; |
urge a no vote on this bill.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM), an ace fighter pilot and
dedicated public schoolteacher.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Madam Speaker,
I would add my wife is a public school
teacher as well with a doctorate de-
gree.

Madam Speaker, | had a high regard
for General Julius Becton who led D.C.
in an almost impossible task, and have
worked with Arlene Ackerman who is
going to take his place. But | want to
say, Bishop McKinney came, an Afri-
can American from San Diego, that has
a school of at-risk black children in the
school system, at-risk children that
over 90 percent of them go on to school,
and they work with special vouchers in
the program.

I live in Washington, D.C., and | have
met some good teachers, and | have
met where they work to have good
schools. That is true in any city, and
we can find bad schools in any city.
But | want to tell my colleagues, per
capita, the schools in D.C. are worse.
Sixty years old, the average. They have
not done a very good job of managing
their own city. Roofs that they had to
close down the systems, and | get sick
and tired of saying we are going to
take money away from public edu-
cation when we could have saved 35
percent for school construction out of
public education by waiving Davis-
Bacon to repair and build schools, but
would they do it? No, because the
unions did not want it. Thirty-five per-
cent saving of money, but they would
not even do it. They would not even
vote to have the NEA pay its fair share
of taxes in D.C. so that that money
would go to the school, because, quote,
that was a union.

But | want to tell my colleagues,
they are behind the power curve. |
lived up by the train station. My car
was broken into twice. Someone died
and was shot right outside the drive-
way. Two ladies were mugged going
into the area. A large portion of the
students graduating from D.C. are
functionally illiterate, and that is not
what we want. We want to give them
an opportunity.

Madam Speaker, the wealthy do have
a choice. The President, the Vice Presi-
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dent, and guess what, the delegate to
D.C. have their children in private
schools. Give the students that are
trapped the same opportunity.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3579,
1998

Mr. LIVINGSTON submitted the fol-
lowing conference report and state-
ment on the bill (H.R. 3579) making
emergency supplemental appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1998, and for other purposes.

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 105-504)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
3579) ‘“‘making emergency supplemental ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1998, and for other purposes’ hav-
ing met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as
follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment, insert:

That the following sums are appropriated, out

of any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-

propriated, for the fiscal year ending September

30, 1998, and for other purposes, namely:

TITLE I—EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL AP-
PROPRIATIONS FOR THE DEPARTMENT
OF DEFENSE

CHAPTER 1
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY
MILITARY PERSONNEL
MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY

For an additional amount for ‘““Military Per-
sonnel, Army’’, $184,000,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by the Congress as
an emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘““Military Per-
sonnel, Navy’’, $22,300,000: Provided, That such
amount is designated by the Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For an additional amount for ‘““Military Per-
sonnel, Marine Corps’’, $5,100,000: Provided,
That such amount is designated by the Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to sec-
tion 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘“‘Military Per-
sonnel, Air Force’, $10,900,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by the Congress as
an emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve Per-
sonnel, Navy’’, $4,100,000: Provided, That such
amount is designated by the Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY

For an additional amount for “‘Operation and
Maintenance, Army’’, $1,886,000: Provided, That
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such amount is designated by the Congress as
an emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY

For an additional amount for “‘Operation and
Maintenance, Navy’, $48,100,000: Provided,
That such amount is designated by the Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to sec-
tion 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for “‘Operation and
Maintenance, Air Force’’, $27,400,000: Provided,
That such amount is designated by the Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to sec-
tion 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For an additional amount for “Operation and
Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’, $1,390,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by the
Congress as an emergency requirement pursuant
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

For an additional amount for “‘Operation and
Maintenance, Defense-Wide’”, $125,528,000, for
emergency expenses resulting from natural dis-
asters in the United States: Provided, That the
Secretary of Defense may transfer these funds to
current applicable operation and maintenance
and working capital funds appropriations, to be
merged with and available for the same pur-
poses and for the same time period as the appro-
priation to which transferred: Provided further,
That the transfer authority provided in this pro-
vision is in addition to any transfer authority
available to the Department of Defense: Pro-
vided further, That the entire amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended: Provided fur-
ther, That the entire amount shall be available
only to the extent that an official budget request
for $125,528,000, that includes designation of the
entire amount of the request as an emergency
requirement as defined in the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended, is transmitted by the President to the
Congress.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY RESERVE

For an additional amount for “‘Operation and
Maintenance, Army Reserve’’, $650,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by the
Congress as an emergency requirement pursuant
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE
RESERVE

For an additional amount for ‘“Operation and
Maintenance, Air Force Reserve’, $229,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by the
Congress as an emergency requirement pursuant
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY NATIONAL
GUARD

For an additional amount for ““Operation and
Maintenance, Army National Guard”, $175,000:
Provided, That such amount is designated by
the Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of
1985, as amended.

OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS TRANSFER
FUND
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For an additional amount for ““Overseas Con-

tingency Operations Transfer Fund”,
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$1,814,100,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That such amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary of Defense may trans-
fer these funds to fiscal year 1998 appropriations
for operation and maintenance, working capital
funds, the Defense Health Program, procure-
ment, and research, development, test and eval-
uation: Provided further, That the funds trans-
ferred shall be merged with and shall be avail-
able for the same purposes and for the same time
period as the appropriation to which trans-
ferred, except that funds made available for or
transferred to classified programs shall remain
available until September 30, 1999: Provided fur-
ther, That the transfer authority provided
under this heading is in addition to any other
transfer authority contained in Public Law 105-
56.

REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS

NAVY WORKING CAPITAL FUND

For an additional amount for ‘“Navy Working
Capital Fund’’, $23,017,000: Provided, That such
amount is designated by the Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended.

DEFENSE-WIDE WORKING CAPITAL FUND

For an additional amount for ‘“‘Defense-Wide
Working Capital Fund’, $1,000,000: Provided,
That such amount is designated by the Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to sec-
tion 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as

amended.
OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
PROGRAMS
DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM
For an additional amount for ‘‘Defense

Health Program’, $1,900,000: Provided, That
such amount is designated by the Congress as
an emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended.
GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER

SECTION 1. In addition to the amounts pro-
vided in Public Law 105-56, $36,500,000 is appro-
priated under the heading ‘‘Overseas Humani-
tarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid’’: Provided, That
from the funds made available under that head-
ing, the Secretary of Defense shall make a grant
in the amount of $16,500,000 to the American
Red Cross for Armed Forces emergency services:
Provided further, That from the funds made
available under that heading, the Secretary of
Defense shall make a grant in the amount of
$20,000,000 to the American Red Cross for reim-
bursement for disaster relief and recovery ex-
penditures at overseas locations: Provided fur-
ther, That the entire amount shall be available
only to the extent that an official budget request
for $36,500,000, that includes designation of the
entire amount of the request as an emergency
requirement as defined in the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended, is transmitted by the President to the
Congress: Provided further, That the entire
amount is designated by the Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of such Act.

SEC. 2. Funds appropriated by this Act, or
made available by the transfer of funds in this
Act, for intelligence activities are deemed to be
specifically authorized by the Congress for pur-
poses of section 504 of the National Security Act
of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 414).

SEC. 3. In addition to the amounts appro-
priated to the Department of Defense under
Public Law 105-56, there is hereby appropriated
$47,000,000 for the ‘“‘Reserve Mobilization Income
Insurance Fund’’, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That such amount is des-
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ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended: Provided fur-
ther, That the entire amount shall be available
only to the extent that an official budget request
for $47,000,000, that includes designation of the
entire amount of the request as an emergency
requirement as defined in the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended, is transmitted by the President to the
Congress.

SEC. 4. The President is urged to encourage
other nations who are allies and friends of the
United States to contribute to the burden being
borne by the United States in preventing the
government of Iraq from using Weapons of Mass
Destruction, which pose a threat to the world
community. The President is also urged to seek
financial, in-kind and other contributions to
help defray the costs being incurred by the
United States in this operation. For this pur-
pose, a special account shall be established in
the Treasury which will accept such financial
contributions, and from which funds will be
subject to obligation through the normal appro-
priations process. The Secretary of Defense,
after consultation with the Secretary of State,
shall provide a report to the Congress within 60
days after enactment as to the status of this ef-
fort, and shall make a comprehensive account of
the efforts made and results obtained to share
the burden of the common defense. The Director
of the Office of Management and Budget shall
report to the Congress within 30 days as to the
establishment of such burden-sharing account
in the Department of the Treasury.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 5. (a) QUALITY ASSURANCE REPORT ON
MILITARY HEALTH CARE.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall appoint an independent panel of ex-
perts to evaluate recent measures taken by the
Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense for Health
Affairs and the Surgeons General of the Army,
Navy and Air Force to improve the quality of
care provided by the Military Health Services
System.

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—(1) The panel shall be com-
posed of nine members appointed by the Sec-
retary of Defense. At least five of those members
shall be persons who are highly qualified in the
medical arts, have experience in setting health
care standards, and possess a demonstrated un-
derstanding of the military health care system
and its unique mission requirements. The re-
maining members shall be persons who are cur-
rent beneficiaries of the Military Health Services
System.

(2) The Secretary shall designate one member
to serve as chairperson of the panel.

(3) The Secretary shall appoint the members of
this panel not later than 45 days after enact-
ment of this Act.

(c) FUNCTIONS OF THE PANEL.—The panel
shall review the Department of Defense Access
and Quality Improvement Initiative announced
in early 1998 (together with other related quality
improvement actions) to assess whether all rea-
sonable measures have been taken to ensure
that the Military Health Services System deliv-
ers health care services in accordance with con-
sistently high professional standards. The panel
shall specifically assess actions of the Depart-
ment to accomplish the following objectives of
that initiative and related management actions:

(1) Upgrade professional education and train-
ing requirements for military physicians and
other health care providers;

(2) Establish “*Centers of Excellence’” for com-
plicated surgical procedures;

(3) Make timely and complete reports to the
National Practitioner Data Bank and eliminate
associated reporting backlogs;

(4) Assure that Military Health Services Sys-
tem providers are properly licensed and have
appropriate credentials;

(5) Reestablish the Quality Management Re-
port to aid in early identification of compliance
problems;
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(6) Improve communications with beneficiaries
to provide comprehensive and objective informa-
tion on the quality of care being provided;

(7) Strengthen the National Quality Manage-
ment Program;

(8) Ensure that all laboratory work meets pro-
fessional standards; and

(9) Ensure the accuracy of patient data and
information.

(d) REPORT.—Not later than six months after
the date on which the panel is established, the
panel shall submit to the Secretary a report set-
ting forth its findings and conclusions, and the
reasons therefor, and such recommendations it
deems appropriate. The Secretary shall forward
the report of the panel to Congress not later
than 15 days after the date on which the Sec-
retary receives it, together with the Secretary’s
comments on the report.

(e) PANEL ADMINISTRATION.—(1) The members
of the panel shall be allowed travel expenses, in-
cluding per diem in lieu of subsistence, at rates
authorized by law for employees of agencies
while away from their homes or regular places
of business in the performance of services for the
panel.

(2) Upon request of the chairperson of the
panel, the Secretary of Defense may detail to
the panel, on a nonreimbursable basis, person-
nel of the Department of Defense to assist the
panel in carrying out its duties. The Secretary
of Defense shall furnish to the panel such ad-
ministrative and support services as may be re-
quested by the chairman of the panel.

(f) PANEL FINANCING.—Of the funds appro-
priated in Public Law 105-56 for ‘‘Research, De-
velopment, Test and Evaluation, Navy”’,
$4,700,000 shall be transferred to ‘‘Defense
Health Program’, to be available through fiscal
year 1999, only for administrative costs of this
panel and for the express purpose of initiating
or accelerating any activity identified by the
panel that will improve the quality of health
care provided by the Military Health Services
System.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 6. Of the funds appropriated in Public
Law 105-56, under the heading ‘‘Chemical
Agents and Munitions Destruction, Defense’’ for
Operation and maintenance, $40,000,000 shall be
transferred to ‘“‘Operation and Maintenance,
Defense-Wide™.

SEC. 7. (a) Congress urges the President to
seek concurrence among the members of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) on
arrangements that set forth—

(1) the benchmarks for achieving a sustain-
able peace process that are detailed in the report
accompanying the certification that was made
by the President to Congress on March 3, 1998;

(2) estimated target dates for achieving the
benchmarks; and

(3) a process for NATO to review progress to-
ward achieving the benchmarks.

(b) The President shall submit to Congress—

(1) not later than June 30, 1998, a report on ef-
forts to gain agreement on arrangements de-
scribed in subsection (a), and such report should
include an explanation of the Administration’s
view of whether it would promote United States
interests to adopt firm schedules or deadlines for
achieving such benchmarks; and

(2) semiannually after that report, so long as
United States ground combat forces continue to
participate in the Stabilization Force for Bosnia
(SFOR), a report on the progress made toward
achieving the benchmarks referred to in sub-
section (a)(1), including any developments
which may affect the ability of the relevant par-
ties to achieve the benchmarks in a timely man-
ner.

(c) The Congress urges the President to ensure
that efforts to meet the estimated target dates
described in this section do not jeopardize the
safety of United States Armed Forces in Bosnia.

(d) The enactment of this section does not re-
flect approval or disapproval of the benchmarks
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submitted by the President in the certification to
Congress transmitted on March 3, 1998.

SEC. 8. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, in the case of a person who is selected
for training in a State program conducted under
the National Guard Challenge Program and
who obtains a general education diploma in
connection with such training, the general edu-
cation diploma shall be treated as equivalent to
a high school diploma for purposes of determin-
ing the eligibility of the person for enlistment in
the Armed Forces.

SEC. 9. In addition to the amounts provided in
Public Law 105-56, $179,000,000 is appropriated
under the heading ‘‘Research, Development,
Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide’’: Provided,
That the additional amount shall be made avail-
able for enhancements to selected theater missile
defense programs to counter enhanced ballistic
missile threats: Provided further, That of the
additional amount appropriated, $45,000,000
shall be made available only for the purpose of
adjusting the cost-share of the parties under the
Agreement between the Department of Defense
and the Ministry of Defence of Israel for the
Arrow Deployability Program: Provided further,
That of the additional amount appropriated,
$38,000,000 shall be made available only for the
Sea-Based Wide Area Defense (Navy Upper-
Tier) Program: Provided further, That the entire
amount shall be available only to the extent
that an official budget request for $179,000,000,
that includes designation of the entire amount
of the request as an emergency requirement as
defined in the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended, is
transmitted by the President to the Congress:
Provided further, That the entire amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of
such Act.

SEC. 10. (a)(1) The Secretary of Defense may
enter into a lease or acquire any other interest
in the parcels of land described in paragraph
(2). The parcels consist in aggregate of approxi-
mately 90 acres.

(2) The parcels of land referred to in para-
graph (1) are the following land used for the
commercial production of cranberries:

(A) The parcels known as the Mashpee bogs,
located on the Quashnet River adjacent to the
Massachusetts Military Reservation, Massachu-
setts.

(B) The parcels known as the Falmouth bogs,
located on the Coonamessett River adjacent to
the Massachusetts Military Reservation, Massa-
chusetts.

(3) The term of any lease or other interest ac-
quired under paragraph (1) may not exceed two
years.

(4) Any lease or other real property interest
acquired under paragraph (1) shall be subject to
such other terms and conditions as are agreed
upon jointly by the Secretary and the person or
entity entering into the lease or extending the
interest.

(b) Of the amounts appropriated or otherwise
made available for the Department of Defense
for fiscal year 1998, up to $2,000,000 may be
available to acquire interest under subsection

a).

SEC. 11. In addition to the amounts provided
in Public Law 105-56, $272,500,000 is appro-
priated under the heading ‘‘Aircraft Procure-
ment, Navy’’: Provided, That the additional
amount shall be made available only for the
procurement of eight F/A-18 aircraft for the
United States Marine Corps: Provided further,
That the entire amount shall be available only
to the extent that an official budget request for
$272,500,000, that includes designation of the en-
tire amount of the request as an emergency re-
quirement as defined in the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended, is transmitted by the President to the
Congress: Provided further, That the entire
amount is designated by the Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of such Act.
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SEC. 12. Funds appropriated in fiscal year
1997, 1998 and hereafter for the Pacific Disaster
Center may be obligated to carry out such mis-
sions as the Secretary of Defense may specify
for disaster information management supporting
mitigation, preparedness, response and recovery
from this federal facility and assuring critical
infrastructure availability and humanitarian
assistance at the federal, state, local and re-
gional levels in the geographic area of respon-
sibility of the Commander in Chief, Pacific and
beyond in support of the Global Disaster Infor-
mation Network as appropriate.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 13. Of the funds provided in Public Law
105-56 for ‘‘Research, Development, Test and
Evaluation, Navy’’, $300,000 shall be transferred
to ‘“‘Operation and Maintenance, Defense-
Wide’’: Provided, That the Secretary of Defense
shall make grants from the ‘‘Operation and
Maintenance, Defense-Wide’” account in the
total amount of not to exceed $300,000 to the
Outdoor Odyssey at Roaring Run to initiate a
youth development and leadership program.

SEC. 14. Notwithstanding section 7306 of title
10 United States Code, and any other provision
of law, of the funds made available to the De-
partment of the Navy by Public Law 105-56,
$3,000,000 may be used only for disposal of resid-
ual fuel contained on the U.S.S. Alabama.

SEC. 15. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, funds appropriated for the Defense
Health Program for fiscal year 1998 may be used
to provide health benefits under section 1086 of
title 10, United States Code, to a person who is
described in paragraph (1) of subsection (d) of
such section, would be eligible for health bene-
fits under such section in the absence of such
paragraph (1), and satisfies the requirements of
subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (2) of
such subsection (d), if the Secretary of Defense
considers that the provision of health benefits
under such section is appropriate to ensure
health care coverage for such a person who may
have been unaware of the termination of the
person’s eligibility for such health benefits.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 16. In addition to the amounts provided
in Public Law 105-56, $28,000,000, to remain
available until expended, is appropriated and
shall be available for deposit in the Inter-
national Trust Fund of the Republic of Slove-
nia, Mine Clearance, and Assistance to Mine
Victims in Bosnia and Herzegovina (the
“Fund’’) and other land mine-affected countries
in the region: Provided, That the entire amount
shall be available only to the extent an official
budget request, for a specific dollar amount,
that includes a designation of the entire amount
as an emergency requirement as defined in the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con-
trol Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted to
the Congress by the President: Provided further,
That the entire amount is designated by the
Congress as an emergency requirement pursuant
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of such Act: Provided fur-
ther, That the amount designated as an emer-
gency shall be transferred to the Department of
State for administration: Provided further, That
such amount may be deposited in the Fund in
two equal annual installments, upon emergency
designation, only if the President certifies annu-
ally to the Congress of the United States that
such amounts could be used effectively and for
objectives consistent with ongoing efforts to
carry out humanitarian demining activities in
and around Bosnia: Provided further, That
such amount may be deposited in the Fund only
to the extent of deposits of matching amounts in
that Fund by other governments, entities, or
persons.

SEC. 17. It is the sense of the Congress that
none of the funds appropriated or otherwise
made available by this Act may be made avail-
able for the conduct of offensive operations by
United States Armed Forces against Iraq for the
purpose of obtaining compliance by Irag with
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United Nations Security Council Resolutions re-
lating to inspection and destruction of weapons
of mass destruction in Irag unless such oper-
ations are specifically authorized by a law en-
acted after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

SEC. 18. CAVALESE, ITALY AIR TRAGEDY.—The
United States Congress expresses regret and ex-
tends its deepest sympathies to the families of
the victims for the tragic incident involving Ma-
rine Corps aircraft near Cavalese, Italy on Feb-
ruary 3, 1998. The Secretary of Defense shall
make available on a timely basis all legal and
other technical assistance necessary to facilitate
the expeditious processing and resolution of le-
gitimate claims for wrongful death, loss of busi-
ness and profits, and property damage under
the procedures set forth under the NATO Status
of Forces Agreement. The Secretary of Defense
shall ensure that any claim to replace the de-
stroyed funicular system before the upcoming
winter tourist season be considered on a priority
basis.

CHAPTER 2
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY
CONSTRUCTION
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY NATIONAL
GUARD

For an additional amount for ““Military Con-
struction, Army National Guard’ to cover costs
arising from storm related damage, $3,700,000, to
be available only to the extent that an official
budget request for a specific dollar amount that
includes designation of the entire amount of the
request as an emergency requirement as defined
in the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted
by the President to the Congress: Provided, That
the entire amount is designated by the Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to sec-
tion 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

FAMILY HOUSING, NAVY AND MARINE CORPS

For an additional amount for ‘““Family Hous-
ing, Navy and Marine Corps’ to cover costs
arising from Typhoon Paka related damage,
$15,600,000: Provided, That such amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended.

For an additional amount for ‘‘Family Hous-
ing, Navy and Marine Corps’” to cover costs
arising from EI Nino related damage, $2,500,000,
to be available only to the extent that an official
budget request for a specific dollar amount that
includes designation of the entire amount of the
request as an emergency requirement as defined
in the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted
by the President to the Congress: Provided, That
the entire amount is designated by the Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to sec-
tion 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

FAMILY HOUSING, AIR FORCE

For an additional amount for ‘‘Family Hous-
ing, Air Force’” to cover costs arising from Ty-
phoon Paka related damage, $1,500,000: Pro-
vided, That such amount is designated by the
Congress as an emergency requirement pursuant
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.

For an additional amount for ‘““Family Hous-
ing, Air Force’” to cover costs arising from EIl
Nifio related damage, $900,000, to be available
only to the extent that an official budget request
for a specific dollar amount that includes des-
ignation of the entire amount of the request as
an emergency requirement as defined in the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by the
President to the Congress: Provided, That the
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entire amount is designated by the Congress as
an emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended.

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE ACCOUNT,

PART 111
For an additional amount for ‘‘Base Realign-
ment and Closure Account, Part 111"’ to cover

costs arising from El Nino related damage,
$1,020,000, to be available only to the extent that
an official budget request for a specific dollar
amount that includes designation of the entire
amount of the request as an emergency require-
ment as defined in the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended, is transmitted by the President to the
Congress: Provided, That the entire amount is
designated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended.
GENERAL PROVISION—THIS CHAPTER

SEC. 20. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, using amounts appropriated in Public
Law 104-196 for ‘‘Military Construction, Navy”’,
for the military construction project for North
Island Naval Air Station, California, and con-
tributions (if any) provided by the State of Cali-
fornia and local governments to support that
project, the Secretary of the Navy, in coopera-
tion with local governments, shall carry out
beach replenishment in connection with that
project using sand obtained from any location.
The contributions (if any) provided by the State
of California and local governments shall be
available only for beach replenishment activities
performed after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

TITLE II—EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL

APPROPRIATIONS

CHAPTER 1
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FARM SERVICE AGENCY

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For additional gross obligations for the prin-
cipal amount of emergency insured loans au-
thorized by 7 U.S.C. 1928-1929, to be available
from funds in the Agricultural Credit Insurance
Fund, for losses in fiscal year 1998 resulting
from natural disasters, $87,400,000.

For the additional cost of emergency insured
loans, including the cost of modifying loans as
defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, $21,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That the entire
amount shall be available only to the extent
that an official budget request for $21,000,000,
that includes designation of the entire amount
of the request as an emergency requirement as
defined in the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended, is
transmitted by the President to the Congress:
Provided further, That the entire amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of
such Act.

EMERGENCY CONSERVATION PROGRAM

For an additional amount for the ‘“Emergency
Conservation Program’ for expenses resulting
from natural disasters, $30,000,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That the en-
tire amount shall be available only to the extent
that an official budget request for $30,000,000,
that includes designation of the entire amount
of the request as an emergency requirement as
defined in the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended, is
transmitted by the President to the Congress:
Provided further, That the entire amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of
such Act.

For an additional amount for the ‘“Emergency
Conservation Program’ to provide cost-sharing
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assistance to maple producers to replace taps
and tubing that were damaged by ice storms in
northeastern States in 1998, $4,000,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That the en-
tire amount shall be available only to the extent
that an official budget request for $4,000,000,
that includes designation of the entire amount
of the request as an emergency requirement as
defined in the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended, is
transmitted by the President to the Congress:
Provided further, That the entire amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of
such Act.

TREE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

An amount of $14,000,000 is provided for as-
sistance to replace or rehabilitate trees, exclud-
ing trees used for pulp and/or timber, and vine-
yards damaged by natural disasters: Provided,
That the entire amount shall be available only
to the extent that an official budget request for
$14,000,000, that includes designation of the en-
tire amount of the request as an emergency re-
quirement as defined in the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended, is transmitted by the President to the
Congress: Provided further, That the entire
amount is designated by the Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of such Act.

CoMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION FUND
LIVESTOCK DISASTER ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

Effective only for losses incurred beginning on
November 27, 1997, through the date of enact-
ment of this Act, $4,000,000 to implement a live-
stock indemnity program to compensate produc-
ers for losses of livestock (including ratites) due
to natural disasters designated pursuant to a
Presidential or Secretarial declaration requested
during such a period in a manner similar to cat-
astrophic loss coverage available for other com-
modities under 7 U.S.C. 1508(b): Provided, That
the entire amount shall be available only to the
extent that an official budget request for
$4,000,000, that includes designation of the en-
tire amount of the request as an emergency re-
quirement as defined in the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended, is transmitted by the President to the
Congress: Provided further, That the entire
amount is designated by the Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of such Act.

DAIRY PRODUCTION DISASTER ASSISTANCE
PROGRAM

Effective only for natural disasters beginning
on November 27, 1997, through the date of enact-
ment of this Act, $6,800,000 to implement a dairy
production indemnity program to compensate
producers at a payment rate of $4.00 per hun-
dredweight for losses of milk that had been pro-
duced but not marketed or for diminished pro-
duction (including diminished future production
due to mastitis) due to natural disasters des-
ignated pursuant to a Presidential or Secretarial
declaration requested during such period: Pro-
vided, That payments for diminished production
shall be determined on a per head basis derived
from a comparison to a like production period
from the previous year, the disaster period is 180
days starting with the date of the disasters and
the payment rate shall be $4.00 per hundred-
weight of milk: Provided further, That the en-
tire amount shall be available only to the extent
that an official budget request for $6,800,000,
that includes designation of the entire amount
of the request as an emergency requirement as
defined in the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended, is
transmitted by the President to the Congress:
Provided further, That the entire amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of
such Act.
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NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE
WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION OPERATIONS
For an additional amount for ‘“Watershed and
Flood Prevention Operations’ to repair damages
to the waterways and watersheds resulting from
natural disasters, $80,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That the entire
amount shall be available only to the extent
that an official budget request for $80,000,000,
that includes designation of the entire amount
of the request as an emergency requirement as
defined in the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended, is
transmitted by the President to the Congress:
Provided further, That the entire amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of
such Act.
CHAPTER 2
UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY
INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING OPERATIONS
For an additional amount for ‘*‘International
Broadcasting Operations’, $5,000,000, to remain
available until September 30, 1999, for a grant to
Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty for surrogate
radio broadcasting to the Iraqi people: Provided,
That such broadcasting shall be designated
“Radio Free Iraq”: Provided further, That
within 30 days of enactment into law of this Act
the Broadcasting Board of Governors shall sub-
mit a detailed report to the appropriate commit-
tees of Congress on plans to establish a surro-
gate broadcasting service to Iraqg: Provided fur-
ther, That such amount is designated by Con-
gress as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended: Provided further, That the entire
amount shall be available only to the extent
that an official budget request for a specific dol-
lar amount, that includes designation of the en-
tire amount of the request as an emergency re-
quirement as defined in the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended, is transmitted by the President to
Congress.
CHAPTER 3
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL
For emergency repairs due to flooding and
other natural disasters, $105,185,000, to remain
available until expended, of which such
amounts for eligible navigation projects which
may be derived from the Harbor Maintenance
Trust Fund pursuant to Public Law 99-662,
shall be derived from that Fund: Provided, That
the entire amount shall be available only to the
extent an official budget request for a specific
dollar amount that includes designation of the
entire amount of the request as an emergency
requirement as defined in the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended, is transmitted by the President to
Congress: Provided further, That the entire
amount is designated by Congress as an emer-
gency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended.
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES
For an additional amount for ‘“Water and Re-
lated Resources’ to repair damage caused by
floods and other natural disasters, $4,520,000, to
remain available until expended, which shall be
available only to the extent that an official
budget request for a specific dollar amount that
includes designation of the entire amount of the
request as an emergency requirement as defined
in the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted
by the President to Congress: Provided, That the
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entire amount is designated by Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended.
CHAPTER 4
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
CONSTRUCTION
For an additional amount for ‘‘Construction’’,
$1,837,000, to remain available until expended,
to repair damage caused by floods and other
natural disasters: Provided, That the entire
amount shall be available only to the extent
that an official budget request that includes
designation of the entire amount as an emer-
gency requirement as defined in the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of
1985, as amended, is transmitted by the Presi-
dent to the Congress: Provided further, That the
entire amount is designated by the Congress as
an emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended.
UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
CONSTRUCTION
For an additional amount for ‘‘Construction’’,
$32,818,000, to remain available until expended,
to repair damage caused by floods and other
natural disasters: Provided, That of such
amount, $29,130,000 shall be available only to
the extent that an official budget request that
includes designation of the entire amount as an
emergency requirement as defined in the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by the
President to the Congress: Provided further,
That the entire amount is designated by the
Congress as an emergency requirement pursuant
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
CONSTRUCTION
For an additional amount for ‘“‘Construction’
to repair damage caused by floods and other
natural disasters, $9,506,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That the entire
amount shall be available only to the extent
that an official budget request that includes
designation of the entire amount as an emer-
gency requirement as defined in the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of
1985, as amended, is transmitted by the Presi-
dent to the Congress: Provided further, That the
entire amount is designated by the Congress as
an emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of such Act.
UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
SURVEYS, INVESTIGATIONS, AND RESEARCH
For an additional amount for ‘‘Surveys, In-
vestigations, and Research’ for emergency ex-
penses resulting from floods and other natural
disasters, $1,198,000, to remain available until
expended: Provided, That the entire amount
shall be available only to the extent that an of-
ficial budget request that includes designation
of the entire amount as an emergency require-
ment as defined in the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended, is transmitted by the President to the
Congress: Provided further, That the entire
amount is designated by the Congress as an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of such Act.
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
CONSTRUCTION
For an additional amount for ‘‘Construction”’,
$1,065,000, to remain available until expended,
of which $700,000 is to repair damage caused by
floods and other natural disasters, and $365,000
is for replacement of fixtures and testing for and
remediation of Polylchlorinated biphenyls
(PCBs) in Bureau of Indian Affairs schools and
administrative facilities: Provided, That the en-
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tire amount shall be available only to the extent
that an official budget request that includes
designation of the entire amount as an emer-
gency requirement as defined in the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of
1985, as amended, is transmitted by the Presi-
dent to the Congress: Provided further, That the
entire amount is designated by the Congress as
an emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended.
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOREST SERVICE
STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY
For an additional amount for ‘‘State and Pri-
vate Forestry’ for emergency expenses resulting
from damages from ice storms, tornadoes and
other natural disasters, $48,000,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That of
such amount, $28,000,000 shall be available only
to the extent that an official budget request that
includes designation of the entire amount as an
emergency requirement as defined in the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by the
President to the Congress: Provided further,
That the entire amount is designated by the
Congress as an emergency requirement pursuant
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.
NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM
For an additional amount for the ‘*National
Forest System’” for emergency expenses resulting
from damages from ice storms, tornadoes and
other natural disasters, $10,461,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That of
such amount, $5,461,000 shall be available only
to the extent that an official budget request that
includes designation of the entire amount as an
emergency requirement as defined in the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by the
President to the Congress: Provided further,
That the entire amount is designated by the
Congress as an emergency requirement pursuant
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.
WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT
For an additional amount for ““Wildland Fire
Management’” for emergency expenses for forest
fire presuppression activities on National Forest
System lands, for emergency fire suppression on
or adjacent to such lands or other lands under
fire protection agreement, and for emergency re-
habilitation of burned-over National Forest Sys-
tem lands, in response to damages caused by
windstorms in Texas, $2,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That the entire
amount shall be available only to the extent
that an official budget request that includes
designation of the entire amount as an emer-
gency requirement as defined in the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of
1985, as amended, is transmitted by the Presi-
dent to the Congress: Provided further, That the
entire amount is designated by the Congress as
an emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended.
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE
The paragraph under this head in Public Law
105-83 is amended by inserting before the period,
‘“: Provided further, That the drawdown and
sale of oil from the Strategic Petroleum Reserve
shall be prohibited to the extent that such ac-
tions are determined by the President to be im-
prudent in light of current market conditions
and that an official budget request for a prohi-
bition of the drawdown and sale of oil from the
Strategic Petroleum Reserve and including a
designation of the entire request and the
$207,500,000 of revenue foregone as an emer-
gency requirement as defined in the Balanced
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Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of
1985, as amended, is transmitted by the Presi-
dent to the Congress: Provided further, That the
entire amount is designated by the Congress as
an emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of such Act”’.
CHAPTER 5
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS
EMERGENCY RELIEF PROGRAM

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For an additional amount for the Emergency
Relief Program for emergency expenses resulting
from floods and other natural disasters, as au-
thorized by 23 U.S.C. 125, $259,000,000, to be de-
rived from the Highway Trust Fund and to re-
main available until expended: Provided, That
the entire amount is designated by Congress as
an emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended:
Provided further, That of such amount,
$35,000,000 shall be available only to the extent
that an official budget request for a specific dol-
lar amount that includes designation of the en-
tire amount of the request as an emergency re-
quirement as defined in such Act is transmitted
by the President to the Congress: Provided fur-
ther, That any obligations for the Emergency
Relief Program shall not be subject to the prohi-
bition against obligations in section 2(e)(3)(A)
and (D) of the Surface Transportation Exten-
sion Act of 1997: Provided further, That 23
U.S.C. 125(b)(1) shall not apply to projects re-
sulting from flooding during the fall of 1997
through the winter of 1998 in California: Pro-
vided further, That if sufficient carryover bal-
ances for the necessary expenses for administra-
tion and operation (including motor carrier
safety program operations) of the Federal High-
way Administration, the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration, and the Bureau
of Transportation Statistics are not available,
and pending the reauthorization of the Federal-
aid highways program, the Secretary of Trans-
portation may borrow such sums as may be nec-
essary for such expenses from the unobligated
balances of discretionary allocations for the
Federal-aid highways program made available
by this Act.

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION

EMERGENCY RAILROAD REHABILITATION AND
REPAIR

For necessary expenses to repair and rebuild
freight rail lines of regional and short line rail-
roads or a State entity damaged by floods that
occurred between and including September 1996
and March 1998, $9,800,000, to be awarded to the
States subject to the discretion of the Secretary
on a case-by-case basis: Provided, That funds
provided under this head shall be available for
rehabilitation of railroad rights-of-way, bridges,
and other facilities which are part of the gen-
eral railroad system of transportation, and pri-
marily used by railroads to move freight traffic:
Provided further, That railroad rights-of-way,
bridges, and other facilities owned by class |
railroads are not eligible for funding under this
head unless the rights-of-way, bridges, or other
facilities are under contract lease to a class Il or
class 11l railroad under which the lessee is re-
sponsible for all maintenance costs of the line:
Provided further, That railroad rights-of-way,
bridges, and other facilities owned by passenger
railroads, or by tourist, scenic, or historic rail-
roads are not eligible for funding under this
head: Provided further, That these funds shall
be available only to the extent an official budget
request, for a specific dollar amount, that in-
cludes designation of the entire amount as an
emergency requirement as defined in the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by the
President to the Congress: Provided further,
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That the entire amount is designated by Con-
gress as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended: Provided further, That all funds made
available under this head are to remain avail-
able until September 30, 1998.
CHAPTER 6
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT
COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS

For an additional amount for ‘“‘Community
development block grants’, as authorized under
title 1 of the Housing and Community Develop-
ment Act of 1974, $130,000,000, which shall re-
main available until September 30, 2001, for use
only for disaster relief, long-term recovery, and
mitigation in communities affected by Presi-
dentially declared natural disasters designated
during fiscal year 1998, except for those activi-
ties reimbursable by or for which funds are
made available by the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency, the Small Business Adminis-
tration, or the Army Corps of Engineers: Pro-
vided, That in administering these amounts and
except as provided in the next proviso, the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development (the
Secretary) may waive or specify alternative re-
quirements for, any provision of any statute or
regulation that the Secretary administers in
connection with the obligation by the Secretary
or the use by the recipient of these funds, except
for statutory requirements related to civil rights,
fair housing and nondiscrimination, the envi-
ronment, and labor standards, upon a finding
that such waiver is required to facilitate the use
of such funds and would not be inconsistent
with the overall purpose of the statute: Provided
further, That the Secretary may waive the re-
quirements that activities benefit persons of low
and moderate income, except that at least 50
percent of the funds under this head must bene-
fit primarily persons of low and moderate in-
come unless the Secretary makes a finding of
compelling need: Provided further, That all
funds under this head shall be allocated by the
Secretary to States to be administered by each
State in conjunction with its Federal Emergency
Management Agency program or its community
development block grants program or by the en-
tity designated by its Chief Executive Officer to
administer the HOME Investment Partnerships
Program: Provided further, That each State
shall provide not less than 25 percent in non-
federal public matching funds or its equivalent
value (other than administrative costs) for any
funds allocated to the State under this head:
Provided further, That, in conjunction with the
Director of the Federal Emergency Management
Agency, the Secretary shall allocate funds based
on the unmet needs identified by the Director as
those which have not or will not be addressed
by other Federal disaster assistance programs:
Provided further, That, in conjunction with the
Director, the Secretary shall utilize annual dis-
aster cost estimates in order that the funds
under this head shall be available, to the maxi-
mum extent feasible, to assist States with all
Presidentially declared disasters designated dur-
ing this fiscal year: Provided further, That the
Secretary shall publish a notice in the Federal
Register governing the allocation and use of the
community development block grants funds
made available under this head for disaster
areas: Provided further, That 10 days prior to
distribution of funds, the Secretary and the Di-
rector shall submit a list to the House and Sen-
ate Appropriations Subcommittees on VA, HUD
and Independent Agencies, setting forth the
proposed uses of funds and the most recent esti-
mates of unmet needs (including all uses of
waivers and the reasons therefore): Provided
further, That the Secretary and the Director
shall submit quarterly reports to the Subcommit-
tees regarding the actual projects, localities and
needs for which funds have been provided: Pro-
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vided further, That these reports shall be based
upon quarterly reports submitted to HUD and
the Director by each State receiving funds under
this head: Provided further, That the entire
amount shall be available only to the extent an
official budget request, that includes designa-
tion of the entire amount of the request as an
emergency requirement as defined by the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by the
President to the Congress: Provided further,
That the entire amount is designated by the
Congress as an emergency requirement pursuant
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as
amended.
INDEPENDENT AGENCY
FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
DISASTER RELIEF

For an additional amount for ‘‘Disaster re-
lief’”, $1,600,000,000, to remain available until
expended: Provided, That these funds shall be
available only to the extent that an official
budget request for a specific amount, that in-
cludes designation of the entire amount of the
request as an emergency requirement as defined
in the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted
by the President to Congress: Provided further,
That the entire amount appropriated herein is
designated by Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended.

CHAPTER 7
RESCISSIONS
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)
(RESCISSION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

Of the unobligated balances authorized under
49 U.S.C. 48103 as amended, $241,000,000 are re-
scinded.

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN

DEVELOPMENT

PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING
SECTION 8 RESERVE PRESERVATION ACCOUNT

(RESCISSION)
Of the amounts recaptured under this heading
during fiscal year 1998 and prior years,
$2,347,190,000 are rescinded.

TITLE IHI—SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS

CHAPTER 1
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

During fiscal year 1998, not to exceed $543,000
from funds available to the Secretary of Agri-
culture to provide compensation to agriculture
producers and other persons under section
105(b) of the Federal Plant Pest Act (7 U.S.C.
150dd(b)) may be available for payments to any
person who had wheat stored in a storage facil-
ity that was subject to an emergency action no-
tice issued by the Secretary relating to the pres-
ence or presumed presence of Karnal bunt to
compensate the person for economic losses in-
curred as a result of the effect of the notice on
the operation of the storage facility (including
wheat plowed under in calendar year 1996) after
issuance of an emergency action notice due to
Karnal bunt. The determination by the Sec-
retary of the amount of any compensation to be
paid under this section shall be final.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

For an additional amount for ‘‘Departmental
Administration’’, $2,000,000.

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

For an additional amount for the ‘“‘Office of
the General Counsel’’, $235,000.
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GRAIN INSPECTION, PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS
ADMINISTRATION
INSPECTION AND WEIGHING SERVICES

For expenses necessary to recapitalize the re-
volving fund established under section 7(j)(1) of
the United States Grain Standards Act (7 U.S.C.
79(j)(1)), $1,500,000.

FARM SERVICE AGENCY

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For additional gross obligations for the prin-
cipal amount of direct and guaranteed loans as
authorized by 7 U.S.C. 1928-1929, to be available
from funds in the Agricultural Credit Insurance
Fund, as follows: farm ownership loans,
$43,320,000, of which $25,000,000 shall be avail-
able for guaranteed loans; operating loans,
$105,000,000, of which $35,000,000 shall be for
subsidized guaranteed loans; and for boll weevil
eradication program loans as authorized by 7
U.S.C. 1989, $18,814,000.

For the additional cost of direct and guaran-
teed loans, including the cost of modifying loans
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, as follows: farm ownership
loans, $3,356,000, of which $967,000 shall be for
guaranteed loans; operating loans, $7,973,000, of
which $3,374,000 shall be for subsidized guaran-
teed loans; and for boll weevil eradication pro-
gram loans as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 1989,
$222,000.

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

Of the amounts made available under this
head in Public Law 105-86, funds for employ-
ment and training shall remain available until
expended as authorized by section 16(h)(1) of
the Food Stamp Act.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES
FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries and
expenses’’ from fees collected pursuant to sec-
tion 736 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act, not to exceed $25,918,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That fees
derived from applications received during fiscal
year 1998 shall be credited to the appropriation
current in the year in which fees are collected
and subject to the fiscal year 1998 limitation.

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER

SEC. 1001. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, permanent employees of county
committees employed during fiscal year 1998
pursuant to 8(b) of the Soil Conservation and
Domestic Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b)) shall
be considered as having Federal Civil Service
status only for the purpose of applying for
United States Department of Agriculture Civil
Service vacancies.

SEC. 1002. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law regarding a competitive research,
education, or extension grant program of the
Department of Agriculture, the Secretary may
use grant program funds, as necessary, to sup-
plement funds otherwise available for program
administration, to pay for the costs associated
with peer review of grant proposals under the
program.

CHAPTER 2
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

Such additional amounts as necessary, not to
exceed $5,408,000, to cover increases in the esti-
mated amount of cost of Work For Others not-
withstanding the provisions of the Anti-Defi-
ciency Act (31 U.S.C. 1511 et seq.): Provided,
That such increases in cost of Work For Others
are offset by revenue increases of the same or
greater amount derived from fees authorized by
sections 31 and 33 of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954 (42 U.S.C. 2051 and 2053), to remain avail-
able until expended.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER

SEC. 2001. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sions of law, no fully allocated funding policy
shall be applied to projects for which funds were
identified in the Conference Report (House Re-
port 105-271) accompanying the Energy and
Water Development Appropriations Act, 1998,
Public Law 105-62 (111 Stat. 1320, et seq.), under
the Construction, General; Operation and Main-
tenance, General; and Flood Control, Mis-
sissippi River and Tributaries, appropriation ac-
counts: Provided, That the Secretary of the
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, is
directed to undertake these projects using con-
tinuing contracts, as authorized in section 10 of
the Rivers and Harbors Act of September 22,
1922 (33 U.S.C. 621).

SEC. 2002. The Secretary of the Army, acting
through the Chief of Engineers, is directed to
use available funds, up to the maximum amount
authorized per project under Section 205 of the
Flood Control Act of 1948, as amended, to pro-
vide a level of enhanced flood protection at
Elba, Alabama.

SEC. 2003. Section 2 of the Emergency Drought
Relief Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-318; 110 Stat.
3862) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new section:

““(c) EXTENSION OF PERIODS FOR REPAY-
MENT.—Notwithstanding any provision of the
Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (43 U.S.C. 485 et
seq.), the Secretary of the Interior—

‘(1) shall extend the period for repayment by
the City of Corpus Christi, Texas, and the
Nueces River Authority under contract No. 6-
07-01-x0675, relating to the Nueces River rec-
lamation project, Texas, until—

““(A) August 1, 2029 for repayment pursuant to
the municipal and industrial water supply bene-
fits portion of the contract; and

“(B) until August 1, 2044 for repayment pur-
suant to the fish and wildlife and recreation
benefits portion of the contract, and

““(2) shall extend the period for repayment by
the Canadian River Municipal Water Authority
under contract No. 14-06-500-485 relating to the
Canadian River reclamation project, Texas,
until October 1, 2021.”.

SEC. 2004. Section 303 of the Energy and
Water Development Appropriations Act, 1998
(Public Law 105-62), does not apply to the work-
er transition plan for the Pinellas Plant site.

CHAPTER 3
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
OPERATION OF THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM

For an additional amount for ‘“‘Operation of
the National Park System’, $340,000, to remain
available until expended, to provide for public
access at Katmai National Park and Preserve
and for litigation costs related to the disposition
of an allotment within the Park.

MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE
ROYALTY AND OFFSHORE MINERALS MANAGEMENT

For an additional amount for ‘‘Royalty and
Offshore Minerals Management’” to meet in-
creased demand and workload requirements
stemming from higher than anticipated leasing
activity in the Gulf of Mexico, $6,675,000, to re-
main available until expended, to be derived
from increased receipts resulting from increases
to rates in effect on August 5, 1993, from rate in-
creases to fee collections for Outer Continental
Shelf administrative activities performed by the
Minerals Management Service over and above
the rates in effect on September 30, 1993, and
from additional fees for Outer Continental Shelf
administrative activities established after Sep-
tember 30, 1993.

OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING RECLAMATION AND
ENFORCEMENT

ABANDONED MINE RECLAMATION FUND
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For an additional amount for the ‘“‘Aban-
doned Mine Reclamation Fund’, $3,163,000, to
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be derived by transfer from amounts available in
Public Law 105-83 under the heading, ‘‘Regula-
tion and Technology’’, and to be subject to the
same terms and conditions of the account to
which transferred.
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
OPERATION OF INDIAN PROGRAMS

For an additional amount for ‘““‘Operation of
Indian Programs’’, $1,050,000, to remain avail-
able until expended, for the cost of document
collection and production, including electronic
imaging, required to support litigation involving
individual Indian trust fund accounts.

OFFICE OF SPECIAL TRUSTEE FOR AMERICAN

INDIANS
FEDERAL TRUST PROGRAMS

For an additional amount for ‘‘Federal Trust
Programs’, $4,650,000, to remain available until
expended, for the cost of document collection
and production, including electronic imaging,
required to support litigation involving individ-
ual Indian trust fund accounts.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN

SERVICES
INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE
INDIAN HEALTH SERVICES

For an additional amount for “‘Indian Health
Services™’, $100,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, for suicide prevention counseling.

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER

SEC. 3001. Section 330C(c) of subpart | of part
D of title 111 of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.S.C. 254b et seq.), as amended by section 4922
of Public Law 105-33, is further amended by in-
serting ‘‘, to remain available until expended,”
after the words “‘fiscal years 1998 through 2002,
$30,000,000"".

SEC. 3002. Construction of the Trappers Loop
connector road, and any related actions, by any
Federal or state agency or other entity are
deemed to be non-discretionary actions author-
ized and directed by Congress under title 111,
section 304(e)(3) of the Omnibus Parks and Pub-
lic Lands Management Act of 1996 (110 Stat.
4093).

SEC. 3003. Neither the issuance by the United
States of an easement on and across National
Forest lands for the Boulder City Pipeline (also
known as Lakewood Pipeline) nor the accept-
ance of such easement by the City of Boulder,
Colorado, nor the relocation of such pipeline on
such easement, shall cause, be construed as, or
result in the abandonment, termination, relin-
quishment, revocation, limitation, or diminution
of any rights claimed by such city pursuant to
or as a result of any prior grant, including the
Act of July 26, 1866 (43 U.S.C. 661) and the Acts
authorizing the conveyance of such city of the
Silver Lake Watershed. The alignment of the re-
located pipeline shall be considered neither more
nor less within the scope of any prior grants
than the alignment of the pipeline existing prior
to the issuance of such easement.

SEC. 3004. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the Secretary of the Interior,
through the Bureau of Indian Affairs, may
hereafter directly transfer to Indian tribes in
North and South Dakota portable housing units
at the Grand Forks Air Force Base in North Da-
kota that have been declared excess by the De-
partment of Defense and requested for transfer
by the Department of the Interior: Provided,
That the Department of the Interior shall not be
responsible for rehabilitation of the portable
housing units or remediation of any potentially
hazardous substances.

SEC. 3005. PETROGLYPH NATIONAL MONUMENT.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be cited as
the ““Petroglyph National Monument Boundary
Adjustment Act”.

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) the purposes for which Petroglyph Na-
tional Monument (referred to in this section as
““the monument’’) was established continue to
be valid;
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(2) it is of mutual benefit to the trustee insti-
tutions of the New Mexico State Trust lands and
the National Park Service for land exchange ne-
gotiations to be completed with all due dili-
gence, resulting in the transfer of all State Trust
lands within the boundaries of the monument to
the United States in accordance with State and
Federal law;

(3) because the city of Albuquerque, New Mex-
ico, has acquired substantial acreage within the
monument boundaries, purchased with State
and municipal funds, the consolidation of land
ownership and jurisdiction under the National
Park Service will require the consent of the city
of Albuquerque, and options for National Park
Service acquisition that are not currently avail-
able;

(4) corridors for the development of Paseo del
Norte and Unser Boulevard are depicted on the
map referred to in section 102(a) of the
Petroglyph National Monument Establishment
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-313; 16 U.S.C. 431
note), and the alignment of the roadways was
anticipated by Congress before the date of en-
actment of the Act;

(5) it was the expectation of the principal pro-
ponents of the monument, including the cities of
Albuquerque and Rio Rancho, New Mexico, and
the National Park Service, that passage of the
Petroglyph National Monument Establishment
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-313; 16 U.S.C. 431
note) would allow the city of Albuquerque—

(A) to utilize the Paseo del Norte and Unser
Boulevard corridors through the monument; and

(B) to design and construct infrastructure
within the corridors with the cultural and natu-
ral resources of the monument in mind;

(6) the city of Albuquerque has not provided
for the establishment of rights-of-way for the
Paseo del Norte and Unser Boulevard corridors
under the Joint Powers Agreement (JPANO 78—
521.81-277A), which expanded the boundary of
the monument to include the Piedras Marcadas
and Boca Negra units, pursuant to section 104
of the Petroglyph National Monument Estab-
lishment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-313; 16
U.S.C. 431 note);

(7) the National Park Service has identified
the realignment of Unser Boulevard, depicted on
the map referred to in section 102(a) of the
Petroglyph National Monument Establishment
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-313; 16 U.S.C. 431
note), as serving a park purpose in the General
Management Plan/Development Concept Plan
for Petroglyph National Monument;

(8) the establishment of a citizens’ advisory
committee prior to construction of the Unser
Boulevard South project, which runs along the
eastern boundary of the Atrisco Unit of the
monument, allowed the citizens of Albuquerque
and the National Park Service to provide signifi-
cant and meaningful input into the parkway
design of the road, and that similar proceedings
should occur prior to construction within the
Paseo del Norte corridor;

(9) parkway standards approved by the city of
Albuquerque for the construction of Unser Bou-
levard South along the eastern boundary of the
Atrisco Unit of the monument would be appro-
priate for a road passing through the Paseo del
Norte corridor;

(10) adequate planning and cooperation be-
tween the city of Albuquerque and the National
Park Service is essential to avoid resource deg-
radation within the monument resulting from
storm water runoff, and drainage conveyances
through the monument should be designed and
located to provide sufficient capacity for effec-
tive runoff management; and

(11) the monument will best be managed for
the benefit and enjoyment of present and future
generations with cooperation between the city of
Albuquerque, the State of New Mexico, and the
National Park Service.

(c) PLANNING AUTHORITY.—

(1) STORM WATER DRAINAGE.—Not later than
180 days after the date of enactment of this Act,
the Secretary of the Interior, acting through the
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Director of the National Park Service (referred
to in this section as the “‘Secretary’’), and the
city of Albuquerque, New Mexico, shall enter
into negotiations to provide for the management
of storm water runoff and drainage within the
monument, including the design and construc-
tion of any storm water corridors, conveyances,
and easements within the monument bound-
aries.

(2) ROAD DESIGN.—

(A) If the city of Albuquerque decides to pro-
ceed with the construction of a roadway within
the area excluded from the monument by the
amendment made by subsection (d), the design
criteria shall be similar to those provided for the
Unser Boulevard South project along the east-
ern boundary of the Atrisco Unit, taking into
account topographic differences and the lane,
speed and noise requirements of the heavier
traffic load that is anticipated for Paseo del
Norte, as referenced in section A-2 of the Unser
Middle Transportation Corridor Record of Deci-
sion prepared by the city of Albuquerque dated
December 1993.

(B) At least 180 days before the initiation of
any road construction within the area excluded
from the monument by the amendment made by
subsection (d), the city of Albuquerque shall no-
tify the Direct of the National Park Service
(hereinafter ‘“‘the Director’”), who may submit
suggested modifications to the design specifica-
tions of the road construction project within the
area excluded from the monument by the
amendment made by subsection (d).

(C) If after 180 days, an agreement on the de-
sign specifications is not reached by the city of
Albuquerque and the Director, the city may con-
tract with the head of the Department of Civil
Engineering at the University of New Mexico, to
design a road to meet the design criteria referred
to in subparagraph (A). The design specifica-
tions developed by the Department of Civil Engi-
neering shall be deemed to have met the require-
ments of this paragraph, and the city may pro-
ceed with the construction project, in accord-
ance with those design specifications.

(d) ACQUISITION AUTHORITY; BOUNDARY AD-
JUSTMENT; ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT
OF THE MONUMENT.—

(1) ACQUISITION AUTHORITY.—Section 103(a) of
the Petroglyph National Monument Establish-
ment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-313, 16 U.S.C.
431 note) is amended—

(A) by striking ““(a) The Secretary” and in-
serting the following:

““(a) AUTHORITY.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),
the Secretary’’;

(B) by striking “‘, except that lands or inter-
ests therein owned by the State or a political
subdivision thereof may be acquired only by do-
nation or exchange’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

““(2) LAND OWNED BY THE STATE OR A POLITI-
CAL suBDIVISION.—No land or interest in land
owned by the State or a political subdivision of
the State may be acquired by purchase before—

““(A) the State or political subdivision holding
title to the land or interest in land identifies the
land or interest in land for disposal; and

“(B)(i) all private land within the monument
boundary for which there is a willing seller is
acquired; or

‘(i) 2 years have elapsed after the date on
which the Secretary has made a final offer (for
which funds are available) to acquire all re-
maining private land at fair market value.””.

(2) BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT.—Section 104(a) of
the Petroglyph National Monument Establish-
ment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-313; 16 U.S.C.
431 note) is amended—

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) as
subparagraphs (A) and (B), respectively, and
indenting appropriately;

(B) by inserting “‘(1)”’ after ‘“(a)’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

“(2)(A) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), effec-
tive as of the date of enactment of this subpara-
graph—

April 30, 1998

“(i) the boundary of the monument is ad-
justed to exclude the Paseo Del Norte corridor in
the Piedras Marcadas Unit described in Exhibit
B of the document described in subparagraph
(B); and

““(ii) the inclusion of the Paseo Del Norte cor-
ridor within the boundary of the monument be-
fore the date of enactment of this paragraph
shall have no effect on any future ownership,
use, or management of the corridor.

““(B) The document described in this subpara-
graph is the document entitled ‘Petroglyph Na-
tional Monument Roadway/Utility Corridors’,
dated October 30, 1997, on file with the Sec-
retary of the Interior and the mayor of the city
of Albuquerque, New Mexico.”.

(e) ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT OF THE
MONUMENT.—Section 105 of the Petroglyph Na-
tional Monument Establishment Act of 1990
(Public Law 101-313, 16 U.S.C. 431 note) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

“(f) BOCA NEGRA AND PIEDRAS MARCADAS
UNITS.—If the binding agreement providing for
the expansion of the monument pursuant to sec-
tion 104 is amended, in accordance with the
terms of the agreement, to transfer to the Na-
tional Park Service responsibility for operation,
maintenance, and repair of any or all property
within the Boca Negra or Piedras Marcadas
unit of the monument, the Secretary may em-
ploy, at a comparable grade and salary within
the National Park Service, any willing employ-
ees of the city assigned to the unit.””.

