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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m.
The Chaplain, the Reverend James

David Ford, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Of all the gifts that You so gener-
ously have given, O God, we are appre-
ciative of the gift of friendship. For
those who support us all the day long
and for those whose kindness and con-
cern help us meet the challenges of the
day, we offer these words of thanks-
giving and praise. May each of us learn
to support each other with respect and
appreciation, with trust and faith and
with that bond of love that stands all
the tests of time. May Your blessing, O
God, be with us now and evermore.
Amen.

f

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.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

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

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

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

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. There will be 15 one-
minutes on each side this morning.

f

SUPPORT H.R. 1487, NATIONAL
MONUMENT NEPA COMPLIANCE
ACT

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1

minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, the
Washington Times has reported that
the Clinton administration is planning
to ban public use on 5 million acres of
public land before the 2000 presidential
election.

Now, why would this President deny
Americans the right to use their public
lands? Well, the Times says it is to woo
environmentalists.

Do I need to remind the President
that not just environmentalists but
conservationists, bird hunters, bird
watchers and other outdoor
recreationists have all the rights to use
that public land as well, and they all
have the right to pull the lever on the
voting booth.

To make matters worse, the Presi-
dent’s own Cabinet is acknowledging
the recklessness of this proposal. Sec-
retary Bruce Babbitt is quoted as say-
ing, ‘‘We have switched the rules of the
game. We are not trying to do anything
legislatively.’’

The implication is clear. If Congress
does not pass the laws that the Presi-
dent wants passed, then he will make
his own laws through regulation, exec-
utive orders and policy directives.

Therefore, I ask my colleagues to
help stop this abuse of executive power,
protect our constitutional rights as
Members of Congress and support H.R.
1487, the National Monument NEPA
Compliance Act.

f

PATIENTS’ BILL OF RIGHTS
(Mr. CUMMINGS asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, sadly,
over 50 percent of Americans believe
that with managed care the quality of
health care has declined. They feel
powerless and unprotected.

The solution? A Bill of Rights.
Our Nation’s forefathers were con-

cerned about the government becoming

unresponsive to the will of the people,
so they enacted citizen protections and
guarantees. Today, managed care has
become unresponsive to the will of our
Nation’s patients. Lack of access to
medical care or prescription drugs, in-
ability to determine when medical care
is necessary, and inability to seek legal
redress on medical decisions.

Enactment of a Patients’ Bill of
Rights is ripe. As lawmakers, it is our
duty. Let us adopt our forefathers’ in-
sight, renew our citizens’ sense of em-
powerment in their health care, and
pass a Patients’ Bill of Rights.

f

IRS TARGETS POOR SOUTHERNERS

(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, every day
there seems to be a new horror story
coming out of the IRS. I sort of feel
like David Letterman, because the sto-
ries I have to tell are so implausible, so
hard to believe, that I should probably
say, ‘‘I’m not making this up.’’

It turns out that poor Southerners
are more likely than almost anyone
else to be audited by the IRS. Why do
you think this is? Well, of course, one
reason is because there is rampant
abuse, truly massive abuse in the
earned income tax credit program and
the IRS is perfectly correct in going
after tax cheats who are ripping off
their fellow Americans.

The problem is that there is another
reason why poor Southerners are being
targeted. That reason is more sinister
and it is a reason the IRS does not
want to talk about.

The poor do not have the resources to
defend themselves against an army of
IRS lawyers.

So here we have the United States
Government embarked on a deliberate
policy to take advantage of the weak
and vulnerable just struggling to get
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by, barely making it to the next pay-
day.

I think that is wrong.

f

MANAGED CARE DISCHARGE
PETITION

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, in-
stead of addressing the crisis of health
care in our Nation, we keep finding ex-
cuse after excuse to block progress on
this issue.

Let us stop the delay. We have a road
map for reforming HMO care, the
Democratic Patients’ Bill of Rights.

There is not a one of us who would
choose an MBA over an M.D. when it
comes to our family’s medical health,
but that is exactly what has happened
to our health care system. We have
taken the power away from those who
know and care about saving lives and
we have given it to people whose pri-
ority is simply making money.

It needs to change, and that change
can begin today.

I ask every Member on both sides of
the aisle to join me in signing this pe-
tition to make sure that the needs of
America’s families are not pushed
aside yet again, and to make sure we
fulfill our responsibility to working
families and prevent them from wor-
rying about whether their children will
get the care they need and deserve for
another year.

Let us stop the obstruction, let us
sign the petition, and let us get to
work.

f

KHRUSHCHEV’S SON WILL NOT
VOTE DEMOCRATIC

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

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, last
month the previous speaker suggested
Congress raise taxes and lower our na-
tional defense. Last week, the head of
the Democrat Congressional Campaign
Committee said Democrats have writ-
ten off rural America in the 2000 elec-
tion. What could be next?

According to the Washington Post,
Nikita Khrushchev’s son, Sergei Khru-
shchev, becomes a United States cit-
izen today after living in the United
States for 8 years.

Now, before my Democrat friends cel-
ebrate another socialist joining their
ranks, consider this. Mr. Khrushchev
says, ‘‘I will not vote for Democrats. It
is too dangerous now for the country.’’

At a time when even the children of
Communists have rejected the Demo-
crats as too dangerous, the American
people are preparing another message
for them in the 2000 election: ‘‘We will
bury you.’’

MANAGED CARE REFORM

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

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, some of
us think the problem is that too many
people across America are being bur-
ied, buried unnecessarily because they
have been managed out of their man-
aged health care.

We gather here today to sign a peti-
tion to discharge from a Republican
committee stranglehold a bill of rights
for health care consumers. We gather
to discharge this vital legislation be-
cause the Republican leadership has
failed to discharge its responsibilities
to the American people.

For too many folks, managed health
care just means being managed out of
the care that they need. Under our bill,
physicians will be able to provide the
best quality health care available rath-
er than having some clerk be rewarded
for denying care with a bonus.

The Republican leadership has served
the insurance industry very well in
blocking this bill. We believe it is time
to discharge it for floor action, time to
serve America’s health care consumers,
not the insurance lobby and the HMOs
that are denying Americans the qual-
ity of care and the rights that they de-
serve.

f

BATTLE BETWEEN CONGRES-
SIONAL LIBERALS AND REPUB-
LICAN PARTY

(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, there is a
battle going on in this country, a fierce
struggle between two opposing forces,
each of enormous strength.

The battle is between the greedy
hand of big government and the people.
Individual liberty is at stake.

On one side stands the defenders of
the greedy hand of big government, the
liberals in Congress. On the other side
stands the defenders of individual lib-
erty, the Republican Party.

One side defends the greedy hand of
big government at every turn, every
day, on every bill, on every bureau-
cratic decision. The other side strains
mightily to provide tax relief for work-
ing Americans and resists the siren call
of the Washington politicians who
claim that big government is the an-
swer to all our problems.

Does anyone doubt the truth of this?
If so, who on the other side will step
forward and refute them? Who on the
other side will denounce the greedy
hand of big government and voice this
support for individual liberty through
tax relief and against the forces which
erode our liberty with each passing
day?

INTERNATIONAL TRADE LAW VIO-
LATIONS COST 10,000 STEEL-
WORKER JOBS

(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, over
10,000 steelworkers have lost their jobs
because Japan, Russia, South Korea
and China are violating international
trade laws. And after all of that, the
White House says, America will not
violate international trade laws, and
the White House has helped to kill the
import steel quota bill.

Beam me up, Mr. Speaker. There is
not one citizen of Japan, Russia, China
or South Korea that voted for this
White House crew. Nearly 99 percent of
those steelworkers who lost their job
voted for that White House crew.

I think it is time that Uncle Sam re-
quires everybody to heed the law, but if
they are going to break it, by God, we
should impose strict import quotas.

I yield back any manufacturing jobs
still left in our country.

f

TIME FOR A TAX CUT

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

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker,
time and time again my liberal friends
march down to the well of the House to
rail against tax cuts for the rich. Iron-
ically, their misleading rhetoric never
includes a definition of what con-
stitutes being rich. This is because
many of the people they are talking
about would be shocked to learn that
big-spending politicians consider them
rich.

Take, for example, a young married
couple earning $72,000 a year. This cou-
ple falls into the top 10 percent of tax-
paying households and would surely be
branded as greedy and undeserving of
any tax relief by the rhetorical rants
coming from the left side of the aisle.

Mr. Speaker, this is demagoguery, it
is disingenuous, and it is not true. I
would hope it would come to an end. I
implore my Democratic colleagues to
stop their misleading tactics and join
the Republican Party’s majority effort
to provide an across-the-board tax cut
to every American who pays Federal
income taxes.

f

MANAGED CARE REFORM

(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas asked and was given permission
to address the House for 1 minute and
to revise and extend her remarks.)

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, as we stand here
this morning, we know that we are in
the greatest country in the world. We
have been responsible for finding all
kinds of interventions for our health
care, and we enjoy the best skill and
best knowledge in the world for health
care.
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Yet American people do not have ac-

cess to that care, the care that they
have paid for through their tax dollars
for the research. And yet we beg now
and plead with the HMOs and the man-
aged care insurance to allow people to
have access to just basic health care.
They need access to just needed care.
They do not want to be treated one-
size-fits-all.

Whether you are 7 or 70 in this coun-
try under HMOs, if you have got a cer-
tain diagnosis, you all get treated the
same. That does not address individual
needs. Doctors need the freedom to
practice the art and the science that
they have learned and that they are ca-
pable of doing. They do not have that
right under our present system. They
are pushed out on the line and given in-
structions by the HMOs, and yet the
HMOs do not even want to be respon-
sible for what they tell the physicians
to do.

It is time for change. The American
people are calling for it.

f

b 1015

FREEDOM FOR EDUCATION

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

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Speaker, the es-
sence of America, as we all know, is
freedom, but somehow, that does not
apply to education. Because the door
slams shut on so many parents across
this country when they want to have
the freedom to choose the best edu-
cation possible for their children.

Too often, too many Federal dollars
are wasted here in Washington and not
enough spent back home in Staten Is-
land and across this country where the
parents and the teachers, the local
communities know better how to spend
their funds.

Well, the Republican Party recently
is embarking on a path towards free-
dom when it comes to education, and
that is to allow States the opportunity
and local communities to spend the
money as they see fit. Can anyone in
this country acknowledge that the
folks here in Washington are in a bet-
ter position to spend the money on
education than back home where they
are? Where the parents and teachers
and administrators are? I think not.

Mr. Speaker, let us support freedom
for education. Let us support the op-
portunity to send Federal money back
home across America, and not be wast-
ed here in Washington.

f

MANAGED CARE REFORM

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

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
the gentleman from Colorado that said
he would bury us as Democrats, I guess
going on their experience, they buried

managed care reform for 2 years, so
they have that kind of experience.

Let me talk this morning about some
ads that are in the Washington publica-
tions that talk about how the Dingell
bill will be more expensive. Well, let
me give my colleagues the Texas expe-
rience. We have had managed care re-
form in Texas for 2 years and the rea-
son it is going to be more expensive is
that they are going to have to start
paying claims. They have lost half of
the appeals process, so I would much
rather have better than a flip-of-the-
coin odds if I am going to managed
care for health care.

Mr. Speaker, a 500 percentage may be
great if one is a baseball player who
will be making $10 million, but when
one is deciding whether one is going to
have adequate health care, I would
rather have a better percentage than a
flip of the coin. They are actually
going to have to pay those claims.

We need a real patients’ bill of rights
that has everything in it: account-
ability, access to specialists, a real ap-
peals process, and no gag rules and
medical necessity. That is why I do not
think they are going to have the expe-
rience in burying this bill any more.

f

PHARMACEUTICAL BENEFITS FOR
MEDICARE PATIENTS

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

Mr. COOKSEY. Mr. Speaker, I am a
physician. Thirty years ago when I fin-
ished medical school, most of the pa-
tient’s care was in-patient, and most of
the pharmaceutical benefit was in-pa-
tient. Today, 25 percent of the cost of
health care for Medicare patients is the
pharmaceutical benefit. This is because
most of health care for seniors and for
everyone else is carried out on an out-
patient basis today.

I feel that Medicare patients need
some help with their pharmaceutical
benefits. The truth is, two-thirds of
Medicare patients already have a ben-
efit. This two-thirds of the Medicare
population does not need a pharma-
ceutical benefit. That leaves one-third
who, in many cases, have high expenses
for their pharmaceutical costs and des-
perately need some help with their
Medicare benefits.

Medicare needs an integrated system
with Medicare that will pay for these
benefits. We have the best pharma-
ceutical industry in the world. We do
not need to put them under the bu-
reaucracy.

Mr. Speaker, this Republican sup-
ports a Medicare benefit for pharma-
ceuticals.

f

IMPROVING AMERICANS’ ACCESS
TO HEALTH CARE

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, first it
was campaign finance reform, then it
was gun safety and school violence,
now it is health care reform. There is
an unfortunate pattern taking place
here with the Republican leadership.
On issue after issue, issues that are im-
portant to the people, the Republican
leadership uses its power to stomp out
real discussion.

Fortunately, we have an alternative,
and that is the discharge petition, and
we are signing it here today. Demo-
crats have been waiting for 2 years to
pass the Patients’ Bill of Rights, and
today we step forward to improve
Americans’ access to health care. Let
us not be fooled by breaking last year’s
sham bill into eight pieces. The Repub-
lican leadership wants health care re-
form to be in small pieces. This will
not sell. The American Medical Asso-
ciation says that the Republican pack-
age of bills falls short of the mark and
it does not solve any of the problems of
doctors and patients.

It is time to put doctors and their pa-
tients back in charge of health care re-
form.

f

FREE SOCIAL SECURITY LOCKBOX
LEGISLATION

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

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, today is
day number 63 of the latest hostage cri-
sis. It is a hostage crisis that is not
getting much attention in the main-
stream media, but it has grave implica-
tions for current and future retirees
nonetheless.

Since April 21 of this year, Demo-
crats in the other body have blocked a
Herger lockbox proposal, refusing to
allow it to even come to a vote.

What is being held hostage is legisla-
tion to create a Social Security
lockbox; in other words, legislation to
create a safe deposit box that would
put an end to the time-honored prac-
tice in Washington of raiding the So-
cial Security Trust Fund whenever
politicians want to expand govern-
ment.

Republicans in the House of Rep-
resentatives have passed Social Secu-
rity lockbox legislation. We want to
protect the Social Security Trust Fund
from further raids. The other side is
adamantly against it. Once we get into
the habit of raiding a cookie jar, it is
awfully tough to quit. It is time to end
the hostage crisis and free the Social
Security lockbox and protect seniors
from more raids on the Social Security
Trust Fund.

f

FEDERAL RESERVE SHOULD NOT
RAISE INTEREST RATES

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

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, last
week, the Chairman of the Federal Re-
serve Board appearing before the Joint
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Economic Committee hinted broadly
that the Federal Reserve is about to
raise short-term interest rates. It
would be a serious mistake for them to
do so.

When asked why it was necessary to
raise interest rates at this time, the
Federal Reserve Chairman was at a
loss to give a good reason. The only
reason he could point to was that un-
employment was now at about 4 per-
cent, and they felt that that was too
low.

To raise interest rates now would
choke off the kind of economic
progress that we have been enjoying
for the last several years; and, it would
create a situation whereby people who
are just now beginning to benefit from
this economic circumstance would be
deprived of the ability to do so.

Wages and benefits of the average
working people are now just beginning
to go up over the course of the last
couple of years. The Federal Reserve
would cut that off. People who have
not been able to find a job up until now
are working. The Federal Reserve
would cut that off.

It is a mistake to raise short-term in-
terest rates, and we need to make it
clear to the Federal Reserve that they
ought not do so.

f

NATIONAL IDENTIFICATION CARD
BAD IDEA FOR AMERICA

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

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, the Amer-
ican people strongly oppose the insti-
tuting of a national identification card.
The authority was given for a national
I.D. card in 1996. I have been working
very hard to try to repeal this author-
ity.

Today, we would have had an oppor-
tunity under the transportation bill to
repeal this authority and to prevent a
national I.D. card from coming into ex-
istence.

Unfortunately, that will not be per-
mitted, due to the rule that is coming
up for the transportation bill. I think
this is a serious mistake. It is not just
30 or 40 or 50 percent of the American
people who reject a national I.D., but
almost all Americans reject this idea. I
find it a shame that we are not able to
vote on the repeal authority.

It was never intended that the Social
Security number would be the uni-
versal, national identifier. It is given
to a child at birth and one cannot even
be buried without it. So the national
I.D. card, when instituted, will be used
for everything: To get on an airplane,
to get a job, open up a bank account;
whatever we want to do, we will have
to show our papers.

This is un-American. It is something
that we should not be doing, and unfor-
tunately, we will not get to vote on it
today.

DISCHARGE PETITION FOR
HEALTH CARE REFORM

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

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I have
introduced a discharge petition today,
number 3. I am urging all of my col-
leagues to join in signing it on both
sides of the aisle.

The discharge petition provides for
essentially an open rule. It allows full
opportunity for open debate, and it al-
lows full opportunity for amendment.
It permits the minority to do what
they feel is necessary, but it also
assures that my colleagues on the Ma-
jority side will have full opportunity to
participate.

There is no funny rule here, no cook-
ing of the process. It is a full, open and
fair process, both with regard to the
amendment process and with regard to
the actual handling of time and other
parts of the legislation.

I urge all of my colleagues on both
sides to join in signing this discharge
petition on the patients’ bill of rights.
It is almost the first of July. The im-
portant part of the session is almost
behind us, and all that we really are
going to have time on from now on is
to address budget appropriation and
spending matters.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
do something that the American people
want. Sign the discharge petition and
support the patients’ bill of rights.

f

PUTTING POLITICS BEFORE OUR
CHILDREN

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

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, as a fa-
ther of four, I was very disappointed in
the White House’s behavior last week
and many of the Democrat leadership
Members in the House. We had a gun
control debate. We had a good debate
on juvenile justice, and we agreed, ulti-
mately, on four out of five key issues.
Included in that was closing the loop-
hole for gun shows, stricter enforce-
ment, stricter penalties that involved
guns, trigger locks, and yet, because it
was not exactly what the White House
and the Democrat leadership wanted,
they put politics over children and
torpedoed the bill, killed it, voted it
down, and now we have nothing.

In the political body, something is al-
ways better than nothing if we want to
advance the cause, but it is just obvi-
ous that politics count more than chil-
dren’s safety. As a father, I take off my
Republican hat and I say, I regret it as
a parent.

Something is going on out there with
our children. We need to look at all as-
pects of the pop culture. Is it the vio-
lent video games? Is it the fact that
the average TV-viewing child has seen
16,000 murders on TV by the time he is

18 years old? Is it a problem in our
schools that maybe our classrooms are
too large? We should look at all of
those things. I am sorry that the White
House put politics over children.

f

SUPPORT THE PATIENTS’ BILL OF
RIGHTS

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, for the
past 2 years, the American public has
been very clear in its desire for man-
aged care reform. It has sent the same
consistent message time and time
again that medical decisions should be
made by doctors and patients and not
by insurance company bureaucrats.

Yet, the Republican leadership foiled
meaningful HMO reform in the last
Congress, and they are stalling as we
speak. Today, congressional Democrats
are signing a discharge petition calling
for real managed care reform to be
brought to the House floor imme-
diately, because the Republican leader-
ship will not bring that bill to the floor
of the House.

This petition calls for a very, very
simple set of comments: the ability to
choose one’s own doctor, an easy thing
to grasp on to, guaranteed access to
emergency rooms, guaranteed access to
specialty care. Freedom from gag rules
to prevent doctors from offering care,
and the ability to hold HMOs account-
able.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
sign on to the discharge petition. The
families of this country should be able
to make their medical decisions free
from the heavy hand of HMO account-
ants. Let us sign our names today and
support a real patients’ bill of rights.

f

SUPPORT MANAGED CARE
REFORM

(Mrs. JONES of Ohio asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
last week, our children and families
were denied protection from guns. This
week, and for 2 years, we have been de-
nied protection from managed care. We
have been denied a patients’ bill of
rights.

I promised the people of the 11th Con-
gressional District of Ohio that when I
got to Congress, I would work for a pa-
tients’ bill of rights and campaign fi-
nance reform.

b 1030

I am chagrined, however, that I have
not had the opportunity to debate
these two issues. This is the second dis-
charge petition I have had to sign. Over
122 million Americans are not insured
with enforceable patient protections
without a Federal Patients’ Bill of
Rights. Over 5,960,000 persons in Ohio
alone are denied that protection.
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I rise with my colleagues, my Demo-

cratic colleagues, to sign this discharge
petition seeking a debate on a Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights that will allow
patients access to needed care, allow
them to have doctors make a deter-
mination with regard to their health
care, and provide patients the oppor-
tunity to appeal.

f

EDUCATION

(Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today on behalf of our Nation’s
children. Our children are being denied
basic educational opportunities.

As a former teacher, I know one of
the most important challenges facing
this country is improving our edu-
cational system. We need to expand op-
portunities, set rigorous standards so
our children learn the basics before
being promoted to the next grade. This
is crucial to our country’s social and
economic well-being.

A talented and dedicated teacher
must be in every classroom. Creativity
and innovation in public education
must be encouraged, while still holding
them accountable for results. Every
classroom and library should be con-
nected to the Internet so all students
can be computer literate and be pre-
pared for the 21st century.

Finally, we need to make sure our
schools are healthy places to learn.
Next week I intend to introduce legis-
lation to improve air quality in our Na-
tion’s school buildings based on an ex-
isting Environmental Protection Agen-
cy program. Our children must have a
healthy learning environment.

Let us make the commitment not
only to our children but also to the fu-
ture of this great Nation, and make
education our number one priority.

f

SIGNING THE DISCHARGE PETI-
TION TO ALLOW DEBATE ON THE
PATIENTS’ BILL OF RIGHTS

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

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, today many
of us are signing the discharge petition
to bring a Patients’ Bill of Rights to
the floor for free and open debate. I
know the American public want it. I
certainly know my constituents want
it.

They want a restoration of the doc-
tor-patient relationship so that doctors
can determine medical necessity, so
that doctors and their patients can
make the medical decisions, so that
health care plans are held accountable
for their medical decisions or lack of
decisions.

I am certainly proud that I have able
to take the first legislative action in
the Congress on the subject by intro-
ducing in subcommittee an amendment

to hold health care plans accountable
for their medical decisions.

The leadership has been holding the
American public in the waiting room.
This discharge petition will allow us to
get out of the waiting room and get the
health care that we Americans deserve.

f

WHAT A DEMOCRATIC MAJORITY
IN CONGRESS WOULD MEAN

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

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, not
counting social security, the Congres-
sional Budget Office or CBO projects an
$824 billion in budget surpluses over
the next 10 years. Again, that is not
counting the temporary surplus in the
social security trust fund.

Guess what the Democrats are plan-
ning to do with the surplus. Well, if the
statements by the President, the House
Minority Leader, and the Minority
Leader in the other body are any indi-
cation, we might be surprised to learn
that what they want to do is take this
surplus and raise taxes; Members have
heard that right, raise taxes, not cut
them.

Many people in Washington are shak-
ing their heads over the recent state-
ments by Democratic Party leaders,
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. GEP-
HARDT) and Mr. DASCHLE. The gen-
tleman from Missouri said earlier this
month while in Ann Arbor, Michigan,
unbelievably, that he would consider
cutting defense and raising taxes in
order to expand Washington’s role in
our schools.

Now we have a Democratic leader in
the other body who stated on CNN’s
Evans and Novak that tax increases
were ‘‘on the table.’’ I guess there is
really no need to ask what a Democrat
majority in Congress would mean.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KINGSTON). Members must be reminded
to not make reference to statements
off the floor of Members of the other
body.

f

DEMOCRATS TAKE THE NEXT
STEP TOWARD REAL PATIENT
PROTECTIONS

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

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, today
Democrats take the next step in the
long, arduous road to real patient pro-
tections, despite the fact that Repub-
licans continue to construct road-
blocks to meaningful managed care re-
form.

Republicans will claim that they are
moving managed care reform through
the committee process, but what they

will not tell us is that these so-called
reforms lack meaning and enforce-
ment.

The American people deserve more
than empty promises and rhetoric.
They deserve to choose their doctor.
They deserve access to specialists.
They deserve to have doctors, not
health care bureaucrats, making their
vital medical decisions. Most impor-
tantly, they deserve legal remedies to
hold their health plans accountable.

The Democratic Patients’ Bill of
Rights provides these guarantees. Re-
publicans are up to the same old tricks
again this year. They will not even
allow us to bring the Democratic Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights to a debate here
on the floor for the American people to
listen and ultimately for all of us to
vote on.

Last year, protecting their special in-
terests, they narrowly defeated the
real patient protections Democrats
pushed to the floor. Then realizing that
we represented the views of Americans
across this country, they put forth a
watered down proposal to try to de-
tract from the real issues.

Again this year Republicans are
doing the same thing. This discharge
petition should serve as a wake-up call
to Republicans that Americans want
real patient protections and they want
it now.

f

REAL REFORM FOR THE TAX
CODE

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

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, often-
times people come up to me and say,
the politicians are always talking
about reforming the Tax Code, getting
rid of the Tax Code, making it easier to
file our taxes, but nothing ever
changes. How come that is?

The short answer is that the special
interests benefit from the Tax Code,
and the complexity of the Tax Code is
a source of enormous government
power. Thus, it would not be in the in-
terests of anyone who wants to expand
government power to change the Tax
Code in a more sane direction.

Another reason is equally valid. It is
called Tax Code progressivity. Any at-
tempt to change the Tax Code into
something that made sense, that actu-
ally looked like it was designed on pur-
pose, would be met with howls of pro-
tests from the liberals. They would say
it was unfair because it would under-
mine progressivity.

A flat tax, one rate, meaning that
the more you make the more taxes you
pay, is already a system that is fair
and that makes high earners pay their
fair share. A sales tax would also be
fair.

In my view, if Members are against
the flat tax or the sales tax, all the
talk about reforming the Tax Code is
simply empty rhetoric.
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THE HOUSE MUST ADDRESS CER-

TAIN DISTURBING TRENDS IN
GUN VIOLENCE

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

Mr. BLAGOJEVICH. Mr. Speaker,
among the disturbing trends in Amer-
ica relating to gun violence are those
loopholes where teenagers and crimi-
nals can get guns at gun shows. This
House has yet to address this issue.

Another dangerous trend is the in-
creasing availability of military-style
weapons to the civilian market. Exam-
ples of these are laser sights, high-ca-
pacity ammunition clips, and the 50-
caliber sniper rifle.

Mr. Speaker, the 50-caliber sniper
rifle is among the most destructive and
powerful weapons available today. It
fires armor-piercing ammunition. It
was designed to take out armored per-
sonnel, helicopters, and concrete bunk-
ers. It was used in the Gulf War. It has
a range of up to 4 miles. You can shoot
one of these from the Capitol and hit
the Washington Monument with accu-
racy. It is 5 feet long and weighs over
28 pounds. You do not need it for hunt-
ing, yet you can buy it legally. It is
less regulated than handguns, and it
ought to be available only if you are in
the military fighting a war.

Mr. Speaker, this House must address
this issue immediately.

f

A TRIBUTE TO WILLIAM RONEY, A
TENNESSEE HERO, AND A PLEA
FOR CONGRESS TO DEBATE AND
PASS MEANINGFUL LEGISLA-
TION

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

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I wanted to
rise and pay tribute to a young man in
my district, a hero in my district, Wil-
liam Roney, who just recently on Sun-
day, June 20, alerted families in a Park
Estates apartment in East Memphis
Park in my district of a fire that had
developed and which eventually con-
sumed portions, large portions of the
building.

Because of his actions, he certainly
could have driven right by and made a
phone call, but he jumped out of his
car, knocked on doors, waved and
yelled, and got all the families out of
this building. It is my hope that those
in my community will certainly pay
the type of respects and certainly
honor him in a way that he deserves.

I would say to my colleagues here in
the Congress, we have heard a lot of
talk this morning about guns and HMO
reform and campaign finance. I would
hope my colleagues, particularly on
this side of the aisle and even on my
side of the aisle, would realize that all
we have really done in this Congress is
pass a bunch of suspension bills. We fly
back on Monday evenings and Tuesday

evenings to vote on naming Post Of-
fices and other Federal buildings.

HMO reform, people are crying out
for it. Campaign finance reform, people
are crying out for it. People want some
action on guns, maybe not what we
want, maybe not what the other side
wants, but people want something. Let
us rise up and do what the American
people have elected us to do: not pass
suspension bills, but pass meaningful
legislation.

f

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR-
TATION AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES ACT, 2000

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 218 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 218

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
house resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2084) making
appropriations for the Department of Trans-
portation and related agencies for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2000, and for other
purposes. The first reading of the bill shall
be dispensed with. Points of order against
consideration of the bill for failure to com-
ply with clause 4(c) of rule XIII or section
401(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
are waived. General debate shall be confined
to the bill and shall not exceed one hour
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Appropriations. After general
debate the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule.
Points of order against provisions in the bill
for failure to comply with clause 2 of rule
XXI are waived except as follows: page 10,
line 16, through page 13, line 13; ‘‘Notwith-
standing any other provision of law,’’ on
page 13, line 16; ‘‘Notwithstanding any other
provision of law,’’ on page 15, line 20; ‘‘Not-
withstanding any other provision of law,’’ on
page 17, line 14; ‘‘Notwithstanding any other
provision of law,’’ on page 18, line 4; ‘‘Not-
withstanding any other provision of law,’’ on
page 19, line 5; ‘‘Notwithstanding any other
provision of law,’’ on page 19, line 25; ‘‘Not-
withstanding any other provision of law,’’ on
page 25, line 9; ‘‘Notwithstanding any other
provision of law,’’ on page 32, line 8; page 50,
lines 1 through 9; page 50, line 22, through
page 51, line 12; and page 52, lines 1 through
10. Where points of order are waived against
part of a paragraph, points of order against a
provision in another part of such paragraph
may be made only against such provision
and not against the entire paragraph. The
amendment printed in the report of the Com-
mittee on Rules accompanying this resolu-
tion may be offered only by a Member des-
ignated in the report and only at the appro-
priate point in the reading of the bill, shall
be considered as read, and shall not be sub-
ject to amendment. Points of order against
the amendment printed in the report for fail-
ure to comply with clause 2 of rule XXI are
waived. During consideration of the bill for
further amendment, the Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole may accord priority
in recognition on the basis of whether the
Member offering an amendment has caused
it to be printed in the portion of the Con-
gressional Record designated for that pur-

pose in clause 8 of rule XVIII. Amendments
so printed shall be considered as read. The
chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may: (1) postpone until a time during further
consideration in the Committee of the Whole
a request for a recorded vote on any amend-
ment; and (2) reduce to five minutes the min-
imum time for electronic voting on any post-
poned question that follows another elec-
tronic vote without intervening business,
provided that the minimum time for elec-
tronic voting on the first in any series of
questions shall be 15 minutes. At the conclu-
sion of consideration of the bill for amend-
ment the Committee shall rise and report
the bill to the House with such amendments
as may have been adopted. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HEFLEY). The gentleman from New
York (Mr. REYNOLDS) is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. HALL), pending which I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for purposes
of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 218 is
an open rule that governs the consider-
ation of H.R. 2084, the Department of
Transportation and related agencies
appropriations bill for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2000.

The rule waives clause 4(c) of rule 13
requiring a 3-day availability of print-
ed hearings on a general appropriations
bill, and section 401(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act prohibiting consider-
ation of legislation containing con-
tract authority not subject to appro-
priation against consideration of the
bill.
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The rule also provides for 1 hour of

general debate to be equally divided be-
tween the chairman and the ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Appropriations.

In addition, the rule waives clause 2
of rule XXI, prohibiting unauthorized
or legislative provisions in an appro-
priations bill, against provisions in the
bill, except as otherwise specified in
the rule.

The rule waives clause 2 of rule XXI
against the amendment printed in the
report accompanying this resolution,
which may be offered only by a Mem-
ber designated in the report and at the
appropriate point in the reading of the
bill, shall be considered as read, and
shall not be subject to amendment.

Mr. Speaker, the rule authorizes the
Chair to accord priority in recognition
to Members who have preprinted their
amendments in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

Further, the rule allows the Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole to
postpone votes during consideration of
the bill, and to reduce votes to 5 min-
utes on a postponed question if the
vote follows a 15-minute vote.
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Finally, the rule provides one motion

to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, this bill provides for the
appropriations for the Department of
Transportation and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2000.

The underlying legislation represents
an increase in safety measures and re-
sources in every area of America’s
transportation system, from our air-
ports and roads to bridges and rail-
roads.

The Committee on Appropriations
carefully looked into each area and de-
termined how best to target our valu-
able transportation dollars for max-
imum efficiency and safety.

H.R. 2084 urges our transportation
agencies to set priorities for competing
requirements and compels those agen-
cies to select priorities among their
vast ranges of programs.

The bill meets the funding obligation
limitations set by the 105th Congress in
the transportation legislation known
as TEA 21, which provides $27.7 billion
in highway program obligation limita-
tions, a $3.5 billion increase over last
year’s level.

This much needed funding is directed
to the States to construct and improve
roads and highways. This includes the
bridge replacement and rehabilitation
program that provides assistance for
bridges on public roads, including a dis-
cretionary set-aside for high cost
bridges and for seismic retrofit of
bridges.

The bill also includes technical as-
sistance to other agencies and organi-
zations involved in road building ac-
tivities.

The bill provides for $5.8 billion in
transit program obligations, the fund-
ing level guaranteed in TEA 21, an $824
million increase over last year’s level.

This includes Federal financial as-
sistance programs for planning, devel-
oping, and improving comprehensive
mass transportation systems in both
urban and nonurban areas.

The bill recommends $4.6 billion for
air traffic services, a 7.1 percent in-
crease over the fiscal year 1999 level.
Air traffic services make up an integral
part of aviation safety.

Over the past several years, the prob-
lem of runway incursion continues to
worsen, now occurring at a rate of al-
most one per day.

The bill also includes a general avia-
tion provision to improve safety, in-
cluding a $5 million grant for contract
tower cost sharing and an additional
$500,000 for the important aviation
safety program.

In addition, the bill provides $571 mil-
lion for grants to the National Rail-
road Passenger Corporation, Amtrak,
which has undergone remarkable reha-
bilitation over the past 4 years.

This funding will cover capital ex-
penses and preventative maintenance.
In addition, the Federal Government
will continue to work with Amtrak to
help it reach its goal of total self-suffi-
ciency.

Mr. Speaker, safety should remain
the Federal Government’s highest re-
sponsibility in the transportation area.
Clearly, this bill addresses those needs
and concerns.

In conclusion, I would like to com-
mend the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG), chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations, and the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the rank-
ing member, for their hard work on
this measure.

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

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

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from New York (Mr. REY-
NOLDS) for yielding me the time.

This is an open rule which will allow
for full consideration of the bill mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Transportation.

As my colleague has described, this
rule provides for 1 hour of general de-
bate to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Appropriations.

The rule permits amendments under
the 5-minute rule, which is the normal
amending process in the House. All
Members on both sides of the aisle will
have the opportunity to offer amend-
ments which are germane and which
follow the rules for appropriation bills.

Assisting transportation is one of the
oldest and most important duties of
the Federal Government. Our leaders,
going back to the Founding Fathers,
knew that transportation is the glue
that holds the Nation together. There-
fore, passage of this bill, which funds
the Department of Transportation and
related agencies, is one of the highest
priorities of the Congress.

The bill funds highway construction
and highway safety and transit. It as-
sists our Nation’s air traffic control
system and airport improvements. It
makes possible Amtrak and Federal
railroad programs.

I call attention to the report of the
committee, which directs the Federal
Aviation Administration to give pri-
ority consideration of grant applica-
tions for the development of Dayton
International Airport, in my district.
Dayton is considering three projects,
including an aircraft parking apron,
site development work, and engineer-
ing for an aircraft hangar, and expan-
sion of de-icing facilities.

This bill was adopted by a voice vote
in the Committee on Appropriations. It
is supported on both sides of the aisle.

I want to commend the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WOLF), the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Transpor-
tation of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, for a great job, and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. SABO), the
ranking minority member, for their
work in bringing this bill to the House
floor.

The resolution was reported by a
voice vote in the Committee on Rules.

It is an open rule. I urge adoption of
the rule and the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I have no additional
speakers, and I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

HEFLEY). The question is on the resolu-
tion.

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

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 416, nays 3,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 247]

YEAS—416

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson

Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner

Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
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Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink

Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg

Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—3

Baldwin Kolbe Wu

NOT VOTING—15

Barton
Brown (CA)
DeFazio
Diaz-Balart
Engel

Fletcher
Gilchrest
Granger
Kaptur
Kuykendall

Leach
Olver
Portman
Rogers
Towns
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Mr. INSLEE changed his vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

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.

Stated for:
Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall

No. 247, I was inadvertently detained. Had I
been present, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill (H.R. 2084) making appropriations
for the Department of Transportation
and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2000, and for
other purposes, and that I may include
tabular and extraneous material.

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

There was no objection.
f

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR-
TATION AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 218 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2084.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2084)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Transportation and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes,
with Mr. CAMP in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. WOLF) and the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. SABO) each will
control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WOLF).
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Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, today the House con-
siders the third appropriations bill for
Fiscal Year 2000, the Department of
Transportation and Related Agencies
Appropriations bill. This bill includes
appropriations for our Nation’s high-
ways, transit systems, funding for the
Coast Guard, the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, the Federal Railroad Ad-
ministration, and several other smaller
agencies both within and separate from
the Department of Transportation.

The bill totals $12.7 billion in discre-
tionary budget authority, an increase
of over $400 million over the fiscal year
1999 freeze level. Several of my col-
leagues have sought reductions to pre-
vious appropriations bills to bring
those bills more in line with the levels
provided in fiscal year 1999.

Mr. Chairman, it is important for the
House to understand that more than 70
percent of the funding provided in this
bill as discretionary spending is not
within the control of the Committee on
Appropriations. Funding of $28.8 billion
for the highways and transit programs,
though included in this bill, is manda-
tory. This committee has no control
over the spending levels.

The bill does include increases for
highway and transit programs, but the
committee had no other choice. The
bill presented to the House in no way
alters the funding levels contained in
TEA21.

Let me also note, Mr. Chairman, that
the House recently passed the author-
ization for the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration. That bill contains provi-
sions which had the effect of increasing
funding for the FAA by $14 billion over
the levels assumed in the budget reso-
lution. It guarantees $3 billion a year
in general fund subsidies for aviation
programs within the discretionary
caps.

Next year, if the FAA authorization
bill were enacted, the only truly discre-
tionary program over which this sub-
committee would exert any control
would be the Coast Guard. Creating
new mandatory programs, whether
they are off-budget or within the dis-
cretionary caps, creates more Federal
spending, not less. Such mandatory
spending is uncontrollable and makes
the Congress’ job of balancing the
budget and reducing the national debt
doubly difficult.

If the committee were required to re-
duce program levels within the bill to
the levels provided last year, the House
would be asked to do one of three
things: One, reduce funding for the
Federal Aviation Administration just
days after passing an authorization
containing $14 billion in new spending
above the budget resolution and a few
weeks after an aviation accident in Ar-
kansas; two, reduce funding for the
Coast Guard search and rescue oper-
ations and drug interdiction activities;
or three, nearly eliminate all the Fed-
eral funding for Amtrak. The reported
bill is a lean and balanced bill given
the TEA21 aviation needs and one that
should be supported by the House.

To briefly summarize, $4 billion for
the Coast Guard, including $521 million
for drug interdiction; $10.5 billion for
the FAA, including $2.25 billion for the
AIP program; $27.7 billion for the Fed-
eral-aid highways program, the same
level as guaranteed by TEA21; $368 mil-
lion for NHTSA, again the same level
as authorized; $718 million for the Fed-
eral Railroad Administration, includ-
ing $571 million for Amtrak; $5.8 billion
for the Federal Transit Administra-
tion, the same level as guaranteed by
TEA21; and several smaller appropria-
tions for other modal administrations
and independent agencies.

The bill has been developed in co-
operation with the minority and the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. SABO).
We have had a good close working rela-
tionship over the past several years,
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and this year was no different. The bill
has encountered no significant dis-
agreements, passing through both the
subcommittee and the full committee
markups with only minor amendments.
The administration has also indicated
its support for the bill.

The overarching priority for the com-
mittee in developing this bill has been
safety, and I would like to bring sev-
eral initiatives to the attention of the
Members. Recently, the Inspector Gen-
eral of the Department of Transpor-
tation found that the Office of Motor
Carriers, the office responsible for
keeping trucks on the roads safe, had
less than an arm’s length relationship
with the industry it regulates. Last
year, the committee tried to transfer
the Office of Motor Carriers from the
Federal Highway Administration to

the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration. The committee was
unsuccessful.

This year the bill provides a total of
$70 million more for inspectors but in-
cludes a limitation that none of these
funds are available if the Office of
Motor Carriers remains within the Fed-
eral Highway Administration. Hope-
fully, this limitation will encourage
the administration and others to have
legislation or to change the current
placement and management of the Of-
fice of Motor Carriers as they have in-
dicated they will do.

I would just tell the Members, on
Monday I went out on a highway truck
inspection. A large number of the
trucks that were inspected off of Route
50 in my Congressional district were in
such violation of the law that they

were pulled off the road, meaning they
could not move until they were either
fixed there or towed away. One out of
every five trucks on the major inter-
states that my colleagues and their
constituents and their families are
driving on are very, very unsafe.

This is an issue of safety. Fourteen
to 15 people die every day with regard
to accidents involving trucks. The bill
provides a total of $4 billion for the
Coast Guard, an increase of $150 mil-
lion over the 1999 enacted level. Within
the funds provided for the Coast Guard
is $521 million for drug interdiction ac-
tivities, a 40 percent increase over last
year’s level.

All in all, Mr. Chairman, it is a bal-
anced bill, and I urge its adoption.

Mr. Chairman, I include the following
for the RECORD.
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance

of my time.
Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield

such time as he may consume to the
distinguished gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KUCINICH).

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

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the bill.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the bill/
rule. I would like to thank Chairman WOLF and
Ranking Member SABO for all the hard work
they’ve put into this bill.

On June 1st of this year, Norfolk Southern
and CSX Transportation finalized their acquisi-
tion of Conrail. As a result of this acquisition,
train traffic through parts of my district, has in-
creased significantly. The rail crossings in
these cities literally split the cities in half, and
increased traffic has been causing traffic back-
ups and delays.

With the Chairman’s assistance and with
commitments from NS and CSX and the State
of Ohio, funds have been secured to construct
grade separations at three different rail cross-
ings in my district. When construction is com-
pleted, residents in Berea, Olmsted Falls and
Olmsted Township will be relieved of traffic
backups and delays as a result of train traffic.

In too many cases they will still have to con-
tend with train whistle noise. Once the grade
separations are built, trains will not be re-
quired to sound their whistles when passing
those specific intersections. Several densely
populated neighborhoods in my congressional
district will, however, experience an increase
in whistle noise from passing trains. Many of
these homes are located within 30 to 40 feet
of the railroad tracks, and the increased traffic
through this area means increased noise for
these residents.

Currently, Federal regulations require each
lead locomotive to have a warning device that
produces a sound level of 96 decibels at least
100 feet ahead of the locomotive. The State of
Ohio requires trains to sound their whistles
1,320 feet before a crossing and continuously
while passing through it.

In addition, all major railroads have oper-
ating rules that require their engineers to blow
train horns—normally four consecutive times—
at highway-rail grade crossings as a warning
to motorists and pedestrians.

These regulations were implemented to pro-
tect public safety, but the disturbance train
whistles cause nearby residents should be ad-
dressed. In 1994, Congress passed the Swift
Rail Development Act which directs the Fed-
eral Railroad Administration to mandate the
use of train horns at all public crossings.

This legislation also allows for ‘‘quiet zones’’
whenever communities establish alternatives
that provide the same level of safety at cross-
ings as that provided by train whistles. The
FRA is in the process of drafting new regula-
tions on train whistles and ‘‘quiet zones.’’

I have written to Secretary Slater on the
issue of quiet zones. I have proposed that the
railroad tracks through the 10th District be
designated as ‘‘Pilot Corridors’’ and be used to
demonstrate the use of supplementary safety
measures that would provide the same level of
safety as the sounding of a locomotive horn.

The pilot corridors would include Norfolk
Southern’s Nickel Plate Line, which runs
through some of the very densely populated

residential neighborhoods. The stretch of the
Nickel Plate Line through Lakewood includes
27 at-grade crossings within 2.7 miles of track.
The other tracks that should be included in the
pilot corridors are the Conrail Mainline through
Berea, Olmsted Falls, and Olmsted Township;
and the stretch of the Berea-Greenwich line
that runs through Berea and Olmsted Falls.

All of these tracks are experiencing signifi-
cant increases in freight traffic due to the op-
erating changes of the Conrail acquisition.
While I understand the importance of warning
motorists, pedestrians, and cyclists at these
crossings, my constituents are being awak-
ened in the middle of the night by train opera-
tors that blow their horns loud and long. There
must be a way that we can have safe railroad
crossings without the railroads being a nui-
sance to residents living near tracks.

Through a pilot corridor demonstration
project in my district, we can use some of the
latest safety procedures to ensure safety while
protecting the peace and quiet of the neigh-
borhoods. Photo-enforcement, median strips,
4-quadrant gates, long arm gates, one-way
paired streets, and enforcement/education ef-
forts are among the most up-to-date supple-
mentary safety measures available that may
help maintain safety while keeping peace in
our residential areas.

I applaud the FRA in its efforts to draft and
implement quiet zone regulations, and I hope
that a portion of the funds appropriated in this
bill can be used for that purpose. I believe we
can maintain the safety of these rail lines
while making areas like the cities in my district
quieter environments in which to live.

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

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

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I will not
go through the details of the bill as the
chairman did. But let me commend the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF)
for conducting fair and very profes-
sional hearings in an excellent bill be-
fore us today.

Let me mention the staff of the com-
mittee on the minority side. Cheryl
Smith from the minority staff; Mar-
jorie Duske from my personal staff,
who worked very hard on this bill. Let
me also thank the members of the ma-
jority staff, John Blazey, Rich Efford,
Stephanie Gupta, Linda Muir, and
David Whitestone, all of whom have
worked very hard and in a very profes-
sional way on this bill. This work is
outstanding.

The bill before us is a good one, and
should be passed. As always, one has a
few concerns. I have some concern that
funding for FAA operations may be a
little tight. I am a little concerned
over some technical language as re-
lates to transit. But we will continue
to look at those issues as we go to con-
ference.

But it is a good bill. It moves trans-
portation funding in this country for-
ward in a positive fashion. I would hope
the bill would remain intact, and it
would serve the House well.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of the
fiscal year 2000 Transportation and related
agencies appropriations bill. Let me start by

commending Chairman WOLF for his hard
work in putting together a bill that addresses
the transportation needs of our citizens, com-
munities and businesses. I also want to thank
the majority staff—John Blazey, Rich Efford,
Stephanie Gupta, Linda Muir and David
Whitestone—for the fine job that they do.

This bill was developed in a bipartisan man-
ner and is balanced and fair.

The bill provides $12.7 billion in new budget
authority and $50.7 billion in total resources.
While technically speaking this level is $400
million over last year, the bill actually provides
new budget authority about equal to last
year’s level, adjusted for $400 million in one-
time rescissions adopted last year that cannot
be continued into 2000.

Mr. Chairman, two-thirds of the outlays in
the bill are mandated highways and transit
firewalls in TEA–21. As a result, obligation lev-
els for highway programs increase by $2.2 bil-
lion or 8.5 percent over 1999 and $6.2 billion
or 29 percent since 1998. Transit obligation
authority will increase by $432 million or 8.1
percent over 1999 and $953 million or 20 per-
cent since 1998.

The FY2000 Transportation appropriations
bill is just $425 thousand below its 302(b) allo-
cation in budget authority and at the 302(b) al-
location in outlays. These 302(b) allocations
are adequate, but not generous, and they are
absolutely necessary if we are to fund vital
safety, security and operational requirements
of the Coast Guard, the FAA, and AMTRAK.

COAST GUARD

The bill provides $3.3 billion in discretionary
resources and $721 million in mandatory re-
sources for the Coast Guard. This provides a
discretionary increase of $116 million or 3.6
percent over 1999, excluding mandatory re-
tired pay and excluding 1999 emergency
supplementals which will fund some year 2000
pay requirements. While these levels are short
of the President’s request, I believe they are
adequate for the Coast Guard to accomplish
its national defense, search and rescue, and
law enforcement missions.

Coast Guard drug interdiction activities are
funded at $541 million—a 40 percent increase
over the 1999 level.

In addition, we have had great interest from
some members in certain Coast Guard facili-
ties. This bill does not mandate the closure of
any facilities. In fact, the bill ensures that air
facilities in Long Island and Michigan will re-
main open, and provides funding for a new air
facility in Illinois for southern Lake Michigan.

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

With regard to aviation, this bill does not
shortchange the FAA. It includes $10.5 billion
for the FAA, primarily to fund increased air
traffic control and airport development require-
ments. This provides a 10 percent increase of
$985 million, including a $300 million or 15
percent increase for the airport improvement
program—funded at its highest level ever of
$2.25 billion.

Mr. Chairman, I understand that there is
concern about some of the reductions in the
FAA operations budget, particularly those that
may impact the air traffic controllers pay
agreement. I share these concerns and intend
to work diligently in conference with the Sen-
ate to ensure that we have adequately funded
all aspects of the new air traffic controllers
compensation agreement negotiated with the
FAA last year.
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AMTRAK

Mr. Chairman, this bill also includes $571
million in capital grants for AMTRAK—An
amount that is $37 million or 6 percent below
last year’s level. Since FY1995, funding for
AMTRAK in this bill has been cut by over
$200 million or nearly 30 percent.

The bill also provides AMTRAK with the
flexibility it needs to use these funds for pre-
ventive maintenance on equipment and
track—a good business practice adopted by
other transportation modes.

In our hearings this year, we heard testi-
mony from both AMTRAK and the DOT in-
spector general about the progress AMTRAK
is making toward operational self-sufficiency.
Ridership is up. Revenues are up.

Nevertheless, we also heard testimony that
AMTRAK must receive the entire $571 million
in this bill if AMTRAK is to continue to launch
high speed rail, make improvements in its per-
formance, and meet its on-going financial obli-
gations. AMTRAK is relying on receiving the
full amount of its FY2000 request, and any-
thing less than that amount could effectively
force the railroad into bankruptcy.

In closing, the FY2000 Transportation ap-
propriations bill deserves our strong support. I
urge members to support it and to reject any
amendments to cut the funding provided in the
bill.

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

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Utah
(Mr. COOK).

Mr. COOK. Mr. Chairman, I rise for
the purpose of engaging the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WOLF), the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Transpor-
tation of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, in a colloquy.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, Salt
Lake City has been selected the site of
the 2002 Winter Olympic Games.
Hosting the games poses a significant
challenge to any area, particularly
with respect to transportation. This
challenge is manageable, however, with
support from the Federal Government.

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

Mr. COOK. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, the com-
mittee recognizes the importance of a
successful Winter Olympic Games to
the Salt Lake community, the State of
Utah, and to the entire country. In
light of the national interest in a suc-
cessful Olympic experience in Salt
Lake City, the subcommittee bill in-
cludes almost $75 million for various
transportation infrastructure invest-
ments. These funds are available for
transportation planning, park and ride
lots, intelligent transportation sys-
tems, buses, highways, and the south-
north light rail system. These appro-
priations were secured, I might say, by
the diligence of the gentleman from
Salt Lake City.

The bill, however, does include a pro-
hibition on the use of Federal funds to
execute a letter of no prejudice, a let-
ter of intent or full funding grant
agreement for the west-east light rail
line. This limitation was added by the

committee and was not requested by
the gentleman from Utah (Mr. COOK). I
and the committee staff have spoken
with the gentleman and his staff to dis-
cuss the reasons why, in the opinion of
the committee, this limitation is nec-
essary and appropriate and in the in-
terest of the American taxpayer.

Mr. COOK. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the generosity of the committee
for including appropriations for Salt
Lake City and its surrounding commu-
nities to meet the requirements of the
Olympic Games. The chairman and his
staff of the committee have spoken
with me and my staff about the reasons
why the limitation on the west-east
line was included in the bill.

It is my hope that over the next sev-
eral months that I and other members
of the Utah delegation could address
the issues identified by the committee
and seek ways to provide the necessary
appropriations to ensure a successful
Winter Games in Salt Lake Valley.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I say to
the gentleman from Utah (Mr. COOK),
we look forward, the committee and
the members, to working with the gen-
tleman from Utah and other members
of the delegation to address the most
critical transportation requirements
related to the Salt Lake City 2002 Win-
ter Olympic Games, and I appreciate
the help of the gentleman.

Mr. COOK. Mr. Chairman, I commend
the gentleman for his work.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS).

(Mr. LEWIS of Georgia asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to commend the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF), the
chairman, and the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. SABO), the ranking
member, for their good work on this
bill.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 2084.

Metropolitan Atlanta is facing a crisis. De-
clining air quality and bumper to bumper traffic
are clouding Atlanta’s future.

The people who bear the heaviest burden of
air pollution—poor people, the elderly, and
children—are those who most need our pro-
tection. As we speak, Atlanta’s hospitals are
bracing for a rush of respiratory emergencies
as this season’s ozone season approaches.

Traffic in and around Atlanta is so con-
gested that the term ‘‘quick commute’’ has be-
come an oxymoron. Parents spend more time
in traffic than attending little league games
and PTA meetings. Atlantans now rank traffic,
public transportation and air pollution along-
side education and crime as their top con-
cerns.

More roads will not solve Atlanta’s problem.
In fact, more roads are not an option. Federal
funding cannot be used for road construction
because Georgia has not filed the State Im-
provement Plan required by the Clean Air Act.

The best way to improve this situation and
the quality of life for my constituents is to ex-
pand the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit
Authority system.

MARTA’s Board has identified the western
light rail extension as the most cost effective
addition to the system. The project would re-
duce congestion and air pollution, and improve
access to educational and employment re-
sources—linking thousands of students to
Georgia Tech University and workers to Fulton
County Industrial Park.

While I realize the severe constraints we
face in making responsible decisions about
spending our transportation tax dollars, one
million dollars dedicated to studying the
MARTA west side extension is a sound and
responsible investment.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. PASTOR), a very hard-work-
ing member of our subcommittee.

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

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Chairman, first of
all, I want to commend the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) for bringing
forth a fair, bipartisan bill through the
subcommittee and also through the full
committee, and I want to thank him
for working with us and congratulate
him on the bill.

There are two issues that are ad-
dressed in this bill that I would like to
take a few minutes to talk about. One
deals with an issue that he talked
about and it deals with the issue of
truck safety on our highways. He
should be commended for bringing that
issue forth and highlighting it.

We had a hearing in which we had in-
terest groups that were making presen-
tations at that hearing, and there were
several options that were proposed.
One would be to strengthen the Office
of Motor Carriers to ensure that the
enforcement of safety becomes its ob-
jective. Also, the possibility of cre-
ation of an office within the Depart-
ment of Transportation whose only ob-
jective would be truck safety.

There are several hybrids. The most
recent one that I read about was
former Congressman Mineta’s proposal
and suggestion what we can do and
should adopt in terms of strengthening
the enforcement of truck safety on our
highways. So I commend the chairman
and I look forward to working with
him to resolving this issue.

The other issue that I would like to
commend the committee, the ranking
member, and also the chairman is the
issue of truck safety as it deals with
our borders. The Inspector General, in
a report, told us that California seems
to have adequate safety inspection
along the borders, but Texas, New Mex-
ico, and Arizona are lacking somewhat
in terms of ensuring that the trucks
coming across from Mexico meet all
the safety standards.

The chairman and the ranking mem-
ber have addressed this problem by pro-
viding monies so that the Department
of Transportation would have addi-
tional Federal inspectors at the bor-
ders and also would provide monies to
the States so that they could establish
facilities where we could conduct these
safety inspections.
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I hope that as this bill goes forward
through the House to conference that
the issue of truck safety at the borders
will be addressed with additional re-
sources made available to the States
and additional Federal inspectors also
being made available to the border. I
congratulate the ranking member and
the chairman for a great bill and move
its adoption.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GARY MILLER).

(Mr. GARY MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GARY MILLER of California. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in strong support of
H.R. 2084, the fiscal year 2000 Transpor-
tation Appropriations Bill. I would like
to thank the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. WOLF) and the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. SABO) for their hard
work in crafting this bill in such a
good, bipartisan manner. H.R. 2084 ap-
propriates $13.4 billion in new budget
authority for transit programs for fis-
cal year 2000, $437.8 million more than
last year.

Some of the dollars have a great deal
of importance to my district which in-
cludes Ontario International Airport
located in my district. $2.25 billion is
appropriated for the Airport Improve-
ment Program, $300 million more than
last year and $650 million more than
the President requested.

$957.1 million to procure air traffic
control facilities and equipment, an in-
crease of 13.4 percent from the previous
fiscal year. The bill also provides fund-
ing for key projects located in and
around my district. H.R. 2084 provides
$3 million for fleet replacement for the
Foothill Transit Agency, $1 million for
the Orange County Transitway Cor-
ridor, $1 million for the purchase of
compressed natural gas buses for San
Bernardino County, and $7 million for
acquisition of buses for Los Angeles
County.

Finally, the bill provides $5 million
for oceanic air traffic modernization
which is extremely important to Amer-
ican airline passengers traveling to and
from Asia.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Michigan (Ms. KILPATRICK), a new
member of our subcommittee.

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

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, I
thank very much the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. WOLF), the chairman of
our subcommittee, for his tireless,
equal, just work and the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. SABO), our rank-
ing member, who has certainly been a
leader in providing for each of us the
input we have wanted as we discussed
this transportation appropriations bill
for fiscal year 2000.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
legislation. As a member of Michigan’s
appropriations transportation team for

14 years, I find coming here to the
United States Congress to be quite a
blessing to work in a bipartisan way on
such a very important bill that affects
all of us as American citizens.

We heard a lot of testimony on truck
safety and what we need to do to begin
to address it, and we did that in a bi-
partisan fashion. I know there were
many, many requests for transit assist-
ance and because of the limited dollars
that we are able to work with, we were
not able to fill all of those. We hope to
work more on this.

I thank the committee and the staff
for, in a bipartisan way, making sure
that we did what we could with those
dollars that were available to us. A few
of my colleagues from Michigan are a
bit upset that some of their concerns
were not taken into heed, and that is
mainly because I did not know about
them, but I will work with the entire
Michigan delegation as we move to
conference.

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
KILDEE) and the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. LEWIS) have certain interests
that they would like to see addressed.
Again we will work with them as we
move to conference. As a new member
of this subcommittee and under the
leadership of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WOLF) and the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. SABO), I urge my
colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ for this most
important, very fine, bipartisan appro-
priations bill.

Mr. Chairman, I want to rise in strong sup-
port for H.R. 2084, the Transportation Appro-
priations bill for the next fiscal year. This re-
sponsible, reasonable and rational bill is the
result of a lot of hard work, long hours and
diligence on behalf of both my Democratic and
Republican colleagues and staff, and shows
that Congress can be both fiscally prudent and
make a real change for improving the trans-
portation needs of our nation.

As one of the newest members to the au-
gust Appropriations Committee, I am pleased
to be part of this debate that will be the first
bill from one of the two subcommittees on
which I am honored to serve. While this bill
provides $50.7 billion in total funding to high-
way, highway safety, and mass transit pro-
grams, almost 70 percent of this money is part
of the guarantee from the Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of the 21st Century, or TEA–21. As
my colleagues know, this money is beyond the
scope and control of the House Appropriations
Subcommittee on Transportation. As we point
out in our Committee Report, the funding in-
creases associated with TEA–21 have used
up most of the 8.5 percent increase in outlays
allocated for the next fiscal year. As a result,
we had to make many difficult decisions with
the meager amount of funds that was avail-
able.

This bill does many great things, and I
would like to point out some specific additions:

The bill will expedite the backlog of sexual
harassment cases at the FAA. FAA Adminis-
trator Jane Garvey is to be commended for
her hard work and effort at eliminating the
problem of sexual harassment at the FAA, and
we were successful in getting language added
that would hopefully eliminate this backlog of
cases.

The bill provides that the Department of
Transportation work hard to ensure that quali-
fied small businesses, women-owned busi-
nesses, and minority-owned businesses get
their fair share of the advertising pie.

This bill provides more funding for road
safety and innovative programs that will make
travel safer for all Americans.

I am especially honored to serve on this
Subcommittee as I served the majority of my
career as an elected member for the Michigan
House of Representatives on the same Sub-
committee. As such, I have over 20 years of
experience working with transportation-related
issues and budgets for the State of Michigan,
and I am glad to be able to use this knowl-
edge to improving the transportation needs of
all Americans. As the first Democratic Member
of this Committee since the retirement of Con-
gressman Bob Carr, I want to add and note
that I am ready and willing to work with all of
the different transportation entities of the State
of Michigan to ensure that Michigan retains its
fair share of these meager resources. While
we were not able to meet everyone’s transpor-
tation needs, it is my sincere hope and desire
that we will be able to sit down together and
try to help my colleagues during conference
committee.