(f) DOUBLE EAGLE Il AIRPORT ACCESS ROAD.—
The Administrator of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration shall allow the use of the access
road to the Double Eagle Il Airport in existence
on the date of enactment of this Act for visitor
access to the monument.

SEC. 3006. COUNTY PAYMENT MITIGATION—
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM MORATORIUM. (@)(1)
This section provides compensation for loss of
revenues that would have been provided to
counties if no road moratorium, as described in
subsection (a)(2), were implemented or no sub-
stitute sales offered as described in subsection
(b)(1). This section does not endorse or prohibit
the road building moratorium nor does it affect
the applicability of existing law to any morato-
rium.

(2) The Chief of the Forest Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, in his sole discretion, may
offer any timber sales that were scheduled Octo-
ber 1, 1997, or thereafter, to be offered in fiscal
year 1998 or fiscal year 1999 even if such sales
would have been delayed or halted as a result of
any moratorium (resulting from the Federal
Register proposal of January 28, 1998, pages
4351-4354) on construction of roads in roadless
areas within the National Forest System adopt-
ed as policy or by regulation that would other-
wise be applicable to such sales.

(3) Any sales offered pursuant to subsection
(a)(2) shall—

(A) comply with all applicable laws and regu-
lations and be consistent with applicable land
and resource management plans, except any
regulations or plan amendments which establish
or implement the moratorium referred to in sub-
section (a)(2); and

(B) be subject to administrative appeals pur-
suant to part 215 of title 36 of the Code of Fed-
eral Regulations and to judicial review.

(b)(1) For any previously scheduled sales that
are not offered pursuant to subsection (a)(2),
the Chief may, to the extent practicable, offer
substitute sales within the same State in fiscal
year 1998 or fiscal year 1999. Such substitute
sales shall be subject to the requirements of sub-
section (a)(3).

(2)(A) The Chief shall pay as soon as prac-
ticable after fiscal year 1998 and fiscal year 1999
to any State in which sales previously scheduled
to be offered that are referred to in, but not of-
fered pursuant to, subsection (a)(2) would have
occurred, 25 percentum of any anticipated re-
ceipts from such sales that—
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(i) were scheduled from fiscal year 1998 or fis-
cal year 1999 sales in the absence of any morato-
rium referred to in subsection (a)(2); and

(ii) are not offset by revenues received in such
fiscal years from substitute projects authorized
pursuant to subsection (b)(1).

(B) After reporting the amount of funds re-
quired to make any payments required by sub-
section (b)(2)(A), and the source from which
such funds are to be derived, to the Committees
on Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate, the Chief shall make any
payments required by subsection (b)(2)(A) from
any funds available to the Forest Service in fis-
cal year 1998 or fiscal year 1999, subject to ap-
proval of the Committees on Appropriations of
the House of Representatives and Senate, that
are not specifically earmarked for another pur-
pose by the applicable appropriation Act or a
committee or conference report thereon.

(C) Any State which receives payments re-
quired by subsection (b)(2)(A) shall expend such
funds only in the manner, and for the purposes,
prescribed in section 500 of title 16 of the United
States Code.

(c)(1) During the term of the moratorium re-
ferred to in subsection (a)(2), the Chief shall
prepare and submit to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives and
the Senate a report on each of the following—

(A) a study of whether standards and guide-
lines in existing land and resource management
plans compel or encourage entry into roadless
areas within the National Forest System for the
purpose of constructing roads or undertaking
any other ground-disturbing activities;

(B) an inventory of all roads within the Na-
tional Forest System and the uses which they
serve, in a format that will inform and facilitate
the development of a long-term Forest Service
transportation policy; and

(C) a comprehensive and detailed analysis of
the economic and social effects of the morato-
rium referred to in subsection (a)(2) on county,
State, and regional levels.

SEC. 3007. PROVISION OF CERTAIN HEALTH
CARE SERVICES FOR ALASKA NATIVES. Section
203(a) of the Michigan Indian Land Claims Set-
tlement Act (Public Law 105-143; 111 Stat. 2666)
is amended—

(1) by inserting “‘other than community based
alcohol services,” after ‘“‘Ketchikan Gateway
Borough,”’; and

(2) by inserting at the end the following new
sentence: ‘“Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, such contract or compact shall provide
services to all Indian and Alaska Native bene-
ficiaries of the Indian Health Service in the
Ketchikan Gateway Borough without the need
for resolutions of support from any Indian tribe
as defined in the Indian Self-Determination and
Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b(e)).”.

SEC. 3008. Section 326(a) of the Act making
Appropriations for the Department of the Inte-
rior and related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1998 and for other purposes
(Public Law 105-83; 111 Stat. 1543) is amended
by striking “‘with any Alaska Native village or
Alaska Native village corporation” and insert-
ing ““to any Indian tribe as defined in the In-
dian Self-Determination and Education Assist-
ance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b(e))”".

SEC. 3009. None of the funds in this or any
other Act shall be used to issue a notice of final
rulemaking prior to October 1, 1998 with respect
to the valuation of crude oil for royalty pur-
poses, including without limitation a rule-
making derived from proposed rules published in
63 Federal Register 6113 (1998), 62 Federal Reg-
ister 36030, and 62 Federal Register 3742 (1997).
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CHAPTER 4

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES

CENTERS FOR DISEASE CONTROL AND
PREVENTION

DISEASE CONTROL, RESEARCH, AND TRAINING

For an additional amount for the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention, ‘‘disease con-
trol, research, and training’’, $9,000,000.

HEALTH CARE FINANCING ADMINISTRATION
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

For an additional amount for ‘‘Program man-
agement’’, $2,200,000.

Title 11 of Public Law 105-78 is amended
under this heading by striking the fourth pro-
viso and inserting the following new proviso:
“Provided further, That $20,000,000 appro-
priated under this heading for the transition to
a single Part A and Part B processing system
and $20,000,000 to be used only to the extent
needed for Year 2000 century date change con-
version requirements of external contractor sys-
tems shall remain available until expended:”’.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
GENERAL DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT

Of the funds appropriated under the heading
‘‘general departmental management’ in Public
Law 105-78 to carry out title XX of the Public
Health Service Act, $10,831,000 shall be for ac-
tivities specified under section 2003(b)(2), of
which $9,131,000 shall be for prevention service
demonstration grants under section 510(b)(2) of
title VV of the Social Security Act, as amended,
without application of the limitation of section
2010(c) of said title XX.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
SPECIAL EDUCATION

Public Law 105-78, under the heading ‘‘spe-
cial education’ is amended by inserting before
the period the following: “‘: Provided further,
That $600,000 of the funds provided under sec-
tion 672 of the Act shall be for the Early Child-
hood Development Project of the National
Easter Seal Society for the Mississippi Delta Re-
gion, which funds shall be used to provide
training, technical support, services, and equip-
ment to address personnel and other needs”.

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER

SEC. 4001. (a) If a State child health plan
under title XXI of the Social Security Act is ap-
proved on or after October 1, 1998, and before
October 1, 1999, for purposes of such title (in-
cluding allotments under section 2104(b) of such
title) the plan shall be treated as having been
approved with respect to amounts allotted under
such title for fiscal year 1998, as well as for fis-
cal year 1999.

(b) The appropriation in section 2104(a)(1) of
such title for fiscal year 1998 shall remain avail-
able to be obligated through September 30, 1999.

SEC. 4002. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the Department of Health and
Human Services shall permit the submission of
public comments until August 31, 1998, on the
final rule entitled ““Organ Procurement and
Transplantation Network’’ published by the De-
partment in the Federal Register on April 2, 1998
(63 Fed. Reg. 16295 et seq.), and such rule shall
not become effective before October 1, 1998, after
the end of such comment period.

CHAPTER 5
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
CONGRESSIONAL OPERATIONS
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
PAYMENTS TO WIDOWS AND HEIRS OF DECEASED
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS

For payment to Lois G. Capps, widow of Wal-
ter H. Capps, late a Representative of the State
of California, $133,600.

For payment to Mary Bono, widow of Sonny
Bono, late a Representative of the State of Cali-
fornia, $136,700.
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ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
CAPITOL BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS
CAPITOL BUILDINGS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for “‘Capitol Build-
ings Salaries and Expenses’, $7,500,000, to re-
main available until expended, to begin repairs
and rehabilitation of the Capitol dome: Pro-
vided, That this additional amount shall be
available for obligation without regard to sec-
tion 3709 of the Revised Statutes, as amended.

CAPITOL GROUNDS
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses for the design, instal-
lation and maintenance of the Capitol Square
perimeter security plan, $20,000,000 (of which
not to exceed $4,000,000 shall be transferred
upon request of the Capitol Police Board to the
Capitol Police Board, ‘“‘Capitol Police’”, ““Gen-
eral Expenses’ for physical security measures
associated with the Capitol Square perimeter se-
curity plan) to remain available until expended,
subject to the review and approval by the appro-
priate House and Senate authorities: Provided,
That this additional amount shall be available
for obligation without regard to section 3709 of
the Revised Statutes, as amended.

CHAPTER 6
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
AMTRAK REFORM COUNCIL

For necessary expenses of the Amtrak Reform
Council, including the independent assessment
of Amtrak, authorized under sections 202, 203,
and 409 of Public Law 105-134, $2,450,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 1999: Pro-
vided, That not to exceed $400,000 shall be
transferred to the Department of Transportation
Inspector General for the new responsibilities
associated with section 409(c) of Public Law
105-134.

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

For an additional amount for Facilities and
Equipment for expenses relating to Year 2000
computer hardware and software problems,
$25,000,000, to remain available until September
30, 1999.

RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS
ADMINISTRATION
RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS

For an additional amount for Emergency
Transportation activities, $1,000,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That of
these funds, $400,000 shall be available only for
costs associated with construction and establish-
ment of an emergency transportation response
center in Arab, Alabama; $550,000 shall be avail-
able only for costs associated with purchase and
establishment of a mobile emergency response
system to be administered jointly by the Ala-
bama Department of Transportation and the
Alabama Emergency Management Agency; and
$50,000 shall be for Research and Special Pro-
grams Administration administrative costs asso-
ciated with these projects.

RELATED AGENCY
NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries and
Expenses’” for necessary expenses resulting from
the crash of TWA Flight 800, $5,400,000: Pro-
vided, That the entire amount is available only
for costs associated with rental of the facility in
Calverton, New York, of which not to exceed
$500,000 is for security expenses: Provided fur-
ther, That no funds or unobligated balances are
available to provide for or permit flight oper-
ations at the Calverton airfield.

GENERAL PROVISION—THIS CHAPTER

SEC. 6001. Of the balances available to the
Federal Transit Administration from previous
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appropriations Acts, $1,000,000 shall be made
available for a comprehensive transportation in-
vestment analysis of the primary urban corridor
from Ewa to east Honolulu, Hawaii: Provided,
That these funds shall remain available until
September 30, 2001.
CHAPTER 7
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
AUTOMATION ENHANCEMENT

YEAR 2000 CENTURY DATE CHANGE CONVERSION

For necessary expenses of the Department of
the Treasury for Year 2000 century date change

conversion requirements, $35,500,000, to remain
available until September 30, 2000.
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries and
Expenses’’, for Year 2000 century date change
conversion requirements, $5,300,000, to remain
available until September 30, 2000.

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER
SEC. 7001. FEDERAL EMPLOYEE VOLUNTARY

EARLY RETIREMENT.

(a) CIvIL SERVICE RETIREMENT SYSTEM.—Ef-
fective for purposes of the period beginning on
the date of enactment of this Act and ending on
September 30, 1999, paragraph (2) of section
8336(d) of title 5, United States Code, shall be
applied as if it had been amended to read as fol-
lows:

“(2)(A) has been employed continuously, by
the agency in which the employee is serving, for
at least the 31-day period ending on the date on
which such agency requests the determination
referred to in subparagraph (D);

““(B) is serving under an appointment that is
not time limited;

““(C) has not been duly notified that such em-
ployee is to be involuntarily separated for mis-
conduct or unacceptable performance;

‘(D) is separated from the service voluntarily
during a period in which, as determined by the
Office of Personnel Management (upon request
of the agency) under regulations prescribed by
the Office—

““(i) such agency (or, if applicable, the compo-
nent in which the employee is serving) is under-
going a major reorganization, a major reduction
in force, or a major transfer of function; and

““(ii) a significant percentage of the employees
serving in such agency (or component) will be
separated or subject to an immediate reduction
in the rate of basic pay (without regard to sub-
chapter VI of chapter 53, or comparable provi-
sions); and

“(E) as determined by the agency under regu-
lations prescribed by the Office, is within the
scope of the offer of voluntary early retirement,
which may be made on the basis of—

‘(i) one or more organizational units;

““(ii) one or more occupational series or levels;

““(iii) one or more geographical locations;

“‘(iv) other similar nonpersonal factors the Of-
fice determines appropriate; or

““(v) any appropriate combination of such fac-
tors;”.

(b) FEDERAL EMPLOYEES’ RETIREMENT SYS-
TEM.—Effective for purposes of the period begin-
ning on the date of enactment of this Act and
ending on September 30, 1999, subparagraph (B)
of section 8414(b)(1) of title 5, United States
Code, shall be applied as if it had been amended
to read as follows:

“(B)(i) has been employed continuously, by
the agency in which the employee is serving, for
at least the 31-day period ending on the date on
which such agency requests the determination
referred to in clause (iv);

““(ii) is serving under an appointment that is
not time limited;

““(iii) has not been duly notified that such em-
ployee is to be involuntarily separated for mis-
conduct or unacceptable performance;

““(iv) is separated from the service voluntarily
during a period in which, as determined by the
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Office of Personnel Management (upon request
of the agency) under regulations prescribed by
the Office—

“(1) such agency (or, if applicable, the compo-
nent in which the employee is serving) is under-
going a major reorganization, a major reduction
in force, or a major transfer of function; and

“(11) a significant percentage of the employees
serving in such agency (or component) will be
separated or subject to an immediate reduction
in the rate of basic pay (without regard to sub-
chapter VI of chapter 53, or comparable provi-
sions); and

““(v) as determined by the agency under regu-
lations prescribed by the Office, is within the
scope of the offer of voluntary early retirement,
which may be made on the basis of—

““(1) one or more organizational units;

““(11) one or more occupational series or levels;

““(111) one or more geographical locations;

“(IV) other similar nonpersonal factors the
Office determines appropriate; or

“(V) any appropriate combination of such
factors;”".

SEC. 7002. Notwithstanding section 2164 of
title 10, United States Code, the Department of
Defense shall permit the two dependent children
of deceased United States Customs Senior Spe-
cial Agent Manuel Zurita attending the Antilles
Consolidated School System at Fort Buchanan,
Puerto Rico, to complete their primary and sec-
ondary education at this school system without
cost to such children or any parent, relative, or
guardian of such children. The United States
Customs Service shall reimburse the Department
of Defense for reasonable educational expenses
to cover these costs.

CHAPTER 8
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
VETERANS BENEFITS ADMINISTRATION

COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS

For an additional amount for ‘“Compensation
and pensions’, $550,000,000, to remain available
until expended.

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
STATE AND TRIBAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS

Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
eligible recipients of the funds appropriated to
the Environmental Protection Agency in the
State and Tribal Assistance Grants account
since fiscal year 1997 and hereafter for multi-
media or single media grants, other than Per-
formance Partnership Grants authorized pursu-
ant to Public Law 104-134 and Public Law 105-
65, for pollution prevention, control, and abate-
ment and related activities have been and shall
be those entities eligible for grants under the
Agency’s organic statutes.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

No requirements set forth in any carbon mon-
oxide Federal implementation plan (FIP) that
are based on the Clean Air Act as in effect prior
to the 1990 amendments to such Act may be im-
posed in the State of Arizona.

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE
ADMINISTRATION
HUMAN SPACE FLIGHT

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

The Administrator of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration shall transfer
from amounts made available for NASA in Pub-
lic Law 105-65 under the heading, ‘“Mission sup-
port’’, $53,000,000 to ‘“‘Human space flight’” for
Space Station activities, to be merged with and
to be available for the same purposes of such ac-
count: Provided, That the total amount avail-
able for Space Station activities in fiscal year
1998 shall be up to $2,441,300,000.

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER

SEC. 8001. Section 206 of the Departments of
Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, and Independent Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 1998 (Pub. L. 105-65; October 27, 1997)
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is amended by inserting the following before the
final period: *“, and for loans and grants for
economic development in and around 18t and
Vine”.

SEC. 8002. HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES FOR PER-
SONS WITH AIDs. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, with respect to the amount al-
located for fiscal year 1998, and the amounts
that would otherwise be allocated for fiscal year
1999, to the City of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
on behalf of the Philadelphia, PA-NJ Primary
Metropolitan Statistical Area (in this section re-
ferred to as the ‘“‘metropolitan area’’), under
section 854(c) of the AIDS Housing Opportunity
Act (42 U.S.C. 12903(c)), the Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development shall adjust such
amounts by allocating to the State of New Jer-
sey the proportion of the metropolitan area’s
amount that is based on the number of cases of
AIDS reported in the portion of the metropolitan
area that is located in New Jersey.

(b) The State of New Jersey shall use amounts
allocated to the State under this section to carry
out eligible activities under section 855 of the
AIDS Housing Opportunity Act (42 U.S.C. 12904)
in the portion of the metropolitan area that is
located in New Jersey.

SEC. 8003. RATIFICATION OF INTERNET INTEL-
LECTUAL INFRASTRUCTURE FEE. (a) The 30 per-
cent portion of the fee charged by Network Solu-
tions, Inc. between September 14, 1995 and
March 31, 1998 for registration or renewal of an
Internet second-level domain name, which por-
tion was to be expended for the preservation
and enhancement of the intellectual infrastruc-
ture of the Internet under a cooperative agree-
ment with the National Science Foundation,
and which portion was held to have been col-
lected without authority in William Thomas et
al. v. Network Solutions, Inc. and National
Science Foundation, Civ. No. 97-2412, is hereby
legalized and ratified and confirmed as fully to
all intents and purposes as if the same had, by
prior act of Congress, been specifically author-
ized and directed.

(b) The National Science Foundation is au-
thorized and directed to deposit all money re-
maining in the Internet Intellectual Infrastruc-
ture Fund into the Treasury and credit that
amount to its Fiscal Year 1998 Research and Re-
lated Activities appropriation to be available
until expended for the support of networking
activities, including the Next Generation Inter-
net.

CHAPTER 9
RESCISSIONS AND OFFSET
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 105-86, $223,000 are rescinded.

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 105-86, $350,000 are rescinded.

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE
MARKETING SERVICES
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 105-86, $25,000 are rescinded.

GRAIN INSPECTION, PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS
ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 105-86, $38,000 are rescinded.

FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 105-86, $502,000 are rescinded.
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FARM SERVICE AGENCY
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 105-86, $1,080,000 are re-
scinded.

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available for the cost of the
unsubsidized guaranteed operating loans under
this heading in Public Law 105-86, $8,273,000 are
rescinded.

NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE
CONSERVATION OPERATIONS
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 105-86, $378,000 are rescinded.
RURAL HOUSING SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 105-86, $846,000 are rescinded.
FOOD PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 105-86, $114,000 are rescinded.
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 104-208, $1,188,000 are re-
scinded.

OREGON AND CALIFORNIA GRANT LANDS
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 104-208, $2,500,000 are re-
scinded.

UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 105-18, $250,000 are rescinded.
CONSTRUCTION
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 104-208, $1,188,000 are re-
scinded.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
CONSTRUCTION
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 104-208, $1,638,000 are re-
scinded.

BUREAU OF MINES
MINES AND MINERALS
(RESCISSION)

The following amounts, totaling $1,605,000,
are rescinded from funds made available under
this heading: in Public Law 103-332, $1,255,000;
in Public Law 103-138, $60,000; in Public Law
102-381, $173,000; and in Public Law 102-154,
$117,000.

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
CONSTRUCTION
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 104-208, $837,000 are re-
scinded.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOREST SERVICE
FOREST AND RANGELAND RESEARCH
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 105-83, $148,000 are rescinded.
STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 105-83, $59,000 are rescinded.
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NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 105-83, $1,094,000 are re-
scinded.

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 105-83, $148,000 are rescinded.
RECONSTRUCTION AND CONSTRUCTION
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 105-83, $30,000 are rescinded.
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES
HEALTH RESOURCES AND SERVICES
ADMINISTRATION
HEALTH PROFESSIONS EDUCATION FUND
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under the Health
Professions Education Fund appropriation ac-
count, $11,200,000 are rescinded.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
PAYMENTS TO AIR CARRIERS

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 101-516 and subsequently ob-
ligated, $2,500,000 shall be deobligated and are
hereby rescinded.

PAYMENTS TO AIR CARRIERS
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

(RESCISSION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

Of the budgetary resources provided for
“Small Community Air Service’” by Public Law
101-508 for fiscal years prior to fiscal year 1998,
$3,000,000 are rescinded.

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
FACILITIES, ENGINEERING, AND DEVELOPMENT
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in previous appropriations Acts, $500,000 are
rescinded.

GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

(RESCISSION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

Of the unobligated balances authorized under
49 U.S.C. 48103 as amended, $54,000,000 are re-
scinded.

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION
CONRAIL LABOR PROTECTION
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in previous appropriations Acts, $508,234 are
rescinded.

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 104-208, as amended by Pub-
lic Law 105-18, $6,000,000 are rescinded.

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE, CUSTOMS P-3

DRUG INTERDICTION PROGRAM
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 102-393, $4,470,000 are re-
scinded.

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY INVESTMENTS
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 105-61, $30,330,000 are re-
scinded.

GENERAL PROVISION—THIS CHAPTER

SEC. 9001. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available in Public Law 105-86
shall be used to pay the salaries and expenses of
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personnel to carry out a conservation farm op-

tion program as authorized by section 335 of

Public Law 104-127 in excess of $11,000,000.
GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS TITLE

SEC. 10001. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for ob-
ligation beyond the current fiscal year unless
expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 10002. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available in this or any prior
Act may be obligated or expended by the Patent
and Trademark Office to plan for the lease of
new facilities until 30 days after the submission
of a report, to be delivered not later than May
15, 1998, to the Committees on Appropriations,
on the space plans and detailed cost estimate for
the build-out of the new facilities: Provided,
That such funds shall be made available only in
accordance with section 605 of Public Law 105-
119.

SEC. 10003. Section 203 of the National Sea
Grant College Program Act (33 U.S.C. 1122) is
amended by—

(1) striking paragraph (5) and redesignating
paragraphs (6) through (17) as paragraphs (5)
through (16);

(2) redesignating subparagraphs (C) through
(F) of paragraph (7), as redesignated, as sub-
paragraphs (D) through (G); and

(3) inserting after subparagraph (B) of para-
graph (7), as redesignated, the following:

““(C) Lake Champlain (to the extent that such
resources have hydrological, biological, phys-
ical, or geological characteristics and problems
similar or related to those of the Great Lakes);”".

SEC. 10004. (a) Any agency listed in section
404(b) of the Departments of Commerce, Justice,
and State, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies
Appropriations Act, 1998, Public Law 105-119,
may transfer any amount to the Department of
State, subject to the limitations of subsection (b)
of this section, for the purpose of making tech-
nical adjustments to the amounts transferred by
section 404 of such Act.

(b) Funds transferred pursuant to subsection
(a) shall not exceed $12,000,000, of which not to
exceed $3,500,000 may be transferred from the
United States Information Agency, of which not
to exceed $3,600,000 may be transferred from the
Defense Intelligence Agency, of which not to ex-
ceed $1,600,000 may be transferred from the De-
fense Security Assistance Agency, of which not
to exceed $900,000 may be transferred from the
Peace Corps, and of which not to exceed
$500,000 may be transferred from any other sin-
gle agency listed in section 404(b) of Public Law
105-119.

(c) A transfer of funds pursuant to this sec-
tion shall not require any notification or certifi-
cation to Congress or any committee of Con-
gress, notwithstanding any other provision of
law.

SEC. 10005. Section 584 of the Foreign Oper-
ations, Export Financing, and Related Programs
Appropriations Act, 1997 (Public Law 104-208;
110 Stat. 3009-171) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) by striking ““For purposes’ and inserting
“Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
for purposes’; and

(B) by striking “‘fiscal year 1997"’ and insert-
ing “‘fiscal years 1998 and 1999”’; and

(2) by amending subsection (b) to read as fol-
lows:

“‘(b) ALIENS COVERED.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.— An alien described in this
subsection is an alien who—

“(A) is the son or daughter of a qualified na-
tional;

““(B) is 21 years of age or older; and

““(C) was unmarried as of the date of accept-
ance of the alien’s parent for resettlement under
the Orderly Departure Program.

““(2) QUALIFIED NATIONAL.—For purposes of
paragraph (1), the term ‘qualified national’
means a national of Vietnam who—

“(A)(i) was formerly interned in a reeducation
camp in Vietnam by the Government of the So-
cialist Republic of Vietnam; or
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““(ii) is the widow or widower of an individual
described in clause (i); and

“(B)(i) qualified for refugee processing under
the reeducation camp internees subprogram of
the Orderly Departure Program; and

““(ii) on or after April 1, 1995, is accepted—

“(1) for resettlement as a refugee; or

“(11) for admission as an immigrant under the
Orderly Departure Program.”’.

SEC. 10006. The President shall instruct the
United States Representatives to the World
Trade Organization to seek the adoption of pro-
cedures that will ensure broader application of
the principles of transparency and openness in
the activities of the organization, including by
urging the World Trade Organization General
Council to—

(1) permit appropriate meetings of the Coun-
cil, the Ministerial Conference, dispute settle-
ment panels, and the Appellate Body to be made
open to the public; and

(2) provide for timely public summaries of the
matters discussed and decisions made in any
closed meeting of the Conference or Council.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CHIEF OF POLICE

SEC. 10007. (a) EMPLOYMENT CONTRACT.—
Paragraph 2 of section 1 of the Act entitled “An
Act relating to the Metropolitan police of the
District of Columbia’, approved February 28,
1901 (DC Code, sec. 4-104), and any other provi-
sion of law affecting the employment of the
Chief of the Metropolitan Police Department of
the District of Columbia shall not apply to the
Chief of the Department to the extent that such
paragraph or provision is inconsistent with the
terms of an employment agreement entered into
between the Chief, the Mayor of the District of
Columbia, and the District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assistance
Authority.

(b) APPOINTMENT AND REMOVAL DURING CON-
TROL YEAR.—

(1) APPOINTMENT.—During a control year, the
Chief of the Metropolitan Police Department of
the District of Columbia shall be appointed by
the Mayor of the District of Columbia as fol-
lows:

(A) Prior to appointment, the District of Co-
lumbia Financial Responsibility and Manage-
ment Assistance Authority (hereafter in this
subsection referred to as the ““‘Authority’”) may
submit recommendations for the appointment to
the Mayor.

(B) In consultation with the Authority and
the Council of the District of Columbia, the
Mayor shall nominate an individual for ap-
pointment and notify the Council of the nomi-
nation.

(C) After the expiration of the 7-day period
which begins on the date the Mayor notifies the
Council of the nomination under subparagraph
(B), the Mayor shall notify the Authority of the
nomination.

(D) The nomination shall be effective subject
to approval by a majority vote of the Authority.

(2) ReEMovAL.—During a control year, the
Chief of the Metropolitan Police Department of
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the District of Columbia may be removed by the
Authority or by the Mayor with the approval of
the Authority.

(3) CONTROL YEAR DEFINED.—In this sub-
section, the term “‘control year’ has the mean-
ing given such term in section 305(4) of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Financial Responsibility and
Management Assistance Act of 1995.

(c) EFFeCTIVE DATE.—This section shall be ef-
fective as of April 21, 1998.

SEC. 10008. SUPPORT FOR DEMOCRATIC OPPOSI-
TION IN IRAQ. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, of the funds made available under
the heading ‘“Economic Support Fund’ in Pub-
lic Law 105-118, $5,000,000 shall be made avail-
able for assistance to the Iragi democratic oppo-
sition for such activities as organization, train-
ing, communication and dissemination of infor-
mation, developing and implementing agree-
ments among opposition groups, compiling infor-
mation to support the indictment of Iragi offi-
cials for war crimes, and for related purposes:
Provided, That within 30 days of enactment into
law of this Act the Secretary of State shall sub-
mit a detailed report to the appropriate commit-
tees of Congress on plans to establish a program
to support the democratic opposition in Iraq.

This Act may be cited as the ““1998 Supple-
mental Appropriations and Rescissions Act”’.

And the Senate agree to the same.

BOB LIVINGSTON,

JosePH M. MCDADE,

BILL YOUNG,

RALPH REGULA,

JERRY LEWIS,

JOHN EDWARD PORTER,

HAROLD ROGERS,

JOE SKEEN,

FRANK R. WOLF,

JiM KOLBE,

RON PACKARD,

SONNY CALLAHAN,

JAMES T. WALSH,

JOHN P. MURTHA

(except for IMF and
section 8 housing
rescission),
Managers on the Part of the House.

TED STEVENS,

THAD COCHRAN,

ARLEN SPECTER,

PETE V. DOMENICI,

C.S. BonND,

SLADE GORTON,

MITCH MCCONNELL,

CONRAD BURNS,

RICHARD C. SHELBY,

Jupb GREGG,

R.F. BENNETT,

BEN NIGHTHORSE
CAMPBELL,

LARRY CRAIG,

LAUCH FAIRCLOTH,

KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON,

ROBERT C. BYRD,

D.K. INOUYE,

ERNEST F. HOLLINGS,

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

[In thousands of dollars]
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PATRICK J. LEAHY,

DALE BUMPERS,

FRANK R. LAUTENBERG,

ToM HARKIN,

BARBARA A. MIKULSKI,

HARRY REID,

BYRON L. DORGAN,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House and
the Senate at the conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 3579)
making emergency supplemental appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1998, and for other purposes, submit the fol-
lowing joint statement to the House and
Senate in explanation of the effects of the
action agreed upon by the managers and rec-
ommended in the accompanying report.

Report language included by the House in
the report accompanying H.R. 3579 (H. Rept.
105-469) which is not changed by the report
accompanying S. 1768 (S. Rept. 105-168), and
Senate report language not changed by the
conference are approved by the committee of
conference. The statement of the managers,
while repeating some report language for
emphasis, is not intended to negate the lan-
guage referred to above unless expressly pro-
vided herein.

TITLE I—EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DEPART-
MENT OF DEFENSE

CHAPTER 1
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY

Chapter 1 of the conference agreement rec-
ommends a total of $2,834,775,000 in new
budget authority for the Department of De-
fense, for costs resulting from ongoing con-
tingency operations in Southwest Asia and
Bosnia, storm damage at defense facilities,
and other urgent requirements. Chapter 2 of
this conference agreement contains addi-
tional emergency appropriations associated
with military construction.

Of the funds provided in this Chapter, the
conferees recommend $2,040,500,000 in emer-
gency supplemental appropriations for fi-
nance personnel and operations and mainte-
nance costs associated with contingency op-
erations in Southwest Asia and Bosnia. In
addition, the conferees recommend a total of
$231,275,000 for the repair of defense facilities
damaged by natural disasters. Of this
amount, $125,528,000 is designated as contin-
gent emergency appropriations, to be made
available upon the President’s submission of
a subsequent budget request designating the
entire amount as an emergency requirement.

The following table provides details of the
emergency supplemental appropriations in
this Chapter for contingency operations and
natural disasters.

Budget re-
quest House Senate Conference
Contingency operations—Military personnel:
Army 184,000 184,000 184,000 184,000
Navy 22,300 22,300 22,300 22,300
Marine Corps 5,100 5,100 5,100 5,100
Air Force 10,900 10,900 10,900 10,900
Navy Reserve 4,100 4,100 4,100 4,100
Total 226,400 226,400 226,400 226,400
Overseas Contingency Operations Transfer Fund 1,621,900 1,829,900 1,556,000 1,814,100
Total, contingency operations 1,848,300 2,056,300 1,782,400 2,040,500
Natural disasters:
Operation and maintenance:
Army 1,886 2,586 1,886 1,886
48,100 53,800 33,272 48,100
Marine Corps 0 26,810 0 0
Air Force 27,400 49,200 21,509 27,400
Defense-Wide 1,390 1,390 1,390 1,390
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SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Budget re-
quest House Senate Conference

Defense-Wide (EI Nino, Ft Stewart) 50,000 0 44,000 125,528

Army Reserve 650 650 650 650

Air Force Reserve 229 229 229 229

Army National Guard 175 5,925 175 175

Air National Guard 0 975 0 0

Total 129,830 141,565 103,111 205,358
Working capital funds:

Navy Working Capital Fund 23,017 30,467 23,017 23,017

Defense-Wide Working Capital Fund 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000

Total 24,017 31,467 24,017 24,017

Defense Health Program 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,900

Total, Natural Disaster Relief 155,747 174,932 129,028 231,275

CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS FUNDING

The conferees agree to reduce the Depart-
ment of Defense budget request for contin-
gency operations in Southwest Asia by
$50,000,000 for drawdown authority that will
not be required in support of U.S. operations.
The conferees also agree to reduce the budg-
et request for operations in Bosnia by
$7,900,000 for excessive infrastructure devel-
opment costs.

DISASTER RELIEF TRANSFER ACCOUNT

Under the heading ‘‘Operation and Mainte-
nance, Defense-Wide”’, the conference agree-
ment includes $125,528,000, which is available
for transfer to the applicable appropriations
accounts, to cover the cost of storm damage
at military facilities. This amount reflects
updated storm damage costs provided by the
Department of Defense. The following table
displays the revised estimates of the storm
damage caused by El Nino and tornadoes at
Fort Stewart, Georgia. The conferees recog-
nize that more complete damage assess-
ments may require the Department to adjust
the priority for funding between these ac-
counts.

[In thousands of dollars]

. Ft.
El Nino Stewart Total

Operation and maintenance, Army ... . 700 40,300 41,000

Operation and maintenance, Navy ... . 6,861 ... . 6,861

Operation and maintenance, Marine Corps 27,185 27,185

Operation and maintenance, Air Force ....... 21,800 21,800
Operation and maintenance, Army National

LT T ORI 5,750 3,200 8,950
Operation and maintenance, Air National

Guard . 975 975

Navy Working Capital Fund . 18,757 18,757

TORAl v 82,028 43500 125,528

EMERGENCY USE OF FUNDS FOR
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS

The conferees direct that funds provided to
the Overseas Contingency Operations Trans-
fer Fund may not be used to construct or
modify any facility or project where the
costs exceed $2,000,000. Funds for such mili-
tary construction projects in the Southwest
Asia or Bosnia theaters of operations shall
be requested by the Department of Defense
and approved through the usual authoriza-
tion and appropriation process.

LOGCAP

The conferees are aware that the Army re-
cently has entered into a Logistics Civil
Augmentation Program (LOGCAP) contract
with a new contractor to provide various
world-wide logistics services. The conferees
understand that despite this new contract,
the previous LOGCAP provider was allowed
to continue providing services in the Bosnia
theater of operations due to the possibility
that U.S. forces could be withdrawn within a
matter of months. Given the President’s de-
cision to extend the Bosnia mission indefi-
nitely, the conferees direct the Army to

carefully reassess the costs and benefits of
its decision to retain the old LOGCAP con-
tractor in Bosnia and to take action to
change its Bosnia contractor if appropriate.
The Secretary of Defense shall report to the
congressional defense committees by June 1,
1998, on the results of this review.

CLASSIFIED PROGRAMS

The conference agreement concerning clas-
sified activities requested by the Adminis-
tration is contained in a classified annex to
this statement of the managers.

RESERVE MOBILIZATION INCOME INSURANCE
FUND

In section 3 of the General Provisions, the
conferees recommend $47,000,000 for the Re-
serve Mobilization Income Insurance Fund
instead of $37,000,000 as proposed by the
House. The Senate did not address this issue.
The Department of Defense has recently ad-
vised the conferees that $47,000,000 is re-
quired to cover all remaining obligations for
pending and future member appeals for this
program. The conferees believe that this ad-
ditional funding will resolve the outstanding
financial obligations for those Reservists
who participated in this program.
ENHANCEMENTS TO SELECTED THEATER MISSILE

DEFENSE PROGRAMS

In section 9 of the General Provisions, the
conferees agree to provide $179,000,000 for se-
lected theater missile defense programs. The
conferees direct that the following amounts
shall be made available only for the follow-
ing purposes: $35,000,000 for Patriot/Aegis/
GBR integration; $15,000,000 for Patriot Re-
mote Launch; $40,000,000 for PAC-3 and Navy
Area Demonstration; $6,000,000 for Enhanced
Early Warning; $38,000,000 for Navy Theater
Wide Missile Defense (Navy Upper-Tier); and
$45,000,000 for the Arrow Deployability Pro-
gram. The additional investment in the
Arrow Deployability Program is made avail-
able for the purpose of purchasing compo-
nents for a third Arrow battery.

YOUTH DEVELOPMENT AND LEADERSHIP
PROGRAM

In section 13 of the General Provisions, the
conferees agree to provide $300,000 for the Of-
fice of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Reserve Affairs) to initiate the Outdoor Od-
yssey Youth Development and Leadership
program. These funds are to be derived by
transfer from the fiscal year 1998 Navy re-
search, development, test and evaluation ac-
count (surface combatant combat system en-
gineering, TBMD/UYQ-70). Funds are to as-
sist a non-profit corporation to acquire suit-
able property and facilities and to initiate
operation of a youth training program pat-
terned after successful Marine Corps and
Army National Guard methods and proce-
dures. Special emphasis is expected to be
given towards educating and recruiting
qualified youth for possible duty in the

armed forces. The conferees direct that funds
for property acquisition be obligated within
thirty days of enactment.

DISABLED HEALTH CARE

The conferees are aware that many
CHAMPUS beneficiaries under the age of 65,
who are entitled to Medicare on the basis of
disability, do not know they must purchase
Medicare Part B in order to have CHAMPUS
as a secondary payer to Medicare. The De-
partment has recently identified these bene-
ficiaries and notified them of their ineligibil-
ity for CHAMPUS. However, notices were
sent out on March 20, 1998, just prior to the
Medicare enrollment closing date of March
31, 1998. The conferees believe this may not
have provided beneficiaries sufficient time to
enroll in Part B. In addition, for those who
have enrolled, there will be a gap in coverage
before the Part B policy takes effect. There-
fore, the conferees have included section 15
in the General Provisions that will permit
the use of fiscal year 1998 Defense Health
Program funds to cover this potential tem-
porary gap in health care for the disabled
until they are covered or enrolled in Medi-
care Part B.

BOSNIA DEMINING

In section 16 of the General Provisions, the
conferees agree to provide $28,000,000 to be
deposited in the International Trust Fund of
the Republic of Slovenia for Demining, Mine
Clearance, and Assistance to Mine Victims
in Bosnia and Herzegovina. The United
States program and amounts appropriated
will be administered by the State Depart-
ment. Funding shall be deposited in two
equal installments to the extent others have
contributed matching amounts. It is the con-
ferees’ intent that the amounts deposited
and interest earned may be expended by the
Republic of Slovenia only in consultation
with the United States Government and with
the concurrence of the Fund’s Board of Advi-
sors. Any submission to the United States
government for reimbursement of funds ap-
propriated in this act must be made utilizing
an internationally recognized accounting
method in compliance with accepted United
States government accounting standards and
principals. The conferees recommend that
the President nominate, after consultation
with the United States Congress, at least
two citizens of the United States for mem-
bership on the Fund’s Board of Advisors, and
that membership on the Board shall be pro-
portionate to the percentage of the United
States government’s contribution to the
Fund.

The conferees agree that in the use of
these funds, all economically feasible and
commercially available equipment may be
considered for demining activities. Some
portion of these funds is directed for the flail
method of demining. This method includes a
robotically-controlled, skid-steer mobile
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unit with a flail attachment that detonates
mines without human risk. Funds may be
used to procure this type of equipment. To
provide necessary support facilities, the con-
ferees direct that funds also be made avail-
able for the Ultimate Building Machine sys-
tem currently used by the armed forces to
rapidly construct low cost, durable, semi-
permanent structures.
BIOENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH

The fiscal year 1998 Defense Appropriations
Act provided $5,000,000 to the Defense Special
Weapons Agency for bioenvironmental re-
search. The conferees direct that this fund-
ing be used only for continuation of the
Agency’s core five year, integrated bio-
environmental hazards research program
that focuses primarily on the development of
biosensors and biomarkers of exposure for
human and ecological bioenvironmental
problems relevant to DoD.

AIR BATTLE CAPTAIN PROGRAM

The conferees are concerned that the Army
is not complying with directives of the con-
ferees on the fiscal year 1998 Defense Appro-
priations Act and those of the Senate on this
bill regarding the Air Battle Captain pro-
gram. The conferees are disturbed with the
apparent decision not to comply with these
directives. The conferees reiterate their
strongly held view that the Army shall obli-
gate funds to cover the ongoing program and
to initiate the recruitment of new students
for the fall 1998 program.

WHITE SANDS MISSILE RANGE

The conferees understand that the White
Sands Missile Range is the progress of com-
pleting civilian personnel drawdowns to
reach personnel levels assumed in the fiscal
year 1999 Department of Defense budget. The
conferees direct that the Army take no ac-
tions to implement any personnel reductions
below the levels assumed in the fiscal year
1999 Department of Defense budget without
notifying the congressional defense commit-
tees 45 days prior to taking any such action.

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER

The conferees agree to delete language, as
proposed by the House, which limits the
availability of funds provided in this chapter
to the current fiscal year unless otherwise
specified.

The conferees agree to retain section 1, as
proposed by the Senate, which provides funds
to ““Overseas Humanitarian, Disaster, and
Civic Aid” for a grant to the American Red
Cross for Armed Forces emergency services
and for reimbursement for disaster relief at
overseas locations.

The conferees agree to restore section 2, as
proposed by the House, which provides tech-
nical language regarding obligation of funds
in this Act for intelligence-related programs.

The conferees agree to delete language, as
proposed by the Senate, which requires the
Secretary of the Army to comply with a 1991
Memorandum of Agreement with the Wash-
ington State Parks and Recreation Commis-
sion concerning the Yakima Training Cen-
ter.

The conferees agree to restore and amend
section 3, as proposed by the House, to pro-
vide $47,000,000 for the Reserve Mobilization
Income Insurance Fund.

The conferees agree to retain section 4, as
proposed by the Senate, which urges the
president to seek burdensharing contribu-
tions from other nations to help defray the
cost of United States deployments in the
Gulf region.

The conferees agree to restore and amend
section 5, as proposed by the House, which
establishes an independent panel to evaluate
the quality of health care initiatives begun
by the Department of Defense.

The conferees agree to retain section 6, as
proposed by the Senate, which transfers

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

funds from ‘“‘Chemical Agents and Munitions
Destruction, Defense’” to ‘‘Operation and
Maintenance, Defense-Wide’ for civil mili-
tary programs.

The conferees agree to delete language, as
proposed by the Senate, which prohibits the
Army from proceeding with civilian person-
nel reductions at all Army Test Ranges.

The conferees agree to retain and amend
section 7, as proposed by the Senate, which
urges the President to enter into an agree-
ment with NATO regarding a schedule for
achieving benchmarks for a continued
United States force presence in Bosnia.

The conferees agree to retain section 8, as
proposed by the Senate, which concerns par-
ticipants of the National Guard Youth Chal-
lenge Program and their eligibility for en-
listment in the military.

The conferees agree to retain and amend
section 9, as proposed by the Senate, which
provides funds for selected theater missile
defense programs.

The conferees agree to retain section 10, as
proposed by the Senate, which allows the
Secretary of Defense to lease land near the
Massachusetts Military Reservation.

The conferees agree to delete language, as
proposed by the Senate, concerning the ter-
mination date of the National Defense Panel.

The conferees agree to retain section 11, as
proposed by the Senate, which provides funds
for ““Aircraft Procurement, Navy” for eight
F/A-18 aircraft for the Marine Corps.

The conferees agree to include section 12
concerning obligation of funds for disaster
information management.

The conferees agree to include section 13
concerning a youth development and leader-
ship program.

The conferees agree to include section 14
which allows the Department of Defense to
dispose of residual fuel.

The conferees agree to include section 15
concerning CHAMPUS beneficiaries, under
the age of 65, who are entitled to Medicare
on the basis of disability.

The conferees agree to retain and amend
section 16, as proposed by the Senate, which
provides funds for demining, mine clearance,
and assistance to mine victims in Bosnia and
Herzegovina.

The conferees agree to restore and amend
section 17, as proposed by the House, which
expresses the sense of the Congress that the
conduct of offensive operations by United
States forces against Iraq should be specifi-
cally authorized by law.

The conferees agree to include section 18
which directs the Department of Defense to
expeditiously process claims as a result of
the air tragedy in Italy.

CHAPTER 2
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY
CONSTRUCTION

The conferees provide a total of $25,220,000,
of which $17,100,000 is designated as an emer-
gency, for damage related to Typhoon Paka,
and $8,120,000 is provided as a contingent
emergency for storm damage, as follows:

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY NATIONAL
GUARD

The conferees provide $3,700,000 as a con-
tingent emergency appropriation in order to
demolish and replace buildings destroyed by
storm damage at Fort Stewart, Georgia.

FAMILY HOUSING, NAVY AND MARINE CORPS

The conferees recommend $15,600,000, as re-
quested, for repair of family housing units,
fences, damaged landscaping, and debris re-
moval at Naval Station Marianas, Guam, as
a result of Typhoon Paka. In addition, the
conferees recommend $2,500,000 as a contin-
gent emergency, for repair of foundation
slabs, pipes, erosion, and family housing
units in California, associated with damages
from EI Nifo.
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FAMILY HOUSING, AIR FORCE

The conferees recommend $1,500,000, as re-
quested, for the repair of family housing
units, debris removal, and replacement of
furnishings at Andersen AFB, Guam, as a re-
sult of Typhoon Paka. In addition, the con-
ferees recommend $900,000 for repair of fam-
ily housing at Vandenberg AFB, California,
associated with damages from El Nino. This
funding was requested under ‘‘Operation and
Maintenance, Defense-wide’’, as a contingent
emergency.

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE ACCOUNT,

PART 111

The conferees recommend $1,020,000 for re-
pairs to an ongoing project to provide an
Aircraft Parking Apron at Camp Pendleton
Marine Corps Air Station, California, for re-
placement of a protective berm surrounding
the fuel farm facility, which was damaged as
a result of El Nino. This funding was re-
quested under ‘“‘Operation and Maintenance,
Defense-wide”, as a contingent emergency.

FAMILY HOUSING IMPROVEMENT FUND

The Department of Defense is delaying the
execution of family housing construction
projects for which funds have been appro-
priated, for possible transfer into the Family
Housing Improvement Fund. Funds that
were appropriated for specific construction
projects should be executed as justified to
the Congress. The conferees support the De-
partment’s privatization efforts through the
authorities that reside in the Fund, but in-
tend that previously approved construction
projects proceed in order to improve the
quality of life for service members and their
families at the earliest possible date.

The President’s Budget for fiscal year 1999
indicates that the Family Housing Improve-
ment Fund had an unobligated balance of
$28,000,000 available at the beginning of fiscal
year 1998, and that no further funds would be
transferred into the Fund during fiscal year
1998. Thus, based on the Administration’s
budget, this balance is sufficient to carry out
planned activities throughout fiscal year
1998, and the execution of previously ap-
proved construction projects will cause no
delays in privatization efforts. The conferees
intend to review the operation of the Fund in
detail in action on the budget request for fis-
cal year 1999.

The conferees note that, on April 22, 1998,
the Department of the Army cancelled the
proposed award of the whole-installation
capital venture initiative project at Fort
Carson, Colorado. This contact would have
been the first exercise of the authority
sought by the Department of Defense and en-
acted in the National Defense Authorization
Act for fiscal year 1996 on February 10, 1996
(section 2801 of Public Law 104-106, 10 U.S.C.
2871). The Army’s decision was based upon
litigation in the U.S. Court of Federal
Claims, and has resulted in re-examination
of the acquisition process. The Army is now
studying corrective action alternatives in-
cluding a return to best and final offers and
resolicitation. The conferees are concerned
about this development, and will follow fur-
ther events closely in order to review the op-
eration of this program and the Department
of Defense’s management of Service activi-
ties.

CAMP PENDLETON MARINE CORPS BASE,
CALIFORNIA

The conferees direct that not later than 30
days after enactment, the Secretary of the
Navy provide a report detailing the cost of
the 1993 flood, any corrective actions taken
subsequent to the flood, the cost of the cor-
rective actions, and the impact of the cur-
rent flooding on the bridge replacement and
river flood control, Santa Margarita con-
struction projects as authorized and appro-
priated in fiscal year 1998.
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PICATINNY ARSENAL, NEW JERSEY

In fiscal year 1998, $1,300,000 was provided

for design of the Armament Software Engi-

neering Center (ASEC) at Picatinny Arsenal.

The conferees urge the Department of the

Army to release this funding without delay.
GENERAL PROVISION

Sec. 20. The conferees have included a pro-
vision relating to a project at North Island
Naval Air Station, California, for which
funds were appropriated in Public Law 104-
196.

TITLE I—EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS

CHAPTER 1
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FARM SERVICE AGENCY

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

EMERGENCY INSURED LOANS

The conference agreement provides a sub-
sidy of $21,000,000 for emergency insured
loans as proposed by both the House and Sen-
ate. The subsidy will support an estimated
loan level of $87,400,000. The conference
agreement deletes supplemental appropria-
tions of $5,400,000 for subsidized guaranteed
operating loans and $3,200,000 for direct farm
operating loans as proposed by the Senate.

EMERGENCY CONSERVATION PROGRAM

The conference agreement provides
$30,000,000 for the emergency conservation
program instead of $20,000,000 as proposed by
the House and $60,000,000 as proposed by the
Senate. The conference agreement also in-
cludes $4,000,000 for maple producers to re-
place taps and tubing damaged by ice storms
in the northeast instead of $4,480,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. The House bill had no
similar provision.

TREE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

The conference agreement provides
$14,000,000 for the tree assistance program in-
stead of $4,700,000 as proposed by the House
and $8,700,000 as proposed by the Senate.

The conference agreement also adds bill
language to exclude producers from receiv-
ing assistance for trees used for pulp and/or
timber.

CoMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION FUND

LIVESTOCK DISASTER ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

The conference agreement provides
$4,000,000 for livestock disaster assistance as
proposed by both the House and Senate.

The conference agreement also makes pro-
ducers of ratites eligible for compensation
under this program as proposed by the
House.

DAIRY PRODUCTION DISASTER ASSISTANCE
PROGRAM

The conference agreement provides
$6,800,000 for dairy production disaster assist-
ance as proposed by the House instead of
$10,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

The conference agreement contains bill
language to permit not more than $4.00 per
hundredweight as compensation for dimin-
ished production or for milk produced but
not marketed.

NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE
WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION
OPERATIONS

The conference agreement provides
$80,000,000 for watershed and flood prevention
operations instead of $65,000,000 as proposed
by the House and $100,000,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

CHAPTER 2
UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY
INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING OPERATIONS

The conference agreement includes an ad-
ditional $5,000,000, as proposed in the Senate
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bill, for the “International Broadcasting Op-
erations’” account of the United States Infor-
mation Agency, to remain available until
September 30, 1999, for the establishment of
surrogate radio broadcasting to the Iraqgi
people by Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty,
which shall be designated ‘‘Radio Free Iraq”.
The House bill had no similar provision. The
conferees agree that this funding shall pro-
vide for the total costs of such a broadcast
service in fiscal years 1998 and 1999, including
start-up costs, RFE/RL operational costs,
and engineering and transmission costs in-
curred by the International Broadcasting
Bureau. The conference agreement also re-
quires the Broadcasting Board of Governors
to submit a detailed report to the Congress,
within 30 days of enactment, containing
plans for the establishment and operation of
such a broadcast service within the amount
provided. The conference agreement des-
ignates this amount as an emergency re-
quirement, and provides that the entire
amount shall be available only to the extent
that the President transmits to the Congress
an official budget request, designating the
request as an emergency requirement.
CHAPTER 3
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate appropriating:
$8,000,000 for Archusa Dam in Mississippi;
$25,000,000 for levee and waterway repairs at
Elba and Geneva, Alabama; $2,500,000 for
river and shoreline repairs along the Mis-
souri River in South Dakota; $1,100,000 for
levee repairs at Suisun Marsh, California;
$1,400,000 for maintenance dredging at Apra
Harbor, Guam; and $500,000 for repair of
Mackville Dam in Vermont. The conferees
note that supplemental funding for the
Suisun Marsh project is provided to the Bu-
reau of Reclamation in this chapter under
the paragraph entitled “Water and Related
Resources.” The conferees do not intend to
preclude the Corps from undertaking emer-
gency repair work where appropriate, to the
extent authorized by law.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL

The conference agreement appropriates
$105,185,000 instead of $84,457,000 as rec-
ommended by the House and $30,000,000 as
recommended by the Senate. The agreement
deletes language proposed by the Senate pro-
viding for a transfer from the Flood Control
and Coastal Emergencies account to the Op-
eration and Maintenance, General account.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES

The conference agreement appropriates
$4,520,000 as recommended by the House to
repair damage caused by floods and other
natural disasters.

CHAPTER 4

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND RELATED
AGENCIES

The managers understand that the esti-
mates, which form the basis for many of
these emergency appropriations, are based
on preliminary damage determinations. Re-
finements and re-estimates, possibly result-
ing in allocations different from preliminary
projections, may be necessary. The managers
expect funds to be provided consistent with
established priorities. Before proceeding
with final allocations to the field, the man-
agers expect the agencies to provide a report
that identifies all of the projects considered
for funding, including any changes from ear-
lier estimates.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
CONSTRUCTION

The managers have provided $1,837,000 for
construction, contingent on a Presidential
declaration of emergency, as proposed by the
Senate. The House proposed no funds for this
purpose.

UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
CONSTRUCTION

The managers have provided $32,818,000 for
construction as proposed by the Senate in-
stead of $28,938,000 as proposed by the House.
Of that amount, $29,130,000 is contingent on a
Presidential declaration of emergency. The
allocation of these funds should be based on
the most recent estimates and agency prior-
ities, in accordance with the direction at the
beginning of this chapter.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
CONSTRUCTION

The managers have provided $9,506,000 for
construction as proposed by the Senate in-
stead of $8,500,000 as proposed by the House.
These funds are contingent on a Presidential
declaration of emergency.

UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
SURVEYS, INVESTIGATIONS, AND RESEARCH

The managers have provided $1,198,000 for
surveys, investigations, and research as pro-
posed by the Senate instead of $1,000,000 as
proposed by the House. These funds are con-
tingent on a Presidential declaration of
emergency.

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
CONSTRUCTION

The managers have provided $1,065,000 for
construction, continent on a Presidential
declaration of emergency, as proposed by the
Senate. The House proposed no funds for this
purpose.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOREST SERVICE
STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY

The managers have provided $48,000,000 for
State and private forestry as proposed by
both the House and the Senate. Of that
amount $28,000,000 is contingent on a Presi-
dential declaration of emergency.

NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM

The managers have provided $10,461,000 for
the National forest system as proposed by
both the House instead of $10,000,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. Of that amount
$5,461,000 is contingent on a Presidential dec-
laration of emergency.

The managers have not included $2,000,000
in non-emergency payments to States as pro-
posed by the Senate. The House had no simi-
lar provision. This issue is discussed in more
detail in section 3006 under General Provi-
sions for Chapter 3 in Title III.

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT

The managers have provided $2,000,000 for
wildlife fire management, contingent on a
Presidential declaration of emergency, as
proposed by the Senate. The House proposed
no funds for this purpose. A technical correc-
tion has also been made to the appropria-
tions language.

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE

The managers have included language
which, upon a Presidential declaration of
emergency, would negate the sale of Strate-
gic Petroleum Reserve oil to pay for Reserve
operations in fiscal year 1998. The language
modifies a provision included by the Senate.
The House had no similar provision.
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CHAPTER 4A

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES

CENTERS FOR DISEASE CONTROL AND
PREVENTION

DISEASE CONTROL, RESEARCH AND TRAINING

The conference agreement deletes a provi-
sion in the Senate bill that provided
$9,000,000 for polio eradication activities in
Africa. The Senate bill declared the full
amount of the appropriation an emergency
for the purposes of the Budget Act and made
obligation of the funds contingent upon a
formal designation of the funds by the Presi-
dent as an emergency for the purposes of the
Budget Act. The House bill contained no
similar provision. Chapter 4 of Title Il of
the conference agreement provides a regular
appropriation of $9,000,000 for polio eradi-
cation activities in Africa. These funds are
not designated as an emergency for the pur-
poses of the Budget Act.

CHAPTER 5
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS
EMERGENCY RELIEF PROGRAM
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

The conference agreement provides
$259,000,000 in emergency appropriations for
the emergency relief program to repair high-
way damage resulting from recent natural
disasters nationwide. Of the amount pro-
vided, $224,000,000 has been designated by the
President as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amend-
ed. The conference agreement provides that
the remaining $35,000,000 is available only if
designated by the President as an emergency
requirement.

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate that provides
that no announcement of allocation of emer-
gency relief funds shall be made prior to 15
days after notification to the House and Sen-
ate Transportation Appropriations Sub-
committees, the Senate Environment and
Public Works Committee, and the House
Transportation and Infrastructure Commit-
tee. The House bill contained no similar pro-
vision.

The conference agreement includes a pro-
vision that permits the Secretary of Trans-
portation to borrow, pending the reauthor-
ization of the Intermodal Surface Transpor-
tation Efficiency Act of 1991, such sums as
may be necessary for administrative ex-
penses of the Federal Highway Administra-
tion, the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration, and the Bureau of Transpor-
tation Statistics from the unobligated bal-
ances of discretionary allocations for the
federal-aid highways program made avail-
able by this Act. The conferees further ex-
pect the Federal Highway Administration to
proceed with highway research and develop-
ment programs and projects to the extent to
which funding is available after consultation
with the House and Senate Committees on
Appropriations.

The conference agreement waives the per-
state per-disaster limitation for projects re-
sulting from the fall of 1997 through the win-
ter of 1998 flooding in California, as proposed
by the House. The Senate bill proposed to
waive the limitation to projects resulting
from the fall of 1997 and winter of 1998 flood-
ing in the western states.

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION
EMERGENCY RAILROAD REHABILITATION AND
REPAIR

The conference agreement provides
$9,800,000 for emergency railroad rehabilita-
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tion and repair. These funds are available for
flood and storm-related damages incurred by
class Il and Il railroads from September 1,
1996 through March 31, 1998. The House bill
provided $9,000,000, of which $2,650,000 was for
flood damages in the Northern Plains states
in March and April 1997, and $6,350,000 was
for ElI Nino related damages in the fall of
1997 and winter of 1998. The Senate bill pro-
vided $10,600,000, of which $5,250,000 was for
flood damages in California, West Virginia,
and the Northern Plains states, and $5,350,000
was for storm damages in the fall of 1997
through the winter of 1998.

The conferees believe that, to the maxi-
mum extent possible, insurance should pro-
vide for damages incurred by railroads from
floods and other natural disasters. Gen-
erally, the Department of Transportation
should not be responsible for reimbursing
privately owned railroads for these damages.
A long-term approach on how to handle
these damages should be developed. As such,
the conferees direct the Secretary of Trans-
portation to report to the House and Senate
Appropriations Committees not later than
December 31, 1998 on how future emergency
railroad repair costs should be borne by the
railroad industry and their underwriters.
The Senate included this provision in bill
language.

CHAPTER 6

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS

Appropriates $130,000,000 for Community
Development Block Grants to be used for dis-
aster relief, long term recovery and mitiga-
tion in communities designated as Presi-
dentially declared natural disasters during
fiscal year 1998. The House had proposed
$20,000,000 and the Senate had proposed
$260,000,000. The House limited assistance to
states affected by the January 1998 North-
east ice storm.

HUD is provided broad waiver authority,
including the authority to waive statutory
requirements that activities benefit persons
of low and moderate income. States are re-
quired to provide a 25 percent match in non-
federal public funds, to administer the funds
for unmet needs in conjunction with its
FEMA program or its community develop-
ment block grant program and to use annual
disaster cost estimates. HUD must notify the
VA, HUD and Independent Agencies Sub-
committees on Appropriations 10 days prior
to distribution of funds regarding how these
funds are to be utilized and the most recent
estimate of unmet needs. Additionally, HUD
and FEMA must submit quarterly reports re-
garding the actual uses of the funds. These
reports are to be based on quarterly reports
submitted to HUD by the States that re-
ceived funds.

The conferees have serious misgivings
about providing CDBG funds for disaster
mitigation, particularly given the waiver au-
thority and the possibility that the majority
of the funds will be spent to cover the repair
costs of investor-owned utility companies.

In an attempt to deal with this concern,
language is included by the conferees to re-
quire HUD to submit to the VA/HUD sub-
committees a list of the amounts of funds
provided and the locality to which the funds
are provided. HUD is directed, however, to
allocate the funds in a fair manner to each
jurisdiction that is eligible to receive them.

INDEPENDENT AGENCY
FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
DISASTER RELIEF

Appropriates $1,600,000,000 for disaster re-
lief as proposed by the Senate. The House

April 30, 1998

had provided no funding for disaster relief.
The amount provided is available only to the
extent that an official budget request for a
specific amount, which includes designation
of the entire amount of the request as an
emergency, is transmitted by the President
to Congress.

The conferees are concerned about the
problems of providing emergency temporary
housing to migrant farm workers in Califor-
nia and urge FEMA to take into account the
special needs of migrant farm worker disas-
ter victims.

Finally, the conferees urge FEMA to ap-
prove expeditiously state requests under sec-
tion 404 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act for
buyout relocations designed to reduce over-
all disaster costs in future years.

CHAPTER 7
RESCISSIONS
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
BILINGUAL AND IMMIGRANT EDUCATION

The conference agreement does not include
a rescission of $75,200,000 as included in the
House bill. The Senate bill included no simi-
lar provision.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)
(RESCISSION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

The conference agreement rescinds
$241,000,000 in contract authority under title
1. When combined with the rescission in-
cluded under title 111, the total rescission of
contract authority in this bill is $295,000,000.

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT
PuBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING
SECTION 8 RESERVE PRESERVATION ACCOUNT
(RESCISSION)

Rescinds $2,347,190,000 from the Section 8
Reserve Preservation Account. The House
proposed rescinding $2,193,600,000 from this
account. The Senate did not include a simi-
lar rescission.

These funds represent excess section 8 re-
serves that are unnecessary during the re-
maining portion of the current fiscal year. In
fiscal year 1999, however, section 8 renewal
needs are $10,800,000,000. As proposed by the
President, the excess reserves could be used
to reduce the fiscal year 1999 request, and
thereby reduce the total appropriation for
fiscal year 1999. Clearly, the conferees under-
stand that the section 8 renewal account
must be fully funded in order to protect the
homes of those families who rely on the as-
sistance.

INDEPENDENT AGENCY
CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY
SERVICE
NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICE PROGRAMS
OPERATING EXPENSES
(RESCISSION)

Deletes language proposed by the House
and stricken by the Senate rescinding
$250,000,000 of fiscal year 1998 funds for Na-
tional and Community Service Programs Op-
erating Expenses.

TITLE IHI—SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS
CHAPTER 1
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

The conference agreement provides $543,000
to compensate wheat producers for economic
losses associated with the presence or pre-
sumed presence of Karnal bunt instead of up
to $5,000,000 as proposed in the House-re-
ported bill, H.R. 3580. The Senate bill had no
similar provision.
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DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION
The conference agreement provides

$2,000,000 for Departmental Administration
as proposed by the Senate instead of
$4,300,000 as proposed in the House-reported
bill, H.R. 3580.

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

The conference agreement provides $235,000
for the Office of the General Counsel as pro-
posed in the House-reported bill, H.R. 3580,
and by the Senate.

GRAIN INSPECTION, PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS
ADMINISTRATION

INSPECTION AND WEIGHING SERVICES

The conference agreement provides
$1,500,000 to recapitalize the revolving fund
of the Grain Inspection, Packers and Stock-
yards Administration to accommodate losses
in fiscal year 1998 and ensure the reserve has
sufficient funds to carry out the provisions
of the U.S. Grain Standards and Agricultural
Marketing Acts. The House and Senate bills
contained no similar provision.

FARM SERVICE AGENCY

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

The conference agreement provides a sub-
sidy of $2,389,000 for direct farm ownership
loans instead of $2,608,000 as proposed by the
Senate and $5,144,000 as proposed in the
House reported bill, H.R. 3580. The subsidy
will support an estimated loan level of
$18,320,000.

The conference agreement provides a sub-
sidy of $967,000 for guaranteed farm owner-
ship loans as proposed in the House-reported
bill, H.R. 3580, instead of $966,197 as proposed
by the Senate. The subsidy will support an
estimated loan level of $25,000,000.

The conference agreement provides a sub-
sidy of $222,000 for boll weevil eradication
loans as proposed in the House-reported bill,
H.R. 3580, and by the Senate. The subsidy
will support an estimated loan level of
$18,814,000.

The conference agreement provides a sub-
sidy of $4,599,000 for direct farm operating
loans instead of $3,162,000 as proposed by the
Senate and $626,000 as proposed in the House-
reported bill, H.R. 3580. The subsidy will sup-
port an estimated loan level of $70,000,000.

The conference agreement provides a sub-
sidy of $3,374,000 for guaranteed subsidized
farm operating loans as proposed in the
House-reported bill, H.R. 3580. The Senate
proposed a contingent emergency appropria-
tion of $5,400,000. The subsidy will support an
estimated loan level of $35,000,000.

The Secretary of Agriculture is directed to
revise the emergency loan program regula-
tions to allow applicants who have suffered
through natural disasters over the last sev-
eral years and/or have a majority of the
crops grown on leased land to be eligible to
receive an emergency loan in fiscal year 1998
with reduced or waived security require-
ments. The conferees further expect the Sec-
retary and congressional committees of ju-
risdiction to correct any unfair requirement
of borrower ineligibility due to a lawful exer-
cise of rights provided by the Agricultural
Credit Act of 1987.

The conferees are concerned about reports
that county-loss restrictions or other re-
strictions in the Non-insured Assistance Pro-
gram (NAP) have worked against providing
such last-resort disaster assistance to farm-
ers in areas of high value specialty crop pro-
duction. The Department is directed to re-
port by July 1, 1998, NAP expenditures by
state during the last two fiscal years, the de-
gree to which program restrictions have af-
fected the distribution of funds to any state,
and to make recommendations to the Com-
mittee for program changes that would pre-
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vent such inequities in the distribution of
funds.

FooD STAMP PROGRAM

The conference agreement deletes the
words ‘‘as amended’” which were included in
the House-reported bill, H.R. 3580.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES

FooD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

The conference agreement provides lan-
guage to allow the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration to collect and spend an additional
$25,918,000 in prescription drug user fees in
fiscal year 1998 as proposed by the Senate in-
stead of $15,596,000 as proposed in the House-
reported bill, H.R. 3580.

The conference agreement also provides
that fees derived from applications received
during fiscal year 1998 shall be credited to
the appropriation current in the year in
which fees are collected and subject to the
fiscal year 1998 limitation as proposed by the
House.

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER

The conference agreement provides that
permanent employees of county committees
employed during fiscal year 1998 shall be con-
sidered as having Federal Civil Service sta-
tus only for the purpose of applying for
United States Department of Agriculture
Civil Service vacancies as proposed by the
Senate. The House bill contained no similar
provision.

The conference agreement provides bill
language to permit funds for the Cooperative
State Research, Education, and Extension
Service competitively-awarded grants pro-
gram to be used to pay for peer panel and re-
view costs associated with that program.
The House and Senate bills contained no
similar provision.

CHAPTER 2
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate to provide the
Department of Energy the authority to in-
crease the cost of work for other programs
within the Department Administration ac-
count by $5,408,000, provided that the in-
creased costs are offset by revenue increases
of the same or greater amount.

ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES
WEAPONS ACTIVITIES

The conference agreement deletes the lan-
guage proposed by the Senate to provide
$4,000,000 for the development and dem-
onstration of dielectric wall accelerator
technology.

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND
WASTE MANAGEMENT

The conferees direct the Department of En-
ergy to find additional funding to accelerate
the transfer of materials from the waste
tanks at the Hanford site in Washington, and
submit expeditiously a reprogramming re-
quest for this activity. Funding for this re-
programming is to be derived from within
available balances in the defense environ-
mental management accounts of the Depart-
ment.

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER

Section 2001. The conference agreement in-
cludes language vitiating OMB guidance pro-
hibiting the award of continuing contracts
for construction projects identified in the
Conference Report accompanying the Energy
and Water Development Appropriations Act,
1998. An explanation of this provision is in-
cluded at page 5 of House Report 105-470.

Section 2002. The conference agreement in-
cludes language directing the Secretary of
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the Army to use up to the maximum amount
authorized per project under the Section 205
continuing authorities program of the Corps
of Engineers to provide a level of enhanced
flood protection at Elba, Alabama. Given the
urgent situation, the conferees direct the
Secretary to incorporate as part of any cost-
sharing agreement for flood damage preven-
tion a provision which permits the non-Fed-
eral sponsor to use other available Federal
funding sources to satisfy the non-Federal
share.

Section 2003. The conference report in-
cludes language recommended by the Senate
making a technical correction to legislation
extending the periods of repayments of the
Nueces River and Canadian River reclama-
tion project in Texas.

Section 2004. The conference agreement in-
cludes language proposed by the Senate ex-
empting the worker transition plan for Fed-
eral employees at the Pinellas Plant in Flor-
ida from section 303 of Public Law 105-62, the
Energy and Water Development Appropria-
tions Act, 1998. The work force restructuring
plan to support the accelerated closure of
the plant was developed prior to enactment
of the fiscal year 1998 appropriation.

Provision not included in the conference
agreement. The conference agreement de-
letes language recommended by the House
and Senate prohibiting the Corps of Engi-
neers from performing certain work at the
Kennewick Man discovery site. The con-
ferees understand that the work has already
been completed.

CHAPTER 2A
INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND

The Senate amendment provided appro-
priations of $14,500,000,000 for an increase in
the United States quota at the International
Monetary Fund and $3,400,000,000 for the pro-
posed New Arrangements to Borrow, as re-
quested by the President. The House bill did
not address these matters.

The House Appropriations Committee has
reported H.R. 3580, a non-emergency supple-
mental appropriations bill that includes
amounts for the International Monetary
Fund and the New Arrangements to Borrow
that are identical with the appropriations in
the Senate amendment.

The managers have deferred consideration
of these matters without prejudice until
later in the 105th Congress, with the under-
standing that the House will first consider
both the quota increase for the International
Monetary Fund and the request for the New
Arrangements to Borrow.

CHAPTER 3
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
OPERATION OF THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM

The managers have provided $340,000 for
operation of the National park system to be
used to lease lands in Katmai National Park
and Preserve. The managers note that a Fed-
eral district court recently upheld an appli-
cation for an allotment of key lands in
Katmai National Park and Preserve, and are
advised that the location of the private lands
will create a major disruption to park visi-
tors in the upcoming season. The managers
therefore have provided $340,000 to enable the
Park Service to lease the inholdings, de-
picted in United States Survey 7623, in order
to provide full public access, and to cover
costs related to the recent litigation.

To prevent the need to provide these lease
moneys on an annual basis, the managers di-
rect the Secretary of the Interior to begin
immediate negotiations to secure permanent
full public access through acquisition of the
inholding depicted in United States Survey
7623, permanent conservation and access
easements on the inholdings, land exchange,
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or a combination thereof. By July 1, 1998 the
Secretary should report to the House and
Senate Committees on Appropriations on
progress toward such an acquisition arrange-
ment and inform the Committees whether a
Declaration of Taking is necessary and
would lead to a timely acquisition for the
1999 visitor season. If no agreement has been
signed by July 15, 1998, the Secretary should
advise the Committees of all other alter-
natives and any additional authority nec-
essary for the Park Service or any other land
management agency.

MINERALS MANAGEMENT SERVICE

ROYALTY AND OFFSHORE MINERALS

MANAGEMENT

The managers have provided $6,675,000 for
royalty and offshore minerals management
as proposed by both the House and the Sen-
ate. These funds are to be derived from in-
creased receipts.

The managers are aware of the success of
the past four lease sales in the Gulf of Mex-
ico and understand that, since enactment of
the Deep Water Royalty Relief Act, revenues
from lease sales in the deep water have been
more than $1.2 billion in excess of estimates.
Furthermore, the managers expect that ex-
isting financial terms will be maintained for
lease sales in the remaining incentive period,
including minimum bids and royalty rates.
OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING RECLAMATION AND

ENFORCEMENT
ABANDONED MINE RECLAMATION FUND
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

The managers have provided $3,163,000 for
the abandoned mine reclamation fund as pro-
posed by both the House and the Senate.
These funds are to be derived by transfer
from the regulation and technology account.

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
OPERATION OF INDIAN PROGRAMS

The managers have provided $1,050,000 for
operation of Indian programs as proposed by
both the House and the Senate.

OFFICE OF SPECIAL TRUSTEE FOR AMERICAN

INDIANS
FEDERAL TRUST PROGRAMS

The managers have provided
$4,650,000 for Federal trust programs as
proposed by both the House and the
Senate.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES

INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE
INDIAN HEALTH SERVICES

The managers have provided $100,000 for In-
dian health services as proposed by the Sen-
ate. The House proposed no funds for this
purpose.

The managers are concerned about the
alarming rate of suicide attempts in Indian
country, especially among youth and young
adults. The managers intend to address this
problem more fully in the context of the fis-
cal year 1999 appropriation. The $100,000 pro-
vided in this supplemental appropriation is
intended to allow the Indian Health Service
to begin to target especially troubling situa-
tions on an emergency basis. One example is
the situation on the Standing Rock Sioux
Reservation. The managers expect the Serv-
ice to report to the House and Senate Com-
mittees on Appropriations, within 30 days of
enactment of this Act, on what is being done
to address the problem at Standing Rock and
similar problems on other reservations.

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER

Section 3001.—The managers have included
language as proposed by the House making
certain Indian Health Service diabetes fund-
ing available until expended. The Senate had
no similar provision.
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Section 3002.—The managers have included
language as proposed by the Senate dealing
with construction of the Trappers Loop con-
nector road. The House had no similar provi-
sion.

Section 3003.—The managers have included
language as proposed by the Senate dealing
with an easement across National Forest
lands for the Boulder City Pipeline. The
House had no similar provision.

Section 3004.—The managers have included
language which modifies a provision pro-
posed by the Senate dealing with the trans-
fer of portable housing units at the Grand
Forks Air Force Base in North Dakota to In-
dian tribes in North and South Dakota. The
House had no similar provision. The modi-
fication adds language stipulating that the
Department of the Interior is not responsible
for rehabilitating the units for remediation
of hazardous substances.

Section 3005.—The managers have included
language as proposed by the Senate to adjust
the boundaries of the Petroglyph National
Monument to allow for construction of a
road. The House had no similar provision.

Section 3006.—The managers have included
language which modifies a provision pro-
posed by the Senate regarding county pay-
ment mitigation for revenue that may be
lost due to a proposed Forest Service mora-
torium on building roads in roadless areas.
The House had no similar provision.

The managers disagree with the Forest
Service’s proposed moratorium on road
building in roadless areas. The managers
consider such a moratorium to be in conflict
with orderly project planning which results
from land management planning activities.
Despite this disagreement with the Adminis-
tration’s actions, nothing in this section pro-
hibits or delays the Forest Service from im-
plementing the moratorium subject to what-
ever legal challenges which may occur pur-
suant to existing law.

The managers have made several modifica-
tions to the bill language proposed by the
Senate. The managers have inserted new lan-
guage clarifying that the provision neither
endorses nor prohibits any road building
moratorium resulting from the Forest Serv-
ice proposal of January 28, 1998, and that the
provision does not affect the applicability of
existing law to any moratorium. The man-
agers also have inserted new language which
clarifies that previously scheduled timber
sales to be considered for compensation or
substitution should be those which were
scheduled as of October 1, 1997, or thereafter.
The managers have not provided an appro-
priation of $2,000,000, as was proposed by the
Senate, to cover part of the cost of com-
pensating States for lost timber-receipt rev-
enue caused by a road building moratorium.
Instead, the managers have provided author-
ity to the Chief of the Forest Service to
make the State payments using any funds
available to the Forest Service in fiscal
years 1998 or 1999, subject to the advance ap-
proval of the House of Senate Committees on
Appropriations. The managers have main-
tained the language proposed by the Senate
to accomplish three reports. The managers
have not stipulated, as proposed by the Sen-
ate, that funds for the study, inventory and
analysis required for the three reports
should come from funds appropriated for
Forest Research. The managers allow the
Chief to use existing funds at his discretion
to complete these three reports, subject to
normal reprogramming procedures.

Section 3007.—The managers have included
language as proposed by the Senate making
a technical correction to a provision of law
dealing with certain health care services for
Alaska Natives. The House had no similar
provision. The language amends Title Il of
the Michigan Indian Land Claims Settle-
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ment Act to clarify the terms under which
the Indian Health Service awards a contract
or compact in the Ketchikan Gateway Bor-
ough and to identify the Alaska Native
groups affected by the title.

Section 3008.—The managers have included
language as proposed by the Senate making
a technical correction to a provision in the
fiscal year 1998 Interior and Related Agen-
cies Appropriations Act dealing with self-de-
termination contracts and compacts for
health care services to Alaska Natives. The
House had no similar provision.

The managers have not included bill lan-
guage as proposed by the Senate regarding
Floyd Bennett Field in New York City. The
managers are aware, however, of ongoing dis-
cussions among the City of New York, the
Department of Transportation and the De-
partment of the Interior regarding the New
York Police Department’s proposed use for
air and sea rescue and public safety purposes
of the facility at Floyd Bennett Field that is
to be decommissioned by the U.S. Coast
Guard on May 22, 1998. The managers encour-
age all parties involved to continue these
discussions, and direct the Secretaries of
Transportation and the Interior to report to
the House and Senate Committees on Appro-
priations and the Senate Committee on Com-
merce, Science and Transportation and the
House Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure on the status of these discus-
sions no later than May 15, 1998.

The managers have not included language
proposed by the Senate prohibiting the pro-
mulgation and issuance of certain Indian
gaming regulations. The House had no simi-
lar provision.

Section 3009.—The managers have included
language placing a moratorium on the
issuance of final regulations by the Minerals
Management Service on the valuation of
crude oil for royalty purposes. This morato-
rium will remain in effect until October 1,
1998. The managers expect the Service to re-
port to the House and Senate Committees on
Appropriations as soon as possible on the
proposed regulations, including a description
of the comments the Service has received
and how those comments have been ad-
dressed.

The managers considered, but did not
adopt, language that would adjust the
boundaries of the Coastal Barrier Resources
System in Florida. These adjustments were
enacted into law in 1996 but were not imple-
mented because the maps needed to make
the adjustments were not received by the
Fish and Wildlife Service in a timely man-
ner. Evidently, these maps were lost in the
mail and therefore were not on file at the
time the legislation was enacted. The man-
agers intend to look into this matter further
and work with the legislative committees of
jurisdiction to determine if a legislative
remedy can be identified in the context of
the fiscal year 1999 appropriations bill for
the Department of the Interior and Related
Agencies or some other legislative vehicle.

CHAPTER 4
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES
CENTERS FOR DISEASE CONTROL AND
PREVENTION

DISEASE CONTROL, RESEARCH, AND TRAINING

The conference agreement includes
$9,000,000 for polio eradication activities in
Africa. The Senate bill provided the same
amount, declared the funding as an emer-
gency for the purposes of the Budget Act,
and conditioned the obligation of such fund-
ing on the submissions by the President of a
request designating the full amount as an
emergency for the purposes of the Budget
Act. The House bill contained no similar pro-
vision.
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HEALTH CARE FINANCING ADMINISTRATION
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

The conference agreement includes
$2,200,000 for the Health Care Financing Ad-
ministration (HCFA) for program adminis-
tration. The House included $16,000,000 for
this account in H.R. 3580 as reported from
the House Committee. The Senate bill in-
cluded no similar provision.

The conferees are very concerned that
Medicare contractors will not be able to ad-
dress their Year 2000 computer requirements
in time for the century change. Failure to
meet these requirements could seriously dis-
rupt the Medicare program which finances
health care for over 30 million of our most
vulnerable citizens. The conference agree-
ment modifies language included in Public
Law 105-78, the Departments of Labor,
Health and Human Services, and Education
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act,
1998, to allow $20,000,000 to be used to supple-
ment contractor budgets to meet these obli-
gations.

The conferees also understand that most, if
not all, contractors refused to sign contract
amendments assuring HCFA that the nec-
essary software changes would be made. The
conferees direct HCFA to report to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations on a regular basis
during the rest of this fiscal year and during
fiscal year 1999 on the progress that contrac-
tors are making to comply with the nec-
essary Year 2000 fixes by the Department’s
imposed deadline of December 31, 1998. If the
progress is not satisfactory, the Committees
intend to provide additional enforcement
tools to the Department to assure compli-
ance in the fiscal year 1999 appropriations
bill.

The conferees note that there has been
considerable controversy about the accuracy
of data originally used by HCFA in develop-
ing Medicare physician practice expense reg-
ulations. Concerns have been expressed that
reductions in Medicare reimbursements for
certain specialists, based on these data,
could affect physician willingness to provide
services to Medicare and therefore reduce
beneficiaries’ access to care. During the fis-
cal year 1999 appropriations process, it may
be necessary to consider the use or collection
of additional data to give a more accurate
picture of physician practice expense costs.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
GENERAL DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed in H.R. 3580 as reported from
the House Committee to ensure that funds
appropriated in Public Law 105-78, the De-
partments of Labor, Health and Human Serv-
ices, and Education and Related Agencies
Appropriations Act, 1998, for the Adolescent
Family Life program are allocated in a man-
ner consistent with Congressional intent.
The Senate bill included similar language.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
SPECIAL EDUCATION

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed in H.R. 3580 as reported from
the House Committee modified to ensure
that $600,000 is spent in fiscal year 1998 for
the Early Childhood Development Project of
the National Easter Seal Society for the Mis-
sissippi Delta Region. This project was spe-
cifically identified for funding in the con-
ference report on the FY 1998 appropriations
bill, as it had been also in the House and
Senate committee reports. The modified lan-
guage provides that the funds are to be de-
rived from funds available for research and
innovation under section 672 of the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act and
that they shall be used to provide training,
technical support, services and equipment to
address personnel and other needs. The Sen-
ate bill included no similar provision.
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GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed in H.R. 3580 as reported from
the House Committee which allows a State’s
‘“State Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram’ plan under title XXI of the Social Se-
curity Act to be approved up until Septem-
ber 30, 1999 and enable the State still to be
eligible for its FY 1998 allotment. The lan-
guage would also postpone to the end of FY
1999 the Administration’s statutory obliga-
tion to reapportion to other States any un-
used FY 1998 funds. The Senate bill included
no similar provision.

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage that was not contained in either the
House or Senate bills that would extend the
comment period on the final rule entitled
“Organ Procurement and Transplantation
Network’ until August 31, 1998. The agree-
ment also prohibits such rule from becoming
effective before October 1, 1998.

The conference agreement does not include
an authorization, included in the Senate bill,
for the Safe Schools Security Act. This pro-
vision would have authorized up to $2,250,000
to establish a School Security Center, ad-
ministered by the Attorney General, to pro-
vide technical assistance to improve school
security. The provision would also have au-
thorized up to $10,000,000 for competitive
grants to Local Education Agencies to assist
them in acquiring school security tech-
nology and carry out programs to improve
school security. The House bill contained no
similar provision.

The conferees are concerned with the re-
cent outbreaks of school violence as exempli-
fied by the tragedies in Edinboro, PA; Pearl,
MS; West Paducah, KY; and Jonesboro, AR.
While the conferees recognize the complexity
of the problem, they understand that no sin-
gle approach, by itself, will prevent such
tragedies. However, the conferees are aware
that new technology is available to address
school crime and violence.

The conferees encourage the Department
of Education to utilize funds within the Safe
and Drug Free Schools and Communities Act
to support grants to districts that exhibit
the most serious crime problems. Such funds
could be used to acquire security technology,
support security assessments, and other as-
sistance aimed at improving school security
through the use of technology.

CHAPTER 5
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
CONGRESSIONAL OPERATIONS
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

PAYMENTS TO WIDOWS AND HEIRS OF DECEASED
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS

The conferees have agreed to provide funds
for the customary death gratuity for the
widow of Walter Capps, late a Representative
of the State of California, and for the widow
of Sonny Bono, late a Representative of the
State of California. The amounts provided
reflect the annual salary of Mr. Capps and
Mr. Bono at the time of their deaths.

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
CAPITOL BUILDINGS AND GROUND
CAPITOL BUILDINGS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

The conference agreement appropriates
$7,500,000 for repairs and rehabilitation of the
U.S. Capitol dome, as proposed in the Senate
amendment. The conferees agree that this
work must proceed without delay due to the
extent of deterioration of the structural ele-
ments of the interstitial space in the dome.
There is urgent need to evaluate the integ-
rity of these structural elements through a
lengthy process of paint removal, inspection,
and reapplication of paint. This phase of the
project will provide basic information upon
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which the balance of the dome rehabilitation
project will be planned.
CAPITOL GROUNDS
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

The conference agreement appropriates
$20,000,000 for implementation of the Capitol
Square perimeter security plan, including a
transfer of not to exceed $4,000,000 to the
Capitol Police Board upon request of the
Board. The remaining funds, $16,000,000, shall
be available to the Architect of the Capitol
for the non-electronic components of the
plan. The expenditure of these funds is sub-
ject to the review and approval by the appro-
priate House and Senate authorities, includ-
ing the Committees on Appropriations of the
House and Senate, the Speaker of the House,
the Committee on House Oversight, and the
Senate Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion. These funds will provide urgently need-
ed improvements to the existing perimeter
security that protects the Capitol grounds
and buildings, including replacement of dete-
riorating planters and concrete barriers with
more effective metallic bollards, and more
effective vehicle entry/exit security. The
conference agreement authorizes up to
$4,000,000 to be transferred to the Capitol Po-
lice Board, upon the request of that body, for
the electronic components of the perimeter
security plan. It may be that the Architect
of the Capitol and the Capitol Police Board
will consolidate this project into one or more
centrally administered contract(s). In that
event, the language of the bill is sufficiently
flexible to allow a single source of funds to
be used. On the other hand, if the Police
Board and Architect decide that separately
administered contracts are more desirable or
cost-effective, the bill language authorizes
that up to $4,000,000 may be transferred to
the Police Board for those purposes. That
transfer will be at the discretion of the Cap-
itol Police Board. Unspent savings from
these funds by either the Capitol Police
Board or the Architect of the Capitol are
subject to normal reprogramming proce-
dures.

CHAPTER 6
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

The conferees direct the Secretary of
Transportation to notify the House and Sen-
ate Committees on Appropriations not less
than 3 business days before any discre-
tionary grant award or letter of intent in ex-
cess of $2,000,000 is announced or made by the
Department or its modal administrations
from: (1) any discretionary program of the
Federal Highway Administration other than
the emergency relief program; (2) the airport
improvement program of the Federal Avia-
tion Administration; or (3) the transit plan-
ning and research and discretionary grants
programs of the Federal Transit Administra-
tion.

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING, RESEARCH AND

DEVELOPMENT

The conference agreement deletes the ap-
propriation proposed by the Senate of
$6,900,000 for transportation planning, re-
search and development. No similar appro-
priation was provided by the House. The con-
ferees have agreed to provide resources for
the Amtrak Reform Council and the inde-
pendent assessment of Amtrak under a sepa-
rate heading as proposed by the House. The
conferees are aware that the Department has
allocated $400,000 from resources provided in
the fiscal year 1998 Department of Transpor-
tation and Related Agencies Appropriations
Act for transportation planning assistance
for the 2002 Winter Olympics in Salt Lake
City, Utah, and $50,000 for initiation of a
multimodal transportation study for Albu-
quergue and Santa Fe, New Mexico.
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AMTRAK REFORM COUNCIL

The conference agreement provides
$2,450,000 for the Amtrak Reform Council and
an independent assessment of Amtrak au-
thorized by the Amtrak Reform and Ac-
countability Act of 1997. Funds provided
under this heading are available until Sep-
tember 30, 1999. The conference agreement
also includes a provision that not to exceed
$400,000 of the funds provided under this
heading shall be transferred to the Depart-
ment of Transportation Inspector General to
cover costs associated with the independent
assessment.

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
OPERATIONS
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND

The conference agreement deletes the ap-
propriation of $47,200,000 proposed by the
Senate for additional funding to address
Year 2000 computer problems. The House bill
contained no similar appropriation. How-
ever, the agreement does include funding of
$25,000,000 under ‘“‘Facilities and equipment”
for this purpose.

FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND

The conference agreement includes
$25,000,000 for “‘Facilities and equipment’ in-
stead of $108,800,000 as proposed by the Sen-
ate and zero as proposed by the House. As
specified in the Senate bill, these funds are
specifically provided to address Year 2000
computer hardware and software problems.
Although these funds were not requested by
the administration, the conferees believe
that additional funding is needed now to en-
sure the success of this critical activity.
Since submission of the fiscal year 1999 budg-
et, the FAA has agreed to accelerate the
timetable for the Year 2000 effort by five
months. Although the cost of this has not
yet been estimated by the FAA, the con-
ferees believe that additional funding may be
required. The conference agreement makes
these funds available for obligation until
September 30, 1999. The conferees agree that
these funds may also be used for the Host re-
pair and replacement program, to the extent
necessary to address Year 2000 concerns and
risks.

The conferees agree with reporting require-
ments proposed by the Senate for monthly
status reports and for compliance with the
Inspector General’s February 4, 1998 rec-
ommendations regarding the Year 2000 pro-
gram. The House proposed no similar re-
ports.

In addition, the conferees give final ap-
proval to reprogramming requests of the De-
partment of Transportation which provide
additional fiscal year 1998 funding of
$12,710,000 for Year 2000 remediation efforts
and $63,400,000 for replacement of the Host,
Oceanic Display and Planning System
(ODAPS), and Off-Shore Flight Data Process-
ing System (OFDPS). The conferees agree
that the following sources are to be used to
finance these reprogrammings:

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal year—
Source program name
1996

1997 1998

NEXRAD
ARTCC modernization ....................
Voice switching and control system ..
BUEC replacement .
Low density RCL
Chicago tracon ...
Non-directional beacon

1,000
8,000

Aeronautical center training facilities 3,000
Aviation safety analysis system 1,000
Atlanta metroplex ... 1,000
Critical telecommunications support . 1,000
DASI 1,600
Distance learning ... 3,000
DoD base closure ... 1,006
ERSDS 2,850
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[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal year—
Source program name
1996

1997 1998

Long range radar improvements ...............c..... 2,200
SETA 1,000
Technical services support contract ... 4,800
Voice recorder replacement program 1,000

Program support leases ..................
NAS infrastructure management system .
FAA corporate systems architecture
Environmental compliance/OSHA
Oceanic automation build 1.5 ...

1,453

5794 68,863

These sources were all submitted by the
Department of Transportation to finance the
reprogramming requests.

RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS
ADMINISTRATION

RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS

The conference agreement provides
$1,000,000 for emergency transportation ac-
tivities of the Research and Special Pro-
grams Administration. These funds shall be
utilized to increase the emergency prepared-
ness of the State of Alabama in responding
to natural disasters and other emergencies.
On April 8, 1998, tornadoes swept through
central Alabama, Kkilling 33 persons, injuring
more than 265 persons, and destroying at
least $125,000,000 in residential and commer-
cial property. Improved command and con-
trol emergency response capability would
speed the dispatch of rescue teams, provide
quicker clearance of road blockages, and aid
in coordinating the many on-scene federal
and state response teams. Of the funds pro-
vided, $400,000 shall be for construction and
establishment of an emergency transpor-
tation response center in Arab, Alabama, to
be administered by the Alabama Emergency
Management Agency, for emergency commu-
nication and response services in the north-
ern part of Alabama. The State will provide
necessary matching funds for construction of
this facility. The Department of Transpor-
tation will provide no ongoing consulting or
other services after the establishment of the
center. In addition, $550,000 is provided for a
mobile emergency response system (MERS)
vehicle, to be jointly operated by the Ala-
bama Department of Transportation and the
Alabama Emergency Management Agency,
which will enable on-scene command and
control response coordination. In addition,
$50,000 is provided for departmental adminis-
trative costs associated with this program.

RELATED AGENCY
NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

The  conference agreement  provides
$5,400,000 for the National Transportation
Safety Board for expenses resulting from the
crash of TWA Flight 800, as proposed by both
the House and the Senate. Technical changes
have been made to the bill language relating
to the location and designation of the facil-
ity, as proposed by the House.

GENERAL PROVISIONS—CHAPTER 6

The conference agreement includes a pro-
vision (sec. 6001) that provides $1,000,000, to
be derived from balances available to the Ad-
ministrator of the Federal Transit Adminis-
tration from previous appropriations Acts,
to conduct transit investment analysis from
Ewa to east Honolulu, Hawaii. Funds shall
remain available until September 30, 2001.

The conference agreement deletes the pro-
vision proposed by the Senate which related
to administrative handling of exemption re-
quests for air service to slot-controlled air-
ports. The conferees are concerned by the
Department’s lack of timeliness in the con-
sideration and disposition of exemption re-
quests for air service to slot-controlled air-
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ports, and by the lack of responsiveness to
inquiries from interested members of Con-
gress.
CHAPTER 7
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

YEAR 2000 CENTURY DATE CHANGE CONVERSION

The Administration requested transfer au-
thority, subject to advance notice being
transmitted to the Appropriations Commit-
tee, of up to $250,000,000 from any funds avail-
able to the Department to any other Depart-
ment account in order to fund essential Year
2000 century date change conversion require-
ments. The conferees are committed to pro-
viding the resources the Department needs
to successfully complete Year 2000 conver-
sion activities; however, the conferees have
denied the Administration’s request for De-
partment-wide transfer authority.

The conference agreement provides,
through direct appropriations ($40,800,000)
and through the approval of reprogramming
actions ($133,100,000), the total additional
amount currently estimated by the Depart-
ment of the Treasury to be required for Year
2000 conversion activities in fiscal year 1998
at the internal Revenue Service ($63,200,000),
the Financial Management Service
($7,400,000), the United States Customs Serv-
ice ($37,300,000), and for the Department-wide
communications system ($66,000,000).

The conferees agree with the language in
House Report 105-470 regarding the account-
ability for Year 2000 expenditures.

The conferees have also recommended the
rescission of previously appropriated funds
to offset amounts provided in this Act. The
specific actions taken by the conferees in
this bill are described below.

AUTOMATION ENHANCEMENT

The conference agreement provides
$35,500,000 for Automation Enhancement in-
stead of $28,110,000 as proposed in H.R. 3580,
as reported by the House Committee on Ap-
propriations, and $39,410,000 as proposed by
the Senate. This appropriation, combined
with the approval of a reprogramming ac-
tion, will provide a total of $66,000,000 for
Year 2000 activities associated with the
Treasury Communications System. Funds
are made available until September 30, 2000.

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

The conference agreement provides
$5,300,000 for the Financial Management
Service as proposed in H.R. 3580, as reported
by the House Committee on Appropriations,
and as proposed by the Senate. This appro-
priation, combined with the approval of a re-
programming action, will provide a total of
$7,400,000 for Year 2000 work at the Financial
Management Service. Funds are made avail-
able until September 30, 2000.

UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE
CUSTOMS FACILITIES, CONSTRUCTION,
IMPROVEMENTS

The conference agreement provides no
funds for the Customs Facilities, Construc-
tion, Improvements account, instead of
$5,512,000 as proposed by the Senate.

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
INDEPENDENT AUDIT AND MANAGEMENT REVIEW

Public Law 105-61 provided $750,000 for an
independent technological and performance
audit and management review of the Federal
Election Commission. These funds were pro-
vided to the General Accounting Office
(GAO) for the sole purpose of entering into a
contract with an independent entity for the
purpose of completing this review. The fiscal
year 1998 conference agreement (House Re-
port 105-284) further required the GAO to
consult with the Committees on Appropria-
tions and the House Oversight Committee on
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the parameters of the review. GAO has con-
sulted with the Committees, as required. The
conferees direct GAO to proceed no later
than 15 days after enactment of this bill with
implementation of the statement of work
agreed to by the Committees on Appropria-
tions and the House Oversight Committee on
April 28, 1998, absent additional changes
agreed to by all parties.

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER
FEDERAL EMPLOYEE RETIREMENT OPEN
ENROLLMENT

The conferees have taken no action in re-
sponse to the Administration’s proposal to
repeal section 642 of the Treasury and Gen-
eral Government Appropriations Act, 1998,
the Federal Employees’ Retirement System
Open Enrollment Act of 1997.

FEDERAL EMPLOYEE VOLUNTARY EARLY
RETIREMENT

The conferees have included a new provi-
sion providing temporary government-wide
authority for agencies to offer targeted early
retirement. This authority expires on Sep-
tember 30, 1999. The conference agreement
does not affect the existing statutory re-
quirement in section 8336(d)(2) and section
8414(b)(1)(B) of title 5, United States Code,
that, in order to be eligible for voluntary
early retirement, an individual must have
completed 25 years of service or have reached
age 50 and completed 20 years of service.

EDUCATIONAL EXPENSES FOR CHILDREN OF

MANUEL ZURITA

The conferees have included a new provi-
sion permitting the two dependent children
of deceased Customs Service Senior Special
Agent Manuel Zurita to complete their pri-
mary and secondary education at the Antil-
les Consolidated School System at Fort Bu-
chanan, Puerto Rico at no cost to the chil-
dren or their family. The Customs Service
shall reimburse the Department of Defense
for all reasonable educational expenses.

CHAPTER 8
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
VETERANS BENEFITS ADMINISTRATION
COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS

Inserts language proposed by the Senate
appropriating $550,000,000 for compensation
and pensions. The House, in H.R. 3580, pro-
posed language appropriating $550,000,000 for
compensation and pensions.

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
STATE AND TRIBAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS

The conferees have included bill language
as proposed by the House which clarifies that
recipients for grant funds under the ‘“‘State
and Tribal Assistance Grants’ account shall
be those entities which were made eligible
for such grants under the Agency’s various
organic statutes. This action will correct the
inadvertent result of language included in
the fiscal year 1998 Appropriations Act limit-
ing the eligibility for such grants.
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ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

The conferees have included bill language
as proposed by the House which stipulates
that no requirements of any carbon mon-
oxide Federal Implementation Plan (FIP)
which are based on the Clean Air Act prior
to the adoption of the Clean Air Act Amend-
ments of 1990 may be imposed in the State of
Arizona. The conferees understand that the
State of Arizona and the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency have worked diligently to
produce a carbon monoxide State Implemen-
tation Plan (SIP), and encourage the parties
to complete this work and approve a new SIP
at the earliest possible date.

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND
ASSISTANCE

The conferees are concerned about the eco-
nomic disruption that may take place in
Sacramento and Los Angeles based on the
Flood Insurance Rate Maps that were issued
January 5, 1998 and are aware of the vigorous
efforts by these cities to increase their level
of flood protection. The Federal Emergency
Management Agency is directed to work
closely with the Army Corps of Engineers to
determine whether the flood control work
underway and planned will provide sufficient
protection in Sacramento and Los Angeles to
satisfy requirements for designation as an
A99 zone.

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE
ADMINISTRATION

HUMAN SPACE FLIGHT
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

The conferees have provided an additional
$53,000,000 by transfer for Space Station ac-
tivities in fiscal year 1998. The House had
provided for a transfer of $173,000,000 and the
Senate had provided for no additional funds.
The transfer is from the Mission Support ac-
count and is to be combined with $37,000,000
which NASA may reallocate from within the
Human Space Flight account. The total
funding for Space Station activities in fiscal
year 1998 will be up to $2,441,300,000 after this
transfer and reallocation.

The amount transferred from Mission Sup-
port consists of $15,000,000 from space com-
munications,  $15,000,000 from salaries,
$11,000,000 from research operations support,
and $12,000,000 from construction of facili-
ties. At a minimum, the conferees agree that
NASA should reallocate to the International
Space Station, within the Human Space
Flight account, the following amounts:
$5,000,000 from the shuttle program,
$10,000,000 from payload processing, and
$12,000,000 from advanced projects.

The conferees are in receipt of the report
recently released by the Cost Assessment
and Validation Task Force which concludes
that the fiscal year 1999 budget request for
the International Space Station program is
not adequate to execute the baseline pro-
gram, cover normal program growth, and ad-
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dress the known critical risks. As such, the
conferees therefore remain deeply concerned
that NASA not force reductions in current
and future outyear projections for space
science, earth science, aeronautics and ad-
vanced space transportation because of the
need to accommodate overruns in the space
station budget. The conferees call upon the
Administration to submit a credible plan for
responding to the recommendations con-
tained in the report by June 15, 1998, with
corresponding budget proposals that provide
for necessary additional resources for fiscal
year 1999 and beyond.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Section 8001. Amends section 206 of the Fis-
cal Year 1998 VA, HUD and Independent
Agencies Appropriations Act to redefine an
area of economic development in Kansas
City, Missouri, as proposed by the Senate.
The House did not include a similar provi-
sion.

Section 8002. Requires HUD to allocate di-
rectly to New Jersey a portion of HOPWA
funds designated for the Philadelphia, PA-
NJ Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area as
proposed by the Senate. The House did not
include a similar provision.

The conferees agree to include this provi-
sion until the end of fiscal year 1999 for the
purpose of providing HUD sufficient time to
review the delivery process, particularly as
it relates to metropolitan statistical areas
with multiple jurisdictions that cross state
lines, and to make appropriate recommenda-
tions.

Section 8003. The conferees have included a
new section under ‘“General Provisions”
which would serve to ratify and confirm Con-
gressional intent with respect to the collec-
tion and use of funds by the National Science
Foundation (NSF). The explosive growth of
the commercial segment of the Internet re-
sulted in the collection of program fees in
excess of the amount projected. These were
in turn held in an “Intellectual Infrastruc-
ture Fund” until the Congress, as part of the
fiscal year 1998 Appropriations Act, deter-
mined to use these funds for NSF’s work on
“Next Generation Internet” activities. This
action by the Congress has since been held
up by proceedings in the federal court sys-
tem, and the language included in this new
section will statutorily correct the lack of
authority perceived by the court. The con-
ferees would not in this regard that the fed-
eral judge in this case literally invited this
action by the Congress, which would do
nothing more than permit the NSF to pro-
ceed with the use of these funds as intended
by Public Law 105-65.

CHAPTER 9
RESCISSIONS AND OFFSET
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

The following table reflects the conference
agreement on rescissions.

House-reported

(HR. 3580) Senate Conference
Agricultural Research Service $223,000 $223,000
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, salaries and expenses 350,000 350,000
Agricultural Marketing Service, marketing services 25,000 25,000
Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards Administration, salaries and expenses 38,000 38,000
Food Safety and Inspection Service 502,000 502,000
Farm Service Agency, salaries and expenses 1,080,000 1,080,000
Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund Program Account 6,737,000 8,273,000
Natural Resources Conservation Service, conservation operations 378,000 378,000
Rural Housing Service, salaries and expenses 846,000 846,000
Food and Nutrition Service, food program administration 114,000 114,000

The conferees direct that the rescission
from the Animal and Plant Health Inspec-
tion Service affect only the agency’s contin-
gency fund.

The Department of Agriculture indicates
that the proposed rescission of funds appro-
priated for Farm Service Agency salaries and
expenses should not result in staff reductions
beyond those expected in fiscal year 1998.

The conference directs that the funding re-
scission be applied only to the non-salary
portion of the Farm Service Agency budget.
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GENERAL PROVISION—THIS CHAPTER

The conference report includes a general
provision prohibiting funds in P.L. 105-86 to
be used to pay personnel who carry out a
conservation farm option program in excess
of $11,000,000 as proposed in the House-re-
ported bill, H.R. 3580. The Senate bill con-
tained no similar provision.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES
(RESCISSION)

The managers have agreed to the rescis-
sion of $1,188,000 from management of lands
and resources as proposed by both the House
and the Senate.

OREGON AND CALIFORNIA GRANT LANDS
(RESCISSION)

The managers have agreed to the rescis-
sion of $2,500,000 from Oregon and California
grant lands as proposed by both the House
and the Senate.

UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
(RESCISSION)

The managers have agreed to the rescis-
sion of $250,000 from resource management as
proposed by both the House and the Senate.

CONSTRUCTION
(RESCISSION)

The managers have agreed to the rescis-
sion of $1,188,000 from construction as pro-
posed by both the House and the Senate

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
CONSTRUCTION
(RESCISSION)

The managers have agreed to the rescis-
sion of $1,638,000 from construction as pro-
posed by both the House and Senate.

BUREAU OF MINES
MINES AND MINERALS
(RESCISSION)

The managers have agreed to the rescis-
sion of $1,605,000 from minerals as proposed
by both the House and Senate.

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
CONSTRUCTION
(RESCISSION)

The managers have agreed to the rescis-
sion of $837,000 from construction as pro-
posed by the Senate instead of a rescission of
$737,000 as proposed by the House.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOREST SERVICE
FOREST AND RANGELAND RESEARCH
(RESCISSION)

The managers have agreed to the rescis-
sion of $148,000 from forest and range land re-
search as proposed by the House. The Senate
did not propose a rescission from this ac-
count.

STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY
(RESCISSION)

The managers have agreed to the rescis-
sion of $59,000 from State and private for-
estry as proposed by the House. The Senate
did not propose a rescission from this ac-
count.

NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM
(RESCISSION)

The managers have agreed to the rescis-
sion of $1,094,000 from the National forest
system as proposed by the House. The Senate
did not propose a rescission from this ac-
count.

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT
(RESCISSION)

The managers have agreed to the rescis-
sion of $148,000 from wildland fire manage-
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ment as proposed by the House. The Senate
did not propose a rescission from this ac-
count.

RECONSTRUCTION AND CONSTRUCTION
(RESCISSION)

The managers have agreed to the rescis-
sion of $30,000 from reconstruction and con-
struction as proposed by the House. The Sen-
ate did not propose a rescission from this ac-
count.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES

HEALTH RESOURCES AND SERVICES
ADMINISTRATION

HEALTH PROFESSIONS EDUCATION FUND
(RESCISSION)

The conference agreement includes a re-
scission of $11,200,000 from unobligated bal-
ances of the Health Professions Education
Fund.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
PAYMENTS TO AIR CARRIERS

(RESCISSION)

The conference agreement rescinds
$2,500,000 in general fund authority from the
payments to air carriers program as pro-
posed by the House instead of $2,499,000 as
proposed by the Senate.

PAYMENTS TO AIR CARRIERS
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)
(RESCISSION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

The conference agreement rescinds
$3,000,000 in contract authority provided for
“Small community air service” by Public
Law 101-508 for fiscal years prior to fiscal
year 1998, as proposed by both the House and
Senate.

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
FACILITIES, ENGINEERING, AND DEVELOPMENT
(RESCISSION)

The conference agreement rescinds $500,000
in unobligated balances from ‘“‘Facilities, en-
gineering, and development’. The FAA has
no plans for using these funds, which have
remained unobligated for many years.

GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS
(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)
(RESCISSION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

The conference agreement rescinds
$54,000,000 in contract authority in this title
of the bill. These funds are in excess of the
annual obligation limitation placed on the
program by the fiscal year 1998 Department
of Transportation and Related Agencies Ap-
propriations Act and are therefore not avail-
able for obligation in fiscal year 1998.

(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS)

The conference agreement restores the re-
duction of $31,400,000 in the obligation limi-
tation for ‘““Grants-in-aid for airports’ pro-
posed by the House. The Senate bill con-
tained no similar reduction. The conference
action results in a funding level of
$1,700,000,000 for this program, which was the
original level enacted in the Department of
Transportation and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 1998.

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION
CONRAIL LABOR PROTECTION
(RESCISSION)

The conference agreement rescinds $508,234
for Conrail labor protection activities from
unobligated balances under this heading, as
proposed by the House, instead of from re-
sources provided by direct appropriations by
transfer as proposed by the Senate.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(RESCISSION)

The conference agreement rescinds
$6,000,000 from funds appropriated in fiscal
year 1997 for the Automated Targeting Sys-
tem (ATS), as proposed in H.R. 3580, as re-
ported by the House Committee on Appro-
priations, and as proposed by the Senate.
ATS was scaled back to a voluntary pilot
program in fiscal year 1998, thereby realizing
significant savings. The conference agree-
ment does not rescind $5,300,000 in Customs
Service’s unobligated balances, as proposed
by the Senate.

UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE, CUSTOMS P-3
DRUG INTERDICTION PROGRAM
(RESCISSION)

The conference agreement rescinds
$4,470,000 from funds previously appropriated
for the Customs P-3 Drug Interdiction Pro-
gram, instead of $5,511,754, as proposed by the
Senate. The conference agreement makes a
technical correction to the Senate bill, re-
scinding funds from the Operations and
Maintenance, Customs P-3 Drug Interdiction
Program instead of the Customs Facilities,
Construction, Improvements account.

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY INVESTMENTS
(RESCISSION)

The conference agreement rescinds
$30,330,000 from funds appropriated in fiscal
year 1998 for the Internal Revenue Service’s
Information Technology Investments pro-
gram, instead of $27,410,000 as proposed in
H.R. 3580, as reported by the House Commit-
tee on Appropriations, and $33,410,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. The conferees wish to
make it clear that they fully support the
program to modernize the Internal Revenue
Service’s information systems and only take
this action in response to the Department’s
need to address urgent Year 2000 century
date change conversion requirements.

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS TITLE

Sec. 10002.—The conferees are aware of con-
cerns regarding the Patent and Trademark
Office’s (PTO) lack of progress in its space
planning activities for its new facilities
which may result in unnecessary cost
growth. In addition, the conferees are aware
that questions have been raised regarding
the justification for, and costs associated
with, build-out of the new facilities. There-
fore, language has been included requiring
the PTO to submit a report to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations no later than May 15,
1998 detailing its space plans and associated
build-out costs for the new facility, and
making funds for the build-out available
only in accordance with standard reprogram-
ming procedures. The conferees do not in-
tend for this provision to prevent the move
to new facilities to meet the PTO’s space re-
quirements. The Senate bill included lan-
guage prohibiting expenditure of funds until
submission of a report on the cost-benefit
analysis of PTO’s relocation to a new facility
versus other alternatives to meet its space
requirements. The House bill contained no
provision on this matter.

Sec. 10003.—The conference agreement in-
cludes language, as proposed in the Senate
bill, to repeal a provision included in the Na-
tional Sea Grant College Program Reauthor-
ization Act of 1998 which designated Lake
Champlain as one of the Great Lakes, and in-
stead includes new language to make the
study of Lake Champlain an allowable pur-
pose for funding under the National Sea
Grant College Program. The House bill in-
cluded no similar provision.
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Sec. 10004.—The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision, as proposed in the Senate
bill, to permit the transfer back to the State
Department of up to $12,000,000 that was
transferred out of the State Department to
other agencies pursuant to section 404 of the
fiscal year 1998 Commerce, Justice, State
Appropriations Act. Section 404 provided
funds for the implementation of the initial
year of operation of the International Coop-
erative Administrative Support Services pro-
gram. The transfer permitted under this pro-
vision is based upon a re-estimate of the al-
location of costs among participating agen-
cies. The conferees intend that the funds
transferred back to the State Department
pursuant to the provision shall only be used
for State Department ICASS costs. The
House bill did not include a provision on this
matter.

Sec. 10005.—The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision, as proposed in the Senate
bill, which continues a refugee program for
the unmarried sons and daughters over 21
years of age of Vietnamese reeducation camp
detainees who were previously admitted to
the United States pursuant to the Orderly
Departure Program. This section extends the
original provision, included in the Foreign
Operations Appropriations Act for fiscal year
1997, through fiscal years 1998 and 1999. The
House bill included no similar provision.

Sec. 10006.—The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision, as proposed in the Senate
bill, requiring the United States Representa-
tives to the World Trade Organization (WTO)
to seek changes in certain WTO procedures
to promote greater openness and trans-
parency in its activities. The House bill in-
cluded no similar provision.

In addition, the conferees expect the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion to move promptly with the award of
funds provided in the fiscal year 1998 Appro-
priations Act to the Institute for the Study
of Earth, Oceans, and Space to undertake a
ground-based demonstration of the collec-
tion of wind data.

The conference agreement does not include
Section 2004 of the Senate bill. This in no
way can be considered as expressing the ap-
proval of the Congress of the action of the
Federal Communications Commission (FCC)
in establishing one or more corporations to
administer Section 254(h) of the Communica-
tions Act of 1934. However, the conferees ex-
pect that the FCC will comply with the re-
porting requirement in the Senate bill, re-
spond to inquiries regarding the universal
service contribution mechanisms, access
charges and cost data, and propose a new
structure for the implementation of univer-
sal service programs. The conferees concur
with the provisions of the Senate bill relat-
ing to compensation for employees admin-
istering these programs. In carrying out the
reporting requirement, the conferees believe
that any proposed administrative structure
should take into account the distinct mis-
sion of providing universal service to rural
health care providers, and include rec-
ommendations as necessary to assure the
successful implementation of this program.