As I said earlier, I want to work with all of
my Michigan colleagues—Democratic and Re-
publican alike—during conference committee
on this bill. I want to, however, cite some spe-
cific examples. Congressman DALE E. KILDEE
has been ardently working with the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) to secure fund-
ing to upgrade the antenna system at Bishop
Airport. According to the December 8, 1998
edition of the Flint Journal, ‘‘In dozens of doc-
uments cases this year, air traffic controllers
have lost radar signals of aircraft in Flint’s air-
space. Federal Aviation Administration docu-
ments show the radar is not scheduled to be
replaced until September 2002. FAA officials,
controllers and technicians have said they do
not believe the system’s weaknesses are com-
promising the safety of pilots and fliers, but
could cause delays and added stress for con-
trollers.’’ Because Congressman KILDEE was
focusing his efforts at the FAA, Congressman
KILDEE was not able to make a formal request
to the Subcommittee in time for consideration
of this budget. I want to make a formal re-
quest that, among my Michigan colleagues,
we give full consideration to Congressman
KILDEE’S issue, and hope that we can work out
something during conference consideration.

I also wanted to assist Congressman JOHN
LEWIS of Georgia in confronting the difficult
task of meeting the transportation needs of a
rapidly growing population in Atlanta, Georgia.
Congressman LEWIS is seeking support for ex-
panding the service of his region’s wonderful
Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority,
and it is also may hope that we are able to
work with Congressman LEWIS during con-
ference committee on this issue as well.

Finally, I would like to once against thank
the hard work that Ms. Cheryl Smith and Mr.
John Blazey on putting this whole package to-
gether. Sometimes, we forget that we are for-
tunate to have a dedicated staff willing to pay
the price of long hours and thankless service
that public service requires.

Again, I strongly encourage my colleagues
to support this bill.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN).
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Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. First, I

would like to congratulate my col-
league from Virginia for his work on
the transportation bill today. I have an
issue, however, that I would like to
bring to his attention.

Mr. Chairman, the Rock County Air-
port which is located in the district
that I serve has recently begun to see
an increase in air traffic for business
deliveries to local employers.

In order to accommodate these im-
portant deliveries, the Rock County
Airport is in desperate need of im-
provement. Rock County began work
on these improvements, but Federal as-
sistance is needed to address this im-
mediate need. These improvements are
critical not only to the local businesses
in the district I represent but also to
the local economy and the livelihood of
the employees who work at these busi-
nesses.

I understand the committee report
has included a list of airports which
the committee directs the FAA to give
priority consideration for grant fund-
ing next year. Would the gentleman be
willing to communicate to the Federal
Aviation Administration that these
improvements to the Rock County Air-
port are to be considered a priority for
grant funding as well?

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

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. WOLF. Absolutely. I appreciate
my colleague from Wisconsin bringing
this important issue to our attention. I
understand the merits of the project. I
am committed to making sure that it
is communicated to the FAA that this
project receives the same priority con-
sideration as those included in the
committee report. The gentleman has
my word on that.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I thank the
gentleman from Virginia. I sincerely
appreciate my colleague’s commit-
ment. I look forward to working with
him on the Rock County Airport
issues.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 21⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT), one of the
members who always has very high in-
terest in the Coast Guard.

Mr. DELAHUNT. I thank the ranking
member for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I do stand here in
strong support for the United States
Coast Guard and to thank the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) and
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
Sabo) for their leadership in crafting
this bill under such tight budget con-
straints. I also applaud them for in-
creasing the Coast Guard’s acquisition,
construction, and improvements ac-
count to help replace its aging vessels
and aircraft and to thank them for in-
cluding readiness funding in the sup-
plemental bill passed earlier this year.
However, the administration’s re-
quested level for operating expenses
represents the absolute minimum re-
quired for the Coast Guard to perform

the fundamental duties it has been as-
signed by the Congress.

Let us not forget that these services
often are matters of life and death. The
men and women of the Coast Guard
have put their lives on the line every
day for 200 years to save thousands of
recreational and commercial mariners.
Over 45,000 people in the last decade
alone have been saved by the Coast
Guard.

Moreover, the General Accounting
Office has documented that during the
1990s, the Coast Guard has been as-
signed vastly increased responsibilities
while its workforce has been shrunk by
nearly 10 percent and has operated
within a budget that has risen by only
1 percent in actual dollars. The Coast
Guard’s new assignments go consider-
ably beyond basic vessel safety and
search-and-rescue, including marine
environmental protection, fisheries
management, overseas military port
security, international maritime train-
ing, and, of course, drug interdiction.

In the wake of these increased man-
dates, at the same time as a decrease is
planned in search-and-rescue spending,
the Coast Guard needs adequate fund-
ing to meet its new tasks and perform
its traditional but critical basic serv-
ices to protect people, the environ-
ment, and the United States economic
interests.

Again, I thank the appropriators for
their hard work in meeting the chal-
lenges of assembling this spending bill
and look forward to continuing to work
with the committee to increase funding
to at least the administration’s re-
quested level.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. KING), the great author of a
new book which he hopes becomes a
best seller.

Mr. KING. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time,
and, most importantly, I thank him for
his kind remarks about the book.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to express
my support for this important legisla-
tion to fund transportation projects in
fiscal year 2000 and to communicate
my sincere appreciation to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) for
his efforts in including $4 million for a
project of great importance to me and
my constituents, the New York Metro-
politan Transportation Authority’s
Long Island Railroad East Side Access
Project. This project, to be completed
by the year 2009, is a major commuter
rail improvement project which will
enable 50,000 existing and tens of thou-
sands of new commuters on the Na-
tion’s busiest commuter rail line, the
Long Island Railroad, to travel directly
to final destinations on Manhattan’s
East Side without spending over half
an hour backtracking on subways from
Penn Station on the West Side.

Over $100 million in combined prior
Federal appropriations and State and
local funds have already been dedicated
to this critical project which will
greatly improve transit flow and re-

duce vehicular traffic in the New York
City region. East Side access is sup-
ported by a Statewide bipartisan ma-
jority of New York’s congressional del-
egation and is the top funding trans-
portation priority of Governor Pataki.

I look forward to working with the
gentleman from Virginia and the other
members of the committee as this vital
project goes forward. I thank the gen-
tleman for all his courtesies and gen-
erosity on this project.

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

Mr. KING. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. WOLF. I appreciate the remarks
of the gentleman from New York. I
would like to point out that the Fed-
eral Transit new starts funds provided
in H.R. 2084 for this project will help.
They would not be there without his ef-
fort, and will help to maximize pre-
vious Federal investments in the 63rd
Street Subway Tunnel and Connector
Project. All these projects are linked
together to alleviate congestion, pro-
mote environmentally sound transpor-
tation, and enable weary commuters to
spend more quality time with their
families by reducing lengthly daily
commutes.

I look forward to working with the
gentleman from New York and other
members of the New York delegation
to ensure that this project will be ade-
quately funded as it moves into the
heavy construction phase.

Mr. KING. I thank the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. CLY-
BURN), one of the members of our sub-
committee.

Mr. CLYBURN. I thank the ranking
member for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I know the gentleman
from Virginia is aware of the recent
media reports detailing the use of ra-
cial profiling by numerous law enforce-
ment agencies as they patrol our Na-
tion’s highways. Indeed, one study by a
nongovernmental entity found that
along the I–95 corridor in Maryland, Af-
rican Americans comprised only 17 per-
cent of all drivers, yet accounted for 73
percent of all police searches.

As chairman of the Congressional
Black Caucus, I have been directed by
the Caucus to request the General Ac-
counting Office to conduct its own
comprehensive study to determine the
extent and magnitude of this problem.

Mr. Chairman, I call this to the gen-
tleman’s attention so that he will
know that next year, I will address this
issue in our hearings. These citizens
are driving on roads paid for with fund-
ing in the Transportation Appropria-
tions bill, yet are experiencing dis-
criminatory law enforcement practices
on these highways. I hope that next
year we can explore whether there are
avenues through the Department of
Transportation to assist in eradicating
this unfair practice.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. CLYBURN. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Virginia.
Mr. WOLF. I thank the gentleman

from South Carolina for drawing our
attention to this important matter. I
am hopeful that his GAO study will be
completed by our hearing schedule
next year, and I look forward to exam-
ining its results. I look forward to
working with the gentleman from
South Carolina in addressing the issue.

Mr. CLYBURN. I thank the gen-
tleman for his commitment to working
together to find a solution to an issue
about which millions of African Ameri-
cans harbor intense feelings.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. RA-
HALL).

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

Mr. RAHALL. I thank the distin-
guished ranking member for yielding
me the time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in my capacity
as the ranking Democrat on the Sub-
committee on Ground Transportation.
I want to express my appreciation to
the gentleman from Virginia for giving
some funding priority to those transit
new start projects which are under full
funding grant agreements.

The authorizing committee under-
took an extensive review of these
projects when preparing legislation en-
acted last year as TEA 21 which among
its many initiatives authorized the
transit program through fiscal year
2003.

Among the new start projects being
funded in the pending legislation is the
Tren Urbano in San Juan, Puerto Rico.
As I noted in a recent letter to the gen-
tleman from Virginia, San Juan is
densely populated and at times its
transportation facilities appear to be
paralyzed with congestion. In fact,
downtown San Juan has an exceedingly
high vehicle density, some 4,200 vehi-
cles per square mile, which is expected
to increase by almost 50 percent by
2010.

In a situation like this, the Tren
Urbano system is a logical, environ-
mentally benign means to facilitate
transportation in the area.

The pending measure, in accordance
with the recommendations of the FTA,
would appropriate $82 million for Tren
Urbano for the next fiscal year. I ap-
plaud the committee and the ranking
member for making this recommenda-
tion.

However, what I find disturbing is language
included in the Committee Report accom-
panying this appropriation measure.

In the Report, the Committee notes it is
troubled by the findings of a financial manage-
ment oversight contractor which indicate that
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico may not
have sufficient financial resources to build and
maintain the project. Consequently, a number
of time consuming reports are required before
the appropriation would be available.

First, I would note that the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure, in its exten-

sive review of this project, did not at any point
find anything which would lead one to ques-
tion the ability of Puerto Rico to meet its finan-
cial responsibilities with respect to Tren
Urbano and at the same time adequately meet
other transportation requirements of the re-
gion. In addition, earlier this year the Trans-
portation and Infrastructure Committee re-
quested that the General Accounting Office
conduct a review of all existing projects under
Full Funding Grant Agreements. The results of
this review are expected shortly.

Second, it is my understanding that the fi-
nancial management report referenced by the
Committee Report does not exist, at least, in
final form. With all due respect to the Com-
mittee, it is relying on hearsay and innuendo
rather than official reports with respect to this
particular project. The fact of the matter is that
the so-called financial management report at
issue here was never approved by the FTA.

Third, I would urge the Committee to rethink
the costly bells and whistles it has rec-
ommended be attached to this appropriation.
The various reports called for in the Com-
mittee Report are simply not necessary, espe-
cially since a GAO review is already under-
way, and will cause delays. As we all know,
delays in transportation projects lead to in-
creased costs, and cost overruns, and that is
something we are all seeking to avoid. In this
regard, I would emphasize that statements
made in a Committee Report, even from the
Appropriations Committee, do not carry the
force of law.

Again, I applaud the Committee’s funding
recommendation in this matter but strongly
urge that the appropriation be made final by
the Conference Committee without unneces-
sary strings attached.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman 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.
Chairman, I rise in support of the
Transportation Appropriations Bill.
Unlike the bill on the Senate side, the
House version understands that each
State has different needs. The Senate
bill placed a cap on transit spending for
a State.
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This cap, if enacted, would mean a
loss of over $160 million in transit aid
to New York City and State alone. In a
country which is trying to emphasize
the importance of using public trans-
portation these caps are counter-
productive.

The House bill uses a funding for-
mula which takes into account the
number of mass transit riders a region
handles. The same Senators who may
support caps for mass transit I would
assume would be opposed to similar
caps on highway spending. The House
bill shows an understanding that fund-
ing for mass transit is equally as im-
portant as other transportation fund-
ing.

I commend both the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. WOLF) and the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. SABO) for con-

structing a bipartisan balanced bill. I
do wish to raise one concern:

In this bill there is money earmarked
for the East Side Connector, which will
allow commuters from Queens and
Long Island to end up in New York
City. This project is worthy and impor-
tant, but it only makes sense if at the
same time we institute a plan to finish
the Second Avenue subway in New
York City. When the estimated 50,000
new commuters wind up in Grand Cen-
tral in New York most of them will
have to continue on an additional com-
muter line, the Lexington Avenue line.
Currently the Lexington Avenue line is
the only one that goes up the East Side
of Manhattan, and it is already terribly
crowded. Adding thousands of addi-
tional commuters will only add to the
already overburdened state of this line.
The solution is to create a line along
Second Avenue in Manhattan, which
has been in the works on and off for
over 30 years, and part of it has already
been constructed. This subway line will
allow the city’s economic growth to
continue and make the subway system
an asset and not a hindrance. The Sen-
ate bill allows for funding to continue
the process of building the Second Ave-
nue subway, and I do support this bill,
but I hope that in conference the ap-
propriators will follow the Senate
version.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN).

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing this time to me, and I thank the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF)
for all his incredible work, and I rise
today in support of this bill and com-
mend him for his efforts. I especially
want to thank the gentleman from Vir-
ginia for including $6 million in this
bill for the redesign of the New Jersey/
New York Metropolitan airspace. This
is a critical effort that will benefit not
only the residents of northern New Jer-
sey and New York State, but other
parts of the region. Once completed,
this redesign will become the model for
other regions such at Boston, Wash-
ington, D.C., Chicago and Miami.

For over a decade residents in my
district in northern New Jersey have
been plagued by the problem of aircraft
noise. According to the Federal Avia-
tion Administration, redesign of the
airspace will solve many of the region’s
air noise problems. The airspace over
Newark, Kennedy and LaGuardia air-
ports is the busiest, most congested
and most complex in the Nation. These
three major airports have over 1 mil-
lion flight arrivals and departures a
year. Further, the high volume of
flights is complicated by the fact that
these three airports share the same air-
space. When Newark changes departure
and arrival patterns, adjustments have
to be made at Kennedy and LaGuardia
airports as well.

Last year the FAA announced it
would begin the process of redesigning
the airspace over New Jersey and New
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York Metropolitan region. This was to
be the first area in the country ad-
dressed by the FAA, and results could
be applied to other regions during fu-
ture airspace redesign processes. The $6
million included in the transportation
appropriations bill will enable the air-
space redesign to move ahead in a
timely manner. It will provide much
needed relief from the constant loud
intrusion of aircraft noise.

Again, my thanks to the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) for including
this critical funding in his bill, and I
urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chairman of the sub-
committee for yielding this time to
me. I wish to comment on section 332
of the transportation appropriations
bill.

The Committee on Appropriations
has seen fit to include language which
prohibits the National Highway Trans-
portation Safety Agency from imple-
menting a final rule for Section 656(b)
of the Illegal Immigration Reform and
Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996.
By preventing the implementation of a
final rule, section 332 will undermine
the key provision of the 1996 immigra-
tion law, a law passed by overwhelming
majorities in both Houses of Congress.
By nullifying laws to the appropria-
tions process, this measure undermines
the legislative process itself.

Regarding the section 656(b) of the
immigration law, it is unfortunate to
see the national ID card hysteria is
alive and well. I do not support a na-
tional ID card and do not know anyone
in Congress who does. I do support im-
migration laws that stop illegal aliens
from using fraudulent documents to
take jobs and benefits away from
Americans. There is no national ID
card in the 1996 immigration reform
law. It merely directed the Department
of Transportation to establish reason-
able standards for permitting the abuse
of State issued driver’s licenses. It is
entirely optional for States to use a
Social Security number on State driv-
er’s licenses. The 1996 immigration re-
form law encourages States to create
driver’s licenses, birth certificates and
other forms of ID that are hard to
counterfeit. Fourteen States, for exam-
ple, already have tamper resistant
driver’s licenses, but only in the
wildest imagination does any of this
constitute a national ID card.

Neither the legislation, nor the pro-
posed rules, require that the individual
States include an individual’s Social
Security number on the driver’s li-
cense. This will remain a State option.
It is not mandatory.

Driver’s licenses and Social Security
cards are the most fraudulently dupli-
cated IDs, and without making them
tamper resistant we are asking illegal
aliens to use them to commit fraud
and, of course, wrongfully gain citizen-
ship.

While I will not ask my colleagues to
vote against H.R. 2084, the transpor-
tation appropriations bill we are now
considering, I wish to voice my strong
concerns about this provision and the
process which allowed it to be included
in the bill. If the legislative process
means anything, we have to stop over-
turning and changing legislation
through appropriation bills.

Mr. Chairman, I plan to work with
members of the Committee on Appro-
priations, including the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WOLF), to ensure
that this does not happen again.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. NETHERCUTT).

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to engage in a brief colloquy with
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
WOLF), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Transportation, regard-
ing Federal Aviation Administration’s
acquisitions of transponder landing
systems.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2084 and the ac-
companying committee report directs
the FAA to acquire and install several
transponder landing systems. Is it the
gentleman’s understanding that the in-
tent of the report language also directs
FAA to move immediately to commis-
sion these systems pending a successful
in-service review and validation of TLS
at the Watertown, Wisconsin, airport,
and further, that FAA should perform
the in-service review and validation at
Watertown as soon as possible?

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, would the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NETHERCUTT. I yield to the
gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, that is my
understanding, that the transponder
landing system was issued a type cer-
tificate by FAA Administrator Jane
Garvey during May of 1998, and barring
any setbacks with the review and vali-
dation, FAA should proceed to acquire
and commission these systems as soon
as practicable.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Virginia
very much for allowing me to engage in
this colloquy.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. GUTIERREZ).

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I
just wanted to thank the committee
for its work and to ask that they once
again consider in conference as they
come back with the Senate report and
obviously the House report; in the
House Report there is $2 million for the
Blue Line in Chicago. It is a line that
needs to be completely rebuilt at a cost
estimate of $425 million. The State of
Illinois has passed a rather robust
transportation authorization of over a
billion dollars that the Chicago Transit
Authority will receive to redo those
lines, so from the State point of view,
and of course Mayor Daley and the
Governor of the State of Illinois have
worked together on the legislative
process, so we have got the dollars

from the State of Illinois to really
make a big infusion, but we have only
been able to receive $3 million thus far
from the authorized amount of money
at $325 million from the House of Rep-
resentatives.

So I would simply ask that in con-
ference my colleagues take another
look at the needs of the Blue Line in
Chicago, and I thank the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. SABO) for
their work on this issue.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. WELLER).

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

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this legislation. I want to
take a moment just to thank the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) for
not only his friendship but his leader-
ship on issues important to Illinois and
the district I represent, and I particu-
larly want to thank him, Mr. Chair-
man, for his assistance in response to
the Amtrak tragedy that occurred in
my district in the village of Bourbon-
nais, and I really appreciate the assist-
ance and the extraordinary effort that
he gave on behalf of the local commu-
nities there.

I also want to point out that this leg-
islation today that is before us is good
for Illinois. I would point out that this
legislation includes $25 million in new
start funds for extensions, for new ex-
tensions, for Metro which is the mass
transit rail system serving the suburbs
as well as Chicago Metropolitan Area. I
point out particularly that one of the
beneficiaries of this new funding will
be extension of the Southwest Line, an
additional 11 miles out to the village of
Manhattan in the district that I rep-
resent; would also note that this will
allow for additional expansion beyond
Manhattan, out to the Joliet Arsenal
development at the Midway National
Tall Grass Prairie and Abraham Lin-
coln National Cemetery.

This legislation also includes $1.6
million for the city of Joliet to assist
with their maintenance of mass transit
facility and help us with a bridge in the
Morris area.

So, Mr. Chairman, I thank my col-
leagues very much for their able assist-
ance and leadership.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. GRANGER).

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this transportation appro-
priation. The business of transpor-
tation and appropriations is to fund
important national projects, and few
are as important as this. Transpor-
tation is the lifeline of our national
economy. Our roads, our bridges, our
highways, our railways and our air-
ports are what connect the various
parts of our American family. Product
made in San Francisco can reach a
market in San Antonio on a safe road
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in a short period of time, and this pro-
pels the economic growth of our Nation
and protects the safety of our drivers.

So I commend the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. WOLF) for his leadership
on this issue. He has done his best to
make the most of this bill, and he and
his staff have accepted the very dif-
ficult budget constraints we currently
work under and produced a bill that we
can all be proud of. I am proud to serve
on his committee and proud of his
work.

I am especially pleased to point out to my
colleagues that the bill includes a $1.6 billion
increase for highway improvements and a
$333 million increase for airport improve-
ments. These increases are in addition to a
forty percent increase for the Coast Guard’s
Drug Interdiction Program. These increases
represent priority funding for priority goals.

I would also like to praise Chairman WOLF’S
ability to work with the other side of the aisle,
identify key transportation needs and still de-
velop a fiscally sound transportation bill. This
bill proves that we in Congress can get it done
if we get it together.

When we lower our voices and raise our
sights, it’s amazing what we can accomplish.
And this bill is proof of that. I am proud to be
a member of this important and bipartisan
committee and I look forward to working with
Chairman WOLF in the future.

In closing, I want to commend again Mr.
WOLF for successfully steering this bill down
the road to passage. And I urge all my col-
leagues to end this journey by voting this bill
into law.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman. I rise today
to reiterate my strong support for much-need-
ed and already authorized funding for the
Douglas Branch of the Chicago Transit
Authority’s Blue Line.

I am extremely concerned about the inad-
equate level of funding H.R. 2084 includes for
the Blue Line and I urge conferees from the
House and the Senate who will consider this
legislation to dramatically increase funding for
this vital project.

The Douglas branch of the Blue Line is
more than a century old. It has never under-
gone systematic capital improvements. Due to
its age and deterioration, the Blue Line has
become increasingly difficult to operate effi-
ciently and safely.

The House of Representatives clearly rec-
ognized the need to improve and rebuild the
Douglas branch of the Blue Line and author-
ized federal funding of $315 million in TEA–21
legislation passed last year. Obviously, many
projects were competing for this limited pool of
money and this authorization represented a
thoughtful and reasonable response to the
needs of Chicago-area residents who use the
Blue Line.

In response to this federal authorization of
funds, the State of Illinois has appropriated
more money than is needed for the local
matching portion of this project. Improving the
Blue Line has the strong support of the entire
Illinois Congressional delegation, the Illinois
Legislature, Governor George Ryan and Chi-
cago Mayor Richard M. Daley.

The need for an adequate appropriation of
funds could not be more urgent. The Chicago
Transit Authority has reduced services on the
line drastically, with weekend and late evening
services eliminated. Speeds have been re-

duced considerably on the Blue Line, making
daily commutes impossible or extremely ineffi-
cient for the 27,000 passengers who rely on
this route to travel to work, school, health care
facilities and other essential destinations.

Mass transit is absolutely vital to the eco-
nomic health of the Chicago area and the
many communities this transit link serves di-
rectly, including the Pilsen and Little Village
neighborhoods. The funding request I have
been joined by local, state and federal leaders
in making for the Blue Line is very important
to the economic vitality of the community I
represent.

Unfortunately, H.R. 2084 includes only two
million dollars in funding for the Douglas
Branch of the Blue Line, far less than the $77
million that was requested for this year. This
level of funding is inadequate to serve the
needs of the residents who count on this vital
transit line. I urge the members of this Con-
gress to respond to the needs of the people
of the Chicago area and provide the requested
level of funding for the Blue Line.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, I rise to extend
my most sincere thanks to Chairman WOLF
and the Ranking Member, Mr. SABO, and the
Members of the Committee, for their willing-
ness to provide funding for Sacramento’s
transportation priorities contained in the De-
partment of Transportation and Related Agen-
cies Appropriations Bill for Fiscal Year 2000.

Funding in this legislation will allow Sac-
ramento to make significant advancements on
projects that are urgently needed to address
the population growth and transportation inad-
equacies confronting our region. Specifically, I
am grateful for $25 million for the Sacramento
light rail extension project and the $1.25 mil-
lion allocation for the Sacramento compressed
natural gas bus program. Both projects are
needed to assist efforts to ease traffic conges-
tion and provide efficient, affordable, and envi-
ronmentally sound modes of transportation to
our region.

I also thank the Committee for the $1 million
in funds for the Sacramento Transportation In-
formation Technology Project and seek clari-
fication in noting that this program supports
the efforts of Sacramento County, California.
This project represents the latest undertaking
by Sacramento County under a program that
will permit our community to develop and im-
plement a model intelligent transportation sys-
tem. Watt Avenue is a major north-south ar-
tery in the region surrounded by tremendous
geographic restrictions, making expansion ex-
tremely impractical. These restrictions result in
much larger than normal traffic flows for an ar-
terial of its character. By creating a transit pri-
ority system to permit queue jumping for
buses, this program will improve transportation
efficiency, increase traffic flow, reduce emis-
sions of air pollutants, improve traveler infor-
mation, and build on existing projects among
other priorities.

Again, on behalf of the Sacramento commu-
nity, I thank the Committee for its recognition
of these transportation priorities so vital to the
stability and growth of our region.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chairman
I rise to urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of H.R. 2084, the Transportation Appropria-
tions for FY 2000. I would like to thank both
Chairman WOLF of the Appropriations Sub-
committee on Transportation and the Ranking
Member, Congressman SABO, for including
much needed projects for the city of Houston,
as well as those for the entire State of Texas.

The bill provides a total of 50.7 Billion, 7%
more than current funding, with nearly 70% of
the total earmarked for highway safety and
mass transit programs under guarantees set
by the new highway and transit law (‘‘TEA21’’)
enacted by Congress last year. The amount
provided for highways includes $1.5 Billion
more than initially authorized, due to a TEA21
mechanism that automatically increases guar-
anteed highway spending to match increases
in gas tax revenues to the Highway Trust
Fund.

Both the Congress and the Administration
recognized the need to invest more resources
in our transportation system with the enact-
ment last year of TEA–21 and the firewalls es-
tablished for road, bridge and mass transit
needs. H.R. 2084 affirms the goal by funding
roads, bridges and mass transit systems at
TEA–21’s firewall levels. In addition, this
measure will increase funding for federal
transportation programs, including additional
resources for needed improvements to airports
and aviation infrastructure.

The investment levels contained in this bill
are a major step in beginning to close Amer-
ica’s infrastructure funding shortfall and re-
versing decades of infrastructure disinvest-
ment. As a result of that disinvestment, 59
percent of our roads are in poor to fair condi-
tion and nearly one third of our bridges are in
disrepair. In addition, 22 percent of all buses
and 33 percent of all rail vehicles are over
aged. The number of seriously congested air-
ports rose from 22 percent to 32 percent in
less than 10 years.

The measure provides $28.9 Billion for high-
way programs (6% more than the current
level), $5.8 Billion for mass transit (8% more
than current funding), $2.8 Billion for Coast
Guard operations (8% less than in FY 1999),
$10.5 Billion for the FAA (10% more than the
current amount), and $571 million from Amtrak
(6% less than current funding).

I am pleased by this report and would like
to thank the Committee for the hard and dili-
gent effort. I know that each member on the
committee and their staffs put long hours into
the formation of this bill, considering each re-
quest with the best interest of the nation in
mind.

Mr. Chairman, I am disappointed that the
light rail option in Houston, Texas has not
been explored as a viable alternative. As con-
gestion continues to grow in our metropolitan
areas we need to explore other options be-
sides the automobile. I would have liked to
see funds dedicated to the study of a light rail
system in Houston.

I would like to thank the Committee for in-
cluding a total appropriation of $52.7 Million
for the Houston Regional bus project. The
plan, developed by Houston METRO, consists
of a package of major improvements to the re-
gion’s existing bus system. It includes major
service expansion in most of the region, new
and extended HOV facilities and ramps, sev-
eral transit centers and park-and-ride lots, and
supporting facilities.

I am also thankful, Mr. Chairman, that the
City of Houston received $1 million dollars for
the redevelopment of its Main Street Corridor.
This money will go to the revitalization of the
heart of the 2000 square mile Houston region.
This backbone runs through both my district
and that of Representative KEN BENTSEN.

The corridor runs from Buffalo Bayou north
through downtown, midtown, Hermann Park,
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and Texas Medical Center. Main Street links
two important economic hubs—Downtown and
Texas Medical Center, as well as entertain-
ment, cultural, and governmental centers.

To reinforce and sustain the development
activity in the corridor, the City of Houston ini-
tiated the Main Street Corridor Redevelopment
Program. The program focuses on the coordi-
nation of transportation, land development,
and community systems. This program will en-
sure that the Main Street Corridor linking
downtown to the Astrodome becomes an
urban place befitting of local, national and
international recognition in the next millen-
nium.

This project focuses on coordinated trans-
portation and Community system planning for
the eight-mile long Main Street Corridor—the
ten-mile square historic heart of the Houston
region. Current and proposed highway, street,
and transit investments will be planned in con-
cert with substantial economic redevelopment
to maximize efficiency of transport systems
and guide real estate development and to pre-
serve significant community assets. Long term
results will increase development density, in-
crease access to jobs, reduce automobile
trips, lower emissions, and reduce long term
capital investment in regional infrastructure.

I thank both Chairman WOLF and Ranking
member SABO for their recognition of the wor-
thiness of this investment in the infrastructure
of Houston. I am hopeful that the Chairman
and Ranking Member will protect this project
when we proceed to conference, and add the
additional $500,000 I have requested to keep
this project on schedule. This revitalization is
vital to ensuring the future of this center of
commerce and business.

I know that my constituents in the 18th Con-
gressional District support providing the re-
sources to meet these transportation needs. I
believe that spending on America’s infrastruc-
ture is truly a strong investment in the future
of America.

Once again, I want to urge my colleagues to
support H.R. 2084 and vote, yes for America’s
infrastructure future.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today to support the research and devel-
opment provisions in H.R. 2084, the Depart-
ment of Transportation and Related Agencies
Appropriations Bill, for FY 2000. As Chairman
of the Committee on Science, I believe this
bill’s research funding provisions meet the re-
quirements for a solid research and develop-
ment base in support of the Department of
Transportation’s (DOT) mission. Like Chair-
men YOUNG and WOLF, I too recognize that in-
vesting in research today will improve the
safety and efficiency of travel in the future.

Last month the Science Committee passed
H.R. 1551, the Federal Aviation Administration
Civil Aviation Research and Development Act.
The bill included a $208.5 million authorization
for research and development programs at the
Department of Transportation. Like H.R. 2084,
H.R. 1551 proposes a $173 million dollar com-
mitment to the Research, Engineering and De-
velopment account at the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration. This is an increase of $23 million
over the FY 1999 enacted or a 15.3 percent
increase for FAA Research and Development
programs and will provide FAA with the re-
sources necessary to expand their Research
and Development activities.

In addition, I am pleased H.R. 2084 funds
the Advanced Technology Development and

Prototyping function of the FAA’s Facilities and
Equipment account at a level of $33 million
dollars. These critical projects and activities
are assisting us to develop the next genera-
tion of communications, navigation and sur-
veillance capabilities necessary to meet the
projected increases in aviation in the 21st cen-
tury.

Similarly, the bill supports the Safe Flight 21
program at FAA at the authorized level of $16
million. Although I would have liked to have
seen Safe Flight 21 in the research account,
and not in the Facilities and Equipment ac-
count, I do believe this is a program of merit
and worthy of support.

While I believe H.R. 2084 provides DOT
and FAA with the resources necessary to con-
duct world class research that is mission crit-
ical to DOT, I cannot support the bill as a
whole. I believe that the $50.7 billion appro-
priated by this legislation is more than we can
afford for the Department of Transportation.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
support of H.R. 2084, the FY 2000 Transpor-
tation Appropriations Bill.

While this bill contains many worthy provi-
sions, I was disappointed that no funding was
included for Broward County’s (FL) busing
program. As my colleagues may recall, last
year Congress appropriated $1 million for new
buses in Broward County.

Considering that Broward County is still rap-
idly expanding, and that current transit service
is inadequate (especially in the western areas
of the county), I am hopeful that some funding
can be added in conference committee for this
worthwhile program.

Mr. Chairman, considering the numerous
budgetary constraints Chairman WOLF is oper-
ating under, he did a commendable job in
bringing this bill to the floor today, I urge my
colleagues to support this legislation.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 2084, the bill making
appropriations for the Department of Transpor-
tation and Related Agencies for the fiscal year
2000.

As a new member of the Subcommittee, it
has been a pleasure to be part of such a fair,
bipartisan process. I particularly commend our
Chairman, the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
WOLF) and our Ranking Democrat, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. SABO) for the
good work they have done in developing this
bill and the attention they have paid to fairly
distributing funds among the various modes of
transportation, and to balancing the needs of
the nation with the needs of individual mem-
bers and their districts.

And I would be remiss if I did not express
my appreciation and thanks to the staff, Cheryl
Smith and Marjorie Duske on our side, John
Blazey, Rich Efford, Stephanie Gupta, Linda
Muir, and David Whitestone. They are thor-
oughly professional and dedicated public serv-
ants.

Given the stringent budget constraints fac-
ing the Subcommittee, this bill is quite an ac-
complishment. Of considerable importance,
the bill fully funds the highway and transit pro-
grams as called for in TEA–21, so that
projects many of us worked hard to achieve
can proceed without interruption. But it also
provides the resources needed to continue the
safe and efficient operation of our nation’s
transportation system. This system has been
described as the circulatory system of Amer-
ica, without which our economy would clog
and slow.

Again, Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank
Mr. WOLF and Mr. SABO and all the other tal-
ented people who have worked so hard to de-
velop this bill, and I urge my colleagues to
support it.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today in support of H.R. 2084, the
Fiscal Year 2000 Transportation Appropria-
tions Act. This bill provides a total of $50.7 bil-
lion in FY 2000 for the Transportation Depart-
ment and related agencies. The bill’s funding
includes $14.6 billion in direct appropriations
and nearly 70% of the bills funding comes
from guarantees set forth in the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21st Century—TEA–21.

I would like to commend Chairman FRANK
WOLF and Ranking Member SABO and the
leadership of the Full Committee on Appro-
priations for putting together a bill that in-
creases funding for highways, highway safety,
transit, and operations at the Federal Aviation
Administration.

This bill provides $7 million for bus acquisi-
tion for Los Angeles County and $5 million for
the Municipal Transit Operators Coalition. Fur-
ther, this bill meets the transportation needs
for the State of California. However, I am con-
cerned that once this bill passes the House
and moves to conference that it may be sub-
ject to the language offered to the Senate’s
bill. As part of last year’s landmark highway
and transit authorization bill, TEA–21, Cali-
fornia is slated to receive 14.6% of the total
federal allocation for transit funding. However,
the so-called ‘‘Transit Equity Provision’’ in-
cluded as part of the Senate Appropriations
Committee’s FY 2000 Transportation Appro-
priations bill artificially caps California’s share
of transit funding at 12.5%. This reduction will
result in a loss of at least $120 million for the
State of California in fiscal year 2000.

California accounts for roughly one-quarter
of the nation’s transit users, yet we receive
only about 15% of the federal transit funding.
A majority of our statewide transit capital pro-
grams are financed from state and local re-
sources, but we need the federal funding to
continue to provide and expand effective serv-
ice and to spur economic growth. Further-
more, capping the state’s federal transit aid
will reopen the carefully crafted distribution for-
mulas enacted just one year ago, and invite a
host of new problems.

When this bill goes to conference, I urge the
leadership of both the Committee and Sub-
committee to fight this provision and avoid re-
opening TEA–21. I urge passage of this legis-
lation and I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, this Mem-
ber rises in support of H.R. 2084, the FY2000
Transportation Appropriations Act.

This Member would like to begin by com-
mending the distinguished gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WOLF), the Chairman of the Trans-
portation Appropriations Subcommittee, and
the distinguished gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. SABO), the ranking member of the Sub-
committee, for their hard work in bringing this
bill to the floor.

Mr. Chairman, this Member certainly recog-
nizes the severe budget constraints under
which the full Appropriations Committee and
the Transportation Appropriations Sub-
committee operated. In light of these con-
straints, this Member is grateful and pleased
that this legislation includes $1 million in fund-
ing for vital improvements to the bus mainte-
nance facility in the City of Lincoln, Nebraska.
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The City’s of Lincoln’s bus system, known

as StarTran, is the primary provider of public
transportation services in the area, with 65
buses and vans serving over 1.7 million riders
annually. The need for increased bus service
in the area continues to grow, but Lincoln’s
share of Federal transit assistance has stead-
ily declined over the last several years. As a
result, the City has had to use more and more
of its General Fund revenues just to maintain
current StarTran services, which makes major
projects such as facility improvements next to
impossible without a one-time infusion of Fed-
eral dollars.

For several years, the bus maintenance and
operations facility have not provided adequate
space for the duties that must be performed
there and the result has been decreased safe-
ty and efficiency. For example, none of the
current stalls in the maintenance area are ca-
pable of lifting a bus any more than a few
inches because of lack of overhead clearance,
sloping floors prevent what should be simple
maintenance functions, and narrow stalls pro-
vide insufficient workspace around the buses.

In order to correct these deficiencies,
StarTran will use the Federal funds for the
construction of a 15,000 square foot expan-
sion adjacent to the current facility. This ex-
pansion would include new repair bays that
would be properly sized with lift capabilities;
an improved service and cleaning area; a
level, safe, and more efficient work area; and
a relocated tire and brake shop that will elimi-
nate the need to perform tire work in the park-
ing lot. These improvements would go a long
way in providing the proper tools with which to
maintain StarTran buses as well as a safe
area for the department employees.

Mr. Chairman, this Member urges his col-
leagues to support H.R. 2084.

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. All time having
been yielded back, pursuant to the
rule, the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the 5-minute rule.

The amendment printed in House Re-
port 106–196 may be offered only by a
Member designated in the report and
only at the appropriate point in the
reading of the bill, shall be considered
read and shall not be subject to amend-
ment.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

The chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the time for voting on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for
voting on the first question shall be a
minimum of 15 minutes.

The Clerk will read:
The Clerk read as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the following
sums are appropriated, out of any money in

the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for
the Department of Transportation and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes,
namely:

TITLE I
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
IMMEDIATE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

For necessary expenses of the Immediate
Office of the Secretary, $1,867,000.
IMMEDIATE OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY SECRETARY

For necessary expenses of the Immediate
Office of the Deputy Secretary, $612,000.

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
General Counsel, $9,000,000.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
AVIATION AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Aviation and Inter-
national Affairs, $7,632,000: Provided, That
notwithstanding any other provision of law,
there may be credited to this appropriation
up to $1,250,000 in funds received in user fees.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
BUDGET AND PROGRAMS

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Budget and Pro-
grams, $6,770,000, including not to exceed
$40,000 for allocation within the Department
for official reception and representation ex-
penses as the Secretary may determine.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Governmental Af-
fairs, $2,039,000.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Administration,
$17,767,000.

OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS

For necessary expenses of the Office of
Public Affairs, $1,836,000.

EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT

For necessary expenses of the Executive
Secretariat, $1,102,000.

BOARD OF CONTRACT APPEALS

For necessary expenses of the Board of
Contract Appeals, $520,000.

OFFICE OF SMALL AND DISADVANTAGED
BUSINESS UTILIZATION

For necessary expenses of the Office of
Small and Disadvantaged Business Utiliza-
tion, $1,222,000.

OFFICE OF INTELLIGENCE AND SECURITY

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
telligence and Security, $1,454,000.

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Chief Information Officer, $5,000,000.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
TRANSPORTATION POLICY AND INTERMODALISM

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Transportation Pol-
icy and Intermodalism, $3,781,000.

OFFICE OF CIVIL RIGHTS

For necessary expenses of the Office of
Civil Rights, $7,742,000.
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING, RESEARCH, AND

DEVELOPMENT

For necessary expenses for conducting
transportation planning, research, systems
development, development activities, and
making grants, to remain available until ex-
pended, $2,950,000.

TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE
CENTER

Necessary expenses for operating costs and
capital outlays of the Transportation Ad-

ministrative Service Center, not to exceed
$157,965,000, shall be paid from appropriations
made available to the Department of Trans-
portation: Provided, That the preceding limi-
tation shall not apply to activities associ-
ated with departmental Year 2000 conversion
activities: Provided further, That such serv-
ices shall be provided on a competitive basis
to entities within the Department of Trans-
portation: Provided further, That the above
limitation on operating expenses shall not
apply to non-DOT entities: Provided further,
That no funds appropriated in this Act to an
agency of the Department shall be trans-
ferred to the Transportation Administrative
Service Center without the approval of the
agency modal administrator: Provided fur-
ther, That no assessments may be levied
against any program, budget activity, sub-
activity or project funded by this Act unless
notice of such assessments and the basis
therefor are presented to the House and Sen-
ate Committees on Appropriations and are
approved by such Committees.

MINORITY BUSINESS RESOURCE CENTER

For the cost of direct loans, $1,500,000, as
authorized by 49 U.S.C. 332: Provided, That
such costs, including the cost of modifying
such loans, shall be as defined in section 502
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974: Pro-
vided further, That these funds are available
to subsidize gross obligations for the prin-
cipal amount of direct loans not to exceed
$13,775,000. In addition, for administrative ex-
penses to carry out the direct loan program,
$400,000.

MINORITY BUSINESS OUTREACH

For necessary expenses of Minority Busi-
ness Resource Center outreach activities,
$2,900,000, of which $2,635,000 shall remain
available until September 30, 2001: Provided,
That notwithstanding 49 U.S.C. 332, these
funds may be used for business opportunities
related to any mode of transportation.

COAST GUARD
OPERATING EXPENSES

For necessary expenses for the operation
and maintenance of the Coast Guard, not
otherwise provided for; purchase of not to ex-
ceed five passenger motor vehicles for re-
placement only; payments pursuant to sec-
tion 156 of Public Law 97–377, as amended (42
U.S.C. 402 note), and section 229(b) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)); and
recreation and welfare; $2,791,000,000, of
which $300,000,000 shall be available for de-
fense-related activities; and of which
$25,000,000 shall be derived from the Oil Spill
Liability Trust Fund: Provided, That none of
the funds appropriated in this or any other
Act shall be available for pay or administra-
tive expenses in connection with shipping
commissioners in the United States: Provided
further, That none of the funds provided in
this Act shall be available for expenses in-
curred for yacht documentation under 46
U.S.C. 12109, except to the extent fees are
collected from yacht owners and credited to
this appropriation: Provided further, That the
Commandant shall reduce both military and
civilian employment levels for the purpose of
complying with Executive Order No. 12839:
Provided further, That up to $615,000 in user
fees collected pursuant to section 1111 of
Public Law 104–324 shall be credited to this
appropriation as offsetting collections in fis-
cal year 2000: Provided further, That none of
the funds in this Act shall be available for
the Coast Guard to plan, finalize, or imple-
ment any regulation that would promulgate
new maritime user fees not specifically au-
thorized by law after the date of enactment
of this Act.

ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, AND
IMPROVEMENTS

For necessary expenses of acquisition, con-
struction, renovation, and improvement of
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aids to navigation, shore facilities, vessels,
and aircraft, including equipment related
thereto, $410,000,000, of which $20,000,000 shall
be derived from the Oil Spill Liability Trust
Fund; of which $205,560,000 shall be available
to acquire, repair, renovate or improve ves-
sels, small boats and related equipment, to
remain available until September 30, 2004;
$38,310,000 shall be available to acquire new
aircraft and increase aviation capability, to
remain available until September 30, 2002;
$59,400,000 shall be available for other equip-
ment, to remain available until September
30, 2002; $55,800,000 shall be available for
shore facilities and aids to navigation facili-
ties, to remain available until September 30,
2002; and $50,930,000 shall be available for per-
sonnel compensation and benefits and re-
lated costs, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2001: Provided, That the Com-
mandant may dispose of surplus real prop-
erty by sale or lease and the proceeds shall
be credited to this appropriation: Provided
further, That upon initial submission to the
Congress of the fiscal year 2001 President’s
budget, the Secretary of Transportation
shall transmit to the Congress a comprehen-
sive capital investment plan for the United
States Coast Guard which includes funding
for each budget line item for fiscal years 2001
through 2005, with total funding for each
year of the plan constrained to the funding
targets for those years as estimated and ap-
proved by the Office of Management and
Budget.

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE AND
RESTORATION

For necessary expenses to carry out the
Coast Guard’s environmental compliance
and restoration functions under chapter 19 of
title 14, United States Code, $18,000,000, to re-
main available until expended.

ALTERATION OF BRIDGES

For necessary expenses for alteration or
removal of obstructive bridges, $15,000,000, to
remain available until expended.

RETIRED PAY

For retired pay, including the payment of
obligations therefor otherwise chargeable to
lapsed appropriations for this purpose, and
payments under the Retired Serviceman’s
Family Protection and Survivor Benefits
Plans, and for payments for medical care of
retired personnel and their dependents under
the Dependents Medical Care Act (10 U.S.C.
ch. 55), $721,000,000.

RESERVE TRAINING

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For all necessary expenses of the Coast
Guard Reserve, as authorized by law; main-
tenance and operation of facilities; and sup-
plies, equipment, and services; $72,000,000:
Provided, That no more than $23,000,000 of
funds made available under this heading may
be transferred to Coast Guard ‘‘Operating ex-
penses’’ or otherwise made available to reim-
burse the Coast Guard for financial support
of the Coast Guard Reserve: Provided further,
That none of the funds in this Act may be
used by the Coast Guard to assess direct
charges on the Coast Guard Reserves for
items or activities which were not so
charged during fiscal year 1997.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND
EVALUATION

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, for applied scientific research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation; mainte-
nance, rehabilitation, lease and operation of
facilities and equipment, as authorized by
law, $21,039,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $3,500,000 shall be derived
from the Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund: Pro-
vided, That there may be credited to and
used for the purposes of this appropriation

funds received from State and local govern-
ments, other public authorities, private
sources, and foreign countries, for expenses
incurred for research, development, testing,
and evaluation.

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
OPERATIONS

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, for necessary expenses of the Federal
Aviation Administration, not otherwise pro-
vided for, including operations and research
activities related to commercial space trans-
portation, administrative expenses for re-
search and development, establishment of
air navigation facilities, the operation (in-
cluding leasing) and maintenance of aircraft,
subsidizing the cost of aeronautical charts
and maps sold to the public, and carrying
out the provisions of subchapter I of chapter
471 of title 49, United States Code, or other
provisions of law authorizing the obligation
of funds for similar programs of airport and
airway development or improvement, lease
or purchase of passenger motor vehicles for
replacement only, in addition to amounts
made available by Public Law 104–264,
$5,925,000,000, to be derived from the Airport
and Airway Trust Fund: Provided, That none
of the funds in this Act shall be available for
the Federal Aviation Administration to plan,
finalize, or implement any regulation that
would promulgate new aviation user fees not
specifically authorized by law after the date
of enactment of this Act: Provided further,
That there may be credited to this appro-
priation funds received from States, coun-
ties, municipalities, foreign authorities,
other public authorities, and private sources,
for expenses incurred in the provision of
agency services, including receipts for the
maintenance and operation of air navigation
facilities, and for issuance, renewal or modi-
fication of certificates, including airman,
aircraft, and repair station certificates, or
for tests related thereto, or for processing
major repair or alteration forms: Provided
further, That of the funds appropriated under
this heading, $5,000,000 shall be for the con-
tract tower cost-sharing program and
$600,000 shall be for the Centennial of Flight
Commission: Provided further, That funds
may be used to enter into a grant agreement
with a nonprofit standard-setting organiza-
tion to assist in the development of aviation
safety standards: Provided further, That none
of the funds in this Act shall be available for
new applicants for the second career training
program: Provided further, That none of the
funds in this Act shall be available for pay-
ing premium pay under 5 U.S.C. 5546(a) to
any Federal Aviation Administration em-
ployee unless such employee actually per-
formed work during the time corresponding
to such premium pay: Provided further, That
none of the funds in this Act may be obli-
gated or expended to operate a manned aux-
iliary flight service station in the contiguous
United States: Provided further, That no
more than $28,600,000 of funds appropriated to
the Federal Aviation Administration in this
Act may be used for activities conducted by,
or coordinated through, the Transportation
Administrative Service Center: Provided fur-
ther, That none of the funds in this Act for
aeronautical charting and cartography are
available for activities conducted by, or co-
ordinated through, the Transportation Ad-
ministrative Service Center: Provided further,
That none of the funds in this Act may be
used for the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion to enter into a multiyear lease greater
than five years in length or greater than
$100,000,000 in value unless such lease is spe-
cifically authorized by the Congress and ap-
propriations have been provided to fully
cover the Federal Government’s contingent

liabilities: Provided further, That none of the
funds in this Act may be used for the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) to sign a
lease for satellite services related to the
global positioning system (GPS) wide area
augmentation system until the adminis-
trator of the FAA certifies in writing to the
House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions that FAA has conducted a lease versus
buy analysis which indicates that such lease
will result in the lowest overall cost to the
agency.

b 1200
POINTS OF ORDER

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I
make a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
on a point of order against the phrase
‘‘to be derived from the Airport and
Airway Trust Fund’’ on page 11, line 8,
through page 11, line 9 on the grounds
that this is legislation on an appropria-
tions bill in violation of clause 2 of
Rule XXI of the Rules of the House.

This provision is legislation on an ap-
propriations bill because it provides
funding for FAA operations solely from
the Airport and Airway Trust Fund.
Funding the program entirely out of
the Trust Fund has the effect of chang-
ing existing law, which precludes fund-
ing from the Trust Fund in a fiscal
year unless a general fund component
has been included and, therefore, con-
stitutes legislation on an appropria-
tions bill.

My point of order would strike the
provision which makes the source of
funding for FAA operations, the Air-
port and Aviation Trust Fund, but
leaves the overall funding level for
FAA operations in place. This would
have the effect of making all funding
provided for FAA operations from the
General Fund.

Mr. Chairman, I want to strongly em-
phasize that it is not my intention that
all FAA operations funding should
come from the general fund. My goal is
that the FAA operations funding
should be from both the Trust Fund
and the General Fund at levels con-
sistent with the levels determined by
the House last week in AIR 21. There,
the House overwhelmingly, by a vote of
316-to-110, and I might add with 67 per-
cent of the Republicans voting in favor
of it, passed the bill which provided a
general fund component for FAA oper-
ations. By contrast, the appropriations
bill being considered today provides no
general fund component at all, thereby
ignoring the overwhelming will of the
House just last week.

However, I would certainly acknowl-
edge that it ultimately would be irre-
sponsible to eliminate all funding for
FAA operations, which would mean no
funding for important services such as
flight safety inspectors and the air
traffic control system.

I had intended to cure this problem
of having all FAA operation funding
coming from the general fund by offer-
ing an amendment to restore the levels
of Trust Fund and General Fund spend-
ing for FAA operations to the levels
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that were overwhelmingly approved by
this House last week in AIR 21. Unfor-
tunately, my friends on the Appropria-
tions Committee objected to making
this amendment in order, even though
the House had overwhelmingly ex-
pressed its will just last week.

I regret having to take this action,
and I still would be amenable to agree-
ing on an amendment that would re-
store the balance between General
Fund spending and Trust Fund spend-
ing, if my friends on the Appropria-
tions Committee would be interested in
doing this. I again emphasize, it is not
my intention to have to do this, I re-
gret having to do it. I had an amend-
ment to cure it which was not made in
order by the Committee on Rules, and
I regret that as well.

So it leaves me no recourse but to ob-
ject on this point of order.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I make
a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I make
a point of order against provisions of
the bill and would request that the
point of order that the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER) just made
be expanded to include starting on page
10, line 17 and include through page 13,
line 13.

The Federal Aviation Administration
operations are unauthorized. They
have never been authorized by this
Congress and, therefore, are in viola-
tion of clause 2, rule XXI prohibiting
the expenditure of funds for programs
not authorized by law.

Mr. Chairman, I ask for a ruling of
the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there any other
Member who wishes to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, we con-
cede the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is then
prepared to rule on the points of order.

The language identified by the point
of order provides that the amendment
appropriated in the pending paragraph
be derived from the Airport and Airway
Trust Fund. In the absence of any pro-
vision of existing law to support the in-
clusion of that language in a general
appropriation bill, the language con-
stitutes legislation in violation of
clause 2 of Rule XXI.

The point of order is sustained.
In response to the point of order of

the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
COBURN), the entire paragraph from
line 17 on page 10 through line 13 on
page 13 is stricken from the bill unau-
thorized.

Are there any amendments to this
portion of the bill?

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, for necessary expenses, not otherwise
provided for, for acquisition, establishment,
and improvement by contract or purchase,
and hire of air navigation and experimental

facilities and equipment as authorized under
part A of subtitle VII of title 49, United
States Code, including initial acquisition of
necessary sites by lease or grant; engineer-
ing and service testing, including construc-
tion of test facilities and acquisition of nec-
essary sites by lease or grant; and construc-
tion and furnishing of quarters and related
accommodations for officers and employees
of the Federal Aviation Administration sta-
tioned at remote localities where such ac-
commodations are not available; and the
purchase, lease, or transfer of aircraft from
funds available under this head; to be derived
from the Airport and Airway Trust Fund,
$2,200,000,000, of which $1,917,000,000 shall re-
main available until September 30, 2002, and
of which $283,000,000 shall remain available
until September 30, 2000: Provided, That there
may be credited to this appropriation funds
received from States, counties, municipali-
ties, other public authorities, and private
sources, for expenses incurred in the estab-
lishment and modernization of air naviga-
tion facilities: Provided further, That upon
initial submission to the Congress of the fis-
cal year 2001 President’s budget, the Sec-
retary of Transportation shall transmit to
the Congress a comprehensive capital invest-
ment plan for the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration which includes funding for each
budget line item for fiscal years 2001 through
2005, with total funding for each year of the
plan constrained to the funding targets for
those years as estimated and approved by
the Office of Management and Budget: Pro-
vided further, That none of the funds in this
Act may be used for the Federal Aviation
Administration to enter into a capital lease
agreement unless appropriations have been
provided to fully cover the Federal Govern-
ment’s contingent liabilities at the time the
lease agreement is signed.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I
make a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to a point of order against the phrase
‘‘notwithstanding any other provision
of law’’ on page 13, line 16, on the
grounds that it is legislation on an ap-
propriations bill and violates clause 2
of Rule XXI of the Rules of the House.

This phrase has long been recognized
as legislative in nature and has the ef-
fect of waiving all other legislative
constraints on the provision of funds
for FAA facilities and equipment.

I would emphasize, Mr. Chairman,
that there are approximately 35 legisla-
tive provisions in this appropriations
bill. We were not consulted on any of
them. Had we been, we might have
been able to work out many of these
points. Nevertheless, we will not be ob-
jecting to a majority of these legisla-
tive provisions, even though we were
not consulted on them. Indeed, had we
been consulted, I believe we could have
worked out many of them.

So I insist upon my point of order on
this particular matter at this time.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, we con-
cede the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
is conceded and sustained, and the de-
scribed language is stricken from the
bill.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

RESEARCH, ENGINEERING, AND DEVELOPMENT

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, for necessary expenses, not otherwise
provided for, for research, engineering, and
development, as authorized under part A of
subtitle VII of title 49, United States Code,
including construction of experimental fa-
cilities and acquisition of necessary sites by
lease or grant, $173,000,000, to be derived from
the Airport and Airway Trust Fund and to
remain available until September 30, 2002:
Provided, That there may be credited to this
appropriation funds received from States,
counties, municipalities, other public au-
thorities, and private sources, for expenses
incurred for research, engineering, and de-
velopment.

GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, for liquidation of obligations incurred
for grants-in-aid for airport planning and de-
velopment, and for noise compatibility plan-
ning and programs as authorized under sub-
chapter I of chapter 471 and subchapter I of
chapter 475 of title 49, United States Code,
and under other law authorizing such obliga-
tions, $1,867,000,000, to be derived from the
Airport and Airway Trust Fund and to re-
main available until expended: Provided,
That none of the funds in this Act shall be
available for the planning or execution of
programs the obligations for which are in ex-
cess of $2,250,000,000 in fiscal year 2000 for
grants-in-aid for airport planning and devel-
opment, and noise compatibility planning
and programs, notwithstanding section
47117(h) of title 49, United States Code.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I
make a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. SHUSTER: Mr. Chairman, I rise
to a point of order against the phrase,
‘‘notwithstanding any other provision
of law’’ on page 15, line 20 on the
grounds that it is legislation on an ap-
propriations bill and violates clause 2
of Rule XXI of the rules of the House.

This phrase has long been recognized
as legislative in nature and has the ef-
fect of waiving all legislative con-
straints on the provision of liquidating
cash from the airport and airways
Trust Fund for aviation improvement
program grants.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, we con-
cede the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
is conceded and sustained, and the de-
scribed language is stricken from the
bill.

Mr. SHUSTER. Some have argued that the
TEA–21 highway and transit firewalls some-
how have caused the appropriators to
underfund other discretionary spending. This
is false. The truth is that TEA–21 provided
more, not less, funds for remaining discre-
tionary appropriations.

First, all the increased spending for the
highway and transit firewalls was fully re-
flected in the firewalls and fully offset by other
saving provisions in TEA–21.

Second, the current, overall discretionary
spending caps were only adjusted downward
by the amount of highway and transit spend-
ing provided in 1998.

In other words, existing discretionary spend-
ing was not reduced by the amount of firewall
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spending, but rather by the amount that the
appropriations had previously provided for FY
1998.

Third, there is no longer any pressure on
the existing discretionary spending caps to
fund increased highway trust fund spending.

Without a doubt, if these new highway and
transit firewalls had not been created, there
would have been inordinate pressure within
the existing caps to increase trust fund spend-
ing above FY 1998 levels.

Fourth, because of differences in CBO’s and
OMB’s scoring of the discretionary cap adjust-
ments an extra $900 million of outlays was
added to the Appropriations Committee’s 302
allocation for FY 1999.

Over the next five years, the effect of this
adjustment is between $4 and $5 billion.

The fact is that TEA–21 made more funds
available for remaining discretionary programs.
If certain non-firewall transportation programs
remain underfunded, the cause is not TEA–21,
but rather decisions by the appropriators to
spend the money elsewhere.

Finally, the argument that other transpor-
tation programs are underfunded because the
appropriators cannot reduce firewalled spend-
ing to increase other, general fund programs
has already been rejected by the Congress
and the President.

The sole purpose of the firewalls—which I
remain my colleagues was a compromise from
the House position of taking the highway trust
fund off-budget—was to guarantee that future
gasoline taxes are spent for their intended
purposes.

TEA–21 settled for once and for all that this
Congress will no longer continue the charade
of masking the size of general fund spending
through raiding the Highway Trust Fund.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. YOUNG OF
FLORIDA.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. YOUNG of Flor-
ida:

Page 16, after line 8, insert the following:
GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

(RESCISSION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

Of the obligated balances authorized under
section 48103 of title 49, United States Code,
$300,000,000 are rescinded.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, this is an amendment that is au-
thorized by the rule and it is an amend-
ment to reduce the unobligated bal-
ances in the FAA airport improvement
program by $300 million. Because of a
limitation on obligations, most of
these funds would not be obligated over
the next year, so we estimate that the
impact on the program will be rel-
atively minor.

The obligation limitation in the bill
for fiscal year 2000 will remain at $2.25
billion, which we believe will provide
adequately for our Nation’s airports.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is a good bill,
and it has been worked out by the sub-
committee and the full committee to
bring to the floor under a pretty good
bipartisan agreement. But we were able
to reduce this $300 million without hav-
ing a severe impact on the programs.

Now, this bill, because of the T–21
program, has been stripped of a lot of
its ability to fund other transportation
projects. In this bill, some of those
other transportation projects are Am-
trak, which is funded at only $570 mil-
lion, but the United States Coast
Guard, which was funded at approxi-
mately $4 billion.

Now, in an attempt to reduce the
overall cost of this bill, we could have
gone to Amtrak. But to arrive at a
number that we thought we should ar-
rive at, we would have to basically
wipe out Amtrak, and I do not think
that most of the Members of the House
want to do that.

In addition, we could go deeply into
the Coast Guard budget, but the Coast
Guard budget is already inadequate,
and it is recognized by this bill that it
is inadequate by assuming that part of
the Coast Guard funding will be taken
up by another subcommittee.

Now, that has happened in the past,
and we have done that, and we have
done it fairly successfully. But what
the Members need to know is that the
Coast Guard as it went to war in
Kosovo, and regardless of where that
war stands today, the Coast Guard
went to war. They were there. They
sent three ships. They did not get any
extra money in the supplemental that
we provided for the other services, ex-
cept to bring their pay raise situation
into line with the other uniformed
military services.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot afford to be
cutting into the Coast Guard’s ability
to do search and rescue missions. We
cannot afford to cut into the Coast
Guard’s ability to do drug interdiction.
We cannot afford to cut into the Coast
Guard’s ability to do port security and
other responsibilities they have with
seaports, not only in the United States,
but in other parts of the world. So in
order to get to the level that we
thought was more acceptable to the
House, we offer this amendment, $300
million. And the $300 million is just
coming out of funds that are not going
to be obligated over the next year any-
way for the most part.

So I would suggest to my colleagues
that this is a good amendment. This
makes this good bill even better, and I
would hope that the Members would be
willing to accept this amendment and
move on to further consideration of the
bill.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would agree with my
friend that this is a good bill; while I
do not think anybody would agree with
every sentence in it, I agree it is a good
bill. I support the bill.

Further, I would say that my good
friend, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG) and his people did consult
with us on this particular amendment
and we agree with him, even though
this is legislation on an appropriations
bill, we do agree with him on this, and
so we support him in this effort.

I also must add that with regard to
T–21, T–21 took absolutely no money

from Amtrak. T–21 took absolutely no
money from the Coast Guard. T–21
funding was all offset, even the general
portion part of it. So I would respect-
fully say it is a red herring to talk in
terms of T–21 being a culprit in terms
of causing limited funding for other
provisions.