The conference agreement does not include
section 2008 of the Senate bill, waiving a
matching funds requirement for a Small
Business Development Center pilot project
on Internet commerce in Vermont.

The conference agreement does not include
section 2010 of the Senate bill, setting forth
the sense of the Senate relating to United
States contributions in support of United
Nations peacekeeping missions.

The managers considered, but did not
adopt, language that would create a Trade
Deficit Review Commission, as proposed by
the Senate. The conferees agree that serious
concerns exist regarding continuing trade
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deficits and intend to work with the legisla-
tive committees of jurisdiction to establish
such a Commission, including in the context
of the fiscal year 1999 appropriations process.

Sec. 10007.—The conference agreement in-
serts a new section 10007 as a technical
amendment which provides that provisions
of the District of Columbia Code affecting
the employment of the Chief of the Metro-
politan Police Department of the District of
Columbia shall not apply to the Police Chief
to the extent the provisions are inconsistent
with the terms of an employment agreement
between the Police Chief, the Mayor and the
District of Columbia Financial Responsibil-
ity and Management Assistance Authority.
The section further includes language mak-
ing the procedure for the appointment and
removal of the Chief during a control year
consistent with procedures for the Chief Fi-
nancial Officer and certain department heads
as set forth in the District of Columbia Fi-
nancial Responsibility and Management As-
sistance Act of 1995 and the District of Co-
lumbia Management Reform Act of 1997.

Sec. 10008.—Support for Democratic opposi-
tion in Iraq.

The conference agreement includes a gen-
eral provision providing that, notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law, $5,000,000 of
the funds previously appropriated for the
“Economic Support Fund” in Public Law
105-118 (Foreign Operations, Export Financ-
ing, and Related Programs Appropriations
Act, 1998) be made available for support for
the democratic opposition in Iraq. The funds
are to be used for such activities as organiza-
tion, training, communication, dissemina-
tion of information, developing and imple-
menting agreements among opposition
groups, compiling information to support the
indictment of Iraqi officials for war crimes,
and for related purposes. The provision also
requires a report from the Secretary of State
to the appropriate committees of Congress
within 30 days of enactment into law of this
Act on plans to establish a program to sup-
port the democratic opposition in Iraqg.

The Senate amendment contained similar
language, but included a supplemental ap-
propriation of $5,000,000 for these activities.
It also designated these funds as an emer-
gency requirement under the terms of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended, and further
provided that the entire amount would be
made available only to the extent that an of-
ficial budget request for a specific dollar
amount, that included designation of the en-
tire amount of the request as an emergency
requirement, was transmitted by the Presi-
dent to Congress. The House bill did not ad-
dress this matter.

The managers expect that a significant
portion of the support for the democratic op-
position should go to the Iraqi National Con-
gress, a group that has demonstrated the ca-
pacity to effectively challenge the Saddam
Hussein regime with representation from
Sunni, Shia, and Kurdish elements of Iraqg.

OFFSETTING EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS

The conference agreement deletes a sense
of the House provision contained in the
House bill that stated that all emergency
supplemental appropriations considered in
the 105th Congress should be offset. The Sen-
ate did not include such a provision.

CONFERENCE TOTAL—WITH
COMPARISONS

The total new budget (obligational) au-
thority for the fiscal year 1998 recommended
by the Committee of Conference, with com-
parisons to the fiscal year 1998 budget esti-
mates, and the House and Senate bills for
1998 follow:
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Budget estimates of
(obligational) authority,
year 1998

House bill, fiscal year 1998 . .

Senate bill, fiscal year 1998 .. .

Conference agreement, fiscal year
1998

Conference agreement compared
with:

Budget estimates of new
(obligational) authority, fis-
cal year 1998

House bill, fiscal year 1998 ........

Senate bill, fiscal year 1998

new
fiscal

22,597,439,000
551,430,066
23,859,654,012

3,409,562,066

—19,187,876,934
+2,858,132,000
—20,450,091,946

BOB LIVINGSTON,

JOsSePH M. McDADE,

BILL YOUNG,

RALPH REGULA,

JERRY LEWIS,

JOHN EDWARD PORTER,

HAROLD ROGERS,

JOE SKEEN,

FRANK R. WOLF,

Jim KOLBE,

RON PACKARD,

SONNY CALLAHAN,

JAMES T. WALSH,

JOHN P. MURTHA

(except for IMF and
section 8 housing
recission),
Managers on the Part of the House.

TED STEVENS,

THAD COCHRAN,

ARLEN SPECTER,

PETE V. DOMENICI,

C.S. BonD,

SLADE GORTON,

Mi1TCH MCCONNELL,

CONRAD BURNS,

RICHARD C. SHELBY,

JubD GREGG,

R.F. BENNETT,

BEN NIGHTHORSE
CAMPBELL,

LARRY CRAIG,

LAUCH FAIRCLOTH,

KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON,

ROBERT C. BYRD,

D.K. INOUYE,

ERNEST F. HOLLINGS,

PATRICK J. LEAHY,

DALE BUMPERS,

FRANK R. LAUTENBERG,

ToM HARKIN,

BARBARA A. MIKULSKI,

HARRY REID,

BYRON L. DORGAN,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA STUDENT
OPPORTUNITY SCHOLARSHIP
ACT OF 1997

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LEwWIS),
the deputy chief whip.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Madam
Speaker, it has been 3 years since a
GAO report found that 1 out of every 3
of our Nation’s schools are in need of
major reconstruction and repair. Pub-
lic school buildings are crumbling. Our
schoolteachers are dealing with over-
crowded classrooms. Many of our
schools are fighting a war on drugs and
violence.

Parents and teachers in my own dis-
trict tell me about these problems and
the lack of resources in the public
schools in Atlanta. The GAO report
shows that these problems exist na-
tionwide, because overcrowded stu-
dents attend classes in closets, hall-
ways and even bathrooms. Yet, in 3
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years, the Republican leadership has
done nothing to address these devastat-
ing problems.

Nine out of 10 children in America at-
tend public schools. The bill before us
does nothing to address the problems
that they face.

In fact, this bill is nothing new. It is
just the Ilatest assault on public
schools by the opponents of public edu-
cation.

O 1230

In the last three years, my Repub-
lican colleagues have proposed abolish-
ing the Department of Education, cut-
ting the school lunch program, cutting
funding for safe and drug-free schools,
for teacher training, and for Head
Start. The Republican record is clear.
It is anti-public education.

And now they have the audacity to
propose draining $45 million from the
Federal Treasury to send just 3 percent
of D.C. students to private and reli-
gious schools. The vast majority of stu-
dents in D.C. public schools, 76,000, will
be left out and left behind.

Now, the Republicans will have us be-
lieve that they care about D.C. public
schools and their students. Do not be
fooled. Education is a great equalizer
in our Nation. For $45 million, we could
set up computer labs for every school
in the District of Columbia. We could
hire teachers, reading teachers for all
of the public schools in the District.
With adequate funding, with public
education as our top priority, we could
truly make a difference for the major-
ity of our schoolchildren in this city
and nationwide.

Madam Speaker, the Democrats have
a plan that will rebuild and repair
50,000 of our Nation’s schools, put
100,000 more teachers in our Nation’s
classrooms, reduce the class size to 18
students and strengthen teacher train-
ing.

It is time for us to take action and
move forward to improve American
public schools. This legislation is a
step backward. It is a step in the wrong
direction. Oppose the Republican D.C.
voucher scheme and invest in public
education for all of our children, so no
child will be left behind in the District
of Columbia or any place in America.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
4% minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), the
majority whip.

Mr. DELAY. Madam Speaker, an an-
cient Greek philosopher once said that
only the educated are truly free. To a
remarkable extent, that is still true
today. The state of our education sys-
tem pounds that point home. In many
of our communities our children get
the best education in the world. They
are free to become lawyers, doctors, as-
tronauts, engineers or whatever they
want. They are free to live the Amer-
ican dream.

But in other communities, those
communities that are not so well off,
those communities that are ravaged by
crime and drugs, the schools very often
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fail the children. They fail to give the
children the necessary tools so they
can realize their dreams. They fail to
provide the children the safe and se-
cure environment where they can
learn. They fail to provide teachers
who have the knowledge and the abil-
ity to teach. They fail to use their re-
sources wisely to ensure that money is
spent on teaching children, not on pad-
ding the wallets of bureaucrats.

And as a result of these failures, the
children in these communities are
trapped. They are not free to live their
dreams. They are trapped in a system
that ensures mediocrity, that inspires
despair, that instills failure.

The District of Columbia has many
examples of failure in its education
system. It has amongst the highest il-
literacy rates of any school system in
the country. It spends more money per
student than most schools. The ques-
tion today is pretty simple: Do we take
the steps that will instill accountabil-
ity and responsibility and quality into
the school system, or do we let the sta-
tus quo continue unabated?

Well, in my view we need to shake
this system up, and | cannot think of a
better way to do that than to establish
scholarships for children who want to
break out of a failing system. | have
heard most of the opponents today; and
a lot of opponents in Washington, D.C.,
including half the teachers in the
school system, send their children to
schools other than the government
school system. | have heard many com-
plaints from those people who oppose
the proposal offered by the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY) to establish
this scholarship program. They say it
means that we are abandoning the pub-
lic school system. Nothing could be
further from the truth.

If we wanted to abandon the public
school system we would offer legisla-
tion that would give every student in
the D.C. system a scholarship, every
student a scholarship to the private or
public school system somewhere else.
And my guess is that that proposal
would be a cheaper alternative than
the current system and wildly popular
with most of the residents in the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

But the majority leader is offering
his proposal to inspire a rebirth in the
D.C. school system. There is nothing
like a little competition to get a sys-
tem to change for the better, and we
know that in business and we know it
in life.

So some teachers’ unions are fighting
this proposal and other school choice
proposals, and half of them send their
kids to private schools, and they fight
them with every ounce of energy that
they can muster. Apparently the
unions are scared of the concept of ac-
countability and responsibility and
quality.

I know many teachers who are as
frustrated with the current system as
we are. They want the best for these
students. But the bureaucrats and the
union leaders want the best for the bu-
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reaucracy and the union and not for
students. And what is best for the bu-
reaucracy and for the union is often
the worst for the student and the par-
ents.

Giving families the opportunity to
choose where their children will attend
school is an innovative way to inspire
competition and improve our public
school system. Many low-income fami-
lies cannot afford to send their chil-
dren to private school or even the
means to take them to another public
school in a better area.

The D.C. Scholarship Opportunity
Act would give a low-income family in
the District a choice, a chance, the
power to provide their children with a
better education. The D.C. Scholarship
Opportunity Act is an important way
to begin to affect our communities, to
show them that we in Washington are
committed to improving the edu-
cational system.

So, Madam Speaker, | applaud the
majority leader for his commitment.
Improving this system will help more

children to realize the American
dream.
Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |

yield 30 seconds to the distinguished
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY),
the ranking member of the Committee
on Education and the Workforce.

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

Mr. CLAY. Madam Speaker, | thank
the gentlewoman from the District of
Columbia (Ms. NoRTON) for yielding me
this time.

Madam Speaker, | rise in opposition
to this voucher bill because it will do
absolutely nothing to improve the
quality of educational opportunities
available in the District of Columbia.
What this bill will do, however, is cre-
ate false hope in the minds of school-
children and their parents and allow
the Republicans to trumpet a lot of
their baseless partisan political
themes.

Let me say to my Republican col-
leagues and the District residents that
federally funded school vouchers will
not be made available here or any-
where else in America during the 105th
Congress.

Madam Speaker, this is the third time that
Republicans have trotted out this misguided
D.C. voucher proposal for consideration in the
House. Twice before they unsuccessfully at-
tempted to attach it to the D.C. Appropriations
bill. Now, the proposal finally stands alone to
be judged on its own. It has never gone
through the committee process for deliberate
consideration. If it had, it would not have seen
the light of day.

Just, last November, a bipartisan majority of
this body soundly rejected legislation to offer
federally funded vouchers nationwide. Why?
Because Members recognized that vouchers
simply channel taxpayer dollars to private and
religious schools—something ridiculous to do
when budget pressure makes it difficult to
properly fund public schools. Members also
recognized that the bill would erode protec-
tions afforded through our civil rights laws.
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The voucher proposal before us today suffers
from the very same fatal flaws. What's more,
the D.C. voucher bill would be vetoed if it
were sent to the President.

Madam Speaker, we should not undermine
the efforts of those local officials who are prin-
cipally responsible for the education of District
students by forcing upon them the failed and
unconstitutional voucher experiment. Rather,
what we should do is support the Norton sub-
stitute to provide the D.C. public schools with
$7 million to implement comprehensive re-
forms and hire additional reading tutors. Both
initiatives would target the lowest performing
schools. This approach would ensure all D.C.
students the promise of a quality education
from what would soon become an exemplary
public school system.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
4 minutes and 10 seconds to the distin-
guished gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
DAvIS).

(Mr. DAVIS of Virginia asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Madam
Speaker, it is with an abiding respect
and great reluctance that | oppose the
gentlewoman from the District of Co-
lumbia (Ms. NoRrTON), my friend and
colleague, but | support this legisla-
tion.

I think a few things need to be said.
First, this is not taking one cent from
the public schools in the District of Co-
lumbia, which have the highest spend-
ing rate per pupil in the Washington
region right now. And 1 will join the
gentlewoman in making sure they have
the money to continue to build a qual-
ity public school system.

But we have tried through a presi-
dentially appointed control board to
make the system better, and it is clear
it is more than a one-year ordeal. It is
going to take several years. We recog-
nize and we have to recognize the cur-
rent failures of the public school sys-
tem that the Washington Post this
morning labeled ““troubled.”

The dropout rate is the highest in the
region. Test scores the lowest almost
in the country. Opened four years in a
row late. It is just not operating. It is
so bad that no Member of Congress
sends their kids through the District of
Columbia public school system today.
The President and the Vice President,
offered those opportunities, did as most
of us and declined and opted for private
schools, and | do not blame them or
fault them in any way because the
school system today is not something
that we could be proud of.

Madam Speaker, | want to work to
make it better. This is a scholarship.
This bill allows not just the oppor-
tunity for some of the poorest of the
poor to send their kids to private
schools. It allows the option for dollars
for tutoring and dollars for teacher
training and the like.

What has happened in this city over
the last 20 years is that the middle
class and the upper class have re-
sponded by sending their Kkids to pri-
vate schools or moving out of the city
where there are school systems that
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are delivering an educational quality.
What we are trying to offer here is a
scholarship opportunity for the poorest
of the poor in the city to give their
children the same opportunity that
Members of Congress have to send their
kids to quality schools.

Opponents have said we are imposing
this on the city. We are not imposing
anything on the city. There is an arti-
cle in the Washington Post today that
talks about the Ted Forstmann schol-
arships for the city. Seven thousand
poor families applied for this $1,700
grant, and they have to put up $500 of
their own, when they could take a free
public school system, and they are still
overwhelmed with responses. | predict
that we will get more responses to this
program should this become law.

One lady, Karen Leach, said *“I
prayed every day. | just prayed every
day,” that she would be able to get the
additional scholarships to send her
kids where they could get a quality
education. | think this bill will answer
the prayers of a few thousand other
parents in the city as well.

As | said, it is not imposing vouchers.
We are not imposing these scholarships
on anybody. If parents do not want
them, then they should not apply and
should not take them. But please do
not tell single mothers like Karen
Leach that because they are poor,
working poor, working two jobs in
some cases to give their kids a better
life, that they cannot have access to
these educational scholarships just be-
cause their political leaders are afraid
to admit that perhaps the school sys-
tem is not working and is not func-
tional in some cases, it has not opened
on time for four years, and some of the
other things we have discussed. It
should not mean that the poor students
cannot live and have the American
dream like the rest of us.

I agree with my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle. Let us fix the
system. Let us give the public schools
more dollars to do the job. We in-
creased spending in the classroom last
year. But even the presidentially ap-
pointed control board is not going to
fix the schools overnight.

For Christopher Leach, who is men-
tioned in the Post article today, which
I will submit for the RECORD, and oth-
ers who are going to be in the third
grade next year, the schools they will
be going to are not functional, are not
at an acceptable level for any of us to
send our Kids. They will never have an-
other chance at the third grade while
we are busy fixing the system. Next
year is it for them.

What we are trying to offer a few
thousand kids the opportunity to have
a system with the educational quality
that the rest of us enjoy. And while we
all know their schools do not meet the
standards we want for our kids, why
would we relegate them and not give
them the kind of choices the rest of us
have? But because we are richer, be-
cause we can send our Kkids to private
school or we can move to wealthy sub-
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urban areas where they have different
school systems, we deny them the op-
portunities that we have.

Madam Speaker, with the gap be-
tween rich and poor growing greater in
America and in this region every day,
we cannot afford to relegate these poor
students to a dysfunctional school sys-
tem. They deserve these opportunity
scholarships. | support the legislation.

Madam Speaker, the Washington
Post article which | previously referred
to follows:

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 30, 1998]
1,001 D.C. STUDENTS WIN SCHOLARSHIPS
(By Debbi Wilgoren)

Hundreds of low-income District parents
are receiving calls and letters this week tell-
ing them that they have won scholarships to
help them take their children out of the
city’s troubled public school system and en-
roll them in private schools.

They are the winners in a computerized
lottery, held Monday and Tuesday, that
awarded privately funded scholarships of as
much as $1,700 each to 1,001 children to cover
30 to 60 percent of private school tuition. The
money will go to about 750 families, who will
receive separate scholarships for each of
their children.

“l prayed every day. | just prayed every
day,” said Karen Leach, a single mother who
works nights as a security guard and won
scholarships for her sons, Christopher, 8, and
Christian, 5. “lI just want my kids to have
the best that | can get for them.”

Leach said she will use the money to put
her children back in Catholic school. Her
older son attended Assumption School in
Southeast Washington from nursery school
through second grade, but he and his 5-year-
old brother enrolled at Leckie Elementary
School in far Southwest last fall because
Leach could no longer afford tuition.

The two children have done fairly well in
public school this year, but Leach said she
believes they will get a better education and
more individualized attention in Catholic
school because classes will be smaller and
the other children will be better behaved.

At Leckie, she said, ‘““‘some of the kids are
just out of control.”

The number of scholarships, which are
being provided by the five-year-old Washing-
ton Scholarship Fund, has more than dou-
bled this year, thanks to the largess of Wall
Street tycoon Theodore J. Forstmann and
John Walton, heir to the Wal-Mart fortune.
They donated a total of $6 million to the ef-
fort last fall.

At a news conference yesterday announc-
ing the 1,001 winners—chosen from more
than 7,500 low-income applicants—
Forstmann said he intends to launch similar
funds soon in as many as 30 U.S. cities, in-
cluding Los Angeles. That would greatly ex-
pand a new type of philanthropy that al-
ready is helping to pay the private school
costs of 14,000 children across the country.

The effort coincides with growing national
concern about the quality of public edu-
cation provided in mostly poor, urban school
districts. It comes as publicly funded, pri-
vately operated charter schools are opening
in the city and many states, and as Repub-
lican leaders in Congress are pushing for tax-
payer-funded private school vouchers for
poor students in the District and elsewhere.

The House is expected today to pass legis-
lation, already approved by the Senate, that
would set up a D.C. voucher program despite
strong opposition from Education Secretary
Richard W. Riley, Del. Eleanor Holmes Nor-
ton (D-D.C.), local officials and parent
groups.
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President Clinton, however, has promised
to veto the bill, and congressional leaders
say they lack the two-thirds majority needed
to override his veto. Opponents of voucher
programs say the government should use its
resources to improve public schools. They
also complain that such programs unfairly
favor parochial schools, where tuition is
much lower than at most secular private
schools.

Forstmann refused to take a position yes-
terday on the issue of taxpayer-funded
vouchers. But he dismissed suggestions that
he and other donors should give money to
public schools, saying many public school
systems are so dysfunctional that donating
to them does not help children.

“It’s a little like putting money into the
former Soviet Union,” he said. “If the sys-
tem worked, we wouldn’t have to be here.”

Forstmann said he believes public schools
will work better if they are forced to com-
pete more directly with private schools for
students. He appealed to others to give
money so more poor children can choose be-
tween public and private school.

Yesterday, he met with Leach and a few
other parents, then telephoned several addi-
tional winners. Fund Executive Director
Douglas D. Dewey said all scholarship recipi-
ents will be notified by telephone and mail
this week. Those who were not selected will
receive letters by Monday or Tuesday.

The organization originally planned to
award 1,000 scholarships. But at the last
minute, it decided to include an applicant
who was not selected in the lottery but
whose academic struggle—he has repeated
third grade twice—was featured in a Wash-
ington Times article Monday.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, correcting the
record for the gentleman from Vir-
ginia, the District has the second low-
est per pupil spending on students in
the region. His district, Fairfax Coun-
ty, is $7,650. Mine is only $7,000 and Al-
exandria is $9,000.

Madam Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to
the distinguished gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WATERS) chair of the
Congressional Black Caucus.

Ms. WATERS. Madam Speaker, first-
ly, I am appalled at the disrespect that
is being shown to the gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia (Ms.
NORTON). It is an unwritten rule in this
body to allow the leadership of the dis-
trict to go to that person who rep-
resents that district. Not only is she
being disrespected, but after she gives
us the facts and the figures, then we
have Members on the other side get up
and talk about she is wrong and give
other facts and figures.

I am appalled at what you are doing,
and | do not think for one minute that
you care more about this district than
the gentlewoman from the District of
Columbia. And let me say this, the gen-
tlewoman is smarter than the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY), than
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
MOoRAN) and all the rest of them put to-
gether. How dare you question her abil-
ity to lead this District?

Madam Speaker, everybody knows
this has been a political ploy. Not only
do we not believe you care more about
these children than the gentlewoman
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from the District of Columbia, we do
not believe that, but do you expect to
buy their education on the cheap?

O 1245

We heard what education costs in all
of these districts and the surrounding
ones. But you want to come with a
mere $3,200 a year for 3 percent of the
students and then say that the $7 mil-
lion will not take away from the other
students in the district. It is out-
rageous.

I would ask the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. MoRAN) and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY), those who be-
lieve in this so much, try it in your
own district, try it in your own dis-
trict.

Even though | do not support this
kind of thing, this kind of subsidy to
private schools and to religious
schools, if they want it so badly, I will
support it for their districts.

I would ask my Members, please do
not run over the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON). Do
not disrespect this district. Do not be
bullies on this issue. We know that you
are stepping on the District in every
way that you can. They are down. It is
difficult to fight. They do not have the
power to stop you. You have the num-
bers. You can step on their backs. You
can step on their necks.

I would ask you to have a little de-
cency. Give the right of representation
to the gentlewoman from the District
of Columbia (Ms. NORTON). Follow her
lead and discontinue this madness.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. RIGGS. Madam Speaker,
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The gentleman from Califor-
nia will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. RIGGS. Madam Speaker, is refer-
ring to Members of Congress as bullies
and imputing the intellect of Members
of Congress in order with House proce-
dures and rules?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers should refrain from engaging in
personalities during debate.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Madam Speaker, if I might just take
a moment, since my intellect, my mo-
tives, and my character have just been
called into question, let me just make
the observation that | made at the out-
set, Madam Speaker. This is not about
me, and, in all due respect, it is not
about the gentlewoman from the Dis-
trict of Columbia. It is about the chil-
dren.

Quite frankly, we have 8,000 of those
children and their parents that have
said this is a good deal. We want it.
You can read about them in today’s
paper.

Madam Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to
the distinguished gentlewoman from
Kentucky (Mrs. NORTHUP).

Mrs. NORTHUP. Madam Speaker, |
and all other moms know what it is
like to worry every day about how your

par-
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child is doing in school. It is terrible if
your child is trapped in a school that is
unsafe and unworkable. Your daugh-
ter’s sleepless nights become your own
sleepless nights.

Most parents with children in the
D.C. public schools live under these in-
tolerable conditions. D.C. schools have
received national attention. In spite of
funding per student that ranks among
one of the highest in the Nation, edu-
cation in the District has reached cri-
sis proportions.

Decrepit school buildings are lit-
erally falling apart. The local news
here is filled with stories of fire code
violations, violence in schools, and
failing test scores.

The problem in the D.C. public
schools right now is the entire system
is broken. It is not just a bad teacher
or disorganized principal or a leaky
roof or an unrestrained bully in the
fourth grade. It is all of these problems
and more. A parent cannot just change
their child’s teacher or their class or
their school. There is no place to es-
cape, and so the children are simply
trapped.

Hopefully, the District will begin the
long process of improvement. In the
meantime, the children in these
schools cannot wait. Too many lives
have already been ruined. A child only
gets to be in first grade once. He or she
only gets to be a child one time. We
need to make sure that each child has
at least a chance to spend that year,
that childhood in a safe school with an
opportunity to learn.

School choice will offer parents the
opportunity to give their children a
chance to learn, thus enabling them to
lay the foundation for future success.
The key to ending the cycle of public
assistance dependence is in opening
doors for children to receive a quality
education.

School choice is popular in this com-
munity. A recent poll found that low-
income parents support scholarships.
Among families earning less than
$25,000, 59 percent support the program.
We should, too.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. SAWYER).

Mr. SAWYER. Madam Speaker, while
there are a lot of good reasons to be
skeptical about the bill before us, I
think that the most important is some-
times glossed over, and that is the need
for a full and effective evaluation of
the program.

Evaluation is critical if we are to
avoid monumental failure. Parental
satisfaction and other subjective meas-
ures are important but wholly insuffi-
cient to measure the efficacy of this
kind of funding scheme and its edu-
cational consequences.

A bill that is serious about a voucher
experiment | believe should include
statutory requirements for:

The random sampling of the students
who are measured in the course of their
experience with this;

Baseline data to benchmark evalua-
tion including parental data, their
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prior school experiences, relevant edu-
cational values, and reasons for mak-
ing or not making a choice; student
data on prior achievement, behavior,
and special needs;

Appropriate control groups,
ing sibling nonparticipants;

Data from within and across all sites;

Comparable testing across all sites;

Data on transportation problems and
solutions such as we experience in
Ohio; and

Effects on all students, beyond stand-
ardized testing, including changing
patterns of school enrollment by school
type and demographic characteristics;
the enhancement of geographic mobil-
ity among students; how school choices
expand or contract; the kind of stu-
dents who are accepted and rejected
and retained by ‘‘choice schools’; and
effects on racial and class integration.

In section 11 of the bill, there is an
evaluation component that comes close
to addressing some of these require-
ments but hardly even a majority of
them. However, the evaluation compo-
nent’s very language assumes the suc-
cess of the program. This is a large and
costly experiment in the lives of real
children, both the ones in the program
and those who are not. We owe it to
them to include a serious effort to
measure the costs and benefits and
measurable change in student perform-
ance.

Whether or not the politicians on
this floor or across this country agree
about vouchers, no one can say we
know for sure how well they will work.
The students cannot afford for us to
proceed without a mechanism for
knowing if we are wrong.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, may |
inquire as to how much time is remain-
ing for each side.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY) has 39
minutes remaining. The gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia (Ms.
NORTON) has 33 minutes remaining.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Madam
Speaker, | will not take issue with my
colleague from California. I do not
want to speak for the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARMEY), but there is no
question in my mind that | am not as
smart as the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON). |
would never try to compete with the
gentlewoman from the District of Co-
lumbia on any kind of an intellectual
or even a rhetorical basis.

I am going to, though, plead with my
colleagues on the Democratic side,
where the opposition to this bill lies, to
set aside the suspect political motiva-
tion behind this bill and to put aside
all that kind of lofty ideological rhet-
oric that partisanship can inspire. | do
not necessarily disagree with all that
rhetoric in principle. But | am going to
ask you to strip away the esoteric and
political issues that normally accom-
pany this issue and look at the essence

includ-
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of what this bill does. Because all it is
is an additional $7 million that can
only go to poor families, only poor
families. If it is not spent, it will not
go to DC, nor to any other educational
effort of merit. It will be lost. A lost
opportunity.

What does it do that is so threaten-
ing? It lets parents pick where their
kids will go to school. Those parents
can choose the school my children go
to, only a couple of miles away from
the District of Columbia. It is in an al-
most entirely minority neighborhood,
a public elementary school, with an Af-
rican American principal, and an Afri-
can American administration. Almost
the entire student body is minority.
But it is safe. The children that go to
this school get the basic education
they need, and they are going to get to
go to college if they have the will and
make the effort. It is a credit to the
public school system as so many thou-
sands of schools in this Nation are a
credit to our investment in public edu-
cation.

I am also going to ask you to let me
make this a little more personal. A few
months ago, my daughter broke out
crying at the dinner table. She said,
“Mommy, Daddy, | cannot keep up
with the other kids in my class. | can-
not think as fast as them. | am the
worst in the class.”

We comforted her and explained to
her, ‘“Honey, the radiation that killed
the cancer cells in your brain also
killed the brain cells, but we are going
to send you to a tutor,” which we do,
““and we are going to make sure you
can keep up.” Expensive? Very. All
out-of-pocket. Worth it? Of course.

But what about the dozens of other
kids in the same condition at D.C. Chil-
dren’s Hospital, almost all of them mi-
nority, low-income families? Why
should they be doomed because of the
accident of their birth? Their parents
do not have any possibility of enabling
their kids to keep pace, of realizing
their potential, of ever going to col-
lege. This bill gives them a faint, dim
glimmer of hope because it can be used
for tutoring that they could not other-
wise afford.

Madam Speaker 85 percent of the
children in Ward 3, the wealthiest ward
in this city, have a choice of schools,
and they choose to send their kids to
private schools. Why should the par-
ents in other wards of the city not have
the same choice? Why should their kids
suffer so because of the accident of
their birth?

We spend more on D.C. public schools
and get less out of them than any other
school state system in the country.
Three-fourths of their 8th grade stu-
dents flunk basic math. Forty percent
drop out. A minority of high school
graduates are able to qualify for a col-
lege education. On average they’re at
least 2 years behind their peers in
other school systems.

Why should we condemn all of these
children to continue to suffer such in-
equity because we want to uphold our
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lofty principles and our traditional pol-
itics? Of course we believe in public
schools. But we also believe in the in-
trinsic worth of every one of those chil-
dren born in the District of Columbia.
They have the same right anyone else
has.

Why are you denying that right to
even 2,000 children who could break out
of the bonds of a failed school system?
Because you want to maintain the sta-
tus quo? Because you do not want to
admit that the current failed condition
is the reality of this failed school sys-
tem? It is not fair to deny hope to even
2,000 children. What is fair is to support
this bill.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, | in-
vite the gentleman to exercise some of
that passion for vouchers for the chil-
dren of Alexandria.

Madam Speaker, | yield 1¥%2 minutes
to the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
ROTHMAN).

Mr. ROTHMAN. Madam Speaker, last
year, within our balanced budget bill,
Congress gave American families a $400
tax credit for every child under the age
of 17 in the household. This year, it
will be $500 per child. American fami-
lies can use all of those monies for pri-
vate or religious school tuition. That is
their choice.

This year, some in Congress want to
bust the Nation’s first balanced budget
in 30 years by subsidizing private and
religious school education, a subsidy
that would ultimately affect funds
available for the public schools.

If this voucher bill passes, the other
real consequence would be higher prop-
erty taxes for America’s families to
make up the difference. In New Jersey,
our property taxes are already too
high.

gesides, what is next? If someone
does not like the books in their public
library, should the government give
that person a money voucher to buy
books so that they can start their own
private library? If somebody does not
like the people who go into the public
parks, should the government give
money vouchers to that person so they
can buy their own swing set and build
their own private park? | do not think
so.

America is still a country that be-
lieves in the common good and to
achieve the opportunity for success and
the opportunity to achieve the Amer-
ican dream.

Let us fix our public schools. Let us
encourage competition by supporting
chartered public school, but let us not
pillage the public school systems in
America. Hurting public schools in
America will not be good for America.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GoobD-
LING), chairman of the Committee on
Education and the Workforce, and, in
my estimation, this government’s
number one expert on the subject of
education by virtue of understanding
and concern.

Mr. GOODLING. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.
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Madam Speaker, what | really want
to talk about right now is, | get fed up
when | hear the other side keep talking
about pupil/teacher ratio, keep talking
about building buildings, repairing
building. For 20 years, 20 years, they
had an opportunity to send 40 percent
of the excess cost for special education
to that school district and to every
school district. They sent 6. If they
would send 20, 40 percent, if they would
send 40 percent of excess cost to special
education to Washington, D.C., do they
know what they would send them? An-
other $12 million.

Put your money where your mandate
was. You mandated 100 percent special
ed. You do not send them the 40 per-
cent. You were sending them 6 percent.
We got it up to 9. That is a long, long
way away.

If they had an additional $11 million
because you put your money where
your mouth was for 20 years when you
mandated special ed, they would have
all the money in the world they need to
deal with pupil/teacher ratio, to im-
prove the school buildings, to build
new school buildings.

So do not come here now 20 years
later and somehow blame it on some-
body else. It was you that passed the
100 percent mandate, and it was you
that did not fund it. Now put your
money where your mouth is.

O 1300

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Maine (Mr. ALLEN), a member of the
Subcommittee of the District of Co-
lumbia of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight.

Mr. ALLEN. Madam Speaker, | rise
in opposition to the bill before us today
because | believe that vouchers are the
wrong way to improve our public
schools.

Taxpayer dollars should be spent to
improve our public schools for all chil-
dren, not on a $45 million unproven
program that will reach only a small
minority of D.C. students. This bill will
cost over $7 million a year, and | be-
lieve that money could be used to help
all of the 78,000 students in the Dis-
trict’s public schools, rather than the
2,000 or so who may benefit from
vouchers.

I believe that what we are seeing
here is an effort to try out in the Dis-
trict of Columbia an idea that Members
would like to bring and would be more
appropriately dealt with around the
country in other States.

| serve as a member of the Commit-
tee on Government Reform and Over-
sight’s Subcommittee on the District
of Columbia, and our subcommittee has
held hearings on the state of the Dis-
trict’s public schools. They are hurt-
ing. Serious action is essential to give
the students of the District the edu-
cation they want and deserve.

The District is moving ahead with an
academic plan to improve student
achievement, develop qualified teach-
ers and strengthen its infrastructure.
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One example is the District’s new
summer STARS, Students and Teach-
ers Achieving Results and Success, pro-
gram. STARS is intended to end social
promotion and give students an inten-
sive, highly-structured opportunity to
gain important math and reading
skills. It shows how committed the
District is to improving student
achievement.

Our goal is to improve the District’s
public schools for all children, not to
weaken them for the benefit of a cho-
sen few; and despite all of the emotion
and argument around this issue, | be-
lieve this is the right course. | urge my
colleagues to vote against this bill.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. RIGGS), the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Early Childhood,
Youth and Families of the Committee
on Education and the Workforce that
deals with elementary and secondary
education.

Mr. RIGGS. Madam Speaker, | thank
the majority leader for yielding me
this time and for his leadership on this
very important issue.

It occurs to me, as | have listened to
the debate for the better part of this
hour, that this has, unfortunately, be-
come one of those ‘“‘he said, she said”’
debates, where we talk right by one an-
other with only an occasional ad
hominem attack by one Member
against other Members to liven things
up.
pBut I was very moved by what the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN)
had to say, and | do not think anybody
can question that gentleman’s commit-
ment to the District of Columbia. |
wish | would have heard a better re-
sponse to his concerns from the dele-
gate for the District of Columbia than
to simply say, try parental choice in
the City of Alexandria public schools.

It so happens that the City of Alex-
andria, Virginia, public school system
is top-notch. But, by comparison, the
District of Columbia public schools are
in crisis, a crisis of catastrophic pro-
portions. So why do those people on
this side of the aisle, with the excep-
tion of the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. MoRAN) and maybe a handful of
other Democratic Members of the
House, continue to stand in the way of
school choice? Why?

We need it in the District of Colum-
bia. It is the last best hope for many
District of Columbia families.

And | am struck. | saw a poll con-
ducted by the Joint Center of Political
and Economic Studies last year that
found that 57 percent of African Ameri-
cans support giving parents vouchers
which they can use to pick the best
schools, the best and most appropriate
education for their children, and that
number soars to 80 percent, 80 percent,
colleagues, for black parents with
younger children.

So we have to choose. Where are we
going to stand? Are we going to stand
with our fellow Americans, our con-
stituents who are demanding parental
choice in education?
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It reminds me of the saying, “When
the people leave, perhaps the leaders
will follow.”” Or are we going to remain
absolutely beholden to the teachers’
unions, a special-interest lobby that
happens to be the core constituency of
the national Democratic Party.

Show some political courage. The
time and place is here and now in the
District of Columbia.

This is a very modest bill, a very
modest bill. It does not go nearly far
enough, in my opinion, because it
would only give a small number of par-
ents versus the number of parents who
have applied for these tuition scholar-
ships, a small number of parents a
scholarship up to $3,200 so that their
children may attend the public, private
or parochial school of their choice.
That means the decision rests not with
the government, not with the public
school system but with the parent. And
who better to make that decision?

We heard a lot of misinformation
about this bill. The facts are very
straightforward. The gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. DAvVIS) spoke to some of
the concerns. Will the scholarship bill
drain the D.C. public school resources
that the school system desperately
needs? No. Not one dime of this money,
not one dime of the money for scholar-
ships, would come from the District of
Columbia school budget.

Is $3,200 not too little to cover tui-
tion costs at private or parochial
schools? Answer: emphatically no.

We had hearings in my subcommit-
tee. We heard that at least 60 private
schools inside the Beltway cost less
than $3,200 per student, and more than
two dozen others cost less than $4,000.
These include religious and private
schools and 14 schools in southeast, the
quadrant of the District where the Dis-
trict’s poorest families live.

Is the scholarship program not a vio-
lation of home rule? No. Because, as
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
DAvis) said, the scholarships are not
imposed on anyone, and no one is
forced to participate. These schools al-
ready, the private schools, already ac-
cept minorities and children with dis-
abilities, and this legislation is not un-
constitutional. It is not a violation of
the separation between church and
State, because, as with the GI bill and
early childhood educations and day
care assistance, the recipient, that is
the parent, makes the choice, not the
government.

It is time to give those children a
chance by giving those parents a
choice.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to clarify that my response to
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
MORAN) was based on the fact his dis-
trict spends $2,000 more per pupil than
mine; that his minority children are
low achieving; and that no Member
should try to put on my district what
he has not already put on his own.

Madam Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
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ScoTT), who is a member of the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce
as well a member of the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Mr. SCOTT. Madam Speaker, | rise in
strong opposition to S. 1502, the D.C.
voucher bill.

Madam Speaker, there are a number
of reasons to vote against the bill, and
let me just focus on two.

First, the bill ignores 97 percent of
the students and offers just a jackpot
for the privileged few. But there are
not enough seats available in private
schools in the Washington, D.C., area
to accommodate those privileged few
who might win the lottery.

A recent Washington Post article
looked into the number of available
seats and found that, “‘D.C. students
would find the costs high and the open-
ings scarce.”

Furthermore, Madam Speaker, we
must remember that the bill, should it
pass, would be subject to an immediate
court challenge over the use of tax-
payer funds to go to private religious
schools. Private religious schools make
up 80 percent of the private schools in
the Washington, D.C., area. So of those
seats purported to be available by the
proponents of the legislation, at least
80 percent of them may well not be
available because of court challenges
that would prevent their participation
in the voucher program.

Madam Speaker, perhaps the most
disturbing part of the bill is the provi-
sion which guts civil rights protections
for the students. Although through leg-
islative trickery the bill declares that
the vouchers are not Federal aid to the
school, such declaration has no purpose
other than to exempt the schools from
Federal enforcement of civil rights.
Tragically, the bill clearly allows for
discrimination against the disabled.

So while this legislation is framed as
an educational bill to help disadvan-
taged D.C. students, in reality it is a
flagrant assault by the majority on
civil rights laws.

Madam Speaker, although this bill
will provide no assistance to 97 percent
of the students in Washington, D.C., a
$7 million federally funded education
program ought to at least have full
Federal civil rights protections for the
privileged few it purports to help. The
fact that that protection is not con-
tained in the bill is another reason to
vote ‘‘no’’.

Madam Speaker, we need to vote
““no’” and defeat the bill.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume to
set the record straight.

Section 7 of the bill specifically pro-
hibits discrimination. It reads, ‘““An eli-
gible institution participating in the
scholarship program under this sub-
title shall not engage in any practice
that discriminates on the basis of race,
color, national origin or sex.”

It also specifically states in section 8
that nothing in the bill shall affect the
rights of students or the obligations of
the District of Columbia public schools
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under the Individuals with Disabilities
Act. Nothing in the bill waives any
current Federal, State or local statute
protecting civil rights. In fact, private
and religious schools in the District
are already subject to D.C. civil rights
law, among the most expansive in the
country.

I am sure, Madam Speaker, that I
will not have to address fallacy number
seven in the book of complaints again.

Madam Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
WOLF).

Mr. WOLF. Madam Speaker, | rise in
strong support of this bill. Probably
none of my colleagues here send their
kids to the District of Columbia
schools. None of my colleagues here
have probably ever taught in the Dis-
trict of Columbia schools.

My daughter, for 5 years, worked at
14th and Belmont, in the community of
Hope, up there where most of the kids
are not getting a decent education. She
then taught in the District of Columbia
schools for a year.

We are talking about real people’s
lives. | commend the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. MorRAN) for what he said.
I know of a young boy who left the Dis-
trict of Columbia schools where he was
failing and then went out to the Fair-
fax County schools and is now getting
Bs.

My colleagues say, stay with the
schools. None of my colleagues would
allow their children to go to the Dis-
trict of Columbia schools. My col-
leagues would take two jobs, three
jobs, they would do anything they
could to get their kids into another
school, and now they want to deny the
opportunity for parents to have that
opportunity.

If 1 lived in the District of Columbia,
I would be a revolutionary because of
the way these schools are. The Armey
proposal for scholarships is good. It is
going to help real people to make a
real difference, and | urge all the Mem-
bers, all the Members to vote for this
bill. Because, when it passes, and,
hopefully, it will be signed, it will save
lives because it will give a young man
and a young woman the opportunity to
go on and do things that all of us, ev-
erybody in this body, wants for their
own children.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. WOOLSEY).

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mr. SCOTT. Madam Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. WOOLSEY. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. SCOTT. Madam Speaker, | wish
to respond to the comments of the ma-
jority leader.

The fact that it is designated as not
aid to the school eliminates the Fed-
eral enforcement, and there are a lot of
things that can be done under Federal
enforcement that are exempt because
of that language.
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I had an amendment in the Commit-
tee on Rules that was denied to allow
that language to come out so that we
could have full participation and full
enforcement of civil rights. That is not
in the bill because of that language.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Madam Speaker, re-
claiming my time, | say to all my col-
leagues that public education is the
backbone of our country. Let us not
forget that. It is why we are a great
Nation. Public education is available
to all. It does not discriminate, and it
must be strengthened, not weakened.
Yet this bill before us today will do
just that. It profoundly harms our pub-
lic schools.

This bill makes it easier for a chosen
few, and the word is few, to go to pri-
vate schools, schools that self-select
their student body, schools that have
no responsibility to special education
and no concern for students with
unique educational needs.
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This is not acceptable. | am proud to
speak for public education in America.
Sure, it is not perfect, but the solution
to any problems of our public school
system will not be solved by providing
vouchers to a few chosen children. The
solution is to fix our public schools so
that all families would choose public
education unless they choose to go to a
religious school that they would pay
the tuition from their family.

S. 1502 hurts our Kkids, hurts our
schools and our country, and it must be
defeated.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. BOB SCHAF-
FER).

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado.
Madam Speaker, the Constitution of
the United States in article 1, section
8, gives Congress the authority to exer-
cise exclusive legislation in all cases
whatsoever over such district as may,
by cession of particular States, and the
acceptance of Congress, become the
seat of the Government of the United
States.

And there are other sections in the
Constitution as well that give the Con-
gress the authority and, in fact, the ob-
ligation to be concerned about the chil-
dren of the District of Columbia public
schools.

But it is more than just a constitu-
tional authority. We have a moral obli-
gation to treat these children like real
Americans. It is interesting when we
read the newspapers here in Washing-
ton about how voucher opponents send
their own children to private schools.
Now, these are people over here who
understand the difference between
bondage and liberty.

John Milton, British poet, in the
poem Samson Agonistes, said, ‘“‘But
what more often nations grown corrupt
than to love bondage more than lib-
erty, bondage with ease than strenuous
liberty.”

Some people understand the dif-
ference between bondage and liberty



H2658

and send their children to the schools
of their choice. Let us treat children in
the District of Columbia like real
Americans as well, so they might one
day learn the difference between bond-
age and liberty.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

This Member reminds the Member
that | represent people who ask that
they be treated like real Americans,
that their home rule and self-govern-
ment be respected, and that the vote
which this Member won on the House
floor, as a real American, not be taken
from my taxpaying residents.

Madam Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
LOWEY).

(Mrs. LOWEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. LOWEY. Madam Speaker, | rise
in strong opposition to this legislation.

My colleagues, there are several im-
portant educational initiatives before
this Congress that would benefit mil-
lions of students across our Nation, not
just the chosen few. There is the Presi-
dent’s proposal to help schools hire
100,000 new teachers to reduce class size
in the lower grades. There is also the
President’s school modernization and
repair initiative. | introduced one ver-
sion last year, the Rebuild America’s
Schools Act, that has attracted nearly
120 cosponsors. And a new proposal in-
troduced by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL), myself, and others
would offer tax credits to help local
schools eliminate overcrowding, fi-
nance roof and window repair, and in-
vest in computers and technology.
These measures have the support of the
American people. But are they being
considered by the House? No.

Madam Speaker, Democrats believe
the Government should work to
strengthen public schools, not under-
mine them. Unfortunately, that is ex-
actly what this proposal is designed to
do. Of course, there are problems, seri-
ous problems, with the schools in this
district and other districts. One prob-
lem that | find particularly serious
with this proposal is funding religious
schools. | believe in government-
church separation, and providing pub-
lic vouchers for religious school costs
would clearly violate this important
constitutional principle.

A potential lack of accountability to
the taxpayer is another problem.

Madam Speaker, the bill before us
authorizes enough money next year to
provide vouchers to roughly 7 percent
of D.C. children. What about the rest?
What message does this educational
sweepstakes send to our youth? It says,
“Your future is based on the luck of
the draw, not your effort and ambition,
and not equal opportunity for all.”

Madam Speaker, D.C. public schools
are in trouble. We need to invest in
them. The Republicans want to tear
them down brick by brick. The answer
is not a limited voucher program that
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will weaken our public schools. It is
tougher academic standards, safer
school buildings, smaller classes, more
teacher training. We have to invest in
our public schools and make sure that
every youngster has the opportunity to
get an outstanding education.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER).

Mr. SOUDER. Madam Speaker, |
want to thank the majority leader for
his efforts in this and leading the way
to give opportunity to those who may
not have it.

As | have, basically, understood
much of the debate today, | am sure
there were some survivors on the Ti-
tanic who were glad that the minority
Members were not making the deci-
sions on whether to use the lifeboats,
because the decision would have been,
since everybody cannot be in the life-
boat, nobody should be in the lifeboat.

I am glad that the Members of the
minority party who have spoken out
here are not in charge of IDEA, because
apparently the rule would be if we can-
not fully fund IDEA, nobody should get
the money.

The question here is should those
who are reaching out get some oppor-
tunity. But the underlying fundamen-
tal question here, and | want to make
it clear on the RECORD here, because |
have taken some criticism because |
supported the High Hopes initiative in
the committee, because | think we
need to reach out in multiple ways, in
public schools, in private schools, in
charter schools, every way possible to
increase the opportunities for all mi-
norities, whether they be Hispanic, Af-
rican American, Asian, rural white. We
need to make sure that everybody has
the opportunity to succeed in America.

One of the things that this bill does
is it empowers parents and children to
vote with their feet. We keep hearing
the word ““lottery”’ like it is some kind
of a gambling thing when, in fact, it is
not. Maybe only 2,000 will get in, but
many more will want to get in. Those
who do not get in will still have the in-
centive to push in their schools, be-
cause their schools, in order to keep
them from applying, presumably will
start to listen to parents, presumably
will start to respond.

In fact, if what the people want, be-
cause they are clearly spending more
dollars in the public schools than they
are in these private schools, if what the
people want is discipline, if what the
people want is better basic education,
if what the people want is to get the
things that they are getting out of the
private schools, the public schools
where they have choice start to re-
spond.

We have an excellent public school in
Southeast Washington and Anacostia,
the Thomas Jefferson School, that does
not have the crime problems, where
they have more excellence going on.
And we need to encourage those public
schools that are reaching out and doing
that; and one way to do that is to give
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the parents the ability to say, “If you
do not respond to us, if you do not lis-
ten to us, we will vote with our feet.”
And that is what we are doing here is
empowering the poor like the rich are.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I want to put this civil rights issue
that the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
ScoTT) raised to rest by asking unani-
mous consent that the response of the
Leadership Conference on Civil Rights,
the coalition of the Nation’s civil
rights organizations, be admitted into
the RECORD. The Leadership Con-
ference opposes the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
EMERSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentlewoman from the Dis-
trict of Columbia?

There was no objection.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Ilinois (Mr. DAvVIS).

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Madam Speak-
er, | rise today in opposition to this
bill, for three reasons. First of all, it is
undemocratic in that it ignores the
will of the people of the District of Co-
lumbia. They have already spoken and
overwhelmingly rejected vouchers in a
recent referendum.

Secondly, | oppose it because it is
simply another attempt to dismantle
public education in America. Public
education has been the cornerstone of
democracy and must remain so. This
bill would divert $7 million from pri-
vate schools to public schools to help
only a few students. And we are not
even sure that vouchers will improve
achievements anyway. Evidence sug-
gests that it need not necessarily do so.

Finally, | oppose this bill because we
should focus on putting our resources
where they are really needed. We
should use the money to fix up the
crumbling schools, wire schools for the
Internet, provide textbooks and other
learning aids for students to learn.

So | urge my colleagues, let us not do
the political thing, let us do the real
thing, let us do the meaningful thing,
let us support public education and
vote this bill down.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PITTS).

Mr. PITTS. Madam Speaker, | rise to
urge my colleagues to support the D.C.
Opportunities Scholarship Act.

We have a moral responsibility to put
children first in education, including
inner-city children in D.C. All children
should have the opportunity to attend
school where they are safe, in a class-
room where their teacher is qualified,
and where their parents are involved in
their education.

According to a Washington Post arti-
cle I recently read, about 40 percent of
second- and third-graders tested in D.C.
public schools last spring read too
poorly to meet the new proposed stand-
ard for promotion to the next grade.
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This would mean about 5,000 of Wash-
ington’s 13,000 second- and third-grad-
ers might have to repeat their grade
for some reason. Five thousand Wash-
ington D.C. kids are simply not being
taught basic reading skills. | wonder
how many of these students will slip
through the cracks and graduate in
high schools without ever being able to
read a newspaper.

Right now, many of their parents are
helpless to take action and provide a
good education for their children. Let
us give them a choice to respond to the
educational needs of their children. Let
us support this D.C. Opportunity
Scholarship Act.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, may |
inquire how much time | have remain-
ing?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from the District of Colum-
bia (Ms. NORTON) has 22 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ARMEY) has 23%2 minutes remain-
ing.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
yield 1% minutes to the distinguished

gentlewoman from Colorado (Ms.
DEGETTE).
Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, |

thank the gentlewoman from the Dis-
trict of Columbia for yielding and also
for her inspired leadership on this
issue.

Last night we began debating a high-
er education bill that will significantly
help students who go on to get a post-
secondary education. As | stand here
today, | think, what good is that bill,
what good is this bill if we cannot even
give an elementary or a secondary edu-
cation to a kid? What good is legisla-
tion for postsecondary education if we
sabotage the public school system in
this country and if we undermine the
future of millions of kids in this coun-
try?

And this legislation is just the first
step. Public schools in Washington and
all over the United States face very
real and serious problems. But we do
not solve them by funneling money
away from them. If we begin institut-
ing voucher systems, we might as well
just say, let us walk away from our
public schools. And none of us are
ready to do that.

Let us talk about this lifeboat anal-
ogy we heard about. Imagine there is a
ship that is about to sink. We know the
ship is going down. We have the chance
to do something about it. The Repub-
lican response is, let us make sure that
we have lifeboats for 3 percent of the
passengers on the ship. The rest of the
passengers, let us hope they can swim.

What we need to do to effectively ad-
dress the problems that our public
schools face is to fix our crumbling
inner-city schools, reduce our class-
room size, train qualified teachers,
modernize our classroom, and connect
our kids to the Internet. Let us look at
competition, but within the public
schools.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to my friend, the distin-
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guished gentleman from Florida (Mr.
WELDON).

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Madam
Speaker, | am a product of the public
school system. | went to primary and
secondary, as well as college and medi-
cal school, through public schools. In-
deed, my mother was a public school
teacher. But yet, | support this bill,
and | think this bill is a very good bill.
And, frankly, I am appalled at the kind
of language that people are using to de-
scribe this concept.

I mean, this is a very, very limited,
small scholarship program; and to use
this kind of language that | think in-
cites fear in people, frankly, | just do
not understand it.

We have a very serious problem in
the D.C. public school system. Sixty-
five percent of D.C. public school-
children test below their grade level,
this despite spending about $7,500 per
student.

The Washington Post, not exactly a
Republican newspaper, reported that 85
percent of the D.C. public school grad-
uates who enter a university need re-
medial education. Forty percent of the
high school students either drop out or
they shift over to a private school.

Now let me tell my colleagues some-
thing: Rich people have school choice
in the city of Washington. Indeed, the
President, the Vice President, how
many Members of this body send their
children to the D.C. public schools? We
are talking about giving a limited
number of students a scholarship and
to see how well it goes over, to see if
the families like it, to see if the chil-
dren like it. And they use this lan-
guage like we want to destroy public
education all across America.
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In my opinion it is an outrage to use
these kind of terms to describe a sim-
ple, very limited scholarship program.
| think what you fear most is that this
is going to be a success and the parents
in the Washington D.C. area will ask
for more of it. That is what you really
fear.

In my opinion, this piece of legisla-
tion is something that everybody
should support, particularly those who
are really interested in education. Let
us put the issue to rest. If this is such
a bad idea, will we not find out with
this scholarship program? You will be
able to stand up and say, ‘‘l told you
so.”’

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
yield 1% minutes to the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Ms. STABENOW).

Ms. STABENOW. Madam Speaker, |
come to the floor today as a parent of
two children who have gone through an
urban public school, a good public
school in Lansing, Michigan, who | am
very proud of. We have had our chal-
lenges. Contrary to what this bill sug-
gests, we have rolled up our sleeves and
this year alone we have been able to re-
cruit 1,100 new volunteers to work one-
on-one with our students. We have
through NetDay been able to bring to-
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gether business and labor to wire 29
schools without taxpayers’ expense, to
be able to improve opportunity for
technology and the Internet for every
child in the Lansing public schools.

What this bill does, it talks about a
legitimate concern for children in
Washington, D.C. and proposes exactly
the wrong solution. It proposes taking
$7 million out of a precious budget
where there is not enough money and
saying that 2,000 children will have the
opportunity for a voucher, 76,000 chil-
dren will be left with a system that
does not have the investments it needs.
Those 76,000 children could have in fact
65 schools wired for the Internet,
460,000 new textbooks in those schools,
if instead of this bill we would in fact
invest that $7 million to affect every
child in Washington, D.C.

Last fall literally the roofs were fall-
ing in on D.C. children. The response of
the other side was to say 2,000 of the
children could go to a different school
and leave 76,000 children | suppose with
buckets to catch the water. Our re-
sponse is fix the schools, modernize
them, improve them, and invest in
every single American child in this
country.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. MCINTOSH).

Mr. MCINTOSH. Madam Speaker, |
rise in full support of this legislation. |
think it is a wonderful opportunity to
truly serve those who are most needy,
the young in this country.

I am reminded of a student in Indian-
apolis, Alphonso Harrell, whom | met.
He was from a disadvantaged family
and trapped in a public school that was
not serving him, he was not doing well,
and on his way to possibly a career of
crime and terrible life. He had the ad-
vantage of a privately funded scholar-
ship that allowed him to go to a local
high school run by the Catholic reli-
gion. Alphonso has turned around. He
now is a very good student, on the stu-
dent government, captain of the foot-
ball team and on his way to college, be-
cause of that opportunity.