That having been said as an aside, I
come back to the main issue here
which is the amendment which is be-
fore us. I thank the gentleman for con-
sulting with us on this amendment. We
agree with him, and we support his
amendment.

b 1215

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

Mr. Chairman, this is one of these
amendments and one of these proposals
we seem to have seen regularly this
session, like we had on the emergency
supplemental. It is a pretend that we
are cutting when in fact we are not.

The amendment really does not do
any damage to the bill, because it does
not cut any money that we were plan-
ning to spend in the year 2000. It does
not provide any outlay savings. It does
not complicate the AIP program
through August 6. I assume that pro-
gram will eventually be extended, at
which point new contract authority
will be given to fund it throughout the
balance of the fiscal year.

So it is one of these amendments, if
it makes someone feel good, I guess
that is a plus. But it is also one of our
pretend schemes which really is not
doing anything.

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

Mr. Chairman, this bill was developed
by an appropriations subcommittee in
an attempt to represent all of the ele-
ments of the House. After months of
hearings and weeks of negotiations,
that subcommittee was able to produce
a bipartisan product. Nobody got what
they wanted, but it was a reasonable
compromise.

Now, once again, we are faced with
the fact that the chairman of the com-
mittee has been forced to unilaterally
attempt to alter a bill which had been
put together originally in a bipartisan
manner.

We have seen the chairman come to
the floor and amend the agriculture
bill. We have seen the chairman come
to the floor and amend the legislative
branch bill. In his defense, he is not
doing that because he wants to start a
fight. He has done it because he has
been instructed, apparently by his
leadership, to change the funding level
in these bills in order to satisfy a
hardline element within the caucus of
the majority party.

They have a perfect right to do that
if they want, but I think we need to
really lay out what the reality is. We
are being asked to believe that some-
how, because of the tiny cut that was
made in the legislative appropriations
bill and the tiny cut that was made in
the agriculture bill and now the tiny
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cut which is being offered in this bill,
that somehow some progress is being
made by this Congress in reaching or in
producing appropriation bills which
will be passable and signable by the
President.

In fact, that is not the case at all.
This chart shows what I mean. Because
the majority party has made a decision
to increase the military budget by
about $19 billion, the fact is that they
have produced cuts on the domestic
side of the ledger in their 302 alloca-
tions, as they are known in the budget.
They have produced cuts which total
almost $40 billion below last year’s
budget, adjusted for inflation.

We are being asked to believe that
these bills are going to be made pass-
able by the tiny cuts that were made in
the legislative branch, the agriculture
branch, and now this bill today, when
in fact if we total up all the cuts made
so far by the majority party in re-
sponse to the demands of the
hardliners and their caucus, this is all
that we fill up the thermometer with.

As we can see, the amount of money
represented by those cuts is so small it
is virtually impossible to see unless
one is standing next to it, as I am. So
we are being asked to believe that this
amendment today will actually con-
tribute in any meaningful way to sav-
ings, and in fact it does not.

The fact is that the majority party
and elements in this caucus can con-
tinue to deny that they are in denial if
they want, but the fact is that in order
to be able to pass all 13 appropriation
bills, they are going to have to do
something besides pretending that
these tiny little cuts will fill up this
bottle, in the end.

The fact is that this House is not
going to vote for a labor-health-edu-
cation appropriation bill which is $10
to $12 billion below last year’s level in
terms of current services. This House is
not going to vote for funding for EPA
and HUD and veterans benefits. They
are not going to vote for a bill which
takes those programs down $6 billion
to $8 billion below current services.

So we are going to continue to come
out here with these tiny little amend-
ments pretending that some progress is
being made, when in fact the gap be-
tween the rhetoric and the reality is
the gap between the top level of this
little amount of red in the bottom of
the thermometer up to the top of the
thermometer.

When the Majority gets real, when
you get into this range, let us know.
Until then, there is not a whole lot
that the minority can do to help the
other side.

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

Mr. Chairman, I think it is very im-
portant that the American public know
that every Member of this House voted
for a budget resolution that would not
touch social security money. Only two
Members of this House voted for the
President’s budget, which said that we

have to spend some social security
money.

Having said that, to me actually the
savings thus far are $170 million. To
most people in Oklahoma and the rest
of the country, $170 million saved is a
lot of money. I know it is not here in
Washington, but to those who are actu-
ally paying the taxes, $170 million is a
lot of money.

I think we as a House have to tell the
American public either we meant what
we said when we voted on our respec-
tive budgets that we would not spend
social security money, and I would
note for the RECORD that the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. SABO) did
in fact vote for his party’s budget and
did not vote for the President’s budget;
that in fact, then, if Members say
something, i.e., we are not going to
spend social security money, regardless
of how hard it is and regardless of how
tough a job it is, that we ought to
make every effort in good faith to try
to do that.

The gentleman makes some real
points. I would tend to agree with him.
I do not think we will pass a bill in
Labor-HHS with those kinds of cuts.
But I think it is entirely possible that
we can pass a Labor-HHS bill that has
$700 million or $800 million or $900 mil-
lion less because we are obligated to do
that, recognizing that any money that
we spend above our level target of $438
billion will in fact come from social se-
curity money.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman has
great experience in the appropriations
process. I understand that. But I also
understand that it is time for us to do
what we say we are going to do. That
means honoring our commitment and
making sure that when we vote for
something, we mean it.

It is fine if we all want to disavow
the votes on the budgets, the respec-
tive votes on the budgets. I do not in-
tend to do that. Yes, I am part of that
portion of the Republican conference
that, number one, believes that the
government is too big; number two, be-
lieves if we tell people we are not going
to spend social security, we should not
do it, and which should die trying not
to spend their money. We can do that.

This amendment that is before us
will delay the expenditure of money.
No, it does not save any money right
now, but it will delay the spending of
the money. In Washington, if we can
delay spending money, we may be able
to get better at not spending it.

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

Mr. COBURN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman for
yielding, Mr. Chairman. Just three
points, Mr. Chairman.

First, I am not from Minnesota. The
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. SABO)
is from Minnesota.

Secondly, it was not this Member
that voted for the Republican propo-
sition to move $19 billion out of domes-
tic funds into the military budget.

That has nothing whatsoever to do
with saving money for social security,
it has a lot to do with priorities.

Thirdly, I would simply make the
point, the gentleman has misstated my
votes. He has said that I had voted for
the Democratic alternative on the
budget. The fact is that when we voted,
I took the well of the floor and I stated
that I voted for that amendment only
as a substitute for the Republican
amendment, but that I would vote
against both on final passage because I
felt that neither reflected reality. I
still feel that way.

Mr. COBURN. I thank the gentleman.
I stand corrected.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COBURN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to agree with
what the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY) said and what the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN)
said and just make one further com-
ment on the chart of the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

There is another number that should
have been on there. That is the agreed-
upon budget as established in 1997,
which would be $17 billion below the
lowest number that the chart of the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
showed.

Whether we like it or not, everybody
has pretty much signed off on that
number. That is the number we are
working to, and not to the $25 billion
or the other.

Mr. COBURN. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, there are three prin-
ciples.

One is that almost every Member of
the House, and in one way or another
every Member of the House, has cast a
vote to not spend social security
money.

Number two, we do have a 1997 budg-
et agreement that is law that the
President has already said he is not
going to follow, but that does not mean
we should not.

Number three, one of our obligations
as Members of this body is to rebuild
confidence in it, not to tear it down. If
we say we are not going to touch social
security money, then we ought to
make the effort.

Finally, I would say $170 million is
not much. We have a long ways to go.
But the assumption we are going to
pass a bill that has $19 billion in in-
creased defense spending, I do not
think that is a true assumption.

So I am willing to work with any-
body that will help me fund Labor-HHS
adequately.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
COBURN) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. COBURN
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I am
willing to work with anyone that will
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help us fund veterans affairs appro-
priately, that will help us make appro-
priate judgments in all the other areas
where we are worried about the bal-
ances and the targets that have been
set.

One of the ways to do that is to make
sure we do not spend money in these
early bills that we do not have to. If we
can take $300 million or $570 million,
which is my goal for this bill, and move
towards it, that is a half a billion.

In Oklahoma half a billion dollars is
a lot of money.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
COBURN) has expired.

(On request of Mr. OBEY, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. COBURN was
allowed to proceed for 30 additional
seconds.)

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

Mr. COBURN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would
simply say that the idea that somehow
social security is going to be saved be-
cause out of a gap of anywhere from $25
billion to $35 billion these cuts are
going to save the grand total of almost
$300 million is patently preposterous.
That does not begin to save either so-
cial security or provide a rational bal-
ance of priorities within accounts in
the appropriation bill.

So I would simply suggest this debate
has nothing to do with social security.
It has a whole lot to do with spending
priorities.

I would also add, in disagreement
with the gentleman from Florida, not
all of us did sign onto that budget deal
2 years ago. At the time I called it a
giant ‘‘Public Fib,’’ and I still regard it
as being such, as the numbers in that
chart demonstrate.

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

Mr. Chairman, just a couple of
points. Mr. Chairman, with regard to
this amendment, this $300 million re-
duction is a cut in budget authority
currently available to the FAA.

Just a few minutes ago, or now prob-
ably a half-hour ago, the CBO re-
affirmed to the staff that this bill will
result in savings. Apparently others
have raised technical points over the
last days as to what CBO has consid-
ered but CBO does not find these agree-
ments convincing.

Certainly this amendment is less
painful, as the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG) than cuts to the Coast
Guard drug interdiction, which both
sides want; the FAA, and other pro-
grams. This is precisely the responsible
action to take.

Let me just say one other thing that
I just thought of when I was listening
to the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
COBURN). I think this is all going to
work out.

I did not support the amendments
that the gentleman offered to the agri-
culture bill, but I think I would be less
than honest if I did not say that the

gentleman has been courageous and
has come here to propose and to argue
for his point of view. Everyone ought
to have the ability to come here and
make their case. He has made his case
I think in a fair, fair way. I did not
vote that way. But I think this process
has come together. I think he has actu-
ally been helpful on this bill.

I think the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG) has been very, very faith-
ful in trying to keep to the numbers. I
think it will come together with the
other side of the aisle whereby we can
pass these appropriation bills, spending
as little as possible, with integrity and
faithfulness to the American people,
recognizing the difference in views that
we may have. The gentleman from
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) is committed to
doing that just as the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN) is.
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It takes a lot of courage to kind of do

what the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. COBURN) has done. Although I
have not, and he knows that I have not,
agreed, there is a great quote, and I do
not have it with me, but I use it in
speeches that I give. It was a quote by
Bobby Kennedy that he gave in South
Africa to a group of students in 1966. It
is a profound speech that moves me
every time that I read it, where he
talks about moral courage and timid-
ity and to brave the censure of your
colleagues. The gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. COBURN) has done that.
Again, I feel an obligation to say I did
not vote for those amendments, but
one has to respect that, and one has to
admire that.

I respect the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG) in what he is doing. I hope
that we can work together to pass bills
in a way in which we all can be proud.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG).

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Necessary expenses for administration and
operation of the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration, not to exceed $356,380,000, shall be
paid in accordance with law from appropria-
tions made available by this Act to the Fed-
eral Highway Administration together with
advances and reimbursements received by
the Federal Highway Administration: Pro-
vided, That $70,484,000 shall be available to
carry out the functions and operations of the
office of motor carriers.

LIMITATION ON TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH

Necessary expenses for transportation re-
search of the Federal Highway Administra-
tion, not to exceed $422,450,000 shall be paid
in accordance with law from appropriations
made available by this Act to the Federal
Highway Administration: Provided, That this
limitation shall not apply to any authority
previously made available for obligation.

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS

(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

None of the funds in this Act shall be
available for the implementation or execu-

tion of programs, the obligations for which
are in excess of $27,701,350,000 for Federal-aid
highways and highway safety construction
programs for fiscal year 2000.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

I yield to the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. BALDACCI) for the purpose of a col-
loquy.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. SABO) for yielding to me, and I
thank him for extending this courtesy.

Mr. Chairman, we have an unusual
situation in Maine where the weight
limit on trucks that are traveling
through Maine is much lower than it is
in the surrounding States and in the
provinces in Canada.

Presently in the surrounding States,
in New Hampshire, New York, and Mas-
sachusetts and in Eastern Canada and
the provinces is in excess of 100,000
pound trucks. In the State of Maine,
because of the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration and a weight limitation of
80,000 pounds on the interstate system,
it has forced the State of Maine trucks
and the trucks coming in from the sur-
rounding communities to have to go on
State and local roads.

This has created a tremendous safety
problem on our roads. We have had
deaths and tragedies and accidents be-
cause of these heavy trucks being
forced to use State and local roads be-
cause of these inequities and those ex-
emptions that have been given around
Maine and through the provinces.

I solicit the help and want to work
together with the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. SABO) to see if we can look
into this and try to resolve this in a
fair and equitable manner.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Maine for his pres-
entation. It is a new problem, and we
will try and work with the gentleman
in the future.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, for carrying out the provisions of title
23, U.S.C., that are attributable to Federal-
aid highways, including the National Scenic
and Recreational Highway as authorized by
23 U.S.C. 148, not otherwise provided, includ-
ing reimbursement for sums expended pursu-
ant to the provisions of 23 U.S.C. 308,
$26,125,000,000 or so much thereof as may be
available in and derived from the Highway
Trust Fund, to remain available until ex-
pended.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
on a point of order against the phrase
‘‘notwithstanding any other provision
of law’’ on page 17, line 14 on the
grounds that it is legislation on an ap-
propriations bill and violates clause 2
of rule XXI of the rules of the House.

This phrase has long been recognized
as legislative in nature and has the ef-
fect of waiving all legislative con-
straints on the provisions of liqui-
dating cash from the highway trust
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fund for the Federal Aid Highway Pro-
gram.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, we con-
cede the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
is conceded and sustained, and the de-
scribed language is stricken from the
bill.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY GRANTS

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, for payment of obligations incurred in
carrying out 49 U.S.C. 31102, $105,000,000, to
be derived from the Highway Trust Fund and
to remain available until expended: Provided,
That none of the funds in this Act shall be
available for the implementation or execu-
tion of programs the obligations for which
are in excess of $105,000,000 for ‘‘Motor Car-
rier Safety Grants’’.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
on a point of order against the phrase
‘‘notwithstanding any other provision
of law’’ at page 18, line 4 on the same
grounds that I have previously stated.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, we con-
cede the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
is conceded and sustained, and the de-
scribed language is stricken from the
bill.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY
ADMINISTRATION

OPERATIONS AND RESEARCH

For expenses necessary to discharge the
functions of the Secretary, with respect to
traffic and highway safety under chapter 301
of title 49, U.S.C., and part C of subtitle VI
of title 49, U.S.C., $87,400,000 of which
$62,928,000 shall remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2002: Provided, That none of the
funds appropriated by this Act may be obli-
gated or expended to plan, finalize, or imple-
ment any rulemaking to add to section
575.104 of title 49 of the Code of Federal Reg-
ulations any requirement pertaining to a
grading standard that is different from the
three grading standards (treadwear, traction,
and temperature resistance) already in ef-
fect.

OPERATIONS AND RESEARCH

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, for payment of obligations incurred in
carrying out the provisions of 23 U.S.C. 403,
to remain available until expended,
$72,000,000, to be derived from the Highway
Trust Fund: Provided, That none of the funds
in this Act shall be available for the plan-
ning or execution of programs the total obli-
gations for which, in fiscal year 2000 are in
excess of $72,000,000 for programs authorized
under 23 U.S.C. 403.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
on a point of order against the phrase
‘‘notwithstanding any provision of
law’’ on page 19, line 5 on the same
grounds that I have previously stated.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, we con-
cede the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
is conceded and sustained, and the de-

scribed language is stricken from the
bill.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

NATIONAL DRIVER REGISTER

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For expenses necessary to discharge the
functions of the Secretary with respect to
the National Driver Register under chapter
303 of title 49, United States Code, $2,000,000,
to be derived from the Highway Trust Fund
and to remain available until expended.

HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY GRANTS

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, for payment of obligations incurred in
carrying out the provisions of 23 U.S.C. 402,
405, 410, and 411, to remain available until ex-
pended, $206,800,000, to be derived from the
Highway Trust Fund: Provided, That none of
the funds in this Act shall be available for
the planning or execution of programs the
total obligations for which, in fiscal year
2000, are in excess of $206,800,000 for programs
authorized under 23 U.S.C. 402, 405, 410, and
411, of which $152,800,000 shall be for ‘‘High-
way Safety Programs’’ under 23 U.S.C. 402,
$10,000,000 shall be for ‘‘Occupant Protection
Incentive Grants’’ under 23 U.S.C. 405,
$36,000,000 shall be for ‘‘Alcohol-Impaired
Driving Countermeasures Grants’’ under 23
U.S.C. 410, $8,000,000 shall be for the ‘‘State
Highway Safety Data Grants’’ under 23
U.S.C. 411: Provided further, That none of
these funds shall be used for construction,
rehabilitation, or remodeling costs, or for of-
fice furnishings and fixtures for State, local,
or private buildings or structures: Provided
further, That not to exceed $7,500,000 of the
funds made available for section 402, not to
exceed $500,000 of the funds made available
for section 405, not to exceed $1,750,000 of the
funds made available for section 410, and not
to exceed $223,000 of the funds made available
for section 411 shall be available to NHTSA
for administering highway safety grants
under Chapter 4 of title 23, U.S.C.: Provided
further, That not to exceed $500,000 of the
funds made available for section 410 ‘‘Alco-
hol-Impaired Driving Countermeasures
Grants’’ shall be available for technical as-
sistance to the States.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
on a point of order against the phrase
‘‘notwithstanding any other provision
of law’’ on page 19, line 25 on the same
grounds that I have previously stated.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, we con-
cede the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
is conceded and sustained, and the de-
scribed language is stricken from the
bill.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION

SAFETY AND OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses of the Federal Rail-
road Administration, not otherwise provided
for, $94,448,000, of which $6,800,000 shall re-
main available until expended: Provided,
That, as part of the Washington Union Sta-
tion transaction in which the Secretary as-
sumed the first deed of trust on the property
and, where the Union Station Redevelop-
ment Corporation or any successor is obli-
gated to make payments on such deed of
trust on the Secretary’s behalf, including
payments on and after September 30, 1988,

the Secretary is authorized to receive such
payments directly from the Union Station
Redevelopment Corporation, credit them to
the appropriation charged for the first deed
of trust, and make payments on the first
deed of trust with those funds: Provided fur-
ther, That such additional sums as may be
necessary for payment on the first deed of
trust may be advanced by the Administrator
from unobligated balances available to the
Federal Railroad Administration, to be reim-
bursed from payments received from the
Union Station Redevelopment Corporation.

RAILROAD RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

For necessary expenses for railroad re-
search and development, $21,300,000, to re-
main available until expended.
RAILROAD REHABILITATION AND IMPROVEMENT

PROGRAM

The Secretary of Transportation is author-
ized to issue to the Secretary of the Treas-
ury notes or other obligations pursuant to
section 512 of the Railroad Revitalization
and Regulatory Reform Act of 1976 (Public
Law 94–210), as amended, in such amounts
and at such times as may be necessary to
pay any amounts required pursuant to the
guarantee of the principal amount of obliga-
tions under sections 511 through 513 of such
Act, such authority to exist as long as any
such guaranteed obligation is outstanding:
Provided, That pursuant to section 502 of
such Act, as amended, no new direct loans or
loan guarantee commitments shall be made
using Federal funds for the credit risk pre-
mium during fiscal year 2000.

NEXT GENERATION HIGH-SPEED RAIL

For necessary expenses for the Next Gen-
eration High-Speed Rail program as author-
ized under 49 United States Code sections
26101 and 26102, $22,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

RHODE ISLAND RAIL DEVELOPMENT

For the costs associated with construction
of a third track on the Northeast Corridor
between Davisville and Central Falls, Rhode
Island, with sufficient clearance to accom-
modate double stack freight cars, $10,000,000,
to be matched by the State of Rhode Island
or its designee on a dollar-for-dollar basis
and to remain available until expended.
CAPITAL GRANTS TO THE NATIONAL RAILROAD

PASSENGER CORPORATION

For necessary expenses of capital improve-
ments of the National Railroad Passenger
Corporation as authorized by 49 U.S.C.
24104(a), $570,976,000 to remain available until
expended: Provided, That the Secretary shall
not obligate more than $228,400,000 prior to
September 30, 2000.

FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

For necessary administrative expenses of
the Federal Transit Administration’s pro-
grams authorized by chapter 53 of title 49,
United States Code, $12,000,000: Provided,
That no more than $60,000,000 of budget au-
thority shall be available for these purposes:
Provided further, That of the funds in this
Act available for the execution of contracts
under section 5327(c) of title 49, United
States Code, $800,000 shall be transferred to
the Department of Transportation Inspector
General for costs associated with the audit
and review of new fixed guideway systems.

FORMULA GRANTS

For necessary expenses to carry out 49
U.S.C. 5307, 5308, 5310, 5311, 5327, and section
3038 of Public Law 105–178, $619,600,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided,
That no more than $3,098,000,000 of budget
authority shall be available for these pur-
poses.

UNIVERSITY TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH

For necessary expenses to carry out 49
U.S.C. 5505, $1,200,000, to remain available



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH4770 June 23, 1999
until expended: Provided, That no more than
$6,000,000 of budget authority shall be avail-
able for these purposes.

TRANSIT PLANNING AND RESEARCH

For necessary expenses to carry out 49
U.S.C. 5303, 5304, 5305, 5311(b)(2), 5312, 5313(a),
5314, 5315, and 5322, $21,000,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That no
more than $107,000,000 of budget authority
shall be available for these purposes: Pro-
vided further, That $5,250,000 is available to
provide rural transportation assistance (49
U.S.C. 5311(b)(2)); $4,000,000 is available to
carry out programs under the National Tran-
sit Institute (49 U.S.C. 5315); $8,250,000 is
available to carry out transit cooperative re-
search programs (49 U.S.C. 5313(a)); $49,632,000
is available for metropolitan planning (49
U.S.C. 5303, 5304, and 5305); $10,368,000 is avail-
able for state planning (49 U.S.C. 5313(b));
and $29,500,000 is available for the national
planning and research program (49 U.S.C.
5314).

TRUST FUND SHARE OF EXPENSES

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, for payment of obligations incurred in
carrying out 49 U.S.C. 5303–5308, 5310–5315,
5317(b), 5322, 5327, 5334, 5505, and sections 3037
and 3038 of Public Law 105–178, $4,638,000,000,
to remain available until expended, and to be
derived from the Mass Transit Account of
the Highway Trust Fund: Provided, That
$2,478,400,000 shall be paid to the Federal
Transit Administration’s formula grants ac-
count: Provided further, That $86,000,000 shall
be paid to the Federal Transit Administra-
tion’s transit planning and research account:
Provided further, That $48,000,000 shall be paid
to the Federal Transit Administration’s ad-
ministrative expenses account: Provided fur-
ther, That $4,800,000 shall be paid to the Fed-
eral Transit Administration’s university
transportation research account: Provided
further, That $60,000,000 shall be paid to the
Federal Transit Administration’s job access
and reverse commute grants program: Pro-
vided further, That $1,960,800,000 shall be paid
to the Federal Transit Administration’s Cap-
ital Investment Grants account.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
on a point of order against the phrase
‘‘notwithstanding any other provision
of law’’ on page 25, line 9 on the same
grounds that I have previously stated.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I concede
the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
is conceded and sustained, and the de-
scribed language is stricken from the
bill.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

CAPITAL INVESTMENT GRANTS

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out 49
U.S.C. 5308, 5309, 5318, and 5327, $490,200,000, to
remain available until expended: Provided,
That no more than $2,451,000,000 of budget
authority shall be available for these pur-
poses: Provided further, That there shall be
available for fixed guideway modernization,
$980,400,000; there shall be available for the
replacement, rehabilitation, and purchase of
buses and related equipment and the con-
struction of bus-related facilities,
$490,200,000; and there shall be available for
new fixed guideway systems, $980,400,000, to
be available as follows:

$10,400,000 for Alaska or Hawaii ferry
projects;

$45,142,000 for the Atlanta, Georgia, North
line extension project;

$5,000,000 for the Baltimore central LRT
double track project;

$4,000,000 for the Canton-Akron-Cleveland
commuter rail project;

$3,000,000 for the Charlotte, North Carolina,
north-south corridor transitway project;

$25,000,000 for the Chicago METRA com-
muter rail project;

$2,000,000 for the Chicago Transit Author-
ity Douglas branch line project;

$2,000,000 for the Chicago Transit Author-
ity Ravenswood branch line project;

$2,000,000 for the Cincinnati northeast/
northern Kentucky corridor project;

$2,000,000 for the Clark County, Nevada,
fixed guideway project;

$1,000,000 for the Cleveland Euclid corridor
improvement project;

$1,000,000 for the Colorado Roaring Fork
Valley project;

$35,000,000 for the Dallas north central
light rail extension project;

$1,000,000 for the Dayton, Ohio, light rail
study;

$35,000,000 for the Denver Southwest cor-
ridor project;

$25,000,000 for the Dulles corridor project;
$12,000,000 for the Fort Lauderdale, Florida

Tri-County commuter rail project;
$4,000,000 for the Houston advanced transit

program;
$52,770,000 for the Houston regional bus

project;
$1,000,000 for the Johnson County, Kansas,

I–35 commuter rail project;
$1,000,000 for the Kenosha-Racine-Mil-

waukee rail extension project;
$4,000,000 for the Long Island Railroad East

Side access project;
$5,000,000 for the Los Angeles Mid-City and

East side corridors projects;
$50,000,000 for the Los Angeles North Holly-

wood extension project;
$1,000,000 for the Los Angeles-San Diego

LOSSAN corridor project;
$703,000 for the MARC commuter rail

project;
$1,000,000 for the Massachusetts North

Shore corridor project;
$5,000,000 for the Memphis, Tennessee, Med-

ical Center rail extension project;
$3,000,000 for the Miami-Dade Transit east-

west multimodal corridor project;
$3,000,000 for the Miami-Dade Transit

North 27th corridor project;
$1,000,000 for the Nashville, Tennessee,

commuter rail project;
$99,000,000 for the New Jersey Hudson Ber-

gen project;
$2,000,000 for the New Orleans Canal Street

corridor project;
$6,000,000 for the Newark rail link MOS–1

project;
$1,000,000 for the Norfolk-Virginia Beach

corridor project;
$4,000,000 for the Northern Indiana south

shore commuter rail project;
$2,000,000 for the Oceanside-Escondido,

California light rail system;
$5,000,000 for Olympic transportation infra-

structure investments: Provided, That these
funds shall be allocated by the Secretary
based on the approved transportation man-
agement plan for the Salt Lake City 2002
Winter Olympic Games: Provided further,
That none of these funds shall be made avail-
able for the Salt Lake City west-east light
rail project, any segment thereof, or a down-
town connector in Salt Lake City, Utah;

$1,000,000 for the Orange County, Cali-
fornia, transitway project;

$20,000,000 for the Orlando Lynx light rail
project (phase 1);

$1,000,000 for the Philadelphia-Reading
SETPA Schuylkill Valley metro project;

$7,000,000 for the Phoenix metropolitan
area transit project;

$3,000,000 for the Pinellas County, Florida,
mobility initiative project;

$11,062,000 for the Portland Westside light
rail transit project;

$2,000,000 for the Puget Sound RTA Link
light rail project;

$12,000,000 for the Puget Sound RTA Sound-
er commuter rail project;

$12,000,000 for the Raleigh-Durham-Chapel
Hill Triangle transit project;

$25,000,000 for the Sacramento south cor-
ridor LRT project;

$1,000,000 for the San Bernardino, Cali-
fornia Metrolink project;

$7,000,000 for the San Diego Mid Coast cor-
ridor project;

$23,000,000 for the San Diego Mission Valley
East light rail transit project;

$84,000,000 for the San Francisco BART ex-
tension to the airport project;

$20,000,000 for the San Jose Tasman West
light rail project;

$82,000,000 for the San Juan Tren Urbano
project;

$53,962,000 for the South Boston piers
transitway;

$1,000,000 for the South DeKalb-Lindbergh,
Georgia, corridor project;

$3,000,000 for the Spokane, Washington,
South Valley corridor light rail project;

$3,000,000 for the St. Louis, Missouri,
MetroLink cross county corridor project;

$50,000,000 for the St. Louis-St. Clair Coun-
ty MetroLink light rail (phase II) extension
project;

$1,000,000 for the Tampa Bay regional rail
project;

$5,433,000 for the Twin Cities Transitways
projects;

$46,000,000 for the Twin Cities
Transitways—Hiawatha corridor project;

$37,928,000 for the Utah north/south light
rail project;

$2,000,000 for the Virginia Railway Express
Woodbridge station improvements project;

$1,000,000 for the West Trenton, New Jer-
sey, rail project; and

$3,000,000 for the Whitehall terminal recon-
struction project.

DISCRETIONARY GRANTS

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, for payment of previous obligations in-
curred in carrying out 49 U.S.C. 5338(b),
$1,500,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended and to be derived from the Mass
Transit Account of the Highway Trust Fund.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
on a point of order against the phrase
‘‘notwithstanding any other provision
of law’’ on page 32, line 8 on the same
grounds that I have previously stated.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, we con-
cede the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
is conceded and sustained, and the de-
scribed language is stricken from the
bill.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

JOB ACCESS AND REVERSE COMMUTE GRANTS

For necessary expenses to carry out sec-
tion 3037 of the Federal Transit Act of 1998,
$15,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That no more than
$75,000,000 of budget authority shall be avail-
able for these purposes.
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SAINT LAWRENCE SEAWAY

DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
SAINT LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT

CORPORATION

The Saint Lawrence Seaway Development
Corporation is hereby authorized to make
such expenditures, within the limits of funds
and borrowing authority available to the
Corporation, and in accord with law, and to
make such contracts and commitments with-
out regard to fiscal year limitations as pro-
vided by section 104 of the Government Cor-
poration Control Act, as amended, as may be
necessary in carrying out the programs set
forth in the Corporation’s budget for the cur-
rent fiscal year.

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE

(HARBOR MAINTENANCE TRUST FUND)

For necessary expenses for operations and
maintenance of those portions of the Saint
Lawrence Seaway operated and maintained
by the Saint Lawrence Seaway Development
Corporation, $12,042,000, to be derived from
the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund, pursu-
ant to Public Law 99–662.

RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS
ADMINISTRATION

RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS

For expenses necessary to discharge the
functions of the Research and Special Pro-
grams Administration, $32,361,000, of which
$645,000 shall be derived from the Pipeline
Safety Fund, and of which $3,704,000 shall re-
main available until September 30, 2002: Pro-
vided, That up to $1,200,000 in fees collected
under 49 U.S.C. 5108(g) shall be deposited in
the general fund of the Treasury as offset-
ting receipts: Provided further, That there
may be credited to this appropriation, to be
available until expended, funds received from
States, counties, municipalities, other public
authorities, and private sources for expenses
incurred for training, for reports publication
and dissemination, and for travel expenses
incurred in performance of hazardous mate-
rials exemptions and approvals functions.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word. I do so
for the purpose of engaging in a col-
loquy with the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Chairman WOLF).

Mr. Chairman, I understand that the
gentleman from Virginia (Chairman
WOLF) is concerned, as we all are, with
the effects of peanut allergies on indi-
viduals who fly on our Nation’s air-
lines, as well as for other reasons.

As the gentleman knows, included in
the 1999 Omnibus Appropriations bill
was language to ban the Department of
Transportation from implementing
peanut-free buffer zones on airlines
without the Department first con-
ducting a study on peanut allergies. In
fact, in Fiscal Year 2000’s Agriculture,
Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration Appropriations bill,
$300,000 was earmarked for the peanut
industry to conduct research to find a
vaccination for peanut allergies and
eliminate the allergy that is contained
in the peanut.

I ask the gentleman from Virginia
(Chairman WOLF), is it true that the
language included in the omnibus bill
was a change to permanent law and
does not need to be addressed again
this year?

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF).

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, that is
correct. The language included in the
omnibus bill is permanent law.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Moreover, Mr.
Chairman, can the gentleman from Vir-
ginia verify if a peanut allergy study
has been conducted by the Department
of Transportation as specified in the
1999 omnibus bill?

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF).

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, the De-
partment of Transportation has yet to
issue a report on their peanut allergy
study.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. WOLF) for his clarification in this
matter and the leadership that he pro-
vides for this committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

PIPELINE SAFETY

(PIPELINE SAFETY FUND)

(OIL SPILL LIABILITY TRUST FUND)

For expenses necessary to conduct the
functions of the pipeline safety program, for
grants-in-aid to carry out a pipeline safety
program, as authorized by 49 U.S.C. 60107,
and to discharge the pipeline program re-
sponsibilities of the Oil Pollution Act of 1990,
$36,092,000, of which $5,494,000 shall be derived
from the Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund and
shall remain available until September 30,
2002; and of which $30,598,000 shall be derived
from the Pipeline Safety Fund, of which
$17,074,000 shall remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2002: Provided, That in addition to
amounts made available from the Pipeline
Safety Fund, $1,300,000 shall be available for
grants to States for the development and es-
tablishment of one-call notification systems,
emergency notification, damage prevention,
and public education activities, and shall be
derived from amounts previously collected
under 49 U.S.C. 60301.

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS GRANTS

(EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS FUND)

For necessary expenses to carry out 49
U.S.C. 5127(c), $200,000, to be derived from the
Emergency Preparedness Fund, to remain
available until September 30, 2002: Provided,
That not more than $14,300,000 shall be made
available for obligation in fiscal year 2000
from amounts made available by 49 U.S.C.
5116(i) and 5127(d): Provided further, That
none of the funds made available by 49 U.S.C.
5116(i) and 5127(d) shall be made available for
obligation by individuals other than the Sec-
retary of Transportation, or his designee.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General to carry out the provisions
of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as
amended, $44,840,000.

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Surface
Transportation Board, including services au-
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $17,000,000: Provided,
That notwithstanding any other provision of
law, not to exceed $1,600,000 from fees estab-
lished by the Chairman of the Surface Trans-
portation Board shall be credited to this ap-
propriation as offsetting collections and used
for necessary and authorized expenses under
this heading: Provided further, That the sum
herein appropriated from the general fund
shall be reduced on a dollar-for-dollar basis
as such offsetting collections are received
during fiscal year 2000, to result in a final ap-
propriation from the general fund estimated
at no more than $15,400,000.

TITLE II
RELATED AGENCIES

ARCHITECTURAL AND TRANSPOR-
TATION BARRIERS COMPLIANCE
BOARD

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for the Architec-
tural and Transportation Barriers Compli-
ance Board, as authorized by section 502 of
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended,
$4,633,000: Provided, That, notwithstanding
any other provision of law, there may be
credited to this appropriation funds received
for publications and training expenses.

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY
BOARD

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the National
Transportation Safety Board, including hire
of passenger motor vehicles and aircraft;
services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, but at
rates for individuals not to exceed the per
diem rate equivalent to the rate for a GS–15;
uniforms, or allowances therefor, as author-
ized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901–5902) $57,000,000, of
which not to exceed $2,000 may be used for
official reception and representation ex-
penses.

TITLE III
GENERAL PROVISIONS

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

SEC. 301. During the current fiscal year ap-
plicable appropriations to the Department of
Transportation shall be available for mainte-
nance and operation of aircraft; hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles and aircraft; purchase
of liability insurance for motor vehicles op-
erating in foreign countries on official de-
partment business; and uniforms, or allow-
ances therefor, as authorized by law (5 U.S.C.
5901–5902).

SEC. 302. Such sums as may be necessary
for fiscal year 2000 pay raises for programs
funded in this Act shall be absorbed within
the levels appropriated in this Act or pre-
vious appropriations Acts.

SEC. 303. Funds appropriated under this
Act for expenditures by the Federal Aviation
Administration shall be available: (1) except
as otherwise authorized by title VIII of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 7701 et seq.), for expenses of
primary and secondary schooling for depend-
ents of Federal Aviation Administration per-
sonnel stationed outside the continental
United States at costs for any given area not
in excess of those of the Department of De-
fense for the same area, when it is deter-
mined by the Secretary that the schools, if
any, available in the locality are unable to
provide adequately for the education of such
dependents; and (2) for transportation of said
dependents between schools serving the area
that they attend and their places of resi-
dence when the Secretary, under such regu-
lations as may be prescribed, determines
that such schools are not accessible by pub-
lic means of transportation on a regular
basis.

SEC. 304. Appropriations contained in this
Act for the Department of Transportation
shall be available for services as authorized
by 5 U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for individuals
not to exceed the per diem rate equivalent to
the rate for an Executive Level IV.

SEC. 305. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available for salaries and expenses of
more than 100 political and Presidential ap-
pointees in the Department of Transpor-
tation: Provided, That none of the personnel
covered by this provision may be assigned on
temporary detail outside the Department of
Transportation.

SEC. 306. None of the funds in this Act shall
be used for the planning or execution of any
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program to pay the expenses of, or otherwise
compensate, non-Federal parties intervening
in regulatory or adjudicatory proceedings
funded in this Act.

SEC. 307. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act shall remain available for obliga-
tion beyond the current fiscal year, nor may
any be transferred to other appropriations,
unless expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 308. The Secretary of Transportation
may enter into grants, cooperative agree-
ments, and other transactions with any per-
son, agency, or instrumentality of the
United States, any unit of State or local gov-
ernment, any educational institution, and
any other entity in execution of the Tech-
nology Reinvestment Project authorized
under the Defense Conversion, Reinvestment
and Transition Assistance Act of 1992 and re-
lated legislation: Provided, That the author-
ity provided in this section may be exercised
without regard to section 3324 of title 31,
United States Code.

SEC. 309. The expenditure of any appropria-
tion under this Act for any consulting serv-
ice through procurement contract pursuant
to section 3109 of title 5, United States Code,
shall be limited to those contracts where
such expenditures are a matter of public
record and available for public inspection,
except where otherwise provided under exist-
ing law, or under existing Executive order
issued pursuant to existing law.

SEC. 310. The limitations on obligations for
the programs of the Federal Transit Admin-
istration shall not apply to any authority
under 49 U.S.C. 5338, previously made avail-
able for obligation, or to any other authority
previously made available for obligation.

SEC. 311. None of the funds in this Act shall
be used to implement section 404 of title 23,
United States Code.

SEC. 312. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available to plan, finalize, or implement
regulations that would establish a vessel
traffic safety fairway less than five miles
wide between the Santa Barbara Traffic Sep-
aration Scheme and the San Francisco Traf-
fic Separation Scheme.

SEC. 313. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, airports may transfer, without
consideration, to the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration (FAA) instrument landing sys-
tems (along with associated approach light-
ing equipment and runway visual range
equipment) which conform to FAA design
and performance specifications, the purchase
of which was assisted by a Federal airport-
aid program, airport development aid pro-
gram or airport improvement program grant.
The FAA shall accept such equipment, which
shall thereafter be operated and maintained
by the FAA in accordance with agency cri-
teria.

SEC. 314. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available to award a multiyear contract
for production end items that: (1) includes
economic order quantity or long lead time
material procurement in excess of $10,000,000
in any one year of the contract; (2) includes
a cancellation charge greater than $10,000,000
which at the time of obligation has not been
appropriated to the limits of the Govern-
ment’s liability; or (3) includes a require-
ment that permits performance under the
contract during the second and subsequent
years of the contract without conditioning
such performance upon the appropriation of
funds: Provided, That this limitation does
not apply to a contract in which the Federal
Government incurs no financial liability
from not buying additional systems, sub-
systems, or components beyond the basic
contract requirements.

SEC. 315. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, and except for fixed guideway
modernization projects, funds made avail-
able by this Act under ‘‘Federal Transit Ad-

ministration, Capital investment grants’’ for
projects specified in this Act or identified in
reports accompanying this Act not obligated
by September 30, 2002, and other recoveries,
shall be made available for other projects
under 49 U.S.C. 5309.

SEC. 316. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, any funds appropriated before
October 1, 1999, under any section of chapter
53 of title 49, United States Code, that re-
main available for expenditure may be trans-
ferred to and administered under the most
recent appropriation heading for any such
section.

SEC. 317. None of the funds in this Act may
be used to compensate in excess of 320 tech-
nical staff-years under the federally funded
research and development center contract
between the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion and the Center for Advanced Aviation
Systems Development during fiscal year
2000.

SEC. 318. Funds provided in this Act for the
Transportation Administrative Service Cen-
ter (TASC) shall be reduced by $10,000,000,
which limits fiscal year 2000 TASC
obligational authority for elements of the
Department of Transportation funded in this
Act to no more than $147,965,000: Provided,
That such reductions from the budget re-
quest shall be allocated by the Department
of Transportation to each appropriations ac-
count in proportion to the amount included
in each account for the Transportation Ad-
ministrative Service Center.

SEC. 319. Funds received by the Federal
Highway Administration, Federal Transit
Administration, and Federal Railroad Ad-
ministration from States, counties, munici-
palities, other public authorities, and private
sources for expenses incurred for training
may be credited respectively to the Federal
Highway Administration’s ‘‘Federal-Aid
Highways’’ account, the Federal Transit Ad-
ministration’s ‘‘Transit Planning and Re-
search’’ account, and to the Federal Railroad
Administration’s ‘‘Safety and Operations’’
account, except for State rail safety inspec-
tors participating in training pursuant to 49
U.S.C. 20105.

SEC. 320. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available to prepare, propose, or promul-
gate any regulations pursuant to title V of
the Motor Vehicle Information and Cost Sav-
ings Act (49 U.S.C. 32901 et seq.) prescribing
corporate average fuel economy standards
for automobiles, as defined in such title, in
any model year that differs from standards
promulgated for such automobiles prior to
enactment of this section.

SEC. 321. Notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302,
funds received by the Bureau of Transpor-
tation Statistics from the sale of data prod-
ucts, for necessary expenses incurred pursu-
ant to 49 U.S.C. 111 may be credited to the
Federal-aid highways account for the pur-
pose of reimbursing the Bureau for such ex-
penses: Provided, That such funds shall be
subject to the obligation limitation for Fed-
eral-aid highways and highway safety con-
struction.

SEC. 322. None of the funds in this Act may
be obligated or expended for employee train-
ing which: (a) does not meet identified needs
for knowledge, skills and abilities bearing di-
rectly upon the performance of official du-
ties; (b) contains elements likely to induce
high levels of emotional response or psycho-
logical stress in some participants; (c) does
not require prior employee notification of
the content and methods to be used in the
training and written end of course evalua-
tions; (d) contains any methods or content
associated with religious or quasi-religious
belief systems or ‘‘new age’’ belief systems
as defined in Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission Notice N–915.022, dated
September 2, 1988; (e) is offensive to, or de-

signed to change, participants’ personal val-
ues or lifestyle outside the workplace; or (f)
includes content related to human immuno-
deficiency virus/acquired immune deficiency
syndrome (HIV/AIDS) other than that nec-
essary to make employees more aware of the
medical ramifications of HIV/AIDS and the
workplace rights of HIV-positive employees.

SEC. 323. None of the funds in this Act
shall, in the absence of express authorization
by Congress, be used directly or indirectly to
pay for any personal service, advertisement,
telegram, telephone, letter, printed or writ-
ten matter, or other device, intended or de-
signed to influence in any manner a Member
of Congress, to favor or oppose, by vote or
otherwise, any legislation or appropriation
by Congress, whether before or after the in-
troduction of any bill or resolution pro-
posing such legislation or appropriation: Pro-
vided, That this shall not prevent officers or
employees of the Department of Transpor-
tation or related agencies funded in this Act
from communicating to Members of Con-
gress on the request of any Member or to
Congress, through the proper official chan-
nels, requests for legislation or appropria-
tions which they deem necessary for the effi-
cient conduct of the public business.

SEC. 324. (a) None of the funds made avail-
able in this Act may be expended by an enti-
ty unless the entity agrees that in expending
the funds the entity will comply with the
Buy American Act (41 U.S.C. 10a–10c).

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT
REGARDING NOTICE.—

(1) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT
AND PRODUCTS.—In the case of any equipment
or product that may be authorized to be pur-
chased with financial assistance provided
using funds made available in this Act, it is
the sense of the Congress that entities re-
ceiving the assistance should, in expending
the assistance, purchase only American-
made equipment and products to the great-
est extent practicable.

(2) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.—
In providing financial assistance using funds
made available in this Act, the head of each
Federal agency shall provide to each recipi-
ent of the assistance a notice describing the
statement made in paragraph (1) by the Con-
gress.

(c) PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS WITH PER-
SONS FALSELY LABELING PRODUCTS AS MADE
IN AMERICA.—If it has been finally deter-
mined by a court or Federal agency that any
person intentionally affixed a label bearing a
‘‘Made in America’’ inscription, or any in-
scription with the same meaning, to any
product sold in or shipped to the United
States that is not made in the United States,
the person shall be ineligible to receive any
contract or subcontract made with funds
made available in this Act, pursuant to the
debarment, suspension, and ineligibility pro-
cedures described in sections 9.400 through
9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Regulations.

SEC. 325. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, receipts, in amounts determined
by the Secretary, collected from users of fit-
ness centers operated by or for the Depart-
ment of Transportation shall be available to
support the operation and maintenance of
those facilities.

SEC. 326. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available to implement or enforce regula-
tions that would result in the withdrawal of
a slot from an air carrier at O’Hare Inter-
national Airport under section 93.223 of title
14 of the Code of Federal Regulations in ex-
cess of the total slots withdrawn from that
air carrier as of October 31, 1993 if such addi-
tional slot is to be allocated to an air carrier
or foreign air carrier under section 93.217 of
title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations.

SEC. 327. Notwithstanding 49 U.S.C. 41742,
no essential air service subsidies shall be
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provided to communities in the 48 contig-
uous States that are located fewer than 70
highway miles from the nearest large or me-
dium hub airport, or that require a rate of
subsidy per passenger in excess of $200 unless
such point is greater than 210 miles from the
nearest large or medium hub airport.

b 1245

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise as assistant ma-
jority leader and as a member of the
New York delegation to seek support
from the distinguished chairman of the
Subcommittee on Transportation of
the Committee on Appropriations, the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF),
to protect funding crucial to New York
State and to uphold the historic legis-
lation covering highway and transpor-
tation programs, which is known
colloquially as TEA–21.

This time last year, the Transpor-
tation Equity Act for the 21st Century,
known as TEA–21, was signed into law.
The success of this bill is due to a 3-
year effort of the authorizing com-
mittee, the appropriating committee,
and support from a broad coalition.
TEA–21 has been an enormous success.
It established a new funding formula
structure for distributing funds to
States. This funding formula rep-
resents a carefully crafted, well-bal-
anced compromise.

Mr. Chairman, the Senate will soon
consider its version of the transpor-
tation appropriations bill for the fiscal
year 2000. On May 27, the Senate Com-
mittee on Appropriations included a
controversial provision that unfairly
caps transit aid at 12.5 percent of the
total amount of transit dollars that
any one State may receive. This legis-
lation, as crafted, adversely affects the
Nation’s two most transit-dependent
States, those of California and New
York, and would result in an estimated
loss of $1.2 billion over a 6-year period
or at a minimum $200 million per year
for New York and $120 million per year
for California.

This artificial cap was included in
the Senate Committee on Appropria-
tions with no notice or public debate
on its merits. I wanted to ask the dis-
tinguished subcommittee chairman for
his support for maintaining that his-
toric compromise.

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

Mr. LAZIO. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman bringing this to
my attention, and also the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SWEENEY). I have
also spoken to the gentleman from
California (Mr. DREIER) about the same
thing.

The gentleman has my commitment
to do everything we can to attempt to
make this the way it should be with re-
gard to fairness. We have never been
into punishing one State over another,
so I can assure the gentleman we will
work with the gentleman, and the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SWEENEY),

and the other members of the New
York delegation, and also the Cali-
fornia delegation who have come to me
again, as I said, the gentleman from
California (Mr. DREIER) and others, to
make sure that there is fairness.

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I want to
express my gratitude to the sub-
committee chairman and my friend on
behalf of the House who supported the
compromise, and as a member of the
New York delegation, and I just wanted
to reiterate how important this is.

New York has one-third of the Na-
tion’s transit riders, California has
about 14 percent. Combined the two
States make up almost half of the en-
tire Nation’s transit users. On a daily
basis, New York State has over 7.5 mil-
lion transit riders. On the MTA system
alone, the daily ridership is 7.2 million.
For the millions of people who use
mass transit, the environment and the
economy, we should uphold the alloca-
tion formulas we worked so hard for in
that historically crafted bill.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, I would
just tell him that a member of my fam-
ily lives in New York City and I under-
stand how congested the traffic is and
the needs and everything else, so the
gentleman makes a very credible point.

Mr. LAZIO. I ride on that subway
myself.

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

Mr. LAZIO. I yield to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SWEENEY) who has
been working very hard on this issue
and, as a matter of fact, has gathered
on a bipartisan basis signatures for the
subcommittee chairman.

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my good friend, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAZIO).

Quickly, I want to applaud this ef-
fort, and I am proud to join it. As the
chairman knows, 81 members from
both the New York and California dele-
gation sent a letter to the chairman
last week, and I wanted to add a point
to this.

I represent a rural area, and on be-
half of the rural areas in New York and
California, I wanted to just stress that
rural transit systems have few sources
of revenue to make up for huge cuts to
their Federal formula funding alloca-
tion. So this will hit disproportion-
ately those areas pretty significantly.

As the gentleman from New York
(Mr. LAZIO) has pointed out, we in New
York have committed to a high stand-
ard on infrastructure repair and trans-
portation repair. A higher share of our
own resources are committed to transit
than any other State; nearly 70 percent
of our $12 million Statewide transit
capital program financed from State
and local resources.

So this is a critical issue for us in my
district and throughout New York
State. And, again, I want to applaud
the efforts of my colleague, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAZIO),
and ask the Chairman for his support
and thank the gentleman for the oppor-
tunity to express this concern.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman once again yield?

Mr. LAZIO. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. WOLF. I would give the gen-
tleman the same type of commitment,
Mr. Chairman, as with the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAZIO), and I ap-
preciate the gentleman bringing it to
my attention. Both gentlemen have
talked to me about it a number of
times, and we will do everything we
can to help.

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I want to thank the gen-
tleman for his support.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
SEC. 328. Rebates, refunds, incentive pay-

ments, minor fees and other funds received
by the Department from travel management
centers, charge card programs, the sub-
leasing of building space, and miscellaneous
sources are to be credited to appropriations
of the Department and allocated to elements
of the Department using fair and equitable
criteria and such funds shall be available
until December 31, 2000.

SEC. 329. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, rule or regulation, the Secretary
of Transportation is authorized to allow the
issuer of any preferred stock heretofore sold
to the Department to redeem or repurchase
such stock upon the payment to the Depart-
ment of an amount determined by the Sec-
retary.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SANFORD

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. SANFORD:
Page 42, line 15, after the dollar amount,

insert the following: ‘‘(plus an additional re-
duction of $1,000,000)’’.

Page 42, line 18, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$1,000,000)’’.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
make a point of order against the gen-
tleman’s amendment because he seeks
to amend a paragraph that has already
been read under the 5-minute rule. The
House manual clearly states in Section
876(2) that when a paragraph or section
has been passed, it is not in order to re-
turn thereto.

I regret to say the gentleman’s
amendment comes too late, and I ask
for a ruling from the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SANFORD)
wish to be heard on the point of order?

Mr. SANFORD. No, Mr. Chairman, I
will withdraw the amendment. It was a
last chance to save the taxpayers $1
million. We had indeed passed this sec-
tion of the bill, but, nonetheless, I
wanted to try.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my amendment.

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

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is

withdrawn.
The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
SEC. 330. For necessary expenses of the Am-

trak Reform Council authorized under sec-
tion 203 of Public Law 105–134, $750,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2001.
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SEC. 331. The Secretary of Transportation

is authorized to transfer funds appropriated
for any office of the Office of the Secretary
to any other office of the Office of the Sec-
retary: Provided, That no appropriation shall
be increased or decreased by more than 12
per centum by all such transfers: Provided
further, That any such transfer shall be sub-
mitted for approval to the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations.

SEC. 332. None of the funds appropriated by
this Act may be used to issue a final stand-
ard under docket number NHTSA 98–3945 (re-
lating to section 656(b) of the Illegal Immi-
gration Reform and Responsibility Act of
1996).

SEC. 333. (a) Section 110(b)(2) of the Arctic
Research and Policy Act of 1984 (15 U.S.C.
4109(b)(2)) is amended by striking all that
follows ‘‘research’’ and inserting a period.

(b) Section 312 of the Arctic Marine Living
Resources Convention Act of 1984 (16 U.S.C.
2441) is amended by striking subsection (c).

SEC. 334. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available for activities under the Aircraft
Purchase Loan Guarantee Program during
fiscal year 2000.

SEC. 335. None of the funds in this Act may
be used to carry out the functions and oper-
ations of the office of motor carriers within
the Federal Highway Administration.

SEC. 336. Section 3027 of the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21st Century (49 U.S.C.
5307 note: 112 Stat. 336) is amended by adding
at the end the following:

‘‘(e) Government share for operating as-
sistance to certain smaller urbanized
areas.—Notwithstanding 49 U.S.C. 5307(e), a
grant of the Government for operating ex-
penses of a project under 49 U.S.C. 5307(b) in
fiscal years 1999 and 2000 to any recipient
that is providing transit services in an ur-
banized area with a population between
128,000 and 128,200, as determined in the 1990
census, and that had adopted a five-year
transit plan before September 1, 1998, may
not be more than 80 percent of the net
project cost.’’.

SEC. 337. Section 130 of Title 23, United
States Code, is amended in subsection (f) by
striking ‘‘90 percent’’ where it appears in the
last sentence and inserting ‘‘100 percent’’.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
on a point of order against section 337
on page 50, lines 1 through 4. This is
legislation on an appropriation bill and
is in violation of clause 2 of rule XXI.

This provision is an amendment to
section 130 of title 23 to raise the Fed-
eral share for rail-highway grade cross-
ing projects funded under the Trans-
portation Equity Act for the 21st Cen-
tury, TEA–21.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to be heard on that, if I may.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) may be heard
on the point of order.

Mr. WOLF. I am going to concede the
point of order, Mr. Chairman, but this
is the provision that deletes the non-
Federal match for the section 130 grade
crossing program.

In 1998, the unobligated national bal-
ance totaled $148 million and now may
be as high as $220 million. Many States
have difficulty expanding the section
130 funds and, as a result, some States
have a few years of unobligated bal-
ances that could be used to eliminate
grade crossings.

For example, the State of Wisconsin
has $13 million in unobligated balances.

The State of Oregon has $6,888,000 in
unobligated balances. If we were to de-
lete the non-Federal match, it would
permit States to reduce those unobli-
gated balances and eliminate a greater
number of grade crossing hazards than
previously planned and, therefore, im-
proving safety for the American fam-
ily.

Mr. Chairman, maybe this is an area
the authorizers could look at, because I
think it would enable States to move
that money quickly and, I think, bring
about safety. Each year there are 3,500
collisions at grade crossings with near-
ly 1,500 injuries and 500 deaths. The
tragic accident we heard of earlier,
that we worked with the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. WELLER) on, cer-
tainly demonstrates that more needs
to be done to upgrade safety at grade
crossings. With that, hopefully, this
can be looked at in some way, because
I think it would be good in helping to
save lives.

Mr. Chairman, I do concede the point
of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The language cited
by the point of order directly amends
existing law. As such, it constitutes
legislation. The point of order is sus-
tained. The section is stricken.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
SEC. 338. Section 3030(b) of the Transpor-

tation Equity Act for the 21st Century (112
Stat. 373–375) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘‘(71) Dane County Corridor—East-West
Madison Metropolitan Area.’’.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
on a point of order against section 338
on page 50 lines 5 through 9. This is leg-
islation on an appropriation bill and is
in violation of clause 2 of rule XXI.
This provision is an amendment to
TEA–21 to authorize a mass transit
project in Dane County, Wisconsin.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, we con-
cede the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) concedes the
point of order.

The language cited directly amends
existing law. As such, it constitutes
legislation, and the point of order is
sustained. This section is stricken.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
SEC. 339. Funds provided in Public Law 104–

205 for the Griffin light rail project shall be
available for alternative analysis and envi-
ronmental impact studies for other transit
alternatives in the Griffin corridor from
Hartford to Bradley International Airport.

SEC. 340. Section 3030(c)(1)(A)(v) of the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Cen-
tury (Public Law 105–178) is amended by de-
leting ‘‘Light Rail’’.

SEC. 341. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the federal share of projects
funded under section 3038(g)(1)(B) of Public
Law 105–178 shall not exceed 90 percent of the
project cost.

SEC. 342. The Secretary of Transportation
is hereby authorized to make such expendi-
tures and investments, within the limits of
funds available pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 44307,
and in accordance with section 104 of the
Government Corporation Control Act, as

amended (31 U.S.C. 9104), as may be nec-
essary in carrying out the program for avia-
tion insurance activities under chapter 443 of
title 49, United States Code.
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POINT OF ORDER

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I raise
a point of order against section 342, on
page 50, line 22 through page 51, line 4.

This is legislation on an appropria-
tions bill and is in violation of clause 2
of rule XXI. This provision reauthor-
izes the payments from the War Risk
Insurance Program. The House has
twice passed versions of the War Risk
Insurance Program this year, and a 5-
year reauthorization of the program
has passed the House and is currently
pending in the Senate.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, we con-
cede the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
is conceded.

The language cited by the point of
order conveys authority to the Execu-
tive. As such, it constitutes legislation.

The point of order is sustained. The
section is stricken.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read, as follows:
SEC. 343. Notwithstanding current policies

or guidelines of the Department of Transpor-
tation, the Administrator of the Federal
Aviation Administration is hereby author-
ized to issue grant awards utilizing funds
limited in this bill under ‘‘Grants-in-aid for
airports’’ fifteen days after transmittal of
recommended grant awards to the Office of
the Secretary of Transportation for Congres-
sional notification purposes.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I raise
a point of order against section 343, on
page 51, lines 5 through 12.

This is legislation on an appropria-
tions bill and is in a violation of clause
2 of rule XXI.

This provision mandates changes in
the FAA’s grant award and processing
policies so that all grant awards must
be issued within 15 days of the notifica-
tion of their approval.

A similar provision was included in
H.R. 1000, which passed this House
overwhelmingly last week.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, we con-
cede the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The language cited
by the point of order conveys authority
to the Executive. As such, it con-
stitutes legislation.

The point of order is conceded and
sustained.

The section is stricken.
The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read, as follows:
SEC. 344. None of the funds in this Act shall

be available to execute a letter of no preju-
dice, letter of intent or full funding grant
agreement for the Salt Lake City west-east
light rail line, any segment thereof, or a
downtown connector in Salt Lake City,
Utah.

SEC. 345. Of the funds made available to the
Coast Guard in this Act under ‘‘Acquisition,
construction, and improvements’’, $10,000,000
is only for necessary expenses to support a
portion of the acquisition costs, currently
estimated at $128,000,000, of a multi-mission
vessel to replace the Mackinaw icebreaker in
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the Great Lakes, to remain available until
September 30, 2005.

SEC. 346. Notwithstanding the Federal Air-
port Act (as in effect on April 3, 1956) or sec-
tions 47125 and 47153 of title 49, United States
Code, and subject to subsection (b), the Sec-
retary of Transportation may waive any
term contained in the deed of conveyance
dated April 3, 1956, by which the United
States conveyed lands to the city of Safford,
Arizona, for use by the city for airport pur-
poses: Provided, That no waiver may be made
under subsection (a) if the waiver would re-
sult in the closure of an airport.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I raise
a point of order against section 346, on
page 52, lines 1 through 10.

This is legislation on an appropria-
tions bill in violation of clause 2 of rule
XXI. This provision waives deed re-
strictions for an airport in Safford, Ar-
izona. Moreover, it would allow the air-
port to sell land without having to re-
invest the proceeds of the sale in the
airport, which is contrary to provisions
in Title 49 of the U.S. Code and to the
usual practice of the House when deed
restrictions have been removed for
other airports across the country.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
be heard on the point of order.

Mr. Chairman, while I will concede
the point of order, I would like to in-
quire of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SHUSTER), the distinguished
chairman, about his reasons for object-
ing to this.

Let me just state, for the record,
that I have been working closely with
the local community, the local FAA
representatives, the Aircraft Owners
and Pilots Association, for years to
draft language that is acceptable and
have attempted to work with his com-
mittee and committee staff to do that.
This has been the result of long discus-
sions to get us to where we are. It only
allows the FAA to waive terms con-
tained in the 1956 deed of conveyance
more than 40 years ago. It does not re-
quire them to do so.

This is land which is vitally needed
in order for this small rural commu-
nity where unemployment is three
times the rate of other areas in Ari-
zona to develop an industrial park in
this area. I am just curious as to why
this particular provision, looking at all
the provisions in here that were not
singled out, as to why this one has been
singled out.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, con-
tinuing to rise on my point of order, I
will respond to the gentleman by point-
ing out that he did ask us to put this
in AIR–21, and we said that if they
could provide us with information
showing that it conformed with other
actions of the past, we would be happy
to consider it.

Moreover, and even more impor-
tantly, we have required other airports
across America to conform, particu-
larly even an airport in my own con-
gressional district in Chambersburg,
Pennsylvania. So when we have re-
quired this of other airports, including
an airport in my own congressional dis-

trict, it hardly seems fair to provide
this special consideration for an air-
port in another part of the country.
And those are my reasons, I say to my
good friend.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I would
simply state that we are prepared to
use language that conforms precisely
to language that was used in AIR–21
last week on another project in New-
port News that would apparently do
that. We have attempted to have dis-
cussions with the staff about this and
apparently have not had a great deal of
success.

I must say that this objection is very
devastating to this community, which
has been trying very hard for a long
time to get this very small project of
economic development off the ground. I
would just simply say that I do not
think that this language is different
than has been provided in other cases,
and I do believe we can point to that.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to respond to further em-
phasize that requiring my own commu-
nity of Chambersburg, Pennsylvania,
to adhere to the law certainly was dif-
ficult for them. But having required
them to adhere to the law, it would
seem very, very unfair to give a special
waiver to another community.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule on the point of order.

The language cited by the point of
order explicitly waives existing law. As
such, it constitutes legislation.

The point of order is sustained.
The section is stricken.
Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I move to

strike the last word, and I yield to the
gentlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms.
BALDWIN).

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the gentleman from Min-
nesota for yielding and for his hard
work on this piece of legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I have a concern
about this legislation in regard to an
authorization for a critical transit
project in Dane County, Wisconsin,
which is in my district. I would like to
engage the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. PETRI), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Ground Transportation,
in a colloquy.

Mr. Chairman, Dane County and the
City of Madison are currently exam-
ining future transportation needs, in-
cluding various mass transit options.
Traffic congestion and the need for ad-
ditional parking will need to be ad-
dressed as the population of the region
continues to grow into the next cen-
tury. Dane County, which contains
Madison, is working hard to promote
concentrated development along exist-
ing and potential transit corridors.

In addition, I would like to note the
strong potential of new mass transit
options since Madison Metro consist-
ently ranks as one of the finest in the
Nation with excellent service and rid-
ership that ranks higher than most
similar cities.

Unfortunately, Dane County was not
ready for new start projects authoriza-

tion when TEA–21 was enacted last
year. Their planning for future transit
needs has now reached a point where
an authorization for a new start
project would be appropriated.

I understand that such an authoriza-
tion would be most appropriately in-
cluded on a bill from the committee of
jurisdiction, the House Subcommittee
on Ground Transportation. I would like
to obtain the assurance of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI)
that an authorization for the Dane
County project would be considered in
the subcommittee’s next appropriate
vehicle.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tlewoman would yield, I would like to
thank the gentlewoman and assure her
that the subcommittee would be
pleased to consider an authorization
for the Dane County project in our
next appropriate vehicle.

I understand that Dane County has a
number of transit options under con-
sideration and would be seeking Fed-
eral funding for continued planning
and evaluation in budget year 2002. And
I am quite sure that the need of the
county can be addressed by our com-
mittee on a timely basis, and I look
forward to working with my colleague
toward that end.

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his comments.
I look forward to working with him to
address the transit needs of Dane Coun-
ty.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word, and I yield to the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE) for the purposes of a colloquy.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the distinguished
gentleman, the ranking member, for
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the chairman
for his hard work. I would like to enter
into a colloquy on an important matter
in my community that many of us
have worked on, and that is included in
H.R. 2084, the Houston, Texas Main
Street Corridor Project, of which a re-
quest was made for some $8 million. It
received $1 million in funding for fiscal
year 2000.

I would hope, as we move this bill to
conference, that, in recognizing the
commitment that the committee has
made to infrastructure and making our
communities less congested, that we
could seek an additional funding of
$500,000 to keep this project on sched-
ule.

Traffic congestion and a depleted in-
frastructure threatens the future of
this vital backbone of transit. Hous-
ton’s Main Street Corridor has been
the heart of the 2,000 square mile Hous-
ton region for many years. In fact, we
have gathered together a diverse com-
munity collaboration and coalition
that have organized around enhancing
the Main Street Corridor.

The Corridor runs from Buffalo Bayo
north through Downtown, Midtown,
Hermann Park, and the Texas Medical
Center. Main Street links two impor-
tant economic hubs, Downtown and
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Texas Medical Center, as well as the
entertainment, cultural, and govern-
mental centers. The City of Houston
and I and others believe that this fund-
ing is necessary to ensure that effec-
tive traffic management will continue
the redevelopment of this center of
commerce and business, the very prin-
ciples of this committee.

Long-term, this project will result in
increased development density, in-
creased access to jobs, reduced auto-
mobile inventories, lower emissions,
and reduced long-term capital invest-
ment in the regional infrastructure,
again, the principles of this committee.

I would ask my colleagues, the rank-
ing member, and the chairman to work
with me on this matter.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman from Texas for bring-
ing this important matter to the con-
sideration of the subcommittee.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. SABO)
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SABO
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, as we go to
conference and consider all our alter-
natives, we will keep the request of the
gentlewoman in mind.

Let me add, however, for the gentle-
woman and for all other Members that
part of this bill carries very significant
increase in transit formula funding for
local transit agencies and we may have
limits as to what we can do in discre-
tionary funding. But communities
should also look to the additional for-
mula funding for potential use in pre-
liminary engineering on some of these
projects.

I thank the gentlewoman for bring-
ing this to our attention.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to my friend,
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
WOLF).

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, the gentle-
woman has spoken to me about this.
Everything is very tight. The gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. SABO) and
I can work together and see. But we
will certainly take a very, very close
look at it, I promise.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman would con-
tinue to yield, this is most helpful to
me, and I thank the gentlemen very
much for their cooperation in working
on this very important project.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
SEC. 347. None of the funds in this Act may

be expended to review or issue a waiver for a
vessel deemed to be equipped with a double
buttom or double sides.

This act may be cited as the ‘‘Department
of Transportation and Related Agencies Ap-
propriations Act, 2000’’.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROGAN

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. Rogan:
At the end of the bill, insert after the last

section (preceding the short title) the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. ll. None of the funds in this Act
may be used for the planning or development
of the California State Route 710 Freeway
extension project through South Pasadena,
California (as approved in the Record of De-
cision on State Route 710 Freeway, issued by
the U.S. Department of Transportation, Fed-
eral Highway Administration, on April 13,
1998).

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, in order
to defer to my colleague from South
Carolina (Mr. SANFORD) I ask unani-
mous consent to withdraw my amend-
ment for the time being.

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

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is

withdrawn.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SANFORD

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Sanford:
At the end of the bill, insert after the last

section (preceding the short title) the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. lll. Funds provided in this Act for
the Transportation Administrative Service
Center (TASC) shall be further reduced by
$1,000,000.

Mr. SANFORD (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-

serve a point of order against the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. A point of order is
reserved.
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Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, first
of all I would applaud the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER), I
would applaud the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WOLF), I would applaud the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
COBURN) for what they have done to in
essence refine this bill as we go
through this process here on the House
floor. What this amendment does is it
basically continues that simple theme
of refining and focusing this bill, be-
cause this bill looks at the Transpor-
tation Administrative Service Center
which was basically founded by the De-
partment of Transportation back in
1997.

It last year was funded at about $109
million. This year it is projected to be
funded at about $148 million. All this
amendment does is it takes one of
those million dollars of increase, and
again, there are roughly about $50 mil-
lion of increase, it takes one of those
million dollars and it cuts it. The rea-
son it does that is because it is basi-
cally a shot over the bow to this serv-
ice center to say, ‘‘Let’s really look
under the hood at some of these ex-
penses and really examine closely
whether or not they are in the best in-
terests of the taxpayer.’’

A lot of the things that this service
center does basically for the Depart-
ment of Transportation makes a whole
lot of sense. Whether it is with
photocopying or telecommunications
services, there are certain advantages
to one-stop-shopping which this center
does. But some of the expenses when
we really looked at them to me did not
pass the litmus test of best interests of
the taxpayer.

Let me give my colleagues just a few
of those. First of all, it has like career
development seminar and workshops
designed to assist organizations in pro-
moting employee empowerment. It
goes on to say, ‘‘Emphasis is on pro-
viding employees with the tools, the
information, the resources they need to
seek opportunities that will make
them more marketable and enhance
their careers.’’

That is a good thing, but I do not
know that it is really in the best inter-
est of building more roads and bridges
and airports across this country. Simi-
larly, another component of the center
was fitness center equipment con-
sulting.

I read from their own web page:
‘‘If you’re thinking of purchasing ex-

ercise equipment for your employees
but are not sure what it should cost,
what’s most effective, what’s currently
popular, let our staff with over 50 years
of experience in exercise physiology
and fitness equipment handling assist
you to facilitate your plans.’’ That is a
very nice thing, but again it is almost
a bureaucracy within a bureaucracy. I
do not think the taxpayer really wants
to see a lot of those.

Another one here I see, responding to
employee stress. It says here, ‘‘These
are difficult times, downsizing, chang-
ing work styles, uncertainty about the
future, family stresses. The effects of
too much stress can start showing up
in the workplace in big and small ways.
Let us help you help them.’’

A lot of these things, I am sure, are
very reasonable things. That is why
this bill only cuts $1 million of the
basic $50 million of increase, asking
them to carefully look under the hood
to really examine whether or not all
these expenses are warranted. I think
the committee has already taken up
the Inspector General’s study which
basically discontinued the computer
operations over at the service center.
This is again a shot over the bow. It is
nothing more than that.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my point of order and state that
I have no objection to this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
withdraws the point of order.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to this amendment.

This amendment cuts $1 million from
the Transportation Administrative
Service Center, which has already been
cut in the request by $10 million in this
bill.

The center finances common admin-
istrative services, such as payroll, ac-
counting, copying and telecommuni-
cations that can be performed more
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economically and efficiently through a
central organization rather than the
various modal administrations of the
Department of Transportation.

Mr. Chairman, the entire purpose of
the Transportation Administrative
Service Center is to save the govern-
ment money by consolidating redun-
dant administrative overhead and func-
tions. Individual departmental agen-
cies may purchase administrative serv-
ices outside the Transportation Admin-
istrative Service Center only if they
can demonstrate that doing so is cost
beneficial to the department as a
whole.

Rather than supporting the Trans-
portation Department’s effort to con-
trol costs by centralizing administra-
tive functions, this amendment would
penalize the Department.

The net effect of the Sanford amend-
ment might well be that the various
agencies in the Department will seek
out other sources for their needs which
could cause duplication of procure-
ment, accounting and other adminis-
trative services and higher costs over-
all.

In the end, Mr. Chairman, this
amendment will not save money, it
will cost the government money, and it
should not be adopted.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word. I have no objec-
tion to the amendment offered by the
gentleman from South Carolina.

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

Mr. Chairman, this is a good amend-
ment. It takes a million dollars away
from a $39 million increase. The reason
it does, it says to the people who are
working in this center, you can spend
the money more wisely, more effi-
ciently.

The concept of the center is fine, but
a 45 percent increase in your spending
this year? We are going to cut some of
that back. We recognize the value of
this center, but we can save a million
dollars and send a signal that ‘‘next
year, if you are not better, you are not
going to see this kind of increase. Re-
gardless of what is there, you cannot
justify the inefficiencies that you are
generating.’’

The Sanford amendment takes just $1
million out of a $39 million increase
and says, ‘‘We want you to wake up and
smell the roses, do some things a little
more efficiently, and let’s save some
money.’’ It is not even 1 percent of
their budget, it is about three-quarters
of 1 percent, and it is of an increase.
They had $109 million last year, we are
going to give them $148 million this
year.

I want to make one other statement.
Earlier in our debate today, we talked
about how $170 million was not much.
$170 million will pay for the Social Se-
curity for 1.8 million Americans this
year. When this bill is finished, if we
pass it, we are going to have savings of
about $555 million. That is enough to
pay the Social Security for 5.4 million

Americans. That is a good achieve-
ment. We ought not to lose sight of
that.

Let us save an additional $1 million,
we can save another couple of hundred
thousand people their opportunity for
Social Security, and we can live up to
the commitment that we all agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. SAN-
FORD).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ANDREWS

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. Andrews:
Page 52, after line 13, insert the following

new section:
SEC. 348. The amount otherwise provided

by section 330 for the Amtrak Reform Coun-
cil is hereby reduced by $300,000.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania reserves a point of
order.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve that one of the bipartisan success
stories of the last few years in Amer-
ica’s transportation policy has been
the improvements that have taken
place in Amtrak. I am a frequent rider
on Amtrak and a great devotee of its
efforts. I salute all the men and women
who work so hard for Amtrak.

I also believe that the efforts of the
chairman of the authorizing committee
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SHUSTER), the chairman of the appro-
priations subcommittee the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WOLF), together
with the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. OBERSTAR) and the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. SABO), their rank-
ing members, have helped to take what
was a very critical and difficult situa-
tion just a few years ago and turn it
into a success story. I commend and
congratulate them for that.

This amendment is really offered in
the spirit of continuing the success
that I believe they and the thousands
of men and women who work for Am-
trak have achieved, because it is based
on the idea, Mr. Chairman, that too
many cooks spoil the broth. Amtrak
has achieved a labor-management co-
operation. It is achieving a program of
progress together with its unions and
its management that have improved
service, increased revenues and ex-
panded future opportunities for Am-
trak for years to come.

I believe when something is on the
right track, when something is pro-
ceeding the way that it should, that
second-guessing and Monday morning
quarterbacking really is inappropriate.
The role of the Amtrak Reform Council
lends itself to the possibility of that
Monday morning quarterbacking and
second-guessing.

There is a delicate balance that has
been established in labor and manage-
ment in Amtrak, with the cooperation
of the rail unions, with the able leader-

ship of the board of directors of Am-
trak, and its management headed by
Mr. Warrington. I think that the possi-
bility of mischief being created that
would upset that delicate balance, that
frankly would roll back meaningful
and important labor protections for
men and women who work for Amtrak
would be the wrong thing to do.

Now, I had contemplated offering an
amendment that would have the effect
of defunding, or zeroing out, or elimi-
nating the Amtrak Reform Council. In
retrospect, I believe that would be the
wrong approach to take at this time.
Again, I would salute the efforts of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SHUSTER) and the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WOLF) in contributing to the
worthy mission of the Amtrak Reform
Council.

In lieu of that idea, I offer this
amendment which limits the funding in
the new fiscal year for the Amtrak Re-
form Council to the same amount that
the reform council received in fiscal
year 1999, namely, $450,000. I would
commend the gentleman from Virginia
as chairman of the subcommittee and
the gentleman from Minnesota as
ranking member for their efforts they
have already made in reducing the
funding request, which was well over $1
million, down to $750,000, and I thank
them for that. I believe, though, that
there is no evidence that justifies an
increase in the funding of the Amtrak
Reform Council, so it is the express in-
tent of my amendment and the effect
of my amendment that we reduce the
funding for the Amtrak Reform Coun-
cil down to its fiscal year 1999 level of
$450,000.

Those of us who believe that there is
risk of mischief, that there is the
chance that important labor protec-
tions would be undone, those of us who
believe that the balance that the board
of directors and the management and
labor of Amtrak are achieving would be
disrupted, believe that the best way to
limit that risk is to appropriately limit
the funding of the Amtrak Reform
Council to the level that it was funded
in the 1999 budget of $450,000.

To summarize, this is a compromise
between those of us who believe that
maybe there is no role at all for the
Amtrak Reform Council and those who
would wish to see it do more. The com-
promise calls for the limitation of
funds to the 1999 level. The amendment
cuts $300,000 from the level of appro-
priation. I again express my apprecia-
tion to the chairman and ranking
member for the fiscally prudent steps
they have already taken. I would just
respectfully say I believe we should
just go a little further and limit the
funding to the 1999 level, in particular
importance to making sure that the
important labor protections that are in
our law protecting Amtrak employees
and passengers remain in the law.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to the amendment
offered by the gentleman from New
Jersey which would restrict funding for
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the Amtrak Reform Council to $450,000,
or the level enacted in fiscal year 1999.
The bill before my colleagues contains
an appropriation for the ARC of $750,000
which is what the administration
asked for, well below the $1.3 million
that the ARC requested for fiscal year
2000. We have taken them down dra-
matically to the level requested by the
administration.

Secondly, this was part of the Am-
trak authorization bill. We want to do
everything we can to see that Amtrak
makes it. For those of us who voted for
the ARC in the authorization bill, we
need to give them the ability to do
their work. If we don’t, it would be a
mistake.

I have a letter from Mr. Carmichael,
Chairman of the Amtrak Reform Coun-
cil. He says:

‘‘Cutting ARC’s funding to $450,000
would damage ARC severely. Specifi-
cally, the cut would mean eliminating
our valuable program of field hearings
that are providing important insights
into the problems of Amtrak and rail
passenger service throughout the Na-
tion, and laying off at least two of our
small staff of six’’—they only have a
staff of six—‘‘just at the time when we
will be preparing our first annual re-
port under the Congressional man-
date.’’
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The Congress created the panel. I

think to wound the panel at this time
would be a mistake.

In 1998 Amtrak lost $930 million. Am-
trak’s high speed program, the most
important element in Amtrak’s pro-
gram to improve its financial perform-
ance to meet the goals of the Amtrak
Reform and Accountability Act, is now
falling behind schedule, and now for
Congress to try to save $300,000, which
is the amount that Amtrak loses in
about an 8-hour period, by under-
funding the organization as it is trying
to bring fiscal sanity and some sem-
blance of making this organization run
appropriately would really be short-
sighted. It would be self-defeating for
those who really want Amtrak to sur-
vive, to make it, as the members of
this committee and most Members of
the Congress want. It would be a mis-
take.

So I have great respect, and some-
times we just say those things, but I
am not just saying it for the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS), but I
really think this would actually hurt
Amtrak. Since Congress in its wisdom
set up the ARC to help Amtrak stay
alive, we should not take their ability
away.

So, therefore, I urge the defeat of the
amendment, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word, and I rise in op-
position to the amendment also.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
withdraw the point of order?

Mr. SHUSTER. I withdraw my point
of order; yes, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. SHUSTER) for 5 minutes.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I join
with the chairman of the Committee
on Appropriations’ subcommittee in
opposing this amendment.

We made a deal, and the deal when
we decided to continue to support Am-
trak was that there would be this inde-
pendent commission of public spirited,
unpaid volunteers appointed by the
congressional leadership and the Presi-
dent under our reform law to have
them look at Amtrak.

Now why does Amtrak need looked
at?

Amtrak lost $930 million last year.
The Federal Government, the tax-
payers of America, subsidized Amtrak
to the tune of $1.7 billion last year. So
this paltry $300,000 that we are debat-
ing right here now represents 2 ten-
thousandths of 1 percent of the money
that the taxpayers put into Amtrak.
We need this tiny sum so that the com-
mission can do its work. One of the
reasons we need this additional tiny
sum is because the President was so
tardy in appointing the commissioners.
We need to let them do their work. If
they can come up with one small rec-
ommendation, to figure out how to
save 2 ten-thousandths of 1 percent of
the money the taxpayers put in this
bill, this will cover this tiny amount of
money that we are speaking about here
today.

But the issue really is not the
money. The issue here is there are
those who do not want any oversight of
Amtrak, any independent oversight of
Amtrak. They want us to keep pouring
billions of dollars into Amtrak without
having any outside group looking over
their shoulder. It is wrong, and it is
causing me to rethink my support of
Amtrak.

We have got to provide adequate
funding, and if we do not provide ade-
quate funding, then it is time, I guess,
for us to start looking at more drastic
measures concerning Amtrak.

Let us not renege on the deal we
made when we passed Amtrak reform,
which included having this provision in
it. Let us adequately fund it, tiny as
those funds may be, so that they can do
the job they are supposed to do, and I
urge a vote against this amendment
which breaks the deal that we made
previously.

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

I yield to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS).

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I just
want the RECORD to show some of the
fiscal facts about the Amtrak Reform
Council and, in particular, what many
of us believe is its potential for doing
mischief to the rights of working men
and women in the hard-fought rights of
those who belong to collective bar-
gaining units to unions in the Amtrak
company.

The director, the executive director
of the commission, makes $148,000 a
year, more than we do. Now I am sure
that individual works very hard, but so

do we, and I am not sure that that is an
appropriate expenditure.

There is $700,000 for technical support
and analysis that was requested with-
out much delineation as to what that
was for. One of our concerns is that
there would be the overuse of outside
consultants, often at the cost of $400 an
hour or so, and again I want to say for
the record that the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. WOLF) I think has done
an admirable job in paring down this
request, and I acknowledge and respect
that. They have proposed a great deal
of travel from their travel budgets.

And I would also point out that ARC,
the Amtrak Reform Council, has at its
disposal the resources of the Depart-
ment of Transportation already. We do
not need to reinvent this wheel or
charge the public twice for something
already at its disposal. The Inspector
General’s office at the DOT is also con-
ducting an ongoing assessment of Am-
trak. The GAO is available with its re-
sources to investigate and think about
these questions, and then various other
offices under the auspices of the Sec-
retary of Transportation.

So I simply believe that it is prudent
and right to strike a balance by lim-
iting funding of the ARC to last year’s
amount that was in last year’s bill of
$450,000, and I would just caution that
many of us are concerned that broader
financing means broader power, and
broader power means the ability to do
broader mischief to the hard-fought
rights that were won in collective bar-
gaining of the men and women who
work for Amtrak.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS).

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

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote, and pending that
I make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 218, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS) will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other
amendments?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROGAN

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. Rogan:
At the end of the bill, insert after the last

section (preceding the short title) the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. ll. None of the funds in this Act
may be used for the planning or development
of the California State Route 710 Freeway
extension project through South Pasadena,
California (as approved in the Record of De-
cision on State Route 710 Freeway, issued by
the U.S. Department of Transportation, Fed-
eral Highway Administration, on April 13,
1998).

(Mr. ROGAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer

this amendment for the residents of
Pasadena and South Pasadena in Cali-
fornia. Their historic communities are
threatened today by a proposal to con-
struct an extension to the 710 freeway
through South Pasadena. This exten-
sion will cost the taxpayers over $11⁄2
billion and will slice the historic com-
munity of South Pasadena into quar-
ters. My amendment offered today will
prohibit funds from this bill from being
allocated to the planning or construc-
tion of the 710 freeway project.

Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues may
know, we face considerable traffic and
congestion problems in that region.
Steps must be taken to alleviate this
challenge. However, building an expen-
sive, environmentally-harmful freeway
in the middle of historic South Pasa-
dena is not the only or the best solu-
tion. Studies indicate that the 710 free-
way extension will destroy more than
1,000 South Pasadena historic homes
and dislocate more than 4,000 people.
More than 7,000 old trees and 70 na-
tional historic buildings will be razed.
In fact, the National Trust for Historic
Preservation has vehemently opposed
the 710 freeway and has worked to stop
this devastating project. This is the
first time in the history of the Na-
tional Trust For Historic Preservation
that they have taken a stand against a
Federal Highway project, but this orga-
nization has seen the danger of con-
tinuing the 710 freeway.

Mr. Chairman, the Federal Govern-
ment shares the concerns of the com-
munity leaders regarding this pork
barrel project. A tentative ruling on
ordering a preliminary injunction was
issued by Judge Dean Pragerson in the
U.S. Federal District Court on June 2
of this year. Judge Pragerson found
that the FHA and Cal Trans failed to
properly evaluate Pasadena’s multi-
mode, low-build alternative. In fact,
Judge Pragerson found a lack of new
consideration regarding the impact
upon historic homes and upon the envi-
ronment in this community.

We do have options which reduce
traffic and minimize the impact of
traffic mitigation efforts upon the
area’s environment. Studies show that
a multi-modal, low-build alternative
could move traffic through the affected
area at average speeds of almost 18
miles per hour. As proposed, the 710 ex-
tension would only move traffic at an
average speed of 181⁄2 miles per hour.
This is a meager improvement that
does not justify leveling a community
or spending $1.5 billion on a project
that is not needed.

Further, the low-build alternative
will provide 90 percent of the transpor-
tation benefits of the proposed 710 ex-
tension for one-tenth of the cost.

I share with the Chair a strong desire
to improve our infrastructure in a
manner that enhances communities,
protects the environment and uses tax-
payer dollars in a sensible way, but the
710 freeway project stands in direct op-
position to these principles. My amend-

ment will stop this project in its tracks
for the year so that more sensible al-
ternatives to reduce traffic in the area
can be pursued.

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of the
amendment.

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

Mr. ROGAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I
would say to the gentleman that we
have examined this amendment. It does
not affect the firewalls in TEA–21, and
therefore I have no objection to the
gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Pennsylvania for
those words.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word, and I rise in sup-
port of the amendment.

We did this several years ago for the
gentleman from New York (Mr. NAD-
LER). In fact, I believe, if my memory
serves me, that we actually carried it
in the bill. I think we should defer to a
Member who known firsthand their
own congressional district. Each mem-
ber knows their Congressional districts
needs. This was the same principle we
used with regard to Mr. NADLER in the
past, and it is the same principle we
would use here.

So I rise in support of the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROGAN).

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

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

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
really do not know why this amend-
ment is before us since there is no men-
tion in the appropriation bill of the 710
freeway. Regardless, I understand that
the gentleman is here to try to protect
one of his cities that he represents, and
that is commendable except that all
the other cities in his district are in
support of the completion of the free-
way.

Let me try to explain to my col-
leagues what the situation is with a
little bit of the background since the
distortion I have heard here today from
the gentleman from the district to my
north which is understandable given
his contention about the completion of
the freeway in regards to that city.

First, let me correct something. The
City of Pasadena is not in support of
his amendment. They, in fact, passed a
resolution in support of the completion
of the freeway. We have letters which
we will provide at the appropriate time
in the full committee from the Trans-
portation Department, from Cal Trans,
from everybody else involved except
the City of South Pasadena.

Now, why I find this is illogical is be-
cause the record of decision that was
signed by Rodney Slater, the Secretary
of Transportation, was only to move
the freeway from the present closure
that it has now on Fremont and Valley

to Huntington Drive, which is a much
wider street, to alleviate the traffic
congestion, the accidents and the envi-
ronmental and soundness of having
that freeway dump out on Valley Bou-
levard.

Now the low-built proposition that
has been offered several times and in
several different manners has been
studied over the period of some 35
years, and everyone that studied that
has found that it is inappropriate and
that it would not correct the situation
that exists and would only make mat-
ters more complicated.

The gentleman uses statistic of 18
miles per hour on surface streets; that
is absolutely true; and then 18 miles
per hour on a freeway that cannot pos-
sibly be except in the heaviest of con-
gestion, and if that freeway were com-
pleted, there would not be that conges-
tion.
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But more than that, the whole mis-

understanding of this situation, as I
said earlier, is that the record of deci-
sion only takes the freeway, relieving
that congestion to the City of Alham-
bra to Huntington Drive, and the por-
tion that goes to that point is not in
the gentleman’s district, but is in my
district.

I have certainly the right to stand
and try to protect my city of Alhambra
from all of the impacts that have been
created, because South Pasadena is un-
willing to be a good neighbor, because
through South Pasadena that freeway
would not present all of the problems
that the gentleman has described, be-
cause it would be undergrounded
through there, the top of it would be
landscaped, historical buildings would
be replaced and refurbished, so every-
thing would be put back in order and it
would not cut the city into quarters, as
he has stated.

More than that, this situation has ex-
isted there for 34 years. If the Trans-
portation Department did not intend to
complete this freeway, they should
have never built it, because every city
along that route suffers from lack of
completion of that freeway.

As far as displacing people, the free-
way has for a long time displaced peo-
ple in that the State was required to
buy homes and over 40 percent of the
homes in that area have been pur-
chased by the State and are already
owned by the State towards the even-
tual completion of that freeway.

But the record of decision that every-
body agreed to came to the conclusion
that the first thing to do was to move
it from Fremont and the valley where
it has created such a problem to Hun-
tington Drive. Then the decision would
be made. So at this point in time, any
funding that would be denied would be
denied for a completion that does not
go through the gentleman’s district,
but up to the gentleman’s district and,
thereby, relieving the situation in the
city below it.

If that at that time comes to pass,
that the freeway would need to be com-
pleted, that would have to be addressed
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at that time with new environmental
impact reports done and the like.

At this point in time, the only thing
he would be prohibiting is from funding
for, if at some future date somebody
would decide to fund that portion of
the freeway to Huntington Drive, he
would be preventing us from alle-
viating a series of problems that are
created not only by the lack of comple-
tion of the freeway, but because of the
elevated corridor, which is now going
to put an extensive amount of train
traffic through the district with many
of the crossings being at grade, not
below grade, and in this record of deci-
sion also, money was appropriated or
was established that would be appro-
priated for the taking of those railroad
crossings and putting them below
grade.

So at this point in time I oppose the
gentleman’s amendment, and I would
urge my colleagues to oppose it, since
the completion that is taking place is
within my district.

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

Mr. Chairman, I have a question for
the gentleman from California (Mr.
ROGAN), and I would like to engage him
in a colloquy at this time.

Mr. Chairman, I do not know any-
thing about this project, although I do
not know where it is, what it is, and I
suspect most House Members do not. Is
this a highway demo?

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

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

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, this is a
completion of a freeway project that
was designed 50 years ago.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming
my time. Is this a highway project that
was designed by the State of California
with general highway funds?

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I cannot answer
the question of the gentleman. It was
designed before I was born. I am not
sure where the source of the design
came from.

Mr. SABO. But it is not a demo
project that we have specifically des-
ignated by Federal law?

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

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

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, the
answer to the gentleman’s question is
yes. The State of California designed
that freeway with the intention of
completing it.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing, my time, but it is not a demo?

Mr. MARTINEZ. No, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. SABO. So this is a project, Mr.

Chairman, that has proceeded under
whatever the procedures are in Cali-
fornia, I assume using general Federal
highway aid money, through the nor-
mal environmental process, dealing in
whatever fashion they do in California
with local units of government. I gath-
er some of this project is built right

now, and right now it is at a stop; is
that accurate?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, yes, it is.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I am find-
ing it difficult to understand why on
the House floor where most of us do
not know what we are doing, we should
make a judgment on what happens in
the State of California with funds that
they control, subject to the normal
procedures that we have.

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

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

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s inquiry, and I
will try to enlighten the gentleman.

In fact, the point the gentleman
makes is the point that is currently be-
fore the Federal court. A permanent
ruling is going to come down on July 1,
but the Federal court, in a temporary
ruling to an injunction has said a num-
ber of these factors have not been con-
sidered, such as the environmental im-
pact, the impact upon the historic area
of the community. So what I am at-
tempting to do in this amendment is to
stop the spending of Federal dollars on
a project that could go forward
through the general funds of the FHWA
when, in fact, it may be a waste of
money and certainly would have a very
bad impact on the community.

Mr. SABO. So, Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, this highway is also
in the courts?

Mr. ROGAN. Yes.
Mr. SABO. And we are going to pre-

judge what the courts are going to do?
Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, if the

gentleman will continue to yield, all I
am attempting to do, as I indicated in
my opening statement, is try to pro-
tect an historic area of the community
and protect the environment.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming
my time, I am sure the gentleman is,
but I am sort of curious why the U.S.
House of Representatives on a late
afternoon on the House floor, where
most of us are not familiar with the
project, should override whatever the
normal procedures are and adopt an
amendment saying we cannot do some-
thing which one normally can do in the
State of California.

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will again yield, it is be-
cause we have the purse strings here,
and we have the right in the oversight
to say whether or not such projects are
going to be developed.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming
my time, I do not know that we have
often done that, although I hate to say
never, on particular projects that are
not demos.

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

Mr. SABO. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I think we
did several years ago, and the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. NADLER)
can better explain, as the gentleman is
here.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, that was
that big elevated thing in New York?

Mr. WOLF. Yes, Mr. Chairman. We
interceded against it.

Mr. SABO. But was that not a high-
way demo?

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, the staff
tells me that it was not. That was in
opposition to the State of New York in
defense to the gentleman from the dis-
trict.

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

Mr. SABO. I yield to the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, just as
much as I can shed light on this for the
benefit of my colleague from Cali-
fornia, I guess it was the year before
last there had been basically authoriza-
tion within the Federal highway bill
for an interstate to run down to
Charleston, South Carolina.

Our environmental community did
not want that road running down to
Charleston, and so we were actually
able, with the help of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER), to
take it out and stop the road in
Georgetown, South Carolina. So I do
think there is historical precedence
here.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming
my time, was that a demo?

Mr. SANFORD. No, it was not.
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the

gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. SABO)
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SABO
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

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

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

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, there
are several differences between the ex-
amples that have been given here
today. The freeway was set for comple-
tion, the design was there. The reason
it was stopped is because in the State
of California, we have a law that re-
quires the cities to give permission for
street closures when freeways were
being built through a city. South Pasa-
dena used that gimmick to stop the
freeway because they refused to close
the streets for the freeway to be built.

Some 17 years later, when I was
elected to the State legislature, with a
negotiation with South Pasadena, we
were able to pass a law that took that
right of veto, because it actually
amounts to veto, away from cities so
that freeways that were for the best in-
terests of the community and the sur-
rounding communities and the whole
area of L.A., because that completes a
circulation pattern in the county of
L.A., then that was passed and signed
by the governor. Subsequent to that,
we have had at every instance a road-
block put by South Pasadena trying to
stop the freeway.

Now, every community in southern
California has got a freeway running to
it, by it or through it. We have all had
to suffer the indignation during the
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building of it and we have all had to
put up with a lot of inconveniences, in
many cases no sound walls until more
recently a bill was passed to require
more sound walls.

All of these things have been miti-
gated for South Pasadena in every way.
As I said, it will be undergrounded
through South Pasadena, no on ramps
or off ramps, everything that is pos-
sible to be done for South Pasadena has
been done, and yet they refuse. Every
county in L.A. at one time or another
has passed a resolution in order to
complete that freeway because of the
suffering that it causes everywhere
else, and more than that, the State
Transportation Department is in total
support of the completion of that free-
way. CALTRANS is in total support of
that freeway. Everybody except South
Pasadena is in support of completion of
that freeway because of the need for it.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I remain
confused.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROGAN).

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

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
resolution 218, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROGAN)
will be postponed.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

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

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I will
not take the full 5 minutes. I was un-
able to be here for the earlier part of
the debate. I wanted to rise in strong
support of the fiscal year 2000 Trans-
portation Appropriations bill, and in
particular, to commend the chairman
and the ranking member for crafting
this bipartisan legislation.

In particular, I want to express my
appreciation to the committee for pro-
viding $1 million appropriations for the
planning and design of the Main Street
Corridor project in Houston, Texas, a
large part of which runs through my
congressional district. The city of
Houston, in collaboration with the
Houston Metro and the Main Street Co-
alition, Incorporated is about to under-
take a study of one of the most com-
prehensive urban redevelopment
projects in Houston’s history.

The city of Houston is committed to
redeveloping Main Street. Redevel-
oping the city’s ‘‘urban spine’’ is crit-
ical to Houston’s ability to compete
economically, culturally, and socially
in the next century. This project has
the potential for becoming a thriving
retail and commercial anchor for the
future of economic growth.

I again appreciate the work of both
the chairman and the ranking member
for including this, and I recommend
passage of the bill.

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

Mr. Chairman, I am going to support
the Transportation Appropriations bill,
but I want to raise an issue that was
discussed last year during the TEA–21
debate. The Federal Government is
mandating that communities reduce
their emissions from air pollution and
is requiring that the private sector
clean up its act on air emissions, yet it
continues to provide funds to local
transportation agencies that are, in
fact, polluting the environment. I will
give my colleagues an example, and I
would ask us to reconsider our prior-
ities in the very near future.

We are going to spend $2.7 billion on
traditional polluting mass transit
using diesel fuel while only $50 million
is going to clean technology.

I would just ask both Chairmen WOLF
and SHUSTER, who are here today, that
next year, when we bring this spending
bill up, that the Federal Government
makes more of an effort to lead
through example and make sure that
every Federal transit dollar that is
spent, no matter who spends it, is
spending it in the purchase and the use
of clean technology, clean buses and
clean mass transit.

For those of us that have worked on
air pollution issues, it is frustrating to
see the Federal Government, State
governments, and local governments
mandate that private citizens and the
private sector clean up their act, while
we have not redirected our resources
towards the cleanest technology avail-
able. I would just ask the sub-
committee chairman if he would be
willing to work with we in the next fis-
cal year to make sure next year’s allo-
cation places a priority on the cleanest
technology available and that Federal
funds should be used on technology
that will not only get our people
around, but also do it without pol-
luting the air.

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

Mr. BILBRAY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I will. As
the gentleman knows, there is money
in the bill here, I believe $100 million,
directed toward that effort, but we will
be glad to work with him to see that
we can do a better job for more.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I appreciate that. I
think this is the beginning of a process
that we can work together. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to point out that Chair-
man SHUSTER on the Transportation
Committee has started this process.
Traditionally for the last 30 years,
Washington has been subsidizing dirty
polluting diesel fuel while we have pur-
ported to be for clean air.
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I appreciate Chairman SHUSTER and
WOLF in trying to change that mindset.
I would just ask that next year, going
into the next millenium, we draw the

line and say we will now support the
clean air strategies with our commit-
ment of Federal transportation funds.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NADLER

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. Nadler:
At the end of the bill, insert after the last

section (preceding the short title) the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. ll. None of the funds in this Act
shall be available to carry out the project
specified in item 732 of the table contained in
section 1602 of Public Law 105–178.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order on the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. A point of order is
reserved.

Mr. NADLER. As Yogi Berra said,
Mr. Chairman, it feels like deja vu all
over again.

This time I rise to offer an amend-
ment to keep valuable taxpayer dollars
from being wasted on an outrageous
boondoggle in my district in New York.

The issue is simple: The Miller High-
way, which is 13 blocks long, the entire
thing, 13 blocks, half a mile, was al-
most completely rebuilt only 5 years
ago at a cost to the taxpayers of al-
most $90 million. It has a life expect-
ancy expectancy of 35 to 40 years before
major rehabilitation work may be nec-
essary.

Now Donald Trump wants us to spend
$300 to $350 million to tear it down, a
brand new highway, and bury it, bury
it so it will not block the views of the
Hudson River from some of the apart-
ments in his new Riverside South lux-
ury housing development. For $350 mil-
lion of the taxpayers’ money, Donald
Trump will get higher prices for his
condos.

To add flame to the fire, nobody even
pretends there is any transportation
purpose for this project whatsoever. In-
deed, the proposal is to replace a
straight segment of highway with a
curved segment, never a good idea from
a transportation perspective.

Nobody in the area affected in the
community wants this project. It is op-
posed by every local elected official,
the State senator, the State assembly
member, the New York City council
member, the Manhattan borough presi-
dent, and the two local community
planning boards.

In past years this project has been
opposed consistently by the
Porkbusters Coalition, the Council for
Citizens Against Government Waste,
the National Taxpayers Union, the
Taxpayers for Common Sense, not to
mention the administration.

Much is said in this Chamber about
stopping waste and put an end to tax-
payers’ subsidies for millionaires and
billionaires. Today we have an oppor-
tunity to buttress these statements
with actions.

To make it even worse, this is a
project that is not going to happen.
What we are doing is wasting money on
planning an engineering studies for a
project that will not happen.
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In the letter that was quoted on the

floor last year from the mayor of the
city of New York, he says as follows,
dated March 26, last year: ‘‘While the
administration is fully committed to
the Miller Highway relocation,’’ they
think it is a good project, unlike me,
‘‘it is critical that the funds for the
project not redirect or act as an offset
for Federal or State funds for other
Transportation and Infrastructure
projects in New York City. The city
has numerous pressing highway and
transportation needs that have Federal
financial support, and the administra-
tion would not be able to support a re-
location proposal that reduced the Fed-
eral commitments to these other
projects.’’

In other words, they are only going
to do this project if the House decides
that we are going to take $300 million
over and above what New York nor-
mally gets for transportation and give
it specifically for this project. That is
obviously not going to happen.

They are not willing to, the city gov-
ernment is not willing to take $300 mil-
lion from the normal city Federal aid
for transportation, take it away from
other projects for this. So what we are
left with is a project that is not going
to happen because no one is going to
put the money into it, but we will
waste 6 million a year, $5 million a
year on environmental and planning
studies and engineering studies for a
project that will never happen.

My amendment is simply saying, do
not waste that $6 million, $10 million
on planning study for a project that
should not happen and that will not
happen.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the word.

Mr. Chairman, it will be my inten-
tion in a moment to withdraw my res-
ervation on my point of order, but I
would make the point that I do not see
any additional dollars being spent be-
yond T–21 on this project unless there
is very substantial investment in the
project by both the State and the city.

As the gentleman has pointed out,
that seems to be, in all probability, not
going to happen.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I would
withdraw my reservation on my point
of order and ask the gentleman if he
would withdraw his amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
is withdrawn.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, if I

heard correctly, and if in fact what the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SHUSTER) is saying is that unless the
city and the State come up with a spe-
cific financing plan to show a commit-
ment for the bulk of the money, three-
quarters or whatever of the several
hundred million dollars that this will

take, which I do not believe can hap-
pen, but that unless that happens there
will not be additional funding for this
project, then I think that is a very wise
statement and it would render the
amendment unnecessary.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw the amendment, and I
appreciate the commitment from the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

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

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is

withdrawn.
Are there any further amendments?

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 218, proceedings will now
resume on those amendments on which
further proceedings were postponed in
the following order:

The amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS);

The amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROGAN).

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ANDREWS

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 289, noes 141,
not voting 4, as follows:

[Roll No. 248]

AYES—289

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Bachus
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)

Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Camp
Campbell
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeMint
Deutsch

Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Duncan
Edwards
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank (MA)
Frost
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gillmor

Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hefley
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hostettler
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson, E.B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)

Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ros-Lehtinen

Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sherman
Shimkus
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Strickland
Stupak
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thune
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Waters
Watt (NC)
Weiner
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)

NOES—141

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Baker
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilbray
Bliley
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest

Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
DeLay
Doolittle
Dreier
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Everett
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Gekas
Gibbons
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss
Granger
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth

Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Houghton
Hunter
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Kasich
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
Largent
Lewis (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McIntosh
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Morella
Nethercutt
Northup
Packard



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4783June 23, 1999
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Regula
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Roukema
Royce

Ryun (KS)
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stenholm

Stump
Sununu
Talent
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Toomey
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Wicker
Wolf
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—4

Brown (CA)
DeFazio

Fletcher
Gilchrest

b 1430

Messrs. MILLER of Florida,
HASTINGS of Washington,
ADERHOLT, KINGSTON, KASICH,
HAYES, BRYANT, SMITH of Michigan,
and SHADEGG changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Messrs. HILL of Montana, FORBES,
YOUNG of Alaska, DEMINT, DUNCAN,
SALMON, GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, DICKEY, FOSSELLA,
STEARNS, MOLLOHAN and
METCALF and Mrs. EMERSON
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

b 1430

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 218, the Chair announces
that he will reduce to a minimum of 5
minutes the period of time within
which a vote by electronic device will
be taken on each amendment on which
the Chair has postponed further pro-
ceedings.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROGAN

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROGAN) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 241, noes 190,
not voting 3, as follows:

[Roll No. 249]

AYES—241

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton

Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert

Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert

Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clayton
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Doggett
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson

Hoekstra
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCarthy (MO)
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman

Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—190

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano

Cardin
Clay
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Doyle
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr

Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)

Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)

Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Phelps
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin

Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—3

Brown (CA) DeFazio Gilchrest

b 1438

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur-

ther amendments to the bill?
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF

MICHIGAN

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of Michi-

gan:
At the end of the bill, insert the following

new section:
SECTION ll. Amend paragraph ‘‘Capital

investment Grants’’ by striking
‘‘$2,451,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$1,470,600,000’’.
On page 26, line 15, strike ‘‘$980,400,000’’ and
insert ‘‘$0’’.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment be
considered read and printed in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
POINT OF ORDER

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
make a point of order against the
amendment because the author seeks
to amend a paragraph that has already
been read under the 5-minute rule.

The House Rules and Manual clearly
state in Section 872 that: ‘‘When a
paragraph or section has been passed it
is not in order to return thereto.’’

This amendment comes too late, and
I ask for a ruling from the Chair, but in
deference to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. SMITH), Mr. Chairman, I
ask that he be given several minutes to
explain his amendment.
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, parliamen-
tary inquiry. Did I understand my
friend from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) to
raise a point of order against the
amendment but requests unanimous
consent that the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. SMITH) might have 2
minutes to explain his amendment be-
fore a ruling by the Chair?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
ask the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
WOLF) has he made a point of order or
has he simply reserved a point of
order?

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I will re-
serve a point of order in deference to
the gentleman, and then I will make
the point of order after the gentleman
has an opportunity to explain.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
is reserved, and the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. SMITH) is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, this is an amendment that the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) and
I had introduced. I understand that
TEA–21 might be a reason for claiming
it out of order. In addition, it amends
page 26 of the bill.

Let me just briefly tell the body our
concern with spending millions of dol-
lars for new fixed-rail starts. This
amendment, if passed, would have
saved $980 million. What happens is,
these new subway systems, these new
fixed-rail systems are not paying their
way. They are extremely expensive.

I am going to say this very quickly
and very briefly. It is an issue that
should concern us all. I understand
that most of these new starts are Re-
publican projects, but a Department of
Transportation study has found that
subsidies for building and operating
mass transit rail programs cost be-
tween $4,800 and $17,000 annually for
each rider.

Then, after we build the system, we
continue to subsidize them. We have
increased the Federal Government’s
cost share because local communities
are not interested in putting in 50 per-
cent of the cost. I think it is an issue
that we need to consider. We need to
look about us as we are threatened
with spending the Social Security sur-
plus money. It is a special challenge to
each one of us to make sure we be very
frugal. There is not a single mass tran-
sit rail system in the U.S. that covers
its operating cost with fares.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my amendment.

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

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is

withdrawn.
Are there any further amendments to

the bill?
If there are no further amendments,

under the rule, the Committee rises.
Accordingly, the Committee rose;

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY) having assumed the chair, Mr.

CAMP, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 2084) making appropriations for
the Department of Transportation and
related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, and for other
purposes, pursuant to House Resolution
218, he reported the bill back to the
House with sundry amendments adopt-
ed by the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

b 1445

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
passage of the bill.

Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XX, the
yeas and nays are ordered.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 429, nays 3,
not voting 3, as follows:

[Roll No. 250]

YEAS—429

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton

Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon

Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez

Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)

McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders

Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—3

Chenoweth Paul Royce

NOT VOTING—3

Brown (CA) DeFazio Gilchrest
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So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 33,
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT
AUTHORIZING CONGRESS TO
PROHIBIT PHYSICAL DESECRA-
TION OF THE FLAG OF THE
UNITED STATES

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 217 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 217

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 33)
proposing an amendment to the Constitution
of the United States authorizing the Con-
gress to prohibit the physical desecration of
the flag of the United States. The joint reso-
lution shall be considered as read for amend-
ment. The previous question shall be consid-
ered as ordered on the joint resolution and
any amendment thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except: (1) two
hours of debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on the Judici-
ary; (2) an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, if offered by Representative Conyers
of Michigan or his designee, which shall be
considered as read and shall be separately
debatable for one hour equally divided and
controlled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent; and (3) one motion to recommit with or
without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). The gentleman from Florida
(Mr. GOSS) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
pose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY),
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, this is a fair and appro-
priate rule for consideration of a con-
stitutional amendment. This is not
something we do every day. The rule
provides the minority with two bites at
the apple by making in order a sub-
stitute as well as the motion to recom-
mit. It should engender no opposition,
and I urge all Members to support this
rule.

Mr. Speaker, the United States flag
is a cherished symbol of the very best
our Nation represents. It signifies the
lasting ideals that have come to define
our Nation, ideals that men and women
have risked and often lost their lives
for; ideals like freedom.

There are some well-intentioned,
honorable Americans who will assert
that it is precisely this freedom that
allows us to defile our flag. I politely
disagree with those folks. The flag may
be just a symbol, but burning it flies in

the face of the respect that we have for
our liberties, our Constitution, and our
history as a Nation. Worst of all, it
strikes a devastating blow to our na-
tional unity, and our unity is what
makes us great. While we all come
from different backgrounds and may
worship different gods, we can all come
together as Americans under our flag.
We can disagree on the most chal-
lenging issues in our great democracy
and have great debate, but at the end
of the day we know that our flag is
still flying and it represents all of us
together, united. The soldier serving
overseas understands it in the same
way that the World War II vet saluting
‘‘Old Glory’’ on Memorial Day does. It
is an unspoken pride and it comes from
the heart. It is not something easily
explained. It is something easily under-
stood.

Today, we have the opportunity to
affirm our commitment to our unique-
ly American values and to uphold the
will of the American people. I say that
because 49 States, including my home
State of Florida, have asked us to take
action to protect the flag. This will re-
quire amending the Constitution, an
action which is not to be taken lightly.
But it is an action that our Founding
Fathers deemed appropriate on issues
of integral national importance, and I
believe this is one of them. This, I be-
lieve, is what the American people are
asking us to do, for those individuals
who have fought to preserve our free-
dom and for those individuals who are
interested in the future of our country.

I urge support for this rule, and I
urge thoughtful consideration on the
final vote on the matter before us.

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

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my dear friend the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. GOSS) for yielding me the
customary 30 minutes, and I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I join the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. GOSS) in cospon-
soring this resolution to prohibit dese-
cration of the flag.

Mr. Speaker, as one who served in
World War II, I served not only to de-
fend our flag but also, and probably
even more importantly, I served to de-
fend the ideas for which the flag
stands.

Still, I do not believe that people
should be allowed to desecrate the flag.
I think there are far better ways to ex-
press unhappiness than by engaging in
an act that so many American citizens
find offensive.

Mr. Speaker, every time I meet with
American Legion veterans, they tell
me their number one priority is pro-
tecting the flag that they fought so
hard to defend. I think this is the least
this country can do for these men and
the many other Americans who risked
their lives for the United States to
grant that wish to them.

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gen-

tleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM), a man whose experience
on behalf of his Nation is well-known
to those who know him. We are very
proud to have him be the author and
lead speaker on this.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker,
first of all, I would say that even
though I am the author of this amend-
ment, I am not the author of this
amendment. I was just flying close
wing on Congressman Solomon, a Ma-
rine Corps who always hates to hear
that the Navy owns the Marine Corps.
Jerry Solomon since 1990 has per-
severed on this particular issue. When
he retired, he asked myself and his re-
placement to push the issue, to bring it
before the American people and have a
constructive dialogue.

In 1989, in a 5–4 decision, the Supreme
Court wiped out 200 years of tradition.
In 1990, there was another vote but just
for a resolution. The Supreme Court
acted again with the same five individ-
uals. The Supreme Court has told us
that this is the only way to proceed,
and many legal scholars agree.

Mr. Speaker, I would say from the
onset, some of my colleagues have a
difference of opinion on this issue. This
has won by over 300 votes every time it
has come up and we will pass this here
today with over 300 votes. But I would
chastise anybody that would charac-
terize an opponent of this particular
issue as nonpatriotic. As a matter of
fact, I would stand side by side with
that individual, because people have
different beliefs on this issue. Fortu-
nately, they are in a minority of those.

Secondly, that 85 percent of the
American people feel that those indi-
viduals are wrong that oppose this par-
ticular amendment. Forty-nine States
have asked us to pass this amendment,
and their legislatures and the gov-
ernors. The 50th State has actually
passed this in the House and the Sen-
ate but not in the same year, and they
plan to do it.

Some people will say that this is an
unnecessary Federal statute, but yet
the Supreme Court told us that this is
necessary.

I would ask my colleagues not to
bring a circus event, of bringing ban-
danas, underwear, those kinds of things
with the American flag on them. That
is not what we are talking about here.
We are talking about the desecration of
an American flag.

There would be those people that say
it abridges the first amendment. Legal
scholars again disagree, that this is ex-
pressive conduct, not actual speech;
that no one is prevented from express-
ing themselves on an idea such as the
flag through speech, or any other man-
ner, except for the desecration of a
flag.

We are not talking about burning
handkerchiefs or underwear as some of
my colleagues have brought forward or
other things. We are talking about the
American flag. This amendment is sup-
ported by 120 different organizations.
The Flag Alliance has put together a
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grassroots. Eighty-five percent of the
citizens, 49 States, and prior to the Su-
preme Court decision, by one vote, 48
States already had laws in which they
did not feel that the first amendment
was abridged.

In 1995, this House passed this 312–120.
We lost it by three votes in the Senate.
Since that time, we have had a change
in the Senate to where now we can pass
this bill in the Senate. This bill can go
forward. In 1997, we passed it in the
House but we got tied up with other ju-
diciary legislation and it was not taken
up in the Senate.

Mr. Speaker, this is the opportunity
that we have been waiting for since
1989, not only in the House and in the
Senate, the American people, but every
State legislature in this country that
disagree with the minority dissenting
views on this particular issue. The Citi-
zens Flag Alliance has put together a
good coalition. Jerry Solomon, the
original author of this, has put to-
gether a coalition.

b 1515

And for those that would chastise us
saying this is a political issue, I would
beg difference with them. For many of
us, and including my friend the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAK-
LEY), this is a deeply reserved and car-
ing issue for us, important to the core,
to the heart, and to the mind and the
soul. If anything, this brings unity to
people, it brings freedom and the idea
of what the flag stands for, and for
those reasons we go forth with this
amendment with hope and prayer that
this amendment will pass in the House
and Senate, it will be ratified by three-
quarters of the States, which we agree
that it will be.

I thank the chairman of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HYDE), the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. CANADY) of the subcommittee
and my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle for the support of this amend-
ment.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT).

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port the rule, I support the amend-
ment. I want to commend former Mem-
ber Mr. Solomon and the Duke-ster,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM), and all those involved.

My colleagues, in some cities in
America it is illegal to kiss in public.
It is illegal to sing and yodel in public.
It is illegal to ride a skate board. It is
illegal to burn trash and to burn
leaves, but someone can burn the flag.
In America it is illegal to tear the la-
bels off of pillows, it is illegal to touch
or desecrate a mailbox, but someone
could literally rip the stars and stripes
off our flag.

Beam me up.
Mr. Chairman, I have been listening

to all the scholars. They say the Con-

stitution allows for Americans to burn
the flag, and the courts have ruled that
Americans can burn the flag. That is
why today we must change and move
the process to change the Constitution.

Let me remind Members the first
Constitution permitted and allowed
slavery, slavery. The first Constitution
allowed and in fact treated women and
Native American Indians like cattle.
That was wrong, and it was right to
change the Constitution.

The bottom line is a people who do
not honor and respect the flag do not
respect their neighbors or their coun-
try, and a people that do not honor and
respect the flag do not actually respect
themselves, nor our great freedoms.

I say today if dissidents wish to ex-
press their first amendment rights and
to proclaim their political statements:
Burn their money, Burn their bras-
sieres, Burn their pantyhose, Burn
their BVDs, But leave the flag alone.

The flag is sacred, and it is time that
we start protecting it and paying trib-
ute and honor to our flag which rep-
resents our great republic.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL).

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

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
the comments of the gentleman from
California earlier that said that those
of us who oppose this amendment
should not be challenged on our patri-
otism. That certainly should be true.
But I do rise in support of the rule be-
cause obviously it is constitutional to
amend the Constitution; that we can-
not object to. But I do have questions
about what we are doing to the spirit
of America, the spirit of the Constitu-
tion in a desire to protect a symbol.

Not too long ago Hong Kong was
taken over by Red China. The very
first law that Red China passed on
Hong Kong was to make it illegal to
burn a flag. The first time Hong Kong
ever had that law, the British do not
have a law like this. Red China, as soon
as they took over Hong Kong, they pass
a law to make it illegal to burn a flag.

But it does not stop there. On an an-
nual basis we, the Congress, require the
State Department to report to us any
human rights violations around the
world. The human rights violations in
Red China are used specifically to de-
cide whether or not they will get Most
Favored Nation status. Last year, in
1998, the report came to the Congress
in April of this year, and it reported
that indeed there were violations of
human rights. What were the human
rights violations that we are con-
demning by this report and we are
going to use against the Red Chinese?
Two individuals burned the Hong Kong
or the Red Chinese flag.

I think it is just a little bit hypo-
critical if we want to claim the Red
Chinese are violating human rights be-
cause somebody there burned the flag
at the same time we intend to pass
that law here.

The spirit of the Constitution did not
require this. We have had 212 years of
our history since the Constitution was
passed. We have not had this pass. We
have not required this. Where is the
epidemic? I cannot remember ever see-
ing, and of course I am sure it has been
on television where an American cit-
izen burned the flag. It must happen; it
will happen again. As a matter of fact,
it will probably happen more often be-
cause there will be more attention
given to it once this law is passed.

Where I see the burning of the Amer-
ican flag, where I get outraged is when
the foreigners are doing it because they
are so defiant about our policies
around the world. But that is a lot dif-
ferent. We are not dealing with that
hatred toward America that we are
dealing with here.

We are dealing with a few deranged
individuals that were willing to chal-
lenge the spirit of the Constitution.
They say this is not free speech, but it
is indeed expression, just as religion is,
just as the study of philosophy is, just
as our personal convictions. To say
that this is not protected under the
Constitution, the current Constitution,
I think is quite wrong. I think we do
protect that.

And, yes, one would say this is egre-
gious, this is horrible, to burn this flag.
But that is the purpose of the first
amendment, to protect obnoxious and
uncomfortable speech.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, let me just say in re-
sponse to what the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. PAUL) has said about the
Chinese’s first act was to ban the burn-
ing of flags, I understand that was also
the same act of Adolf Hitler.

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

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

I just simply wanted to make a cou-
ple of comments before I yield back. I
think that the flag is obviously very
much part of our life every day here.
We start out with the pledge, many of
our institutions. When we sing the na-
tional anthem, whatever occasion, be-
fore sports events, we speak of what so
proudly we hailed before the twilight’s
last gleaming. When we have the trag-
edy of death in our military, we have
the presentation of the flag at the cere-
monial part of that process, and I
think quite often the flag is so much
part of our life that when somebody
desecrates it in any way most Ameri-
cans are outrageously offended.

I suppose for many overseas who still
see the American flag as the last best
hope for freedom and opportunity it
must be puzzling if that flag is de-
valued in its homeland, in the United
States of America. What would that
mean if one sees Americans burning
the American flag? It is a curious mes-
sage to send.

I believe that there are limitations
on the first amendment. I think they
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have been recognized, I think they are
appropriate for public safety and public
well-being. They are well understood. I
believe this is an area where a case can
be made clearly for the well-being of
the United States of America and its
people. We should accept the responsi-
bility of protecting the one symbol
that unites us, our flag.

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

f

REQUEST FOR POSTPONEMENT OF
FURTHER CONSIDERATION OF
H.J. RES. 33, CONSTITUTIONAL
AMENDMENT AUTHORIZING CON-
GRESS TO PROHIBIT PHYSICAL
DESECRATION OF THE FLAG OF
THE UNITED STATES, AFTER
GENERAL DEBATE TODAY; TO A
TIME DESIGNATED BY THE
SPEAKER

MR. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that after
debate on H.J. Res. 33, notwithstanding
the operation of the previous question,
it may be in order at that point for the
Chair to postpone further consider-
ation of the bill to a time designated
by the Speaker on which consideration
may be resumed at a time designated
by the Speaker.

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

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Reserv-
ing the right to object, Mr. Speaker,
let me be clear, and I do not intend to
object. What I have been told is that
the debate on the substitute amend-
ment will be conducted tomorrow. I as-
sume we are not contemplating car-
rying it beyond tomorrow; are we?

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. I yield
to the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. That is my
understanding. We would proceed with
general debate today and then conclude
consideration of this bill tomorrow
with the debate on the substitute
amendment.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. That is
a little different than the unanimous-
consent request.

I guess the only thing that leaves me
a little uneasy is that this could go on,
and on, and on.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. If I could
address that, I believe that my objec-
tion to that would be as great or per-
haps greater than the objection lodged
by the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. WATT), so I believe that it is the
intention to have this bill come to a
final vote tomorrow morning.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. I won-
der if the gentleman might consider re-
vising his unanimous-consent request

to that effect, and then if it becomes
necessary to go beyond tomorrow, we
could come back and address that to-
morrow.

I am just trying to make the record
absolutely clear on this. I do not think
either he or I can bind the leadership
to this.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I will withdraw the unanimous-
consent request, and we will discuss it
further.

f

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.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
with an amendment in which the con-
currence of the House is requested, a
bill of the House of the following title:

H.R. 775. An act to establish certain proce-
dures for civil actions brought for damages
relating to the failure of any device or sys-
tem to process or otherwise deal with the
transition from the year 1999 to the year
2000, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 775) ‘‘An Act to establish
certain procedures for civil actions
brought for damages relating to the
failure of any device or system to proc-
ess or otherwise deal with the transi-
tion from the year 1999 to the year 2000,
and for other purposes,’’ requests a
conference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and appoints from the—

Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation: Mr. MCCAIN, Mr.
STEVENS, Mr. BURNS, Mr. GORTON, Mr.
HOLLINGS, Mr. KERRY, and Mr. WYDEN;

Committee on the Judiciary: Mr.
HATCH, Mr. THURMOND, and Mr. LEAHY;
and

Special Committee on the Year 2000
Technology Problems: Mr. BENNETT
and Mr. DODD; to be the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 1554, SATELLITE COPY-
RIGHT, COMPETITION, AND CON-
SUMER PROTECTION ACT OF 1999

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 1554) to
amend the provisions of title 17, United
States Code, and the Communications
Act of 1934, relating to copyright li-
censing and carriage of broadcast sig-
nals by satellite, with a Senate amend-
ment thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendment, and request a conference
with the Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-

tleman from Texas? The Chair hears
none and, without objection, appoints
the following conferees:

From the Committee on Commerce,
for consideration of the House bill and
the Senate amendment, and modifica-
tions committed to conference:

Messrs. BLILEY; TAUZIN; OXLEY; DIN-
GELL; and MARKEY.

Provided that Mr. BOUCHER is ap-
pointed in lieu of Mr. MARKEY for con-
sideration of sections 712(b)(1),
712(b)(2), and 712(c)(1) of the Commu-
nications Act of 1934 as added by sec-
tion 104 of the House bill.