This legislation makes those oppor-
tunities available for the least advan-
taged here in the District of Columbia.
I applaud it wholeheartedly.

Unfortunately, many of the outside
groups who are opposing this legisla-
tion are special interests who want to
see the monopoly of the public school
system maintained in the District of
Columbia even when it does not serve
the students. | rise in full support of
this legislation and urge my colleagues
to vote for it.

| strongly support this bill.

The fact is scholarship programs like this lit-
erally change lives of nation’s youth. | was
moved by the story of young Alphonso Harrell
of Indianapolis, Indiana.

Alphonso has turned his life around dramati-
cally since enrolling at Cathedral High School.
Beforehand, he was underachieving in public
school, and could easily have ended up in jail
or worse.

However, a privately funded scholarship
program changed all that. Alphonso had a
chance to escape a terrible school
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Now, Alphonso is an honor student, captain
of the football team, on student govt, and will
be attending college soon.

Opponents of D.C. Scholarships represent a
narrow, selfish special interest who want to
keep the monopoly of failed public school sys-
tems. They would have you believe that Pri-
vate Schools are not a viable option for the
poor and downtrodden of the District of Co-
lumbia.

While many of the opponents, themselves,
send their children to private and parochial
bastions of privilege, they would deny even
the most modestly priced private education to
the children of hard working residents of the
District.

Mr. President and my fellow Members, | be-
seech you to set these children free. Set them
free of the uncaring bureaucrats and special
interests who rule their lives.

Why should families of limited means be re-
duced to the edges of financial ruin in order to
provide their children with a $2500 private
school education, when at the same time the
District of Columbia is spending an average of
$9000 per student annually and providing, as
far as the parents are concerned, virtually
nothing in return?

It is heartless for opponents of this bill to
rob the children of the District of Columbia of
a good education.

Parents know best what is good for their
children, and deserve the right to choose
where to educate their children.

My fellow members of the House, | urge you
to vote with parents and vote in favor of the
D.C. Scholarship Bill.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Texas (Mr.
RODRIGUEZ).

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Madam Speaker, |
rise in opposition to the so-called Stu-
dent Opportunity Scholarship Act, an-
other voucher proposal. Vouchers are
not the answer to the many problems
that confront our schools. It is seen as
a panacea but it is a scapegoat to our
existing situation. Yes, it might help
some of the youngsters that are out
there and it might be beneficial, but it
is going to be at the expense of all the
other youngsters that are out there. In
fact, the vouchers take away tax dol-
lars from public schools where our chil-
dren have the greatest need.

If we are going to commit to helping,
we ought to be out there providing the
resources that are needed. At this
present time there is a press conference
out there because there are being cuts
right now at teacher training, there
are some cuts that are being put out in
terms of not allowing sufficient re-
sources to be able to build our class-
rooms. There are also some proposed
cuts that would not allow for construc-
tion of schools. There are some cuts
that will also have some direct impact
in terms of wiring our classrooms. We
should be adding additional resources
instead of taking existing resources
from the youngsters that are now out
there, instead of coming up with this
program that is only going to be re-
sponsible for only impacting a few at
the expense of all the rest.

Let us not be fooled into believing
that this bill is for the benefit of our
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students and for our parents. In fact,
most parents will not have a say-so in
terms of who will be able to get in
there. In fact, one of the difficulties
about the voucher system is that it
does not allow the opportunity for
youngsters to participate. If you have
any type of difficulties, any kind of
handicap, those youngsters will not be
included. So yes, it is very exclusive. It
is only for those individuals that will
be able to get in there, again at the ex-
pense of all the others.

Public policy should respect the pa-
rental choice but the choice of benefit
of all the students, not at the expense
of the rest. Let us not abandon our
public schools. 1 would ask and look at
what has happened. There is a direct
correlation between the proposals and
the individuals supporting this pro-
posal and the lack of commitment to
fund our particular classrooms out
there, lack of commitment to support
public education as a whole. That is
where it is needed.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, |
should just like to observe that it is
generally advisable when one speaks of
a direct correlation to offer empirical
data rather than bias and opinion.

Madam Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
HOEKSTRA).

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Texas for
yielding time. As the previous Member
may have talked about, there is a di-
rect correlation that when you send
money to Washington, it does not
make it back to the child and it does
not make it back to the classroom.
This current system gobbles up money
and it hurts kids and it hurts our pub-
lic schools and it hurts our children.
We have taken a look at it: 760 pro-
grams, 39 agencies, $100 billion. It does
not work. You send a dollar to Wash-
ington for education, maybe 60 to 70
cents actually makes it back to a child
in a classroom. Yes, we do not support
that kind of a system.

We have gone to 17 States, we have
taken a look at what works in edu-
cation. We have gone to lots of great
schools. When you empower parents,
when you focus on basic academics,
when you get dollars back into the
classroom, it works. We are not in the
process or the need to focus on a par-
ticular system. We need to start taking
a look at the kids.

We have been in Cleveland, we have
been in Milwaukee, we have been in all
the places where education is progress-
ing and where change is taking place.
And every place where education is im-
proving, it is moving power to parents
and it is moving it to the local level
and not moving more of it back to
Washington.

This is not the answer to all of the
problems we face in education, but it is
definitely a step in the right direction.
It is a step that we ought to take. And
it is a step we ought to take here in
Washington, D.C. because it is not an
issue of money. We spend roughly
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$10,000 per child in Washington and we
get some of the lowest results of any
public school in the country. It is not
fair to those kids.

Another few million dollars to im-
prove these schools is not going to
make the difference. We need radical
change. We need to help the 7,573 stu-
dents who tried to apply to get these
scholarships who are not going to have
that opportunity.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
yield 1%> minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentlewoman from the Dis-
trict of Columbia for yielding me this
time to speak in opposition to this bill.
Let me quote some of my colleagues
from the other side.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
WELDON) said that rhetoric and the de-
stroying of public education is not the
intent. | sat on this floor and heard one
of my colleagues a few months ago say
that public education is a legacy of the
Communist revolution. And so maybe
that is not the intent of this bill, but it
sure gives that intent when you hear

some of the rhetoric from the other
side.
My colleague from Indiana talked

about the Titanic, that nobody would
get on the lifeboat. Those of us who
saw the Titanic will remember how
those gates were closed for those peo-
ple in steerage. Those 7,500 children
may be able to get out and get that
lifeboat, but we are leaving thousands
and tens of thousands still in steerage
with the gates closed and without the
opportunity that fixing public edu-
cation really needs to be done.

Public education is available for ev-
eryone. It is irresponsible to have a
voucher bill that takes scarce public
funds and uses it for private schools, to
only educate those few who maybe will
make it out of steerage and maybe
break down that gate or sneak around
that gate, but not break the whole gate
down so everyone can have that oppor-
tunity. That is what public education
is about.

The tuition costs in private schools
in the D.C. area is far greater than the
value of the vouchers. So we are only
going to be able to help those few stu-
dents, Madam Speaker, who will be
able to have their parents to match
that, because the tuition is going to be
so much more. Again, we are throwing
up barriers. We really ought to fix the
D.C. schools, and not only fix it for 10
percent of the students.

Madam Speaker, | hope this bill will
be defeated.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The Chair would like to ask
those in the gallery to refrain from any
audible conversation.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
myself 3 minutes.

Madam Speaker, | have here a book
that | prepared in anticipation of this
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discussion. | have in this book the 20
fallacies that are argued in opposition
to the provision of these scholarship
opportunities for these children.

Let me begin by extending my com-
pliments to the opposition. Already,
before the debate is over, | believe you
have covered all 20. There are a few in
particular that | want to call attention
to for just a moment.

One, | can predicate my remarks by
the observation that there is an old
adage in psychology that says, ‘““You
always get more of what it is you real-
ly don’t want.”” Generally that is a sort
of a self-inflicted unintentional con-
sequence that just comes from our neu-
rosis.

In this case we have the most fas-
cinating case. There is a test of con-
stitutionality that does in fact also
cover civil rights law that was estab-
lished by the Supreme Court. It is
called the lemon test. This bill was
carefully written so that it meets the
lemon test. That came as a big, big dis-
appointment to the opposition of the
bill that were counting on being able to
attack the bill on the lemon test, on
constitutionality.

The lemon test is three-part. It says
if the choice where to use assistance is
made by the parents of the students,
then it passes the test if that choice is
made by the parents of the students,
not the government. We pass the test if
the program does not create a financial
incentive to choose private schools.
And we pass the test if it does not in-
volve the government in the school’s
affairs.

There is a specific provision in the
bill on page 25 that says Not School
Aid: ““A scholarship under this Act
shall be considered assistance to the
student and shall not be considered as-
sistance to an eligible institution.”
The gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
ScoTT) appeared before the Committee
on Rules yesterday and asked for a rule
that would allow him to amend the bill
to drop that. When queried by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MoAK-
LEY) as to why he would want to do
such a thing, which would of course
make it subject to unconstitutionality
under the test, his response was, and |
quote, that his provision would offer an
additional attack on the constitu-
tionality because it would be essen-
tially funding parochial schools.
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| appreciate the dedication of the op-
position, and | appreciate the Commit-
tee on Rules that quite wisely did not
allow the amendment to be put in
order for no reason other than to afford
the opportunity to realize their worst
dreams so they could Kkill the oppor-
tunity for the children.

As my colleagues know, | do not
mind being dedicated, but I do think
they ought to be more creative and a
little less transparent in that we
passed the constitutionality test.

Madam Speaker, | reserve the bal-
ance of my time.
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Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
would like to refer the gentleman from
Texas to the Wisconsin decision and to
the Ohio decision. In both of those de-
cisions the court said they were apply-
ing the lemon test, and in both of those
decisions the court said the publicly
funded vouchers of the precise kind at
issue here did not meet the lemon test.

Madam Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from New
York City (Mr. MEeEKS) specifically
from Queens, New York.

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Madam
Speaker, | thank the gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia for
yielding this time to me.

As indicated, | represent the Sixth
Congressional District in Queens, New
York, and | succeeded a man who | re-
spect, who is my friend, who | think
has done a great deal, the Reverend
Floyd Flake. However, on this issue he
was incorrect. On this issue dealing
with school vouchers, the individuals
that | represent in the Sixth Congres-
sional District overwhelmingly believe
in public education and are against
school vouchers.

Madam Speaker, | think the reason
that that occurs is, | can testify to, be-
cause of the fact that | am a product of
public education, | have two daughters
who are now attending public schools,
that, in fact, all children can learn.
And | think from the debate that |
have heard here today | have not heard
anyone say that only a few children
can learn, but they are talking about
children and their ability to learn so
that we can have a better tomorrow.
And if, in fact, we concede that all chil-
dren can learn, then it seems to me it
should be our responsibility to make
sure that they all have that oppor-
tunity, and in order to do that the an-
swer is very easy.

We must make sure that public
schools are there to educate all and
that those, whether it is religious pur-
poses or et cetera, want their Kkids to
go to a different school, they are going
to a different school not because they
do not have the ability to learn in a
public school but because they choose
to go to a religious or private school.

So, therefore, | think it is our task
and our mission and our jobs to make
sure that everybody in public edu-
cation has an opportunity to learn, not
just a few. We should not have just a
few good public high schools or a few
good public junior high schools or a few
good public elementary schools; every
one should be. We should set a standard
so we can make sure that all of the
public schools reach that standard, and
that standard is this.

It seems simple that we found that
where there are smaller class sizes,
where we have educated teachers,
where we made sure that there is op-
portunities for the young people to en-
hance their environment, for example,
junior varsity sports and all, math and
science courses and all, we then im-
prove the educations of our children.

Madam Speaker, | am against and |
oppose this bill, S. 1502; and | thank
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the gentlewoman for having yielded me
the time.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Madam Speaker, one quick note,
again, on this constitutionality issue
that is very intriguing. Of course, when
this bill is signed into law, if it is test-
ed in the courts it will be in the Fed-
eral courts and go under the jurisdic-
tion of the Supreme Court. And the
good news is their bad news. It will not
be tested before the Wisconsin State
Supreme Court.

Madam Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SHAYS) my good friend.

Mr. SHAYS. Madam Speaker, | have
only one reluctance in speaking, and
that is to disagree with the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NoRTON) who | consider one of the
most capable, talented, passionate, in-
telligent and effective Members in Con-
gress. And so that is my only reluc-
tance because | believe passionately in
the D.C. Student Opportunities Schol-
arship Program. | believe passionately
that, as a Member of Congress in
charge of and having responsibilities
for the District of Columbia, we need
to do something to stir it up a little bit
to start to see how we can make posi-
tive changes.

A few years ago, | opposed school
vouchers, and | remember having
changed my decision because | began to
realize that was a false position. And |
came back to my office where the NEA
was meeting with my staff, and they
were very serious. And my staff was
very serious. And | asked, ‘““What’s
going on?”’

One of the individuals from the NEA
and some members from the CEA in
Connecticut said, ““Well, we came by to
tell your staff member that we can no
longer support you for Congress be-
cause of your decision to support
vouchers.”

My response to that individual was |
know that is the case, and that is why
it took me 3 years longer than it
should have to do the right thing and
make up my mind that we need a dem-
onstration voucher program.

I view this more as a scholarship pro-
gram in D.C. It is only impacting 2,000
students, who are randomly chosen. It
is going to give students the oppor-
tunity and parents the opportunity to
apply for a grant of $3,200 to send their
child to another school if they want.
We are going to see how parents react
and what parents want in D.C. Then we
will know how to redesign the public
school system and provide the extra re-
sources which D.C. will need in order to
improve its system.

So | congratulate the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY) on this bill. It
is a modest bill, which offers a dem-
onstration program. As a pilot program
it only goes to a few, but the students
are chosen randomly. It is not taking
the best and the brightest out of the
system.

Madam Speaker, | just hope dearly
that this legislation passes. | am happy
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the Senate passed it, and | hope the
President has the good sense to try this
demonstration scholarship program.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Replying to the distinguished major-
ity leader’s view of who would decide
this matter and what might be decided,
I quote first from the Wisconsin court:

Nonetheless, we accept the State’s premise
that, in reviewing the program, we may and
perhaps must consult the United States Su-
preme Court cases applying the primary ef-
fect test. This test is the second of three
parts of the lemon test.

Quoting also the Ohio court:

While it is clear that Section 7, Article | of
the Ohio Constitution provides a source of
protection against State funding of sectarian
schools independent of the Establishment
Cause, the case law construing this section
indicates that its protection against State
funding of sectarian institutions is essen-
tially coextensive with that afforded by the
Establishment Clause.

Madam Speaker, | yield 1 minute to
the distinguished gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam
Speaker, | thank the gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia for her
leadership and, hoping that if my time
goes over she will yield me an addi-
tional 30 seconds, | rise in opposition to
this legislation.

I was hoping my good friend from
Texas was holding up, rather than the
20 fallacies of the D.C. voucher bill, 1
was wishing he was holding up the
Bible that says, ‘““Do unto thy neigh-
bors like you would have your neighbor
do unto you.”” Or the 23rd Psalm in the
book that we read frequently that says,
the Lord is my shepherd; | shall not
want. He is making the schoolchildren
of the District of Columbia want.

This is a misguided proposition deal-
ing with school vouchers. It is to sug-
gest that school vouchers equal excel-
lence in education. If the school-
children in Washington, D.C., are real-
ly our concern, we should fund math
and science and reading programs to
provide them with the kinds of tools
they need. Vouchers say that private
school buildings are better than public
school buildings. That is all it is about.

The tomfoolery of thinking that the
private voucher is going to educate a
child is absolutely wrong. Four years
of vouchers in Milwaukee suggests that
vouchers do nothing more than public
schools. In fact, there is no evidence
that vouchers will help educate a child.
It takes $12,000 to educate a child in a
private school here in Washington, D.C.
The vouchers are for $33,200. The num-
ber of children that can participate is
2,000. In fact, we have 77,000 children in
the District of Columbia, 77,000 chil-
dren.

Do my colleagues know what that
means? Two thousand children are
spending $45 million of the American
tax dollars.
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This is clearly tomfoolery, and | be-
lieve that we should go to the heart of
the matter, create an atmosphere for
all children in America to live and to
learn. And if our opposition says that
public schools are equal to com-
munism, then we know we are going
the wrong direction.

I believe the American public wants
good education for their children. The
D.C. voucher system is an unfair sys-
tem pointed at people that cannot help
themselves. Let us do the right thing
and vote for public school education so
that all of the children of America can
rise high in the sun.

Madam Speaker, 1 hope we read the
Bible. The Lord is my shepherd; | shall
not want.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
1 additional minute to the gentleman
from California (Mr. RIGGS) my good
friend.

Mr. RIGGS. Madam Speaker, | cer-
tainly am not asserting that continu-
ation of our public schools is equiva-
lent to maintaining a Communist au-
thoritarian system of government. |
will say that the District of Columbia
public schools has too many individ-
uals involved in the operation of those
schools who are neglectful, and there is
just simply too much malfeasance and
even corruption in the District of Co-
lumbia government, and every Member
serving in this body knows that.

Secondly, with respect to the argu-
ment that there is not enough funding
here to provide enough scholarships,
the fact of the matter is that we now
have a lottery conducted yesterday
that would grant over a thousand pri-
vately funded scholarships. This legis-
lation would fund another 2,000 some
odd scholarships a year. So, all of a
sudden, we can take that argument and
stand it on its ear.

I mean, are they actually arguing
that, because we cannot serve all, we
should not serve some? Would they
support a program that would allow
every low-income family in the Dis-
trict of Columbia to have a scholarship
for their children?

I also want to bring up special edu-
cation here in a moment, but | need to
confer with the majority leader if | can
do that.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, | will not abide
reckless charges on the floor, and the
thing | want to say is that there is no
corruption in the D.C. Public schools
or anywhere else. | think there is, and
we have asked for investigations. But
when the gentleman rises on the floor
to allege what everybody knows, |
challenge him to cite me an instance,
and if he cannot, then | tell him, and
he did not yield to me, and so | shall
not yield to him, but | tell him this
much:

This Member will not accept his
reckless charges on this floor or his
stereotypes, and until he is willing to
turn over to this Member an example
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of such charges | ask him to keep his
charges to himself.

Madam Speaker, | yield 1 minute to
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD).

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD.
Madam Speaker, | thank the leader of
this great debate, the gentlewoman

from the District of Columbia (Ms.
NoRTON) for her leadership on this
issue.

I urge my colleagues to oppose S.
1502, the so-called D.C. Opportunities
Scholarship. Scholarships are gen-
erally awarded to one on the premise of
their merits and their deeds. This is
not a scholarship bill, it is a voucher;
and a voucher is a voucher is a vouch-
er, despite attempts to put a pretty
face on a bad bill.

I really do not have to stand and
speak for the people of California, my
State, because they have already spo-
ken and they have said no to vouchers,
and so have many other States. School
vouchers drain taxpayers’ dollars from
public schools into private and reli-
gious schools. This hurts the vast ma-
jority of children who are left behind in
public schools.

Americans oppose transferring tax-
payer dollars from public to private
education by a 54 to 39 percent margin.
We need to provide more resources for
options that are making a positive dif-
ference in public schools like charter
schools which is showing great promise
in my State of California.
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Democrats believe that we should im-
prove public schools. Vouchers are not
the solution to improve public edu-
cation. This Congress should be passing
legislation that affirms that quality
public education should be the inalien-
able right of every child in America.
Vote ‘“no” on this private voucher;
vote ‘‘no’’ on this bill.

Madam Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
oppose S. 1502, the “so-called” D.C. Oppor-
tunity Scholarship Act. Scholarships are gen-
erally awarded on one’'s own merits and
deeds. This is not a scholarship bill. It's a
voucher, AND a voucher IS a voucher, IS a
voucher—despite attempts to put a pretty
name on a bad bill.

| really don’'t have to stand and speak for
California, MY STATE, because the people of
California have already spoken—no to vouch-
ers! And so have many other states.

School vouchers drain taxpayers dollars
from public schools into private and religious
schools. This hurts the vast majority of chil-
dren, who are left behind in the public schools.

Americans oppose transferring taxpayer dol-
lars from public into private education by a
54-39% margin.

We need to provide more resources for op-
tions that are making a positive difference in
public schools, like charter schools—which are
showing great promise in my state of Califor-
nia.

Democrats believe that we should be im-
proving public schools. How are we improving
public schools when you leave 76,000 stu-
dents behind.
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This DC voucher plan provides only a few
DC public school students (2,000) with vouch-
ers—while providing no answers for 76,000
students.

The DC public schools need to be im-
proved—not abandoned.

Yet Republicans now want to use Washing-
ton, DC as a laboratory for their “social experi-
ments” with a concept that has been resound-
ingly rejected by voters all over the country.

Vouchers are not the solution to improve
public school education. This Congress should
be passing legislation that affirms that quality
public school education should be the inalien-
able right of every child in America.

Vote “no” on private vouchers—Vote “no”
on this bill .

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, it is
my great pleasure to yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
HAYWORTH).

Mr. HAYWORTH. Madam Speaker, |
thank the distinguished majority lead-
er for yielding me this time.

There is a simple realization that
confronts us today in this chamber,
and that is, despite the very concerted
efforts of some very dedicated people,
the schools of the District of Columbia,
this Nation’s seat of government, for
which this body bears ultimate con-
stitutional responsibility, those
schools are in crisis. And for the par-
ents of the District of Columbia and for
their children, this simple notion
should reign supreme.

In this land of the free, those parents
should have the freedom to choose
which school they believe to be best for
their children, and this tool of scholar-
ships is something needed in terms of
educational triage for a system that
sadly has failed the citizens of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, has failed the stu-
dents of the District of Columbia. That
is why we stand here today in the well
of this House to reaffirm the notion of
freedom and choice.

Imagine if your child had to go to a
school daily where there were unsafe
conditions, where someone could not
learn; and it is for the children we
make this pledge and we make this
vote, and that is why | am pleased to
support the legislation of the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
TIERNEY), who is also a member of the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

Mr. TIERNEY. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
the time. Madam Speaker, public funds
are entrusted basically for the use of
the greatest, broadest public good, not
for selected use or discrimination or to
put forward for 3 percent of the people.
That seems to make a second privi-
leged class, those that are already for-
tunate enough and wealthy enough to
be able to afford a private education,
and now 3 percent of other formerly
public school children are going to
have the privilege of going where oth-
ers are not.

It does not address the issue; it does
not address the issue that was just spo-
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ken to by our good friend from Ari-
zona, schools that may not be as good
as the good public schools that we do
have, and we do have good public
schools. The answer is to make sure
that all of our public schools are as
good as they can be, as good as those
that are already good; to fix those bro-
ken schools to make sure the curricu-
lum works, to make sure that every
child that attends public school has
good teachers; to make sure that we
measure their progress, and to make
sure that everybody has the oppor-
tunity to move up the economic ladder
in this country and have hope and have
a good life.

Vouchers do not improve schools.
They draw away the source of money
that could improve schools. They are
not fair. They do not provide an oppor-
tunity for every student that wants to
move to a private school. They target
some and give them an opportunity to
move, possibly, but there are not
enough private schools to deal with
having this be a fair program, and
there are not enough dollars being put
in to let every child go to the private
school that he or she may want to go
to.

There is no way that | could foresee
the majority appropriating enough
money to give $3,200 to each of the 50
million plus public school children to
have this be a fair program. If we want
to fix the public schools, and that is
what the majority wants to do, why do
we not see some evidence of that?
Every opportunity that we have to fix
the public schools, and there is no Fed-
eral role in the public school system in
the local communities.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, it is
my great pleasure to yield 1 minute to
my good friend, the gentleman from
from California (Mr. ROGAN).

Mr. ROGAN. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Madam Speaker, in northern Califor-
nia some time ago, a young boy was
sent to a high school, Gompers High
School. He was the son of a convicted
felon and an alcoholic. On his first day
of school he was told by the assistant
dean, All you need to do is show up for
homeroom. We do not care if you show
up the rest of the day. He was confused.
He asked at the end of the meeting why
that was so important, and he was told,
Because at homeroom is where we take
attendance, and that is where our
money comes from, and as long as we
get our money, we do not care if you
show up the rest of the day.

I know that story well, Madam
Speaker, because that young boy was
me.

There are many children who are
going into buildings just like Gompers
Continuation School. These buildings
have the word ‘‘school’’ on top of them,
but they are not giving an education.
We are condemning the poorest people
in the poorest neighborhoods to a life-
time of pain instead of the promise of
education.
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Let us give the children of Washing-
ton, D.C. who are least able to afford to
have a decent education and have a
chance for a real future the oppor-
tunity to have what every single child
of a Member of Congress has: a good
education for a good future.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California (Mr. FARR), the State whose
voters rejected vouchers twice.

Mr. FARR of California. Madam
Speaker, | thank the gentlewoman for
yielding me this time.

Madam Speaker, one thing we all
have in common in our districts is we
all have roads, and we all have schools.
If people been watching the debate on
the floor, they would know that we
committed ourselves to fixing the
roads in America. We did that just a
couple of weeks ago by passing
BESTEA: $219 billion we are going to
put into the road system in America.
But when it comes to fixing schools, we
put zero, zip, none, no money into fix-
ing schools, not a drop of Federal dol-
lars. We have educational programs,
but far less spent on that than we do on
roads. So if we want to fix schools like
we fix roads, we need to spend some
more money.

Now, my colleagues do not suggest
that in the road problem that we give
vouchers for fixing the roads, but that
is what my colleagues are suggesting
here. It will not fix our educational
system without a commitment of
funds. If we were to give the same com-
mitment to education that we just
gave to roads, we would appropriate
this year $219 billion. That is how we
fix education.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, could |
inquire as to how much time is remain-
ing?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ARMEY) has 9 minutes remaining.
The gentlewoman from the District of
Columbia (Ms. NORTON) has 7 minutes
remaining.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, | won-
der if I might inquire of the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
how many speakers she has remaining?

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, at
this time it looks like around three.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, | be-
lieve | have the right to close debate?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is correct.

Mr. ARMEY. That being the case,
since | have two speakers, three at the
most, perhaps it would be advisable if
the gentlewoman from the District of
Columbia might want to go ahead and
yield to one of her speakers.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, | am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. PAYNE), a member of the Commit-
tee on Education and the Workforce.

Mr. PAYNE. Madam Speaker, the
discussion here during this floor debate
today may be focused on a proposal of
private school vouchers in the District
of Columbia, but it has larger ramifica-
tions throughout the country.
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For example, in my home State of
New Jersey, Governor Whitman has
proposed implementing a private
school voucher program in our State.
Of course, this proposal has drawn con-
siderable criticism from both Repub-
licans and Democrats in the New Jer-
sey State Legislature. Therefore, it is
not clear if Governor Whitman will go
ahead with her plan. But what we do
here sends a message to the rest of the
country, and we hope that we do not
send the wrong message.

On a larger level, it disturbs me that
proposals of vouchers have been used as
an attempt to gain support in low-in-
come communities. Basically, they
have billed vouchers as a way to level
the playing field for poor students who
cannot afford private school, and they
believe that they will win points in
urban districts. However, they do not
tell parents and students that the
funds will be taken out of the public
school system, therefore making a bad
system even worse. They fail to inform
them that students will not be pro-
tected by civil rights laws because they
do not apply to private schools. While
touting these vouchers as a saving
grace for urban students, they do not
provide the assurance that special edu-
cation laws are adhered to in the
schools.

So | ask that we defeat this proposal,
and let us support and strengthen the
public school system in this country.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. Cox), the
Chairman of the Republican Policy
Committee.

Mr. COX of California. Madam
Speaker, | thank the majority leader
for yielding me this time and thank
him for bringing this to the floor for
the kids. That is what this is about. It
is not about legality, it is not about
technicality, it is about whether these
Kids are going to get a chance.

The truth is, they need a chance.
Last year for the first time District
students, for which Congress is respon-
sible, we are not responsible as the
mayor of any city in the country, but
we are responsible for D.C., and the
kids for which we are responsible, in
this Chamber right here, took the
Stanford 9 achievement test for the
first time. This test is used across the
country, has been since 1923. Millions
of kids have taken it, but the District
schools never took it before, and here
is what we found out.

In reading, 15 percent of the first-
graders tested ranked below basic.
That means that they did not have
even the minimum skills necessary to
go to the second grade. That was not
all that far off the national average; it
was a few points ahead of the national
average, but that was for first-graders.

What we found is that the longer
these kids stayed in the D.C. system,
the worse it got for them, who are just
like the other kids around the rest of
the country. Forty-one percent of the
second-graders tested below basic,
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compared to 15 percent the year before.
By the time they were in tenth grade,
53 percent were below basic. That
means they could not go on to the next
grade because they could not read. The
same thing happened in math. By the
tenth grade, 89 percent of D.C. Kids are
below basic in math.

We already spend over $9,000 per
pupil. That is the fourth highest in the
Nation. Money is not the problem; the
system is the problem. Let us not put
the system ahead of the kids, let us put
the kids first. This is our chance to do
it. If we turn our backs on these kids
now, it is their future, but we can do
something to help them, and this is our
opportunity to help them. | thank the
majority leader for giving us this op-
portunity on the floor. Now, let us just
do it.

Madam Speaker, | include the follow-
ing for the RECORD.

How D.C.’s ScHooLs CAN LEAD THE NATION

(By Rep. Christopher Cox)

Every parent knows that early education
is essential to a child’s future. But new read-
ing and math achievement tests in the Dis-
trict of Columbia show that D.C.’s public
schools are failing an entire generation of
students. D.C. students have the same poten-
tial as every American child, yet the more
time they spend in D.C. schools, the more
poorly they do compared to other American
children.

Today, just as the District of Columbia is
poised to reap the benefits of tremendous
economic growth, its young people may not
be able to take advantage of unprecedented
opportunities. Good jobs are plentiful, and
the unemployment rate in the region is one
of the lowest in the nation. It is imperative
that children growing up in the Nation’s cap-
ital receive the kind of education that will
permit them to take advantage of these op-
portunities.

Congress is constitutionally responsible for
the District of Columbia. If a national edu-
cation policy is ever to be taken seriously,
then Congress must first show it can achieve
results in this modestly-sized city by the Po-
tomac.

D.C. IN THE 1990S: AWASH WITH OPPORTUNITY

FOR NEW GRADUATES

The District of Columbia is one of the
wealthiest regions in the nation. Despite a
population of only 500,000, the District has a
gross economic product of almost $50 billion,
with nearly two-thirds coming from non-gov-
ernmental sources such as services, finance,
insurance and real estate, and transpor-
tation and utilities. According to the Bureau
of Economic Analysis, District residents’ per
capita personal income was $34,129 in 1996—
higher than any state in the union, and al-
most $10,000 above the national average. The
District also compares favorably to other
metropolitan areas. D.C. metropolitan-area
average annual pay is ninth in the country,
behind such lucrative locales as New York,
San Francisco, and the wealthy suburbs of
New Jersey. Furthermore, the District is ex-
pected to remain wealthy area for the fore-
seeable future: its gross economic product is
projected to increase at least 20% by 2025.

Today’s students will benefit from these
job opportunities only if they learn the skills
employers will need in the years to come. Al-
ready, the region suffers from a shortage of
skilled workers. The unemployment rate in
the D.C. metropolitan area was only 3.9% in
1996, significantly below the so-called ‘‘natu-
ral” unemployment rate of 5.5%. The Dis-
trict itself, however, suffers from unemploy-
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ment well above the natural rate, indicating
that District residents, many of them prod-
ucts of the D.C. schools, are unable to satisfy
employers—even in one of the nation’s best
markets for job seekers.

In the 21st century, the D.C. economy will
be even more dependent on knowledge-based
workers. Unfortunately, knowledge-based
workers will need two basic skills—reading
and math—that D.C. schools are failing to
provide to their students.

RECENT TEST RESULTS FROM D.C. SCHOOLS

Last year, for the first time, District stu-
dents took the Stanford 9 math and reading
achievement tests—the nation’s best-known
achievement test. The Stanford 9 is a pri-
vately owned and operated test used by
school systems across the country. It is the
ninth version of the exam, which millions of
American schoolchildren have taken since it
was created in 1923. Stanford takes great
care to ensure that the test is not biased in
any way, including having a panel of promi-
nent minority-group educators review the
test. The results show that D.C. students’
scores, upon entering the D.C. public schools,
are roughly comparable to average student
scores nationwide. The longer students re-
main in District public schools, however, the
more their scores fall below both their ini-
tial levels of achievement and the national
average. In fact, in the highest grades tested,
the number of D.C. students who lack basic
skills was twice the national average in
reading, and one and a half times the na-
tional average in math.

Reading

Fifteen percent of the first-graders tested
ranked ‘‘below basic”’ for reading on the
Stanford 9 test. This means they had little
or no mastery of the skills needed to enter
second grade. This figure is roughly com-
parable to the national average of 12%. But
the number of students ‘“‘below basic’ grew
dramatically as children continued in the
D.C. schools: 41% of the second graders test-
ed ranked ‘‘below basic,” and 53% of tenth
graders tested were ‘*below basic.”

Math

Thirty-seven percent of the third graders
tested (the youngest students to take the
math test) ranked ‘‘below basic’” in math.
The next level tested in math, the sixth
grade, showed 55% ‘‘below basic’’—an in-
crease of 33% after three years in D.C. public
schools. By the tenth grade, a staggering 89%
were ‘“‘below basic” in math. Another 8%
ranked as ‘‘basic’’—possessing only partial
mastery of the most rudimentary math
skills. Only three percent of District tenth
graders were either proficient or advanced in
math.

Many of the individual schools are far
worse than even these dismal overall scores.
At no less than 22 D.C. public schools, over
90% of the students rank ‘‘below basic’ in
math. At three of these schools, 100% of the
students tested ranked ‘‘below basic.” Not
one student at any of these schools showed
any of the math skills needed for their
grades.

Worse, as the Washington Post reported on
January 8, 1998, these results do not include
““almost 4,000 tests that could not be scored
because so few answers were filled out.”” This
is 10% of the reading tests that were scored,
and a quarter of the math tests that were
scored. In other words, 4,000 D.C. students
lacked the skills needed to fail the test.
They were all below zero.

THE SOLUTION: EDUCATIONAL CHOICE, FOR THE
KIDS

The D.C. public schools must change if
their graduates are to succeed in life. And
Congress—which bears the constitutional re-
sponsibility for the governance of the Dis-
trict—must help.
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Already, Congress and the American people
have been generous with tax dollars: accord-
ing to the most recent Department of Edu-
cation figures, the District spends $9,335 per
pupil, the fourth highest in the nation. This
year, it will cost more than one-half billion
dollars to run the District’s public education
system. Clearly, money alone is not enough.

Instead, both Houses of Congress have sep-
arately passed the District of Columbia Stu-
dent Opportunity Scholarship Act of 1997.
This measure, which passed the House as
part of the 1997 D.C. appropriations package,
has already been introduced as freestanding
legislation by Majority Leader Dick Armey
(H.R. 1797). The bill will provide tuition
scholarships to about 2,000 low-income stu-
dents in the District of Columbia to enable
them to attend the school of their choice, as
well as providing extra tutoring assistance
for 2,000 public-school students.

D.C. parents clearly want better opportuni-
ties for their children than the D.C. public
schools provide. The non-profit Washington
Scholarship Fund announced that it would
provide 1,000 new scholarships to enable low-
income District children to attend the pri-
vate or religious school of their parents’
choice. As of the January 31, 1998 application
deadline, 7,573 children had applied for the
1,000 scholarships. According to House Ma-
jority Leader Dick Armey, “This response is
the strongest evidence yet that parents are
frustrated by their lack of access to the best
possible education for their children.””

Research from school systems that offer
educational choice demonstrates that giving
parents the opportunity to choose their chil-
dren’s schools improves learning, and test
scores, for children throughout the entire
system. Data from Milwaukee, for example,
show clear increases in reading and math
scores—so much so that, according to a re-
cent study, “If similar success could be
achieved for all minority students nation-
wide, it could close the gap separating white
and minority test scores by somewhere be-
tween one-third and one-half.”” And parental
choice provides competition that can help
reduce costs in public and private schools
alike, resulting in better deduction that is
also more affordable. New York City’s Catho-
lic schools, for example, educate students at
approximately one-third the cost of the
city’s public schools.

According to Samuel Stanley, Vice Presi-
dent for Research of the Buckeye Institute
for Public Policy Solutions, “Several studies
of public school competition with other pub-
lic and private schools have found competi-
tion improves public school performance. We
need to create similar markets for students
within school districts to provide the right
incentives for using current resources pro-
ductively and efficiently.” 2

Brian Bennett, Director of School Oper-
ations for the School Futures Research
Foundation, agrees: “The most striking ex-
ample of the competitive change that can re-
sult is no doubt found in Albany, New York,
where a most generous philanthropist, Vir-
ginia Gilder, offered a $2,000 scholarship to
every child in one of the city’s lowest per-
forming schools—and one-sixth of the stu-
dent body left. Changes then instituted by
the local board were dramatic—the principal
of the old school was ousted, nine new teach-
ers where brought in, two assistant prin-
cipals were added, and the school received
investments in books, equipment, and teach-
er training that had been neglected for
years. Competition works to improve the
education of all children.””3 As Peter M.
Flanigan, the investment banker who found-
ed the Student/Sponsor Partnership in New

Footnotes at end of article.
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York, put it, “The alternative to a crushing
monopoly is competition. When a monopoly
faces real competition it always reacts by
improving itself.”” 4

The D.C. Student Opportunities Scholar-
ship Act will enable D.C. students to succeed
in the expanding economy in which they
live. While President Clinton promised to
veto the Opportunity Scholarship Act, even
if it meant Kkilling all funding for the Dis-
trict, these latest D.C. test scores show the
status quo is unacceptable. We can no longer
trap thousands of students in schools that
fail to prepare them for the marvelous oppor-
tunities at their very doorstep. Mr. Clinton
owes it to the children of America’s capital
city to sign the D.C. Opportunity Scholar-
ship Act the moment it reaches his desk.

The following are the results of Washing-
ton D.C. students’ spring 1997 Stanford 9
Achievement Test in reading and math. (Ex-
cerpt from The Washington Post, October 30,
1997)

DC public
schools  National
Grade level below average
basic (percent)
(percent)
Reading:
1 15 12
2 41 25
3 41 25
4 45 24
5 36 22
6 31 21
8 34 22
10 53 26
Math:
3 37 11
6 55 43
8 72 42
10 89 61
11 53 36
Note: The reading test covers areas such as sounds and letters, word
reading, reading vocabulary, sentence reading, and reading comprehension
depending on the students’ grade level. The mathematics portion of the test
focuses on problem solving and math procedures.
The test was given for the first time to D.C. school students in May 1997.
It was not administered to children in all grade levels because it was a part
of a pilot program administered by the school district. This year, every D.C.
student in grades 1-11 will take both the mathematics and reading por-
tions of this exam.
FOOTNOTES

1The evidence in other cities is just as stark. In
New York City, 23,000 families applied for 1,000 pri-
vate scholarships for grades 1-5 at private schools of
their choice. Peter Flanigan, Founder, Student/
Sponsor Partnerships, Testimony before the House
Education and the Workplace Oversight and Inves-
tigations Subcommittee, Education at a Crossroads
Field Hearing, May 5, 1997.

2Samuel Staley, Testimony before the House Edu-
cation and the Workforce Oversight and Investiga-
tions Committee, Federal Education Programs Eval-
uation—Field Hearing on Public School Choice, May
27, 1997.

3Brian Bennett, Testimony before the House Edu-
cation and the Workforce Committee Early Child-
hood, Youth and Families Subcommittee on School
Choice in D.C., March 12, 1998.

4Flanigan Testimony.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from New York
(Ms. SLAUGHTER).

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
this time.

I do not think any one of us could say
that the public school system in the
United States in many areas of the
country is not in serious trouble. | do
not think many of us would disagree
that whatever happens, the public
school system in the United States has
to be helped and made better.

It is somewhat tragic to me when |
hear this debate, because | know that
everybody is well-meaning, and | really
believe that all of the Members of this
Congress want to do the best they can
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for the children of the United States.
But the fact of the matter is that at a
cost of a voucher of $3,200, it seems to
me that what you are doing is dangling
out to poor parents by telling them
that their public school is no good is
sort of a pie-in-the-sky idea, because |
don’t know of any private schools,
many of them, that would be able to
pay the tuition of $3,200.

How much better it would be for
every child in the country if the public
school system was brought up to stand-
ard. We have an obligation for that.

O 1415

When this country was settled, the
first thing the settlers did in every
community was to build a church and
build a school, understanding that it
was their personal obligation to edu-
cate their children. We need to dedi-
cate ourselves today not to ways to
getting around the public school sys-
tem, but to dedicating ourselves to
making it be what it ought to be.

If we are going to be able to compete
in the next century, every child in this
country needs the best education it can
get. No child should be left behind. In-
stead of offering out the notion that
somehow they are all going to go to
some exclusive school for $3,200, let us
pledge ourselves to see what we have to
do to rebuild these schools, to rededi-
cate ourselves to the idea that the pub-
lic school system is the backbone of
our democracy.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
45 seconds to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. RIGGS).

Mr. RIGGS. Madam Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY), the majority leader, for yield-
ing me this time.

Madam Speaker, | just want to point
out how absurd the arguments are in
opposition to this, because the District
of Columbia is already relying exten-
sively on private schools. This is the
Washington Post, April 28, and | quote,
“The District of Columbia, which is
under court order to test and place stu-
dents with special needs, is spending
more than $40,000 a pupil,” you heard
me right, $40,000 a kid in some cases,
‘“to pay tuition, transportation and
other costs of private schools because
the city lacks a sound special edu-
cation program. More and more par-
ents are insisting that their children be
classified as having special needs be-
cause it is a way out of the District of
Columbia public schools.”

Madam Speaker, | would say to the
gentlewoman from the District of Co-
lumbia (Ms. NORTON) that the ongoing
audit of the District of Columbia pub-
lic schools recently found that the Dis-
trict of Columbia had failed to pay the
private schooling costs of thousands of
children with learning disabilities and
special needs, amounting to hundreds
of thousands of dollars in unpaid bills.
I submit that that is concrete evidence
of neglect, incompetence and mis-
management.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.
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Madam Speaker, | would remind the
gentleman that the District of Colum-
bia is under a Control Board because of
its dire financial condition, and the
Congress of the United States bears a
heavy responsibility for that.

May | also indicate to the gentleman
that we love our private schools. We
love our religious schools. Because of
them, many residents who would other-
wise move out stay here. If, in fact, the
competition from private schools was
sufficient to help bring up public
schools, then the District of Columbia
would be among the most excellent in
the world.

Let me be clear, I am not now and
never shall be an apologist for the pub-
lic schools of the District of Columbia,
although | attended these same schools
and got a good education during the
years when the Congress of the United
States required that they be segregated
under law.

At the same time, | shall not aban-
don these schools. Nor will | require or
expect that any parent or any child re-
main in the D.C. public schools until
they are brought up to par. | renew my
challenge to the majority to let us
raise private money for private schools
together, particularly because most of
these schools will necessarily be reli-
gious schools that cannot be publicly
funded under the Constitution of the
United States.

Madam Speaker, Christ said, ‘““Render
under Caesar the things which are
Caesar’s and unto God the things that
are God’s.” Public money belongs in
public schools.

Madam Speaker, |
ance of my time.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, | yield
myself 3 minutes.

Madam Speaker, at the beginning of
this debate, | said there were two great
beneficiaries of school choice. The first
institutional beneficiary is public
schools, because it is because of school
choice that public schools find the in-
centive to improve themselves.

We know that works. We saw it work
in Albany, New York, when Virginia
Gilder, the philanthropist, found the
worst school in the city, offered $2,000
scholarships to the parents of each
child to move their child to a school of
their choice. One-sixth of the parents
took that offer up. They moved their
children.

It so startled the school district that,
as The Washington Post reported, the
school board ousted the principal,
brought in nine new teachers, added
two assistant principals, invested in
books, equipment, and teacher training
after years of neglect.

Madam Speaker, competition works.
We all agreed we should break up
AT&T because if there were a monop-
oly on the block it would not be inno-
vative or responsive, it would not meet
the needs of the consumers. Why would
Members think a public monopoly is
any more benevolent than a private
monopoly? We are breaking up the mo-
nopoly so they can have the incentive
to compete.

reserve the bal-
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But that is not where the heart lies.
The heart lies with the children. And
let me tell my colleagues, | know these
kids, | spend time with these kids. This
is not an abstraction with me.

I think of poor little David, 9 years
old. His mother is on drugs. His father
only shows up once and a while to use
the little guy. He found himself with
an opportunity to attend one of these
schools by a scholarship through the
Washington Scholarship Fund, and he
gets his own little 9-year-old self up
out of bed every day and gets himself
to school because at school he is loved
and he learns.

David was not the cream of the crop.
He tested below grade level, and the
school reached out and took him, as
they did five children in Anacostia that
we know. All tested below grade level.
But the schools took them, nurtured
them, taught them, and they are all
doing just fine now.

We have got little William who is
now a freshman who has turned his en-
tire life around. This boy was headed
for big trouble. But he got out of the
school in which he felt trapped, that
expected so little of him that he gave
so little to himself, and now he has
turned his little life around.

And then there is Kenny. Kenny had
a bad start of it. He got an oppor-
tunity. Kenny will now go to high
school at the best school in D.C. based
on the merit of his work.

| said at the beginning we are dedi-
cated to improving the schools. We
cannot improve the schools if we keep
giving the schools everything they ask
for and never make demands on them
and never hold them accountable.

City government in D.C. cannot hold
these schools accountable. It cannot
hold itself accountable. The Federal
Government cannot hold it account-
able. If the parents hold the schools ac-
countable, the schools will improve for
the children. This is about the chil-
dren. Let me just say: Have a heart.

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
yield the balance of my time to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. GEPHARDT) the minority leader.

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, |
deeply appreciate the comments that
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY), the Majority Leader, just
made. | take very seriously the idea
that he says that Republican Members
of the House are concerned about the
children and concerned about edu-
cation. | accept that completely.

I believe Members, all Members of
this House want to improve the edu-
cation and the upbringing of all of our
children. That is a very important be-
ginning agreement. We have a dis-
agreement, obviously, about the role of
vouchers and whether or not to take
some of the money that we are spend-
ing on public education to give to
vouchers that can be used in private
and other schools. But we ought to
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build on our agreement rather than
suffering from this ongoing disagree-
ment.

All of us want the children of the
District of Columbia and every other
jurisdiction in the country to succeed,
to learn, to have proper values, to be
productive, healthy citizens. That
must be our number one goal. We be-
lieve that vouchers do not advance us
toward that goal. Our concern, which is
sincere and heartfelt, is that the chil-
dren that are left behind will do worse,
worse as a result of this legislation.
Seventy-six thousand youngsters will
not have the benefit of the vouchers.
The 7,000 who get them may do better;
they may not do better. But the 76,000
that are left behind will be hurt.

Madam Speaker, what we should be
talking about today are the kinds of
things that the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia has brought for-
ward, creative ideas to improve public
education. And | take seriously what
the majority leader has said about ac-
countability. We should be for account-
ability.

I put in legislation I call ‘““Reward for
Results.” It says that Federal aid, at
least part of Federal aid, ought to be
conditioned upon a school achieving re-
sults. We should be able to find out if
children can read, write and compute
at certain ages. And we should, in my
view, be willing to condition part of
Federal aid on them being able to
achieve those conclusions.

What | would hope we could have
here is a discussion between the parties
on creative ideas to fix the public
schools that do not work; to realize
that most of the public schools do work
and do a very good job, but the ones
that do not, we cannot afford that re-
sult.

So, | hope Members will vote against
this idea of vouchers. | hope we will
meet again and talk about creative
ideas to fix the public schools, to make
them accountable, to get the results
that we need, to make sure that every
child is a productive citizen.

I am heartened by what the Majority
Leader has said today. | think we can
find an agreement. | do not think this
is it. | urge Members to vote against
this bill. 1 wish the gentlewoman from
the District of Columbia had the abil-
ity to bring her motion to recommit
today, and | hope that if we could de-
feat this bill we could come back with
a bipartisan agreement on education
that would move us in the right direc-
tion.

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. GEPHARDT) for his comments. | al-
ways appreciate his participation in
the debate.

Madam Speaker, | yield the balance
of my time to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGRICH),
Speaker of the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
EMERSON). The Speaker of the House is
recognized for 3%2 minutes.

Mr. GINGRICH. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
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ARMEY), my friend, for yielding me this
time, and | thank the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT), the minority
leader, for his comments.

Let me say first, | would be very ex-
cited to help establish a bipartisan
task force on reforming public edu-
cation. | would be very excited to es-
tablish a special task force on public
education for D.C. | would be very will-
ing to establish a bipartisan task force
to look at military dependent schools,
which | am a product of. I would be
very willing to work on a bipartisan
basis to help Indian schools achieve na-
tional levels.

Those are the three school systems,
by the way, that are specifically Fed-
eral: military dependent schools, In-
dian schools, and the District of Co-
lumbia. We have the relationship to
D.C. that a State legislature would
have to local schools.

Madam Speaker, | am very willing as
a product of public schools, as some-
body whose children went to public
school, I have actually lived my career
in a public school. | used to teach in a
public high school. I am committed to
public education and | will be glad to
work on reform.

But that is not what is here today.
And it is interesting how whatever is
here is not what is right, because what
is right is not here, so Members have to
vote ‘‘no’’ today because today it actu-
ally helps somebody; but if they vote
‘‘no’’ today, later they can vote ‘‘yes,”
as long as they do not vote ‘‘yes”
today.

What is here today is real simple.
And | must say to all of my friends on
the left, | do not understand how they
can walk the streets, look the children
in the eye and cheat them. | do not un-
derstand how they can meet with the
parents and tell them no.

We met yesterday with Ted
Forstmann, who does not live in D.C.
Ted Forstmann is a very successful
American who loves this country, so he
has taken his own personal money and
he created a thousand scholarships be-
cause he despaired of this Congress.
And he offered a thousand children a
scholarship out of the goodness of his
own heart in D.C. alone.
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But he had a condition. These are not
free scholarships. You have to come up
with $500 for your child to get that
scholarship. There are 8,000 applica-
tions in the District of Columbia. You
can talk about home rule, but the chil-
dren who are trapped in the failed sys-
tem spoke with their application; 8,000
children applied.

That meant that welfare mothers and
mothers at minimum wage, families in
public housing were saying, we love our
child so much, and we are so frightened
for our child’s future that we will
scrape together our $500 so that our
child has an alternative. Without any
effort, 8,000 applied. They believe that,
next year, there will be 25,000 applica-
tions.
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We are seeing the same thing in New
York. We are seeing it in Cleveland.
But we are not the State Legislature of
New York. We are not the State Legis-
lature of Ohio. We are the U.S. Con-
gress, and this is the national capital.

If you have it in your heart to turn
to that child, those other 7,000, and say
to them, no, | know your parents think
your life may be destroyed, | know you
may end up not learning how to read, |
know you may end up a drug addict, |
know you may end up a victim of vio-
lence, but, no, | want to take care of
the teachers’ union, and stay where
you are, if you can live with yourself
and vote no, fine; but then, later on,
when you see one of those children and
there is another accidental death,
there is another accidental drug over-
dose, there is another statistic on wel-
fare, do not look to this side of the
aisle and say, oh, why does that child
not have an education.

Some of you say 7,000 is not enough.
Fine. We are prepared to move 70,000.
We will move 70,000 vouchers if you
want to give every child in this Dis-
trict a chance.

You say to us, well, we are taking
money from public education. Every
one of you knows that is not true.
Every one of you knows that is just
plain not accurate. This system actu-
ally leaves $4,000 more back behind so
that, on a per capita basis, there is ac-
tually more money for the children
who stay in public schools.

This is designed by Mr. ARMEY so the
public school child who stays in public
school has more resources because he
only offers $3,200 maximum; whereas,
the current system pays somewhere be-
tween $7,800 and $10,000, depending on
whether or not you believe any of the
records.

So more money for the current child
who stays in public school is a yes vote
for the Armey motion. Direct, imme-
diate help for several thousand chil-
dren is a yes vote. But if you can live
with saying no when 7,000 additional
children have spoken by applying,
when their parents have spoken, when
they are crying out to this Congress,
save our child from drugs, save our
child from violence, save our child
from illiteracy, save our child from ig-
norance, then let the burden of con-
science be on those who take care of
the teachers’ unions but cheat the chil-
dren. Vote yes for this bill.

Ms. KILPATRICK. Madam Speaker, as a
former public school teacher, concerned citi-
zen, parent and Member of Congress, | am
fully aware of the value of a quality education.
One of the first speeches that | made on the
floor of the House emphasized the importance
of education in preventing crime and providing
a skilled and capable work force. Therefore, it
troubles me deeply to discover that there is a
real, enthusiastic, and empirical effort to deni-
grate and erode the federal commitment to the
public schools of our nation via school vouch-
ers. | am emphatically opposed to school
vouchers based on the fact that vouchers do
not work, only benefit those students who re-
ceive vouchers, and is often taxpayer support
of private or religious institutions.
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Initial results from Milwaukee, Wisconsin,
the showcase city for the voucher program,
has been marginal, at best. In these fiscally
conservative times, taxpayers deserve to get
the most for their tax dollars as possible. Mar-
ginal programs will not suffice. Also, these
voucher schools, more often than not, do not
accept children with physical challenges or re-
medial needs, and get to pick and choose
among the best and the brightest to attend
their institutions. Our public schools accept all
children, regardless of previous educational
success or failure, financial standing, or phys-
ical ability.

| am also distressed by the fact that the
D.C. voucher bill provides a select group of
students (2,000) with vouchers, while leaving
the other 76,000 students in under-funded
public schools. No one would argue that there
is no room for improvement in D.C. public
schools. However, the implementation of
vouchers constitutes the abandonment of D.C.
schools and abandonment is not the answer.
Congress needs to be encouraging efforts all
across the city to make schools safer, improve
teaching, raise educational standards and pro-
vide more teachers in D.C. classrooms.

Finally, I am leery of this legislation’s poten-
tial to encroach upon our First Amendment
freedoms. Our Constitution was forged based
on the clear principle providing for the separa-
tion of church and state. This legislation,
which would allow the use taxpayer funds to
support private and religious institutions, is
clearly the entanglement of federal funds in re-
ligious matters.

Excellence in education begins with our
public schools. School vouchers would take vi-
tally-needed funds from our public schools to
private and parochial institutions. Of course,
our public schools need reform. The price of
reform should not be borne on the backs of
our poor children and families, who cannot af-
ford the high price of vouchers. We need to
get serious about reforming and supporting
public schools, not abandoning them in favor
of a plan that does not work—school vouch-
ers.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Madam Speaker, | rise in
opposition to this poorly conceived proposal
for school vouchers. The test of who you are
and where you stand is what you do, not what
you say.

The Republicans say that they are for public
education for all, but what do they do? They
propose a plan that will only benefit a few, and
the few are not the students. The few are
those who would put profits in their pockets
through a voucher system for private schools
that are not likely to open their doors to all.

A private school by definition is “exclusive,”
“inaccessible,” ‘“restricted,” *“off limits” to
most, available only to some. How, then, can
we appropriately use public funds to finance
the education of some at the expense of
most?

They say the plan promotes choice. But,
what they do is provide a choice for only
2,000 students, and do nothing for the remain-
ing 76,000 students. Is that choice?

They say they are for competition. They say
that this voucher plan will give poor students
the same access to good schools that wealthy
students have. But, what they do is provide a
maximum voucher of a mere $3,200. That
won't get any poor student into any private
school in Washington, D.C.
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They say they want to help the D.C. school
system. But, what they are really doing is try-
ing to go through the back door and establish
a school voucher program nationwide, some-
thing they could not do through the front door.
A nationwide voucher program will hurt stu-
dents from the rural communities | represent.

Draining public funds from rural public
schools, expecting those students to go to pri-
vate schools usually located great distances
way is not only a myth, it is a total deception.

Madam Speaker, there are ways to help our
public schools, and they do need help.

This week, Democrats unveiled an agenda
for “first class” public schools. That agenda in-
cludes making sure that all of our students
have an early start and an even start, achiev-
ing the basics by age six. In includes produc-
ing well trained teachers and relief from crum-
bling and overcrowded school, while ade-
quately equipping classrooms.

That agenda includes support for local plans
to renew neighborhood, public schools and the
adoption of rigorous standards of perform-
ance. And, it includes real parental choice for
public schools.

Madam Speaker, there is no right to public
education. That is what the courts have said.
But, the courts have also said, when you pro-
vide education to some, you must provide it to
all.

In America, for many, many years, we have
had, as a national policy, the promise of pro-
viding public education, not just for the few,
but for the many. This voucher plan does not
provide education for all.