From the Committee on the Judici-
ary, for consideration of the House bill
and the Senate amendment, and modi-
fications committed to conference:

Messrs. HYDE; COBLE; GOODLATTE;
CONYERS; and BERMAN.

There was no objection.

f

b 1530

POSTPONING FURTHER CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.J. RES. 33, CON-
STITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AU-
THORIZING CONGRESS TO PRO-
HIBIT PHYSICAL DESECRATION
OF THE FLAG OF THE UNITED
STATES, AFTER GENERAL DE-
BATE TODAY TO A TIME DES-
IGNATED BY THE SPEAKER

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that after
debate on H.J. Res. 33, notwithstanding
the operation of the previous question,
it may be in order at that point for the
Chair to postpone further consider-
ation of the bill until the following leg-
islative day on which consideration
may resume at a time designated by
the Speaker.

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

There was no objection.

f

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT
AUTHORIZING CONGRESS TO
PROHIBIT PHYSICAL DESECRA-
TION OF THE FLAG OF THE
UNITED STATES

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, pursuant to House Resolution 217, I
call up the joint resolution (H.J. Res
33) proposing an amendment to the
Constitution of the United States au-
thorizing the Congress to prohibit the
physical desecration of the flag of the
United States, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The text of House Joint Resolution 33
is as follows:

H.J. RES. 33

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled (two-thirds of each House
concurring therein),
SECTION 1. CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT.

The following article is proposed as an
amendment to the Constitution of the
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United States, which shall be valid to all in-
tents and purposes as part of the Constitu-
tion when ratified by the legislatures of
three-fourths of the several States within
seven years after the date of its submission
for ratification:

‘‘ARTICLE —
‘‘The Congress shall have power to prohibit

the physical desecration of the flag of the
United States.’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 217, the joint
resolution is considered as having been
read for amendment.

After 2 hours of debate on the joint
resolution, it shall be in order to con-
sider an amendment in the nature of a
substitute, if offered by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) or his
designee, which shall be considered
read and debatable for 1 hour, equally
divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
CANADY) and the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) each will con-
trol 1 hour of debate on the joint reso-
lution.

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks on H.J.Res. 33.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-

er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Joint Resolution
33 proposes to amend the Constitution
of the United States to restore the
power of Congress to protect the flag of
the United States from physical dese-
cration. An identical constitutional
amendment was approved by the House
in the 105th Congress and a similar
measure was also approved by the
House in the 104th Congress.

House Joint Resolution 33 provides
simply, and I quote, the Congress shall
have the power to prohibit the physical
desecration of the flag of the United
States. The amendment itself does not
prohibit flag desecration; rather, it em-
powers Congress to enact legislation to
prohibit the physical desecration of the
flag. Subsequent legislation passed by
Congress would define, within the pa-
rameters established by the constitu-
tional amendment, what constitutes
the flag of the United States and what
constitutes physical desecration of the
flag.

Under the amendment, such legisla-
tion would not stop anyone from ex-
pressing any idea or opinion. No one
would be prevented from saying any-
thing about the flag or anything else.
Free, full, and robust debate of public
issues would proceed unimpeded. The
only thing that would be prohibited
would be conduct involving physical
acts against the flag which are de-

signed to cause the desecration of the
flag.

Mr. Speaker, we are considering this
amendment to the Constitution be-
cause in 1989, in the case of Texas v.
Johnson, the Supreme Court of the
United States, by a 5-to-4 margin, ruled
that flag-burning is an act of expres-
sion protected by the First Amendment
of the Constitution.

The Congress initially responded to
the decision in Texas v. Johnson by
passing the Flag Protection Act of 1989.
This statute was specifically crafted to
address concerns raised by the Su-
preme Court in the Johnson opinion.
However, in 1990, the Supreme Court in
United States v. Eichmann, another 5-
to-4 decision, struck down the Flag
Protection Act as inconsistent with
the First Amendment. The court stated
that even though the Federal statute
‘‘contains no explicit content-based
limitation. . . . the Government’s as-
serted interest is related to the sup-
pression of free expression.’’

Based on the decisions in Johnson
and Eichmann, it is apparent that the
Supreme Court, as presently con-
stituted, would find any meaningful
flag protection statute unconstitu-
tional. This reality was recognized in
1995 by Assistant Attorney General
Walter Dellinger of the Office of Legal
Counsel, when he wrote, and I quote,
that the ‘‘Supreme Court’s decision in
the Eichmann case, invalidating the
Federal Flag Protection Act, appears
to foreclose legislative efforts to pro-
tect flag burning.’’

As I noted earlier, Texas v. Johnson
was decided by the slimmest of majori-
ties and it overthrew what until then
was settled law; until the Johnson de-
cision, punishing flag desecration had
been viewed by most as compatible
with both the letter and the spirit of
the First Amendment. Indeed, noted
civil libertarians such as Chief Justice
Earl Warren, Justice Hugo Black, and
Justice Abe Fortas had unequivocally
supported the legal protection of the
flag.

In 1969, Justice Black wrote, and I
quote: ‘‘It passes my belief that any-
thing in the Federal Constitution bars
. . . making the deliberate burning of
the American flag an offense.’’ Chief
Justice Warren said, and I quote again:
‘‘I believe that States and the Federal
Government do have power to protect
the flag from acts of desecration and
disgrace.’’ Finally, Justice Fortas has
expressed the view that ‘‘the flag is a
special kind of personality. Its use is
traditionally and universally subject to
special rules and regulations. The
States and the Federal Government
have the power to protect the flag from
acts of desecration.’’ This constitu-
tional amendment which is before the
House today is based on the conviction
that Warren, Black, and Fortas were
right, and that both the Johnson and
the Eichmann cases were improperly
decided.

It is well established that when
speech or expressive conduct infringes

on certain conventionally protected
rights and interests, the First Amend-
ment does not provide for the speech or
expressive conduct.

As Professor George Fletcher has ob-
served, and I quote, ‘‘Several histori-
cally entrenched exceptions to the
First Amendment illustrate this gen-
eral thesis. Using words to defame an-
other invades the right to a good
name. . . . Making copies of another’s
artistic or literary creation trenches
upon copyright, the author’s property
right in her work. Under cir-
cumstances, verbal insults constitute
intentional infliction of emotional dis-
tress, entailing a duty to pay com-
pensation for the injury.’’

Obscenity, which undermines funda-
mental standards of civilized life, is
recognized as outside the protection of
the First Amendment. Symbolic speech
or expressive conduct can also cause
harm by infringing on protected rights
and interests. It is essential to under-
stand that as Professor Fletcher notes,
‘‘there are instances of conduct in
which the relevant harm is not only to
individuals, but to a collective sense of
minimally decent behavior necessary
to sustain group living.’’ Public nudity,
public fornication, and other indecent
acts may be intended to convey a par-
ticular message. The expressive ele-
ment of such conduct does not, how-
ever, insulate that conduct from pro-
scription.

Now, we all agree that the govern-
ment should not attempt to suppress
ideas because we happen to find them
offensive or disagreeable. But as Jus-
tice Stevens said in his dissent in Eich-
mann and I quote: ‘‘It is equally well
settled that certain methods of expres-
sion may be prohibited if (a) the prohi-
bition is supported by a legitimate so-
cietal interest that is unrelated to sup-
pression of the ideas that the speaker
desires to express; (b) the prohibition
does not entail any interference with
the speaker’s freedom to express those
ideas by other means; and (c) the inter-
est in allowing the speaker complete
freedom of choice among alternative
methods of expression is less important
than the societal interest supporting
the prohibition.’’

A prohibition on the physical dese-
cration of the flag of the United States
easily satisfies the test set forth by
Justice Stevens. There is a compelling
societal interest in maintaining the
physical integrity of the flag as a na-
tional symbol by protecting it from
acts of physical desecration. Such pro-
tection can be afforded without any in-
terference with the right of individuals
to express their ideas by other means.
The interest of the American people in
protecting the flag far outweighs any
interest in allowing the crude and inar-
ticulate expression involved in burn-
ing, shredding, trampling, or otherwise
desecrating our flag.

Mr. Speaker, 49 of the 50 States have
adopted resolutions calling upon the
Congress to pass a flag protection
amendment and send it back to the
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States for ratification. The legislatures
of these States have recognized that
the desecration of our flag does harm
to our collective sense of minimally de-
cent behavior necessary to sustain our
life as a Nation. The legislators of
these States know, as we do, that pass-
ing another statute will not restore
protection for the flag. They know that
a constitutional amendment is the
only means to restore the protection
for the flag of the United States.

The constitutional process for
amendments established by Article V
recognizes that the Constitution is ul-
timately grounded in the will of the
people. Today, we simply respond to
the clear and strong message sent to us
by the people speaking through the leg-
islatures of 49 States.

The purpose of this amendment is
not to change the First Amendment.
There is no problem with the First
Amendment. The problem is with the
Supreme Court’s interpretation of the
First Amendment. The measure before
the House today is simply designed to
correct the novel and flawed interpre-
tation of the First Amendment adopted
by the court a decade ago and to re-
store the protection which was pre-
viously given to the flag of the United
States.

Chief Justice Rehnquist in his dis-
sent in Texas v. Johnson, summed up
the case for protecting the flag as well
as anyone. He said, ‘‘The American
flag . . . throughout more than 200
years of our history, has come to be
the visible symbol embodying our Na-
tion. It does not represent the views of
any particular party, and it does not
represent any particular political phi-
losophy. The flag is not simply another
idea or point of view competing for rec-
ognition in the marketplace of ideas.
Millions and millions of Americans re-
gard it with an almost mystical rev-
erence, regardless of what sort of so-
cial, political or philosophical beliefs
they may have. I cannot agree,’’ the
Chief Justice said, ‘‘that the First
Amendment invalidates the act of Con-
gress and the laws of 48 of the 50 States
which make criminal the public burn-
ing of the flag.’’

I would submit to the House that the
Chief Justice of the United States had
it right. As we today act under Article
V of the Constitution, we in this House
of Representatives should now recog-
nize on behalf of the people of the
United States that the physical dese-
cration of the flag does not deserve the
protection of the law, and we should
accordingly adopt this resolution and
move forward with this measure to re-
store protection for the flag of our Na-
tion.

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

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CONYERS), the ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I want
to express my gratitude to the gen-

tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
WATT) for agreeing to manage this bill.
He is the ranking member on the Sub-
committee on the Constitution of the
Committee on the Judiciary, and I ap-
preciate the hard and continuing work
he has put in on this subject matter.

I would like to join in this discussion
to begin by asking the question that
must be asked of all legislation that
comes on the floor: What is the prob-
lem? In other words, why are we here
today? When we deal with questions of
civil rights, when we deal with ques-
tions of police abuse, when we deal
with questions of international policy,
when we deal with the crisis in Haiti,
we are all brought here because there
is a problem.

Does anyone know how many cases of
flag-burning have occurred in this year
or last year, or any of the years? Well,
I am glad I asked that question, be-
cause I will provide my colleagues with
the answer. The answer is that since
1990, we have had 72 reported cases of
flag burning that I can bring to my col-
leagues’ attention. I do not know of
any in recent times. I think it is im-
portant that we consider in the midst
of all of the issues that weigh upon the
House of Representatives why this
measure keeps coming back up time
and time again.

The issue is really around the First
Amendment and the Bill of Rights, not
flag burning because the test that we
will be putting the Members of this
great body to is whether we have the
strength to remain true to our fore-
father’s constitutional ideals and de-
fend our citizens’ rights to express
themselves, even if we disagree vehe-
mently with their method of expres-
sion.
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Madam Speaker, I have always de-
plored flag-burning as a tactic, as a
strategy, as a policy. But I am strongly
opposed to this attempt to amend or
start the process to amend the Con-
stitution of the United States because
it simply goes against the ideals and
elevates a symbol of freedom over free-
dom itself.

How ironic that we would now take
the symbol and forget the message, the
purpose which this symbol represents.
For if this resolution were adopted, and
thankfully it has never been finally
processed out of the legislative system,
it would represent the first time in our
Nation’s history that the people’s rep-
resentatives in this House voted to
alter the Bill of Rights to limit the
freedom of speech of our citizens.

So what we are considering here, not-
withstanding the explanations that it
is very popular to do this, is that we
are saying that now, in the year 1999,
over 200 years after the Bill of Rights,
we have now decided that there was a
flaw in the Bill of Rights and we now
need to make a change. There was a
mistake.

I resist that argument, and it would
it seem to me that if we were going to

alter the Bill of Rights, it would have
to be over a measure far, far more
grave and threatening than merely the
conduct, one particular form of con-
duct that we might resent.

What about burning the Bible? Does
that not raise Members’ temper a few
degrees? How obscene it would be to
burn a Bible publicly. Of course, some-
one might say, well, sure, we ought to
include that, too, or we ought to look
at that next. But these acts, as des-
picable as they are, are protected
speech under the First Amendment.

So I would say to the Members that
the true test of any Nation’s commit-
ment to freedom, to this freedom of ex-
pression, lies in the inability to protect
unpopular expression, the kinds of
things, the conduct that we do not
like, exactly like flag-burning and
Bible-burning.

Remember what Justice Oliver Wen-
dell Holmes stated: ‘‘The Constitution
protects not only freedom for the
thought and expression we agree with,
but freedom for the thought we hate,
the conduct and action we seriously
dislike.’’

So what we are really doing is saying
that since this is such a repulsive act,
we are going to take it out from under
the protection of the Bill of Rights,
from the First Amendment. So by lim-
iting the free speech protections and
the First Amendment, I suggest we are
setting the most dangerous precedent
that has ever come out of the Sub-
committee on the Constitution in the
Committee on the Judiciary.

If we open the doors to criminalizing
constitutionally protected expression
related to the flag, I am afraid that
there will be further efforts to limit
and censor speech or conduct that we
do not like.

We do not like it, we do not like flag-
burning. That is why we want to stop
it. But guess what, there are some
other things that we do not like and we
may want to start curbing just as well.
Once we decide to limit freedom of
speech in any respect from a constitu-
tional point of view, the limitations on
freedom of the press and limitations on
freedom of religion may not be far be-
hind. This is not a road that I would
like to go down.

The courts have ruled. The ulti-
mately deciders of what is constitu-
tional, they have said that. They have
said that flag-burning, as despicable as
it is, is protected freedom of speech.

So it is tempting for us, the only peo-
ple in government that have the power,
to say we will show the court who is
boss, we will show that Supreme Court.
We will amend the Constitution to out-
law flag-burning. We will pass this
amendment through the States, and
then they will not be able to write any
more decisions about this conduct that
we dislike so much.

However, if we do, we will be carving
an awkward exception into the docu-
ment designed to last for the ages, and
that with only 27 amendments, has
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never been modified. We will be under-
mining the very constitutional struc-
ture that Thomas Jefferson and James
Madison designed to protect our rights.

In effect, we will be glorifying the
very people in our national community
who disrespect the flag and what it
stands for while we will be denigrating
the constitutional vision of James
Madison and Thomas Jefferson.

The concern about the tyranny of the
majority led the Framers to create an
independent judiciary, free of political
pressure, to ensure that the legislative
and executive branches would honor
the Bill of Rights. A constitutional
amendment like this banning flag dese-
cration flies in the very face of this
carefully balanced structure.

Madison warned against using the
amendment process to correct every
perceived constitutional defect. I re-
peat that warning here, because it ap-
plies to what we are considering, par-
ticularly concerning issues which eas-
ily inflame public passion.

Unfortunately, there is no better il-
lustration of Madison’s concern than
this proposed flag-burning or anti-flag-
burning amendment. History has
proved that efforts to legislate respect
for the flag only serve to increase flag-
related protests, as few as they are,
and a constitutional amendment would
be far more inflammatory than even a
statute.

Almost as significant as the damage
this resolution would do to our own
Constitution is the harm it would in-
flict upon our international standing in
the area of human rights. Consider the
demonstrators who ripped apart Com-
munist flags before the fall of the Iron
Curtain and committed crimes against
their country. Yet, freedom-loving
Americans applauded their brave ac-
tions.

If we pass this amendment, we will be
beginning to align ourselves with auto-
cratic regimes such as those in Iran
and the former South Africa, and di-
minish our own moral stature as a pro-
tector of freedom in all its forms. Let
us not do it.

For those who believe a constitu-
tional amendment will honor the flag,
I just want to read them the two sen-
tences from the Supreme Court’s 1989
decision on the subject, Texas and
Johnson: ‘‘The way to preserve the
flag’s special role is not to punish
those who feel differently about these
matters. It is to persuade them that
they are wrong. We can imagine no
more appropriate response to burning a
flag than waving one’s own; no better
way to counter a flag-burner’s message
than to salute the flag. We do not con-
secrate the flag by punishing its dese-
cration. For in doing so, we dilute the
freedom that this cherished emblem
represents.’’

Madam Speaker, I close with only
one additional comment. That is, as
soon as the polls that are taken on this
subject let our citizens know that this
would be the first time in our Nation’s
history to cut back the First Amend-

ment freedoms of speech and expres-
sion, then, guess what happens? They
do not support the flag-burning pro-
posal.

So please join with those of us who
are patriots in a perhaps deeper sense,
who really believe that protecting free-
dom of speech includes the kind we
abhor, the kinds we like least, the
kinds that we detest. Join me in oppos-
ing this flag desecration amendment.

Madam Speaker, I thank the ranking
member of the subcommittee who is
now managing the bill.

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

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM), the chief
sponsor of this amendment.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Madam Speaker,
I thank my colleagues for their views,
but I would say, Madam Speaker, 85
percent of the American people feel
those views are wrong, they are abso-
lutely wrong, and 49 States have asked
us to pass this, and 49 legislatures have
asked us to pass this amendment.

We have passed this on the House
floor by over 300 votes every time it
comes up. Unfortunately, the Senate
has not reacted in one case, and in 1997
the Senate did not have time to take it
up. This is the first time that we can.

I would say to my friend, whose 85
percent of the American people do not
give a rat’s rear how many times flag-
burning has existed, I ask Members to
give themselves a vision, Iwo Jima, and
the men, Ira Hayes and the rest of
them that put up that American flag.
Now allow some hippie to go up there
and burn it. They do not care how
many times. It is the issue.

Madam Speaker, my colleague brings
fear into this, fear that we are doing
something. Well, this country ran fine
for 200 years-plus until one liberal Su-
preme Court said no to 200 years of tra-
dition. Forty-eight States have laws to
protect the American flag. Is that rad-
ical, that 48 States believed that the
First Amendment is not abridged, that
the First Amendment is not abridged,
it is expressive conduct, and the Su-
preme Court has ruled on that?

There are more Supreme Court Jus-
tices in history that have said that this
amendment is in line and should be
passed than there are of the five that
ruled against this in 1989. And we say
that that is wrong.

My colleague, the gentleman from
California (Mr. BILBRAY) does not care
how many times. The flag in his office
was draped over his father’s coffin. He
has that flag in his office today.

I would tell my colleague that if he
cringed at people burning the Com-
munist flag, I cheered. My mother and
father were Democrats. They voted for
Ronald Reagan, but they were Demo-
crats. They taught my brother and I
that the lowest thing on Earth is a so-
cialist and a Communist. So if Mem-
bers want to burn the Communist flag,
be my guest. My mom and dad are
Democrats. I lost my dad.

I would tell my colleagues, they say
that this is despicable to burn the
American flag. Yet they would allow it
to happen. The 85 percent of the Amer-
ican people that support this, and we
will pass this bill, I say to the Members
in the minority view, and who will re-
main so, we are going to pass this in
the House, we are going to pass this in
the Senate, and 49 States have vowed
to ratify it. All that does is it gives
Congress the right to proceed.
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It is not a self-enacting bill. The 48

States have got to react to what they
believe. I believe in States rights.

So I would say to my colleagues, if
one thinks something is despicable,
change it. If one wants to spread fear,
fear of 200 years of tradition, it is okay
by 85 percent of the American people.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I yield as much time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. ACKERMAN).

Mr. ACKERMAN. Madam Speaker,
our Founding Fathers must be very
puzzled looking down on us today. In-
stead of seeing us dealing with the very
real challenges that face our Nation,
they see us laboring under this compul-
sion to amend the document that un-
derpins our democracy.

They see a house of dwarfs trying to
give this government a great new
power at the expense of the people, the
power for the first time to stifle dis-
sent.

The threat must be great, they must
be saying, to justify changing the Bill
of Rights and, for the first time, de-
creasing rather than increasing the
rights of the people. They see their be-
loved Bill of Rights being eroded into
the Bill of Rights and Restrictions.

What is the threat? What is the
threat? Madam Speaker, I ask again,
what is the threat? Is our democracy at
risk? What is the crisis to the Repub-
lic? What is the challenge to our way of
life? Where is our belief system being
threatened? Are people jumping from
behind parked cars, waiving burning
flags at us, trying to prevent us from
getting to work and causing America
to grind to a halt?

Do we really believe that we are
under such a siege because of a few
loose cannons? Do we need to change
our Constitution to save our democ-
racy? Or, Madam Speaker, are we of-
fended?

The real threat to our society is not
the occasional burning of a flag, but
the permanent banning of the burners.
The real threat is that some of us have
now mistaken the flag for a religious
icon to be worshipped as pagans would,
rather than to keep it as the beloved
symbol of our freedom that is to be
cherished.

These rare but vile acts of desecra-
tion that have been cited by those who
would propose changing our founding
document do not threaten anybody. If
a jerk burns a flag, America is not
threatened. If a jerk burns a flag, de-
mocracy is not under siege. If a jerk
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burns a flag, freedom is not at risk and
we are not threatened. My colleagues,
we are offended. To change our Con-
stitution because someone offends us is
in itself unconscionable.

The Nazis, Madam Speaker, the Nazis
and the fascists and the imperial Japa-
nese army combined could not dimin-
ish the rights of even one single Amer-
ican. Yet, in an act of cowardice,
Madam Speaker, we are about to do
what they could not.

Where are the patriots? Where are
the patriots? Where are the patriots?
Whatever happened to fighting to the
death for somebody’s right to disagree?
We now choose, instead, to react by
taking away the right to protest. Even
a despicable low-life malcontent has a
right to disagree, and he has a right to
disagree in an obnoxious fashion if he
wishes. That is the true test of free ex-
pression, and we are about to fail that
test.

Real patriots choose freedom over
symbolism. That is the ultimate con-
test between substance and form. Why
does the flag need protecting? Is it an
endangered species? Burning one flag
or burning 1,000 flags does not endanger
it. It is a symbol. But change just one
word of our Constitution of this great
Nation, and it and we will never be the
same.

We cannot destroy a symbol. Yes,
people have burnt the flag, but, Madam
Speaker, there it is again right in back
of the Speaker’s chair. It goes on. It
cannot be destroyed. It represents our
beliefs.

Now poets and patriots will tell us
that men have died for the flag. But
that language itself, Madam Speaker,
that language itself is symbolic. People
do not die for symbols. They fight and
die for freedom. They fight and die for
democracy. They fight and die for val-
ues. They fight and die for the flag
means to fight and die for the cause in
which we believe. My colleagues would
have us change that.

We love and we honor and respect our
flag for that which it represents. It is
different from all other flags. I notice
in the amendment that we do not make
it illegal to burn some other country’s
flags, and that is because our flag is
different. No, it is not because of the
colors or the shape or the design. They
are all relatively the same.

Our flag is unique, because it rep-
resents our unique values. It represents
tolerance for dissent. This country was
founded by dissenters that others found
to be obnoxious.

What is a dissenter? In this case, it is
a social protester who feels so strongly
about an issue that he would stoop so
low as to try to get under our skin, to
try to rile us up, to prove his point, and
to have us react by making this great
Nation less than it was.

How do we react? Dictators and dic-
tatorships make political prisoners out
of those who burn their Nation’s flags,
not democracies. We tolerate dissent
and dissenters, even the despicable dis-
senters.

What is the flag, Madam Speaker?
The American flag? Yes, it is a piece of
cloth. It is red and white and blue, and
it has 50 stars and 13 stripes. But if we
pass this amendment and desecrators
decide to go into a cottage industry
and make flags with 55 stars and burn
them, will we rush to the floor to
amend our Constitution again?

If they add a stripe or two and set it
ablaze, it surely looks like our flag, but
is it? Do we rush in and count the
stripes before determining whether or
not we are constitutionally offended?
What if the stripes are orange instead
of red? How do we interrupt that? What
mischief do we do here? If it is a full-
size color picture of a flag they burn, is
it a crime to desecrate a symbol of a
symbol? What are we doing?

Our beloved flag represents this great
Nation, Madam Speaker. We love our
flag. Because there is a Republic for
which it stands, made great by a Con-
stitution that we want to protect, a
Constitution given to our care by gi-
ants and about to be nibbled to death
by dwarfs.

Madam Speaker, I call upon the pa-
triots of the House to rise and defend
the Constitution, resist the temptation
to drape ourselves in the flag, and hold
sacred the Bill of Rights. Defend our
Constitution. Defeat this amendment.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SWEENEY).

Mr. SWEENEY. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
CANADY) for yielding me this time. I
want to start by commending the gen-
tleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM) for his diligent hard work
on this amendment and to help carry
the good work brought forward by my
predecessor, Gerald Solomon.

Madam Speaker, I rise today as one
of the lead cosponsors and supporters
of this constitutional amendment.
There are many reasons to do so. As we
know, there is a deeply reserved desire
by many Americans to protect the flag
because they recognize that the Amer-
ican flag holds a sacred place in their
hearts.

Prior speakers spoke of the flag serv-
ing as a mere symbol. He said that this
country was founded by dissenters. I
would like to say that it was not found-
ed just by dissenters, it was founded by
dissenters who risked their lives, their
blood, who took action because it re-
quires action to provide freedom. They
did so for their flag.

I would also like the prior speaker
and those who would dissent here to
consider that the Medal of Honor is
specifically awarded to those who have
fought for their flag and on its behalf.

I take very personally the issue. I re-
call a year ago my own father, a vet-
eran of World War II, passed away.
Prior to his passing, one of his great
concerns was that the flag that is be-
stowed upon veterans by our country
for their service be provided at his
wake, be shown at his wake in the

most meaningful way. If it means noth-
ing, then why does one have, as their
last thoughts, thoughts of the flag? If
it means nothing, then tell that to
those who go to war and march behind
it. If it means nothing, then those who
have gone and given their lives and
made the ultimate sacrifice have done
so because of the flag.

Further, I believe that, as an elected
public official, it is our duty to rep-
resent the views of an overwhelming
majority of Americans who want us to
restore to them the power to prohibit
the physical desecration of our flag.

Madam Speaker, as citizens of the
United States, we are concerned with
protecting individual rights. We fight
to protect our freedom of religion. We
fight to protect our freedom of assem-
bly. Essentially, we protect our right
to live as free citizens.

So, Madam Speaker, why would any-
body find fault with protecting the
very symbol of that freedom. Here, in
Congress, we are here to pass laws to
protect and rename old buildings, and
laws to protect citizens from creditors,
and laws to protect citizens from pred-
ators. We do these things for the right
reasons and good reasons. Can we not
do the same for the very symbol of
what is right and good and just in our
Nation?

Every Member of Congress takes the
time to have his or her picture taken
with the flag of the United States as a
backdrop. Every Member of Congress
takes the time to march in parades
with our flag. Every Member of Con-
gress takes the time to present the
American flag to groups of constitu-
ents back in their district. Why? Is it
because this is just some sort of studio
prop? No. It is because the flag is a
symbol that everyone understands and
respects.

Madam Speaker, we cannot use the
flag of the United States as a prop and
then fail to protect it and what it
stands for. We cannot, we should not,
we must not cave in to intellectual
snobbery. Being patriotic and sharing a
deep love for the American flag is not
politically incorrect. So let us stop
acting like we are all too smart to be
patriotic.

Madam Speaker, some of my col-
leagues will argue today that this
amendment would infringe on the indi-
vidual right to free speech. The right
to free speech is the bedrock of Amer-
ica’s founding. I will be the first to pas-
sionately defend the First Amendment.
But burning an American flag is not
free speech. It is inexcusable conduct
that must be condemned. We should
not protect such reprehensible behav-
ior any more than we should protect
arsonists and vandals.

Madam Speaker, I am not alone in
this argument. There are many people
far more distinguished than I who be-
lieve that flag burning does not deserve
to be a constitutionally protected form
of speech.

As the gentleman from California
(Mr. CUNNINGHAM) has pointed out,
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nearly 10 years ago to this very day the
Supreme Court ruled that flag burning
was an act of free expression by the
slimmest margins, one vote. In that
case, the four dissenters based their op-
position on the fact that flag desecra-
tion is expressive conduct as distin-
guished from actual speech.
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In this regard they stated that the

government’s interest in preserving the
value of the flag is unrelated to the
suppression of ideas that flag burners
are trying to suppress.

Madam Speaker, let me finish by
quoting Harvard law professor Richard
D. Parker. Mr. Parker is a self-pro-
claimed liberal Democrat who has spo-
ken so eloquently in support of this
amendment in the past. He said, ‘‘The
American flag doesn’t stand for one
government or one party or one party
platform. Instead, it stands for an aspi-
ration to national unity despite, and
transcending, our differences and diver-
sity. A robust system of free speech de-
pends, after all, on maintaining a sense
of community. It depends on some
agreement that, despite our dif-
ferences, we are ‘one’; that the problem
of any American is ‘our’ problem. It is
thus for minority and unpopular view-
points that the aspiration to and re-
spect for the unique symbol of national
unity is thus most important.’’

Madam Speaker, I move to protect
that symbol of unity, and I urge all of
my colleagues to vote in support of
this resolution.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Madam Speaker, I have yielded time
to several people, and I want to thank
them for debating this issue. I wanted
to accommodate their schedules, but
now I want to kind of set the frame-
work for this debate a little bit.

I want to thank my colleagues, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. CANADY)
and the gentleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM), for already during the
debate on the rule and the debate on
the bill making it clear that this is not
about one side being patriotic and the
other side being unpatriotic. I do not
think there is a single Member of the
Congress of the United States that I
would dare call unpatriotic. We all are
patriots. We all believe in our country.
This is an honest dispute about how we
reflect that patriotism.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
CANADY) has gone out of his way, par-
ticularly this year, to set a framework
for us to have this debate in a way that
we can honor each other and honor our
differences on this issue. And I was
never more proud of the process than I
was at the hearing that we had on this
proposed constitutional amendment
when I saw my colleagues, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM), a decorated hero, and the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
GILCHREST), a Republican also and a
decorated hero, on opposite sides of
this important issue.

This is not about one side being pa-
triotic and the other side being unpa-
triotic. And I hope that throughout the
course of this debate today and tomor-
row my colleagues will keep that fact
in mind and not stoop to calling one
side unpatriotic or not make this about
who is patriotic. This is not about that.

I want to correct my good friend, the
gentleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM), who earlier in the debate
suggested that this was about liberals
versus conservatives. It is not about
that either, Madam Speaker. If we look
at the lineup of the members of the Su-
preme Court who decided this issue we
will not find the liberals lined up on
one side of the issue and the conserv-
atives lined up on the other side of the
issue.

The members who joined in the opin-
ion to declare the burning of the flag a
protected expression under the first
amendment were Justices Brennan,
Marshal, Blackmun, Scalia and Ken-
nedy. Three of those five justices were
Republican justices, Republican ap-
pointees, to the court. And I do not
think there is anybody who is running
around these days saying that Justice
Scalia is a liberal.

So this is not about liberals versus
conservatives. It is about how we be-
lieve the First Amendment protects us,
and what expressions we believe ought
to be protected, and how we play out
our own patriotism.

Now, I want to acknowledge that the
very first time I came to the Congress
of the United States and debated this
amendment I did not believe what I
just said. I was one of those people who
came to the Congress saying I do not
know how anybody who supports the
Constitution of the United States could
not believe that the First Amendment
to the Constitution is protective of
somebody who expresses themselves by
burning the flag.

But over the last four sessions of
Congress, and this is the fourth time
we will have debated this issue in the
four terms that I have been in the Con-
gress of the United States, what I have
started to do is I have started to listen
to my colleagues, like the gentleman
from California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) and
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. CAN-
ADY), who are on the opposite side of
this issue. What I have seen is that
people on our side of this issue have
started to listen to the other side, and
I have heard them start to listen to us.
And where we are today is a product of
listening to each other, because we now
understand that a patriot like the gen-
tleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM) can disagree with a pa-
triot like the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. GILCHREST) on this important
issue. This is not about who is patri-
otic.

We are going to recognize today that
anybody who comes to this well, Re-
publican or Democrat, regardless of
which side of this issue they are on, is
going to be recognized to engage in the
debate. We are not censoring anybody.

If somebody wants some time, I wel-
come them to come and state their po-
sition on this proposed constitutional
amendment.

So this is not about patriotism, it is
not about liberal versus conservative,
it is not about Republican versus Dem-
ocrat. It is about how we learned what
the first amendment was about, and
how we learned what patriotism was
about, and what we think the Constitu-
tion protects, and what we think ought
to be unprotected by the Constitution.
That is what this debate will be about.

So I want to right here welcome and
encourage my colleagues to come to
the floor, debate this important pro-
posal, tell us what their experiences
have been with the first amendment
and how it gets applied to them. I in-
vite my colleagues to tell us what their
experiences have been regarding patri-
otism, and tell us what their experi-
ences have been regarding liberty and
honoring the liberties that we have in
this country. And if my colleagues
come to the floor and engage in the de-
bate with that attitude, this will be
one of the most powerful debates ever
conducted on the floor of the House.

I want people to come and debate
this important issue, and I want them
to bring their stories. I want to start
by telling my colleagues my story.

I went to law school, and some people
say it is the best law school in the
country, although I am sure we could
generate a serious amount of debate on
that.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Madam
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. I yield
to the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I would agree with the gen-
tleman on that.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, reclaiming my time, I
thought the gentleman was going to
spring up, because we went to the same
law school. So it is even about people
from the same law school disagreeing
on this, as my colleagues will see.

I thought I knew the Constitution. I
had studied it. By the time I got to the
third year of law school, I thought no-
body could teach me anything else.
And then I went into the practice of
law in a small law firm that was known
for its civil rights reputation.

One day I got a call from my senior
law partner and he asked me to go
down to another county and represent
some people who had been charged with
disturbing the peace and resisting ar-
rest and various and sundry other of-
fenses that people get charged with
when they engage in demonstrations,
and I said, fine.

So I went traipsing off to the next
county, and what I found when I start-
ed to investigate was that a group of
Native Americans, with tomahawks
and other such kinds of instruments,
had gathered in front of a school to
demonstrate and to express their posi-
tion on an issue. And I kept inquiring
about what the issue was, and I found
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that those Native Americans were
there demonstrating because they did
not want to go to school with black
students. They did not want their chil-
dren to go to school with black stu-
dents.

Well, I was black then, I am still
black, and I said to myself, now, I do
not know if I want to be here rep-
resenting these people who are dem-
onstrating against going to school with
black kids. And I called up my senior
law partner and I said, ‘‘Julius, why did
you send me down here to represent
these people knowing what they were
demonstrating about?’’ And he asked
me one simple question. He said, ‘‘Do
you not believe in the first amendment
to the Constitution?’’ It stopped me
dead in my tracks.

I will never ever forget that question
that my senior law partner asked me
on that occasion. It brought home to
me, after all the education I had gotten
about what the first amendment
meant, the book learning, what the
first amendment was really about. It is
about tolerating the views and defend-
ing the rights of people to express
those views even if they disagree with
the views we hold.
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That is what our First Amendment is
all about. It did not come as any sur-
prise to me later in my legal practice
to find that my law firm went to rep-
resent the Ku Klux Klan. There was not
a single person in my law firm who be-
lieved in anything that the Ku Klux
Klan stood for. But when it came time
to defend their right to demonstrate
and express themselves, we were right
in court there saying we may not agree
with the ideas they express, but we will
defend until the end their right to ex-
press them.

I am not here today, my colleagues,
to defend people who burn the flag. I
abhor flag burners. But I am here to
defend the Constitution of the United
States. I am here to defend the First
Amendment. I am here to defend the
freedom of expression. I am here to de-
fend the right of people who have views
that are contrary to mine to express
those views and to be heard in a democ-
racy that we call America.

I believe that is what the First
Amendment and our Bill of Rights is
about. The Bill of Rights was not put
in place by the majority to protect the
majority. It was put in place to protect
the minority from the tyranny of the
majority. And when we diminish that,
we diminish our constitutional govern-
ment.

Now, my colleagues are going to be
put in this debate to a clear choice. I
want to applaud the Committee on
Rules, I do not get to do that very
often, for giving us the opportunity to
exercise that clear choice. Because the
underlying proposed amendment to the
Constitution of the United States that
my friend and colleague from Yale Uni-
versity also supports reads like this. It
says, ‘‘The Congress shall have power

to prohibit the physical desecration of
the flag of the United States.’’

My colleague says he does not object
to the First Amendment, he objects to
the Supreme Court’s interpretation of
the First Amendment. That is one
choice that we all have to vote on the
amendment that has been proposed by
my colleague the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. CANADY). We are going to have
an opportunity tomorrow to vote on an
alternative. It is an alternative that I
will offer to this House to be voted on,
and it reads like this. It says, ‘‘Not in-
consistent with the First Article of
Amendment to this Constitution, the
Congress shall have power to prohibit
the physical desecration of the flag of
the United States.’’

So if they believe that the First
Amendment is sacred, if they are hon-
oring the First Amendment, if they be-
lieve that this new guy on the block,
the new proposed amendment, is im-
portant but they want it to be inter-
preted subordinate and in conformity
with the First Amendment to the Con-
stitution that is currently on the
books, I am going to ask my colleagues
to vote for the substitute, then, be-
cause I believe in the First Amend-
ment.

Now, I am not going to say that
those who believe that the First
Amendment is different than my inter-
pretation of it are not patriots. I would
not dare call my good colleague the
gentleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM) unpatriotic. I have seen
him. He is a wonderful patriot. But I
submit to this body that we must not
put in the Constitution an amendment
that we believe to be at odds with the
First Amendment. And if we do, we
must make it clear that the First
Amendment is to be the ruling amend-
ment in our Constitution. It has served
us for over 200 years, and it will con-
tinue to serve us. But it will do so only
if we allow it.

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

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Madam Speaker, I will just speak
briefly. I want to express my apprecia-
tion to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. WATT) for the spirit in
which he has approached this debate
concerning this constitutional amend-
ment throughout the process, from the
subcommittee hearing through the sub-
committee markup, full committee
markup, and now on the floor today.

I believe that the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. WATT) is exactly
right when he says that no one should
question the patriotism of anyone who
might take a differing viewpoint on
this particular issue. I understand that
those who are opposed to this amend-
ment base their opposition on prin-
ciples that they hold very dear. This is
the sort of issue which tends to engen-
der passionate feelings. And I respect
that.

I just again want to express my grat-
itude to the gentleman from North

Carolina (Mr. WATT) for approaching
this issue and dealing with it on the
merits rather than on the basis of an
attack on the motivations or the patri-
otism of those who have a differing
viewpoint.

Madam Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 minutes
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Madam Speaker,
I would say to my colleague that if he
thinks he was opposed to the Ku Klux
Klan, my opposition was to those that
protested in a war that many of my
friends lost their lives, but yet I would
fight for the right for them to protest.

Many of us felt that the Tom Hay-
dens, the Jane Fondas, and the Bill
Clintons went too far by protesting in
the enemy’s camp. That was different.
But I would also say that 90 percent, 90
percent, of the Supreme Court justices
through history have supported this
amendment. It was only one Supreme
Court in 1989, the same Supreme Court
that in 1990 by one vote overrode 200
years of tradition.

That is why 85 percent of the Amer-
ican people, 120 organizations, say that
this is the correct thing to do and dis-
agree with my colleagues on the other
side of this issue. They also support the
First Amendment.

When I went into the camps of those
anti-war protesters and sat down with
them, disagreed with them, I supported
their First Amendment rights to do
that. In this amendment, it does not
take away from those rights. This par-
ticular amendment does not enfran-
chise the First Amendment. They still
have full ability to speak, to express
themselves in any legal way outside of
the desecration of the American flag.

Forty-eight States had this prior to
that one Supreme Court vote. It is
wrong, Madam Speaker.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Madam
Speaker, I thank my colleague for
yielding my the time.

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong sup-
port of House Joint Resolution 33.

First I would like to agree with my
colleague the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. WATT) that what we
should hear today and I believe what
we are going to hear today is a series of
speakers on both sides talking about
their personal experiences and what all
of the issues arising from this mean to
us. I think that is appropriate. That is
a good debate for us all to have.

We have heard from my good friend
and colleague the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SWEENEY) about how much
this means to him and to his family.
My story is more brief but I think
sheds light on my own view.

I am the first native born American
in my family. My parents were immi-
grants. They came to this country as
so many other immigrants do, even
today, because they want for their chil-
dren the freedoms and opportunities
that this country offers, more impor-
tantly what this country should offer.
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My parents were not born American.

That means that they had to affirma-
tively choose to take up the values and
the principles and the ideals that are
the foundation of our citizenship. They
did so gladly and they did so naturally.
I sometimes think that those Ameri-
cans who had to choose to be Amer-
ican, that had to take that affirmative
step, perhaps they have a greater ap-
preciation for what this country offers.

At an early age, my parents taught
me respect for our Nation, her leaders,
and her most distinct symbol, Old
Glory. I learned that from an early age.
But I have to admit, Madam Speaker, I
never really appreciated just how im-
portant the flag was as a symbol until
I left this country, until I lived and
worked overseas in a land where there
was no Declaration of Independence,
there was no Bill of Rights, the sort of
wonderful document that we are all
talking about and debating and inter-
preting today.

As my wife Sue and I traveled around
East Africa is where we were, every
time we saw Old Glory, whether it be
at embassies or at private homes, our
spirits were lifted by what it symbol-
ized not just for us but for the rest of
the world, nations and people strug-
gling to be free. If we fail to protect
the flag, that symbol both here and
abroad is tarnished. And I submit to
my colleagues, each time the flag suf-
fers physically, our stature in the eyes
of the world suffers just as clearly.

If we fail to protect the flag, people
around the world may believe that we
do not care, that we have become tired
or complacent or self-doubting. The
flag is a symbol. But in a time where
the eyes of the world are upon us, sym-
bols matter; and no symbol matters
more than our flag. Our constituents
are not complacent. Our constituents
care. Every survey ever done tells us
that. They want to protect the flag. So
should we.

Finally, I think part of the debate is
going to be what the First Amendment
means today. And I think it is easy to
draw lines between action and thought
and expression. We have done so in the
past. We have created hate crime laws.
We do have laws for destruction of
symbols like gravestones and syna-
gogues and churches. We have done
that.

I urge us all today, as we go through
this debate, to follow the principles
and respect what my colleague has sug-
gested and support this House resolu-
tion.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL).

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

Mr. PAUL. Madam Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Madam Speaker, I rise in opposition
to this amendment. I have myself
served 5 years in the military, and I
have great respect for the symbol of

our freedom. I salute the flag, and I
pledge to the flag. But I served my
country to protect our freedoms and to
protect our Constitution. I believe very
sincerely that today we are under-
mining to some degree that freedom
that we have had all these many years.

We have not had a law against flag
desecration in the 212 years of our con-
stitutional history. So I do not see
where it is necessary. We have some
misfits on occasion burn the flag,
which we all despise. But to now
change the ability for some people to
express themselves and to challenge
the First Amendment, I think we
should not do this carelessly.
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Let me just emphasize how the first

amendment is written. ‘‘Congress shall
write no law.’’ That was the spirit of
our Nation at that time. ‘‘Congress
shall write no laws.’’

We have written a lot of laws since
then. But every time we write a law to
enforce a law, we imply that somebody
has to arrive with a gun, because if you
desecrate the flag, you have to punish
that person. So how do you do that?
You send an agent of the government
to arrest him and it is done with a gun.
This is in many ways patriotism with a
gun. So if you are not a patriot, you
are assumed not to be a patriot and
you are doing this, we will send some-
body to arrest them.

It is assumed that many in the mili-
tary who fought, but I think the gen-
tleman from North Carolina pointed
out aptly that some who have been
great heroes in war can be on either
side of this issue. I would like to read
a quote from a past national com-
mander of the American Legion, Keith
Kreul. He said:

Our Nation was not founded on devotion to
symbolic idols, but on principles, beliefs and
ideals expressed in the Constitution and its
Bill of Rights. American veterans who have
protected our banner in battle have not done
so to protect a golden calf. Instead, they car-
ried the banner forward with reverence for
what it represents, our beliefs and freedom
for all. Therein lies the beauty of our flag. A
patriot cannot be created by legislation.

I think that is what we are trying to
do. Out of our frustration and exas-
peration and our feeling of helplessness
when we see this happen, we feel like
we must do something. But I think
most of the time when we see flag
burning on television, it is not by
American citizens, it is done too often
by foreigners who have strong objec-
tion to what we do overseas. That is
when I see it on television and that is
when I get rather annoyed.

I want to emphasize once again that
one of the very first laws that Red
China passed on Hong Kong was to
make flag burning illegal. The very
first law by Red China on Hong Kong
was to make sure they had a law on the
books like this. Since that time they
have prosecuted some individuals. Our
State Department tallies this, keeps
records of this as a human rights viola-
tion, that if they burn the flag, they

are violating human rights. Our State
Department reports it to our Congress
as they did in April of this year and
those violations are used against Red
China in the argument that they
should not gain most-favored-nation
status. There is just a bit of hypocrisy
here, if they think that this law will do
so much good and yet we are so critical
of it when Red China does it.

We must be interested in the spirit of
our Constitution. We must be inter-
ested in the principles of liberty. We
should not be careless in accepting this
approach to enforce a sense of patriot-
ism.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Speaker, I
yield 15 seconds to the gentleman from
California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I would address
my colleague that just spoke in the
well. Is it not true that the gentleman
votes ‘‘no’’ on over 90 percent of the
issues and finds reason not to vote for
issues on this House floor? Is that true?

Mr. PAUL. If the gentleman will
yield, I think that is correct, because
probably 90 percent of the time, this
Congress is doing things that are not
constitutional, and I think they are
very legitimate.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. My point is
made. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. KELLY).

Mrs. KELLY. Madam Speaker, I want
to share with Members some words
written by a third grader:
‘‘I feel so proud whenever I see
my country’s flag flying over me.
The red’s so bold
the white’s so clear
the brightness of the blue is all so dear.
I love my country
my family, too,
but most of all I love
the red, white and blue.’’

Madam Speaker, these words were
written because this child was allowed
to value our flag, to understand the im-
portance of the symbolism embodied in
our flag and its importance in rep-
resenting the values of our country.

Madam Speaker, the child who wrote
these words, Carolyn Holmes, is grown
now. She still values this country. She
still values our flag. Madam Speaker,
we must teach our children values.

If we allow the desecration of our
flag, we allow those who desecrate it to
teach our children a values lesson
which may yield bitter fruit.

Madam Speaker, this issue is impor-
tant. We worry about how to help our
children learn the basic values for a
civil society. Respect is one of the
most important of these. Children need
to be taught respect. Respect for the
flag seems a very good place to begin.
Let it spread from there to respect for
others and their ideas.

It is important to remember here
that it takes the States to ratify what
we do and it takes the voice of the peo-
ple in those States. So let the people
speak. Let them speak.

Madam Speaker, the flag desecration
amendment should be passed.
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Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Speaker, I

yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
JONES).

Mr. JONES of North Carolina.
Madam Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of House Joint Resolution 33,
and I commend the gentleman from
California for bringing this forward.

Madam Speaker, it was on June 14,
1777, that the Continental Congress
passed the first Flag Act, calling for
the symbol of the United States of
America to bear its Stars and Stripes.

Over the years, the flag has grown to
become a symbol of freedom and a
faithful tribute to those, living and de-
ceased, who have fought to protect and
preserve peace both here and abroad.

Madam Speaker, we stand and pledge
our allegiance to the flag every day,
but it is our United States soldiers who
salute and serve beneath the flag who
truly bear the burden of ultimate alle-
giance. They sacrifice their lives to
protect our freedom and our liberty.

Madam Speaker, I want to share with
Members a poem by Father Denis Ed-
ward O’Brien, United States Marine
Corps, that shows the special relation-
ship our soldiers have with the flag of
the United States. I quote Father
O’Brien:
It is the soldier, not the reporter,
who has given us freedom of the press.

It is the soldier, not the poet,
who has given us freedom of speech.

It is the soldier, not the campus organizer,
who has given us the freedom to dem-

onstrate.
It is the soldier
who salutes the flag,
who serves beneath the flag,
and whose coffin is draped by the flag
who allows the protester to burn the flag.

Madam Speaker, when we allow our
flag, the very essence of our country,
to be destroyed, in my opinion we dis-
honor the men and women who gave
their lives serving under that flag so
that every one of us could live free.

I know, Madam Speaker, that many
of my colleagues will raise important
constitutional questions about adding
an amendment to protect the flag. But
when it comes down to it as a rep-
resentative of the people, I believe that
we have the support from the majority
of the American people on this issue.

Madam Speaker, I have had the
honor of serving the citizens of the
Third District of North Carolina for 5
years. I can say with absolute honesty
that I have never personally spoken
with any citizen on this issue who did
not express support for congressional
action to protect and preserve the in-
tegrity of the United States flag.

With many of our United States vet-
erans and a majority of the American
people backing this measure, it has my
full and absolute support.

Madam Speaker, I hope this House
will support House Joint Resolution 33.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. KNOLLEN-
BERG).

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong sup-
port of the constitutional amendment
to protect the American flag. I want to
commend the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) for bringing
this forward. His leadership is impor-
tant in this because of his background.
But I also want to relate to the Amer-
ican people how I feel that they feel
about why Congress should be called
upon to enact a flag protection amend-
ment. They have done this ever since
1989 when the Supreme Court did the
decision-making as to burning or dese-
crating the flag. The storm of protest
coming from the American people since
that time, I think, has been consistent.

While public opinion on most issues
tends to be volatile, every reliable sur-
vey, every single one that they have
conducted on this issue over the last 10
years indicates, shows clearly, that 75
percent or better of the American peo-
ple believe it should be illegal to burn,
trample or destroy Old Glory. They tell
me it is illegal to burn trash, but we
can burn the flag. It is illegal to de-
stroy Federal property, even a mailbox.
But it is okay to destroy the flag.

This indicates that while Americans
hold their first amendment rights dear
to their hearts, they also understand
that our flag should be honored and
protected against senseless acts of van-
dalism. People can still express their
views without resorting to vandalism.

Madam Speaker, the American flag is
not just a piece of cloth. It is a symbol
that reflects the values, the struggles
and the storied history of our great
country.

I urge my colleagues, those that op-
pose this amendment, to rethink ex-
actly what the flag means to the Amer-
ican people, those who protest what
has taken place, what took place in
1989. I would urge everyone to defend
the principles that it embodies by vot-
ing for this very important amendment
to the Constitution.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN).

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

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time.

Madam Speaker, today the House has
this opportunity to make an important
statement on behalf of all of us and on
behalf of every soldier who has fought
and died for the principles upon which
our Nation was founded. I commend
the gentleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM) for introducing this im-
portant legislation and the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) for bringing
this measure to the floor.

I have long been a strong supporter
of prohibiting the desecration of our
Nation’s flag, and I have served and
fought to protect the freedoms of our
Nation, freedoms represented by our
flag, to people throughout the world.

Although opponents of this measure
contend that this amendment infringes

upon the freedom of speech, to that I
take exception. While we defend the
right of any person, no matter how
misguided, to argue against the prin-
ciples for which our Nation stands, we
should not contend that destroying our
flag is in any sense such an argument.

Our flag has been a citadel of freedom
and a beacon of hope to the world. It
has stood with our courageous service-
men and women in two world wars, in
Korea, Vietnam, in Panama, Grenada,
Kuwait, Bosnia and more recently
Yugoslavia, and anywhere that Ameri-
cans have fought and died to oppose op-
pression. Our flag represents every-
thing good about our Nation and its
desecration stands as an insult to
every American.

Our flag symbolizes our Nation’s
great history. Within that field of stars
and stripes stands the devotion of
countless numbers of citizens who have
loved and honored the principles of
freedom and justice.

In this city of many monuments rep-
resenting our Nation’s pride, honor and
history, let us take this opportunity to
protect the greatest monument of
them all, our flag, the flag of the
United States of America. It is proudly
displayed as a monument in virtually
every courthouse, every school, li-
brary, city, town and village through-
out our Nation.

In closing, Madam Speaker, and in
urging my colleagues to support this
amendment, let me remind my col-
leagues of the thoughts reflected by
Supreme Court Justice John Paul Ste-
vens who said, and I quote, ‘‘The flag
uniquely symbolizes the ideas of lib-
erty, equality and tolerance, ideas that
Americans have passionately defended
and debated throughout our history.’’

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BILBRAY).
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Mr. BILBRAY. Madam Speaker, I
rise in support of the resolution, and,
Madam Speaker, I would just ask my
colleagues to remember that when the
Constitution, including every amend-
ment, was drafted the drafting fathers
assumed they would be reasonable,
commonsense applications of laws, and
I would like to remind my colleagues
that the first amendment existed, A,
because of the fifth article which spe-
cifically says not only do the legisla-
tors of America have a right to amend
the Constitution when they think
there has been a mistake or there
needs to be something clarified, but
they have a responsibility to do it. In
fact, the first amendment would not be
here if the fifth article had not been
acted on by the legislative body and
other legislators.

Madam Speaker, I want to point out
one thing, is that we are not talking
about the first amendment being re-
stricted. We are talking about, as we
have talked about with other amend-
ments, that reasonable commonsense
restrictions are not a threat to our
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constitutional freedoms, but they are
the best safeguards that abuses and ex-
tremist approaches to our first amend-
ment, second amendment, third amend-
ment and every part of the Constitu-
tion is the greatest threat to those
constitutional protections.

As Thomas Jefferson articulated
quite clearly his intention for freedom
of speech and the articulation of the
first amendment, and that was to en-
courage the intellectual exchange in
our society and not as just a protection
to the individual who wanted to speak
up, but to the protection of society so
that they could get the intellectual ex-
change and contribute to the dialogue
in our community.

Madam Speaker, the burning of the
American flag is not being expressed as
an intellectual exchange. It is just like
somebody screaming fire in a movie
house. It is someone trying to invoke
an emotional response. Screaming fire
happens to invoke fear. Burning the
American flag is trying to invoke out-
rage and purposefully trying to invoke
an emotional response. That emotional
response, just like carnal pornography,
is not protected under the first amend-
ment. It has never been perceived to be
protected. The intellectual exchange of
disagreement about political activity
is. But when we get to this emotional
response I think we have got to be the
reasonable, commonsense approach and
say there are some things like burning
the flag which do not encourage intel-
lectual exchange in our society.

And I want to point out again that
those who would not change the Con-
stitution no matter what, we need
sometimes to correct mistakes made
by the Supreme Court. That is why our
Constitution has Article V. I think we
all agree, I think everyone agrees, that
the Dred Scott decision was an abso-
lute farce, it was wrong, it should not
have been done. So the 14th amend-
ment was passed to address that mis-
take, and I think history has proven
that the 14th amendment overall was a
good piece of legislation and was an
amendment that was needed.

Madam Speaker, I think history is
going to prove that this amendment to
the Constitution is desperately needed
to correct a wrong the Supreme Court
has made just recently that they had
not for 200 years.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PETER-
SON).

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania.
Madam Speaker, I thank the gen-
tleman from Florida for the time and
the opportunity to share today.

I join to support this proposal to pro-
tect our flag, the red, white and blue,
the leading symbol of freedom not in
just this country, but in the world.
Much of the world, when they look at
that flag, they know it means freedom,
the greatest freedom in the world.

My grandfather was an immigrant
from Sweden, and he taught me at a
very young age to be so proud to be an

American because he was so proud to
be an American, and he was so proud of
the red, white and blue; it meant so
much to him. We all know young men
who have given it all. Today I want to
mention three that left the small town
I come from of Pleasantville, a thou-
sand people. Three young men, Roger,
Danny and Bruce, went to Vietnam at
about the same time. The only one to
return was my brother Bruce. Roger
and Danny gave it all. They left their
blood in the swamps of Vietnam, they
left their life there, they gave every-
thing. They gave their future to pre-
serve that flag.

Four out of five Americans support
this proposal. When do we get 80 per-
cent to agree on anything? Forty-nine
States have passed resolutions urging
us to do this. When do we get 49 State
governments of both parties to agree
on anything?

This is the symbol of freedom.
Should it not have a higher priority
than money or mailboxes or other
things that we are not allowed to dese-
crate?

As Justice Rehnquist noted, the flag
is not simply another idea or point of
view competing for recognition in the
marketplace of ideas. Millions and mil-
lions of Americans regard it with al-
most mystical reverence. All should. In
my view it is literally the fabric which
binds us together, it is the symbol of
who we are and the emblem we rally
around when times get tough.

A businessman from my district, an
immigrant from Iran, recently invited
me to the opening of his new facility,
and instead of cutting a ribbon he run
up the American flag on the pole, and
he allowed me to do that, and he said
the reason I want that flag on my pole
that looks right out my window of my
office, because I understand the free-
dom in this country that I did not have
in Iran, that I did not have when I was
in Germany for a short time. I want to
look at that flag and never forget. He
said also outside my window at the
house from my dining room table I
want a flag that I can look out there in
light hours and see the symbol of free-
dom that America has presented to the
whole world.

Let us join those, the majority of
Americans, the majority of States, who
realize this is more than a flag. It is a
symbol that embodies the bloodshed by
Americans so that we can be free.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND).

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

Mr. KIND. Madam Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Madam Speaker, if there is one
bright shining star in our constitu-
tional constellation, it is the first
amendment of the Bill of Rights. That
is the amendment that embodies the
very essence upon which our democ-
racy was founded because it stands for

the proposition that anyone in this
country can stand up and criticize this
government and its policies without
fear of prosecution. But here we are yet
again in the 106th Congress debating an
amendment that would seriously weak-
en the first amendment and freedom of
expression in this country.

Now I want to be clear. I am going to
oppose this amendment, not because I
condone or I do not feel repulsed by the
senseless act of disrespect that is
shown from time to time against one of
the most cherished symbols of our
country, the American flag, but be-
cause I recognize that our Constitution
can be a pesky document sometimes. It
challenges us, and it reminds us that
this democracy of ours requires a lot of
hard work. It was never meant to be
easy. Our democracy rather is all about
advanced citizenship. It is about the
rights and liberties embodied in the
Constitution that will put up a fight
against what we believe and value most
in our lives. Our Constitution is going
to challenge us, and it is going to say,
‘‘Hey, you believe in freedom of expres-
sion or free speech in this country?
Let’s see how we react when someone
steps up on their soap box at high noon
and expresses at the top of their lungs
ideas and beliefs that are completely
contrary to ideas and beliefs that we
have fought for and believed in during
our entire lives.’’

That is what advanced citizenship is
about. That is what the challenge in
the Constitution is for us. And yes, the
Supreme Court has ruled on numerous
occasions that the repulsive disrespect
and the idiotic act of desecrating the
American flag is freedom of expression
protected under the first amendment.

As former Supreme Court Justice
Jackson said in the Barnette decision,
and I quote:

‘‘Freedom to differ cannot just be
limited to those things that do not
matter much. That would be a mere
shadow of freedom. The test of its sub-
stance is the right to differ as to things
that touch the very heart of the exist-
ing order.’’

There are few things that evoke more
emotion, passion, pride or patriotism
than the American flag; I recognize
that. But if we pass this amendment
today, where do we stop? Do we next
try to prohibit the desecration of the
Bible? Or the Koran? Or the Torah? Or
perhaps even this book that I like to
carry around in my pocket to remind
me how difficult our democracy is? The
Constitution? The Declaration of Inde-
pendence? Or the very Bill of Rights
itself? They too are symbols of our
country that young men and women
have fought for and died for.

Let us not go down that path today.
We have done pretty well these passed
210 years without having to amend the
Constitution to deal with a few individ-
uals’ act of senseless desecration.

There are other ways of dealing with
content neutral acts. If someone steals
my flag, they can be prosecuted for
theft and trespassing. If they steal my



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4797June 23, 1999
flag and burn it, they can be pros-
ecuted for theft, trespass, criminal
damage to property. If they burn it on
a crowded subway station, they can
also be prosecuted for inciting a riot,
reckless endangerment, criminal dam-
age to property and theft. There are
other ways that this type of conduct
can be prosecuted, but if someone buys
a flag, goes down in their basement and
because they do not like the govern-
ment decides to desecrate it or burn it,
are we going to obtain search warrants
and arrest warrants to go in and arrest
that person and prosecute them? We do
not need to do that.

That is why I encourage my col-
leagues today, Madam Speaker, to op-
pose this amendment and not change
210 years of history in this country.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Montana (Mr. HILL).

Mr. HILL of Montana. Madam Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for time,
and, Madam Speaker, if colleagues
would listen to the debate today, they
would conclude that we are here to
make a choice between defending the
flag and defending the Constitution. In
fact, the opposite is true. What we are
here doing today is to try to reconcile
our respect and our affection for the
flag for our respect and our commit-
ment to the Constitution.

I happen to disagree with the Su-
preme Court decision, but this process
that we are following today does not do
damage to the first amendment or to
the Constitution. In fact, we are fol-
lowing a constitutional process.

I believe that we owe the blessings of
liberty and freedom to those who
served and sacrificed for this Nation,
and as I attend the Memorial Day pa-
rade or Memorial Day service and I
watch the tears streaming down the
face of those veterans that are there, I
know that our flag is more than a sym-
bol. Somehow it is a link to the friends
that they left on the battlefield or
their friends who left parts of them-
selves on the battlefield.