Vote no, and send this plan back where it
belongs.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam Speaker, |
find it disheartening that President Clinton,
and others opposing this legislation, would
rather protect a public education system that
is failing to educate the District’s children, than
do what is best for the families of our nation’s
capitol.

| read Monday in Congressional Quarterly’s
Daily Monitor that one of the bill's opponents
has called the voucher plan, quote, “an elec-
tion-year charade” which is, quote,
“irrelevant * * * to the pressing needs of Dis-
trict schoolkids.”

Let me remind my colleagues that this pro-
posal was introduced in a non-election year
(last June) as a bi-partisan, bi-cameral bill.
This is not an election year “charade”, and it
is not a Republican or conservative issue. If it
were, we would not have the support of lead-
ing liberals in the Democratic party such as
Senators JOSEPH LIEBERMAN, MARY LANDRIEU,
BoB KERREY, and former Representative Floyd
Flake.

That this legislation is “irrelevant” to the
pressing needs of District schoolkids could not
be further from reality. It is because the
“pressing” needs of District schoolkids have
continued to go ill-addressed, and the city’s
children continue to fall behind, that the need
for this legislation is so desperately needed
now.

Two years ago, in 1996, the Financial Con-
trol Board reported that, “The deplorable
record of the District's public
schools * * * has left one of the city’s most
important public responsibilities in a state of
crisis, creating an emergency which can no
longer be ignored or excused.”

That was two years ago! How many more
years must District families wait out this state
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of “emergency”? How many more years must
children fall behind in school, increasing their
risks of failure in adulthood because of a sub-
standard education?

So many District families cannot afford any-
thing but the current poor quality of education
in the cities’ public school system. Vouchers
would give these families a chance to choose
a school which can provide a better edu-
cation—without taking a single dime from the
existing public school budget—while reforms
in the public school system are being imple-
mented.

Studies show that similar voucher efforts in
Cleveland and Milwaukee are having dramatic
positive effects on reading and math skills.
This legislation could be part of the answer to
this week’s devastating news about the low
reading and math scores of this city’s school-
children. Again, it is only part of the solution.
We must at the same time show leadership
and support for efforts to improve the infra-
structure and quality of education in the public
school system of our nation’s capitol.

We all know that there is no magic bullet.
Most reform efforts will take time. However,
this voucher program could provide some im-
mediate relief to families who do not have a
choice with regard to their child’s education.

| urge my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle—please join me in support of this impor-
tant legislation. Your vote for this bill is a vote
to put DC’s parents immediately on the road
to providing a better education for their chil-
dren, thus a better and brighter future for their
children.

Mr. COSTELLO. Madam Speaker, | rise
today in strong opposition to S. 1502, the Dis-
trict of Columbia Student Opportunity Scholar-
ship Act. The passage of this bill will not cor-
rect the problems we have in our education
system. Taking money from our public school
system will only further hurt our school chil-
dren.

This legislation is another attempt by the
Republican-led Congress to undermine the in-
tegrity of our public school system. S. 1502 di-
verts limited tax dollars to nonpublic edu-
cation. We already spend too little on our chil-
dren’s future. | cannot in good conscience
support a bill that will further erode millions of
children’s opportunities for a quality education.

Madam Speaker, there are approximately
46 million children in our nation’s public
schools. By the year 2006, a projected 3 mil-
lion more students will be enrolled in public
schools. In sharp contrast, only 11 percent of
children attend private schools. It is bad public
policy to abandon our federal commitment to
public education. What will happen to students
left behind in public schools when their re-
sources are given away?

Is this really the best use of federal dollars?
Instead of siphoning money into private and
parochial schools, | believe we should focus
on fixing the problems in our public schools so
that all school children will benefit. We should
rebuild our educational foundation to make our
public schools a safe haven for learning. It is
shameful that today we debate ways to put
more children in private schools rather than
working on improving our public schools. A
free public school education for all Americans
is one of the basic tenets of our nation. We
must not abandon this principle.

Studies have indicated that the controversial
Cleveland voucher program produces no aca-
demic gains for voucher students compared to
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their peers in public schools in any academic
subject—reading, math, social studies or
science. Moreover, serious accountability
problems have been found in many areas in-
cluding verifying the voucher recipients’ in-
come level, residence or eligibility. An inde-
pendent audit discovered $1.9 million worth of
misspent Ohio tax dollars. We don’t want
these same problems in the District of Colum-
bia and we don’t want them in our states.

| urge my colleagues to oppose this legisla-
tion.

Mrs. MORELLA. Madam Speaker, | rise in
opposition to the District of Columbia Student
Opportunity Scholarship Act.

| have always been a staunch believer that
matters of education policy should be decided
by the local school board and local elected of-
ficials. Consequently, on matters regarding
school vouchers, Congress should allow the
District to make up its own mind, . . . just as
every other locality in the country is able to
choose for itself. The people of the District of
Columbia should be deciding themselves
whether or not they want vouchers. Vouchers
should not be imposed upon the citizens of
D.C. by members who are elected from other
jurisdictions throughout the United States.

| am opposed to allowing public funds to be
used for private and parochial schools. Such
funding has been successfully challenged as
violating the Constitutional mandate calling for
the separation of Church and State. Moreover,
there is little evidence that voucher plans in-
crease student achievement, and the schools
that are left behind are weakened by the loss
of the most committed parents and students.

On September 30th of last year, a front
page Washington Post story found that there
are not even 2,000 spaces available in private
schools in the local region. In addition, the
majority of private schools in the area charge
much more than $3,200.

This is a bad bill if we are concerned about
high standards for all of the children in the
District of Columbia public schools. It's just a
“quick-fix” solution to address the needs of
underserved children in the District. Moreover,
official studies of the Milwaukee and Cleve-
land voucher programs have said that voucher
students have not made academic gains. The
1998 study of the Cleveland program, by the
Ohio State Department of Education, found no
achievement gains for voucher students in the
Cleveland public schools.

There are better ways to spend the $7 mil-
lion Congress would use to allow but a few
children in the District to attend public and pa-
rochial schools. The D.C. public schools could
use $1 million to buy new textbooks for every
3rd, 4th and 5th grader. The District could use
$3.5 million for 70 after-school programs
based in public schools, to help 7,000 children
who would otherwise be “home alone” when
school ends each day.

Madam Speaker, this bill would divert
scarce tax dollars from D.C.’s public schools
and shift taxpayer dollars into schools that are
not accountable to the community. | am op-
posed to imposing school vouchers on the citi-
zens of the District of Columbia, and | urge my
colleagues to vote “No” on the District of Co-
lumbia Student Opportunity Scholarship Act.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Madam Speaker, | rise to
express my strong and unequivocable opposi-
tion to the bill which is before us today.
Vouchers are not only bad policy but in this in-
stance have clearly become the political tool
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of the Republican leadership to bash the pub-
lic school system of the District of Columbia
and this country to play on the fears of our na-
tion’s parents.

Vouchers have received a significant
amount of attention over the past few weeks
as we have seen a major push by the Repub-
lican leadership to politically capitalize on the
education of our children. We have heard our
Republican colleagues use words like “schol-
arships” instead of vouchers to portray the
message which their pollsters have said is so
vital. | am pleased to see so much effort being
put into ensuring that this message is not
being lost.

| have never been one to craft my views or
modify my position just because the latest
questionable accurate poll has produced cer-
tain conclusions. Instead, we should be con-
centrating on proposals and ideas that will in-
crease the quality of education in this country
rather than destroy it.

Regardless, as | am sure it does not come
as a surprise to any which have followed this
issue, | am adamantly opposed to any use of
public tax dollars for any voucher-like pro-
posal, including the provisions included in this
bill authorizing vouchers to be used in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. Not only do these provisions
raise some very serious constitutional ques-
tions, but they will do little to help only a few
students while greatly benefiting those whose
interests are entrenched in private schools.

In fact, Representative ARMY himself has
admitted that this bill will provide vouchers for
only 2000 D.C. children. Last time | checked
this would not come close to helping the more
than 80,000 school age children which reside
in the District. We cannot and should not ig-
nore the problems of today’s educational sys-
tem while attempting to capitalize on political
rhetoric. We should give time to the District's
new chief academic officer, Arlene Ackerman,
who has led positive reforms in Seattle, Wash-
ington schools, and can and will do the same
in the District.

The Republicans have sought to use D.C.
vouchers as the answers to our Capital City's
problems in its school system. This is wrong.
Any proposal which invites the idea of provid-
ing private school vouchers dismantles an
educational system which guarantees access
for all by leaving “choice” in the hands of pri-
vate school admissions officers.

In addition to the destruction of equality in
the most basic opportunity—the opportunity to
learn—there is not one research study, de-
spite what some of our withesses may say
today, which accurately provides evidence that
vouchers improve student learning. Because
of this lack of evidence, | see little reason to
establish any type of Federal voucher pro-
gram, including one in the District of Colum-
bia.

We have seen the existing voucher pro-
grams in Milwaukee and Cleveland provide no
improvement in student achievement levels
despite the fact that they have been in oper-
ation, at least in the case of Milwaukee, for
over six years. In addition to the complete lack
of a policy basis for enacting any type of pri-
vate school voucher proposal, the American
people have spoken repeatedly that they have
no interest in such programs. Over 20 States,
including the District of Columbia, have held
referenda on this issue and the citizens of all
20 States have rejected voucher programs.

Our goal as public policy makers should be
to construct broad policy which will improve
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the educational results of all of our children—
not a select few. One of the most deeply root-
ed values in this country has been that all chil-
dren are guaranteed access to an education.
The public school system has been the institu-
tion in this country which has provided this op-
portunity. Yes, there are problems in our pub-
lic schools, problems which deserve and need
our attention. All of us in Congress realize that
the District has a great share of problems in
its public school system.

However, we should not look for quick fixes
to a situation which deserves careful consider-
ation. As | said at a recent hearing in the Edu-
cation and Workforce Committee on this sub-
ject, those who support vouchers want to
abandon our public schools and the vast ma-
jority of children who would remain in what is
already an underfunded system. Those of us
in Congress need to show leadership in com-
bating the problems that face us as elected
leaders—not run away from them.

Only by working within the public school
system, both in the District and throughout the
Nation, can we build upon the successes and
learn from our failures in our attempts to edu-
cate our Nation’s children.

In closing, | would urge members not to
support this ill-conceived and politically moti-
vated bill. Now is not the time to go back on
our educational commitments to our children.

Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. Madam Speaker,
| rise today in strong opposition to S. 1502,
the District of Columbia School Vouchers
Act—yet another attempt by the majority to
drain resources from the already needy DC
School system in order to pay for an already
rejected experiment.

Madam Speaker, there is no question that
DC public schools have problems. This isn't
some new startling revelation; there isn't a
public school system in the country that
doesn’'t have problems. It is true that there are
schools in DC which, for whatever reason, are
not adequately serving the students attending
them. But, my colleagues, the answer to this
problem and the problems plaguing public
schools in New York, Chicago or Los Angeles
is assuredly not vouchers. Providing a $3,200
subsidy to private and parochial schools would
do nothing but drain $45 million dollars in fed-
eral funds that would otherwise be available
for public schools nationwide.

My colleagues on the other side of the aisle
say that they are justified in proposing this bill
by pointing to the fact that DC parents would
welcome this kind of assistance. This also isn’t
news. What poor family, which have to send
their children to an unsafe, run-down, decrepid
school, that doesn’'t have enough teachers or
books, wouldn't welcome assistance to send
their children to a clean safe well-run private
school. But, the cruel political irony of this and
other school voucher proposals is that it would
provide help to a small number of public
school students and do nothing for the major-
ity of students that do not get vouchers and
have to remain in their poor run down schools.
What does my Republican colleagues propose
to help them?

Madam Speaker, we all know that vouchers
isn't the answer. We must find solutions that
will fix the problems in DC and all public
schools. We must build new schools, repair
run-down buildings, provide funding for more
teachers so that class sizes can be reduced
and funds for computers and other needed re-
sources. Allowing only 2,000 out of over
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80,000 DC students to get a better education
will do more harm than good. Vote no on S.
1502. We must not allow the majority to ex-
periment on the children of DC while doing
further harm to an already desperate public
school system.

Mr. PELOSI. Madam Speaker, | rise in op-
position to the District of Columbia school
voucher legislation. This is not the way to im-
prove public education.

Not one of us is going to contest the asser-
tion that the D.C. public schools need help.
but the way to do this is through comprehen-
sive school reform, by engaging parents,
teachers and the community in creating and
maintaining high performance centers of learn-
ing with challenging academic standards.

Diverting public money to private schools is
not a way to improve education. It is, however,
an experiment that is doomed to fail leaving
this city’s school children as the casualties.
This legislation may benefit 2,000 D.C. stu-
dents but abandon 76,000 others. Quality edu-
cation for all students, not for a select few,
should be our priority.

Creating a voucher system does not solve
the problem, it shifts the responsibility else-
where. It also does not guarantee that stu-
dents from low-performing schools will meet
the admission standards of private institutions,
or that the voucher would even cover the ex-
pense of many private schools.

Public school choice, magnet schools, char-
ter schools and comprehensive school reform
efforts provide effective alternatives to passing
our problems off on private schools.

Our federal responsibility in education is to
support States and local school districts in
their efforts to make better public schools and
better learners. It is not an acceptable solution
to engage in misguided social engineering in
the District by draining funds that would be
used to improve the public schools. The
Democrats of this House have a plan, a good
plan that raises the prospects for all of Ameri-
ca’'s public school children, not just a select
few at the expense of all the rest.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). All time for debate has ex-
pired.

The Senate bill is considered read for
amendment.

Pursuant to House Resolution 413,
the previous question is ordered.

The question is on the third reading
of the Senate bill.

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO COMMIT OFFERED BY MS. NORTON

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
offer a motion to commit the Senate
bill to the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentlewoman opposed to the Senate
bill?

Ms. NORTON. Yes, Madam Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to com-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Ms. NORTON moves to commit the bill S.
1502 to the Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The mo-
tion is not debatable.

Without objection, the previous ques-
tion is ordered on the motion to com-
mit.
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There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore.
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question is on the motion to commit.

The question was taken;
Speaker pro tempore announced that

the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE
Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, | de-

mand a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of rule
XV, the Chair announces that she will
reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes the
period of time within which a vote by
electronic device,
taken on the question of passage of the
Senate bill.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 198, noes 224,

not voting 11, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez

[Roll No. 118]

AYES—198
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman

Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Hooley
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (W1)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
Mclintyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal

if ordered, will

Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Poshard
Price (NC)
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

The

and the

NOES—224
Aderholt Gilchrest Oxley
Archer Gillmor Packard
Armey Gilman Pappas
Bachus Gingrich Paul
Baker Goode Paxon
Ballenger Goodlatte Pease
Barr Goodling Peterson (PA)
Barrett (NE) Goss Petri
Bartlett Graham Pickering
Barton Granger Pickett
Bass Greenwood Pitts
Bereuter Gutknecht Pombo
Bilbray Hall (TX) Porter
Bilirakis Hansen Portman
Bliley Hastert Pryce (OH)
Blunt Hastings (WA) Quinn
Boehlert Hayworth Radanovich
Boehner Hefley Redmond
Bonilla Herger Regula
Bono Hill Riggs
Brady Hilleary Riley
Bryant Hobson Rogan
Burr Hoekstra Rogers
Burton Horn Rohrabacher
Buyer Hostettler Ros-Lehtinen
Callahan Houghton Roukema
Calvert Hulshof Royce
Camp Hunter Ryun
Campbell Hutchinson Salmon
Canady Hyde Sanford
Cannon Inglis Saxton
Castle Istook Scarborough
Chabot Jenkins Schaefer, Dan
Chambliss Johnson (CT) Schaffer, Bob
Chenoweth Johnson, Sam Sensenbrenner
Christensen Jones Sessions
Coble Kasich Shadegg
Coburn Kelly Shaw
Collins Kim Shays
Combest King (NY) Shimkus
Cook Kingston Shuster
Cooksey Klug Skeen
Cox Knollenberg Smith (NJ)
Crane Kolbe Smith (OR)
Crapo LaHood Smith (TX)
Cubin Largent Smith, Linda
Cunningham Latham Snowbarger
Davis (VA) LaTourette Solomon
Deal Lazio Souder
DelLay Leach Spence
Diaz-Balart Lewis (CA) Stearns
Dickey Lewis (KY) Stump
Doolittle Linder Sununu
Dreier Livingston Talent
Duncan LoBiondo Tauzin
Dunn Lucas Taylor (MS)
Ehlers Manzullo Taylor (NC)
Ehrlich McCollum Thomas
Emerson McCrery Thornberry
English McDade Thune
Ensign Mclnnis Tiahrt
Everett Mclntosh Upton
Ewing McKeon Walsh
Fawell Metcalf Wamp
Foley Mica Watkins
Forbes Miller (FL) Watts (OK)
Fossella Moran (KS) Weldon (FL)
Fowler Moran (VA) Weldon (PA)
Fox Myrick Weller
Franks (NJ) Nethercutt White
Frelinghuysen Neumann Whitfield
Gallegly Ney Wicker
Ganske Northup Wolf
Gekas Norwood Young (FL)
Gibbons Nussle
NOT VOTING—11
Bateman Kennelly Sandlin
Bunning McHugh Smith (MI)
Dixon Meek (FL) Young (AK)
Gonzalez Parker
O 1453
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
On this vote:

Mrs. Kennelly of Connecticut for, with Mr.
Young of Arkansas against.

Mr. Meeks of New York for, with Mr.
Smith of Michigan against.

Mrs. CHENOWETH changed her vote
from ‘“‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

Mr. VENTO and Mr. ANDREWS
changed their vote from ““no’’ to “‘aye.”
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So the motion to commit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The question is on the pas-
sage of the Senate bill.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 214, noes 206,
answered ‘“‘present’ 1, not voting 12, as
follows:

This

[Roll No. 119]
AYES—214

Aderholt Gekas Northup
Archer Gibbons Norwood
Armey Gilchrest Nussle
Bachus Gillmor Oxley
Baker Gilman Packard
Ballenger Gingrich Pappas
Barr Goode Paxon
Barrett (NE) Goodlatte Pease
e’ oo e

Petri
Bass Graham Pickering
Bereuter Granger Pitts
Bilbray Greenwood Pombo
Bilirakis Gutknecht Porter
Bliley Hansen

Portman
Blunt Hastert Pryce (OH)
Bonilla Hastings (WA) 4
Bono Hayworth Quinn .
Boyd Hefley Radanovich
Brady Herger Redmond
Bryant Hill Regula
Burr Hilleary Riggs
Burton Hobson Riley
Buyer Hoekstra Rogan
Callahan Horn Rogers
Calvert Hostettler Rohrabacher
Camp Houghton Ros-Lehtinen
Campbell Hulshof Royce
Canady Hunter Ryun
Cannon Hyde Salmon
Castle Inglis Sanford
Chabot Istook Saxton
Chambliss Jenkins Scarborough
Chenoweth Johnson, Sam Schaefer, Dan
Christensen Jones Schaffer, Bob
Coble Kasich Sensenbrenner
Coburn Kelly Sessions
Collins Kim Shadegg
Combest King (NY) Shaw
Condit Kingston Shays
Cook Klug Shimkus
Cooksey Knollenberg Shuster
Cox Kolbe Skeen
Crane LaHood Smith (NJ)
Cubin Largent Smith (OR)
Cunningham Latham Smith (TX)
B:;’I'S (VA) tg;‘;“rme Smith, Linda
DelLay Lewis (CA) ggi);vrﬁg;ger
Diaz-Balart Lewis (KY) Souder
Dickey Linder Spence
Doolittle Lipinski Stearns
Dreier Livingston Stump
Duncan Lucas
Dunn Manzullo .
Ehlers McCollum Taler_\t
Ehrlich McCrery Tauzin
Emerson McDade Taylor (MS)
Ensign Mclnnis Taylor (NC)
Everett Mclintosh Thomas
Ewing McKeon Thornberry
Foley Metcalf Thune
Forbes Mica Tiahrt
Fossella Miller (FL) Upton
Fowler Moran (KS) Walsh
Fox Moran (VA) Wamp
Franks (NJ) Myrick Watkins
Frelinghuysen Nethercutt Watts (OK)
Gallegly Neumann Weldon (FL)
Ganske Ney Weldon (PA)
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Weller Whitfield Wolf
White Wicker Young (FL)
NOES—206

Abercrombie Harman Obey
Ackerman Hastings (FL) Olver
Allen Hefner Ortiz
Andrews Hilliard Owens
Baesler Hinchey Pallone
Baldacci Hinojosa Pascrell
Barcia Holden Pastor
Barrett (WI) Hooley Payne
Becerra Hoyer Pelosi
Bentsen Hutchinson Peterson (MN)
Berman Jackson (IL) Pickett
Berry Jackson-Lee Pomeroy
Bishop (TX) Poshard
Blagojevich Jefferson Price (NC)
Blumenauer John Rahall
Boehlert Johnson (CT) Ramstad
Bonior Johnson (WI) Rangel
Borski Johnson, E. B. Reyes
Boswell Kanjorski Rivers
Boucher Kaptur Rodriguez
Brown (FL) Kennedy (MA) Roemer
Brown (OH) Kennedy (RI) Rothman
Capps Kildee Roukema
Cardin Kilpatrick Roybal-Allard
Carson Kind (WI) Rush
Clay Kleczka Sabo
Clayton Klink Sanchez
Clement Kucinich Sanders
Clyburn LaFalce Sawyer
Conyers Lampson Schumer
Costello Lantos Scott
Coyne Leach Serrano
Cramer Lee Sherman
Crapo Levin Sisisky
Cummings Lewis (GA) Skaggs
Danner LoBiondo Skelton
Davis (FL) Lofgren Slaughter
Davis (IL) Lowey Smith, Adam
DeFazio Luther Snyder
DeGette Maloney (CT) Spratt
Delahunt Maloney (NY) Stabenow
DeLauro Manton Stark
Deutsch Markey Stenholm
Dicks Martinez Stokes
Dingell Mascara Strickland
Doggett Matsui Stupak
Dooley McCarthy (MO) Tanner
Doyle McCarthy (NY) Tauscher
Edwards McDermott Thompson
Engel McGovern Thurman
English McHale Tierney
Eshoo McHugh Torres
Etheridge Mclintyre Towns
Evans McKinney Traficant
Farr McNulty Turner
Fattah Meehan Velazquez
Fawell Meeks (NY) Vento
Fazio Menendez Visclosky
Filner Millender- Waters
Ford McDonald Watt (NC)
Frank (MA) Miller (CA) Waxman
Frost Minge Wexler
Furse Mink Weygand
Gejdenson Moakley Wise
Gephardt Mollohan Woolsey
Gordon Morella Wynn
Green Murtha Yates
Gutierrez Nadler Young (AK)
Hall (OH) Neal
Hamilton Oberstar

ANSWERED ““PRESENT”"—1

Paul
NOT VOTING—12
Bateman Dixon Meek (FL)
Boehner Gonzalez Parker
Brown (CA) Hall (TX) Sandlin
Bunning Kennelly Smith (MI)
0O 1504
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
On this vote:

Mr. Bunning for, with Mrs. Kennelly of
Connecticut against.

Mr. Smith of Michigan for, with Mr. Meeks
of New York against.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska changed his
vote from ‘“‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

So the Senate bill was passed.
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, unfortunately,
I missed the vote on final passage of S. 1502,
The District of Columbia Opportunity Scholar-
ship Act. As a strong supporter of this much-
needed legislation to improve the quality of
education for thousands of school children in
the District of Columbia, | would have voted
“yes” on final passage.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3579,
1998 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIA-
TIONS AND RECESSIONS ACT

Mr. McINNIS, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 105-505) on the resolution (H.
Res. 416) waiving points of order
against the conference report to ac-
company the bill (H.R. 3579) making
emergency supplemental appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1998, and for other purposes,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

WAIVING REQUIREMENT OF
CLAUSE 4(b) OF RULE XI WITH
RESPECT TO SAME DAY CONSID-
ERATION OF CERTAIN RESOLU-
TIONS

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, | call
up the resolution (H. Res. 414) and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 414

Resolved, That the requirement of clause
4(b) of rule Xl for a two-thirds vote to con-
sider a report from the Committee on Rules
on the same day it is presented to the House
is waived with respect to any resolution re-
ported from that committee before May 1,
1998, providing for consideration or disposi-
tion of the bill (H.R. 3579) making emergency
supplemental appropriations for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1998, and for other
purposes, an amendment thereto, a con-
ference report thereon, or an amendment re-
ported in disagreement from a conference
thereon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, for the
purposes of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. HALL), pending which |
yield myself several such time as | may
consume. During the consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 414 is
a simple resolution. The proposed rule
merely waives the requirement of
clause 4(b) of rule Xl for a two-thirds
vote to consider a report from the
Committee on Rules on the same day it
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is presented to the House for resolu-
tions reported from the Committee be-
fore May 1, 1998, under certain cir-
cumstances.

This narrow, short-term waiver only
applies to special rules providing for
the consideration or disposition of H.R.
3579, making emergency supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1998, amendments
thereto, a conference report thereon, or
items in disagreement from a con-
ference for H.R. 3579.

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 414 is straight-
forward, and it was reported by the
Committee on Rules with a voice vote.
The Committee recognizes the need for
expedited procedures to bring these
emergency supplemental appropria-
tions forward as soon as possible.

Mr. Speaker, the timeliness of some
of these emergency appropriations can-
not be understated. There are many
areas within the country that have
been hit by significant natural disas-
ters which need relief as well as criti-
cal funding for military operations.
Therefore, we must move promptly.

I urge my colleagues to support
House Resolution 414.

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

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

I thank my colleague the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. McINNIS) for yield-
ing me the time. As he has described,
this rule will permit the House to con-
sider the conference report on the
emergency supplemental appropriation
bill the same day the Committee on
Rules reports a rule for the bill.

Mr. Speaker, under this procedure,
Members will have little or no oppor-
tunity to examine the conference re-
port before they vote on it. Generally,
important and complex bills should not
be taken up in this manner. Moreover,
I am opposed to provisions in the bill
itself, including cuts in the program
which funds housing for poor people
and the failure to include funding for
the International Monetary Fund.

Though 1 understand the need for
moving quickly to pass the emergency
spending bill, because of the reasons I
have already mentioned, | oppose this
rule.

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

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume to
inquire of my good friend the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL) if he has
any further testimony or any further
discussion on his side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentleman from Ohio have any further
speakers?

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, it
appears that | have nobody here really
to speak on this particular rule. There-
fore, | yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of my time, and |
move the previous question on the res-
olution.
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The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, on
that | demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I, further pro-
ceedings on this question are postponed
until later today.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 3 o’clock and 14 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair. The
bells will be rung 15 minutes prior to
reconvening.

O 1602

AFTER RECESS

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

WAIVING REQUIREMENT OF
CLAUSE 4(b) OF RULE XI WITH
RESPECT TO SAME DAY CONSID-
ERATION OF CERTAIN RESOLU-
TIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of
agreeing to the resolution, House Reso-
lution 414, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 211, nays
196, not voting 25, as follows:

The

[Roll No. 120]
YEAS—211

Aderholt Canady English
Archer Cannon Ensign
Armey Castle Everett
Bachus Chabot Ewing
Baker Chambliss Foley
Ballenger Chenoweth Forbes
Barr Christensen Fossella
Barrett (NE) Coble Fowler
Bartlett Coburn Fox
Barton Collins Franks (NJ)
Bass Combest Frelinghuysen
Bereuter Cook Gallegly
Bilbray Cooksey Ganske
Bilirakis Cox Gekas
Blunt Crane Gibbons
Boehlert Cubin Gilchrest
Boehner Cunningham Gillmor
Bonilla Davis (VA) Gilman
Bono Deal Goodlatte
Brady DelLay Goodling
Bryant Diaz-Balart Goss
Burr Dickey Graham
Burton Doolittle Granger
Buyer Dreier Gutknecht
Callahan Duncan Hansen
Calvert Ehlers Hastert
Camp Ehrlich Hastings (WA)
Campbell Emerson Hayworth

Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Jones
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King (NY)
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeGette
Delahunt
Delauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans

Farr

Mclnnis
Mclntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula
Riggs
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryun
Salmon

NAYS—196

Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Goode
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Hooley
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
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Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer, Bob
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Upton
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
Mcintyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
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Sherman Strickland Velazquez
Sisisky Stupak Vento
Skaggs Tanner Visclosky
Skelton Tauscher Waters
Slaughter Taylor (MS) Watt (NC)
Smith, Adam Thompson Waxman
Snyder Thurman Wexler
Spratt Tierney Weygand
Stabenow Torres Wise
Stark Towns Woolsey
Stenholm Traficant Wynn
Stokes Turner Yates

NOT VOTING—25
Bateman Greenwood Radanovich
Bliley Hall (TX) Sandlin
Bunning Johnson, Sam Schaefer, Dan
Crapo Kaptur Sensenbrenner
DeFazio Kennelly Smith (MI)
Dixon Meehan Smith (OR)
Dunn Meek (FL) Weldon (PA)
Fawell Miller (CA)
Gonzalez Parker

O 1624

Mr. RANGEL changed his vote from
“‘yea’ to “‘nay.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ANNOUNCEMENT REGARDING
AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 1872, COM-
MUNICATIONS SATELLITE COM-
PETITION AND PRIVATIZATION
ACT

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | want
to make a very important statement
which will concern airplanes taking off
this evening, if we can get some quiet.

Mr. Speaker, | have three announce-
ments to make. The first is, we are
about to take up the rule on the sup-
plemental. We realize that Members
are trying to catch planes and to leave,
and there is not a vote expected on the
rule. It is mandatory that there be a
vote on the supplemental under the
Rules of the House.

If we can shorten the debate on the
rule and then go directly, without a
vote, to the supplemental, we should be
out of here so that most Members will
be accommodated.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Rules
will meet next Tuesday, May 5, to
grant a rule which will limit the
amendments to be offered to H.R. 1872,
the Communications Satellite Com-
petition and Privatization Act.

The rule may include a provision re-
quiring amendments to be preprinted
in the amendment section of the CoN-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Rules
is also planning to meet during the
week of May 4 to grant a rule for con-
sideration of H.R. 3694, and that is the
Intelligence Authorization bill for Fis-
cal Year 1999.

The Chairman of the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence has re-
quested a rule which would require
that amendments be preprinted in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. If this request
is granted, amendments to be
preprinted would need to be signed by
the Member and submitted at the
Speaker’s table. The amendments
would still need to be consistent with
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House rules but would be given no spe-
cial protection by being printed.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Florida, chairman
of the Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
distinguished gentleman from New
York for yielding. As chairman of the
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, | would like to advise all Mem-
bers that we hope that the authoriza-
tion bill which has now been marked
up will be brought forward next week,
subject to a rule.

I would like to advise Members that
there is a procedure for any Member
who would like to look at the material
in that legislation to contact the
House Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence staff, and arrangements
can be made for Members to review
classified material.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON HR. 3579,
1998 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIA-
TIONS AND RESCISSIONS ACT

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, |
call up House Resolution 416 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 416

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 3579) making emergency supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1998, and for other purposes.
All points of order against the conference re-
port and against its consideration are
waived. The conference report shall be con-
sidered as read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SOLOMON)
is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, for the
purposes of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. HALL), my good friend,
pending which | yield myself such time
as | might consume. During the consid-
eration of this resolution, all time
yielded is for the purposes of debate
only.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is a cus-
tomary rule for the consideration of
conference reports. The rule waives all
points of order against the conference
report to accompany H.R. 3579, which
makes emergency supplemental appro-
priations for fiscal year 1998, and
against its consideration. The rule also
provides that the conference report
would be considered as read.

Mr. Speaker, passage of this rule
would provide much-needed funding to
thousands of disaster areas around this
Nation as well as crucial funding for
our Nation’s defense. The conference
report responsibly provides resources
for our military operations in South-
west Asia and in Bosnia to ensure that
our men and women in uniform have
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the best equipment and resources that
money can buy.

Furthermore, the conference report
also provides for $179 million for the
Ballistic Missile Defense Program.

The conference report also includes
crucial paid-for funds for the disaster
areas in the northeast who were bur-
dened by heavy ice storms earlier this
year, for the Southeast and Plains
States devastated by tornados, floods,
and other natural disasters, and also
for the Southwestern and Western
States that were hit by El Nino weath-
er disasters.
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Mr. Speaker, in my part of the coun-
try, up in upper State New York, we
were hit hard by an ice storm that lit-
erally wiped out power and energy to
residents for as long as 2 and even 3
weeks. Passage of this bill today will
ensure that all of these areas will re-
ceive this much-needed relief.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, this conference
report provides much-needed increases
for veterans’ compensation and pen-
sions to prevent any expected short-
falls in this important account.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to say that
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
LIVINGSTON), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and the
members of the Committee on Appro-
priations certainly are to be com-
mended for their vigorous defense of
the House’s position that this supple-
mental not include funding for the IMF
or the United Nations and that the
nondefense disaster-related funding be
offset. These Members also did yeomen
work in protecting our Defense Depart-
ment from any further cuts.

Our Nation has endured 14 straight
years of inflation-adjusted cuts in de-
fense spending. That is a 40 percent
real decline in defense dollars, and it is
beginning to hurt everywhere in our
military.

Mr. Speaker, this is a fiscally respon-
sible and much-needed measure before
the House this afternoon; and | would
urge all my colleagues to support the

conference report and support this
rule.

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

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume, and | want to thank the chair-
man of the Committee on Rules (Mr.
SoLoMoN) for yielding me this time.

As the gentleman from New York has
described, this is a rule that waives all
points of order against the conference
report on H.R. 3579. The report makes
emergency appropriations for U.S.
military operations in Bosnia, peace-
keeping operations in lraq, and domes-
tic disaster relief. It also makes non-
emergency appropriations.

The conference agreement contains
many improvements from the House
bill. In particular, 1 am pleased that
the conferees dropped a provision
which would have shut down the
AmeriCorps program.
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However, the bill actually deepens
the cuts in the reserves for the Section
8 program, which helps make housing
affordable to low-income people and
the elderly. Once again, we are reduc-
ing aid to the people who can least pro-
tect themselves from these cuts.

The bill fails to include funding for
the International Monetary Fund. | be-
lieve that we should fund the IMF for
humanitarian reasons because it will
help bolster the economies of nations
not as well off as we are. It is also in
our Nation’s self-interest to support
the IMF to maintain international eco-
nomic stability.

The emergency funding in this bill is
desperately needed by our troops
abroad. The emergency disaster assist-
ance is also important. However, we do
not have to make these cuts in pro-
grams to help the poor and needy.

The Committee on Rules reported
this bill on a recorded vote with all
Democrats opposed.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. ROHRABACHER).

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in opposition to this supplemental.

Thanks to the diligent efforts of the
appropriators, this bill now includes a
provision that continues to throw
money at one of this administration’s
better-known foreign policy fiascoes,
our partnership with Russia to build
the International Space Station.

I am chairman of the Subcommittee
on Space and Aeronautics that over-
sees this effort, and that provision that
we are talking about was not in either
House or Senate bill but was inserted
over the strong objection of the Sub-
committee on Space and Aeronautics
and the Committee on Science chair-
man, the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. SENSENBRENNER).

This bill contains and continues to
give money to pay for Russia’s failures;
and by covering up those failures, the
President and the Vice President can
continue to pretend that everything is
fine in this grand partnership with
Boris Yeltsin. In other words, this bill
spends tens of millions of dollars to
hide the administration’s mistakes.

The space station is now estimated
to be $7 billion over budget and another
2 to 4 years late. NASA’s own independ-
ent analysts suggest that Russia’s de-
faults are the biggest problem. The
Committee on Science has worked on a
bipartisan basis to get the administra-
tion to focus on this problem. Instead,
the administration keeps dancing away
from the tough decisions, and now the
appropriators are letting them off the
hook by giving them this extra money.

Specifically, this supplemental pro-
vides $63 million in directed transfer,
totaling $90 million in Band-aids for a
patient that needs surgery. We need to
focus on these problems with Russia or
they will continue to drain money and
continue to bring the space station
down. That is not what this supple-
mental does.
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Secondly, | oppose the supplemental
because it again represents the shovel-
ing of money at an enduring quagmire
that drains our resources and makes us
weaker and does not face the decisions
that are necessary to get our country
unstuck from this situation. | am, of
course, referring to almost a half bil-
lion dollars in this bill to keep our
troops in Bosnia.

| had strong reservations about the
Bosnian mission to begin with. We
were told it would last 1 year and cost
$2 billion. Now our troops have been
there almost 3 years, and it has already
cost between $8 and $10 billion. The
mission has escalated from a 1l-year
mission to now what appears to be an
open-ended commitment with no end in
sight.

The huge financial drain that this
represents is coming right out of our
taxpayers’ hide but also the hides of
our defenders who are finding they can-
not even maintain their airplanes and
ships and ground weaponry because
money is being drained away from
them for these foolish missions that
have nothing to do with our national
security, like Bosnia.

By passing supplementals like this,
what we are doing is permitting the
government and this administration to
ignore these fundamental problems and
not make the decisions that are nec-
essary to do things like ending the Bos-
nian situation that goes on and on, or
correcting the problem with Russia
that is putting us behind the eight ball
when it comes to the International
Space Station. That is why this supple-
mental should be defeated.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. MALONEY).

(Mrs. MALONEY of New York asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, | rise in opposition to the sup-
plemental appropriations rule for a
number of reasons, but for the moment
I would like to talk about one special
interest rider that was added in con-
ference at the last minute that its sup-
porters should be ashamed of. It is an
amendment that allows big oil compa-
nies to pay lower royalties for oil ex-
tracted from federally-owned, tax-
payer-owned land at the expense of our
Nation’s schoolchildren.

Qil companies should pay royalties to
the Federal Government based on the
market price, but they are not doing
that. They have been paying to the
Federal Government based on what
they call posted price. Of course, that
is a lower price than what they pay
each other for this same oil. What they
are doing is keeping two sets of books,
one to record their profits for what
they pay each other and one to profit
off the American people and the Amer-
ican taxpayer by paying a lower price
for oil extracted from taxpayer-owned
land.

Qil royalties help pay for our chil-
dren’s education. Each year, big oil is
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taking $100 million out of our class-
rooms and putting it into their own
pockets. The Washington Post and
Rollcall both report that the compa-
nies are putting plenty of money into
certain congressional campaigns. |
guess it is paying off.

This is poor policy. We should vote
against the supplemental. The Presi-
dent should veto it on just this rip-off
that was added at the last minute
alone.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY).

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, | rise in strong opposition to
this bill for the simple reason that it
cuts over $2.3 billion from the housing
budget.

It is remarkable that the leadership
would bring forth a bill which slashes
housing funding just 2 days after the
HUD issued a major study documenting
a record number of low-income house-
holds with severe housing problems.
HUD’s worst-case housing report con-
cludes that there are 12.5 million
Americans living in low-income house-
holds; including 4.5 million children, 1.5
million elderly people, and 1.1 million
disabled people who are without afford-
able housing. They have been un-
touched by the economic boom.

When the Republicans took over the
Congress in 1995, they slashed the hous-
ing budget by 25 percent without a
hearing. They then took it upon them-
selves to cut the homeless budget by 26
percent. What this budget does, and |
think many people, including many
people on the Republican side, will give
great credit to some of the reforms
that have taken place at HUD over the
course of these last couple of years.

I was very delighted to see that the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. LIVING-
STON) mentioned in his press release
today the fact that the money, this $2.3
billion that is being cut, is going to be
vitally necessary to fund housing prob-
lems that we face in the future. The
way the government accounts for hous-
ing money requires us every once in a
while to put a lump sum figure in the
budget authority requirements of the
government’s budget. That lump sum
figure is coming up this coming year.
We are cutting this money within the
very year that we are going to need the
dollars.

The chairman, | hope, will commit
himself to making certain that the
funding will continue next year, de-
spite the fact that he has had to grab
this money this year.

I see the chairman has just walked
on to the House floor, and | would very
much appreciate it if he would consider
making a commitment to funding that
housing need into the future.

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

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. |
yield to the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, |
heard the gentleman’s statement, and |
would be happy to tell the gentleman
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that in fiscal year 1999 we are certainly
going to address this. Matter of fact, |
have made the commitment to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LEWwIS)
that many of these funds are going to
have to be replenished. But for the bal-
ance of fiscal year 1998, these are ex-
cess funds and will not be needed.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, reclaiming my time, | very
much appreciate the Chairman’s com-
mitment, and | hope he means he was
not going to be cutting those funds
from other parts of the HUD budget.
And | very much appreciate his clari-
fication.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. VENTO).

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
opposition to this rule and opposition
to this supplemental appropriation.

This concern is that certainly we
need to deal with disaster assistance
and the other funds requested here. Of
course, we are not dealing with the im-
portant money for the International
Monetary Fund because of the, | think,
the misrepresentations and the lack of
responsibility that was demonstrated
last week on the floor in discussing or
addressing that particular topic.

But with regards to the main issue in
terms of what we are voting here for,
what we are voting for is to take
money with one hand and distribute it
to those with the disaster assistance
and the other domestic needs, and with
the other hand we are taking it away
from the communities with regard to

the housing assistance that is nec-
essary.
This bill, in and of itself, does not

provide the type of help. This action is
the wrong action. We ought to be ad-
dressing this problem right now. The
fact is that commitments had been
made, good intentions before, which in
fact took $3.6 billion out of this par-
ticular fund, this permanent fund for
assisted housing in 1997, with commit-
ments that they were going to place
that entire money back into the budg-
et. It is still not there. And the fact is
that putting this off until tomorrow,
with the assurances, does not, in fact,
put the money in place.

It is very likely, based on the type of
performance that has gone on with re-
gards to assisted housing, is that we
have continually rolled these contracts
over for 1 year, not making the com-
mitment in the budget process to as-
sure the type of stability that is nec-
essary for low-income persons that live
in this housing.

O 1645

This is nothing more than a pea and
shell game that is going on with re-
gards to assisted housing, and the end
result is going to be that many elderly,
disabled, and low-income persons, fam-
ilies with children, are going to be de-
nied the type of assistance and sup-
ports that they need.

The fact is that that $2.3 billion
translates into taking support away
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from 440,000 to 450,000 families that re-
ceive assisted housing support with
this particular vote. That is what this
vote will do. Yes, it will do some good
in terms of the disaster assistance that
we need in the Northwest and in the
Pacific and with regards to the North-
east types of problems, but it, never-
theless, takes that money away from
many communities across this country
that need the money in terms of hous-
ing.

We are not facing up to it. No budget
resolution this year, no issue, no blue-
print is in place. And the fact is good
intentions are fine to have, but they
are not going to meet the tangible
needs that we have with regards to
housing. The fact is that we should not
take this vote on a supplemental ap-
propriation denying the types of funds
that are necessary for the permanent
assisted housing fund. | urge my col-
leagues to vote “‘no.”’

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH).

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the rule and in opposition
to the bill, H.R. 3579, the emergency
supplemental bill.

I, in particular, want to speak to my
concerns about the $2.3 billion in off-
sets for emergency funding for section
8 housing. There are people across this
country who depend on section 8 hous-
ing for the roof over their heads; and
when they learn that Congress would
take action to take money away from
that program next year, this will have
a destabilizing effect on many house-
holds, because people rely on our good
sense and our goodwill and our human-
ity to sustain them.

I also want to express my concern
that we would have on one hand the
offsets put in there and at the same
time put in there the money for Bos-
nia. It is really giving people a cruel
choice. We know the suffering and the
inhumanity that has been expressed in
Bosnia and how people have heroically
tried to come back from it, and at the
same time we are being told to make a
choice between that, helping them and
people who live in section 8 housing in
this country.

I, regretfully, am going to have to
vote against this bill, but I think that
when similar bills come to this House,
we ought not use it as a moment to
prey on the disadvantaged, to desta-
bilize their household, and to tell them
even for a minute that America does
not care about their concerns.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
have no request for time, and | yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, let me just say that |
mentioned early on where | heaped
praise on the gentleman from Louisi-
ana (Mr. LIVINGSTON) chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

And, incidentally, the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. LIVINGSTON) is sit-
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ting next to me here; and for all my
colleagues who may not know, today is
his birthday. And | told him earlier
that when | grow up, | want to be just
like him.

But seriously, this measure before us
has disaster in it. |1 have been here for
20 years, and we in the north country
of New York State do not have to ask
for aid like this very often. We do not
have tornadoes. We do not have hurri-
canes. We do not have earthquakes.
Sometimes we have some floods, we
have terrible snowstorms, but we are
geared up to handle those.

We have always welcomed the oppor-
tunity to help people in other parts of
the country. So today they are helping
us in the north country; and believe
me, our people really appreciate it.

I hope everybody votes on the rule
and the bill.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time, and | move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Sherman
Williams, one of his secretaries.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3579,
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIA-
TIONS AND RESCISSIONS ACT

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, pur-
suant to the rule, | call up the con-
ference report on the bill (H.R. 3579)
making emergency supplemental ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1998, and for other pur-
poses, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 416, the con-
ference report is considered as having
been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see prior proceedings of the
House of today.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. LIVING-
STON) and the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. OBEY) each will control 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. LIVINGSTON).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
conference report to accompany H.R.
3579 and that | may include tabular and
extraneous material.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.
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(Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Speaker, | am
pleased to bring to the floor the con-
ference report on the Fiscal Year 1998
Emergency Supplemental Appropria-
tions Bill (H.R. 3579). This conference
report includes $2.859 billion in emer-
gency defense supplemental appropria-
tions to provide for the peacekeeping
missions in Bosnia and Iraq and pro-
vide additional support for intelligence
activities. It also provides $2.588 billion
in emergency supplemental appropria-
tions for recovery from natural disas-
ters that have occurred this winter and
spring all over the country. There is
also $142 million in non-emergency sup-
plemental appropriations mostly to
help in fixing the *““year 2000’ computer
problem in some of our agencies. Fi-
nally, there is a $550 million appropria-
tion for Veterans Compensation and
Pensions in this bill as well.

Mr. Speaker, it is very important
that this conference report get passed
today. The Secretary of Defense will be
forced to issue furlough notices to
some DOD employees if this bill does
not reach the President’s desk tomor-
row. The extraordinary number of re-
cent severe weather episodes is causing
emergency accounts to be exhausted.
Farmers, dairymen, road repairs, park
repairs, flood control facility repairs,
reforestation, utility repairs, and peo-
ple who have had their place of resi-
dence damaged all are in dire need of
these emergency supplemental appro-
priations.

I would like to point out that the
emergency supplemental appropria-
tions for recovery from national disas-
ters and the non-emergency supple-
mental appropriations are, and | stress,
are fully offset. We will hear concern
expressed today about one of the re-
scissions used to pay for this emer-
gency spending. This is the excess sec-
tion 8 housing reserve rescission, as
was mentioned on the floor previously
during consideration of the rule.

The excess section 8 housing reserves
that will be rescinded are unnecessary,
stress ‘‘unnecessary,” during the re-
maining portion of the current fiscal
year. Currently, there are $3.6 billion
in excess section 8 housing reserve
funds that will not be needed this year.
The General Accounting Office identi-
fied excess funds when it reviewed the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment’s various section 8 housing
accounts at the request of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

Since 1997, HUD and GAO have found
more than $9.9 billion in excess section
8 housing funds. Of that amount, $2.2
billion is being utilized for contin-
gencies, and Congress has already re-
scinded $4.2 billion. Subtracting these
amounts from $9.9 billion leaves a cur-
rent balance of $3.6 billion in excess,
stress ‘‘excess,’”’ section 8 housing re-
serves.
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There are sufficient funds available
to pay for any section 8 housing con-
tracts that expire during the rest of fis-
cal year 1998. Rescinding and redirect-
ing these funds to pay for disaster re-
lief will not harm any family that cur-
rently depends on section 8 housing as-
sistance.

In fiscal year 1999, section 8 housing
renewal needs are $10.8 billion. In the
Fiscal Year 1999 Budget, the President
proposed using $3.6 billion of excess re-
serves to offset the total cost of renew-
als for that year. Clearly, the Commit-
tee on Appropriations understands that
the section 8 housing renewal account
must be fully funded in order to pro-
tect the homes of those families who
rely on this assistance. We will address
that problem at a later date, but it
does not impact anyone today. Not a
single person will be adversely im-
pacted by taking these rescissions
today.
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Mr. Speaker, this bill should be sup-
ported for what is included in it and
not disregarded for what may have
been left out. Members will hear con-
cern about the lack of funding for the
International Monetary Fund, for crop
insurance, for student loans, for United
Nations arrearages, and various other
activities. I want to assure Members
that these issues will get addressed,
but it will not be today.

There is no immediate impact on not
addressing funding for these issues at
this time. This is a “‘pure’” emergency
supplemental appropriations bill, and
it needs to move today. It is paid for
except for the defense funding, which
would create an unacceptable impact
on our national security.

The fact is that we have, in the past,
paid for supplemental emergency ap-
propriations in the defense area by re-
scinding existing defense appropria-
tions, and we have unfortunately, on
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too frequent occasions, have been tak-
ing from the nondeployed forces to
keep the forward-deployed forces
going. That is a practice we can no
longer sustain because our troops all
around the world are feeling an adverse
impact.

All Members should vote ‘“‘yes’ on
this conference report and help get it
to the President’s desk tomorrow. |
hope that, if we do, that the President
will sign it expeditiously, and our
troops in Bosnia and lrag and in all
other corners of the world will know
that our Congress is in support of
them, and that the victims of disasters
around this country will know that
their elected representatives have ral-
lied in their defense.

At this point in the RECORD | would
like to insert a table reflecting the de-
tails of the conference report.
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EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998 (H.R. 3579)
Conference Conference
Doc Supplemental House Senate Conference compared with compared with
No. Request House Senate
TITLE | - EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
CHAPTER 1
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE - MILITARY
Military Personnel
705220  Military personnel, Army {emergency appropriations). 184,000,000 184,000,000 184,000,000 184,000,000
105-220  Military personnel, Navy (emergency appropriations).. 22,300,000 22,300,000 22,300,000 22,300,000
Military personnel, Marine Corps {emergency
105-220 ppropriations) 5,100,000 5,100,000 5,100,000 5,100,000
Military personnel, Air Force (emergency
105-220 appropriations) 10,900,000 10,800,000 10,900,000 10,900,000
105-220  Reserve personnel, Navy ( gency appropriations) 4,100,000 4,100,000 4,100,000 4,100,000
Total, Military personnel 226,400,000 226,400,000 226,400,000 226,400,000
Operation and Maintenance
Operation and maintenance, Army (emergency
105-220 appropriations) 1,886,000 1,886,000 1,886,000 1,886,000
Contingent emergency appropriation: 700,000 -700,000 ...t
Operation and maintenance, Navy {emergency
105-220  appropriations) 48,100,000 48,100,000 33,272,000 48,100,000  ...oorurrerrrnieieaeirens +14,828,000
Contingent emergency appropriation: 5,700,000
Operation and maintenance, Marine Corps
................ {contingent emergency appropriations) 26,810,000 26,810,000 ...
Operation and maintenance, Air Force {emergency
105-220 appropriations) 27,400,000 27,400,000 21,509,000 27,400,000  .....coevenrennirirrinrenens +5,891,000
................ Contingent emergency appropriation: 21,800,000 21,800,000 ...t
Operation and maintenance, Defense-wide
105-220 ({emergency appropriations}) 1,390,000 1,390,000 1,390,000 1,380,000
105-220 Contingent emergency appropriations...........esueee. 50,000,000  ...cciieiineirninsneecens 44,000,000 125,528,000 +125,528,000 +81,528,000
Operation and maintenance, Army Reserve
105-220 {emergency appropriations). 650,000 650,000 650,000 650,000
Operation and maintenance, Air Force Reserve
105-220 (emergency appropriations) 229,000 228,000 229,000 229,000
Operation and maintenance, Army National Guard
105-220 (emergency appropriations) 175,000 175,000 175,000 175,000
................ Contingent emergency appropriations 5,750,000 5,750,000  ...ccceirerrecnenrennnne
Operations and maintenance, Air National Guard
................ {contingent emergency appropriations}) 975,000 -875,000 ...
Overseas contingency operations transfer fund
105-220 ( gency appropriations) 1,621,900,000 1,828,900,000 1,556,000,000 1,814,100,000 -15,800,000 +258,100,000
Total, Operation and maintenance.. 1,751,730,000 1,971,465,000 1,659,111,000 2,019,458,000 +47,993,000 +360,347,000
Emergency appropriations....... {1,701,730,000) (1,909,730,000) (1,615,111,000) {1,893,930,000) (-15,800,000) {+278,818,000)
Contingent emergency appropriations... (50,000,000) (61,735,000} {44,000,000) (125,528,000} (+683,793,000) (+81,528,000)
Revolving and Management Funds
Navy working capital fund (emergency
105-220 appropriations) 23,017,000 23,017,000 23,017,000 23,017,000
................ Contingent emergency appropriations 7,450,000 -7,450,000
Defense-wide working capital fund (emergency
105-220 appropriations) 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000
Total, Revolving and management funds.. 24,017,000 31,467,000 24,017,000 24,017,000 -7,450,000  .....ocoeerrnceneeneenenne
Other Department of Defense Programs
Defense Health Program:
Operation and maintenance {emergency
105-220 appropriations) 1,900,000 1,900,000 1,800,000 1,800,000
................ (By transfer) (sec. 5(f)) (5,000,000) ...cceircirrnrreennns (4,700,000) {-300,000) (+4,700,000)
General Provisions
Reserve mobilization income insurance fund
................ (contingent emergency appropriations) (s€¢. 3) ..c..... oeivcecerscsisnneinns 37,000,000  ......cocininercsacrisronns 47,000,000 +10,000,000 +47,000,000
Overseas humanitarian, disaster and civic aid
................ (contingent emergency appropriations) (sec. 1) ........ 36,500,000 36,500,000 +36,500,000
Operation and maintenance, Defense-wide
................ {by transfer)(secs. 6 & 13) {40,000,000) (40,300,000} (+40,300,000) {+300,000)
Research, development, test and evaluation,
Defense-wide (contingent emergency
................ appropriations)(sec. 9) 151,000,000 179,000,000 +179,000,000 +28,000,000
Aircraft procurement, Navy (contingent emergency
................ appropriations) (sec. 11} 272,500,000 272,500,000 +272,500,000  ...cocvrirnririnnienrerenne
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EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998 (H.R. 3579)— continued
Conference Conference
Doc Supplemental House Senate Conference compared with compared with
No. Request House Senate
Nonproliferation, antiterrorism, demining and related
programs (contingent emergency appropriations)
(sec. 16) 35,000,000 28,000,000 +28,000,000 -7,000,000
Total, Chapter 1:
New budget (obligational) authority 2,004,047,000 2,268,232,000 2,406,428,000 2,834,775,000 +566,543,000 +428,347,000
Emergency appropriations......... (1,954,047,000) (2,162,047,000) (1,867,428,000) (2,146,247,000) (-15,800,000) (+278,819,000)
Contingent emergency appropriations. (50,000,000) (106,185,000) (538,000,000) (688,528,000) (+582,343,000) (+149,528,000)
(By transfer) (5,000,000) (40,000,000) (45,000,000) (+40,000,000) (+5,000,000)
CHAPTER 2
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE - MILITARY
Military construction, Navy (contingent emergency
................ appropriations) 17,428,000 -17,428,000
Military construction, Air Force (contingent
gency appropriations) 5,891,000 5,891,000
Military construction, Army National Guard
................ (contingent emergency appropriations) 3,700,000 +3,700,000 +3,700,000
Total, Military construction 23,319,000 3,700,000 +3,700,000 -19,619,000
Family Housing
Family housing, Navy and Marine Corps (emergency
105-220 appropriations) 15,600,000 15,800,000  ...ccovererirunnennerennnnns 15,600,000 ....ccooviieimnniirnennnns +15,600,000
................ Contingent emergency appropriation 1,000,000 18,100,000 2,500,000 +1,500,000 -15,600,000
Family housing, Air Force (emergency
105-220 appropriations) 1,500,000 1,500,000 1,500,000 +1,500,000
................ Contingent emergency appropriation 900,000 2,400,000 900,000 -1,500,000
Total, Family housing 17,100,000 19,000,000 20,500,000 20,500,000 + 1,500,000
Base realignment and closure account, Part lll
................ (contingent emergency appropriations) 1,020,000 1,020,000 +1,020,000
Total, Chapter 2:
New budget (obligational) authority 17,100,000 20,020,000 43,819,000 25,220,000 +5,200,000 -18,599,000
Emergency appropriations (17,100,000) (17,100,000) ....oveereerenrererenenrenes (17,100,000) ....ceeurveerenrerinnnnenns (+17,100,000)
Contingent emergency appropriation (2,920,000) (43,819,000) (8,120,000) (+5,200,000) (-35,699,000)
Total, title I;
New budget (obligational) authority ...........c.cc.... 2,021,147,000 2,288,252,000 2,450,247,000 2,859,995,000 +571,743,000 +409,748,000
Emergency appropriations. (1,971,147,000)  (2,179,147,000)  (1,867,428,000)  (2,163,347,000) (-15,800,000)  (+295,919,000)
Contingent gency approp (50,000,000) (109,105,000) (582,819,000) (696,648,000)  (+587,543,000)  (+113,829,000)
(By transfer) (5,000,000) (40,000,000) (45,000,000) (+40,000,000) (+5,000,000)
TITLE Il - EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS
CHAPTER 1
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Farm Service Agency
Emergency conservation program (contingent
105-220 emergency appropriations) 20,000,000 20,000,000 64,480,000 34,000,000 + 14,000,000 -30,480,000
Tree assistance program (contingent emergency
................ appropriations) 4,700,000 8,700,000 14,000,000 +9,300,000 +5,300,000
Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund Program Account:
Loan authorizations:
Farm operating loans:
Direct (48,700,000) (-48,700,000)
Guaranteed subsidized loans (56,000,000) (-56,000,000)
Subtotal (104,700,000) (-104,700,000)
105-220 Emergency insured 10ans.............cccccevcceuernccnennene (87,000,000) (87,000,000) (87,400,000) (87,400,000) (+400,000) ....cooreiereninirniennnne
Total, loan authorizations.............c.c.cceeeievivennnes (87,000,000) (87,000,000) (192,100,000) (87,400,000) (+400,000) (-104,700,000)
Loan subsidies:
Farm operating loans:
Direct (contingent emergency appropriations). 3,200,000 -3,200,000
Guaranteed subsidized loans (contingent
................ emergency appropriations) 5,400,000 -5,400,000
Subtotal 8,600,000 -8,600,000
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Emergency insured loans (emergency
105-220 appropriations) 6,000,000
105-220 Contingent emergency appropriations............ 15,000,000 21,000,000 21,000,000 21,000,000
Total, Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund
Program Account 21,000,000 21,000,000 29,600,000 21,000,000 .......cooeririnirinnninne -8,600,000
Total, Farm Service Agency ..........ccoeeeeueueuseenennenes 41,000,000 45,700,000 102,780,000 69,000,000 +23,300,000 -33,780,000
Commodity Credit Corporation Fund
Dairy and livestock di istance program
105-220 (emergency appropriations).............cceuveeuresuensusascsenns 4,000,000
Livestock di istance fund (contingent
................ emergency appropriations) 4,000,000 4,000,000 4,000,000
Dairy production indemnity assistance program
................ (contingent emergency appropriations) 6,800,000 10,000,000 6,800,000 ....cccvvviriiininnennnnne -3,200,000
Total, Commodity Credit Corporation............cc...... 4,000,000 10,800,000 14,000,000 10,800,000 .....ccceviruiruirirnennnnnen -3,200,000
Natural Resources Conservation Service
Watershed and flood prevention operations
105-220 (emergency appropriations) 5,000,000
105-220 Contingent emergency appropriations.........c.e.cuece. 35,000,000 65,000,000 100,000,000 80,000,000 +15,000,000 -20,000,000
Total, Natural Resources Conservation Service 40,000,000 65,000,000 100,000,000 80,000,000 + 15,000,000 -20,000,000
Total, Chapter 1:
New budget (obligational) authority . 85,000,000 121,500,000 216,780,000 159,800,000 +38,300,000 -56,980,000
Emergency appropriations . (15,000,000)
Contingent emergency appropriations.......... (70,000,000) (121,500,000) (216,780,000) (159,800,000) (+38,300,000) (-56,980,000)
(Loan authorization) (87,000,000) (87,000,000) (192,100,000) (87,400,000) (+400,000) (-104,700,000)
CHAPTER 2
RELATED AGENCY
United States Information Agency
International broadcasting operations (contingent
emergency appropriations) 5,000,000 5,000,000 +5,000,000 ..o
CHAPTER 3
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE - CIVIL
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
Corps of Engineers - Civil
Construction, general (contingent emergency
................ appropriations) 38,500,000 -38,500,000
Operation and maintenance, general (contingent
105-220 emergency approprations)..........c.ccveeeecreseereceuenns 25,000,000 84,457,000 25,000,000 105,185,000 +20,728,000 +80,185,000
(By transfer) (contingent emergency
105-220 appropriations) (56,000,000) ....cooeuruinruriinnnianes (5,000,000) (-5,000,000)
Total, Corps of Engineers - Civil.........cccoceueueuruenneees 25,000,000 84,457,000 83,500,000 105,185,000 +20,728,000 +41,685,000
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Reclamation
Water and related resources (contingent emergency
105-220 appropriations) 2,340,000 4,520,000 .....cccoenieriiinininenen 4,520,000 .....c.ooooirerrnenennne +4,520,000
Total, Chapter 3:
New budget (obligational) authority .................. 27,340,000 88,977,000 63,500,000 109,705,000 +20,728,000 +46,205,000
(By transfer) (contingent emergency
appropriations) (5,000,000) ......cocoururririienenennas (5,000,000) (-5,000,000)
CHAPTER 4
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Land Management
................ Construction (contingent emergency appropriations). 1,837,000 1,837,000 +1,837,000 ....cooiiiiiie
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
105-216  Construction (emergency appropriations).. 3,688,000 3,938,000 ....coveireeeeneeenes 3,688,000 -250,000 +3,688,000
105-220 Contingent emergency appropriations... 25,000,000 25,000,000 32,818,000 29,130,000 +4,130,000 -3,688,000
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National Park Service
105-220  Construction (contingent emergency appropriations). 8,500,000 8,500,000 9,506,000 9,506,000 +1,006,000 ..o
United States Geological Service
Surveys, ir s, and h {contingent
105-220 gency appl TAHONSY cvv.veeirerersrseressasessnserenanaes 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,188,000 1,188,000 +188,000 ...
Bureau of Indian Affairs
tiesneresennenes Construction {contingent emergency appropriations). 1,065,000 1,065,000 +1,085,000  ....coommniiiiriiniini
Total, Department of the Interior .............coccriieenee 38,188,000 38,438,000 46,424,000 46,424,000 +7,986,000 ......coconiriiiicnnininen
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Forest Service
105-220  State and private forestry (emergency appropriations) 20,000,000 20,000,000  ...coovvrmeriieennsiiininns 20,000,000  ...cnriiiiinieniinenn +20,000,000
105-220 Contingent ¢y appropriations. 28,000,000 28,000,000 48,000,000 28,000,000 -20,000,000
105-220  National forest system (emergency appropriations)..... 5,000,000 5,000,000 .....cvriininininninns 5,000,000 +5,000,000
105-220 Contingent emergency appropriations...........c.c.cu.. 5,000,000 5,461,000 10,000,000 5,461,000 -4,539,000
Wildland fire management {contingent emergency
appropriations) 2,000,000 2,000,000  +2,000,000 ....ccorcoecrennnene
Total, Forest Service 58,000,000 58,461,000 60,000,000 60,461,000 +461,000
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Strategic petroleum reserve (contingent emergency
................ appropriations) 207,500,000 -207,500,000
Prohibition of sale (contingent emergency
................ appropriations) 208,000,000 208,000,000 +208,000,000 ...cccovmiiieriiinieninenns
Total, Chapter 4:
New budget (obligational) authority .... 96,188,000 96,898,000 521,924,000 314,885,000 +217,986,000 -207,039,000
Emergency appropriations............... (28,688,000) (28,938,000}  ..coccvverereseriraressrnens {28,688,000) (-250,000) (+28,688,000)
Contingent smergency appropriations. (67,500,000) (87,961,000} {521,924,000) (286,197,000) (+218,236,000) (-235,727,000)
CHAPTER 4A
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
Disease control, research, and training {contingent
................ emergency appropriations) 9,000,000 -9,000,000
CHAPTER 5
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Highway Administration
Federal-aid highways (Highway Trust Fund):
Emergency relief program (emergency
105-220 appropriations) 224,000,000 224,000,000  .....cervrerinririnennienne 224,000,000 +224,000,000
105-220 Contingent 'gency appropriations. 35,000,000 35,000,000 259,000,000 35,000,000 -224,000,000
Total, Federal Highway Administration.............c...... 258,000,000 258,000,000 259,000,000 259,000,000
Federal Railroad Administration
Emergency railroad rehabilitation and repair
................ {contingent emergency appropriations) 9,000,000 10,600,000 9,800,000 +800,000 -800,000
Total, Chapter 5:
New budget (obligational} authority .. 258,000,000 268,000,000 269,600,000 268,800,000 +800,000 -800,000
Emergency appropriations......... {224,000,000) {224,000,000) .....coovmrmernriiienns {224,000,000) .....cooveirrreiererernirnen {+224,000,000)
Contingent emergency appropriations. (35,000,000) {44,000,000) {269,600,000) (44,800,000) (+800,000) (-224,800,000)
CHAPTER 8
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
Community Planning and Development
Community development block grants (contingent
................ emergency appropriations) 20,000,000 260,000,000 130,000,000 +110,000,000 -130,000,000
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INDEPENDENT AGENCY
Federal Emergency Management Agency
105-234  Disaster relief {contingent emergency appropriations) 1,632,189,000 ....ccoceecerrernrecnironne 1,600,000,000 1,600,000,000 +1,600,000,000 .....ocococvnrecrerennnnn,
Total, Chapter 6:
New budget {obligational) authority ... 1,632,189,000 20,000,000 1,860,000,000 1,730,000,000 +1,710,000,000 130,000,000
CHAPTER 7
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
................ Bilingual and immig education { ission)........... -75,000,000 +75,000,000 ..o
DEPARTMENT TRANSPORTATION
Federal Aviation Administration
Grants-in-aid for airports (Airport and Airway Trust
Fund): Rescission of contract authorization -3686,400,000 ......ccomreenreerninreeniens -241,000,000 +125,400,000 -241,000,000
(Limitation on obligations) (1,668,600,000) (-1,668,600,000) ......cooveririennerninens
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
Public and Indian Housing
................ Section 8 reserve preservation account {rescission) .... -2,193,800,000 ......ccomreerrreicenrveriens -2,347,190,000 -153,590,000 -2,347,190,000
INDEPENDENT AGENCY
Corporation for National and Community Service
National and community sefvice programs operating
expenses (rescission) -250,000,000 +250,000,000 .....covvemeeirieneniiinns
Total, Chapter 7:
New budget (obligational) authority -2,885,000,000 -2,588,190,000 +296,810,000 -2,588,190,000
Rescissions. {-2,518,600,000) (2,347,190,000)  (+171,410,000)  (-2,347,190,000)
Rescission of contract authorization {-366,400,000) (-241,000,000) {+ 125,400,000} {-241,000,000)
{Limitation on obligations) (1,668,800,000) (-1,668,600,000) .....oovvrnrrirrriiri
GENERAL PROVISIONS
Economic Support fund {contingent emergency
................ appropriations) (sec. 10008) 5,000,000 -5,000,000
Total, title II:
New budget (obligational) authority ... 2,099,717,000 -2,289,624,000 2,850,804,000 " +2,288,624,000 -2,950,804,000
Emergency appropriations........... (267,688,000} (252,938,000} .uucrmrrvnmenrireresersesnnns (252,688,000) (-250,000)  (+252,688,000)
Contingent emergency appropriations... (1,832,028,000) (342,438,000} (2,950,804,000) (2,335,502,000)  (+1,993,064,000) {-615,302,000)
Rescission: (-2,518,600,000) . o (-2,347,190,000) {(+171,410,000)  (-2,347,190,000)
Rescission of contract authorization. (-366,400,000) {-241,000,000)  (+125,400,000) {-241,000,000)
(By transfer) (contingent emergency
appropriations) (6,000,000) ...ccrimiiirirenirinrnns {5,000,000} {-5,000,000)
(Limitation on obligations) (1,668,600,000) (-1,668,600,000) ......covririiinirirnnn
{Loan authorization)..... (87,000,000) (87,000,000 (192,100,000} {87,400,000) (+400,000) {-104,700,000)
TITLE It - SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS 1/
CHAPTER 1
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
................ Office of the St Y 5,000,000 ....veiieiirnnininnnns 543,000 -4,457,000 +543,000
105-216  Departmental admini: \ 4,800,000 4,300,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 -2,300,000 ...
105-216  Office of the General Counsel 236,000 235,000 235,000 235,000
Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards
Admini ion 1,500,000 +1,500,000 +1,500,000
Farm Service Agency
Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund Program Account:
Loan authorizations:
Farm ownership loans:
105228 Direct (39,448,000) (39,448,000 (20,000,000) (18,320,000) (21,128,000} (1,680,000}
105-228 Guaranteed {25,000,000) (25,000,000} {25,000,000) {25,000,000)
Subtotal (64,448,000) (64,448,000) {45,000,000) {43,320,000) (-21,128,000) (-1,680,000)
Farm operating loans:
105-228 Direct (8,528,000} (9,528,000} (48,100,000) (70,000,000 (+60,472,000) (+21,900,000)
................ Guaranteed subsidized (40,000,000} ..oovvvvvnnnerenencreee {35,000,000) (5,000,000} (+35,000,000)
Subtotal {9,528,000) (49,528,000} {48,100,000) (105,000,000 (+55,472,000) {+56,900,000)
Boll weevil 1 loans, (18,814,000} (18,800,000) (18,814,000)  ...oecermmecrmmennerrensnnnns (+14,000)
Total, Loan authorizations..............c.c.wvveuseereeeses (73,975,000) (132,790,000 {111,900,000) (167,134,000 (+34,344,000) (+55,234,000)

1/ House column for Title il reflects H.R. 3580 as reporied by the House.
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Loan subsidies:
Farm ownership loans:
105-228 Direct 5,144,000 5,144,000 2,608,000 2,389,000 -2,755,000 -219,000
105-228 Gt teed 967,000 967,000 966,197 967,000 .. +803
Subtotal 6,111,000 6,111,000 3,574,197 3,356,000 -2,755,000 -218,197
Farm operating loans:
105-228 Direct 626,000 626,000 3,162,000 4,599,000 +3,873,000 +1,437,000
................ Guaranteed subsidized 3,374,000 ...t 3,374,000 ..o +3,374,000
Subtotal 626,000 4,000,000 3,162,000 7,973,000 +3,973,000 +4,811,000
Boll weevil eradication loans. 222,000 222,000 222,000
Total, Farm Service AGeNncy .......mrincressancocssnnes 6,737,000 10,333,000 6,958,197 11,651,000 +1,218,000 +4,592,803
Total, Department of Agriculture.... 11,772,000 19,868,000 8,183,197 15,828,000 -4,038,000 +6,635,803
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
Food and Drug Administration
105-177  Prescription drug user fee act (26,000,000) {15,596,000) (25,918,000} (25,918,000} (+10,322,000) ...ccoveneneiiriirinrinees
Total, Chapter 1:
New budget (obligational) authority ................... 11,772,000 19,868,000 9,183,197 15,829,000 -4,038,000 +6,635,803
{Loan authorizations) (73,976,000) {132,790,000) {111,900,000) {167,134,000) (+34,344,000) (+55,234,000)
CHAPTER 2
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
105-216  Departmental admini ion. 5,408,000 5,408,000 5,408,000 5,408,000
105-216 Miscellaneous revenues -5,408,000 -5,408,000 -5,408,000 -5,408,000
Atomic Energy Defense Activities
................ Weapons activities (by transfer) (4,000,000} (-4,000,000)
Defense environmental restoration and waste
105-216 management (by transfer) {12,000,000)
CHAPTER 2A
MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
Funds Appropriated to the President
International Monetary Fund
105-213  United States quota, International Monetary Fund ...... 14,500,000,000 14,500,000,000 -14,500,000,000
105-213  Loans to International Monetary Fund 3,400,000,000 3,400,000,000 -3,400,000,000
Total, Chapter 2A:
New budget (obligational) authority 17,900,000,000 17,900,000,000 -17,900,000,000
CHAPTER 3
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
National Park Service
................ Operation of the national park syst 340,000 +340,000 +340,000
Minerals Management Service
105-216  Royalty and offshore minerals management ............... 6,675,000 6,875,000 6,675,000 6,675,000
Office of Surface Mining Reclamation
and Enforcement
105-216  Abandoned mine reclamation fund (by transfer) ......... (3,163,000) (3,163,000) {3,163,000) {3,163,000)
Bureau of Indian Affairs
105-216 Op ion of Indian prog 1,050,000 1,050,000 1,050,000 1,050,000
Departmental Offices
105-216  Office of Special Trustee for American Indians............. 4,650,000 4,850,000 4,650,000 4,650,000
Total, Department of the Interior..........ccccceeevvenserueen 12,375,000 12,375,000 12,375,000 12,715,000 +340,000 +340,000
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Forest Service

................ National forest syst: 2,000,000 -2,000,000
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
Indian Health Service
................ Indian health services. 100,000 100,000 +100,000 .ot
Total, Chapter 3:
New budget (obligational) authority ................... 12,375,000 12,375,000 14,475,000 12,815,000 +440,000 -1,660,000
(By transfer) (3,163,000) (3,163,000) (3,163,000} (3,163,000)
CHAPTER 4
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
................ Disease control, research, and training 9,000,000 +8,000,000 +9,000,000
Health Care Financing Administration
105-220  Program management 16,000,000 16,000,000 2,200,000 13,800,000 +2,200,000
Total, Chapter 4:
New budget (obligational) authority ................... 16,000,000 16,000,000  ...cccciiinnsnieiererenne 11,200,000 -4,800,000 +11,200,000
CHAPTER §
CONGRESSIONAL OPERATIONS
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Payments to Widows and Heirs of Deceased
Members of Congress
................ Gratuities, deceased Members 270,300  ..ccoriineninnsssinesnnens 270,300  .civnrcniinsierenane +270,300
JOINT ITEMS
Capitol Police Board
Capitol Police
General expenses (by transfer) {4,000,000) (4,000,000} (4,000,000)
ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
Capitol Buildings and Grounds
105-177  Capitol buildings, salaries and expenses 2/ ................ 7,500,000 7,500,000 7,500,000 7,500,000
105-177  Capitol grounds 2/ 20,000,000 20,000,000 20,000,000 20,000,000
Total, Architect of the Capitol 27,500,000 27,500,000 27,500,000 27,500,000
Total, Chapter 5:
New budget {obligational) authority 27,500,000 27,770,300 27,500,000 27,770,300 +270,300
(By transfer) (4,000,000) (4,000,000) (4,000,000)
CHAPTER 6
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Office of the Secretary
. Transportation planning, research, and development. -6,900,000
Amtrak Reform Council 2,450,000 2,450,000 +2,450,000
Federal Aviation Administration
Operations 47,200,000 -47,200,000
Facilities and equipment {Airport and Airway Trust
Fund) 108,800,000 25,000,000 +25,000,000 -83,800,000
Total, Federal Aviation Admir 1 156,000,000 25,000,000 +25,000,000 -131,000,000
Research and Special Programs Administration
R h and special programs:
Emergency transp ion 1,000,000 +1,000,000 + 1,000,000
Total, Depariment of Transportation 2,450,000 162,900,000 28,450,000 +26,000,000 -134,450,000
RELATED AGENCY
National Transportation Safety Board
105-216  Salaries and expenses 6,400,000 5,400,000 5,400,000 5,400,000
Total, Chapter 6:
New budget (obligational) authority ................... 5,400,000 7,850,000 168,300,000 33,850,000 +26,000,000 ~134,450,000

2/ FY 1999 request.
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CHAPTER 7
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
Automation enhancement 28,110,000 39,410,000 35,500,000 +7,380,000 -3,910,000
Treasury buiiding and annex repair and ion.... 17,000,000 -17,000,000  ....oecnrereineneneneinns
Financial Management Service 5,300,000 5,300,000 5,300,000
United States Customs Service:
................ Customs facilities, construction, improvements ....... 5,512,000 5,512,000
Total, Department of the Treasury 50,410,000 50,222,000 40,800,000 -9,610,000 -9,422,000
General Provisions
Year 2000 century date change conversion
105-216 {by transfer} {250,000,000)
Total, Chapter 7:
New budget (obligational) authority 50,410,000 50,222,000 40,800,000 -9,610,000 -8,422,000
{By transfer) {250,000,000)
CHAPTER 8
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
Veterans Benefits Administration
105-177  Compensation and PeNSions............e..rwcersesseerssiesiensen 550,000,000 550,000,000 550,000,000 550,000,000
INDEPENDENT AGENCY
National Aeronautics and Space Administration
105-216  Human space flight (DY transfer)...........e.c.erereerensenieres {173,000,000) (173,000,000)  <.ccermmencerearsereararnecs (53,000,000) {-120,000,000) (+53,000,000)
CHAPTER 9
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
105-215  Agricuitural Research Service (rescission).. -223,000 223,000 -223,000
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
105-216  Salaries and expenses (rescission) -350,000 -850,000 ...t -350,000  .ooiiinienreeeeenetrerins -350,000
Agricultural Marketing Service
105-215 M ing services {rescission) -25,000 25,000 .o “25,000 e -25,000
Grain inspection, Packers and Stockyards
105-215 Administration (rescission) -38,000 <38,000  .iiicemciiainnaieas <38,000  .nennaanes -38,000
105-215  Food Safety and Inspection Service {rescission) -502,000 -502,000 -502,000 -502,000

Farm Service Agency
105216  Salaries and expenses (rescission) 1,080,000 1,080,000  ....ovrerrenrevenrearrennons <1,080,000  ..ccooornverierereenirenens -1,080,000

Agricultural Credit insurance Fund Program Account:
Farm operating loans:
105-228 Guaranteed unsubsidized (rescission) ................. -6,737,000 -6,737,000 -8,736,197 -8,273,000 -1,536,000 -1,536,803

Total, Farm Service Agency -7,817,000 -7,817,000 -6,736,197 -9,353,000 -1,536,000 -2,616,803

Natural Resources Conservation Service

105215  Conservation op 1s (rescission) -378,000 -378,000 it 378,000 i -378,000
Rural Housing Service
105-215  Salaries and expenses (rescission) -846,000 -846,000 -846,000 -846,000
Food and Nutrition Service
105-215  Child nutrition prog {rescission) -114,000
................ Food program admini: ion (rescission) 114,000  .ccereemereecereecerena 114,000 .o -114,000
Total, Department of Agriculture...........c.cecvervvreennn. -10,293,000 -10,293,000 -8,084,197 -11,829,000 -1,536,000 -3,744,803

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Maritime Administration

Maritime Guaranteed Loan (Title Xi) Program
105-215 Account: Guaranteed loans subsidy (rescission)....... -2,138,000

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Bureau of Reclamation

105-215  Water and related resources (rescission)....... -532,000
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Land Management
105-215  Management of lands and resources (rescission) 1,188,000 -1,188,000 -1,188,000 -1,188,000
105-215  Oregon and California grant lands (rescission}.... -2,500,000 -2,500,000 -2,500,000 2,500,000

Total, Bureau of Land Management........ccvcveseene -3,688,000 -3,688,000 -3,888,000 -3,688,000
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Conference Conference
Doc Supplemental House Senate Conference compared with compared with
No. uest House nate
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
................ Resource manag it {rescission) -250,000 -250,000 -250,000
105-215  Construction ( ission) -1,188,000 -1,188,000 -1,188,000 -1,188,000
Total, United States Fish and Wildlife Service ........ -1,188,000 1,438,000 -1,438,000 1,438,000
National Park Service
105-215  Construction ( ission) -1,638,000 -1,838,000 -1,638,000 -1,638,000
Minerals Management Service
105-216  Royalty and offshore minerals management (offset)... -3,875,000 -3,675,000 -3,675,000 -3,675,000
Bureau of Mines
105-215  Mines and minerals (i ission) -1,605,000 -1,605,000 -1,805,000 -1,605,000
Bureau of Indian Affairs
105-215  Construction (i i ) -737,000 -737,000 -837,000 -837,000 -100,000
Total, Department of the Interior.........ccccvneurirnceee -12,531,000 -12,781,000 -12,881,000 -12,881,000 -100,000 ...
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Forest Service
105-215  Forest and rangeland h (i ission) -148,000 -148,000 -148,000 -148,000
105-215  State and private forestry (rescission) -59,000 -59,000 -59,000 -59,000
105-215  National forest system (s ission) 1,094,000 -1,094,000 -1,084,000 1,094,000
105-215  Wildland fire manag it {rescission) -148,000 -148,000 -148,000 -148,000
105-215  Reconstruction and construction (rescission) ... -30,000 -30,000 -30,000 -30,000
Total, Forest Servi -1,479,000 “1,479,000 ... 1,479,000  .cviiviienneneaceneaans -1,479,000
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
Health Resources and Services Administration
Health professions education fund (| ission) -11,200,000 -11,200,000 -11,200,000
Health Care Financing Administration
105-220  Peer review organizations (offset) .......ccccevevsvsneuencncne -16,000,000 -16,000,000 416,000,000  ...oonretererinenininens
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Office of the Secretary
105-215  Payments to air carriers ( ission) -2,499,000 -2,500,000 2,499,000 -2,500,000 ...cineennnnennennnineee -1,000
Payments to air carriers {Airport and Airway Trust
105-215 Fund) (rescission of contract authorization)............... -1,000,000 3,000,000 -3,000,000 -3,000,000
Total, Office of the S y -3,499,000 -5,500,000 -5,499,000 5,500,000  ...ciniriinrnriinnininnns -1,000
Federal Aviation Administration
Facilities, engineering, and development (rescission). -500,000 500,000 -500,000
Grants-in-aid for airports (Airport and Airway Trust
Fund) (rescission of contract authorization) -30,000,000 -185,893,000 -54,000,000 -24,000,000 +131,893,000
Total, Federal Aviation Administration -30,500,000 -185,893,000 -54,500,000 -24,000,000 +131,383,000
Federal Railroad Administration
. Conrall labor protection (rescission) -508,234 -508,234 -508,234
Total, Department of Transportation.........ccceeeeenss -3,499,000 -36,508,234 -191,900,234 -60,508,234 -24,000,000 +131,392,000
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
Treasury building and annex repair and restoration
(rescission) -17,000,000 417,000,000  ..coovuunneeernnnmarennrnes
United States Customs Service:
............... Salaries and expenses (| ission) -6,000,000 -11,300,000 <6,000,000  ...ccerriirenenirininnnans +5,300,000
Operations and maintenance, customs P-3 drug
interdiction program (i ission) -5,511,754 -4,470,000 -4,470,000 +1,041,754
Internal Revenue Service:
................ Information technology investments (rescission) ..... -27,410,000 -33,410,000 -30,330,000 -2,920,000 +3,080,000
Total, Department of the Treasury -50,410,000 -50,221,754 -40,800,000 +9,610,000 +8,421,754
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Conference Conference
Coc Supplemental House Senate Conference compared with compared with
No. glequem House Senate
GENERAL PROVISIONS
................ Conservation farm option program (0ffSet)........cccccenes  wecrveccnrirenincsarenssaness -4,000,000  ..civviiinrinnnnnnnenennaes ~4,000,000  .oovrieererrnneenrianrene -4,000,000
Total, Chapter 8:

New budget {obligational) authority ... -46,472,000 -131,471,234 -263,087,185 -142,697,234 -11,226,000 +120,389,951
Rescissions (-25,797,000) (-74,796,234} (-70,519,185) (-78,022,234) (-3,226,000) (-7,503,049)
Rescissions of contract authorization............. {-1,000,000) (-33,000,000} (-188,893,000) (-57,000,000} (-24,000,000} (+131,893,000)
Offsets, (-19,675,000) (23,675,000} (-3,675,000) {-7,675,000) {+186,000,000) (-4,000,000)

GENERAL PROVISIONS
................ Emergency Trade Deficit Review Commission Act....... 2,000,000 -2,000,000
Total, title NI

New budget (obligational) authority (net)........... 18,476,575,000 552,802,066 18,458,603,012 549,567,066 -3,235,000 -17,800,035,946
Appropriations (18,523,047,000) (684,273,300)  (18,721,690,197) (692,264,300) (+7,991,000) (-18,029,425,897)
Rescissions. (-25,797,000) (-74,796,234) (-70,518,185) (-78,022,234) (-3,226,000) (-7,503,049)
Rescissions of contract authorization............. {-1,000,000) (-33,000,000} (-188,893,000) {(-57,000,000) {-24,000,000) {+131,893,000)
Offsets. {-19,675,000} (-23,675,000} (-3,675,000) {-7,675,000) {+ 16,000,000} {-4,000,000)

(By transfer) {438,163,000) (180,163,000) {11,163,000) (60,163,000) {-120,000,000) (+49,000,000)

(Loan authorizations) ... (73,976,000} (132,790,000) (111,900,000) (167,134,000} (+34,344,000) {+55,234,000)

Grand total, all titles:

New budget (obligational) authority (net)........... 22,597,439,000 551,430,066 23,859,654,012 3,409,562,066 +2,858,132,000  -20,450,091,946
Appropriations. (18,523,047,000) (684,273,300}  (18,721,690,197) (692,264,300) (+7,991,000) (-18,020,425,807)
Emergency appropriations (2,238,835,000) (2,432,085,000) (1,867,428,000) {2,416,035,000) (-16,050,000) (+548,807,000}
Contingent emergency appropriations. (1,882,029,000) (451,543,000) (3,533,623,000) {3,032,150,000) (+2,580,607,000) {-501,473,000)
Rescission: (-25,797,000)  (-2,563,396,234) (-70,519,185)  (-2,425212,234)  (+168,184,000)  (-2,354,693,049)
Rescissions of contract authorization.............. {-1,000,000} (-399,400,000) (-188,893,000) {-298,000,000) (+101,400,000) (-109,107,000)
Offsets. {-19,675,000) {-23,675,000) (-3,675,000) (-7,675,000) (+16,000,000) {-4,000,000)

(By transfer) (438,163,000) (185,163,000) (51,163,000} (105,163,000) {-80,000,000) (+54,000,000)

(By transfer) (contingent emergency

appropriations}) (5,000,000) ....oceiimesnnisrinirens (5,000,000} (-5,000,000)
{Limitation on obligations) (1,668,600,000) (-1,668,600,000} .eoconrecenrrrrsnererennn.
(Loan authorizations) {160,976,000) (219,790,000) (304,000,000} (254,534,000) (+34,744,000) (-49,466,000)
DISCRETIONARY SPENDING RECAP
Title I
Defense 2,021,147,000 2,288,252,000 2,450,247,000 2,859,995,000 +571,743,000 +409,748,000
Title Il
Emergency 2,099,717,000 595,376,000 2,950,804,000 2,588,190,000  +1,992,814,000 -362,614,000
Offset -2,885,000,000 ......covinermnininns -2,588,190,000 +296,810,000 -2,588,190,000
Total. 2,099,717,000 -2,289,624,000 +2,289,624,000 -2,950,804,000
Titte NI
Non-emergency 17,973,047,000 134,003,000 18,171,690,197 141,994,000 +7,891,000 -18,029,696,197
Rescissions -46,358,000 -131,471,234 -263,087,185 -142,697,234 -11,226,000 +120,389,951
Total 17,926,689,000 2,531,766 17,908,603,012 -703,234 -3,235,000 -17,908,306,246

1/ House column for Title Il reflects H.R. 3580 as reported by the House.
2/ FY 1999 request.
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Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, | re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 30 seconds.

Mr. Speaker, | think, in fairness to
Members of the House, they should un-
derstand that the White House has ap-
parently decided that the President
will sign this bill. And | understand
why he feels he has to do that given
some of the funding in the bill. But |
think there are many problems with
the bill that will lead me to vote ‘“‘no.”
I will be explaining them at a later mo-
ment in the debate.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 4 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. MURTHA), ranking member
on the Subcommittee on National Se-
curity.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, | want to
compliment the chairman of the full
committee because | stood here several
weeks ago and | told him what might
happen, and he took it to heart and he
got the bill done, and I know it was not
an easy bill to pass. So my com-
pliments to everybody that was in-
volved.

I am delighted to see in defense noth-
ing is offset. And it is so important be-
cause we have such a problem with
O&M and readiness and defense. | could
not have voted for this bill if it were
offset even domestically for defense. So
the compromise was exactly the right
compromise.

I am disappointed that IMF is not in
this bill. We have assurances it will be
brought up sometime in the near fu-
ture. | hope it will be. | have a concern
about section 8 housing. | hope it is not
a ploy where the Committee on Appro-
priations next year suffers because we
have to find the money to pay for it. |
hope they do raise the caps, as they
said they are going to do.

But | believe this is important that
we vote for it because the money has
been spent for defense. It takes care of
a very important shortfall in defense.
And | would urge all the Members to
vote for this supplemental, which was
worked out so carefully, and so many
things that were kept from being put
in the bill which would have made it
impossible for us to vote for it.

0 1700

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. FaAzio), the distinguished
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Energy and Water Development.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, sometimes these bills are known for
what they do and sometimes for what
they do not do. | think that most of us
today are pleased that we are begin-
ning to attend to the problems created
by the disasters that have befallen this
country over the last number of
months. But the sad reality is that this
bill will be known for what it does not
do, and that is, deal with the U.N. ar-
rearage and with the funding of the
International Monetary Fund.

We are on the verge of a potential
loss of hundreds of thousands of Amer-
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ican jobs because of the sickness in the
economies of a number of nations in
Southeast Asia, potentially South
Korea, exacerbated by problems in
Japan of a very different nature, but
all of which need to be addressed by an
international agency we helped create
and we lead called the IMF. Their fund-
ing has been held up. While we may
have some vague assurances that it
will come before us, we do not know
when, in what form or whether or not
it will be adequate or timely to meet
the needs that we as Americans have in
the economic sphere.

Yes, we are booming in our country.
Our economy is producing at a rate un-
heard of in post-World War Il America.
All of the indices are in positive terri-
tory. But leadership requires us to look
to the future, to see on the horizon the
iceberg that could well bring us down.

Our failure to fund the IMF in this
bill at this time could well be a monu-
mental mistake that we cannot even
fully understand and appreciate at this
time. Certainly our efforts to bring the
U.N. behind us in Irag have been de-
terred by our unwillingness to provide
money we agree we owe that inter-
national agency.

As a result of our failure to include
those funds in this bill because of an-
other separate debate on international
family planning which continues year
in, year out in this institution, | think
we are showing an inability, frankly,
to take the leadership role that has
been given to this Nation at this point
in our history. | regret that despite, |
think, the inclination of many Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle on this
committee and an overwhelming ma-
jority of Members of the other body,
despite that unanimity of thinking, be-
cause of the majority leadership in this
institution, we have been prevented
from taking up these two most impor-
tant issues. | hope we do not rue the
day. | fear we will.

It is for that reason that | think this
bill comes up short of the responsibil-
ities that we should have taken. |
think for that reason many Members
will vote “‘no”.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS).

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. 1 want to
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, I am always pleased
when we can reach compromise or
when there is any kind of compromise
reached. It means that the body is
working well. But it frightens me when
I hear compromise reached talking
about excess Section 8 housing.

It is very difficult to convince the
thousands of homeless people through-
out America that there is some excess
housing. It is difficult to convince the
people who live in my congressional
district in the City of Chicago that
there is excess Section 8 housing. |
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would hope that this is not a trend.
And | would hope that even if we reach
a compromise where this legislation is
passed, that we do not find ourselves
back talking about reducing Section 8
housing because there might have been
some resources that were not used at
this time.

For this reason, | think it comes up
short, and | certainly would hope that
there would be Members who feel the
same way and would vote against this
compromise.

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

Mr. DAVIS of lllinois. | yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, | certainly
agree with the statement made by the
distinguished gentleman from Illinois.
My district also will suffer from the
lack of Section 8 housing. As the gen-
tleman said so eloquently, there is no
shortage in the need for Section 8 hous-
ing.

The gentleman from Louisiana, the
chairman of the committee, said that
these funds that were deleted were ex-
cess. The gentleman from Illinois is
right. There is no excess. The $2 billion
that were taken from the program in
this bill are not going to be put back in
the next budget because there will be a
$7 billion shortfall in Section 8 housing
in that budget. And so the $2 billion
that are out, | fear are out for the bal-
ance.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 9 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, | understand why some
Members of the House who have had
disasters in their area will want to
vote for this bill, but | am profoundly
disturbed by the way this bill has de-
veloped. | will certainly be casting a
““no’” vote, and | think | owe the House
an explanation.

Some of the items in this bill were
requested by the administration more
than a year ago. This bill originally
was supposed to do basically five major
things and a few minor things. It was
supposed to provide disaster relief; it
was supposed to provide funding for the
cost of the troops’ operating in Bosnia
and in Kuwait. The administration also
asked the Congress to provide replen-
ishment funding for the International
Monetary Fund to help them protect
the U.S. economy from further cur-
rency crunches. It also asked the Con-
gress to provide the arrearages that we
have had for many years so that we
could more effectively shape the direc-
tion of the United Nations. And it had
some other items, including a $16 mil-
lion request to actually make Ken-
nedy-Kassebaum work, providing the
Federal assistance necessary to see to
it that persons who did lose their
health coverage when they changed
jobs could actually get the help that
they were promised in that legislation.

This bill is very different now. It has
a laundry list of items that should not
be in the bill. And there are major
items which should be in the bill which
are sadly missing.
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Here is a sampling of some of the rid-
ers in the bill: A six-lane highway
through the Petroglyph National
Monument in New Mexico, a sacred
burial ground for the Indian tribes.
That is there despite the opposition of
the local mayor and many other offi-
cials. A second item, a $66 million gift
to the oil companies by blocking col-
lection of full royalty payments from
oil companies who operate on Amer-
ican lands that are owned by the tax-
payer. Third, as | said, the missing $14
million to make Kennedy-Kassebaum a
reality.

That bill passed with only two dis-
senting votes, | believe, in this House
last year. There was not a politician in
Washington who did not break his or
her neck running to a microphone or
running to a television interview to
brag about how much they were doing
to help people who were losing their
health insurance when they changed
jobs and had preexisting conditions,
and so therefore could not get new cov-
erage. The money that was needed in
this bill to make that a reality for
thousands and thousands of Americans
is denied because of a strong lobbying
job. | think that is enough to give hy-
pocrisy a bad name.

The offsets provided in the bill. There
are no offsets for the defense expendi-
tures in the bill. But as the gentleman
from Illinois just indicated, there are
$2.3 billion in additional cuts in Sec-
tion 8 housing to pay for disaster as-
sistance expenses. In plain English,
much of that housing goes, one-third of
it goes to low-income seniors whose av-
erage income is $7,500 a year.

Now, it is said, ““Oh, we don’t need
that money this year.” It is true that
for technical reasons, that money is
not needed in this existing fiscal year.
But we will be marking up the bills for
the next fiscal year in about a month,
and we are told by the General Ac-
counting Office that there is already an
existing $4.6 billion gap in that pro-
gram over a period of time. In other
words, we will have to put $4.6 billion
of additional resources into that pro-
gram that are not presently available.
This action by the Congress today digs
that hole $2.3 billion deeper. So we will
have to provide $7 billion in additional
money that we do not have.

Now, we are told by some on the ma-
jority side, “Well, don’t worry, these
cuts will never take place.” If that is
the case, then these are phony cuts,
and | would ask, if you do not plan to
take it out of here long-term, if this is
a one-month shell game, then who are
the real people who are going to get
socked with that $2.3 billion reduction?
The fact is, right now, we do not know.

There are two other major problems
with this bill. The United States lead-
ership on a bipartisan basis at the end
of World War Il created the United Na-
tions so that we would have an instru-
ment, an international instrument to
try to deal with international issues in
ways that were consistent with the
needs of the United States. For almost
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a generation, that organization has
many times driven me and many other
Americans nuts because it has been a
Tower of Babel, it has been often the
center of demagoguery and irrespon-
sibility and cronyism. But the fact is
that now that the Soviet Union has
collapsed, we have an opportunity to fi-
nally reorganize that organization and
make it a more effective instrument
that will be consistent with American
foreign policy.

Yet we are denying our representa-
tives in the U.N. the money that is
needed to make our hand more effec-
tive in dealing with that reorganiza-
tion and in shaping their policies on
issues ranging from lraq to you name
it in ways which will serve U.S. inter-
ests. | think it is a tragedy that that
item is being held hostage to an extra-
neous matter that is not even in this
bill.

Then we have the case of the Inter-
national Monetary Fund. In Septem-
ber, the Speaker of this House sent a
letter to the administration indicating
that the administration was correct to
seek that funding. And then in that
same letter the Speaker indicated that
IMF funding was going to be held hos-
tage to the same extraneous family
planning issue that is not even in this
bill.

Last week, the Speaker took this
microphone and told the House that
there were so many things wrong with
the IMF that he was dubious that we
should provide any funding for it at all.
That was switch number one.

Then today | was amazed to see an
article in the Washington Post head-
lined, Gingrich Threatens White House
on IMF. It went on to say the follow-
ing: “The Speaker warned that the fail-
ure of the White House to cooperate
with investigations jeopardized the ad-
ministration’s legislative priorities.”
It then went on to indicate that the
Speaker indicated that unless he was
happy with the cooperation he was get-
ting from the administration on that
front, that they were going to withhold
funding for the International Monetary
Fund, and then suggested that the
President had no moral standing to ask
for that money.
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Let me simply say that | think that
that threat takes us back to the good
old days 2 years ago when the Speaker
indicated that one of the reasons that
he helped to shut down the government
was because he got a bad seat on Air
Force One.

I would point out that what com-
ments like that do is to turn what we
do in this House into an argument
about what we do to each other in
Washington, and that is not what this
House is supposed to be all about. What
we do in this House is not supposed to
be about what we do to each other. It
is supposed to be about what we do to-
gether on behalf of the people who sent
us here in the first place, and |1 would
urge the Speaker to remember that and
all other Members as well.
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I would also say that if the Speaker
decides to continue to hold the IMF
hostage, in the end that is not going to
hurt Bill Clinton. This is not Bill Clin-
ton’s economy. This is the economy of
every single American. If we have an-
other currency crisis, the jobs that will
be lost will not be Mr. Clinton’s or the
gentleman from Georgia’s (Mr. GING-
RICH) or any of ours, though perhaps
they should be. Instead, it will be hard-
working U.S. workers or hard-working
U.S. farmers who lose export markets
and lose their jobs because of it.

I would like to read to my colleagues
what another Republican said about
this issue in a very different time when
I was leading the fight for his request
for IMF funding. Ronald Reagan said
the following in 1983: ““My administra-
tion is committed to do what is legiti-
mately needed to help ensure that the
IMF continues as the cornerstone of
the international financial system.”’

“Let me make something very
plain.” Mr. Reagan said, ‘“‘l have an un-
breakable commitment to increase
funding for the IMF, but the U.S. Con-
gress so far has failed to act to pass the
enabling legislation. | urge the Con-
gress to be mindful of its responsibility
and to meet the pledge of our govern-
ment.”’

Leonard Silk in the New York Times
wrote about Mr. Reagan in September
of that same year, saying: “Mr. Reagan
went about as far in his speech yester-
day as he could to end the dispute by
scolding members of his own party as
well as the Democrats for playing poli-
tics. He said he did not appreciate the
partisan wrangling and political pos-
turing over the issue and urged mem-
bers of both parties to lay aside their
differences, to abandon harsh rhetoric
and unreasonable demands and to get
on with the task in the spirit of true
bipartisanship.”’

I would say those words were true
then, and they are most certainly true
now.

So | would simply say | intend to
vote no on this bill today for the rea-
sons that | have listed. | believe that
this House is engaging in irresponsible
and needlessly reckless conduct which
is putting at risk the national interests
of the United States and is in the proc-
ess of bringing the actions of this
House into considerable disrepute.

I thought last year we had gotten
over the partisanship and we were
going to be able to deal together on ap-
propriation bills in a constructive way,
the way | thought we did for most of
last year. | regret that we seem to be
regressing into an ‘“‘election year, any-
thing goes”” mode. That may suit the
needs of some people in this body, it
does not suit the needs of the people
who sent us here. And if this House
continues to withhold these items, it
should be ashamed of the political way
in which it is acting.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield such time as he may consume to
the very distinguished gentleman from
Florida (Mr. SCARBOROUGH), a member
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of the Committee on National Secu-
rity, for purposes of a colloquy only.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker,
first of all, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. LIVING-
STON) and the other conferees for in-
serting language into the conference
report addressing a serious situation
with respect to implementation in sec-
tion 220 of Public Law 104-333.

As the gentleman is aware, the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Mrs. FOWLER),
Senators MAcCK and GRAMM and the en-
tire Florida delegation and | have been
fighting this battle to implement this
law that Congress passed and President
Clinton signed over 2 years ago. While
I am certain it was not the intention of
the conferees, the actual report lan-
guage may mistake the situation with
regard to the problem.

While the report language states that
the maps were not received by the Fish
and Wildlife Service in a timely man-
ner and that these maps were lost in
the mail, those facts are in dispute,
and that portion of the report language
is a cause for concern. In fact, the
Committee on Resources will hold
hearings on this issue in the near fu-
ture.

Therefore, is it the gentleman’s un-
derstanding that the conferees did not
intend to state as a matter of fact
whether or not Fish and Wildlife re-
ceived the maps in a timely manner or
whether or not the maps were lost in
the mail?

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

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. | yield to the
gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman is fundamentally correct. It
was not the intent of the committee to
interpret the facts of the situation but
rather to highlight the problem for fu-
ture action.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. | thank the
gentleman. | appreciate his willingness
to work with the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. FOwLER) and myself and
the entire Florida delegation to ad-
dress this lingering serious problem
with the fiscal year 1999 Interior appro-
priations bill, another legislative vehi-
cle as soon as possible, and we all cer-
tainly look forward to working with
the gentleman and the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. REGULA).

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for his concern
and compliment him on trying to solve
a very serious problem that affects the
people of his State.

Mr. Speaker, | yield such time as he
might consume to the very distin-
guished gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG) the chairman of the Sub-
committee on National Security.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
first, 1 would like to compliment the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. LIVING-
STON) and the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. OBEY) the ranking member on
the Committee on Appropriations for
having, in a very short time,
conferenced this bill that, as we have
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noticed from debate, did have some
very strong difference of opinions. But
the Members on both sides worked hard
together to come up with a solution,
and | think we have come up with a
pretty good conference report.

Is it exactly the way | wanted it? No,
there were a few things | wanted in
this bill that we were not able to do,
and there was some other things put in
the bill that | would prefer we had not.
But that is the way that a conference
works, and | compliment all the Mem-
bers who played a role there.

As we discuss the defense part of this
bill, 1 would like to say that the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MuR-
THA) who was the ranking member and
the former chairman and | have worked
together, extremely close and ex-
tremely hard, determined to keep any-
thing relative to the security of our
Nation free of partisan politics; and |
compliment Mr. MURTHA for that and
all the members of our subcommittee.
And we have done that.

There are no partisan politics in the
defense part of this bill. There may be
some different opinions, but that is not
unusual when there is a body of 435
independently elected men and women
and a hundred in the other body.

I would like to talk just a few min-
utes about the defense part of this bill
and mention that most of the defense
funding in this bill goes to pay for de-
ployments that have already been
made and that are already under way.
We have soldiers and sailors, marines
and airmen scattered all over the world
in numerous deployments, some of
which are essential, some of which are
very questionable, which some of us
support, which some of us did not sup-
port.

But, nonetheless, they are there, and
it is up to us to guarantee that they
have whatever it is they need to ac-
complish their mission and to give
themselves some protection at the
same time they are doing this.

Now while they are doing this they
are performing a lot of missions for the
United Nations, a lot of missions that
we do not get credit for on the account-
ing ledger at the U.N., and | think we
ought to get credit for that. For those
who want to talk about us being in ar-
rears, let us get some real accounting
and get credit for the moneys that we
spend on those United Nations type de-
ployments.

But let me say this, that since | have
been chairman of this subcommittee
and we have been the majority party,
we have offset every penny for these
deployments in that 3% year period.
Over $12 billion we have offset, which
means we took it from the already ap-
propriated accounts for the Army, the
Navy, the Marine Corps and the United
States Air Force. We took it out of
moneys they were planning for train-
ing, for readiness, for quality of life,
$12 billion we had already offset.

Now we cannot afford to continue to
do that. If my colleagues had been able
to be at a meeting with me at the Pen-
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tagon on Monday that the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. SKELTON) and | at-
tended, they would have heard some
very sad stories from the Secretary of
Defense and the chairmen of the Joint
Chiefs, and | think it is a shame to
hear the stories that they are telling
about what is happening to the mili-
tary while the deployed forces were
working hard to keep them ready and
keep them well-equipped. The non-
deployed forces back home are running
out of equipment, running out of train-
ing money.

Let us pass this bill. Let us avoid the
political implications. Let us remem-
ber that we are talking about providing
funding for our American troops in uni-
form who have been sent around the
world, and that is what this bill does.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, as a conferee, |
rise today in opposition to the Emergency
Supplemental Appropriations bill and to ex-
press serious concerns about this bill before
us today. The conference report on H.R. 3579
is a flawed product, calling non-emergency
spending and riders emergencies, while ignor-
ing real emergencies. It is flawed both be-
cause of what is in it, and because of what is
not in it.

| understand the real needs of people in this
country who have suffered from natural disas-
ters and believe that we must provide funding
for this disaster assistance. We all support
pitching in to help families and communities
rebuild after forces beyond their control have
wreaked havoc on their lives. | also join many
of my colleagues in supporting the needed
funding to maintain our troops in Bosnia and
the Persian Gulf.

| object, however, to the unfair and capri-
cious way in which decisions about what
spending to off-set were made. It is no small
mystery how the majority could decide that de-
fense spending in this bill, including over $200
million in non-emergency projects, would not
be offset, but that domestic disaster assist-
ance would be. This means that important so-
cial or domestic programs are cut, but defense
programs are not.

| am particularly troubled by the actions of
this Congress to ransack the Section 8 hous-
ing reserves once again, in order to provide
the off-set funding. This bill rescinds $2.347
billion in Section 8 reserves, placing 450,000
households in serious jeopardy of losing their
homes. For my colleagues who may not be
fully aware of the Section 8 program, they
should know that almost one-third of Section
8-assisted households are elderly, another
twelve percent are disabled, and most of the
rest are families with children. The median in-
come of Section 8-assisted households is just
over $7,500. In order to prevent these people
from becoming homeless, Congress will have
to come up with the funding which we are now
using for other purposes. We are essentially
robbing Peter to pay Paul and the bill will
come due soon.

The inequity in funding issues is not the
only troubling aspect of this supplemental ap-
propriations bill. The bill contains several con-
troversial legislative riders which are opposed
by many in this Congress. They represent the
majority’s bad habit of putting anti-environ-
mental, special interest and anti-consumer leg-
islation on appropriations bills in order to get
them signed into law by the President.
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My colleagues should be aware that the
supplemental appropriations bill before us pro-
vides an on-going windfall for major oil compa-
nies by prohibiting the Department of the Inte-
rior from publishing a final rule to ensure that
the American taxpayer receives market value
for oil resources on national lands. Each year,
these major oil companies underpay royalties
to the Federal Treasury by $100 million for oil
they produce on federal public lands. Much of
this money goes directly for funding public
schools, so, because of a non-emergency leg-
islative provision included in this bill, we are
feeding oil companies vast profits at the ex-
pense of our children. In addition, delaying the
implementation of this rule could jeopardize a
legal case brought by the Department of Jus-
tice against the very same oil companies
which are pushing for the delay. The compa-
nies have been charged with shortchanging
the government on oil revenues—in other
words, cheating the taxpayer out of billions of
dollars in royalties. This legislative rider is not
right—and it certainly does not belong in an
emergency supplemental appropriations bill—
unless you buy the argument that the emer-
gency is one experienced by the oil compa-
nies and that Congress should be helping
them out.

| am also opposed to the legislative provi-
sion in this spending bill which would allow for
the construction of a six-lane highway through
Petroglyph National Monument in New Mex-
ico. The purpose of National Monuments is to
preserve for future generations sites of na-
tional significance and interest. In this particu-
lar case, Petroglyph National Monument is not
only important for its historical significance,
preserving important examples of Native
American rock art, but also for its religious and
cultural significance for Indian communities in
the Southwest. The controversy over
Petroglyph Park has been on-going in the Al-
buquerque area, where the Mayor does not
want the road, and Congress should not in-
trude. It certainly does not rise to the level of
an emergency which Congress must include in
this bill.

| join my colleagues, too, in expressing my
concern that this bill does not address several
real emergencies—the need for funding for the
International Monetary Fund (IMF) and for our
unpaid debt to the United Nations. Both of
these matters have reached the urgent stage
and Congressional inaction on them in hinder-
ing the Administration’s ability to conduct the
nation’s foreign policy.

We are undermining our own economic sta-
bility by not providing needed funding for the
IMF. | would be one of the first to argue that
the IMF needs reforms. The House Banking
Committee passed, by a vote of 40 to 9, a
framework for those reforms. Unfortunately,
the bill before us today does not include that
framework or the funding, taking real risks with
our economic future and undermining the Ad-
ministration’s ability to negotiate much-needed
reforms.

Our national security interests are also un-
dermined by the continuing dead-beat status
of the U.S. at the United Nations. Congres-
sional inaction on funding U.N. arrears—what
we owe to the U.N.—is undermining the very
reforms which some in this body advocate so
vociferously. It is ironic that while we are con-
sidering emergency spending legislation today,
we are not considering funding for two very
real emergencies with consequences for all
Americans—IMF funding and U.N. arrears.
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This Congress can and must do better. We
should be able to work together to develop
legislation to meet true emergencies—includ-
ing alleviating the suffering of Americans who
have been the victims of natural disasters—
without harming the most vulnerable in our so-
ciety. | urge my colleagues to oppose this con-
ference report.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, |
rise against this misnamed emergency supple-
mental bill. Many Members will debate provi-
sions in this bill that are very troublesome and
that have been well publicized. | want to take
a few moments to alert Members to a few pro-
visions that certainly do not qualify as “emer-
gency”, and that have no reason to be in this
legislation except to shower additional tax-
payer dollars on special interests.

Just yesterday, during the Conference meet-
ing on this bill, the conferees added language
at the behest of the Senator from Texas, Mrs.
HuTCHISON, that will allow oil companies to
avoid paying taxpayers a fair royalty for oil
and gas produced from public lands. Now, this
provision was not in the House bill. It was not
in the Senate bill. But we all know what hap-
pened: the oil industry saw an opportunity to
make millions of dollars off the taxpayers, who
own the oil and gas, by getting a rider in an
emergency spending bill.

So the oil industry went to a friendly Senator
and suddenly, a multi-million dollar gift falls
into the industry’s lap, and the taxpayers once
again are left shortchanged. | am told that the
lead lobbyist from the American Petroleum In-
stitute, which was advocating this maneuver,
was actually seen sitting at the Conference
table, presumably helping the proponents craft
the rider in just the right way to maximize prof-
its for the oil industry at the expense of the
taxpayer. How convenient.

Members should understand that we are
now aware that the taxpayers have been
shortchanged hundreds of millions of dollars
by energy companies operating on the public
lands. That is well documented. And the Ad-
ministration rightly has taken legal action to re-
cover those millions of dollars for the tax-
payers. But this amendment—drafted by the
oil industry—would stop the Interior Depart-
ment from doing what it is legally charged with
doing: assuring a fair return to the public from
the production of its own oil and gas!

But the conferees didn'’t stop there. No, they
have lots more expensive gifts for the oil in-
dustry—paid for by the unwitting taxpayer.

A few years ago, Congress very unwisely
created a “royalty holiday” for the oil industry
in the supposed deep water of the Gulf of
Mexico. Companies willing to drill in these
supposedly perilous depths were given leases
that included millions of barrels of oil on which
they would not have to pay the standard
12.5% royalty; in fact, they wouldn’t have to
pay any royalty on tens of millions of barrels
of oil.

Of course, we knew oil companies would
pay more for these royalty-free leases; why
not, since they knew they wouldn't have to
pay out royalties. But Congress still insisted
that the Secretary of the Interior should have
the flexibility to modify royalty rates (when
they finally do kick in) to assure that taxpayers
receive fair market value. That was the deal
the oil companies signed off on when they en-
dorsed the royalty “holiday” bill.

Now, everyone knows oil exploration and
production in the Gulf is at fever pitch. In fact,
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deep water development was proceeding at
an unprecedented rate even before we un-
wisely enacted the “royalty holiday.” But ap-
parently the incentives weren’t high enough,
because stuck in the Statement of Managers
for this so-called “emergency” bill is a provi-
sion that prevents the Interior Department
from using authority granted in the “holiday”
law to increase future royalty rates if, as we
predicted, it might be needed to compensate
for the excessive “holiday” giveaway.