I believe that the desecration of our
flag is an insult. It is an insult to our
Constitution, it is an insult to the lib-
erty and freedom that is in it. It is an
insult to the sacrifice, and it is an in-
sult to the values that these men and
women share: Honor and value, valor
and courage.

Veterans groups. I think every major
veteran group supports this. Forty-
nine States have expressed to the Con-
gress that we ought to act on this.

I would just urge my colleagues to
support this amendment.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BUYER).

Mr. BUYER. Madam Speaker, I rise
in strong support of the legislation
that we have here to have a constitu-
tional amendment to prohibit the dese-
cration of the United States flag.

I listened to some of the debate, I re-
spect my colleagues, but this is not an
issue about speech. What one can say is

anything they want in this country,
but conduct is what we are focusing on.

I suppose if someone believes that
they, in fact, are embodied with the
right to burn this flag being displayed
directly behind me, go ahead, but they
have to get through me first, and when
they do that, they really upset me.
Now why do they upset me? I suppose
that that statement written on a
blackboard long ago when I was a col-
lege student at the Citadel that said
those who serve their country on a dis-
tant battlefield see life in the dimen-
sion the protected may never know.

I have seen that flag on a distant bat-
tlefield. I understand what it rep-
resents, the physical embodiment of
everything that is great about our Na-
tion and perhaps not so great. Each of
us individually when we see that flag,
we get a tingle inside, and it is per-
sonal. We should do everything we can
to protect that which is so vitally im-
portant to us as a Nation.

As I listened to some of my col-
leagues here, I am puzzled. I am puz-
zled because some of those who are in
opposition to this amendment are also
in opposition to our efforts to bring
prayer back into school, our efforts to
revitalize America to find its moral
center. I do not know how those advo-
cates want to see America. See, Amer-
ica, a little over 200 years young; are
we going to be seen as some meteor
that shined brightly but moved quickly
across the span of world history?
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Or, do we believe, as I do, if we per-
mit the eyes of our mind to see a great-
er vision, I believe America has what it
takes to reach deep, to revitalize itself,
to find its center, its moral center, its
proper balance, to seek the greater un-
derstanding, to have wise tolerance,
and to respect each other for an endur-
ing peace. As we do that, there are cer-
tain things that we have to respect in
our society, and one that represents
the physical embodiment of this Na-
tion, and we are sensitive to liberty, is,
in fact, Old Glory.

That is what this amendment is
about. I respect the Committee on the
Judiciary for bringing it to the floor,
and I ask all of my colleagues to vote
for this constitutional amendment.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
DOYLE).

Mr. DOYLE. Madam Speaker, I can
think of no greater symbol of freedom,
no higher embodiment of American
ideals than the flag of the United
States of America. Since the Revolu-
tionary War, our flag has served as a
sacred reminder of who we are, what
we stand for, and the dreams we hope
to achieve. Therefore, I am pleased to
rise today in support of H.J. Res. 33,
which reaffirms our national commit-
ment to protect our great flag. As in
the 104th and 105th Congress, I am
proud to say that I am once again a co-
sponsor of H.J. Res. 33.

Madam Speaker, support for prohib-
iting the desecration of our flag is ap-
parent not just from my constituents
in the 18th District of Pennsylvania,
but from 279 of my colleagues that
have cosponsored this resolution. Our
flag represents the very essence of
what it means to be an American. By
honoring and respecting our flag, we,
in turn, honor and respect those who
gave their lives and lost loved ones in
the fight to protect this important
symbol of America.

Under our great flag, many different
cultures, beliefs, and ethnicities can
find common ground and come to-
gether as one. It is this unit and free-
dom that is represented by our flag and
forms the cornerstone of America.
Throughout our history, the United
States has called upon her husbands
and wives, sons and daughters to travel
to foreign lands and defend freedom
and liberty at all costs. We owe it to
them to ensure the American flag, the
very symbol they fought and died to
protect, is respected and cherished by
all.

Prohibiting the desecration of the
flag does not deny any individuals any
freedoms or beliefs, but it does serve to
strengthen our commitment to these
very ideals. We should join together in
this effort to preserve the symbol of
our national unit.

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to support the sacrifices of all
of our Nation’s citizens; support the
very beliefs that our great country was
founded upon, and support our great
American flag.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE).

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding and
for his leadership on this issue.

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong sup-
port of this constitutional amendment.
Not all physical actions constitute free
speech, and I am hardly alone in as-
serting that flag desecration is not free
speech to be protected under the first
amendment.

I believe that the States and Federal
Government do have the power to pro-
tect the flag against acts of desecra-
tion and disgrace, wrote former Chief
Justice Earl Warren. This view is
shared by many past and present Jus-
tices of the U.S. Supreme Court across
the ideological spectrum, including
Hugo Black, Abe Fortas, Byron White,
John Paul Stevens, Sandra Day O’Con-
nor, and current Chief Justice William
Rehnquist.

These eminent men and women have
not taken a merely political stance
based upon shallow assumptions. Rath-
er, they rely upon well-established
principles. ‘‘Surely one of the high pur-
poses of a democratic society’’ wrote
Rehnquist, ‘‘is to legislate against con-
duct that is regarded as evil and pro-
foundly offensive to the majority of
people, whether it be murder, embez-
zlement, pollution or flag-burning.’’

The flaw with the opposition’s entire
line of reasoning is their concept of
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free speech. It is not and never has
been the right to do anything you want
to do any time you want to do it. Rath-
er, it is a precious liberty founded in
law; a freedom preserved by respect for
the rights of others.

To say that society is not entitled to
establish rules of behavior governing
its members is either to abandon any
meaningful definition of civilization,
or to believe that civilization can sur-
vive without regard to the feelings or
decent treatment of others. To burn a
flag in front of a veteran or someone
else who has put his or her life on the
line for their country is a despicable
act not deserving of protection.

It is well established that certain
types of speech may be prevented under
certain circumstances, including lewd,
obscene, profane, libelous, insulting or
fighting words. When it comes to ac-
tions, the limits may be even broader.
That is where I will vote to put flag
desecration, where 48 State legislatures
thought it was when they passed laws
prohibiting it.

This amendment does not in any way
alter the first amendment. It simply
corrects a misguided 5-to-4 court inter-
pretation of that amendment. As Jus-
tice Rehnquist eloquently observed in
concluding his dissent, ‘‘Uncritical ex-
tension of constitutional protection to
the burning of the flag risks the frus-
tration of the very purpose for which
organized governments are instituted.
The Government may conscript men
into the Armed Forces where they
must fight and perhaps die for the flag,
but the government may not prohibit
the public burning of the banner under
which they fight.’’

Madam Speaker, I am proud to play a
part in trying to right that wrong.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. YOUNG).

(Mr. YOUNG of Florida asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extra-
neous material.)

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I rise in support of H.J. Res.
33.

Madam Speaker, the American flag is a
symbol of our nation’s freedom and liberty.
Today we have an opportunity to protect that
sacred symbol by approving House Joint Res-
olution 33, a Constitutional Amendment au-
thorizing Congress to prohibit the physical
desecration of the flag of the United States.

Our children learn the story of Francis Scott
Key waiting throughout the night of September
13, 1813 in hopes that the British had not bro-
ken through the American defenses in Balti-
more Harbor. At the break of dawn, Key’s
fears were quieted as he awoke to find that
the flag, battered with holes ripped by cannon
fire, was still flying proudly over Fort McHenry.
Since the early part of this century, millions of
visitors have flocked to the Smithsonian to
view this huge flag and continue to do so
today, nearly two hundred years after that
fateful night in Baltimore. This national symbol
is so important that it is now being carefully
restored so that future generations of Ameri-

cans can reflect on our distinct and glorious
heritage.

American service members have proudly
marched, sailed, or flown under the flag in
every conflict from the Mexican War to the re-
cent Kosovo campaign. Just this past April, an
American pilot was shot down deep in Serb
territory while flying a mission during the war
in Kosovo. Clutching a small American flag
that he had kept tucked away in his flight suit,
the pilot said it was the Stars and Stripes that
gave him the hope, strength, and endurance
that was required to withstand such an ordeal.
For the benefit of my colleagues who may not
have seen this story, I will include this story in
the Congressional Record following my re-
marks.

The American Flag is a symbol of courage
and bravery. We all recall the famous scene of
our Marines in World War II raising Old Glory
high above the blood stained beaches of Iwo
Jima, signifying that America had just won one
of this century’s fiercest battles. Today, a sea
of small flags quietly stands guard over the
graves of these fallen heroes across our na-
tion’s cemeteries. These men and women
fought and died to protect our nation and the
sanctity of our flag, and that is precisely why
we must approve this legislation today. We
must pay tribute to this strength and pride of
America and her people by honoring Old
Glory.

Madam Speaker, the flag stands for much
more than the 50 states and 13 original colo-
nies. It stands for freedom, liberty, and democ-
racy, ideals attributed to our great country by
peoples from around the globe. The great
naval hero John Paul Jones once wrote, ‘‘The
Flag and I are twins . . . So long as we can
float, we shall float together. If we must sink,
we shall go down as one.’’ Madam Speaker,
today we must heed the words of John Paul
Jones. May the flag always fly freely and
proudly over our land, and may we revere and
cherish it forever.

[From the St. Petersburg Times, April 7,
1999]

U.S. FLAG GAVE DOWNED PILOT HOPE WHILE
AWAITING RESCUE

WASHINGTON—Crouched in a shallow cul-
vert deep in Serb territory, one of the worst
moments for the F–117A stealth fighter pilot
downed over Yugoslavia came when barking
search dogs drew within 30 feet of his hiding
place.

The U.S. pilot reached for a folded Amer-
ican flag that he had tucked inside his flight
suit next to his skin and said a silent prayer.

‘‘It helped me not let go of hope,’’ the pilot
said in an interview released Tuesday by the
Air Force News, ‘‘Hope gives you strength.

. . . It gives you endurance,’’
The dogs moved on, and after he spent six

hours watching passing headlights on a near-
by road, helicopters from the Air Force’s
16th Special Operations Group picked him
up, backed by support planes that swooped in
for the rescue.

The Pentagon is withholding the pilot’s
name and details surrounding the crash of
his F–117A and his rescue, although senior
defense officials say a Serb missile probably
shot the plane down March 27. It was the
first F–117A to go down in combat.

The plane went down near Budjenovci, 35
miles northwest of the Yugoslav capital, Bel-
grade, and the pilot bailed out as ‘‘enor-
mous’’ G-forces worked against him.

‘‘I remember having to fight to get my
hands to go down toward the (ejection seat)
handgrips,’’ he said. ‘‘I always strap in very

tightly, but because of the Intense G-forces,
I was hanging in the straps and had to
stretch to reach the handles.’’

He can’t remember reaching the handle.
‘‘God took my hands and pulled,’’ he said.

Although slightly disoriented, the pilot
began radio contact with NATO forces as he
parachuted toward a freshly plowed field 50
years from a road and rail intersection.

‘‘I knew I was fairly deep into Serbian ter-
ritory,’’ he said, but he remembered his
training. ‘‘It didn’t panic me. I just got very
busy doing what I needed to do.’’

After he hit the ground, the pilot buried a
life raft and other survival equipment and
spent the next six hours in a ‘‘hold-up site’’—
a shallow culvert 200 yards from his landing
site. He made only infrequent radio contact
with NATO rescuers in order to avoid detec-
tion by Serb forces who might be listening
and racing to capture him.

‘‘For the downed guy,’’ he said, ‘‘it’s very
unsettling to not know what’s going on.
You’re thinking, ‘Do they know I’m here? Do
they know my locations? Where are the as-
sets and who is involved: What’s the plan?
Are they going to try to do this tonight?’ It’s
the unknowns that are unsettling.’’

Passing cars and trucks might have been
Serb military or police, but the pilot said he
couldn’t confirm they were looking for him,
although search dogs came close.

‘‘There was some activity at that intersec-
tion,’’ he said. ‘‘Thank God no one actually
saw me come down.’’

The pilot said he concentrated on staying
low and on the American flag, which a fellow
airman gave him as he strapped in for his
mission at an air base in Aviano, Italy.

‘‘Her giving that flag to me was saying,
‘I’m giving this to you to give back to me
when you get home,’ ’’ the pilot said. ‘‘For
me, it was representative of all the people
who I knew were praying. It was a piece of
everyone and very comforting.’’

The airman who gave the pilot the U.S.
flag was among the first to greet him when
he returned to Aviano and he opened his
flight suit to show her he still had it, the Air
Force News reported. The airman’s name also
was withheld by the Pentagon.

So far, the pilot hasn’t rejoined the NATO
airstrikes, although he has asked his com-
manders to put him back into combat. ‘‘All
I asked was that I be able to stay here for as
long as possible before heading back’’ to the
United States, he said.

The distinctive arrowhead-shaped F–117A,
which has a 43-foot wingspan, is armed with
laser-guided bombs and equipped with so-
phisticated navigation and attack systems.
Stealth technology uses curved or angular
surfaces to reduce radar reflections.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman 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, I thank the gentleman from
Virginia for yielding me this time. I
thank the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
WATT), and the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. CANADY), the chairman of the sub-
committee.

One of the good things that has oc-
curred in this debate is the recognition
that no one’s patriotism is diminished,
and we would hope that that is a clear
and salient point as we debate this con-
stitutional issue.

Before I came to the floor, I thought
for a moment where my patriotism
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might have developed. Where did I first
refine and understand what a glory it
is to live and love and be free under the
flag of the United States of America. I
was reminded of going to school, and I
am always encouraging my youngsters
to make sure they pledge allegiance to
the flag every day, as we do.

I would hope in every school our chil-
dren are taught to pledge allegiance to
the flag of the United States of Amer-
ica. It is symbolic of all of who we are,
and it is symbolic of the fact that we
stand as a people in this Nation,
united, because of the freedom that is
offered through those who have died,
and the wisdom of our Founding Fa-
thers who structured this fragile Na-
tion on the premise of a democratic
unit and on the premise of a Bill of
Rights. Not an afterthought, but rath-
er, something that was separate and
set aside to reinforce the fact that we
have freedom of expression.

Madam Speaker, I say to my col-
leagues, be reminded that we have
lasted these 400 plus years not because
we keep people from expressing them-
selves, but we have managed not to
have coups and revolutions and depos-
ing of leaders in an illegal and uncon-
stitutional manner, because people be-
lieve they can petition the govern-
ment. I go to my American Legion
halls. I am supporting my good friend,
Mr. Lee, who is going to put up a
monument to World War II veterans in
my district. We believe in exercising
pride in our country.

But this amendment says something
different, and I am not sure if it is be-
cause Gregory Lee Johnson burned a
flag in Dallas, Texas, and I am from
Houston, against protesting the
Reagan administration policies. But
the Supreme Court and the Court of
Appeals indicated that the Texas law
was wrong because freedom of expres-
sion is one that is guaranteed by the
first amendment, and the intent of the
burning of a flag is not to create a fire,
but it is to inflame passions because I
am so vigorously against policies of the
government or otherwise.

So I thought for a moment, what
made me a patriot. Does this amend-
ment, my vote for or against it, make
me stand taller than my neighbor? And
I disagreed with myself; it does not. My
vote against it does not diminish my
patriotism, because I stand with the
likes of Senator John Glenn, a hero
who just these past months made us to
proud of his recent trip into space, and
he acknowledged the fact that those
who served in the Armed Forces risked
their lives, believed it was our duty to
defend our Nation, Senator Glenn said.
I can tell my colleagues that in com-
bat, I did not start thinking with the
philosophy of our Nation, I put my life
on the line. I fight for the flag because
it symbolizes freedom.

Let us fight for the freedom of ex-
pression and not vote for this amend-
ment; vote it down.

Madam Speaker, I stand to oppose this
amendment to the Constitution to prohibit

physical desecration of the flag of the United
States. This effort to amend the Constitution is
an exercise in misjudgment and a waste of
precious time. This is not the first time we
have visited this issue, and I renew my oppo-
sition.

In 1984, in front of the Dallas City Hall,
Gregory Lee Johnson burned an American
flag as means of protest against Reagan ad-
ministration policies. Johnson was tried and
convicted under a Texas law outlawing flag
desecration. He was sentenced to one year in
jail and assessed a $2,000 fine.

After the Texas Court of Criminal Appeals
reversed the conviction, the case went to the
Supreme Court. In a 5-to-4 decision, the Court
held that Johnson’s burning the flag was pro-
tected expression under the First Amendment.
The Court found that Johnson’s action fell into
the category of expressive conduct and had a
distinctively political nature.

The Court found that fact that an audience
takes offense to certain ideas or expression
does not justify prohibitions of speech. The
Court also held that state officials did not have
the authority to designate symbols to be used
to communicate only limited sets of messages
noting that ‘‘[i]f there is a bedrock principle un-
derlying the First Amendment, it is that the
Government may not prohibit the expression
of an idea simply because society finds the
idea itself offensive or disagreeable.’’

The flag is a symbol of freedom. The red
bars are tributes to the blood shed by the
colonists who revolted against tyrannical op-
pression, including censorship and the inability
to protest government policies. The proposed
amendment slaps the faces of those mar-
velous patriots and decries the very freedoms
for which the flag flies.

The intent of burning the flag is not to start
a fire, but to inflame passions. That simple
fact is why it is a form of expression protected
by the First Amendment to our Constitution.
And that is why it would be a contradiction of
the Constitution itself to make this particular
form of free speech a crime.

For those who say our brave men and
women did not die in all the wars the past 200
years to end up have people free to burn our
country’s flag with impunity, I say those patri-
ots died to uphold the notion of freedom, in-
cluding freedom of speech and freedom of ex-
pression.

In 1990, Congress considered and rejected
H.J. Res 350—a similar Amendment to the
U.S. Constitution. Again in 1995 Congress
considered the same amendment, (H.J. Res.
79), but did not get the necessary two third
majority vote of the Senate.

The First Amendment implication of this res-
olution is most damaging. If passed, this
would be the very first time in the history of
our nation that we altered the Bill of Rights to
place a severe limitation on the prized free-
dom of expression. This would be a dan-
gerous precedent to set, because it would
open the door to the erosion of our protected
fundamental freedoms.

The Amendment as written is vague. It
states that, ‘‘Congress shall have power to
prohibit the physical desecration of the flag of
the United States.’’ What does the term dese-
cration actually mean?

Is it the burning of the flag? Flag burning is
the preferred means of disposing of the flag
when it is old. The Court noted in Texas
versus Johnson, that according to Congress it

is proper to burn the flag, ‘‘When it [the flag]
is in such a condition that it is no longer a fit-
ting emblem for display.’’ What criteria would
be used to determine when the flag is no
longer fit for display and can thus be burned
without penalty?

It is rare that a flag is ever burned in our
country as a form of political speech or other-
wise. From 1777 through 1989, only 45 inci-
dents of flag burning were reported; since the
1989 flag decision, fewer than ten (10) flag
burning incidents have been reported per
year.

After all, the importance of our flag is not in
its cloth, it is in what it symbolizes. The impor-
tant thing about symbols is that they don’t
burn. No matter how much cloth goes up in
flame, no matter how much hatred is hurled at
it, our flag is still there.

American patriotism cannot be legislated,
because the right to criticize the government is
at the very heart of what it means to be an
American. It was dissent that brought this
country into being, and dissent has helped
make us what we are today.

Madam Speaker, for these reasons, I urge
my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on H.J. Res. 33.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
HAYES).

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

Mr. HAYES. Madam Speaker, I thank
my colleague for yielding me this time.
I thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. CUNNINGHAM) for bringing this to
the floor of the House.

To put this issue in context, I was at
Fort Bragg this Monday morning for
the retirement ceremony for Sergeant
Major David Henderson. To see over 500
of our finest young men and women of
the 82nd Airborne assembled behind
our colors, just put this whole issue in
the proper perspective for me.

I support the resolution of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM). Our Nation’s history is
replete with tales of courageous Ameri-
cans who have ventured to foreign
lands to defend the principles rep-
resented by the Stars and Stripes.
These young patriots fought for our
freedom and democracy, not because
they were forced, but because they
knew in their hearts that their cause
was righteous, that making the ulti-
mate sacrifice for freedom, liberty, and
justice was worth the risk. We today,
as a Congress, also have the oppor-
tunity to do in our hearts what we
know is right.

The American flag is a symbol of
more than nationhood. It is a symbol
of the land we love, the home of the
free and the brave. It is known around
the world as a symbol for democracy
and the noble ideals that characterize
our democratic republic: Rights, re-
sponsibility, equal opportunity, and
freedom. I, along with the vast major-
ity of Americans, believe that Congress
can afford our flag protections con-
sistent with the first amendment. It is
my duty, it is our duty to defend our
flag from desecration and to protect
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the honor of generations of courageous
Americans who have fought and died
for the freedoms that all Americans
enjoy today.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS).

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Speaker, I
thank my colleague for yielding me
this time. Let us remind our colleagues
what we are voting on a joint resolu-
tion proposing an amendment to the
Constitution of the United States au-
thorizing the Congress to prohibit the
physical desecration of the flag of the
United States .

Madam Speaker, last night I was at a
documentary over at the National Air
and Space Museum; perhaps many
other Members also went. The gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SAM JOHNSON)
was there, and I believe Pete Peterson,
a former member, was there. The docu-
mentary was a film that took oral his-
tory from the prisoners of war who
were in Vietnam, particularly Hanoi
Hilton, and they took these oral his-
tories that were given to the Air Force
Academy and made them into the film,
and it traced the background of the ca-
dets, their training, these young cadets
in the academies to their capture by
the North Vietnamese where they were
finally put into prison and they were
tortured.

The whole depiction in this film
would bring home the point that they
had a sense of honor, and all of them
together decided they would not go
home unless the person who was most
hurt went home first, and they would
not go home unless ultimately, all of
them went home at the same time, and
they decided that when they returned
to America, they would return with
honor, and nothing less, nothing more.

So they were there under very dif-
ficult situations, being tortured, and at
this point in their lives they had no
hope perhaps of even coming home, and
many of them died.
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But the most poignant part of the
whole film is when they were told they
were going to be released. They put on
their uniforms that the North Viet-
namese gave them and they went out
to the tarmac. Down came this large
plane, a C–130, and it had a big Amer-
ican flag. As soon as they saw that
American flag, the tears were in their
eyes.

Once they got on board the aircraft
they were all given a uniform, the uni-
form of their rank. And they looked at
the buttons and they saw the symbol of
the United States. Again, they broke
down and that forced all of them to
cry.

What I am saying to my colleagues
today, would Members want to allow
these prisoners of war to come home
and to see our citizens desecrating the
flag in front of these very noble indi-
viduals who spent their entire lives be-
hind a door with no knob? In fact, near
the end one of the prisoners said that

to him, he feels so much gratefulness
and thanksgiving now that he is back
in the United States, and every morn-
ing when he gets up and he realizes the
doorknob is on his side, that is another
day of freedom.

I urge support for this House Joint
Resolution 33.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, I thank my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Florida, for yielding time
to me and allowing me to speak on be-
half of House Joint Resolution 33.

I am a strong supporter of everyone’s
First Amendment rights to the free-
dom of speech and expression, and I
feel a hallowed symbol like our flag de-
serves to be respected and protected as
a national treasure.

We do have limits. Court-made law
restricts our freedom of speech, as lim-
ited by the example in lots of law
school classes of not screaming fire in
a crowded theater. That is court-made
law that restricts my freedom of
speech. What we are trying to do today
with this amendment is by legislation
to say there is something on the same
level of yelling fire in a crowded the-
ater unjustly. One of them is dese-
crating or burning the symbol of our
country.

Those who desecrate our flag under-
mine the powerful symbol that thou-
sands of Americans have died trying to
defend, as my colleague, the gentleman
from Florida, just talked about.

Our flag represents the principles our
Nation was founded upon. I feel it
should be afforded the maximum pro-
tection we can under legislative-made
law, just like court-made law has pro-
tected people from being unjustly
stomped by leaving a crowded theater
when someone says, but wait a minute,
I have a right to yell in a crowded the-
ater. That is my freedom of speech.
They do not have that, just like we
need to protect our flag using the same
idea, but this is legislative-made pro-
tections.

For these reasons, I am proud to be a
cosponsor of House Joint Resolution 33,
and I urge my colleagues to join me in
support of this important resolution.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Madam Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
WATT) for his leadership in the sub-
committee and in this debate, and the
spirit in which he has approached this
issue. This is an issue which stirs emo-
tions on both sides, but I believe today
we have conducted a debate which for
the most part focuses on the substance
of what is at stake here.

I also want to thank the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) for his lead-
ership in the past on this issue. I be-
lieve that he conducted the debate with
the same spirit when he was the rank-
ing member during the last session of
the Congress. I appreciate that as well.

I think it is important that we ac-
knowledge someone who is not here
today. That is the gentleman from New
York, Mr. Solomon, who has provided
leadership in bringing forward this
amendment during the last two Con-
gresses. He brought a real passion to
this issue which I think resulted in the
success that we saw in the last two
Congresses.

Finally, I want to acknowledge the
great leadership that the gentleman
from California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) has
provided. He has picked up the banner
from the, no pun intended, from the
former chairman of the Committee on
Rules, and has provided outstanding
leadership for this issue.

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

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I yield the balance of my time
to the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
SCOTT).

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT) is recognized for 6
minutes.

Mr. SCOTT. Madam Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Madam Speaker, this proposed
amendment, if enacted by Congress and
ratified, would reduce our rights of
freedom of speech and expression em-
bodied in the Bill of Rights for the first
time in over 200 years. Those freedoms
have made this country the envy of the
world, and those freedoms have pro-
tected us from the kinds of upheavals
over religious and political expressions
that plague other countries even today.

But freedom is not a popularity con-
test. If that were the case, we would
not need a Bill of Rights. Popular ex-
pression does not need protection. In
fact, the First Amendment only comes
into play when there is a need to pro-
tect unpopular religious or political ex-
pression.

I would ask my colleagues to con-
sider the consequences before they
start chipping away at the First
Amendment. Some refer to this amend-
ment as the anti-flag-burning amend-
ment, but this amendment will not
prohibit flag-burning. The truth is that
even if this amendment is adopted,
flag-burning will still be considered the
proper way to honor the flag at cere-
monies in order to properly dispose of a
worn-out flag.

So this amendment has nothing to do
with the act of burning the flag. It is
the expression, the speech, which is the
target of this amendment. Proponents
of this amendment seek to prohibit ac-
tivities and expressions with the flag
when they disagree with those expres-
sions. That is why the term ‘‘desecra-
tion’’ is used, not ‘‘burning.’’ ‘‘Desecra-
tion’’ has religious connotations.

In other words, this amendment
would give government officials the
power to decide that one can burn the
flag if he is saying something reverent
in a ceremony, but he is a criminal if
he burns the flag while saying some-
thing disrespectful at a protest. This is
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absurd, and in direct contravention
with the whole purpose of the First
Amendment.

The government has no business de-
ciding which political expressions are
sufficiently reverent and which expres-
sions are criminal because someone im-
portant got offended. That is why the
practical effect of this amendment will
be jailing of political protestors and no
one else, because those who steal flags
and destroy them, or those who pro-
voke riots by burning a flag, can al-
ready be prosecuted under current law.

We have already seen the dangers of
going down the path of patriotic legis-
lation when in World War II we had
laws compelling schoolchildren to
pledge allegiance to the flag. We got so
wrapped up in our drive to compel pa-
triotism that we lost sight of the high
ideals for which our flag stands, and
passed laws that forced schoolchildren
to salute and say a pledge to the flag,
even if such acts violated their reli-
gious beliefs.

Fortunately for the American people,
the Supreme Court put an end to that
coercion with the landmark case of
West Virginia State Board of Edu-
cation versus Barnett. Obviously the
majority in Barnett, Justice Jackson
wrote, ‘‘If there is any fixed star in our
constitutional constellation, it is that
no official, high or petty, can prescribe
what is orthodox in politics, nation-
alism, religion, or other matters of
opinion, or force citizens to confess by
word or act their faith therein.’’

Madam Speaker, unfortunately today
we are poised and anxious to prescribe
what is orthodox in politics and na-
tionalism, even when there is no dis-
agreement on this subject matter, and
even when there is no evidence that
flags are being burned in protest in any
number sufficient to provoke an
amendment to our Bill of Rights.

In fact, history reflects that the only
time flag-burning occurs with any fre-
quency is when these constitutional
amendments are being considered.

Furthermore, Madam Speaker, the
proscription required under this
amendment is undefined. The text of
the resolution states that ‘‘Congress
shall have the power to prohibit the
physical desecration of the flag of the
United States.’’

This is the same language presented
in the last Congress, and even after
several hearings on the subject in the
House and Senate, we have no idea of
what will constitute desecration or
what will constitute a flag.

At a hearing during the last Con-
gress, at least one witness supporting
the amendment agreed that the use of
the flag in advertising could be consid-
ered desecration. How many car dealers
or political candidates using flags in
advertisements will be considered
criminals, or will it depend on their po-
litical views?

Even wearing a flag tie could be an
offense punishable by jail under this
amendment, because the Federal flag
code now considers the flag worn as ap-

parel as a violation. When is a flag a
flag? Is a picture of a flag a flag? Is it
a flag when the wrong numbers of
Stars and Stripes are there before the
flag is destroyed?

With so many unanswered questions
and unintended consequences, I would
hope that we would take a closer look
at this amendment before we consider
passing it. Otherwise, any criminal
statute enacted under this amendment
will be inherently vague and unwork-
able.

In conclusion, Madam Speaker, I
would urge that this body be guided by
the words of Justice Brennan when he
wrote: ‘‘We do not consecrate the flag
by punishing its desecration, for in so
doing we dilute the freedom that this
cherished emblem represents.’’

Madam Speaker, let us not betray
the freedom our flag represents. I
would urge everyone to stand up for
the high ideals that the flag represents
by opposing this attack on our Bill of
Rights.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Madam
Speaker, I yield the balance of my time
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM), the prime sponsor of this
amendment, for the purpose of closing
the general debate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM) is recognized for 31⁄2 min-
utes.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Madam Speaker,
I would like to thank not only the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. CANADY) for
his candor, but my colleagues on the
other side as well for the way they
have conducted themselves on this par-
ticular issue. I feel they are wrong, and
that is why I am offering the amend-
ment.

Mr. Pete Peterson was a good friend
of mine. The gentleman from Kentucky
(Mr. ROGERS) asked me to go to Viet-
nam and raise the American flag for
the first time over Ho Chi Minh City.
We used to call it Saigon. I refused the
gentleman from Kentucky. It was too
hard. Pete called me personally and
said, DUKE, I was a prisoner for 61⁄2
years. I need you to help me raise this
flag over Vietnam.

Both of us cried because of what it
means, not only to us but to the people
that we buried, the people that we
fought with, and to the people that be-
lieve from the deepest part of their
heart that this symbol should be pro-
tected.

This is not a matter of freedom of
speech. There is free speech. There is
nothing in this amendment that pre-
vents someone from speaking or writ-
ing or doing any of the other things,
but just the radical burning of the
symbol that we hold dear. It is des-
picable.

I had plane captains cry when their
pilots did not come back overseas. My
plane captain, Willy White, grabbed me
by the arm one day and said, Lieuten-
ant Cunningham, Lieutenant
Cunningham, we got our MIG today,
didn’t we, because of his involvement
in that team concept.

And we talk quite often about what
we do, whether it is Kosovo, or what
message we give to our men and women
under arms. Can Members imagine
what message we would send to our
men and women if this goes down, the
symbol that they fight for? It is more
to them than just an inanimate object.
It is very, very important.

The gentleman knows that there is
not a political motive in my body on
this particular issue. It is something I
believe deeply, from the bottom of my
heart, and feel emotionally about. We
have over 282 cosponsors from both
sides of the aisle on this. We expect to
have well over 300 votes on this and
pass it in the Senate. It is because the
American people also feel this.

My colleagues talk about the Su-
preme Court and their decisions. Look
at history. Over 200 years of Supreme
Courts have held that 48 States could
rule that desecration of a flag is wrong,
and have penalties. Only one Supreme
Court in the history of the United
States in 1989, by a narrow vote of one
vote, changed 200 years of history.

The American people are saying that
is wrong; that we believe that this flag,
this dimension, the support of unity for
all the things that both sides of the
aisle fight for, is very important.
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I would ask, I would beg my col-

leagues to vote for this amendment.
Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I rise today

to express my outrage at a deplorable and
despicable act which disgraces the honor of
our country—the burning of the United States
flag. Behind the Speaker hangs our flag. It is
the most beautiful of all flags, with colors of
red, white, and blue, carrying on its face the
great heraldic story of 50 states descended
from the original 13 colonies. I love it. I revere
it. And I have proudly served it in war and
peace.

However, today I rise in opposition to H.J.
Res. 33, the flag amendment, which for the
first time in over 200 years would amend our
Bill of Rights.

Madam Speaker, throughout our history,
millions of Americans have served under this
flag during wartime; some have sacrificed their
lives for what this flag stands for: our unity,
our freedom, our tradition, and the glory of our
country. I have proudly served under our glo-
rious flag in the Army of the United States dur-
ing wartime, as a private citizen, and as an
elected public official. And like many of my
colleagues, I treasure this flag and fully under-
stand the deep emotions it invokes.

But while our flag may symbolize all that is
great about our country, I swore an oath to
uphold the great document which defines our
country. The Constitution of the United States
is not as visible as is our wonderful flag, and
oftentimes we forget the glory and majesty of
this magnificent document—our most funda-
mental law and rule of order; the document
which defines our rights, liberties; and the
structure of our government. Written in a few
short weeks and months in 1787, it created a
more perfect framework for government and
unity and defined the rights of the people in
this great republic.

The principles spelled out in this document
define how an American is different from a cit-
izen of any other nation in the world. And it is
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because of my firm belief in these principles—
the same principles I swore an oath to up-
hold—that I must oppose this amendment. Be-
cause if this amendment is adopted, it will be
the first time in the entire history of the United
States that we have cut back on our liberties
as Americans as defined in the Bill of Rights.

Prior to the time the Supreme Court spoke
on this matter, and defined acts of physical
desecration to the flag under certain condi-
tions as acts of free speech protected by the
Constitution, I would have happily supported
legislation which would protect the flag. While
I have reservations about the propriety of
these decisions, the Supreme Court is, under
our great Constitution, empowered to define
Constitutional rights and to assure the protec-
tion of all the rights of free citizens in the
United States.

Today, we are forced to make a difficult de-
cision. There is regrettably enormous political
pressure for us to constrain rights set forth in
the Constitution to protect the symbol of this
nation. This vote is not a litmus test of one’s
patriotism. What we are choosing today is be-
tween the symbol of our country and the soul
of our country.

When I vote today, I will vote to support and
defend the Constitution in all its majesty and
glory, recognizing that to defile or dishonor the
flag is a great wrong; but recognizing that the
defense of the Constitution, and the rights
guaranteed under it, is the ultimate responsi-
bility of every American.

I urge my colleagues to honor our flag by
honoring a greater treasure to Americans, our
Constitution. Vote down this bill.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Madam Speaker, I
rise today to support our American Flag and
as an original cosponsor of House Joint Reso-
lution 33 which will protect our most cherished
national symbol.

The American Flag is probably the most
recognizable symbol in the world. Wherever it
stands, it represents freedom. Millions of
Americans who served our nation in war have
carried that flag into battle. They have been
killed or injured just for wearing it on their uni-
form because it represents the most feared
power known to tyranny and that is liberty.
Where there is liberty there is hope. And hope
extinguishes the darkness of hatred, fear and
oppression.

America is not a perfect nation, but to the
world our flag represents that which is right
and to Americans it represents what Chief
Justice Charles Evans Hughes referred to as
our ‘‘national unity, our national endeavor, our
national aspiration.’’ It is a remembrance of
past struggles in which we have persevered to
remain as one nation under God, indivisible,
with liberty and justice for all. Those who
would desecrate our flag and all it represents
have no respect for the brave men and
women for whom the ideals and honor of this
nation were dearer than life.

Madam Speaker, this bill will not make indi-
viduals who desecrate our flag love our nation
and those who sacrificed to secure the free-
doms we have today. But it will give Ameri-
cans a unified voice in decrying these rep-
rehensible acts.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Madam Speaker,
today I rise in strong support of H.J. Res. 33,
the Flag Desecration Constitutional Amend-
ment.

Our nation’s flag is a sacred symbol of our
country’s liberty that so many men and women

in uniform have fought and died to defend. As
the symbol of that liberty, the flag deserves,
better yet, demands our greatest respect. Ad-
ditionally, the flag of the United States of
America is a symbol of the perseverance of
American values. It is greatly disturbing that it
is sometimes burned or otherwise desecrated
as an act of protest. It is disgraceful that some
individuals would desecrate the flag that our
nation’s veterans have fought so valiantly to
defend. It is also disheartening that we would
even have to debate this issue on the floor of
the House of Representatives.

Madam Speaker, as we draw near to the
new millennium, it is important that we finally
enact protections for our flag. I believe that
this Congress is committed to doing every-
thing we can to ensure the flag that signifies
the very liberties and responsibilities that we
hold dear.

Mr. RILEY. Madam Speaker, I rise today in
strong support of this amendment. Our flag
represents the best qualities America has to
offer—freedom, equal opportunity, and reli-
gious tolerance. Furthermore, it serves as a
symbol of the blood, sweat, hard work and
sacrifices many before us have made. We
owe so much of what we have and who we
are to those who have fought to protect our
country.

It disturbs me every time I hear of attacks
on our Nation’s symbol of freedom. An attack
on the flag is an attack on our heritage and
everything our ancestors fought for. Thou-
sands of people have lost their lives protecting
our flag and the liberties we enjoy today.

Madam Speaker, we should not tolerate flag
desecration and I urge your support of this
very important amendment.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam Speaker,
I rise today in strong opposition to House Joint
Resolution 33. I firmly believe that passing this
bill would abandon the very values and prin-
ciples upon which this country was founded.

Make no mistake, I deplore the desecration
of the flag. The flag is a symbol of our country
and a reminder of our great heritage; and I
find it unfortunate that a few individuals
choose to desecrate that which we hold so
dear. However, it is because of my love for
the flag and the country for which it stands
that, unfortunately, I have no choice but to op-
pose this well-intentioned yet misguided legis-
lation.

Our country was founded on certain prin-
ciples. Chief among these principles are free-
dom of speech and expression. These free-
doms were included in the Bill of Rights be-
cause the Founding Fathers took deliberate
steps to avoid creating a country in which indi-
viduals’ civil liberties could be abridged by the
government. Yet that is exactly what this
amendment would do. It begins a dangerous
trend in which the government can decide
which ideas are legal and which must be sup-
pressed.

I believe that the true test of a nation’s com-
mitment to freedom of expression is shown
through its willingness to protect ideas which
are unpopular, such as flag desecration. As
Supreme Court Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes
wrote in 1929, it is an imperative principle of
our Constitution that it protects not just free-
dom for thought and expression we agree
with, but ‘‘freedom for the thoughts we hate.’’

Ultimately, we must remember that it is not
the flag we honor, but rather, the principles it
embodies. To restrict peoples’ means of ex-

pression would do nothing but abandon those
principles—and to destroy these principles
would be a far greater travesty than to destroy
its symbol. Indeed, it would render the symbol
meaningless.

As I said, I admire the well-intentioned
thoughts of those who support the flag dese-
cration amendment, however, I believe their
efforts are misdirected. It is essential that we
maintain our country’s ideals including those
which allow for differences of opinion, at what-
ever the cost; and I ask my colleagues to join
me in opposing this bill that violates the ideals
and principles of our country.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Madam Speak-
er, I am proud to rise today in strong support
for H.J. Res. 33, the Flag Desecration Con-
stitutional Amendment.

Our flag was adopted as a sign of inde-
pendence and as a national identity by the 13
original colonies. And though our country has
changed significantly since that time, the flag
still represents the same ideals.

It symbolizes freedom, equal opportunity, re-
ligious tolerance and goodwill for people of the
world. It has represented our nation in peace,
as well as in war; and it symbolizes our na-
tion’s presence around the world.

When I walk down the halls of our congres-
sional office buildings, it strikes me that the
flag hangs everywhere. No matter what our
differences—and there are many—most mem-
bers of Congress have a flag outside their of-
fice door. The flag unifies us in the way no
other symbol does. It expresses our love for
our country and tradition. It represents democ-
racy, and it expresses our respect for those
who died defending values that we, as Ameri-
cans, hold dear.

Because of our deep reverence for the
American flag, there are those who make ex-
treme statements against the government and
its policies by desecrating the flag. Unfortu-
nately, the Supreme Court has ruled this dis-
respectful act is protected by the First Amend-
ment of the Constitution.

Now, I have the utmost love and respect for
our First Amendment rights—our freedom of
speech is the most important right we have.
But we can’t allow the U.S. flag to be dese-
crated as a form of political expression. These
acts are not protected speech, they are violent
and destructive conduct that should insult
every American.

The flag isn’t just another piece of cloth. Al-
lowing protesters to desecrate the flag is a
slap in the face to brave men and women who
laid down their lives in the name of U.S. flag
and for all it stands.

Mr. PORTER. Madam Speaker, the first
amendment to the Constitution, the supreme
law of our land, proclaims that Congress shall
make no law abridging the freedom of speech
or of the press. The principle of free speech
in our Constitution is an absolute, without pro-
viso or exception.

The citizens of the newly freed Colonies had
lived through the tyranny of a repressive gov-
ernment that censored the press and silenced
those who would speak out to criticize it They
wanted to make certain no such government
would arise in their new land of freedom. The
first amendment, as with all ten amendments
of the Bill of Rights, was a specific limitation
on the power of government.

Throughout the 210-year history of the Con-
stitution, not one word of the Bill of Rights has
ever been altered. However, the sponsors of
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this amendment today, for the first time in our
Nation’s history, would cut back on the first
amendment’s guarantee of freedom of expres-
sion. I submit that only the most dangerous of
acts of the existence of our Nation could pos-
sibly be of sufficient importance to require us
to qualify the principle of free speech which
lies at the bedrock of our free society.

The dangerous act that threatens America,
they claim, is the desecration of the flag in
protest or criticism of our Government. Now,
Mr. Speaker, desecration of the flag is abhor-
rent to me, as to anyone else. It is offensive
in the extreme to all Americans. But as I have
said before, it is hardly an act the threatens
our existence as a nation.

Such an act, Mr. Speaker, is in fact exactly
the kind of expression our Founders intended
to protect. They themselves had torn down the
British flag in protest. Our founders’ greatest
fear was of a central government so powerful
that such individual protests and criticisms
could be silenced.

No, Mr. Speaker, we are not threatened as
a nation by the desecration of our flag. Rather,
our tolerance of this act reaffirms our commit-
ment to free speech and to the supremacy of
individual expression over governmental
power, which is the essence of our history and
the very essence of our values.

Mr. Speaker, this issue was addressed in a
very eloquent and impassioned letter to the
editor of the Chicago Sun-Times written by
one of my constituents, David Haas of
Grayslake, IL, a teacher at Waukegan High
School. I believe that every member of this
House should read Mr. Haas’s words before
casting their vote on this measure, and I in-
clude it for the RECORD.
[From the Chicago Sun-Times, June 23, 1999]
FREEDOM UP IN FLAMES WITH FLAG BURNING

LAW

(By David Haas)
When I fought in the Vietnam War, I never

dreamed that I would have to fight to defend
the Bill of Rights when I got home. But that
is what I must do now because Congress is
just a few votes shy of amending the Con-
stitution to outlaw the desecration of the
American flag.

As a proud veteran, I strongly oppose this
amendment, and it grieves me that I must
caution our senators and representatives not
to tamper with a basic freedom spelled out in
the Bill of Rights.

To prohibit the symbolic act of flag burn-
ing would be an unnecessary abridgement of
that freedom, an unwitting mockery of our
most essential principles. We must not
amend our Bill of Rights for the first time in
our nation’s history in an attempt to force
patriotism on those who disagree with us.

I served my country for more than 21
years, both on active duty and as a naval re-
servist. I continue to serve my country as a
teacher at Waukegan High School. My con-
tinual message to my students is that they
must never give up on freedom; that their
collective voices can make a difference, and
will be heard and listened to, if only they
will speak; and that even though they may
be immigrants, minorities or poor, the Bill
of Rights applies to them as much as to me.

My quiet patriotism comes from deep with-
in, and always has taken the form of action,
not displays, and I do not believe that dis-
plays of patriotism should be forced upon
others. Such force never can lead to heart-
felt, active patriotism, but only to weak and
dishonest conformity. Is this what we want?
It is where we are headed with this proposed
amendment.

Like most Americans, I am deeply offended
to see someone burn or trample the Stars
and Stripes. I love my country, and proudly
salute the flag. But I did not serve my coun-
try to protect a symbol of freedom. I served
to protect our freedoms.

This constitutional amendment would do
us all a grave and irreparable injustice by
chipping away at the right of free speech.
Those who support the amendment intend to
protect the flag, but they would do so at too
great a cost: the loss of our right to dissent,
something the Supreme Court consistently
has reaffirmed through the years.

This amendment is a clear case of good in-
tentions gone awry. If the flag were to be-
come sacred, who would monitor its use? A
flag commission? The flag police? And what
would the act of desecration entail—putting
flag in paintings or clothes, or flying the flag
upside down?

The flag is not a sacred object. To regard
it as such would be an affront to all religious
people. Ultimately, we must be able to real-
ize that when a flag goes up in smoke, only
cloth is burned. The freedom that flag sym-
bolizes can only glow brighter from such an
event. Our principles will continue to thrive
in the heart.

Mr. STUMP. Madam Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this resolution to protect the
American flag.

This resolution does nothing to infringe upon
the First Amendment’s protection of free
speech.

Speech is supposed to communicate some-
thing.

When a protester burns a flag in public, he
knows he’s doing it to insult and provoke, not
to communicate.

Citizens of this great Nation enjoy more
rights than any other on Earth.

But no right is absolute.
Every society has an obligation to set stand-

ards of conduct.
I support this resolution because it allows

standards to be put in place while protecting
our rights as individual Americans.

It merely grants Congress the ability to pro-
tect our Nation’s most cherished symbol—the
American flag.

The gentleman from Illinois is once again
bringing legislation to the House floor based
upon conviction and heartfelt sincerity.

Many American patriots have suffered and
died to protect the flag.

As a fellow combat veteran of World War II,
I commend his efforts and urge all my col-
leagues to support the resolution.

Every society, especially one changing as
rapidly as ours, has to have some common
bond, some symbol of unity. There’s some-
thing about the human heart that demands
such symbols for its affections.

For Americans, that symbol has always
been ‘‘Old Glory,’’ perhaps the most recogniz-
able national flag in the world. I don’t think any
other flag, or object of any kind, triggers such
immediate associations as the Stars and
Stripes. No other nation, to my knowledge
honors its flag with a holiday as we do on Flag
Day, June 14.

No mere abstraction like ‘‘freedom’’ or
‘‘rights’’ or ‘‘pursuit of happiness’’ can possibly
have the same effect. People need something
they can see or touch or feel. They need
something real. The U.S. flag has been a
heartfelt reality since it received its first salute
when Captain John Paul Jones sailed into a
French harbor.

The same emotion that inspired Francis
Scott Key one war later to compose the na-

tional anthem has inspired generations of
Americans. The sight of the U.S. flag has in-
spired tears of joy from Rome to Paris to Ma-
nila to Kuwait City, and every other city Amer-
ican troops have liberated.

From that day to this, our history and public
life have been filled with sincere love for the
flag. Many Americans are still moved when
they see the old ’40’s film ‘‘Yankee Doodle
Dandy,’’ and James Cagney’s performance as
George M. Cohan singing ‘‘It’s a Grand Old
Flag.’’ But one of the most valid images of that
decade’s central event—World War II—is the
raising of the American flag on Mt. Suribachi
by U.S. Marines.

Astronaut Neil Armstrong thrilled a nation
when he planted the flag on the moon in
1969. Eleven years later in Lake Placid, New
York, a proud goalie wrapped himself in the
flag after the U.S. hockey team upset the once
invincible Russians at the Winter Olympics.

A few years ago, the Phoenix Art Museum
exhibited ‘‘Old Glory: the American Flag in
Contemporary Art,’’ a display veterans and
most Americans found offensive. One of these
‘‘works of art’’ was the American flag used as
a doormat. This was to much for 11-year-old
Fabian Montoya, who picked the doormat up
and handed it too his father.

‘‘I don’t want anyone stepping on it,’’ he
said.

But my favorite is the story of Mike Chris-
tian, a naval aviator held captive in the ‘‘Hanoi
Hilton’’ during the Vietnam War. It’s a story
told best by Leo K. Thorsness, a Congres-
sional Medal of Honor winner whose con-
densed speech was published a year ago in
John McCaslin’s ‘‘Inside the Beltway’’ column
in the Washington Times. It’s worth quoting in
full.

You’ve probably seen the bumper sticker
somewhere along the road. It depicts an
American flag, accompanied by the words
‘‘These colors don’t run.’’ I’m always glad to
see this because it reminds me of an incident
from my confinement in North Vietnam at
the Hoa Lo POW Camp, or the ‘‘Hanoi Hil-
ton,’’ as it became known.

Then a major in the U.S. Air Force, I had
been captured and imprisoned from 1967 to
1973. Our treatment was frequently brutal.
After three years, however, the beatings and
torture became less frequent. During the last
year, we were allowed outside most days for
a couple of minutes to bathe. We showered
by drawing water from a concrete tank with
a homemade bucket.

One day, as we all stood by the tank,
stripped of our clothes, a young naval pilot
named Mike Christian found the remnants of
a handkerchief in a gutter that ran under
the prison wall. Mike managed to sneak the
grimy rag into our cell and began fashioning
it into a flag. Over time, we all loaned him
a little soap, and he spent days cleaning the
material. We helped by scrounging and steal-
ing bits and pieces of anything he could use.

At night, under his mosquito net, Mike
worked on the flag. He made red and blue
from ground-up roof tiles and tiny amounts
of ink and painted the colors onto the cloth
with watery rice glue. Using thread from his
own blanket and a homemade bamboo nee-
dle, he sewed on the stars.

Early in the morning a few days later,
when the guards were not alert, he whispered
loudly from the back of our cell, ‘‘Hey gang,
look here!’’ He proudly held up this tattered
piece of cloth, waving it, as if in a breeze. If
you used your imagination, you could tell it
was supposed to be an American flag. When
he raised that smudgy fabric, we automati-
cally stood straight and saluted, our chests
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puffing out, and more than a few eyes had
tears.

About once a week the guards would strip
us, run us outside and go through our cloth-
ing. During one of those shakedowns, they
found Mike’s flag. We all knew what would
happen. That night they came for him. Night
interrogations were always the worst. They
opened the cell door and pulled Mike out. We
could hear the beginning of the torture be-
fore they even had him in the torture cell.
The beat him most of the night. About day-
light they pushed what was left of him back
through the cell door. He was badly broken.
Even his voice was gone.

Within two weeks, despite the danger,
Mike scrounged another piece of cloth and
began making another flag. The Stars and
Stripes, our national symbol, was worth the
sacrifice for him. Now, whenever I see the
flag, I think of Mike and the morning he
first waved that tattered emblem of a na-
tion. It was then, thousands of miles from
home in a lonely prison cell, that he showed
us what it is to be truly free.

Such contemporary stories convince me
that Americans have not lost their love for
the flag, and never will. They convince me
that the overwhelming majority of patriotic
Americans support our Constitutional
amendment to protect the flag, the symbol
of our national unity. They convince me that
the same majority recognizes flag desecra-
tion to be a physical act of contempt, not a
protected exercise in free speech. A nation
with confidence in its own institutions and
values will not hesitate to say, ‘‘this you
shall not do.’’

Flag Day is dedicated to heroes and patri-
ots like Fabian Montoya and Mike Christian.
Like them, we should recall the things the
flag represents. If we continue to do that on
Flag Day and every other day, ‘‘Long may
she wave’’ will never be a mere slogan. It
will be a prayer etched in the hearts of every
American and every lover of freedom.

And stitched into the very fabric of the
United States Flag.

Mr. MURTHA. Madam Speaker, I’m proud
to have joined with Congressman CUNNINGHAM
in leading the effort in the 106th Congressman
to pass a Constitutional amendment to protect
the American Flag from desecration.

Our Flag is the symbol of our great nation—
of who we are and how we got here. It is the
symbol of hard-won freedom, democracy and
individual rights. It is the symbol of our patriot-
ism. It is the symbol that binds us together in
our hearts and inspires us to strive to protect
and preserve this land, this country and each
other. It is an enduring symbol that unites gen-
erations. It is the embodiment of our struggles
of the past, our strength in the present and
our hopes for the future. It is the symbol of
freedom.

Each of us associates a memory with our
flag. We solemnly pledge allegiance to it as
children with our hands on our hearts. It took
our breath away to watch the astronauts place
it on the moon. It flies proudly over the doors
of our homes, the rooftops of our workplaces,
and in our parades on Memorial Day and the
Fourth of July. It has given many Veterans the
will to persevere in conflicts against oppres-
sion around the world.

An American pilot was recently shot down in
Yugoslavia and spent time hiding in hostile
territory to avoid capture. After he was res-
cued, he was asked what he kept his thoughts
focused on during hiding. His answer: the
American Flag.

The debate over this amendment is a de-
bate about the sanctity of America’s ideals

and of the sacrifices made by countless mil-
lions of fellow citizens for this country to be-
come and remain free and strong and united
under one Flag. It is not a debate about free
speech. Burning and destruction of the flag is
not speech. It is an act. However, it does in-
flict insult—insult that strikes at the very core
of who we are as Americans and why so
many of us fought—and many died—for this
country. And many a lesser insult is not wholly
protected under the First Amendment—we
have laws against libel, slander, copyright in-
fringement, and ‘‘fighting words’’ which pass
muster under the First Amendment test.

We should hold our Flag sacred in our Con-
stitution. It is the symbol of what we are, who
we are, and all we have been through and
fought against to get where we are together
as a strong, free and united nation. I urge my
Colleagues to support this Constitutional
amendment today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). All time for debate has ex-
pired.

Pursuant to the order of the House,
further consideration of the joint reso-
lution will be postponed until the fol-
lowing legislative day.

f

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS TO
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL IN-
STITUTION ADVISORY COMMIS-
SION
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without

objection, and pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
262r, the Chair announces the Speak-
er’s appointment of the following Mem-
bers on the part of the House to the
International Financial Institution Ad-
visory Commission:

Mr. CAMPBELL of California,
Mr. Allan H. Meltzer of Pennsyl-

vania.
f

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE NU-
CLEAR REGULATORY COMMIS-
SION—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES
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 Commerce:
To the Congress of the United States:

As required by section 307(c) of the
Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 (42
U.S.C. 5877(c)), I transmit herewith the
Annual Report of the United States
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, which
covers activities that occurred in fiscal
year 1997.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 23, 1999.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-

woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Indiana (Ms. CARSON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. CARSON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. JONES addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. ALLEN addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

f

RESTORE PRAYER AND BIBLE
READING TO THE SCHOOLS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DUNCAN. Madam Speaker, one
of my constituents, Ernest Chase, of
Englewood, Tennessee, has just sent
me a cartoon showing two students
standing outside of Columbine High
School.

The drawing shows a young girl say-
ing, ‘‘Why didn’t God stop the shoot-
ing?’’ A young boy then replies, ‘‘How
could he? He’s not allowed in school
anymore.’’

I know that God is everywhere and
omnipresent. So I realize the cartoon is
not theologically correct. However, it
does make a very important point.

I know that this Congress will not
put prayer and Bible reading back in
the schools, but I believe we should.
The problems of our children and our
schools have grown much worse since
we took prayer and Bible reading out.

I know that when we had prayer and
Bible reading in the schools, most kids
did not pay attention and were prob-
ably thinking about other things. But
one could never know which young peo-
ple had come to school hurting that
morning, due to a family squabble, a
health problem, loss of a loved one, or
something else.
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One could never know when a student

who was hurting inside might be com-
forted or helped, even if in a small way,
by some prayer or some Bible verse.

I know that some people say that
prayer and Bible reading are the re-
sponsibilities of the family and the
home, and I agree with that. But I also
think it is a responsibility of the
schools and society to teach and en-
courage good morals and values and
ethics. As a popular phrase today says,
character counts, and this should be
taught in the schools.

George Washington once said, ‘‘You
cannot have good government without
morality. You cannot have morality
without religion; and you cannot have
religion without God.’’

We open up every session of this
House and the Senate with prayer, and
this has never been a problem. We have
Catholic Priests, Protestant Ministers,
Jewish Rabbis, and others lead us in
prayer, and I do not think there has
ever been a complaint. But we do not
allow our schools to have the same
privilege.

Some people say or think we cannot
have prayer in public schools because
one cannot mix church and State. Well,
these words and even this idea are not
mentioned in the Constitution. Our
Founding Fathers came here to get
freedom of religion, not freedom from
religion; and there is a big, big dif-
ference.

In 1952, our U.S. Supreme Court said
there is ‘‘no constitutional require-
ment which makes it necessary for
government to be hostile to religion
and throw its weight against efforts to
widen the effective scope of religious
influence.’’ Let me repeat that. The
U.S. Supreme Court, in 1952, in Zorach
v. Clauson said there is ‘‘no constitu-
tional requirement which makes it
necessary for government to be hostile
to religion and throw its weight
against efforts to widen the effective
scope of religious influence.’’ Yet, this
is exactly what government has done
over the last 35 or 40 years.

William Raspberry, the great col-
umnist of the Washington Post, wrote
a few years ago, ‘‘Is it not just possible
that anti-religious bias, masquerading
as religious neutrality, has cost us far
more than we have been willing to ac-
knowledge?’’

That is such a good question. Let me
repeat it. William Raspberry said, ‘‘Is
it not just possible that anti-religious
bias, masquerading as religious neu-
trality, has cost us far more than we
have been willing to acknowledge?’’

He then told of something that Den-
nis Prager, a Jewish talk show host,
once said on one of his shows. He said,
‘‘if you were walking down the street
of one of our Nation’s largest cities
late one night, in a high crime area,
and you heard footsteps approaching
rapidly from behind, and you turned
and saw four well-built young men
coming toward you, would you not feel
relieved to learn that these young men
were coming home from a Bible study.’’

Today, most public high schools be-
lieve they cannot even allow non-
denominational prayers at high school
graduations.

We have come too far down the
wrong road, and we need to do better,
much better for the sake of our chil-
dren. Prayer and Bible reading helped
many children and never hurt anyone.
It sent a message, even to young people
who may not have been helped at the
time, that there was a higher power to
turn to when times got tough, as they
do for all of us.

To those who say we should not try
to impose morality on others, listen to
the words of Judge Robert Bork in his
book ‘‘Slouching Towards Gomorrah’’:
‘‘Modern liberals try to frighten Amer-
icans by saying that religious conserv-
atives ‘want to impose their morality
on others.’ That is palpable foolishness.
All participants in politics want to ‘im-
pose’ on others as much of their moral-
ity as possible, and no group is more
insistent than liberals.’’

If we do not instill good morals and
values and ethics of the Bible, then we
will, by default, be teaching the bad
morals found in our modern day ob-
scene and violent movies, video games,
the Internet, and in Godless class-
rooms.

We need to restore prayer and Bible
reading to the schools of this Nation. It
certainly would not solve all of our
problems, but it would help.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MALONEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. MALONEY addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

EDUCATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. SMITH) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Madam
Speaker, I rise today to talk about the
subject that is I think most on the
minds of my constituents and most of
the constituents throughout our coun-
try, and that is the subject of edu-
cation. It is definitely the building
block for the future; and as we head to-
wards a more and more complicated fu-
ture with more and more rapid change,
that education basically life-long edu-
cation is going to be critical to the
prosperity of our country and certainly
of our people.

We seem to have an unfortunate
choice that is laid out before us if we
are watching public policy makers on
education; and that choice is, either
bash public education or blindly sup-
port it. I am here to say that I do not
think that is the choice that is put be-
fore us, and I would urge public policy
makers to find a middle ground.

Basically, support for public edu-
cation makes a great deal of sense. It

has educated somewhere around 90 per-
cent of the population. I personally
benefited from it, as have millions of
others. It has done a wonderful job of
educating our children. It is one of the
better things we did in the 20th cen-
tury. But just because we support it
does not mean that we should do so
blindly or that we should never ask for
reforms or never ask for it to be held
accountable or to improve or for stand-
ards to be set.

I worry that, given that false choice
between supporting and bashing public
education, that we will miss out on
that opportunity to reform it and set
the standards that we should set. That
is why I as a member of the New Demo-
cratic Coalition, a group of moderate
Democrats. We are searching for that
middle ground to try to find an area
where, yes, we can support public edu-
cation, but we can also set the stand-
ards and make the changes we need to
improve it.

It makes a great deal of sense to say
that we should spend money on school
construction and to reduce class sizes,
and I think we should. I think it is
wrong to run away from a Federal obli-
gation to help public education.

But it is equally wrong to continue
the current Federal role in public edu-
cation in the manner that we have set
it up. That manner is totally bureau-
cratic and process oriented and not re-
sults oriented and not oriented towards
encouraging local control, which could
make an incredible difference in our
education system.

So, yes, the Federal Government
should support public education, but
we should stop driving dollars out the
way we are driving them out now,
which is basically in a blizzard of pro-
grams, some 300 or 400. I have actually
tried to count them over the course of
the last 6 months and still have not
quite tracked them all down.

They are designed totally along the
lines of process. If one meets certain
standards, one gets a certain amount of
money. Basically, we have turned our
school district personnel in this coun-
try into people who are more inter-
ested and spend more of their time, I
am sorry, they are not more interested,
they are forced to spend more of their
time justifying their existence to the
federal bureaucracy than they are
spending time educating our children.

Why do they do that? Because they
have to get the money. They have to
fill out a variety of grants and a vari-
ety of programs to prove that they de-
serve the money in the first place, and
then prove that they are spending it
exactly how we told them to in the sec-
ond place.

All of this takes away time from the
classroom. I believe that it would make
a good deal more sense to drive those
dollars out far more narrowly and to
drive them out based on standards and
based on actual accountability and ac-
complishments. Instead of just driving
money out based on whether or not
they filled out a grant form properly,
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we should take a look at it and say, let
us set a measurable standard for the
school district. Let them set the stand-
ard. It does not have to be driven down
from the national government. Then
measure them against their own stand-
ard in the future and reward improve-
ment. Reward people who are account-
able and are moving forward in edu-
cation instead of just those who fill out
the proper grant form.

I think this would help in two re-
gards. One, it would give the right in-
centives to school district to work to-
wards improving achievement for their
students as opposed to work toward
meeting some requirement that has
been set by the Federal Government.

I will give one example of that. In my
home State, for a while, we drove the
money out for special ed based on how
many special ed students there were,
period. There was no ceiling on it. So
slowly but surely we saw the creeping
increase in the number of special ed
students in school districts, not be-
cause there were more coming in, but
because the school districts knew, if
they could qualify more as special ed,
they would get more money.

Did this do anything to improve the
quality of education? No, but that was
the incentive that we gave the school
district.

Let us give the right incentive. Let
us tell them that we will drive more
dollars out to the degree to which they
are improving the academic achieve-
ment of their students.

Another good idea that I have seen is
one that was introduced by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. DAVIS) and
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROE-
MER) on alternative certification of
teachers. In addition to encouraging
local control and higher standards and
accountability, we also need to make
sure that we have the level-best teach-
ers out there and as many of them as
we need.

The idea of setting up alternative
certification procedures so that profes-
sionals who may have worked in a vari-
ety of different fields who now want to
get into teaching can without nec-
essarily having to go through the nor-
mal certification process.

If we have somebody who has been a
professional physicist for a number of
years, it does not make sense to say to
them they somehow cannot teach phys-
ics. Let us take advantage of that
brain power we have out there to help
our students.

But the biggest point I want to make
today is one does not have to simply
blindly support education. Support it,
but expect results.

f

EDUCATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. FOSSELLA)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FOSSELLA. Madam Speaker, I
think the previous speaker, I think
millions of Americans agree that,

among the most important priorities
for any family, particularly young fam-
ily, is their child’s education. Along
those lines, I believe that the essence
of this country is about freedom. How-
ever, it seems that too often when it
comes to education, there is no such
thing as freedom.

b 1800

There are many, many families
across America who have no choice
when it comes to selecting a school for
their child. In fact, the controls dictate
that they send the child to the school
that has been zoned for them.

Now, frankly, I think ultimately
what we need to do is to ensure that
every parent across this country, re-
gardless of income, because regrettably
it is the low- and middle-income fami-
lies that suffer the most, that regard-
less of income those parents have the
ability, the opportunity, and the free-
dom to choose the best school possible
for their child. I do not think there is
a more important decision that a par-
ent can make, yet in making that deci-
sion too many are deprived.

Along those lines we can also take
steps to get to that point. Recently,
the Republican Party has introduced
legislation that will take us down the
path to true freedom when it comes to
education. The notion that we can take
billions of dollars out of Washington
and send it back home, whether Staten
Island or Brooklyn, where I am from,
or anywhere else across America, I
think is common sense to the ordinary
American. Because the average, ordi-
nary American says, I think that my
community, with the teachers and the
principals and the administrators and
the local PTAs, if given that money,
would be in a better position to deter-
mine what is best for their children.
Perhaps it would be smaller class-
rooms, perhaps more money dedicated
to math and science. It could be a
range of issues. It could be more money
dedicated to arts.

But, sadly, the model that has been
created over the last number of years
is let us send billions to Washington
with strings attached, with endless
reams of red tape and bureaucracies
that make it almost unreasonable to
deliver quality education to the folks
back home.

So that is why I think when we pro-
vide flexibility and reduce the amount
of red tape and send that money back
home to the communities that need the
money and to the classrooms where
that money belongs we are doing the
right thing for America and for the
families and the children across Amer-
ica. And at the same time we should
demand appropriate accountability
from school districts that too often are
unaccountable to anybody.

So I think we have to move down this
path of getting funds away from Wash-
ington. Because this money does not
just fall out of the trees. The reality is
that people get up every morning and
go to work and at the end of the week,

or every 2 weeks, out of that paycheck
goes money to Washington. And that
money stays here. But we want to send
that money back home to where Amer-
icans really are.

I hope everyone will listen to the de-
bate in the next few months. It could
even go on for a year, because there are
a lot of defenders of the status quo
here. There are a lot of defenders of the
status quo who believe in their heart
that taxpayer money is better spent
here in Washington by people who will
never set foot in the communities of
those taxpayers. They believe they
know what is best for all America’s
children and all America’s families.

And I just throw that out there; that
if we believe that wherever we are in
America, that our local school districts
and our local communities and schools
are in the best position and the best
able to determine what is best for their
children, then we should support com-
mon sense legislation like Straight A’s:
demands accountability and sends the
money back home. However, if we do
not believe the status quo is serving
our children correctly, if we believe
that there should be as many strings
attached to the decision-making at the
local level, if we believe that folks in
Washington know best what is going on
in Staten Island or Kansas or Texas or
Alaska, if we believe that, then we
probably do not support this legisla-
tion and we do not support initiatives
to move to the path of freedom when it
comes to education.

Madam Speaker, the next several
months will underscore, I believe, this
Congress’ desire to improve education
and raise academic standards. I would
only hope all Members would support
this legislation.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON-
ORABLE RICHARD A. GEPHARDT,
DEMOCRATIC LEADER

The Speaker pro tempore laid before
the House the following communica-
tion from the Honorable RICHARD A.
GEPHARDT, Democratic Leader:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, June 18, 1999.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to Section
591(a)(2) of the Foreign Operations, Export
Financing, and Related Programs Appropria-
tions Act, 1999 (112 STAT. 2681–210), I hereby
appoint to the National Commission on Ter-
rorism: Honorable Jane Harman of Torrance,
California and Mr. Salam Al-Marayati of
Shadow Hills, California.

Yours Very Truly,
RICHARD A. GEPHARDT.

f

PATIENTS’ BILL OF RIGHTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the minority leader.
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Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, let

me say that this evening my plan is to
discuss the Democrats’ Patients’ Bill of
Rights.

I think many of my colleagues know
that within the Democratic party we
have, for several years now, high-
lighted and prioritized HMO reform as
one of the major issues that we would
like to see addressed in the House of
Representatives, and our answer to the
need for managed care/HMO reform is a
bill called the Patients’ Bill of Rights.
And we call it the Patients’ Bill of
Rights essentially because it is a com-
prehensive way to provide protections
to patients against some of the abuses
that we have seen within managed care
and within HMOs.

The reason I am here tonight, Madam
Speaker, is because I want to highlight
the fact that once again in this session
of Congress, and just like the last ses-
sion of Congress, Democratic Members,
including myself, have been forced to
resort to a petition process, what we
call a discharge petition, that many of
us signed. Today we started the proc-
ess, this morning, and I believe now
there are 167 Members, Democratic
Members, who have signed a discharge
petition at this desk over here near the
well, because we have not been able to
get the Republican leadership, which is
in charge of the House of Representa-
tives, to have a hearing or have a com-
mittee markup or bring to the floor the
Patients’ Bill of Rights.

That is an extraordinary procedure,
to move to the discharge petition. It is
something that the minority usually is
not required to do because the major-
ity party allows debate, or should
allow debate, on issues that are of im-
portance to the average American. But
in this case, once again, I would sug-
gest that the reason is because the Re-
publican leadership is so dependent on
the insurance industry and so deter-
mined to carry out the will of the in-
surance industry that they have been
unwilling to let the Patients’ Bill of
Rights be considered in committee or
come to the floor.

In fact, what we saw last year in the
House and what we are seeing again
this year in the House is essentially a
three-pronged strategy by the Repub-
lican leadership to deny a full debate
and vote on the Patients’ Bill of
Rights.

First of all, they simply delay for 6
months, since January, by not allowing
the bill to be heard in committee or
marked up in the committee. And then,
when that seems to fail because the
pressure gets too strong that they have
to do something, they come forward
with what I call a piecemeal approach.

Just the other day, about a week ago,
in the Committee on Education and the
Workforce, one member of the Repub-
lican leadership brought eight indi-
vidual bills that were purported to deal
with the need for HMO or managed
care reform. But those were individ-
ually bills or collectively bills that did
not add up to much in terms of ade-

quate protections for patients in
HMOs. And I would say that, once
again, this piecemeal approach is a way
to avoid having the comprehensive bill,
the Patients’ Bill of Rights, heard.

In fact, when the ranking member,
the senior Democrat on the Sub-
committee on Postsecondary Edu-
cation, Training and Life-Long Learn-
ing, that sought to bring up the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights, he was essen-
tially gaveled down and told that he
was out of order in trying to raise the
Patients’ Bill of Rights in committee.

And what happened today, my under-
standing is, that even some of the Re-
publicans on the committee, who are
not in the leadership and basically did
not support the Republican leadership,
threatened if they were not allowed to
bring more comprehensive patient re-
form or HMO reform to the full Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force, that they would basically sup-
port the Democrats and ask that the
Patients’ Bill of Rights or a more com-
prehensive approach be brought up.
They essentially defied the Republican
leadership.

It is nice to know that there are
some Republicans here that are willing
to defy the leadership over this very
important issue of HMO reform. But,
unfortunately, the leadership is still in
charge and they simply postponed the
markup on those HMO reform bills.

Now, the next step is, because we are
signing this discharge petition, because
so many of us will eventually sign this
discharge petition, the next step in the
effort to stifle managed care reform
was what we saw last year in the Re-
publican Congress, which is they then
bring up a bill which is so loaded down
with nongermane issues, like medical
malpractice, medical savings accounts,
health marts, that it obscures the basic
patient protection legislation and
causes such mucking up of HMO reform
that the bill ultimately dies of its own
accord.

So I do not know what the Repub-
licans are going to do this year, but
from what I can see they are simply
stalling, refusing to bring up the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights, and we are all,
Democrats and friendly Republicans,
going to have to keep pushing and
pushing with our discharge petition.

I would like to yield now to a mem-
ber of the Committee on Education and
the Workforce, the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. VENTO).

Mr. VENTO. Madam Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE) for yielding, and I wanted to
agree with him and reemphasize some
of the points that he has made.

Just a very simple one, and a point
that I think is very important with re-
gard to HMO reform, and that is that
only the Congress, only the National
Government can make the types of
changes that need to be made with re-
gard to HMO reform in this instance
because of the nature of our laws in
terms of interstate businesses and
HMO involvement and insurance.

Our State lawmakers cannot modify
the conditions that are placed and the
requirements imposed in terms of those
HMO agreements. They must fun-
damentally be made by the United
States Congress. The States alone can-
not do this. So it is not a repeat or a
reiteration of what States have done.

Now, I think that along the way,
many HMOs have, in fact, extended
some of the benefits and some of the
reforms on a single and a voluntary
basis, and I commend them for that.
But I think all too often this becomes
a patchwork quilt of policy which does
not have any symmetry, and it is nec-
essary for Congress to act. And Con-
gress has, frankly, not been able to get
its act together and to, in fact, present
a rational health care policy.

I think as the changes have occurred
very rapidly in the health care pro-
grams and in the insurance benefits
that are extended to our working fami-
lies, clearly it means that in many in-
stances consumers really do not have a
place at the table when the HMO or
health care decisions are made that af-
fect their families and their lives.

And of course, as we know, increas-
ingly health care professionals, includ-
ing medical doctors, do not have a
place at that table. So I think the pri-
mary effort here is to try to build a
policy in which there is a voice for con-
sumers, that there is a voice for health
care professionals, along with those
that are trying to obviously make
health care efficient in terms of saving
dollars and providing a benefit to serv-
ice.

That is the ultimate goal. But we
must act here because of the nature of
interstate laws. And Congress is reluc-
tant to do that. Today I signed the dis-
charge petition. I was number 65. I
think the gentleman from New Jersey
was probably before me in that num-
ber. I think we have maybe 100 signa-
tures, and if we can accomplish the
goal of getting 218 signatures, then
notwithstanding the fact that the ma-
jority, the leadership in this House, has
not saw fit to schedule this bill for the
floor, not even permitted votes on it to
date in the committees of our House,
then we, in fact, could bring that im-
portant priority that the American
people have and that American fami-
lies need to the House floor and act on
that policy.

I know our counterparts in the Sen-
ate, the Senate Democrats, are experi-
encing the same problems; that it is
being frustrated in terms of deliberate
consideration. I think this system that
we have is somewhat cumbersome and
somewhat difficult, but it is the only
recourse that we have based on the pol-
icy that is being enunciated in terms of
trying to prevent these matters from
being voted upon on the floor.

So I hope we can get the type of bi-
partisan support that is necessary to
bring this important matter to the
floor, and I commend the gentleman
for his efforts in terms of voicing these
concerns tonight on the floor and to
the public.
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Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman. If I could just
follow up on a couple of things that he
said.

We had today in the Committee on
Commerce a subcommittee hearing on
the question of independent and exter-
nal review, which again I was some-
what critical of the fact that the Com-
mittee on Commerce, which has the
major jurisdiction over health care in
the Congress, has not had a hearing on
the Patients’ Bill of Rights but now
again is sort of taking this piecemeal
approach and looking at little pieces of
this. But I would say that the issue of
holding managed care companies re-
sponsible for denial of care with a real,
reliable, and enforceable appeal and
remedy is an important issue.

One of the things that came up was
we had testimony from someone who
was involved in the Texas law, and
Texas has a very good law on the books
that incorporates a lot of the patient
protections that we have in the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights, but one of the
points that she made was exactly what
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
VENTO) made, which is that this is
great for Texas but the majority of
Texans do not take advantage or can-
not because of the ERISA Federal pre-
emption that we have as a matter of
Federal law.

One of the things that was stressed
was that when Texas imposed an inde-
pendent external review process, if
they had been denied a particular
treatment, one of the Federal courts
has recently actually ruled that Texas
did not have the power to do that at all
because of the ERISA Federal preemp-
tion. So it just, once again, brings
home the fact of why we need action on
the Federal level.

The other thing that I thought was
interesting was that I thought it was
sort of painfully obvious at this hear-
ing that there were several Republican
Members who really supported a com-
prehensive approach and essentially
agreed with all the Democrats that
this is what we should be doing, yet it
was very obvious that the Republican
leadership had no intention of doing
that.

So again, there are some Members
that will join us on the other side and,
hopefully, will sign our petition so we
get to the 218. But so far, the Repub-
lican leadership has slammed the door
and said, there is no way we are going
to consider this Patients’ Bill of
Rights, and that is very unfortunate
and what we have to keep fighting for.

I want to just briefly, if I could, men-
tion some of the key things that we are
fighting for in the Patients’ Bill of
Rights. And then maybe I will yield to
one of my colleagues that are here
joining me this evening.

The two most important things that
I would say, one is this whole issue of
providing for real enforceability. What
happens now with many HMOs is that
if they deny them care or particular

treatment, the only review or appeal
they have is an internal one within the
HMO. And of course, they, being very
prejudiced in most cases, will simply
deny the appeal.

What we are saying is that there has
to be an independent external appeal
outside the HMO; and, in addition to
that, there has to be ultimately the
right to sue the HMO, which does not
exist today under the Federal preemp-
tion. That is one of the most important
aspects of the Patients’ Bill of Rights.

The other one that is linked to that
is the definition of ‘‘medical neces-
sity.’’ Right now the insurance com-
pany decides what is medically nec-
essary; and if they define that and all
that happens once they are denied care
or treatment is that that is reviewed,
their own definition of what is medi-
cally necessary, then, even if they have
a good independent appeal or the right
to sue, it will not necessarily help
them because they are using their defi-
nition.

What we say in the Patients’ Bill of
Rights is that the decision about what
is medically necessary, what kinds of
care they should receive should be
made by the physician and the patient
based on standard norms within the
medical community for that particular
specialty or whatever it happens to be
and not by the insurance company.
Those are the two key aspects that are
not included in any of these eight
piecemeal bills that are being cir-
culated by the Republicans in the
House or the legislation that the Re-
publicans are bringing up in the Sen-
ate. Neither of those key points are in-
cluded.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs. CAPPS),
who has a background as a nurse and
who has been on the floor many times
talking about this issue in very real
terms because of her own experience.

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE) for organizing this time for
us to speak together.

It has been a day on behalf of pa-
tients, I believe, here in the Congress,
and that feels good to me as a nurse
that we are finally now speaking clear-
ly. What we need to do now is move
this discussion from a march onto the
floor by many Members who seek to
have it be placed on the agenda. We
need to move it from the hearing room.
We need to move it right to the delib-
eration stage.

It is fine for us to talk here, and I am
glad we can have a chance to do that
and maybe summarize some of the
things that have been going on and
some points that my colleague has
been making. And it is wonderful to see
a colleague from Illinois here, as well,
ready to speak. Because this is not a
situation particular to one part of the
country. I am from California, and it
involves me personally and directly
with all of my constituents. It address-
es all of us.

This is a national crisis now. This is
an issue that needs to be addressed

across this country and, for that rea-
son, needs to be dealt with in this
House. Yes, we have great examples of
States, and I commend a State like
Texas that has put into place within
their State framework strong patient
protection rights and has seen clearly
that when they do this it does not
make the cost of health care sky-
rocket. It really does not do that.

So it is wonderful to have the exam-
ples of communities and entities and
States even where strong steps are tak-
ing place. But for us to speak on behalf
of all of the citizens of this country, we
need to do it here in this body, and I
am pleased that we can do that.

Now a year has gone by. I was first
running for office a year and a half ago
as a nurse, as a school nurse, in my
community for 20 years. The strongest
stories that were told to me were told
to me by patients who were so frus-
trated with their managed care, we
have had managed care in California
for a long time, and the flaws in it.
That was good. That happened in the
beginning when the cost of health care,
which had skyrocketed, was brought
down. But then the excesses began to
show themselves and so many citizens,
also patients, came up to me and
talked to me about their stories, real
horror stories, of what had happened to
them, many of them quietly. They
never really told anyone before. But we
reached out to them.

I believe that the Patients’ Bill of
Rights gives voice to many of these
concerns, the frustration about not
being able to choose their own doctor,
having any say in what choices they
have for health care; the gag rules that
prevent a health care provider from
telling them all the options, whether
or not their insurance covers it; access
to specialties, to second opinions, to
emergency room treatments.

These seem common sense to me,
something that we should not really
have to legislate about. But, unfortu-
nately, we do because of these excesses
that have come to bear.

The bottom line, as my colleague has
pointed out, the bottom line has to do
with who is making the important life-
saving health and medical decisions,
who do we trust our lives with, the
lives of our loved ones with? Do we
want it to be a bureaucrat who is an
accountant, may be a whiz at being an
accountant, or do we want to take ad-
vantage of someone’s highly skilled
training and dedication, someone we
can look in the eye and can also look
at our bodies and understand what
health conditions we are talking
about? So many of these decisions now
are made without even access to the
patient’s records let alone meeting
with the patient.

The second bottom line is who is
going to be accountable when grave
mistakes are made? And again, I hark
the situation we heard about in our
hearing today, when accountability is
put into a protection clause in the
health care law, it does not necessarily
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skyrocket the prices. And when a life is
at stake, I believe we need to really
focus on that.

The hearing that my colleague and I
attended today on the importance of a
strong appeals process, that was a good
hearing. But again, it is time to move
it here to the floor where we can take
some action on this.

Our country’s health care system has
changed from fee-for-service to man-
aged care by and large. We have seen a
revolution in health care, and we need
to address the attendant issues which
have gotten out of control. We do not
want patients to have their medical
needs denied because some third-party
person is following a form here that
has nothing to do with their own indi-
vidual needs, and that is what we are
talking about.

The patient that I am thinking of
right now is a mother really with a
very young child who came to me des-
perate with the situation that had hap-
pened to her, gave birth to twins, al-
ready had a child. So the household
was full. One of the twins was born
with many critical health problems.
They discharged the little baby to this
newly delivered mother and denied the
request for skilled nursing care in the
home.

It was an awful situation, just an
awful situation. By the time they were
able to seek redress and seek remedy
for this, so much damage had been
done to that young baby. And here was
this household stressed to the limit
with what was placed upon them, en-
tirely inappropriate. The doctor rec-
ommended skilled nursing care in the
home, and it was denied by the man-
aged care company.

Now, this is exactly where we want
this external appeal situation to be in
place, but also the ability to seek re-
dress when grievances are incurred.

This was during the campaign, and I
made a pledge to this young family
that I would work as diligently as I
can. And I am. And I know that there
is a commitment on the part of so
many of us to do this, because we do
have people’s faces in our hearts as we
are doing this. This is not some theory
that we are trying to expound. We are
talking about real-life situations, and
we need to do it now. The longer we
wait, the more hardships our country is
faced with and the harder it is to really
address some situations that have got-
ten so far out of control.

So I believe my message is to the
leadership of this House that we need
to pay attention to our constituents
and come together. We can talk about
Republican bills. We can talk about
Democrat bills. This is really not a
partisan issue. We should be able to
demonstrate to the American people
who send us here that we can enact
common sense, patient first legislation
that really speaks to the needs of our
constituents and really addresses
health care in our country. And it is
about time that we do it.

Mr. Speaker, reclaiming my time, I
want to thank the gentlewoman for her

comments. I really appreciate when she
uses those examples of her own con-
stituent, because I keep stressing that
this is really common sense. We are
coming at this because our constitu-
ents have cried out and even from per-
sonal experiences.

I think I was actually gesturing to
the gentlewoman today about the fact
that at the hearing one of the, I do not
know if he represented the HMOs, but
he certainly seemed to be an apologist
for the HMOs, who said that there was
no reason to allow HMOs to be sued be-
cause they do not make medical deci-
sions. And I was outraged by that. Be-
cause, in fact, that is the problem.
They are making the medical deci-
sions.

And I did not use the example today,
but when my colleague was talking
about the twins that were born, I was
thinking about my own son, who is now
four. When he was born, he was born C-
section. And they had that rule then, it
has been changed now in New Jersey
because of the State law, that said that
for a C-section they could only stay in
the hospital 2 days. I guess the normal
length of time that is recommended by
physicians is 4 days. And after the sec-
ond day, the doctor came to us and
said, ‘‘Well, you know, your wife has to
go home because we have this policy
that you can only stay 2 days. I do not
agree with the policy,’’ the doctor said
outright to us, ‘‘but I have no choice.’’

Then I guess the law in D.C. requires
that a pediatrician see the baby before
it leaves the hospital. And he came and
saw our son and said that he was jaun-
diced. And so they made an exception,
said he could stay an extra day, the
third day.

But to me that just brought home, of
course they are making the medical de-
cision. They are telling the doctor
what to do. So how can they say they
are not making the medical decision?
They clearly are. And that is what we
do not want. We do not want the insur-
ance company to make the medical de-
cisions that contrary to what physi-
cians and nurses think should be the
general practice. And that is what we
have.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY), who has also been out
front on this issue on many occasions
on the House floor.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. PALLONE) for his leadership on
this issue and for organizing this dis-
cussion tonight.

I was happy to join that long line of
people this morning who were signing a
discharge petition to allow us to fully
debate HMO reform on the floor of this
House. I guess we are up to about 167
Members now who are saying simply,
let us discuss HMO reform, let us bring
up this important legislation so that
we can represent what we are hearing
from constituents.

But I did something else today. I put
an appeal to my constituents on my

website today so that they can join and
be a force in helping to pass this legis-
lation.
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When you get to my web site, which
by the way is www.house.gov/
schakowsky, and if anyone wants to go
there, I would welcome it. Whether or
not you are in my district, I would ap-
preciate hearing from you about this.
It says, in flashing letters, ‘‘Help me
end HMO abuses.’’ What I am asking
them for, it is a constituent alert, send
me your HMO horror stories. I think it
will be helpful to us if we get them to
tell us. All of us have heard and I have
got lots of letters myself, but I am hop-
ing to collect a lot more.

Let me read my colleagues this invi-
tation. It says, ‘‘The time is now for
Congress to pass the Patients’ Bill of
Rights, H.R. 358. It is time for HMOs to
be held accountable for their actions
and for medical decisions to be made
by doctors and nurses, not by HMO ac-
countants.

There are proposals in Congress that
claim to offer reform but instead would
let HMOs go about their business of
cutting care, limiting services, and
raising costs while enjoying record
profits. I need your help to pass real re-
form and defeat phony legislation. I
know that many of you have fought
battles with your HMOs and more often
than not you lost. If you believe that it
is time to stop HMO abuses, the time
to act is now. E-mail me your HMO
horror story, let me know if you have
been denied care, forced to change your
doctor in the middle of treatment, lost
coverage, refused access to a specialist,
or had to work for days to get what
you deserved. Together, we can con-
vince Congress to pass the Patients’
Bill of Rights.’’

The other thing that is on the web
site is a petition that has been on
many web sites around the country
now calling on Congress to pass the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights so that we can get
our constituents involved in the proc-
ess here, bring their voice here to Con-
gress. That, I think, ultimately is
going to be the thing that will pass
this legislation. I want to urge people,
and I think we are making a commit-
ment today to do everything we can,
but I am urging people who may be lis-
tening and I am certainly trying to
urge my constituents to pick up the
phone, call your Member of Congress,
let the President know, let the Speaker
of the House, DENNIS HASTERT, know
that you want real HMO reform.

By that, we should be talking about
H.R. 358. I think the gentleman has
done a good job in describing the im-
portant pieces that are in that legisla-
tion that are not in others. I am a new
Member of Congress. I have found that
there are a whole lot of ways to either
skirt an issue or to water it down. One
of them is, first of all just do not bring
it up. So that is why today so many of
the Members of this body signed this
discharge petition so that we could
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have the debate. I think it is too bad
that we have to go through these kinds
of mechanisms in order to just discuss
things.

One is, do not bring it up, delay it as
long as you can. But the other is to
offer a solution that sounds like a solu-
tion but is not really a solution. That
is the other thing that is going on here.
There are bills that people want to be
able to stand up and say, ‘‘Oh, this is
the Patients’ Bill of Rights. This will
really solve the problem.’’

We have looked carefully at all those
proposals and seriously at all those
proposals; and we know that the ele-
ments that need to be in there, really
putting health care decisions in the
hands of health care professionals,
making sure that HMO plans are held
accountable. I had a similar experience
in Illinois where I was in the general
assembly. The lobbyist for the HMO
who came to testify before our health
committee said, ‘‘Oh, no, we don’t
make health care decisions. We only
make coverage decisions. We’re an in-
surance company.’’

I said, ‘‘Well, excuse me, sir, but in
the real world, there is no difference
between a health care decision and a
coverage decision, because you are say-
ing then to people, oh, you can have
your heart transplant, but you have to
go out and pay for it yourself. That
bone marrow transplant might do you
some good in your cancer treatment,
but we aren’t going to cover it, but you
can go buy it yourself.’’

Ordinary people cannot go out and
buy expensive tests, expensive treat-
ments, go off to a specialist that they
feel that they need or that even their
primary care doctor may feel that they
need. So health care decisions are
made every day by HMOs because they
will only cover certain things. And so
they should be held accountable.

That is what H.R. 358 does. It also
gives patients the right to appeal those
decisions and not just to appeal it to
the HMO who just denied them the
care, they will have the right to exter-
nal appeal, someone outside, an objec-
tive observer to look in and say, ‘‘Were
you wrongfully denied the care that
you asked for?’’

So there is phony HMO reform and
there is real HMO reform. That is what
we are involved in with our discharge
petition. I hope that is what we can en-
gage the American people in, in a de-
bate on this, real health care reform,
HMO reform, and I hope that people
will send their horror stories to me,
will get the petition signed through the
Internet and get this bill on the floor
and get it passed.

Mr. PALLONE. I want to thank the
gentlewoman. One of the things that I
have noticed about newer Members
like yourself is that you are always
trying to get the public more involved
through the Internet process. That is
really great. I assure you that you are
going to get all kinds of people con-
tacting you, because the number one
issue that I get contacted about in my

district offices are problems with
HMOs and managed care.

Again, I just stress what I said be-
fore, which is that we are not coming
at this out of some cloud or pie in the
sky notion. This is just what people are
telling us on a regular basis. People are
shocked when you tell them as the gen-
tlewoman from California brought up
and talked about the gag rule. I have
told some of my constituents, the way
the law is, the insurance company can
tell the doctor that they cannot dis-
cuss with you a mode of treatment
that is not covered by the insurance,
even though they think you should
have it. They cannot believe it. They
think that that is a violation of the
first amendment or un-American. Of
course it is, all those things, but they
are just shocked to find out that that
is okay under the law.

Really we are just talking about
common sense proposals that are com-
ing to us. You will get a lot of them, I
am sure, on the web site.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SERRANO) who
again has joined me quite often in the
past on this and other issues and I am
pleased to see him here tonight.

Mr. SERRANO. I want to thank the
gentleman once again. It has been said
quite a few times on the floor, but you
always manage to get us involved in
discussing the issues that we should
discuss. I am reminded of a conversa-
tion that I had with the spouse of a for-
eign dignitary from one of the Latin
American countries that I will not
mention, not to get into a discussion, a
country that is not as advanced as we
are, and I did with that spouse what I
do with a lot of people. I said, what im-
presses you the most about our country
and what do you find hard to under-
stand?

She said, well, obviously your over-
abundance of food. You have so much
food in this country, you hire people to
keep food from falling out of the bins
in the supermarket. That is how much
food you have.

I said, ‘‘What touched you or made
an impression on you in a negative
way?’’ She said, ‘‘Well, I got sick and it
took me more time to discuss where I
was going, who was going to treat me
and what was available to me than the
time it took me to realize that I was
hurting and sick. I can’t understand
why your country would take such red
tape and put it in front of people.’’

Obviously that person, as you said,
like many of our constituents, just do
not understand until we try to explain
it to them that there are things that
are happening in this industry, this so-
called health providers industry, that
is just hard to believe, that a doctor, as
you just mentioned, that a doctor
would not be allowed to do what a doc-
tor does best, which is to advise a pa-
tient on what he or she feels that pa-
tient should have because they are or-
dered basically or not allowed by an
HMO or the coverage group to present
that as an alternative.

This is the United States of America
in 1999. We cannot seem to get people
to understand that you just cannot do
that. The whole idea, I mean, some-
times I have watched my wife during
the times when we have to sign up
here, we, Members of Congress, have to
sign up for our health plans, and I have
seen my wife sit there at the dinner
table with the thought of three chil-
dren at home ranging in ages from 17
to 10 and trying to figure out which
one, is it three from this column and
seven from that, if we are covered for
this, we are not covered for this. We
have to ask permission for this so that
we can get that. I join her in that, I
say, my God, if this is what we go
through and we supposedly get told all
the time that we have this fabulous
plan, what is everybody else who has
no clue as to what they are dealing
with are going through?

Again it is picking from this column
and from that column. I was very
proud today, and I can say this with all
honesty, when we marched into this
Chamber and began to sign that peti-
tion to get this bill on the House floor.
I have been here now 9 years and on
many occasions I have to scratch my
head and wonder why the other party
in the last few years will not bring a
bill to the floor. As I have said, I have
stood here and scratched my head, but
I have never scratched my head as
much as on this bill.

I mean, this is something the Amer-
ican people want. This is something
that you provide to everyone. This is
not partisan in any way, shape or form.
This is not something that one party
can take and run with and say we did
it, this is something we as a House, as
a Congress, can say we did it because
we did it for our families, we did it for
the public, we did it for our friends, we
did it for all of us.

And yet this resistance, this desire to
either say no to bringing a bill to the
floor or trying to present other meas-
ures which sound like they are address-
ing the issue when they are not ad-
dressing the issue. I think what has
happened here tonight and for the next
days and weeks is exactly what was
mentioned here before by the prior
speaker and, that is, to get the Amer-
ican public involved, to get the Amer-
ican public to let us know that their
Members of Congress how they feel
about this.

If there is a parent this evening who
is going through the same kind of situ-
ations where you are trying to figure
out what is the best way to get cov-
erage and you have gone through these
experiences where you cannot get the
right information or the proper infor-
mation or the right support from your
doctor because his hands or her hands
are tied, if you have to spend hours
trying to figure out, do I ask for this
medicine, do I allow this prescription,
am I covered by it, am I not covered, if
any of this has happened to you, it is
time you wrote, it is time you e-
mailed, it is time you visited a web
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page, it is time you made a phone call,
because I do not know of an issue that
affects more Americans than this one
at this moment.

I mean, we have stood on this floor
and discussed an issue that we are
making some gains on, which was the
issue of the uninsured children. The
gentleman was the first one to bring
this to the House floor, the whole issue
of uninsured people throughout this
country. We have made some gains on
that. But this continues still to be the
one area in this country where we just
do not want to budge.

I do not know who it is we are con-
cerned that we are upsetting. Are
HMOs more important than your fam-
ily doctor? Is your family doctor some-
one that you are so proud of and then
you turn around and you say, ‘‘Well,
don’t prescribe this and don’t prescribe
that?’’ What are we talking about
here? Just a few minutes ago, and I
want to close with this, we were debat-
ing and we will be debating tomorrow
this whole issue of desecration of the
flag. I remember my first time here on
the House floor when I looked at that
flag behind the podium and I said, I
wonder if that flag could speak to us,
what would it tell us.

It may not tell us to protect it from
physical abuse. It may surprise us by
telling us, ‘‘Why don’t you do that
which makes me feel good and symbol-
izes everything I stand for.’’ So on the
same day that some people here are
saying we have got to protect that flag,
they reject a notion of protecting one
of the things that the flag stands for,
which is providing basic care to our
children, to our women, to our elderly,
to our working families in this coun-
try. And so what a better way to honor
and respect the flag this week than for
the Republicans to agree that they will
bring this bill to the floor and discuss
that issue here and give people the op-
portunity to get the coverage we de-
serve.

We are the greatest country on earth,
we are the wealthiest country on earth,
we are the greatest democracy on
earth, but there are still a few pieces
missing that we have to put together
to fulfill our full potential. One of
them right at the top is this inability
we have to deal with this issue without
worrying about who we upset, because
we are not going to upset children, we
are not going to upset the elderly, we
are not going to upset the American
people, and if we upset a few insurance
companies, if we upset a few HMOs, we
are not out to kill anybody.
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We will work, and all we want is dia-
logue and the ability to give people
their right. At the same time we pro-
tect the industry. Our job here is not to
destroy one to save the other; it is to
protect that which is right.

So I want to thank the gentleman
once again. I know that he will be on
the floor at other times with this issue
again, and I will be glad to join him

then as I have joined him today and in
the past.

Mr. PALLONE. I want to thank the
gentleman, and if I could just comment
on what he said about why the Repub-
licans will not bring it up. I sound so
cynical in saying it, but I believe
strongly that it is the power of the in-
surance industry and the power of the
insurance lobby, and I, as my col-
leagues know, witnessed that myself. I
mean they spend millions and millions
of dollars on TV ads talking about why
the Patients’ Bill of Rights and HMO
reform should not take place. In fact,
in my last election about $4 million
was spent in independent expenditure
by, primarily by, the HMOs to try to
defeat me because they see me as a
spokesman on the issue. So they are
willing to spend all this money.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman would yield because I want
to get that right? He said that $4 mil-
lion was spent by HMOs and insurance
companies to try to get a Member of
Congress out of here who supports chil-
dren and elderly getting their fair
share.

Mr. PALLONE. Absolutely, and it
was not just done to me; it was done to
others as well. And the irony of it is
what you just said which is that, you
know, if you look at what we are actu-
ally asking be done, it is not going to
put them out of business.

In fact, today in the Committee on
Commerce we had someone come in
who was responsible and put together
the Texas law which is very similar to
our Patients’ Bill of Rights, and as my
colleagues know, one of the things she
said was that all the debate in the
State legislature in Texas about this,
all the managed care and HMOs were
saying we are going to be out of busi-
ness, there will no longer be any man-
aged care in Texas. In fact just the op-
posite is true. They have not suffered
at all. There are more managed care
options in Texas today in fact than in
a lot of other States even though they
have a very similar law on the books.

So we are not hurting them, but ob-
viously they perceive that we are, and
they are wrong, but we just have to
keep making the point, so I want to
thank you again for coming down.

And I would like to yield now to the
gentleman from Maine who has not
only been outspoken on this issue, but
also on the issue of the cost of prescrip-
tion drugs in a bill that he has spon-
sored to try to correct that problem,
and he has been concentrating on these
health care issues that impact all
Americans.

I yield to the gentleman.
Mr. ALLEN. I want to thank the gen-

tleman from New Jersey for organizing
this special order on the Patients’ Bill
of Rights, and as you indicated, I have
been spending a lot of time trying to
lower the cost of prescription drugs for
elderly. I think it is a very important
issue and one we ought to be dealing
with. In fact, that is one of the frustra-
tions these days of being in this Con-

gress. It seems hard to get good legisla-
tion up to the floor here for a vote.

As my colleagues know, last year the
Patients’ Bill of Rights legislation
failed by just five votes, and in the past
year the need for that legislation has
not diminished. We ought to be able to
get it up for a vote, but the Republican
leadership is preventing that from hap-
pening.

So I am proud that we as Democrats
today took the first step to filing a dis-
charge petition, and lots of people
around the country do not know what
a discharge petition is, but it is a pro-
cedure by which we can bring legisla-
tion to the floor if we get 218 signa-
tures on that petition without having
it to go through the Republican leader-
ship and the Committee on Rules.

As my colleagues know, we have al-
ready had to start a discharge petition
in this House to try to get campaign fi-
nance reform legislation to the floor.
Again, there was legislation that
passed in the last Congress by 252
votes. With 252 Members supporting
the legislation we still cannot bring
that up. So we are going to try the
same procedural tactic that we have
used there.

As my colleagues know, my home
State of Maine has been slow to move
to managed care particularly under
Medicare. We only have a few hundred
people signed up for managed care
under Medicare. But people are still
anxious about HMOs and about man-
aged care. In many respects what man-
aged care companies are doing is good.
The emphasis on prevention, when it is
there is a real step forward in helping
people take care of themselves in ways
that perhaps they have not before.

But it is very important that man-
aged care be more than managed cost.
In the early days of managed care it
has been clear that the companies have
been successful in driving down costs.
All we are saying with the Patients’
Bill of Rights is we want to make sure
that driving down costs does not come
at the expense of quality care. That is
really what this is all about. We want
to make sure that certain provisions
are really there for everyone.

Some States have enacted patient
protections. My home State of Maine
has, but there are still people because
of Federal preemption who are not cov-
ered by those State laws. In Maine
there are 250,000 people roughly who
are not covered by the State patient
protection provisions. My constituents
recognize we need a national solution
to a national problem, and that na-
tional solution is the Patients’ Bill of
Rights Act.

I know you have mentioned this be-
fore, but I want to go over what it
would do. First of all, it would guar-
antee access to necessary care. The bill
provides direct access to a specialist
for patients with serious ongoing con-
ditions. The bill requires access to and
payment for emergency service. People
who go to the emergency room when
they are hurting need to know that as
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long as a reasonably prudent lay per-
son would do that, they are going to be
paid, they are going to get coverage for
that service. The bill also allows doc-
tors to prescribe prescription drugs
that are not on an HMO’s predeter-
mined list so that the doctor is making
the decision, the doctor and the patient
are making the decision, about the
most appropriate care.

The Patients’ Bill of Rights Act also
provides a fair and timely appeal proc-
ess when health plans deny care. The
bill holds managed care plans account-
able when their decisions to withhold
or limit care injures patients, and it
also guarantees protections for the pro-
vider patient relationship.

The bill bans gag clauses as well as
bonuses and other financial incentives
to doctors to deny care. The bill pro-
tects providers who advocate on behalf
of their patients with the insurance
company. And furthermore, the bill
prevents drive-through mastectomies
and other arbitrary medically inappro-
priate decisions by plans.

The American people are clear on
this issue. They want real protection,
they do not want a watered down bill,
and we have a chance in this Congress
to enact real reform, and that real re-
form would make health care plans ac-
countable for their mistakes just as ev-
eryone else in this country except for-
eign diplomats are responsible for their
mistakes.

I think this is a case where, as my
colleagues know, we know the problem,
we are just this far away from finding
the right solution to the problem. We
ought to pass the Patients’ Bill of
Rights Act. I regret that we have to go
through this discharge petition process
in order to try to bring this matter to
the floor. It ought to come to the floor
now.

We have had some Republicans in the
past Congress who have been willing to
sign on and support this legislation,
and I hope we will have Republicans
supporting this again, but for now we
are simply going to do everything we
can as Democrats just to say: Give us a
vote, give the American people a
chance to express their opinion, and let
their representatives cast the vote on
the Patients’ Bill of Rights Act. We
ask for support for that particular leg-
islation.

And I just want to say to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE), my friend and colleague,
‘‘We really appreciate all the work you
do on health care in general, and in
particular, on the Patients’ Bill of
Rights Act.

Mr. PALLONE. I want to thank the
gentleman, and I am glad you brought
up the point about the drug
formularies as well because there is
that aspect of the bill as well, and the
other thing I wanted that you brought
up and I want to stress again is that, as
my colleagues know, in some ways
maybe we are fortunate in that we had
to move this discharge process very
late in the session last time. Even

though 6 months have passed, if we are
able to get not only all the Democrats
to sign on to this discharge petition,
but also able to get a few of our Repub-
lican colleagues, we still do have some
time left to try to get this to the floor,
and hopefully we will be successful, and
we are certainly going to keep trying
until we are successful and we do bring
the bill to the floor.

So I want to thank the gentleman
again, and I also want to yield now to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN),
my colleague on the Committee on
Commerce, and he has been really out-
standing in particular in pointing out
how in his home State of Texas where
they have actually enacted significant
patient protections and what a positive
impact that has had on the State even
though it does not apply, of course, to
so many people that have been pre-
empted by the federal law. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
the biggest concern I have in com-
paring what we are trying to do here in
Washington and what has been done in
State of Texas and other States is that
the States can pass laws that regulate
insurance policies in their States.

Now I have employers that are multi
State, employers who are self insured,
and they come under federal law. So
the State of Texas, the State of New
Jersey, the State of Maine, State of
California can do all they want and
pass a Patients’ Bill of Rights, but it
only affects in fact less than 40 per-
cent, in some cases maybe even less
than 20 percent of the insurance poli-
cies that are issued in their State. In
the State of Texas we have over 8 mil-
lion people who have insurance policies
that are covered by ERISA. When you
think we have about 11 million, a little
over 11 million people covered, that is
a little less than 80 percent of the peo-
ple are not covered by the State pro-
tections that were passed not only in
1997, but even earlier over the last 4 or
5 years, and that is why we need to
have a federal legislation. And today is
a special day, I guess, because we, a few
of us, because of a frustration of not
being able to have a managed care bill
to debate here on the floor of the House
and to compare our ideas or my ideas
and yours or my colleagues’ on the Re-
publican side; we do not have that op-
portunity, and so we had to, all of us,
a number of us, sign a discharge peti-
tion today to actually take a bill away
from the committee you and I serve on.
We serve on the Committee on Com-
merce. I am proud to be on that Com-
mittee on Commerce, but we are lit-
erally not doing the people’s business
by not addressing managed care reform
and Patient Bill of Rights.

One of the concerns I had back dur-
ing the Memorial Day recess, I spoke
to some business owners in my district,
and they said, well, we are concerned
that this Patient Bill of Rights that
you have will let our employees sue
their employer, and I said that is the
further these thing from the truth, and

tonight I would like as much time as
you have left to address some of those
half truths and outright untruths that
we have been hearing.

One, there is nothing in this bill that
will allow for an employee to sue an
employer. All this does is that that em-
ployer buys an insurance policy, it is
covered under Federal law, that that
employer, that employee will have
some rights under that insurance pol-
icy. Never would there ever be a suit
against the employer because again
employers can afford a Cadillac insur-
ance plan, or they can afford the Chevy
insurance plan, but as my colleagues
know, some will pay for everything,
some pay for only certain things,
maybe higher deductibles and things
like that.

But that is not what is in this bill, so
they are using scare tactics to say we
are going to have employees suing em-
ployers. That is just not true.

The other thing that they used is, is
it going to raise the cost of health
care? In fact, one publication I saw said
it could increase insurance rates 40 per-
cent, which is outrageous. Today I
heard testimony; I think you did, too;
that the State of Texas that did the
managed care reforms that we are try-
ing to do, there were hardly any in-
creases at all. In fact, the increases in
managed care rates were comparable to
States that had no reforms that were
passed. In fact, even my argument, I
think, that some of those increases
were already built in because the man-
aged care companies were increasing
rates 3 or 6 percent depending on the
market, and they were doing that in
other States that have not done it.

So what we are trying to do and the
other concern I have is that they say
that it will increase rates. Well, it may
increase rates, but maybe it will in-
crease them because they are having to
pay some of those claims because in
the State of Texas one of the items
that is important in a Patient Bill of
Rights is an appeals process, a fair and
accurate and fast appeals process. In
the State of Texas, the number of ap-
peals that have been appealed by the
patient to an impartial body, 50 per-
cent of those appeals have been found
for the patient.

So granted, it may increase rates be-
cause for 50 percent they are going to
have to start paying for actual health
care instead of denying it unfairly, and
that is what we found in the State of
Texas. And so maybe that will increase
their rates. I hope not because I think
their actuaries already have premiums
based on what those experiences ought
to be.

So in the Texas experience, for less
than the cost of a happy meal at
McDonald’s patients in managed care
could really have some fairness and
protection and accountability.

b 1900
In my home State, we have passed a

lot of these patient protections, includ-
ing the external appeals and the ac-
countability and the liability. Physi-
cians are always frustrated, health
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care providers saying wait a minute, if
I do something wrong, my patient can
sue me, but if I call an insurance com-
pany and they say no, you cannot do
that, you have to do this and the pa-
tient is injured by that, that is not
fair, because they cannot sue that in-
surance company because they are the
one practicing medicine. So that is
why accountability is so important.

I would hope we would have the same
experience as the State of Texas has,
who has had that accountability and li-
ability in law now for 2 years. Again, I
have heard testimony today literally
that there was only one or two cases
filed, simply because if we have a fair
appeals process, people will get what
they need, and that is adequate health
care. People do not want to sue insur-
ance companies, they just want to have
them pay for what they should be pay-
ing for in their health care.

Again, one of the old truths that we
have heard is that there will be a mass
exodus in employers dropping insur-
ance coverage. Again, in the State of
Texas, we have had literally an in-
crease in the number of people who are
covered under managed care plans,
even under the new rules we have. In
fact, again today, under sworn testi-
mony, we heard that Aetna Insurance
said that the State of Texas, and I as-
sume this was recently, said the State
of Texas’s insurance market is the filet
mignon of insurance markets, and that
is a quote from a hearing today that we
both attended. I have to admit, if the
State of Texas under our managed care
reform is the filet mignon, all I am
concerned about is the hamburger.
Typically, most of our folks can afford
decent hamburger. So there will be no
mass exodus of employers dropping
health care coverage just because we
are giving insurance companies some
rules to live by.

Emergency care so that a person does
not have to drive by the closest emer-
gency room to get to the one that may
be on their list, because frankly, we
want to make sure they have the
quickest and fastest emergency room
care as possible.

Anti-gag. A physician or health care
provider should be able to talk to their
patients. They ought to be able to say,
this is what your insurance company
will pay for, this is what they will not
pay for. Again, we have employers who
can pay for the Cadillac plan and the
Cadillac plan may pay for everything,
but the Chevrolet plan may not pay for
everything, but that doctor ought to be
able to talk to their patients.

Open access to specialists for women
and children, particularly chronically
ill patients, so that every time they do
not have to go back to their family
practice person or their gatekeeper be-
fore they go to their oncologist, for ex-
ample, if they are diagnosed with can-
cer. That should not have to be the
case. Women ought to be able to use
their OB-GYN as their primary care.
Children ought to be able to go to a pe-
diatrician without having to go back to
a primary care doctor.

Of course, I talked about the external
and binding appeals process and how
important it is, and how important it
is to have the accountability linked to
that, that the accountability is hardly
ever used if one has a real effective ap-
peals process.

Those are the important things that
managed care reform bill offers. I do
not know, I heard we had 161 signa-
tures, 167 now, so I would hope that we
get to the 218. Of course, we are going
to have to have it bipartisanly, and
last session it was. We had some Re-
publican Members who were supportive
of the Dingell bill, and hopefully we
will see them come together over the
next few weeks so we can really see
some national managed care reform,
similar to what the States have been
doing and doing so successfully.

I hear all the time that we do not
want to in Washington tell States what
to do. Well, I do not want to do that.
But we can use the States as a labora-
tory, as an example, and say, okay, it
is working in Texas, has been for 2
years. There is not a lot of lawsuits,
there is not an increase in premiums.
Actually, people are winning half of
those cases.

I like to use the example that if I was
a baseball player and had a 300 batting
average, which is a 30 percent batting
average, I would be making $8 million
a year. But for my managed care pro-
vider, if they are only right half the
time when they decide my health care,
I want a better percentage than the flip
of a coin.

In Texas, that is our experience. We
have seen that we have the flip of the
coin. We want a better percentage.
Managed care providers I hope will see
that percentage where they are not
overturned, because they are actually
providing better care and they are pro-
viding for more adequate care to their
customers, our doctors, patients, and
our constituents.

So that is why I think it is impor-
tant. This year we need to have a real
Patients’ Bill of Rights. Last session
we had one that was worse than a fig
leaf, because it actually overturned
laws that were passed by our State leg-
islatures. So it would have hurt the
State of Texas, the bill that passed this
House last session by 5 votes. Thank
goodness the Senate killed it. This
year, hopefully we will have a real
managed care and Patients’ Bill of
Rights.

I thank the gentleman for his leader-
ship as our health care task force per-
son on the Democratic side. We are
doing the Lord’s work in trying to do
this.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman. I know our time has
run out, but I think the gentleman said
it well about using the Texas example
to show how what we are proposing
here works and has worked in Texas
over the last two years.

EQUAL ACCESS FOR CHEMICAL
DEPENDENCY TREATMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DEAL of Georgia). Under the Speaker’s
announced policy of January 6, 1999,
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
RAMSTAD) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, every
day politicians talk about the goal of a
drug-free America. Mr. Speaker, let us
get real. We will never even come close
to a drug-free America until we knock
down the barriers to chemical depend-
ency treatment for the 26 million
Americans presently addicted to drugs
and/or alcohol. That is right, Mr.
Speaker. Twenty-six million American
alcoholics and addicts today.

Mr. Speaker, 150,000 people in Amer-
ica died last year from drug and alco-
hol addiction. In economic terms, alco-
hol and drug addiction cost the Amer-
ican people $246 billion last year alone.
That is with a B, $246 billion. American
taxpayers paid over $150 billion for
drug-related criminal and medical
costs alone. That is more than the
American taxpayers spent on edu-
cation, transportation, agriculture, en-
ergy, space, and foreign aid combined;
more than in all of those areas com-
bined the American taxpayers spent for
drug-related criminal and medical
costs.

According to the Health Insurance
Association of America, each delivery
of a new baby that is complicated by
chemical addiction results in an ex-
penditure of $48,000 to $150,000 in mater-
nity care, physician’s fees, and hospital
charges. We also know, Mr. Speaker,
that 65 percent of emergency room vis-
its are alcohol or drug-related.

The National Center on Addiction
and Substance Abuse found that 80 per-
cent of the 1.7 million men and women
in prisons today in this country are
there because of alcohol and/or drug
addiction.

Another recent study showed, Mr.
Speaker, that 85 percent of child abuse
cases involve a parent who abuses
drugs and/or alcohol; 85 percent of child
abuse cases are related to alcohol and
drug abuse. Seventy percent of all peo-
ple arrested in this country test posi-
tive for drugs; two-thirds of all homi-
cides are drug-related.

Mr. Speaker, I ask the question: how
much evidence does Congress need that
we have a national epidemic of addic-
tion, an epidemic crying out for a solu-
tion that works; not more cheap polit-
ical rhetoric, not more simplistic quick
fixes that obviously are not working.
Mr. Speaker, we must get to the route
cause of addiction and treat it like any
other disease.

The American Medical Association in
1956 told Congress and the American
people that alcoholism and drug addic-
tion are a disease that requires treat-
ment to recover. Yet, today in Amer-
ica, only 2 percent of the 16 million al-
coholics and addicts covered by health
plans are able to receive adequate
treatment; only 2 percent of those with
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insurance for chemical dependency
treatment are able to get effective
treatment.

That is because of discriminatory
caps, artificially high deductibles and
copayments, limited treatment stays,
as well as other restrictions on chem-
ical dependency treatment that are not
there for other diseases. If we are real-
ly serious about reducing illegal drug
use in America, we must address the
disease of addiction by putting chem-
ical dependency treatment on par with
treatment for other diseases. Providing
equal access to chemical dependency
treatment is not only the prescribed
medical approach, it is also the cost-ef-
fective thing to do; it is also the cost-
effective approach.

We have all the empirical data, in-
cluding actuarial studies, to prove that
parity for chemical dependency treat-
ment will save billions of dollars na-
tionally, while not raising premiums
more than one-half of 1 percent in the
worst case scenario. It is well docu-
mented that every dollar spent for
chemical dependency treatment saves
$7 in health care costs, criminal justice
costs, and lost productivity from job
absenteeism, injuries, and subpar work
performance. A number of studies have
shown that health care costs alone are
100 percent higher for untreated alco-
holics and addicts than for people who
have gone through treatment; 100 per-
cent higher for those who go untreated.

Mr. Speaker, as a recovering alco-
holic myself, I know firsthand the
value of treatment, and as a grateful
recovering alcoholic for 18 years, I am
absolutely alarmed by the dwindling
access to treatment for people who
need it. In fact, over the last decade in
America, 50 percent of the treatment
beds for adults are gone. Even more
alarming, 60 percent of the treatment
beds for adolescents are gone.

Mr. Speaker, we must act now to re-
verse this alarming trend. We must act
now to provide greater access to chem-
ical dependency treatment.

That is why I have introduced the
Harold Hughes, Bill Emerson Sub-
stance Abuse Treatment Parity Act
named for two departed colleagues, one
Democrat, one Republican, who did so
much in this field of addiction; so
much to raise public awareness, so
much to help people in need, people
who are suffering the ravages of drug
and alcohol abuse. This is the same
bill, Mr. Speaker, by the way, that last
year had the broad bipartisan support
of 95 House cosponsors.

This legislation would provide access
to treatment by prohibiting discrimi-
nation against the disease of addiction.
The bill prohibits discriminatory caps,
prohibits higher deductibles and copay-
ments that exist for treatment of other
diseases. It also prohibits limited
treatment stays and other restrictions
on chemical dependency treatment
that are different from other diseases.
All we are saying, Mr. Speaker, is treat
chemical addiction like other diseases.

Mr. Speaker, this is not another
mandate. It does not require any

health plan which does not already
cover chemical dependency treatment
to provide such coverage. It merely
says that those which offer chemical
dependency coverage cannot discrimi-
nate, cannot treat chemical depend-
ency different from coverage for med-
ical or surgical services for other dis-
eases. In addition, the legislation
waives the parity for substance abuse
treatment if premiums increase by
more than 1 percent, and it also ex-
empts small businesses with 50 or fewer
employees.

Mr. Speaker, it is truly the time to
knock down the barriers to chemical
dependency treatment. It is time to
end discrimination against people with
addiction. It is time to provide access
to treatment, to deal with America’s
number 1 public health and public safe-
ty problem.

We can deal with this epidemic now
or be forced to deal with it later. But,
this problem, this epidemic will only
get worse if we continue to allow dis-
crimination against the disease of ad-
diction.

As last year’s television documen-
tary by Bill Moyers pointed out, med-
ical experts and treatment profes-
sionals agree that providing access to
chemical dependency treatment is the
only way to combat addiction in Amer-
ica.

We can build all the fences on our
borders, we can build all of the prison
cells that money can buy, we can hire
thousands of new border guards, thou-
sands of new drug enforcement officers,
but simply dealing with the supply side
of this problem will never solve it.

That is because, Mr. Speaker, our Na-
tion’s supply-side emphasis does not
adequately attack the underlying prob-
lem. The problem is more than illegal
drugs coming into our Nation, coming
across our borders. The problem is
more than that. The problem is the ad-
diction that causes people to crave and
demand those drugs.

b 1915

That is the problem, the addiction
that causes people to crave drugs and
to demand those drugs. So we need
more than simply tough enforcement
and interdiction. We need extensive
education, and we need access to treat-
ment.

Drug czar Barry McCaffrey under-
stands. He said recently, and I am
quoting, ‘‘Chemical dependency treat-
ment is more effective than cancer
treatment, and it is cheaper.’’ General
McCaffrey also said, ‘‘We need to re-
double our efforts to ensure that qual-
ity treatment is available.’’ Mr. Speak-
er, the director of our National Office
of Drug Policy is right. All the studies
back him up. Treatment does work,
and treatment is cost-effective.

Last September the first national
study of chemical dependency treat-
ment results confirmed that illegal
drug and alcohol use are substantially
reduced following treatment. This
study by the Substance Abuse and

Mental Health Services Administration
shows that treatment rebuilds lives,
puts families back together, and re-
stores substance abusers to produc-
tivity.

According to Dr. Ronald Smith,
United States Navy Captain in the
Medical Corps, and also Dr. Smith was
formerly vice chairman of psychiatry
at the National Naval Medical Center
at Bethesda, Dr. Smith says ‘‘The U.S.
Navy substance abuse program works.
It has an overall recovery rate of 75
percent.’’

The Journal of the American Medical
Association on April 15 of last year re-
ported that a major review of more
than 600 research articles and original
data conclusively showed that addic-
tion conforms to the common expecta-
tions for chronic illness, and addiction
treatment has outcomes comparable to
other chronic conditions, outcomes
comparable to other chronic condi-
tions.

The same study by the American
Medical Association said that ‘‘Relapse
rates for treatment for drug and alco-
hol addiction are 40 percent,’’ relapse
rates. That compares favorably with
those for three other chronic disorders:
adult onset diabetes, 50 percent; hyper-
tension, 30 percent; and adult asthma,
30 percent.

A March 1998 GAO report also sur-
veyed the various studies on the effec-
tiveness of chemical dependency treat-
ment and concluded that treatment is
effective and beneficial in the majority
of cases. A number of State studies
have also been done that showed treat-
ment is cost-effective and good pre-
ventative medicine.

A Minnesota study, a study in my
home State, Mr. Speaker, extensively
evaluated the effectiveness of its treat-
ment programs and found that Min-
nesota saves $22 million in annual
health care costs because of our treat-
ment programs, $22 million in the
State of Minnesota alone saved because
of treatment programs. A California
study reported a 17 percent improve-
ment in other health conditions fol-
lowing treatment, and dramatic de-
creases in hospitalization.

A New Jersey study by Rutgers Uni-
versity found that untreated alcoholics
incur general health care costs 100 per-
cent higher than those like me who
have received treatment. So the cost
savings and the effectiveness of chem-
ical dependency treatment are well
documented.

But putting the huge cost savings
aside for a minute, Mr. Speaker, what
will treatment parity cost? That is a
question that is asked by a number of
people. First, there is no cost to the
Federal budget. Parity does not apply
to the Federal Employees Health Ben-
efit Plan, does not apply to Medicare or
Medicaid.

According to a national research
study that based projected costs on
data from States which already have
chemical dependency treatment parity,
the average premium increase due to
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full parity it would be two-tenths of 1
percent, that is from a Mathematica
Policy Research study in March of 1998,
a two-tenths of 1 percent increase in
premiums for policyholders.

A recently published Rand study by
the Rand Corporation found that re-
moving an annual limit of $10,000 a
year on substance abuse care will in-
crease insurance payments by 6 cents
per member per year, 6 cents per mem-
ber per year. Removing a limit of $1,000
increases payments by only $3.40 a
year, or 29 cents a month.

The worst case scenario we could
find, the study that showed the worst
case scenario, estimated the cost would
be five-tenths of 1 percent increase in
premiums per month, which translates
to 66 cents a month per insured.

So the bottom line, Mr. Speaker, for
the cost of a cup of coffee per month we
can treat 16 million Americans ad-
dicted to drugs and/or alcohol today,
for the cost of a cup of coffee per
month to the 113 million Americans
covered by health plans. At the same
time, Mr. Speaker, the American peo-
ple would realize $5.4 billion in cost
savings from treatment parity, accord-
ing to a recent California study.

So we could treat these 16 million
American alcoholics and addicts who
are addicted today, who are hooked
today on alcohol and/or drugs. For the
price of a cup of coffee we can treat 16
million Americans, and we can save in
the process $5.4 billion to the American
taxpayers.

United States companies that pro-
vide treatment have already achieved
substantial savings. Chevron, for exam-
ple, reports saving $10 for every $1 it
spends on treatment. GPU saves $6 for
every $1 spent. United Airlines reports
a $17 return, a $17 return for every dol-
lar spent on treatment by United Air-
lines.