The oil industry, which so happily embraced
the royalty “holiday” in 1995 now wants even
more; having benefitted from the “holiday” law
for the past two years, now it wants more prof-
its at taxpayer expense. And the conferees
are going along with the deception.

Mr. Speaker, the oil industry does not need
these provisions in this so-called “emergency”
bill. Well completions were up in 1997; pro-
duction in the lower 48 was up for the first
time in 6 years in 1997. If restricting the au-
thority of federal officials to ensure that the
taxpayers are properly compensated is so im-
portant, then let the Resources Committee
bring legislation to the floor of the House, not
sneak it into legislation intended to provide ur-
gent assistance to our citizens.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, |
have no further requests for time, and
if the gentleman is prepared to yield
back the balance of his time, so am I.

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

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). Without objection, the
previous question is ordered on the
conference report.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the conference report.

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XV, the
yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 242, nays
163, answered ‘“‘present’ 2, not voting
25, as follows:

[Roll No. 121]
YEAS—242

Aderholt Christensen Fawell
Allen Clement Foley
Archer Coburn Forbes
Armey Collins Fossella
Bachus Combest Fowler
Baldacci Condit Fox
Ballenger Cook Franks (NJ)
Barr Cooksey Frelinghuysen
Barrett (NE) Cox Frost
Bartlett Cramer Gallegly
Barton Crane Ganske
Bass Cubin Gekas
Bereuter Cunningham Gibbons
Bilirakis Davis (FL) Gilchrest
Bishop Davis (VA) Gillmor
Blunt Deal Gilman
Boehlert DelLay Goodlatte
Boehner Diaz-Balart Goodling
Bonilla Dickey Gordon
Borski Dicks Goss
Boyd Dooley Graham
Brady Doolittle Granger
Bryant Doyle Gutknecht
Burr Dreier Hansen
Burton Edwards Harman
Buyer Ehrlich Hastert
Callahan Emerson Hastings (WA)
Calvert English Hayworth
Canady Ensign Hefley
Cannon Etheridge Herger
Chabot Evans Hill
Chambliss Everett Hilleary
Chenoweth Ewing Hobson
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Holden McKinney
Horn Mica
Hostettler Miller (FL)
Houghton Minge
Hulshof Mollohan
Hunter Moran (KS)
Hutchinson Moran (VA)
Hyde Murtha
Istook Myrick
Jefferson Nethercutt
Jenkins Ney

John Northup
Johnson (CT) Norwood
Johnson, Sam Ortiz

Jones Oxley
Kasich Packard
Kelly Pappas
Kim Pease

King (NY) Peterson (MN)
Kingston Peterson (PA)

Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Mascara
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
Mcintyre
McKeon

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berry
Bilbray
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Boswell
Boucher
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Camp
Campbell
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Coble
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Crapo
Cummings
Danner
Davis (IL)
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
Deutsch
Dingell
Doggett
Duncan
Ehlers
Engel
Eshoo

Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Ford

Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts

Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula
Reyes

Riggs

Riley
Rodriguez
Rogan
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Ryun
Salmon
Sanchez
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer, Bob

NAYS—163

Frank (MA)
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Goode
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoekstra
Hooley
Hoyer
Inglis
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McDermott
McGovern
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Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Woolsey
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

McNulty
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Mink
Moakley
Morella
Nadler
Neal
Neumann
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Poshard
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Rivers
Roemer
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Souder
Spratt

Stabenow Upton Waxman
Stark Velazquez Wexler
Stokes Vento Weygand
Stupak Visclosky Wise
Tierney Waters Wynn
Torres Watt (NC) Yates

ANSWERED ““PRESENT”"—2
Bono Capps

NOT VOTING—25
Baker Green Parker
Bateman Greenwood Paxon
Berman Hall (TX) Sandlin
Bliley Kennelly Schaefer, Dan
Bunning Maloney (NY) Sensenbrenner
DeFazio Meehan Smith (M)
Dixon Meek (FL) Thompson
Dunn Metcalf
Gonzalez Miller (CA)
0 1750
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
On this vote:

Mr. Bunning for, with Mr. Green against.

Mr. Bliley for, with Mr. DeFazio against.

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina and
Mr. EHLERS changed their vote from
““yea’” to ‘“‘nay.”’

Mr. TOWNS, Mr. EDWARDS and Ms.
MCcKINNEY changed their vote from
“nay’’ to ‘“‘yea.”’

So the conference report was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY CHAIRMAN OF
COMMITTEE ON RULES REGARD-
ING CONSIDERATION OF AMEND-
MENTS TO H.R. 10, FINANCIAL
SERVICES MODERNIZATION ACT
OF 1998

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the
Committee on Rules is expected to
meet during the week of May 4 to grant
a rule which may restrict amendments
to be offered to H.R. 10. H.R. 10 is the
Financial Services Modernization Act.

Any Member who wishes to offer an
amendment should submit 55 copies
and a brief explanation of the amend-
ment by Tuesday, May 5 at 5 p.m. to
the Committee on Rules in room H-312
upstairs.

Amendments should be drafted to the
text of the amendment in the nature of
a substitute submitted by the chair-
man of the Committee on Banking and
Financial Services and the Committee
on Commerce and printed in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD today, April 30.

This amendment in the nature of a
substitute consists of the base text
which was made in order by the Com-
mittee on Rules on March 30, which is
contained in House report 105-474, ex-
cept the credit union title, title V,
which passed the House April 1 under
suspension of the rules. That is re-
moved from the bill.

Members should use the Office of
Legislative Counsel to ensure that
their amendments are properly drafted
and they should check with the Office
of the Parliamentarian to ensure that
their amendments comply with the
rules of the House.
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REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE RESO-
LUTION 375

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed as cosponsor of House Resolu-
tion 375.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR PERMANENT SE-
LECT COMMITTEE ON INTEL-
LIGENCE TO HAVE UNTIL MID-
NIGHT, MAY 4, 1998, TO FILE RE-
PORT ON H.R. 3694, INTEL-
LIGENCE AUTHORIZATION ACT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1999

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | ask unani-
mous consent that the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence have
until midnight, May 4, 1998, to file its
report on the bill, H.R. 3694.

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

There was no objection.

INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION
ACT OF FISCAL YEAR 1999

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, as | indi-
cated earlier today, | wish to announce
to all Members of the House that the
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence ordered H.R. 3694, which is the
“Intelligence Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1999,” reported favorably
to the House. That report will be filed
on Monday, May 4, pursuant to the
unanimous consent request just grant-
ed.

I would also like to announce that
the classified annex and the classified
schedule of authorizations accompany-
ing H.R. 3694 will be available for re-
view by Members at the offices of the
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence in room H-405 of the Capitol be-
ginning after the bill is filed on Mon-
day.

The committee office will be open
during regular business hours for the
convenience of any Member who wishes
to review this material prior to its con-
sideration by the House. | anticipate
that H.R. 3694 will be considered on the
floor next week, possibly Friday, May
8, or perhaps sooner.

I would recommend that Members
wishing to review the classified annex
contact the committee’s chief of secu-
rity to arrange a time and a date for
that viewing. This will assure the
availability of committee staff to as-
sist Members who desire that assist-
ance during their review of these clas-
sified materials.

Mr. Speaker, | urge Members to take
some time to review these classified
documents before the bill is brought to
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the floor in order to better understand
the recommendations of the commit-
tee. The classified annex to the com-
mittee’s report contains the Perma-
nent Select Committee on
Intelligence’s recommendations on the
intelligence budget for fiscal year 1999
and related classified information that
may not be publicly disclosed.

It is important that Members keep in
mind the requirements of clause 13 of
rule 43 of the House adopted at begin-
ning of the 104th Congress. That rule,
as Members will recall, only permits
access to the classified information by
those Members of the House who have
signed the oath set out in Rule 43.

Obviously, the committee will assist
any Member who wishes to sign such
an oath, and there are other details of
the procedure that Members can find
out by calling the committee.

I very much encourage Members to
take advantage of this, because obvi-
ously there are some things we cannot
discuss publicly here and | want to
make sure all Members are com-
fortable with all aspects of what we are
doing in our committee.

JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I, the pending
business is the question of agreeing to
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal
of the last day’s proceedings.

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

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

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | take this time so that so | may
yield to the majority whip to outline
the schedule for next week.

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

Mr. FAZIO of California. | yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
distinguished gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. FAz10), chairman of the Demo-
cratic Caucus, for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to an-
nounce that we have concluded legisla-
tive business for the week and that the
House will next meet on Monday, May
4, at 2 p.m. for pro forma session. There
will be no legislative business and no
votes that day.

On Tuesday, May 5, the House will
meet at 12:30 p.m. for morning hour
and at 2 p.m. for legislative business.

On Tuesday we will consider a num-
ber of bills under suspension of the
rules, a list of which will be distributed
to the Members’ offices. But Members
should know that we do not expect any
recorded votes before 5 o’clock on May

5.

On Wednesday, May 6, and the bal-
ance of the week, the House will meet
at 10 a.m. for legislative business.
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On Tuesday evening we could resume
H.R. 6, or we could pick it up again on
Wednesday, but we do hope to continue
consideration of H.R. 6, the Higher
Education Amendments of 1998.

Also on Wednesday and throughout
the balance of the week the House will
consider the following legislation: H.R.
1872, the Communications Satellite
Competition and Privatization Act of
1997; H.R. 10, the Financial Services
Competition Act of 1997; and H.R. 3694,
the Intelligence Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1999.

Mr. Speaker, we hope to conclude
legislative business for the week by 2
p.m. on Friday, May 8.

Mr. Speaker, | thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, reclaiming my time, | have a few
questions | would like to pose to the
majority whip. First of all, does the
gentleman really anticipate any late
nights next week? I am happy to yield
for a response.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, Wednesday
and Thursday could be late nights. But
we do not like late nights, so we are
going to discourage them as much as
we can.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, again reclaiming my time and then
I will yield further, in reference to the
Higher Education bill, can we antici-
pate that the Riggs amendment, which
has been so hotly debated, will take
place on Wednesday so Members who
wish to participate and vote on that
can be assured that it will not occur on
Tuesday night?

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | appre-
ciate the gentleman again yielding, I
just want to say that we are trying to
work that out with the gentleman’s
side of the aisle. Certainly, we will
come to some sort of agreement before
we move on the Riggs amendment. We
want to cooperate with everyone and
make sure that everyone has an oppor-
tunity to debate that bill.

As soon as we know what the gentle-
man’s side wants and what we agree to,
then we will announce it to the mem-
bership.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | think it does appear at end of the
bill so it would be very likely to be the
last debate prior to final passage, |
would assume.

Mr. DELAY. | hope we can work it
out.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the gentleman for that as-
surance. Let me also ask, given the
fact that we have Mother’s Day week-
end coming, | know that the gentleman
from Texas would be sensitive to the
issue of Friday votes. Is it possible that
votes on Friday may not occur, or is
this just simply a reservation to assure
that we would accomplish the main
goals of the week?

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding again and
would say that if we have the kind of
cooperation we got today from his side,
we possibly may not have votes on Fri-
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day. But | think Members should an-
ticipate that we could have votes on
Friday. We are going to work as hard
as we can to avoid that, but we cannot
guarantee that that will not happen.

Right now we are telling Members
that we will have votes on Friday up
until about 2 p.m.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | appreciate that. Let me ask one
further question, Mr. Speaker, and |
would be happy to yield to the gen-
tleman for an answer.

Where are we on working out the de-
tails under which we will take up cam-
paign finance reform on the floor? How
close are we, and what kind of a rule
are we going to be dealing with? Obvi-
ously, there is a great deal of interest
on our side in this regard.

0O 1800

Mr. DELAY. We want to make sure
that this is an open and honest process,
an honest debate. So your side will be
consulted, even before we go to rules.

The Committee on Rules chairman
has been charged by the Speaker to
write an open rule so that every Mem-
ber, both Democrat and Republican,
will have an opportunity to address the
issues that are important to them. We
want to make sure that the gentle-
man’s side is as happy with the rule as
we are, and that we have an open rule.

Mr. FAZIO of California. | appreciate
that. And | see the gentleman from up-
state New York (Mr. SOLOMON), my
friend, shaking his head. He is commit-
ted, and we look forward to working
that out with the majority.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, MAY
4, 1998

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today, it adjourn to meet at 2
p.m. on Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

HOUR OF MEETING ON TUESDAY,
MAY 5, 1998

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs on Monday, May 4, 1998, it ad-
journ to meet at 12:30 p.m. on Tuesday,
May 5, for morning hour debates.

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

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that the business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?
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There was no objection.

CERTIFICATION IN CONNECTION
WITH EFFECTIVENESS OF AUS-
TRALIAN GROUP REGARDING EX-
PORT OF CHEMICAL AND BIO-
LOGICAL WEAPONS-RELATED
MATERIALS AND TECHNOLOGY
(H. DOC. NO. 105-246 )

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on International Relations and ordered
to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with the resolution of
advice and consent to ratification of
the Convention on the Prohibition of
the Development, Production, Stock-
piling and Use of Chemical Weapons
and on Their Destruction, adopted by
the Senate of the United States on
April 24, 1997, 1 hereby certify in con-
nection with Condition (7)(C)(i), Effec-
tiveness of Australia Group, that;

Australia Group members continue
to maintain an equally effective or
more comprehensive control over the
export of toxic chemicals and their pre-
cursors, dual-use processing equip-
ment, human, animal and plant patho-
gens and toxins with potential biologi-
cal weapons application, and dual-use
biological equipment, as that afforded
by the Australia Group as of April 25,
1997; and

The Australia Group remains a viable
mechanism for limiting the spread of
chemical and biological weapons-relat-
ed materials and technology, and that
the effectiveness of the Australia
Group has not been undermined by
changes in membership, lack of compli-
ance with common export controls and
nonproliferation measures, or the
weakening of common controls and
nonproliferation measures, in force as
of April 25, 1997.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HousE, April 29, 1998.

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

HIGHER EDUCATION ACT
REAUTHORIZATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
PRICE) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, it is important that the
House move quickly next week to reau-
thorize the Higher Education Act. As
an educator for nearly 20 years, | know
the importance of ensuring that a col-
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lege education is within reach for all of
our people.

I represent a district that has a tre-
mendous stake in the Higher Education
Act. That was made clear in an all-day
forum that | convened in Raleigh on
September 22 of last year. We received
recommendations from the presidents
of our institutions of higher education,
from a number of students and finan-
cial aid administrators and business
leaders. | am pleased that the bill re-
ported by the Committee on Education
and the Workforce reflects many of
these concerns.

For example, the committee saw fit
to include the highly successful State
Student Incentive Grant program in
this year’s reauthorization. This is the
only student aid program that main-
tains the Federal partnership with the
States and encourages them to do their
part to help needy students attend col-
lege.

9Fhe cornerstone of the higher edu-
cation is the Pell Grant program. But
more funds are desperately needed to
be authorized, and 1 am extremely
pleased that the Higher Education Act
included a dramatic increase to a max-
imum grant level of $4,500.

As an original cosponsor of the Cam-
pus-Based Child Care bill of the gentle-
woman from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA),
| was pleased to see its inclusion in the
Higher Education Act.

More and more young mothers are
pursuing college degrees. For some, it
is a matter of making the transition
from welfare to work. The Campus-
Based Child Care provision is one of the
most forward-thinking aspects of this
bill.

I am also pleased that adjustments
were made that would allow histori-
cally black colleges and universities
more flexibility in funding and expand-
ing graduate programs. Title 3 funding
must remain a high priority as we im-
plement the Higher Education Act.

Mr. Speaker, this is not a perfect bill,
and | particularly regret that this
year’s reauthorization does not more
effectively target money to train
teachers in the use of new technology.
That is a need that | have heard re-
peatedly about in my district. 1 am
hopeful that education leaders in the
States will give this need high priority
as they allocate the bill’s block grant
funds.

Mr. Speaker, the Higher Education
Act is landmark legislation critical to
the needs of students and their families
and to our Nation’s commitment to
educational opportunity and excel-
lence.

We face new challenges ranging from
accommodating growing numbers of
nontraditional and mid-career stu-
dents, to training students for an in-
creasingly sophisticated workplace, to
orienting education to the inter-
national marketplace.

The Higher Education Act will be of
great importance as we meet these
challenges, and | urge my colleagues to
pass it enthusiastically with a large bi-
partisan majority next week.
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EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER
TIME

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent to trade my 5-minute
Special Order time with the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS).

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

There was no objection.

RESPONSE TO ATTACK BY MINOR-
ITY LEADER ON SPEAKER GING-
RICH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to respond to a partisan attack
launched by the minority leader on the
Speaker of the House this morning.
Once again, instead of focusing on the
issues at hand, the minority leader has
sought to change the subject.

The Speaker has made two very im-
portant points regarding the White
House and its continued ethics prob-
lems. First, the Speaker has stressed
that no man is above the law. Second,
he has pointed out that the American
people deserve to know the truth about
the activities in the White House.

The minority leader has decided to
divert attention from those very basic
points. It is the hope of the White
House and of the minority that this di-
version will keep attention away from
the very real ethical problems of this
administration. | tell you, Mr. Speak-
er, the truth will come out. It may be
sooner, and it may be later, but, some-
day, the truth will come out.

| urge the President to preserve the
dignity of the office that he holds by
coming forward about the facts. The
longer that these allegations fester,
the more damage is done to the presi-
dency.

Unfortunately, the White House has
rejected that advice. Rather than being
candid with the American people, the
White House hides behind executive
privilege. In fact, the Clinton/Gore ad-
ministration has invoked executive
privilege 12 times. They have used ex-
ecutive privilege almost as often as
they have used the veto pen.

Throughout their administration,
they have vetoed only 20 bills. They
have employed executive privilege for
campaign scandals, for travel office
scandals, for memos regarding drug
policy, for Filegate, and for other scan-
dals.

That is a very troubling precedent, a
precedent that should trouble the Dem-
ocrat Party. But an eerie silence has
emanated from the Democrat minority.

When it comes to the President’s use
of executive privilege, the Democrats
hear no evil, see no evil, and speak no
evil. I have yet to hear one member of
the minority leadership admit that
they are troubled by the White House
scandals. Where is the outrage from
the Democrats about these allegations?
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The one time that the minority lead-
er has spoken out on this issue has
been to condemn the Speaker of the
House, the one time. The Nation has
been preoccupied by White House scan-
dals all year, and the minority leader’s
only response has been to blame the
Speaker. That fits in very nicely with
the White House strategy of spin, the
whole spin, and nothing but the spin.

Clearly, they are testing the propo-
sition that you cannot fool all the peo-
ple all the time. Mr. Speaker, you can-
not fool all the people all the time. And
the American people have grown very
weary of this White House’s efforts to
distract them from the truth.

We are all damaged by the White
House efforts to delay this investiga-
tion, to destroy the investigator, and
to deny everything to the media.

The minority leader said in his
speech today, and | quote, “‘ldeally, we
are able to put aside our partisan inter-
ests and consider ‘the people’s busi-
ness,’ if not with a blank slate, at least
with an open mind.”

Can the leader really believe that he
has approached these issues with an
open mind when the only person he
blames in the very White House scan-
dals is the Speaker of the House?

I urge the minority leader to join us
in finding out the truth. He should be
calling for the truth. Let us put this
partisanship aside and look soberly at
the very serious allegations that have
beset this White House. No man is
above the law, and the American peo-
ple deserve to know the truth.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to proceed out of
order with my 5-minute Special Order.

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

There was no objection.

PARTIES BECOME LIGHTNING ROD
OF PARTISANSHIP

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

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for letting me proceed
at this time, because | did want to ad-
dress what the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DELAY) was speaking of, because,
earlier today, | came down to the
House floor and | spoke of the Speaker,
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. GING-
RICH), and his remarks before GOPAC,
and | hope to do it in a way that does
not bring any disservice to the House
or any personal malice toward anyone.

Look at what is going on here be-
cause of comments on both sides. We
have all become a lightning rod of par-
tisanship around here. It seems to me,
about a week ago, it was the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. GINGRICH) who began
the personal attacks on the President.
While I am a Democrat, a member of
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on the minority party, | think every
member of this country should be out-
raged. You have an ongoing investiga-
tion. So let us let the investigation
proceed.

It seems to me the Speaker some
time ago said we should all hold our
breath and step backward and let this
thing play out. But when we got before
a GOPAC dinner, the cash cow of the
Republican Party, we just could not
seem to leave it go. The claim was that
the President is obstructing justice.

We can get up here all night and say
all kinds of things about the President
and this administration, but let us put
forth the evidence; and, by evidence, |
mean credible evidence.

By stating or by starting attacks on
the President in a partisan manner be-
fore a partisan group like GOPAC, | am
afraid the Speaker has shown that he
cannot lead the House in a fair and im-
partial review of any inquiry that may
take place.

I do not know what the President’s
guilt or innocence is or whatever it
may be in this matter, but what |1 do
know is that, if we stick to the facts
and let it properly proceed, and if we
rely on, as our constitutional oath re-
quires us to do, credible evidence,
credibly submitted to a trier of fact,
then maybe we can get to the bottom
of this.

Unfortunately, it appears that the
Speaker has already reviewed the al-
leged facts. If he has reviewed the al-
leged facts, he obviously has made a
prejudgment, and he has made himself
a judge and jury.

So then | must ask, where is this evi-
dence? Where are these alleged facts?
Bring them forth. If he has a report, if
the report has been filed with the
Speaker’s office, bring them forth so
all of us in the House have an oppor-
tunity to see it. Make it available to at
least the Committee on the Judiciary
who, by law, has a right to review any
inquiry.

Mr. Speaker, | wish we would just
stick to the facts of the case and not
what GOPAC wants to hear but to the
facts of the case. But, instead, the
Speaker and, as even Roll Call, I mean
it is supposed to be a nonpartisan
paper, even Roll Call says, ‘“Shame in
the Making.”’

That is exactly what we have when
we have investigations and Members
coming up here and, if I can use the
majority leader’s words, put spin on
what is going on. Let us not bring
shame to the House, but let us have the
responsibility to lead and not mislead
the House or this country.

The Speaker of the House should be a
statesman without prejudging any type
of inquiry which may or may not even
occur. Instead, | am afraid we have be-
come a lightning rod.

I hate to remind the House, but just
over a year ago we had to reprimand
the Speaker and fine him approxi-
mately $300,000 for bringing shame and
disrespect to this House. Five out of
eight ethics charges he was found re-
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sponsible for by our own Committee on
Ethics. Do we really want to go down
this shameful road once again?

I ask that we not bring shame and
disrespect to the House by personal at-
tacks. | would hope the Speaker would
recuse himself from any participation
in any House inquiry.

I have been there. | have done inves-
tigation of political people. But you
have to do it in an objective manner
and not necessarily before the press.
You can, and we should, do an inves-
tigation, and let the investigation pro-
ceed.

But, | mean, even, where have we
gone with this whole thing? Even the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight underneath the leadership of
the majority party, we have a Privacy
Act in this country that the Members
of Congress are exempt from. Yet,
when given tapes of a personal con-
versation of a witness who refused to
appear, the Privacy Act suddenly did
not apply, and the tapes were leaked to
the news media, and the personal con-
versations of this individual were re-
leased to the news media.

Is that not abuse of office? Have we
not used that office, at least that
chairman did, to release tapes of pri-
vate conversations? Maybe not in vio-
lation of the Privacy Act because he
was a Member of Congress, but cer-
tainly in violation of the spirit and in-
tent of the law. That is what we are
doing here with these investigations
certainly.

Then when the tapes were given to
the oversight committee, they were
warned in a letter not to release the
tapes. There was sensitive private in-
formation. Yet, we still do that, and we
hide behind the office of which we hold,
a great honor given to us by the Amer-
ican people but, yet, we use it for our
benefit.

I would hope that any investigations
proceed in a professional manner and
stick to the facts.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. SAXTON 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 gentle-
woman from California (Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

(Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD ad-
dressed the House. Her 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. RIGGS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. RIGGS addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. SNYDER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. SNYDER addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM
INVESTIGATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | came
here tonight to speak about what we
had accomplished today over in the
Cannon Building where we were talk-
ing to the American public about how
we, the Republican majority, are going
to talk about and have a discussion
with the American public on drugs. But
I am compelled now to change that
topic and to speak on the comments
that were just made by Members of the
Democratic Party.

I want you to know | serve on the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight, and for the last 15 months
we have seen a charade that is taking
place where Members of the Demo-
cratic Party have not only ignored
every opportunity to be bipartisan in
their attempts to work with us in the
majority on dealing with the abuses of
the White House in campaign finance,
but we have also seen that what they
will do is not only not tell the truth
but what they will do is to obstruct
justice.
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Just last week we had a vote whereby
we were going to have four people who
we were attempting to grant immunity
to. These four people are individuals
who are involved in the campaign fi-
nance scandal of foreign money influ-
ence upon the White House.

And what happened is that we very
carefully laid out a case by which these
four people, they are not high level and
they are not involved in a big way, but
to where we wanted to talk to these
four people and to grant them full im-
munity from prosecution. We had
worked directly with the Department
of Justice, and they had indicated that
they had no problem with us issuing
this immunity.

Yet on a 19-to-nothing vote we were
not able to grant these four people im-
munity because it requires a two-thirds
vote of the committee. Not one Demo-
crat wanted to issue immunity because
they did not want these four people to
tell the truth and to tell their story.

This White House, and | can tell my
colleagues that this Democrat Con-
gress and the Members of the Democrat
Congress who are Members of the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and
Oversight repeatedly have attempted
to block every single request that we
have made that is reasonable and nor-
mal.

And | tell my colleagues that back in
1974, when Richard Nixon was involved
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in not only illegalities but constitu-
tional questions, it was the Republican
Party that stood up with Senator How-
ard Baker and asked the tough ques-
tions. It was Senator Howard Baker
who made sure that not only were the
tough questions asked but that he
made sure that this President did not
escape telling the truth and the whole
truth.

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

Mr. SESSIONS.
yield.

(Mr. SUNUNU asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. SUNUNU. | think it is interest-
ing that the gentleman mentioned the
circumstances in 1974, because the pre-
vious speaker made the point that
somehow the call for the President to
be forthcoming, the emphasis that no
one is above the law, seemed to be un-
precedented. Not only were the speak-
er’s comments fair, | think they stand
in stark contrast to the comments of
the Speaker of the House in January of
1974, when the Speaker of this body
called for the resignation of President
Nixon months in advance of any bipar-
tisan investigation.

So at that time there was not only a
willingness to move forward without
any thought of a bipartisan discussion
of the issues but the Speaker of the
House was calling for a resignation be-
fore that impartial investigation could
even move forward.

I would finally like to note that in
the gentleman’s discussion of the ob-
struction that the committee has run
into, not only were those four immu-
nity requests, that had been approved
by the Justice Department, voted down
by all 19 Democrat members of the
committee, there have been, to date, 92
individuals that have either taken the
fifth amendment or fled the country or
refused to talk to authorities that have
obstructed the progress of the commit-
tee’s investigation.

And, Mr. Speaker, | include for the
RECORD a list of all 92 individuals that
have obstructed the investigation in
that way.

WITNESSES WHO HAVE FLED OR PLEAD THE

5TH
(Full Committee Hearing—December 9, 1997)

Mr. BURTON. Have you ever experienced so
many unavailable witnesses in any matter in
which you have prosecuted or on which you
have been involved?

FBI Director FREEH. | spent about 16 years
doing organized crime cases in New York
City, and many people were frequently un-
available.

53 HOUSE & SENATE WITNESSES ASSERTING

FIFTH AMENDMENT

John Huang, Gene Lum, Gin F. J. Chen,
Mark Middleton, Nolanda Hill, Jane Huang,
Duangnet Kronenberg, Maria L. Hsia, Web-
ster Hubbell, Yogesh Ghandi, Steven Hwang,
Gilbert Colon, Irene Wu, Mike Lin, Zie Pan
Huang,* Michael Brown, Simon Chen, Kent
La, Johnny Chung, David Wang,* Siuw Moi

I will be happy to

*Granted Immunity after plead 5th Amendment.
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Lian,* Seow Fong Ooi, Bin Yueh Jeng, Hsiu
Chu Lin, Jen Chin Hsueh, Chi Rung Wang,
Jou Sheng, Judy Hsu, Jane Dewi Tabhir,
Maria Mapili, Jie Su Hsiao, Hsiu Luan
Tseng, Mark Jimenez, Woody Hwang, Sioeng
Fei Man, Terri Bradley, Man Ya Shih,* Keshi
Zhan,* Yi Chu,* Joseph Landon,* Nora Lum,
Larry Wong, Na-chi ““Nancy’ Lee, Hueutsan
Huang,* Yue Chu,* Man Ho,* Manlin Foung,*
Yumei Yang, Arapaho/Cheyenne Indians,
Hsin Chen Shih, Shu Jen Wu,* Charles
Intriago, and Jessica Elinitiarta.
21 WITNESSES HAVE LEFT THE COUNTRY

Charlie Trie (has returned to United
States), Antonio Pan, Arief Wiriandinata,
Subandi Tanuwidjaja, Susanto Tanuwidjaja,
Yanti Ardi, Laureen Elnitiarta, Pauline
Kanchanalak, John H.K. Lee, Ted Sioeng,
Soraya Wiriadinata, Suryanti Tanuwidjaja,
Nanny Nitiarta, Sandra Elnitiarta, Ming
Chen, Agus Setiawan, Dewi Tirto, Felix Ma,
Subandi Tanuwidjaja, Yopie Elnitiarta, and
Sundari Elnitiarta.

18 FOREIGN WITNESSES HAVE REFUSED TO BE

INTERVIEWED BY INVESTIGATIVE BODIES

Ng Lap Seng, Ken Hsui, Eugene Wu, Suma
Ching Hai, Ambrose Hsuing, Bruce Cheung,
Stephen Riady, John Muncy, Mochtar Riady,
James Riady, Lay Kweek Wie, Wang Jun,
Roy Tirtadji, James Lin, Stanley Ho, Daniel
Wu, Li Kwai Fai, and Hogen Fukunaga.

Mr. SESSIONS. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Speaker, the facts speak for them-
selves. We are attempting to run a fair
and open bipartisan investigation of
the wrongdoings of the Clinton White
House. It will require a minimum of
one Democrat asking to seek to have
the truth.

The bottom line is, in 1974, Senator
Howard Baker stepped forth and in-
sisted. We ask for that same resolve
today.

CONGRATULATIONS TO ISRAEL ON
ITS 50TH ANNIVERSARY

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

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, we
have heard some contentious discus-
sion of our partisan divisions. | rise for
a task that | think is far more joyful
and one as to which this entire body is
united, and that is | rise to congratu-
late the people of Israel on the 50th an-
niversary of their rebirth and inde-
pendence.

Today represents the 50th anniver-
sary of lIsrael, as determined by the
Jewish lunar calendar. And it is with
great joy that | point out that House
Joint Resolution 102 was adopted by
this House 2 days ago by a vote of 402
to nothing, demonstrating the united
and bipartisan support that the State
of Israel and the close U.S.-Israel rela-
tionship enjoyed in this House.

We should reflect that in August of
1897, a century ago, the first Zionist
Congress affirmed its aspiration to
form a Jewish homeland in the historic
State of Israel. After the horrors of the
Holocaust, in which one-third of the
Jewish population of the world lost
their lives, the Jewish people returned
to their ancient homeland and estab-
lished the State of Israel.



H2696

Since the Nation’s founding, over a
million Jews from throughout the
world have sought refuge in Israel.
Israel has, over the last 50 years, re-
built a nation, maintained a pluralist
democracy, the only one in the Middle
East, and based that democracy on
freedoms and the rule of law. It has de-
veloped a thriving economy and a soci-
ety, transforming the desert into a
land of milk and honey.

On this 50th anniversary we have a
chance to reflect on the courage and
leadership of President Harry Truman
who, against the advice of experts in
the State Department, et cetera, stood
with the people of Israel and recognized
their declaration of independence.

Over the last 50 years, governments
of the United States, both Democrat
and Republican, have supported the
people and the State of Israel. Like-
wise, governments of Israel, Likud and
Labor, have supported the people and
the government of the United States.
We have a friendship that transcends
party; and whichever policies may rule
the day in Jerusalem or here in the
United States, that bond stands.

We should note that Jerusalem has
been the eternal and indivisible capital
of Israel, both 3,000 years ago and for
the last 50 years. The United States
Congress passed the Jerusalem Em-
bassy Act calling for the American Em-
bassy to Israel to be moved to Jerusa-
lem in 1999. What better way for us to
celebrate the rebirth of the State of
Israel than for the State Department
to announce today that they will abide
by, rather than seek waivers from, the
Jerusalem Embassy Act.

But because the State Department
may decide to try to waive that act, |
will be introducing, hopefully with sub-
stantial support, a bill that states to
the Department of State that, before
they open a new embassy in another
formerly divided city, Berlin, they
must open at least a temporary em-
bassy, and, hopefully, a permanent em-
bassy, in the indivisible and eternal
capital of Israel: Jerusalem.

| rise today to congratulate the peo-
ple of Israel on their 50th anniversary
of the new State, and | rise today to
say that when it comes to America’s
embassy to Israel: next year in Jerusa-
lem.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed

the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.

MAIL FRAUD AND TELE-

MARKETING SCAMS TARGETING
SENIOR CITIZENS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Hawaii (Mr. ABERCROMBIE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, |
rise today to call my colleagues’ atten-
tion to a serious crime being per-
petrated against some of our most vul-
nerable citizens: mail fraud and tele-
marketing scams targeting senior citi-
zens. In my own district, one gen-
tleman pleaded with me, “The mail is
still coming. | don’t have the money to
send.”

Some companies peddling question-
able products or promoting unwinnable
contests make a living out of targeting
senior citizens. It is estimated that
telemarketing fraud robs Americans of
at least $40 billion a year.

The actual number may be much
higher, as telemarketing fraud has al-
ways been a part of our Nation’s under-
ground economy. Not all losses have
been clearly documented. Some con-
sumers are too embarrassed to report
that they have been defrauded or they
do not recognize the extent of the fraud
that has been perpetrated upon them.

Mr. Speaker, | held a meeting on this
issue in my district recently; and | was
appalled at the number of people in the
audience who came up to me after a
discussion led by members of the FBI,
led by members of the Post Office, the
Postal Inspector Section, after the
recitation of statistics and perspective
by myself, and yet asked me afterwards
if 1 could give them my personal assist-
ance in contacting some of the fraudu-
lent companies to see if it was not pos-
sible for them to perhaps receive their
prizes or be acknowledged for the funds
that they had been sending.
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Mr. Speaker, | can assure my col-
leagues that this is a heart-wrenching
situation. It is taking place all over
the country, and it prompts me to rise
today to extend these remarks to my
colleague and to the other Members.

Older Americans, Mr. Speaker, are
the target of many fraudulent tele-
marketers because they are generally
at home more often than younger per-
sons, they may be more trusting. That
is certainly the case with those that |
spoke with recently in Honolulu, Mr.
Speaker, and may look upon a smooth-
talking telemarketer as a trusted
friend rather than someone preying
upon their life savings. These fraudu-
lent activities are a disgrace, and we
should do all we can to stop them.

On April 8, 1998, as | indicated, I
sponsored a mail and telemarketing
fraud briefing for senior citizens in my
district in Honolulu, Hawaii. This edu-
cation national briefing was designed
to give vulnerable senior citizens a
fighting chance against an industry de-
signed to victimize them.

John Gillis, a supervisory special
agent for the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation in Honolulu, and Byron Dare,
a postal inspector for the United States
Postal Service in Honolulu, presented
testimony on their agencies’ efforts to
combat mail and telemarketing fraud
and educated seniors on how to avoid
becoming victims of such schemes.
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Mr. Speaker, I most sincerely urge
my colleague and other Members to
take advantage of FBI offices in our
districts, as well as postal service in-
spectors in our district, to hold similar
briefings for senior citizens in our
areas. Senior citizens need to be pro-
tected from these scam artists, and one
of the best ways to do this is educate
them on how fraudulent information is
presented.

I am preparing legislation on this
issue. | am already a cosponsor of the
Protection against Scams on Seniors
Act, H.R. 3134. This bill authorizes the
Administration on Aging to conduct an
outreach program to educate seniors
on telemarketing fraud. | plan to con-
tinue my outreach efforts to reach Ha-
waii’s elderly population from falling
prey to these unscrupulous mail and
telemarketers.

I also support the efforts of Federal
agencies and private organizations who
have been actively involved in this
issue. The American Association of Re-
tired Persons, the AARP, has created a
profile of telemarketing and mail fraud
victims. The profile shows the average
victim is not only an older American,
but relatively affluent, well-educated,
well-informed, and socially active in
his or her community.

AARP’s research indicates that the
critical difference between victims and
nonvictims is their ability to recognize
that telemarketing fraud is a crime.
Mr. Speaker, | want to emphasize that.
The key here, the critical difference
between being a victim and a nonvic-
tim is their ability to recognize that
telemarketing fraud is a crime.

Many people find themselves the vic-
tim of fraud and do not recognize that
it is, in fact, criminal activity, and
there is something they can do about
it. AARP has produced educational ma-
terials in English and Spanish. If sen-
iors would contact the AARP in their
area, they will be happy to provide
them with materials, telephone num-
bers, et cetera, which will aid them.

The AARP has produced educational mate-
rials in English and Spanish that inform recipi-
ents of telemarketing calls about ways to dis-
tinguish between legitimate and fraudulent
calls; how to respond safely to calls without
becoming a victim; and how to report sus-
picious calls. | am making sure this material is
available in all the senior centers in Honolulu.

In Hawaii, state laws on telemarketing re-
quire specific disclosures by the telemarketer
regarding prize and gift promotions. Our state
law also provides consumers with a right to
sue for damages and obtain relief on his or
her own initiative, aside from any state action.
Maximum penalties for a violation of Hawaii's
telemarketing laws are set at $10,000.

Uncovering these schemes, returning
money owed to its victims, and educating sen-
iors are worthwhile efforts | will continue to
pursue. | am happy to have the support and
knowledge of many organizations who also
promote these goals. | will continue to educate
senior citizens in my district of this $40 billion
rip-off. | hope my fellow Members of Congress
will do the same. With a concerted effort, we
can protect our senior citizens and put mail
and telemarketing con-artists out of business.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from California
(Mr. HORN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. HORN 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 Maine (Mr. ALLEN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. ALLEN addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

BANKRUPTCY REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GEKAS)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, very soon
now the Chamber will be witnessing
the great debate possibly of this year,
namely, that which will be conducted
on proposals for bankruptcy reform.
Everyone in the country knows that a
strange thing is occurring out in the
economic world. While all the figures
and all the reports as to the economy
seem to be favorable with an expanding
economy, more jobs, inflation kept
under wraps, interest rates being held
constant, all these excellent factors are
occurring, while at the same time, Mr.
Speaker, an astounding number of
bankruptcies have been filed.

In 1997 alone, 1,400,000 new bank-
ruptcies were filed. That is a monu-
mental increase from the year before
and even a greater disparity from that
which has occurred in the last several
years. What does it mean? If indeed the
economy is improving and yet we have
these bankruptcies, something is
wrong.

We have witnessed now efforts to
meet that crisis head on. And the
bankruptcy reform bill which we have
created and which is making its way
through the Committee on the Judici-
ary even now and will reach the floor,
as | said, shortly for our full debate on
the floor carries two vital principles
with it, which principles are at this
core of what we are attempting to do.

One is that we will make certain that
every individual American who be-
comes so overwhelmed with debt that
he and his family cannot survive if he
has to meet those obligations that he
has incurred, we want to accommodate
that individual and make sure that the
family will have a fresh start. That is
one principle, the fresh start.

On the other hand, the other prin-
ciple is that in those cases where an
ability to repay some of the debt is
demonstrated, we must make every ef-
fort to produce a plan and to accommo-
date that individual in a way that
some of that debt can be repaid.

Those are the two principles: A fresh
start for those who need it and an ac-
commodation for repayment of some of
the debt where the possibility of repay-
ment is sound.
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What has happened, though, is that
we hear rumors and innuendos about
what we are attempting to do. But |
must tell my colleagues that the cost
of individual bankruptcies to the
American public is something that has
to be laid on the record. We are not
simply talking about the loss to the
lenders or the creditors who will not be
repaid when someone goes bankrupt.
That in itself is a loss. But when we in-
terpolate that as to what it means to
the consumers, we will recognize that
when someone does not pay his debts,
and the supermarket with which we are
so familiar has bad debt on its books
and is not repaid, what happens? The
prices for consumer goods have to in-
crease, so the rest of us are picking up
the cost by increased prices of what
has happened in that bankruptcy.

Number 2, the interest rates that are
so correlated with the lending and the
credit establishment of our country are
hurt when people file bankruptcy, espe-
cially in these record numbers. And so,
we will see that those of us who require
credit and want to seek a bona fide
lender for a mortgage or an automobile
will find that the interest rates are
hurt by the fact that they were not
able to retrieve bad debt in previous
bankruptcies.

Moreover, we lose as taxpayers. We
learned during the testimony that we
have conducted in several hearings in
the last month that when taxing au-
thorities like States and municipali-
ties are themselves named in a bank-
ruptcy and do not have the ability to
recover, then they have a shortfall in
the revenues in their municipality, in
their neighborhood, in the county
courthouse, and in the State coffers,
meaning that the rest of us have to
make up the difference with increased
tax payments and revenues. So we pay
all the way around.

But what | want to emphasize in our
plans for our reform measure is that we
are going to do everything we can to
help small businesses, to help the fam-
ily, to make sure that support pay-
ments that are forthcoming from a
breadwinner are not dischargeable in
bankruptcy. That is, we want to make
sure that the families that receiving
support payments will continue to re-
ceive those support payments whether
or not the individual goes bankrupt.
And the entire country will be better
off once we reform the bankruptcy sys-
tem.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON) is recognized for 5 minutes.
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(Mr. HUTCHINSON addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

THE LOUDEST VOICE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, | want to
begin by talking and taking a moment
to talk about two groups that are not
widely discussed on the floor. The first
is Mother Jones, and the second is USA
Engage.

Mother Jones, or ‘“‘MoJo,” is a na-
tional magazine of investigative jour-
nalism focusing on political reporting.
Ken Silverstein wrote an article in the
June 1998 issue of Mother Jones detail-
ing the creation of USA Engage. This
group hired Washington lobbyist Anne
Wexler to try to make sure nothing
gets in the way of promoting inter-
national trade with countries around
the world whose governments are re-
nown for brutal fear-biased repression
of their own people. The human rights
records of those countries are made
more dismal by widespread torture,
terror, imprisonment, persecution and
killing of those that do not walk the
line.

According to MoJo, some of Ameri-
ca’s largest businesses have given their
proxy to USA Engage to deal with
these countries having a history of re-
pressing their own people. | know these
companies are run by good and decent
people who are probably not aware of
the range of activities in which the
Wexler Group is intensely involved on
behalf of USA Engage. | am sure that
their stockholders and customers are
not aware of them and would be
shocked and angered if they were.

According to the magazine, Anne
Wexler has assembled a daunting army
for her assault on Washington that in-
cludes a former U.S. Trade Representa-
tive, former Members of Congress, a
former close staffer of the President,
the former law firm of the State De-
partment official who heads up the
committee charged with reviewing pro-
posed sanctions, and others. And look
at what they have accomplished: In-
stant access to Congress and the ear of
the State Department officials charged
with assessing human rights viola-
tions; pro-trade studies from pricey
and prestigious think tanks; the
matching-up and contact of religious
groups and leaders interested in human
rights around the world by business
reps thought to have special influence
or sway.

MoJo quotes human rights advocate
Simon Billenness, talking about the
important role economic sanctions
played in ending South Africa’s apart-
heid regime. “If USA Engage had suc-
ceeded with these tactics during these
apartheid years, Nelson Mandela might
still be in prison.” | recognize these
companies can hire whomever they
choose, but there are consequences.
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Look at what they are doing. Look at
the real issue. We are talking about
companies that are committing the
very worst atrocities on their own peo-
ple simply by believing in God. In
Sudan, starvation is the weapon of
choice, spiced with high-altitude bomb-
ing, mass murder, and selling their own
people into slavery. In Sudan, over the
past decade, about 1.1 million people
have been killed or allowed to starve,
and | have been in the south and I have
seen it.

In China, Catholic bishops and
priests and Protestant lay ministers
and Buddhist monks and nuns as well
as many Muslims are jailed for years
and years. And their jails are not pat-
terned after those in this country.
Starvation, torture, filth, and darkness
are the steady diet. The fate of the
prisoner is up to the whim of the
guard. Brutal working conditions and
brutal hours are the norm. Sometimes
death is the only friend they can hope
for.

Tibet is in danger of losing its reli-
gion, its culture, its language, even its
identity. It has already lost thousands
of Buddhist monasteries and too many
monks and nuns. And | have been to
Tibet and have seen this.

In Iraqg, the Kurds have been used for
target practice and guinea pigs for
toxic Kkilling. And MoJdo talks about
the track record of Burma and Nigeria.
The victims of these outrages and more
are Anne Wexler’s targets. When they
and her other well-connected friends
are successful in changing a legislative
clause here and writing the Dear Col-
league letter, do they think about the
Catholic bishop starting his third dec-
ade in a brutal Chinese prison? Do they
think of the young boys on the slave
block in southern Sudan?

I know these are harsh thoughts, but
we are dealing with harsh dictators and
regimes. What we do here matters. And
the content of legislation has real im-
pact around the world. Please think
about this. Did these companies mean
to give Anne Wexler this much power?
If one is a government official working
on these matters, does he think what
his actions mean to those who have no
one looking out for them? And if one is
a Member of Congress, does he remem-
ber when Anne Wexler and company
stops by that no one is speaking for
those on the other end, those in Sudan,
those in prison, those in slavery, those
in Iraq, those Catholic bishops in pris-
on, those evangelical pastors in prison
in China, and the monks and Buddhist
nuns in prison in Tibet?

Mother Jones or “MoJo” is a national maga-
zine of investigative journalism focusing on po-
litical reporting. It is named after and in the
spirit of the legendary Mary Harris (Mother)
Jones who was one of the most effective or-
ganizers of her time. Before passing on at the
ripe old age of 100, this spirited mother of four
effectively led fights against child labor, and
on behalf of coal miners and other labor
groups during the early years of this century.

Perhaps the worst thing they have done
with their access is to deliberately misstate the
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moderate nature of the Freedom from Reli-
gious Persecution bill. At its root it calls for
withdrawal of non-humanitarian taxpayer sub-
sidies to hardcore persecuting countries and
gives the president total discretion to maintain
the subsidies.

In the end, however, Members will read bill
and understand its moderate character and
people in the pews will hear that this biparti-
san effort gives the persecuted people of the
world a voice.
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Anne Wexler is the only voice. But
she should not be the loudest voice.

Perhaps the worst thing they have
done with their access is to delib-
erately misstate the moderate nature
of the Freedom from Religious Perse-
cution bill. At its root, it calls for the
withdrawal of all nonhumanitarian
taxpayer subsidies to hard core perse-
cuting countries and gives the Presi-
dent total discretion to maintain these
subsidies.

ILLEGAL DRUGS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Mica) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, this is prob-
ably one of the biggest signs in the his-
tory of the House to be used in a spe-
cial order, but | think it addresses one
of the biggest problems that we as a
Nation and we as a Congress face
today. The theme of this sign that we
have here today is Drugs Destroy
Lives.

This particular sign is actually part
of a billboard and a message that we
developed in my central Florida area.
We have 20 of these billboards up right
now in central Florida. We have more
going up, to let our young people know
that indeed drugs destroy lives, to let
our citizens know that drug abuse will
affect their lives and destroy their
lives.

We have a tremendous problem in not
only my district but throughout the
United States. That is why we are try-
ing to create public awareness again
among all of our population, particu-
larly our young, to do something about
that. That is why we in Congress
today, and many Members from our
side of the aisle and some from the
other side of the aisle have joined to-
gether under the leadership of our
Speaker to make drug abuse and illegal
narcotics a number one priority of this
Congress and of this Nation and our
communities.

You may say, why? Let me just tell
you a little bit of why | am here with
this message and why we are here with
this billboard and we are going to
spread this message across our land.

Since 1992, and these are incredible
statistics, drug use among teens has
skyrocketed by 70 percent. | heard the
Speaker of the House say today as we
launched our major congressional ini-
tiative that in the 1980s under Presi-
dent Reagan and then under President
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Bush, drug abuse and misuse dropped
and dropped and dropped because we
had a public awareness, we had a Just
Say No, we had a commitment and a
leadership from Washington and from
every level, a focus on doing away with
the narcotics problem and illegal drugs
in our society, and it worked.

But since 1992, 1993, and some of the
actions of this administration, we have
seen that trend turn around and now
skyrocket with drug use among teens
increasing by some 70 percent. The lat-
est statistics show that half of the high
school seniors think it is easy to ob-
tain cocaine and LSD. These are the
most recent statistics. Eighth grade
use of drugs has increased 150 percent
since 1992. Again a dramatic figure.
Today the latest figures are that 25
percent of our high school seniors are
current users of illegal drugs.

This is a scourge across our whole
land. We have a tremendous problem.
Some of it is a result, quite frankly, of
policy of this administration. | do not
want to get into all the details of what
took place in the past, but one of Presi-
dent Clinton’s first actions on taking
office was to gut the Office of National
Drug Control Policy, our Drug Czar’s
office. The statistics and the facts are
these. He cut the staff from 146 individ-
uals, staff positions, to 25.

In his first year, President Clinton
cut $200 million from drug interdiction
efforts in the Caribbean and another
$200 million from alternative crop pro-
duction and crop eradication. That
means he took the bulk of money out
of the programs that were the most
cost-effective in stopping drugs at their
source, in stopping drugs where they
only cost a few cents, a few dollars.

I serve on a committee that
overviews this national drug policy,
and we have seen that the most effec-
tive dollars can be spent where drugs
are produced and grown in their source
countries. We know that all of the co-
caine and the heroin and some of these
other products are coming both
through Colombia, the cocaine, 100 per-
cent of it is coming from Peru, Bolivia
and Colombia, so why not target the
source?

We here in Congress are launching a
program this week and today to stop
drugs at their source. We are also
launching a program that we think will
help everyone by again bringing atten-
tion to this problem; not only bringing
Federal resources such as we have done
in central Florida, creating a high in-
tensity drug traffic area, bringing
every law enforcement mechanism to-
gether in central Florida and other
communities, but across this whole
land we are going to ask for account-
ability, responsibility, tough enforce-
ment.

We have started in my local commu-
nity with this theme. We have a high
intensity drug traffic area from Day-
tona Beach all the way through Or-
lando and over to Tampa. We have or-
ganized State, local and Federal forces.
We are going to today launch a real
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war on drugs. We are sending this mes-
sage that in fact drugs can destroy
lives.

CHINA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER) is recognized
for 60 minutes as the designee of the
majority leader.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, |
would like to commend the gentleman
from Florida for his presentation. |
just came back from Southeast Asia
where heroin is being grown, actually
it is opium and turned into heroin, es-
pecially in Burma and in Afghanistan,
and | was informed by the DEA agents
there that we know exactly where the
fields are that produce about 90 percent
of the heroin, and with leadership from
the White House we could attack those
fields without hurting anybody before
they ever got beyond those countries.

But like the gentleman stated, since
1992 we have not had leadership from
the White House in the area, in that
type of interdiction, plus we have not
had the moral leadership that Ronald
Reagan provided during the 1980s which
made the use of illegal drugs some-
thing that was socially unacceptable.
It was just something that people did
not find it acceptable to have that in
their presence because it was some-
thing that was regarded as insulting
and degrading and immoral.

Instead, that attitude has now unfor-
tunately changed again without that
type of rejection from the leadership in
the White House. Unfortunately, we see
the trends in heroin use by young peo-
ple is up. It is just a terrible trend.

Mr. MICA. If the gentleman will
yield, | want to thank him for his lead-
ership on this issue, in trying to call to
the attention of the American people
this drug problem and other problems
relating to our national security that
he has so eloquently presented on the
floor.

He also mentioned the heroin produc-
tion out of Asia. | serve on the national
security subcommittee. We have found
now 50 percent of the heroin, and her-
oin was not even really coming in any
quantities out of Colombia, is now
coming out of Colombia, mostly be-
cause of the policy of this administra-
tion.

We asked that waivers be granted be-
cause Colombia was decertified as not
cooperating. Time and time again over
the past 2Y%; years we have asked for
equipment, resources, materials to
fight the war on drugs in that country
and to stop the production of heroin.
This is all new just in the course of
this administration that heroin is
being grown in incredible quantities,
poppy fields.

That is coming into Florida, it is
coming into California, the gentle-
man’s State, it is coming into the Na-
tion. We see the results. The results
are, | have heroin deaths in central
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Florida that equal our largest metro-
politan areas in the United States. Not
only the poor children in Detroit and
New York and Los Angeles, but in Or-
lando and other suburbs across this
country, are dying in the streets, in
our community, now reaching 20,000
deaths, more than any war.

| thank the gentleman again for his
great leadership, and also for his tak-
ing time with a special order to bring
this and other matters to the attention
of the Congress and the American peo-
ple.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. This does fit
into my special order which is focused
on China because one of the things this
administration is totally ignoring is
the Chinese relationship to the drug
lords in Burma. China has become a
major distributer of heroin as it takes
the heroin from Burma by providing
weapons to the Burmese dictatorship,
then takes the heroin or the opium out
of Burma and takes it down through
Vietnam and Cambodia and then out to
distribution points in the United
States and elsewhere.

Tonight | would like to discuss China
policy. But before | do, | would like to
say that | understand why the Amer-
ican people probably are a little bit
frustrated right now when they turn on
their TV, as | have over these last few
months, and heard more about the sex
life of our President than any of us
want to know.

Yes, there may be a situation where
a person was told to lie on a legal depo-
sition, which is somewhat of a serious
matter. But | for one, however, have
been disappointed with the zeal of our
news media in digging ever deeper into
the lurid details of this ongoing circus,
not to shed light on legal issues but in-
stead to sell newspapers and to boost
ratings. Accomplishing this, boosting
their ratings or selling newspapers, has
meant appealing not to the public
sense of justice or even offering a bet-
ter understanding of the legal issues
that underlie this spectacle. No, the ex-
haustive attention paid to the Monica
Lewinsky-Paula Jones maneuverings
has nothing to do with the public inter-
est and has everything to do with ap-
pealing to the public’s purient interest.

For those who claim there is nothing
else to cover of such a magnitude, of
something that could attract the at-
tention of the people, | rise tonight to
say nay. We are living in times where
decisions are being made that will de-
termine the fundamental safety and
prosperity of our people for decades to
come. In a way, our President should
be grateful that the media has focused
on the trivial yet nevertheless inexcus-
able decisions that he has made in his
personal conduct, rather than on some
of the horrendous decisions he has
made that have mind-boggling implica-
tions for our future.

Tonight | would like to discuss for
the record an issue that has yet to
fully make itself present to the Amer-
ican people. It is not now part of the
public consciousness but will, | predict,
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once the public is aware of what is
going on, result in widespread rage and
ultimately an equally widespread sense
of betrayal by our people. Whether pur-
posely or as a result of well intentioned
but unforgivably wrong policies, our
country has been put in serious jeop-
ardy.

First let me say that in my first 10
years that | have been here in the
House of Representatives, | have suf-
fered great frustration over our coun-
try’s China policy, both Republicans
and Democrats in charge of the White
House. When Clinton was elected in
1992, in fact, | expected at least | would
be able to work with our new President
from Arkansas on the issues concern-
ing China. After all, candidate Clinton
attacked President Bush for kowtow-
ing to the Chinese despots, and when
asked in an interview a few weeks be-
fore the election, candidate Clinton
pledged that he would not support
most-favored-nation status for China
and that he was appalled by the human
rights abuses of the Communist regime
in Beijing.

But once elected and sworn in as
President, Bill Clinton’s tune changed.
He was different from President Bush,
all right. Instead of not being tough
enough on the Communist Chinese re-
gime, he decided not to be tough at all.
Instead of revoking most-favored-na-
tion status for Communist China as he
pledged during his campaign, President
Clinton waited till Congress was out of
town on a break and then announced
that his administration was decoupling
Chinese trade issues from any discus-
sion of human rights. In one single
stroke, Bill Clinton earned an infamous
place in history.
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In the years since he has done noth-
ing to rectify or correct this horren-
dous violation of our trust. This act
was the worst setback for the cause of
human rights at least since the time
that | have served in Congress.

Not only did we step off the high
ground in our relations with the Com-
munist Chinese regime, but we have
been wading in the muck with them
ever since. The tough guys in Beijing
now know darn well that anything this
administration says or does about
human rights is meant for internal
consumption in the United States only.
In other w