Mr. Speaker, no dollar value can
quantify the impact that greater ac-
cess to treatment will have on people
who are addicted and their families. No
dollar value can measure the impact on
spouses, children, other family mem-
bers who have been affected by the rav-
ages of addiction. Broken families,
shattered lives, broken dreams, ruined
careers, messed up kids, children on
Ritalin, divorces, I could go on and on
with the human impact of the ravages
of this epidemic that has swept our Na-
tion. How can we put a dollar cost on
those horrible factors, those horrible
results of addiction?

Mr. Speaker, this is not just another
public policy issue. This is a life or
death issue for 16 million Americans
and their families, 16 million Ameri-
cans who are chemically dependent
covered by health insurance but unable
to access treatment.

We know one thing for sure, Mr.
Speaker. Treatment taught me that
addiction, if not treated, is fatal. This
is a fatal disease if not treated. Last
year 95 House Members from both sides
came together in a bipartisan way to
support and cosponsor this substance

abuse treatment parity legislation.
This year let us knock down the bar-
riers to treatment for 16 million Amer-
icans. This year let us do the right
thing and the cost-effective thing and
provide access to treatment. This year
let us pass substance abuse treatment
parity legislation to deal with the epi-
demic of addiction in America.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
cannot afford to wait any longer. I urge
all Members to cosponsor H.R. 1977, the
Substance Abuse Treatment Parity Act
of 1999. I ask my fellow recovering alco-
holics and addicts, all 2 million of
them, to write their Members of Con-
gress, their Member of the House, their
United States Senators, and urge them
to cosponsor this treatment parity bill,
H.R. 1977, the Substance Abuse Treat-
ment Parity Act. That is H.R. 1977.

We need to mobilize the recovering
community, we need to mobilize con-
cerned people throughout America to
pass this life and death legislation.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I ask the loved
ones of those still suffering the ravages
of addiction and chemically dependent
people themselves who are unable to
access treatment to contact their
United States Senators tomorrow, con-
tact their United States representa-
tives tomorrow, and urge them to co-
sponsor H.R. 1977, 1977, the Substance
Abuse Treatment Parity Act.

Working together, Mr. Speaker, as
Americans, as Members of Congress,
working together we will knock down
those barriers to treatment. We will
provide access to treatment for those
people suffering the ravages of addic-
tion. We will, Mr. Speaker, get this
done, but only only if the American
people demand it. I hope and pray that
the responses are there and that Con-
gress wakes up to the need to deal with
addiction, and this year passes the
Substance Abuse Treatment Parity
Act.

f

THE COMMUNITY REINVESTMENT
ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DEAL of Georgia). Under the Speaker’s
announced policy of January 6, 1999,
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
VENTO) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I have
taken this hour special order this
evening to highlight an important law
and an important policy that has ex-
isted since 1977 with regard to financial
institutions, with regard to banking. It
is called the Community Reinvestment
Act.

What this law and policy that has
been in place for these 22 years accom-
plishes is it requires that banks go
through an examination of the nature
of loans, not the nature but the place
that they actually make credit avail-
able in their community.

Most banks, whether they are char-
tered by our national government or by
our State governments, receive a fran-
chise. They receive an area in which
they can do business. Of course, those

geographic areas have changed greatly
as the nature of our economy and popu-
lation has moved across the landscape
of our Nation. But the fact is that they
receive certain benefits from that fran-
chise of banking.

One is, for instance, that they receive
support from the license from the
State or the national government to do
a banking business which fundamen-
tally means they can take in deposits
and they can in fact loan out on a
money multiplier basis multiples of
what they actually have taken as de-
posits. In the event that they need dol-
lars, the Federal Reserve Board has an
open window that they can of course,
on a short-term basis, borrow at very
low-interest rates from.

Furthermore, of course, the deposits
now that are within that institution,
that are placed there by individuals
from across the country, their savings,
are in fact, of course, insured by the
Federal deposit insurance corporation
under a number of different programs.

So these are substantial benefits in
terms of actually a license to be in the
business. It sets up a relationship be-
tween our national government and
State governments and the free mar-
ketplace. It has been very successful.

Our model of banking grows out of
the egalitarian roots of the times of
Thomas Jefferson, and of course there
are many efforts during the first cen-
tury of our Nation’s existence in which
banking did not work out as success-
fully as we would like, so coming to
this model was very difficult.

Of course, as in the course of most
economic activities, banking has
changed greatly over the years. In 1977
it was apparent that credit needs were
not being met in some of the local
communities, whether they be urban
communities or rural communities. So
then Senator Bill Proxmire from Wis-
consin in 1977 was able to enact some-
thing called the Community Reinvest-
ment Act, which provides, as it were,
an examination of meeting local credit
needs of the community in which these
banks exist, the geographic area, and
of course in a practical sense the areas
that they serve and which they draw
deposits from especially.

Lo and behold, through many years
that examination process developed.
There is one thing that banks probably
do not like and probably do not really
think that they need and that is more
regulations. To be candid about it, I
think that the early laws and rules
that tried to implement CRA did in
fact present more regulations. I do not
think there is any banker or any cit-
izen, for that matter, that would like
to see more regulatory burden.

But the fact was that over the years
that has not been a hindrance. As this
law has developed and has been serving
our country, the fact is that the regu-
lators have accomplished and stream-
lined many aspects of the Community
Reinvestment Act.

b 1930
One of the most important legislative

changes occurred in 1989 when then
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Congressman Joe Kennedy added an
open disclosure provision to CRA; and
since then, it has really, I think, taken
off and come to significant attention in
terms of the public.

As that has happened, there has been
a new awareness and new impetus upon
making this law even more effective
than it was. There are a couple of fac-
tors that have influenced that. One is,
increasingly, banks do not have as
many deposits as other financial insti-
tutions that are nonbanks. It is esti-
mated that in 1977, when this law was
first passed, that about two-thirds of
the savings and deposits existed in our
financial institutions, our banks and in
our savings and loans or thrifts.

Today, it is estimated that that
amount may be something less than 30
percent, less than half of what one
time existed. The necessity is, of
course, to try to keep existing CRA law
in place.

If we look at CRA, since its incep-
tion, it is estimated that nearly $1 tril-
lion in loans and creditworthy instru-
ments have been extended to these
communities in which these financial
institutions exist under the auspices of
fulfilling the CRA requirements, which
only requires banks to loan to credit-
worthy customers in these geographic
and other service areas in which they
exist.

It does not require financial institu-
tions to make loans or take activities
which, in essence, would cause them to
lose money, to issue bad loans, or to
issue services that would be inappro-
priate, that would be costly to them.

As a matter of fact, of course, I
think, after the history of this is actu-
ally demonstrated, that some banks,
which were perhaps reluctant to in fact
make these types of loans initially,
they have now discovered an entirely
new book of business in terms of serv-
ing these communities.

The consequence has been dramatic
in terms of expanding opportunities for
some low and moderate-income people
and, in some cases, people of color that
before had been denied credit.

I think that most folks from the
rural area well understand what the
limitations are concerning credit in
their own communities. After all, with-
out the credit extension for loans in
farms and ranches and, for that mat-
ter, in the urban areas, the small busi-
nesses in those cases would not be able
to grow, would not be able to have the
ability to in fact engage actively in the
enterprise that they have chosen to
participate in.

But CRA has meant that that type of
credit, that that test, that type of ex-
amination falls upon these financial in-
stitutions to actually serve the com-
munity.

So, often, the demonstration where
there had been problems with CRA was
a case where the deposits came in from
the local community, but the dollars
and loans did not go out to that same
local community, even though there
were creditworthy applications and

loans that could have been made in
those cases.

What CRA has done has caused
banks, in a partnership I would say,
more than anything else, to reexamine
what they are doing, not just to be-
come a deposit collector and then a
purchaser of bond or securities or, in
fact, even investment in other invest-
ments that maybe were not even with-
in the borders of the United States, but
might have been in a territory or some-
place else where the interest rates
might have been a little higher, the
fact was that it has caused them to re-
examine what they are doing and to re-
orient their business.

Now, we hold our financial institu-
tions in this country out as being
international, as being aware, and
being involved. But most importantly,
as we go forward, we want to make cer-
tain that the basic needs are met at
home as they are justified.

CRA is now of course under attack. It
is ironic, as we move to pass legislation
which would modernize our financial
institutions, that some have sought to
attach to this banking modernization
legislation provisions which would re-
nege and which would withdraw, or at
least take away, the commitment and
the examination that exists under
CRA.

To date, in the House, we have been
successful in fighting off most of those
in this session but in past sessions, in-
deed amendments have passed on this
floor which have, in fact, pulled the rug
out from under this law, this CRA law
that is working and serving our fami-
lies and serving our Nation so very well
these last 22 years.

But in the Senate of course, they
have, in fact, pulled back the require-
ments of CRA and in essence pulling
away at the same time, I might say,
that we are providing for financial
modernization.

Well, one, financial modernization
must indeed serve, not just the needs of
the financial entities, that is banks,
the insurance companies, and security
firms, we must keep in mind that and
focus, and the major focus should be on
the people of this country that are
served and the small businesses that
need the type of help that only these fi-
nancial institutions can offer. That in
fact is the reason that of course we
have in the first instance developed
and provided the type of franchise and
license that they have within our
States and within the boundaries of
this Nation.

So now more than ever, as we move
to provide for these banks to have
more opportunities and more powers to
work together, we also need to be cer-
tain that the basic needs, the basic fi-
nance needs, the basic credit needs of
our local communities are available for
the small businesses, are available for
home purchases, are available to serve,
that they merely do not take the de-
posits and investments out of a com-
munity, but, in fact, they extend to
that community the type of credit

needs that are essential for a viable
economy in our urban areas, in our
rural areas, and in many others.

In my state, we have 550 banks. Na-
tionwide, we have only 9,700 banks. So
Minnesota disproportionately has
about 5 percent of the banks. But many
jurisdictions, there are not as many
banks.

So it is very important that in fact
the banks that are there are in fact
taking up the responsibility and that
they have in fact accepted, when they
accepted the franchise, to serve these
needs.

I see some of my colleagues on the
floor this that I know are interested, as
I am, in maintaining this important
community reinvestment act law.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAFALCE), the
ranking Democrat on the Committee
on Banking and Financial Services.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Minnesota very
much for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I am so pleased to join
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
VENTO), who has been a real champion
of financial services reform, of housing
and community development, and most
especially of the Community Reinvest-
ment Act.

There have been great successes with
respect to the Community Reinvest-
ment Act. Possibly within the next
week, surely if the House passes a fi-
nancial services reform bill, surely in
conference with the Senate, we are
going to have to take up the issue of
CRA. We ought not backtrack on our
commitment to the Community Rein-
vestment Act one iota.

Now, some within the United States
Congress may seek to portray the CRA
as an impediment rather than as an in-
centive to sound banking practice.
They are absolutely wrong. The Com-
munity Reinvestment Act has resulted
in a tremendous amount of capital in-
vestments in our communities. It is
the Community Reinvestment Act that
has caused that investment in our com-
munity.

As the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. VENTO) said, this law was passed
by the Congress in 1977. There was a
reason for it. To combat discrimination
by encouraging federally insured finan-
cial institutions to help meet the cred-
it needs of the communities they serve.

When we view the 2 decades plus that
have passed since 1977, we can say that
it has been a resounding success. Its
success results from the effective part-
nerships of municipal leaders, local de-
velopment advocacy organizations, and
community minded financial institu-
tions. Working together, the CRA has
proven that local investment is not
only good for business, but critical to
improving the quality of life, espe-
cially for low and moderate-income
residents in the communities financial
institutions serve.

We can applaud the financial institu-
tions for the work they have done in
meeting the CRA requirements, the
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CRA obligations. At present, it is esti-
mated that almost 98 percent of all fi-
nancial institutions have achieved at
least a satisfactory or better CRA com-
pliance rating. So obviously it is not
that difficult of a requirement if 98 per-
cent of the institutions are being rated
at least satisfactory.

In my own district, for example, CRA
loans have led to the development, one
example, of 138 units of low-income
senior housing as well as permanent fi-
nancing for a group home for the devel-
opmentally disabled. Local banks par-
ticipate in the Buffalo Neighborhood
Housing Services Revolving Loan
Fund, the Niagara Falls Housing Serv-
ices Revolving Loan Fund, et cetera.
These enable local neighborhood hous-
ing service agencies to acquire and re-
habilitate numerous vacant properties
and resell them to low and moderate-
income constituents.

CRA lending by local banks in my
district has also lead to job growth.
For example, local banks have worked
with the minority and women-owned
loan program of western New York to
create pro bono counseling and moni-
toring services to minority and women
loan applicants during the pre-applica-
tion and post-loan periods of a new
business.

In addition, CRA lending has resulted
in the construction and financing for
manufacturing facilities, which re-
sulted in the retention of hundreds of
jobs, the creation of hundreds of jobs in
Niagara, Erie, Orleans, and Monroe
County.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support the
Community Reinvestment Act and the
successes achieved in combatting dis-
crimination. I applaud our financial in-
stitutions for their strong compliance
record. I welcome their continued suc-
cess. I repeat, we will pass no banking
legislation in this Congress if there is
even a scintilla of a retreat from the
CRA commitment.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE) for his strong statement, the
ranking member of the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

I also would point out that, as he
read the recognition in Buffalo, New
York, his hometown, of the accom-
plishments, that CRA accomplishes all
this without any Federal grants of dol-
lars, without any taxation passed. It
accomplishes all of that simply by per-
mitting banks to do what banks are
supposed to do, to loan money to cred-
itworthy individuals. That is the only
test here, and to be certain that that is
done in the jurisdictions or service
areas in which they are doing business.

It is, I think, very important to un-
derstand that this is what banks are
expected to do, why they are licensed.
They have a franchise. This is a law
and a policy that is working, that has
reoriented, that has helped banks focus
on the major impetus and the nature of
the business that they are involved and
so fundamental to the working of our
economy.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
KANJORSKI), the ranking member on
the Subcommittee on Capital Markets,
Securities and Government Sponsored
Enterprises, a good friend and a strong
supporter of CRA.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of what the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAFALCE),
our ranking member, has stated and
what the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. VENTO) has stated.

But I want to give a different per-
spective. I am sure that the people that
are observing this discussion tonight
may be asking some very fundamental
questions, like what is the responsi-
bility of government to get involved in
the banking business and tell them
what they have to do with their
money? I want to give just some con-
crete examples as to why we derive
that authority and why it is important.

Banking institutions are licensed in
the United States, and they derive two
great measures of support from the
American people. That is, one, that the
deposits made in national and insured
banks in America are insured by the
full faith and credit of the United
States, so that every individual who
makes a deposit in an American bank
up to $100,000 is absolutely certain that
regardless of the economic cir-
cumstances that may occur in this
country their money is secure and re-
ceivable by them on demand.
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So the insured deposit feature is
unique. In no other instance that I am
aware of does government insure the
private sector’s potential losses so that
their customer, the bank, can be satis-
fied that their money is not at risk.

The second factor and special oppor-
tunity that is offered to banks that is
not offered to other private businesses
in America is the fact that they have
the right to use the open window at the
Federal Reserve for drawing down
funds to maintain solvency. No other
institution that I am aware of can
draw funds at Federal Treasury rates
in order to see that their liquidity re-
mains constant and sufficient to carry
on the success of their business, par-
ticularly at those times when the econ-
omy gets out of whack and there may
be a run on a bank or there may be an
unusual demand or a need for funds.
The bank knows that it can go to the
open window and derive those funds
and that the open window issues those
funds because the United States Treas-
ury stands behind them.

Now, that is the reason why we have
a unique set of circumstances that al-
lows the Congress to work with the pri-
vate sector, the banking institutions,
as to how they can better serve the
community.

Quite frankly, it was my opinion that
Community Reinvestment Act provi-
sions were not working very well in the
beginning. And as I traveled around my
district and traveled around the State

of Pennsylvania and the Nation and I
talked to bankers, there was a great
deal of discomfort with CRA. And their
discomfort was that there was a great
deal of documentation required in
order to satisfy the process and that
performance or the process of docu-
mentation was extremely expensive to
the banks.

I remember on one occasion being
asked to come by a small bank run by
a friend of mine, Paul Reichart, at Co-
lumbia County Farmers National Bank
in Columbia County, Pennsylvania, and
he led me in to meet with his counsel
and some members of his board and
himself, and a table much like the size
of the table I am speaking from now
was piled about a foot high with mate-
rial. What he expressed to me was the
little bank in Columbia County, Penn-
sylvania, had to go through all this
documentation in order to comply with
CRA.

I believe, if I recall correctly, it was
1991. And the cost of that compliance
was about $55,000. They were disturbed.
And the argument, made very simply,
was that as a small community bank,
why do we have to spend all this money
that is directly off the bottom line to
document compliance with an act of
Congress when, in fact, we could not
survive if we were not making loans,
primarily to the community and to the
participants that surround us within a
very small radius, maybe 30 miles. I
thought they had a strong logical argu-
ment.

As a matter of fact, based on their
argument, I came back to Washington
and prepared an amendment in 1991
that I offered to some of the banking
acts that were going through at that
time which would have exempted small
institutions of less than $100 million in
assets from CRA documentation re-
quirements. At that time, the amend-
ment did not go through, and no
progress was made and frustration con-
tinued to exist for at least another
year. But, luckily, the new administra-
tion of President Bill Clinton recog-
nized that problem and, primarily as it
applied to small banks, and it directed
a reform of the situation.

The President directed the then-
Comptroller of the Treasury, Gene
Ludwig, who did a comprehensive
interagency review and reform of CRA.
And what he did basically reinvent and
streamline the entire process of docu-
mentation and performance and, as a
matter of fact, laid down the condition
that it was no longer the documenta-
tion that was important it was, in-
stead, the performance that was impor-
tant. And on the basis of that, now
banks with little documentation and
little expense, regardless of their size,
can comport with the standards in the
Community Reinvestment Act to be as-
sured that there is satisfaction and
compliance.

And as my friend, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAFALCE) just
stated, 98 percent of the banks in the
United States today are in satisfactory
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compliance at much less cost because
of the reforms made under Ludwig’s ad-
ministration as Comptroller of the Cur-
rency.

Today, as I travel around banks in
Pennsylvania and the Nation, I do not
hear the horrendous stories or com-
plaints. As a matter of fact, I find now
a new partnership has arisen between
community banks and larger banks and
the communities they serve. They are
reaching out in ways they have never
reached out before and are performing
in ways they have never performed be-
fore.

Now, I have to be thorough in my dis-
closure, because before I came to Con-
gress I had the opportunity to serve on
a small community bank board of di-
rectors, and I know that it was ex-
tremely difficult at that time for small
banks and small boards of that nature
to answer to big government in Wash-
ington as to what could get done. But
with the reforms that Mr. Ludwig put
into place, that very bank today is op-
erating, and when I talked to the Presi-
dent not more than a month ago, he is
very satisfied and actually seeking out
community reinvestment loans wher-
ever they can happen.

So from the smallest community
bank to the largest regional banks to
the largest national banks the process
has been changed, focusing away from
documentation and focusing more on
performance and ease and speed and
less cost and less conflict in arriving at
the standards to satisfy these require-
ments.

I think, now, in 1999, there is really
not a sane, logical argument that can
be made that in any way do Commu-
nity Reinvestment Act requirements
prohibit the private banking system or
cause it any great cost or exposure, but
in fact has made them address that re-
turn; that banks are private businesses
but also the holders of great benefits
from the licensing of their bank by the
insurance they have in deposits and by
access to the open window. They now
know that they can perform even
something better for their community
by being a good citizen.

And quite frankly, I would like to
take the time to congratulate these
banks, the community banks, the re-
gional banks and the large banks. Over
the last 8 years, since I drafted that
amendment, I think they have made
major strides, proving that smart re-
invented government, as instituted
under President Clinton and Gene Lud-
wig, when he was Comptroller of the
Currency, have really established a
program, cleaned away the problem
areas, and have led to real participa-
tion.

Let me mention some of that partici-
pation. In 1997, banks and thrifts sub-
ject to CRA reporting requirements
made $2.6 million small business loans
totaling $159 billion. And they also
made $18.6 billion in community devel-
opment loans and investments.

This is an incredible record of the
private sector of America recognizing

that in conjunction with a cooperative
regulator and with a policy established
and enunciated by this Congress that
the public’s interest can be well served
to the benefit of not only the govern-
ment and the regulators but to the
communities across America. Thou-
sands of new jobs have been created all
over America and in distressed commu-
nities.

And I happen to look at CRA now
from an entirely different viewpoint.
This is one of the arrows in our quiver
to meet the distressed areas of America
in offering opportunities for commu-
nity development and economic devel-
opment in the place that really counts
and with the private sector participa-
tion in market forces to make better
judgments of economic development
money than the government could ever
make on its own.

This is not a panacea. This does not
solve all our problems, but it certainly
does show that a government program,
properly administered, properly de-
fined and judged on performance and
not documentation alone, can in fact,
change the opportunities, both eco-
nomic and community opportunities,
of many millions of American citizens.

So tonight, I come to the Congress to
join my friend from Minnesota (Mr.
VENTO).

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, and not to cut the gentleman
off, but to have him as an ally, I must
say that the anxiety that he created by
challenging CRA has, I think, in that
legislation that was proposed some dec-
ade or so ago, has actually been turned
into a motivation. Because I think the
gentleman from Pennsylvania, as al-
ways, was operating in very good faith
and is of quite a significant ability.
And I think the result has been that, as
he pointed out, that Gene Ludwig and
the other regulators were brought to
the table, including the Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation and the of-
fice of Comptroller of the Currency, as
well as the Federal Reserve Board, who
are now all strong proponents of CRA.

In streamlining the process, we made
it easier for smaller banks to comply
and able to deliver the tremendous re-
sults in 1996 that the gentleman talked
about. We are talking about hundreds
of billions of dollars of investment.
That means homes, that means jobs.
Obviously, a good economy has helped,
but, clearly, CRA is meeting those
local needs. It is a great success, even
if Congress did have something to do
with crafting the policy and perhaps
perfecting it and getting an adminis-
tration that frankly has operated in
good faith. Instead of fighting this, this
administration decided to use it and to
shape it and to craft it so it would
serve working families across this Na-
tion.

So I thank the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. KANJORSKI), and I wel-
come my colleague, the gentleman
from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), who is
an able member of our committee and
a strong advocate of CRA and con-

sumer law generally, and I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
VENTO) very much for organizing this
special order, and I want to go on
record in agreeing with the remarks
that the gentleman has made, as well
as the comments of the ranking mem-
ber of the committee, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAFALCE), and the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
KANJORSKI). I think what they had to
say is appropriate, and I am in agree-
ment with it.

Mr. Speaker, we see on the television
virtually every night and we read in
the newspapers that the economy is
booming, and some people say it has
never been so good. But when I speak
to working families in the middle class
in the State of Vermont they have a
slightly different interpretation of
what is going on in the economy. Be-
cause for many of those people, they
are working longer hours for lower
wages than they were 20 years ago. And
while we are all delighted that Bill
Gates saw a $40 billion increase in his
wealth last year, that is really not the
case for most the people in the State of
Vermont. They are struggling hard to
keep their heads above water.

One of the major problems we face in
the State of Vermont has to do with af-
fordable housing. If anything, that cri-
sis is becoming more acute not only in
my State but in States throughout this
country. So it is very clear to me that
one of the important tools that we
have to build affordable housing, and
to have the banks throughout this
country play a responsible role in their
communities is what we have done
through the Community Reinvestment
Act, which, in fact, is working ex-
tremely well in this country today and
which must not be weakened.

I would agree with the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAFALCE) in his
remarks of a few moments ago that if
CRA is weakened, we should not pass
any banking legislation that does that,
and I would strongly urge the Presi-
dent to veto any legislation which
weakens CRA.

Mr. Speaker, I recently took part in
a ribbon cutting celebration to com-
memorate the successful redevelop-
ment of the Applegate Housing Devel-
opment in Bennington, Vermont. The
successful redevelopment project in-
volved the efforts of many good people
and organizations, including the resi-
dents, who in fact came together
through a strong tenants’ association.
A nonprofit housing developer, civic
leaders, the people in Bennington and
their local government played a very
positive role in this effort, as well as
government officials and local banks.
And the CRA was a vital part of that
effort.

Until recently, Applegate was an
apartment complex where the plumb-
ing water backed up into the bathtubs,
vacancy rates exceeded 50 percent, and
crime was a serious problem. Today,
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Applegate is a completely renovated
community where families can live in
peace and comfort and children have
the kind of opportunities to which they
are entitled.
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The truth of the matter is that the
State of Vermont has a network of ex-
cellent community banks that is work-
ing with local nonprofit housing devel-
opers to build and rehabilitate housing
for the benefit of low- and moderate-in-
come families. CRA helps them make
an important part the American
dream, a decent and safe place to live
accessible to all Vermont.

The CRA encourages federally in-
sured financial institutions to provide
deposit and credit services throughout
the communities in which they do busi-
ness, including low- and moderate-in-
come areas, and it is working. I think
that there should not be major dis-
agreement in this body that we simply
do not want to see banks lend to insti-
tutions and businesses that are running
off to Mexico or China and investing in
those countries. We want to see banks
reinvest in our communities. And that
is what the CRA process is about.

The CRA is helping to rebuild the
economies of the stressed commu-
nities. It is making homeownership ac-
cessible to more Americans. It is help-
ing to start small businesses and to
create decent paying jobs. Since it was
passed in 1977, CRA is credited with
lending $1 trillion in loans to low- and
moderate-income communities. And
this is a significant achievement.

CRA is good for consumers, and it is
good for communities. It is also good
for the banking business because it en-
courages financial institutions to look
for business opportunities they might
otherwise miss.

Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned earlier,
not everyone in our society is bene-
fiting from the growth in our economy.
An estimated 10 million Americans
lack decent, affordable housing. It is
not uncommon in the State of Vermont
and, I dare say, in Minnesota to find
families paying 40, 50 or more percent
of their limited income for housing.
That is not affordable housing.

In rural America, more than 9 mil-
lion people are living in poverty. Rural
communities across the country can-
not get the development funds or the
consumer credit they need, and in
urban areas the lack of affordable
housing leaves more and more working
Americans without homes.

Instead of dismantling the CRA, as
some in Congress would have us do, we
must strengthen it. Congress is once
again considering a bill to quote, un-
quote modernize the financial services
system. But that bill fails to modernize
the CRA to preserve its effectiveness in
the changing financial system. The
changes taking place in today’s finan-
cial marketplace threaten to make it
even more difficult for low- and mod-
erate-income families to get the bank
services they need and deserve. With-

out access to private capital that the
CRA provides for low- and moderate-in-
come consumers and communities,
homes will not be renovated, small
businesses will not be started, new jobs
will not be created, and neighborhoods
will not be rebuilt.

We need to save the CRA from those
in Congress who would tear it down. I
urge my colleagues to resist any effort
to weaken the CRA.

Again, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. VENTO) for
his leadership role in this.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Vermont (Mr.
SANDERS) for his poignant comments
with regards to this.

As we look at a successful economy
today with low income rates, at least
we hope for the near future, and with
high employment and low inflation,
and the gentleman reminds us all again
that while these numbers look very
good in some folks’ view, the fact is
that nobody lives on the average. I
think we want to come forward to-
gether.

One of the things that CRA has done
is to try to reach back and to pull up
those in our society that have not had
the opportunity. We hold forth the
promise in this Nation that is we work
hard that we can get ahead, that we are
going to be treated fairly. And of
course an essential part of that is to
have employment, to have a fair wage,
and to have a fair opportunity to par-
ticipate in the economy to achieve the
American dream.

I must say that this administration
has, by virtue of its goals and by virtue
of the economy, been successful in
achieving that. For the first time in
our history, 67 percent of the families
in our nation have homeownership.

That still, of course, leaves out many
of those that do not. And, of course, we
are experiencing higher rents and all
sorts of housing programs. But CRA
specifically addresses housing. One of
the statistics, for example, is that from
1993, I believe these statistics are
through 1998, African-Americans home-
ownership mortgage loans increased by
58 percent and those to Hispanics by 62
percent and to low- and moderate-in-
come borrowers by 38.

So the low and moderate market was
getting a 38-percent increase. And we
can see the African-American popu-
lation and the Hispanic population
greatly exceeded that, which I think
indicates that in fact the CRA efforts
tailored and targeted to meet and to
try to serve those communities are
very helpful.

Now, there are many aspects that
have happened simply because CRA has
acted as a catalyst. In other words, the
necessity is that banks need to do this
and they are looking for creditworthy,
sound business decisions to make in
their local communities and that pre-
cipitates other organizations to come
forward, whether they are community
development corporations, whether
they are local governments, whether

they are faith-based organizations,
whether they are neighborhood housing
services, some of the very laws that we
put in place.

One, of course, is the Neighborhood
Reinvestment Corporation, which has
set up a goal over a period of years to
in fact provide 25,000 new homeowners
by 2002. And they are almost halfway
there. And just to read the numbers,
the median income for participating
families is about $25,000. And that is 36
percent below the national median in-
come. The Neighborhood Reinvestment
Corporation, 67 percent have very low
incomes and 26 percent have moderate.
So here they are meeting these needs.
But they condition do it without the
seeds.

We have some folks who for a long
time the national Government pro-
vided housing programs which they
paid for building it, maintaining it,
paid the subsidies, paid to keep it re-
paired. And it produced some pretty
good housing. Much of it still exists, as
a matter of fact, and it is not being
threatened by the opt-out. But there
are a lot of Members here on the floor
and some other places that think all
we have to do is provide the fertilizer.
And I would suggest that we need these
seeds. And the seeds that make these
housing programs grow are the CRA
provisions, are these small programs in
local organizations.

That is why local communities such
as our mayor organizations, the coun-
ties, the States all are strong pro-
ponents of the Community Reinvest-
ment Act. It works. It is a great suc-
cess. And it is an insurance that banks
will be questioned as to whether they
are meeting those local needs and serv-
ing those working families and their
service areas need to be served. So it is
a tremendous success.

It is a fact, of course, that many now
I think belatedly based on perhaps past
problems or impressions that they have
seek to try and erode this important
consumer law, this important focus
that we have established for financial
institutions.

Mr. Speaker, I yield further to the
gentleman from Vermont (Mr. SAND-
ERS).

Mr. SANDERS. I would concur with
what my friend from Minnesota said.
But the bottom line for me is that in
this great and wealthy country, we
should be outraged that so many mil-
lions of families are still not latching
on to the American dream despite the
fact that they are working long and
hard hours. Clearly an essential part of
what the American dream is about is
to have a decent house in a decent
community.

We should also understand that, if
my memory is correct, the banking in-
dustry right now is enjoying record-
breaking profits. And I think, as the
gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE) made very clear, because of
acts of the United States Congress,
banks have certain benefits, among
other things, the FDIC, which guaran-
tees the money that is in those banks.
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And banks, therefore, have a responsi-
bility to their communities and many
banks understand that.

But essentially, if this institution,
the Congress, is to mean anything, we
have got to stand up for those people
who are not earning huge sums of
money, those people who are not living
on the mansions on the Hill. We have
got to address the needs of senior citi-
zens and working families who are pay-
ing 40, 50, 60 percent of their limited in-
comes for housing.

As my colleague the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. VENTO) indicated, the
CRA in fact has been an extremely suc-
cessful program. It has done what it is
supposed to do. It has created afford-
able in Vermont and throughout this
country. It has helped small business
create decent paying jobs.

We must stand firm against anyone
in this institution who wants to weak-
en a program that has worked so well
for working families in this country.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I would
point out that today many large finan-
cial institutions have in fact developed
departments and units within their
banks that are called CRA units. So
they are actively engaged.

The phenomenal effect of this law
has changed in a sense the corporate
structure of banks. So where before
they might have been more interested
in loans in the Grand Cayman Islands
or some other exotic place, which obvi-
ously they thought they could make
money with, and there is nothing
wrong with profits, nothing wrong with
financial institutions making money,
but the fact is that we also want them
to serve these communities. And so
they have developed within their cor-
porate structure offices that specialize
in meeting these needs.

So within our large financial institu-
tions and some middle-size institu-
tions, they actually have assigned this
responsibilities with officers that ex-
clusively work on community reinvest-
ment activities and they have discov-
ered, lo and behold, they can make
money out of that part of the portfolio.
And so with small banks I think they
have a phenomenal record.

I am looking at one small bank from
my community called the University
National Bank, and the comptroller
has given them great credit, but I just
want to give the gentleman from
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) and my other
colleagues an idea that the percentage
of CRA loans in their portfolio in 1994
was only 14 percent. In 1995 it was 38
percent of the portfolio. In 1996 it was
60 percent. And in 1998, it is, get this, 75
percent. It is inner city bank that was
not acting much like an inner city
bank. It was not an active participant
in the community. This is just one ex-
ample.

I know that I have Western Bank in
my area that is headed by a friend, Bill
Sands, this is president, long-time
name in Minnesota, and is doing an ex-
cellent job both in terms of economic
development and in terms of mortgage
lending.

So many of these small banks, even
their organizations, for instance today
the American Banking Association
supports the CRA law. And of course
their counterpart, which represents a
significant number of bank and some-
times smaller banks, the Independent
Bankers Association of America, also
supports and recognizes the changes
made in the law have been helpful.

Now, individually there are probably
some banks that are still in a state of
denial with regard to this law.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman would yield further, I would
comment that those banks that he is
referring to I presume are not losing
money, they are making money and
they are making money the right way,
by reinvesting in their communities.

I think, not to wander away from the
subject at hand, there is a real concern
throughout this country about the loss
of decent paying jobs and the fact that
big money interests are much more in-
terested in investing in China or Mex-
ico to help companies make a quick
buck exploiting cheap labor in those
countries rather than reinvesting in
the United States, rather than rein-
vesting in our community.

What CRA is about, which is so es-
sential and so right, it says reinvest in
our communities, create new jobs in
our communities, start small busi-
nesses in our communities, give people
affordable housing in our communities.
And you know what, banks? You can
make money doing that. You do not
have to just help people invest in
China.

So I think the gentleman and I are in
agreement, the CRA is a success story.
And I hope very much that no one in
Congress wants to come forward to dis-
mantle it or to weaken it. And if they
do, I hope that the President will do
the right thing and inform them that
any legislation which weakens CRA
will be vetoed.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, we are
going to be certain that the banks as-
sume these new responsibilities, that
there is an opportunity to examine
whether or not there is in fact CRA ac-
tivity that they are meeting, that they
will have satisfactory rates, and that
that rating is something that holds up,
that CRA rates and exams go on at the
same time as other exams go on. We
want banks to have enough capital. We
want them to be subject to what we
call our CAMEL’s rates in terms of
capital assets management and other
liquidity and other factors that are so
important.

But also, I think we want them in a
sense to say CRA says you cannot just
be passive, you cannot just be reactive,
you have to be proactive. And that is
exactly what they are doing.

b 2015
There are many ways that they can

do this. There are in fact new aspects
where individual companies, entities
have sprung up that permit banks to
buy securities that will help them meet
their CRA requirement.

Supporting home ownership efforts.
As the gentleman from Vermont knows
from our interest in terms of housing,
that very often today we need to in
fact school individuals on what it is to
be a homeowner. For instance, in my
community, I have a large population
of Southeast Asians that has emigrated
from Laos. The fact is that they did
not have as much information about
what it is to be homeowners. Today
that is turning around. Now we have
realtors that are Southeast Asians that
are Hmong that are in fact selling the
homes. We have others of course that
are buying them. They are going to be
a very important part of our commu-
nity. Banks reaching out, working with
these communities, trying to teach
how you become a homeowner. What
the procedures are, the requirements,
how you take care of a home, how you
manage the dollars and keep it in re-
pair are very important in terms of
home ownership.

We have programs, as an example,
that deal with single parent families,
very often women, and trying to give
them the resources and the know-how
so that they can become homeowners.
These are all programs that are helped
and assisted by CRA, that provide some
of the seed money for creditworthy
types of ventures. We know that if we
educate and invest in people, that they
then have the ability, they may not
have as much income but they have the
ability then to understand what is nec-
essary and they may have a network of
support very often through a neighbor-
hood housing services program,
through a church, through social ac-
tivities so that they have the network
support that permits them to become
successful homeowners.

We are doing the same thing, as the
gentleman knows, through the commu-
nity development financial institu-
tions, programs like the PRIME pro-
gram and the Microenterprise pro-
grams, all of which depend upon banks
to come forward after we have built ca-
pacity in the communities to in fact
invite people to become owners of busi-
ness, to be involved in our economy.
This is very essential in fulfilling the
promise of what this Nation is about in
terms of earning your own way, the
sort of rugged individualism. It is fine,
but we need to build the types of capac-
ity in terms of the people that we rep-
resent and the working families, which
may not be like yesterday’s working
families, but build the capacity so that
they can be successful. Our financial
institutions, have always been an im-
portant part of that. Our banks have.
CRA today is one way of ensuring that
they can demonstrate and pointing the
way, keeping in focus the service to the
geographic area and the service areas
in which these financial entities derive
their deposits and provide their loans
and play that essential role that is the
magic of our great American economy.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4821June 23, 1999
SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered into, was granted
to:

The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SMITH of Washington) to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:

Ms. Norton, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. Carson, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. Allen, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. Maloney of New York, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. SMITH of Washington, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. Hinchey, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. Lipinski, for 5 minutes, today.
The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. SMITH of Washington) to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:

Mr. Burton of Indiana, for 5 minutes
each day, on June 29 and 30.

Mr. Duncan, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. Fossella, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. Wamp, for 5 minutes, on June 28.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 18 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, June 24, 1999, at 10
a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

2702. A letter from the Chairman, Board of
Governors, Federal Reserve System, trans-
mitting the Eighty-Fifth Annual Report of
the Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System covering operations during cal-
endar year 1998, pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 247; to
the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

2703. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral, transmitting a report of the Research
Notification System; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

2704. A letter from the Management Ana-
lyst, Office of the Inspector General, Depart-
ment of Justice, transmitting the semi-
annual report on activities of the Inspector
General for the period October 1, 1998,
through March 31, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section 5(b); to the
Committee on Government Reform.

2705. A letter from the Writer/Editor, Office
of the Inspector General, National Science
Foundation, transmitting the semiannual re-
port on the activities of the Office of Inspec-
tor General for the period ending March 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act)
section 5(b); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

2706. A letter from the Director, Financial
Services, Library of Congress, transmitting
activities of the United States Capitol Pres-
ervation Fund for the first six-months of fis-
cal year 1999 which ended on March 31, 1999,
pursuant to 40 U.S.C. 188a–3; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

2707. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Ma-

rine Fisheries Service, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Fisheries of
the Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska;
Other Nontrawl Fisheries in the Bering Sea
and Aleutian Islands [Docket No. 990304063–
9063–01; I.D. 051499A] received June 7, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

2708. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Fisheries of
the Economic Exclusive Zone Off Alaska;
Groundfish Fisheries by Vessels using Hook-
and-Line Gear in the Gulf of Alaska [Docket
No. 990304062–9062–01; I.D. 042399B] received
June 7, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Resources.

2709. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Lebanon, MO [Airspace
Docket No. 99–ACE–10] received June 10, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

2710. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Shenandoah, IA [Airspace
Docket No. 99–ACE–16] received June 10, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

2711. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Rolla/Vichy, MO [Airspace
Docket No. 99–ACE–26] received June 10, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

2712. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Ottawa, KS [Airspace
Docket No. 99–ACE–21] received June 10, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

2713. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Cresco, IA [Airspace Dock-
et No. 99–ACE–13] received June 10, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

2714. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Standard Instru-
ment Approach Procedures; Miscellaneous
Amendments [Docket No. 29581; Amdt. No.
1934] received June 10, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2715. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Neosho, MO [Airspace
Docket No. 99–ACE–11] received June 10, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

2716. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Thedford, NE [Airspace

Docket No. 99–ACE–23] received June 10, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

2717. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Washington, IA [Airspace
Docket No. 99–ACE–18] received June 10, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

2718. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Standard Instru-
ment Approach Procedures; Miscellaneous
Amendments [Docket No. 29579; Amdt. No.
1932] received June 10, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2719. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Standard Instru-
ment Approach Procedures; Miscellaneous
Amendments [Docket No. 29580; Amdt. No.
1933] received June 10, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2720. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulations Management, National Ceme-
tery Administration, Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—National Cemetery Administra-
tion; Title Changes (RIN: 2900–AJ79) received
June 7, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

2721. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Medical Expense De-
duction for Smoking-Cessation Programs
[Rev. Rul. 99–28] received June 11, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re-
sources. H.R. 1651. A bill to amend the Fish-
ermen’s Protective Act of 1967 to extend the
period during which reimbursement may be
provided to owners of United States fishing
vessels for costs incurred when such a vessel
is seized and detained by a foreign country
(Rept. 106–197). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mrs. EMERSON (for herself, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Mrs. LOWEY, Mrs. KELLY,
Mrs. MALONEY of New York, and Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN):

H.R. 2316. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to develop monitoring
systems to promote safe motherhood; to the
Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. GREENWOOD (for himself, Mrs.
ROUKEMA, and Mr. HOLT):

H.R. 2317. A bill to designate a portion of
the Delaware River and associated tribu-
taries as a component of the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers System; to the Committee
on Resources.

By Mr. HAYWORTH (for himself, Mr.
SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. LEWIS of
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Kentucky, Ms. DUNN, Mr. ENGLISH,
Mr. CRANE, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. WAT-
KINS, and Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut):

H.R. 2318. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide corporate alter-
native minimum tax reform; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MCHUGH:
H.R. 2319. A bill to make the American

Battle Monuments Commission and the
World War II Memorial Advisory Board eligi-
ble to use nonprofit standard mail rates of
postage; to the Committee on Government
Reform.

By Mr. GARY MILLER of California
(for himself and Mr. GREEN of Wis-
consin):

H.R. 2320. A bill to allow States to use a
portion of their welfare block grants for gen-
eral education spending; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. MORELLA:
H.R. 2321. A bill to amend title 5, United

States Code, to ensure that coverage under
the health benefits program for Federal em-
ployees is provided for hearing aids and ex-
aminations therefor; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

By Mr. OBEY:
H.R. 2322. A bill to amend the Agricultural

Adjustment Act to terminate Federal milk
marketing orders; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

H.R. 2323. A bill to require the national
pooling of receipts under Federal milk mar-
keting orders; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

H.R. 2324. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Adjustment Act to terminate Federal milk
marketing orders and to replace such orders
with a program to verify receipts of milk; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. STARK (for himself and Mrs.
THURMAN):

H.R. 2325. A bill to amend titles XVIII and
XIX of the Social Security Act with respect
to changing the requirements for surety
bonds of home health agencies, durable med-
ical equipment suppliers, and others under
the Medicare and Medicaid Programs; re-
ferred to the Committee on Ways and Means,
and in addition to the Committee on Com-
merce, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. STEARNS:
H.R. 2326. A bill to prohibit the expenditure

of the Federal funds to conduct or support
research on the cloning of humans, and to
express the sense of the Congress that other
countries should establish substantially
equivalent restrictions; referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, and in addition to the
Committee on Science, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

H.R. 2327. A bill to provide that pay for
Members of Congress may not be increased
by any adjustment scheduled to take effect
in a year immediately following a fiscal year
in which a deficit in the budget of the United
States Government exists; referred to the
Committee on Government Reform, and in
addition to the Committee on House Admin-
istration, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. SWEENEY:
H.R. 2328. A bill to amend the Federal

Water Pollution Control Act to reauthorize
the Clean Lakes Program; to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. VISCLOSKY:
H.R. 2329. A bill to amend the Act entitled

‘‘An Act to provide for the establishment of
the Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore, and
for other purposes‘‘ to clarify the authority
of the Secretary of the Interior to accept do-
nations of lands that are contiguous to the
Indiana Dunes National Lakeshore, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Mr. WELDON of Florida (for him-
self, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. STEARNS, Ms.
BROWN of Florida, Mr. GOSS, Mr.
DIAZ-BALART, Mr. YOUNG of Florida,
Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr.
MICA, Mr. SHAW, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr.
BOYD, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. DAVIS of
Florida, Mr. CANADY of Florida, Mr.
MILLER of Florida, Mr. FOLEY, Mrs.
MEEK of Florida, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN,
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr.
DEUTSCH, and Mr. WEXLER):

H.R. 2330. A bill to name the Department of
Veterans Affairs outpatient clinic under con-
struction at 2900 Veterans Way, Melbourne,
Florida, as the ‘‘Jerry O’Brien Department
of Veterans Affairs Outpatient Clinic‘‘; to
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Ms. DUNN (for herself, Mr. MATSUI,
Mr. DREIER, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. GOOD-
LATTE, Mr. DOOLEY of California, Mr.
DAVIS of Virginia, and Mr. WELLER):

H.R. 2331. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase and modify the
exclusion relating to qualified small business
stock and to provide that the exclusion re-
lating to incentive stock options will no
longer be a minimum tax preference; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. OBERSTAR:
H.R. 2332. A bill to authorize the United

States to enter into an executive agreement
with Canada relating to the establishment
and operation of a binational corporation to
operate, maintain, and improve facilities on
the Saint Lawrence Seaway, and for other
purposes; referred to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure, and in
addition to the Committee on International
Relations, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO (for him-
self, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. MCGOVERN,
Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. FRANK of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. SERRANO,
and Mr. RANGEL):

H.R. 2333. A bill to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to remove special finan-
cial limitations that apply to Puerto Rico
and certain other territories under the Med-
icaid Program with respect to medical as-
sistance for Medicare cost-sharing and for
veterans; referred to the Committee on Com-
merce, and in addition to the Committee on
Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Ms. VELAZQUEZ (for herself, Mr.
SKELTON, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD,
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mrs. MCCARTHY
of New York, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr.
HINOJOSA, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr.
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. GON-
ZALEZ, Ms. BERKLEY, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Mr. SERRANO, Ms.
BROWN of Florida, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr.
FATTAH, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas,
Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. WYNN, Mrs. CLAYTON,
Ms. LEE, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. ORTIZ,
Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Ms. WATERS,
Mr. GUTIERREZ, and Ms. SANCHEZ):

H.R. 2334. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to extend and make improve-
ments to the provisions relating to procure-
ment contract goals for small disadvantaged
businesses and certain institutions of higher
education, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. STEARNS:
H. Con. Res. 142. A concurrent resolution

whereas from the Valley Forge to Yugo-
slavia, in every battlefield where ever Amer-
ican values have been attacked and Amer-
ican lives sacrificed, the flag of the United
States has been the shining, indomitable,
eternal spirit of American liberty in visual
form; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LANTOS (for himself, Mr. POR-
TER, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. ACK-
ERMAN, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. BERMAN,
Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr.
GEJDENSON, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. MAR-
TINEZ, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. NADLER, Ms. PELOSI, Mr.
ROTHman, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
SHERMAN, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. WEINER,
and Mr. WEXLER):

H. Res. 219. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives con-
demning the arson attacks against three
California synagogues on June 18, 1999; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD (for
herself, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin,
Mr. BONIOR, Mr. COYNE, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. FROST, Mr. GUTIER-
REZ, Ms. NORTON, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, Mrs. KELLY, Ms. KILPATRICK,
Mr. MCNULTY, Mrs. MEEK of Florida,
Mr. MEEHAN, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr.
SHOWS, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi,
and Mrs. JONES of Ohio):

H. Res. 220. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives with
regard to the heart disease in women; to the
Committee on Commerce.

f

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

21. The SPEAKER presented a memorial of
the Senate of the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, relative to Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion No. 45 memorializing the President, the
Congress, and the Navy of the United States
of America, on behalf and in representation
of the People of Puerto Rico, to immediately
respond to the plea of our people to imme-
diately and permanently cease air and naval
firing and bombing military practices with
live ammunition in the island municipality
of Vieques and surrounding waters; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

122. Also a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Kansas, relative to Senate Concur-
rent Resolution No. 1608 memorializing the
United States Congress to repeal Section
656(b) of P.L. 104–208; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 5: Mr. SAXTON.
H.R. 8: Mr. DOOLEY of California and Mr.

ENGEL.
H.R. 25: Mr. GREENWOOD.
H.R. 90: Ms. PELOSI and Mr. PHELPS.
H.R. 123: Mr. BACHUS, Ms. CALVERT, Mrs.

JOHNSON of Connecticut, and Mr. ROGERS.
H.R. 303: Mr. GILMAN, Mr. FROST, and Ms.

RIVERS.
H.R. 306: Mr. UPTON.
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H.R. 347: Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina.
H.R. 413: Mr. UDALL of New Mexico and Mr.

ABERCROMBIE.
H.R. 423: Mr. OSE.
H.R. 456: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland.
H.R. 489: Mr. WEINER and Mr. THOMPSON of

Mississippi.
H.R. 531: Mr. ADERHOLT.
H.R. 557: Mr. KUCINICH and Mr. BENTSEN.
H.R. 583: Mr. BORSKI and Mr. EHLERS.
H.R. 614: Mr. LUCAS of Kentucky.
H.R. 625: Mr. STUPAK.
H.R. 697: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.

DEMINT, and Mr. JENKINS.
H.R. 721: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia.
H.R. 750: Mr. LARGENT.
H.R. 772: Mr. UDALL of New Mexico.
H.R. 784: Mr. BLILEY and Mr. MORAN of Vir-

ginia.
H.R. 798: Mr. CROWLEY, Ms. RIVERS, Mr.

WU, and Mr. EVANS.
H.R. 826: Mr. LAMPSON.
H.R. 860: Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. QUINN, and Mr.

MENENDEZ.
H.R. 925: Mr. DELAHUNT and Mr. RAHALL.
H.R. 933: Mr. HALL of Ohio and Mrs. MINK

of Hawaii.
H.R. 958: Mr. MATSUI.
H.R. 1020: Mr. BERMAN, Ms. PELOSI, Mr.

BISHOP, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. OBERSTAR, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Ms. LEE, and Mr. LAMPSON.

H.R. 1039: Ms. PELOSI, Mr, DIXON, and Mr.
LEACH.

H.R. 1057: Mr. WAXMAN and Ms. PELOSI.
H.R. 1083: Mr. GOODLATTE.
H.R. 1115: Ms. VALAZQUEZ, Ms. DELAURO,

and Mr. ROEMER.
H.R. 1168: Ms. WOOLSEY and Mr. TAYLOR of

North Carolina.
H.R. 1217: Mr. WELLER, Mr. STUMP, Mr.

ACKERMAN, Mr. CLEMENT, and Mr. JENKINS.
H.R. 1221: Mrs. WILSON and Mr. TERRY.
H.R. 1224: Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. LARSON, and

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.
H.R. 1238: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Ms. KAP-

TUR, and Mr. DEFAZIO.
H.R. 1257: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of

Texas.
H.R. 1265: Ms. DELAURO and Mr. ENGEL.
H.R. 1300: Mr. ALLEN and Mr. DREIER.
H.R. 1303: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. LEWIS of Geor-

gia, and Mr. GUTIERREZ.
H.R. 1317: Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky and Mr.

SHERWOOD.
H.R. 1325: Mr. LAFALCE, Mrs. MEEK of Flor-

ida, Mr. BORSKI, and Mr. BLUMENAUER.
H.R. 1358: Mr. WALDEN of Oregon.
H.R. 1396: Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Ms.

SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. NADLER, Mr.
SERRANO, Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Mr.
MEEHAN, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mrs.
MCCARTHY of New York, Mr. ENGEL, Ms.
PELOSI, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr.
PALLONE, and Mr. EVANS.

H.R. 1402: Mr. DICKS, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. DUNCAN,
Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, and Mr. GIB-
BONS.

H.R. 1427: Mr. BLILEY.
H.R. 1435: Mr. MANZULLO.
H.R. 1509: Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. BALDACCI, Mr.

SKELTON, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. HALL of Texas,
Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. FOLEY,
and Mr. GEPHARDT.

H.R. 1531: Mr. RAHALL and Mr. THOMPSON
of Mississippi.

H.R. 1549: Mr. PHELPS.
H.R. 1567: Mr. EDWARDS.
H.R. 1590: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.
H.R. 1671: Mr. DAVIS of Florida and Mr. LU-

THER.
H.R. 1684: Mr. MARTINEZ and Ms. SLAUGH-

TER.
H.R. 1714: Mr. SHADEGG.
H.R. 1796: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island and

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon.
H.R. 1816: Mr. INSLEE.
H.R. 1832: Ms. MCKINNEY and Mr. MAR-

TINEZ.

H.R. 1842: Mr. DICKS and Mr. JENKINS.
H.R. 1850: Mr. ANDREWS and Mr. CRANE.
H.R. 1858: Mr. BLUNT, Mr. STEARNS, and Mr.

ETHERIDGE.
H.R. 1920: Mr. KIND.
H.R. 1932: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. LUCAS

of Kentucky, and Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin.
H.R. 1962: Mr. GANSKE.
H.R. 1990: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of

Texas.
H.R. 1991: Mr. JEFFERSON.
H.R. 2028: Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. ENGLISH,

and Mr. HYDE.
H.R. 2088: Mr. HALL of Texas.
H.R. 2125: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD.
H.R. 2172: Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. LATOURETTE,

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, and Mr.
PASCRELL.

H.R. 2241: Mr. WEXLER, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN,
Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma, and Mr. MALONEY of
Connecticut.

H.R. 2244: Mr. BAKER.
H.R. 2252: Mr. LARGENT.
H.R. 2260: Mr. POMBO, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr.

ARMEY, and Mr. ENGLISH.
H.R. 2282: Mr. ADERHOLT.
H.R. 2283: Mr. CLAY and Mr. BISHOP.
H.R. 2300: Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mrs. EMERSON,

Mr. REGULA, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr.
ADERHOLT, Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr. COBURN,
Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr. FOSSELLA,
Mr. ISAKSON, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. SOUDER, Mr.
SWEENEY, Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, and Mrs.
BONO.

H.R. 2306: Mrs. MEEK of Florida and Mr.
MCNULTY.

H.J. Res. 41: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mrs.
LOWEY, and Ms. STABENOW.

H.J. Res. 55: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland,
Mr. DICKEY, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. LARGENT,
Mr. SOUDER, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. PITTS, and
Mr. HERGER.

H.J. Res. 57: Mr. HUNTER, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Mr. COOK, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr.
TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. STEARNS, and Ms.
MCKINNEY.

H.J. Res. 58: Mr. ROYCE.
H. Con. Res. 30: Mr. SUNUNU.
H. Con. Res. 38: Mr. ENGEL, Ms. MCKINNEY,

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, and Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY.

H. Con. Res. 62: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mr. UDALL of New Mexico,
Mr. CRANE, and Mr. MCHUGH.

H. Con. Res. 100: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois and
Mrs. LOWEY.

H. Con. Res. 124: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms.
VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. GEJDENSON, and Mr. FROST.

H. Con. Res. 130: Mr. LATOURETTE.
H. Con. Res. 133: Ms. MILLENDER-MCDON-

ALD, Mr. HINCHEY, and Mr. BERRY.
H. Res. 89: Mr. MCGOVERN.
H. Res. 115: Mr. INSLEE.
H. Res. 144: Mr. ENGEL.
H. Res. 146: Mr. FATTAH, Mr. GREENWOOD,

Ms. DELAURO, Mr. PALLONE, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. HALL of Ohio,
Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. LEWIS of
Georgia, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas,
Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. BECERRA, Mrs. THURMAN,
Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Mr. SERRANO,
Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. FOLEY, Ms. SLAUGHTER,
and Mr. YOUNG of Florida.

H. Res. 201: Mr. STARK.

f

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 3 of rule XII,
20. The SPEAKER presented a petition of

the Los Angeles County Federation of Re-
publican Women, relative to Resolution No.
1–99 petitioning support for House Concur-
rent Resolution No. 30; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 1658
OFFERED BY: MR. HUTCHINSON

AMENDMENT NO. 21: Page 5, strike line 22
and all that follows through line 5 on page 9
and insert the following:

‘‘(6)(A) An innocent owner’s interest in
property shall not be forfeited in any judicial
action under any civil forfeiture provision of
this title, the Controlled Substances Act, or
the Immigration and Naturalization Act of
1952.

‘‘(B)(i) With respect to a property interest
in existence at the time the illegal act giv-
ing rise to forfeiture took place, a person is
an innocent owner if the person establishes,
by a preponderance of the evidence—

‘‘(I) that the person did not know that the
property was being used or was likely to be
used in the commission of such illegal act, or

‘‘(II) that upon learning that the property
was being used or was likely to be used in
the commission of such illegal act, the per-
son promptly did all that reasonably could
be expected to terminate or to prevent such
use of the property.

‘‘(ii) With respect to a property interest ac-
quired after the act giving rise to the for-
feiture took place, a person is an innocent
owner if the person establishes, by a prepon-
derance of the evidence, that the person ac-
quired the property as a bona fide purchaser
for value who at the time of the purchase did
not know and was reasonably without cause
to believe that the property was subject to
forfeiture. A purchaser is ‘reasonably with-
out cause to believe that the property was
subject to forfeiture’ if, in light of the cir-
cumstances, the purchaser did all that rea-
sonably could be expected to ensure that he
or she was not acquiring property that was
subject to forfeiture.

‘‘(iii) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this paragraph, no person may assert an
ownership interest under this paragraph in
contraband or other property that is illegal
to possess. In addition, except as set forth in
clause (ii), no person may assert an owner-
ship interest under this paragraph in the il-
legal proceeds of a criminal act, irrespective
of State property law.

‘‘(C) For the purposes of this paragraph:
‘‘(i) An ‘owner’ is a person with an owner-

ship interest in the specific property sought
to be forfeited, including but not limited to
a lien, mortgage, recorded security device or
valid assignment of an ownership interest.
An owner does not include—

‘‘(I) a person with only a general unsecured
interest in, or claim against, the property or
estate of another person;

‘‘(II) a bailee, unless the bailor is identi-
fied, and the bailor has authorized the bailee
to claim in the forfeiture proceeding, pursu-
ant to the Supplemental Rules for
Admirality and Maritime Claims;

‘‘(III) a nominee who exercises no domin-
ion or control over the property; or

‘‘(IV) a beneficiary of a constructive trust.
‘‘(ii) A person shall be considered to have

known that such person’s property was being
used or was likely to be used in the commis-
sion of an illegal act if the Government es-
tablishes the existence of facts and cir-
cumstances that should have created a rea-
sonable suspicion that the property was
being or would be used for an illegal purpose.

‘‘(D) If the court determines, in accordance
with this paragraph, that an innocent owner
has a partial interest in property otherwise
subject to forfeiture, or a joint tenancy or
tenancy by the entirety in such property, the
court shall enter an appropriate order—
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‘‘(i) serving the property;
‘‘(ii) transferring the property to the Gov-

ernment with a provision that the Govern-
ment compensate the innocent owner to the
extent of the owner’s ownership interest
once a final order of forfeiture has been en-
tered and the property has been reduced to
liquid assets; or

‘‘(iii) permitting the innocent owner to re-
tain the property subject to a lien in favor of
the Government to the extent of the forfeit-
able interest in the property. To effectuate
the purposes of this paragraph, a joint ten-
ancy or tenancy by the entireties shall be
converted to a tenancy in common by order
of the court, irrespective of State law.

H.R. 1658
OFFERED BY: MR. HUTCHINSON

AMENDMENT NO. 22: Page 9, strike line 6
and all that follows through line 25 on page
10 and insert the following:

‘‘(k)(1) A person with standing to challenge
the forfeiture of property seized under this
section may file a motion for the return of
the property in the manner described in Rule
41(e), Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure. If
such motion is filed, the court shall conduct
a hearing within 90 days and shall order the
release of the property, pending trial on the
forfeiture and the entry of judgment,
unless—

‘‘(A) the Government establishes probable
cause to believe that the property is subject
to forfeiture, based on all information avail-
able to the Government at the time of the
hearing;

‘‘(B) the Government has filed a civil for-
feiture complaint against the property, and a
magistrate judge has determined there is
probable cause for the issuance of a warrant
of arrest in rem pursuant to the Supple-
mental Rules for Admiralty and Maritime
Claims;

‘‘(C) a grand jury has returned an indict-
ment that includes an allegation that the
property is subject to criminal forfeiture;

‘‘(D) the person filing the motion had no-
tice of the Government’s intent to forfeit the
property administratively pursuant to 19
U.S.C. 1608, and failed to file a claim to the
property within the specified time period;

‘‘(E) the property is contraband or other
property that the moving party may not le-
gally possess; or

‘‘(F) the property is needed as evidence in
a criminal investigation or prosecution.

‘‘(2) A party with standing to challenge a
forfeiture under this section may move to
dismiss the complaint for failure to comply
with Rule E(2) of the Supplemental Rules, or
on any other ground set forth in Rule 12(b) of
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. Not-
withstanding the provision of section 615 of
the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1615), a party
may not move to dismiss the complaint on
the ground that the evidence in the posses-
sion of the Government at the time it filed
its complaint was insufficient to establish
the forfeitability of the property.’’.

H.R. 1658
OFFERED BY: MR. HUTCHINSON

AMENDMENT NO. 23: Page 2, strike lines 12
through 20.

Page 3, strike lines 1 through 8 and insert
the following:

‘‘(j)(1)(A) Any motion to set aside a dec-
laration of forfeiture entered pursuant to
section 609 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C.
1609), as incorporated by subsection (d), must
be filed not later than 2 years after the entry
of the declaration of forfeiture. Such motion
shall be granted if—

‘‘(i) the moving party had an ownership or
possessory interest in the forfeited property,
and the Government failed to take reason-
able steps to provide such party with notice
of the forfeiture; and

‘‘(ii) the moving party did not have actual
notice of the seizure within sufficient time
to file a claim within the time period pro-
vided by law.

‘‘(B) If the court grants a motion made
under paragraph (1), it shall set aside the
declaration of forfeiture as to the moving
party’s interest pending forfeiture pro-
ceedings in accordance with section 602 et
seq. of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1602 et
seq.), which proceedings shall be instituted
within 60 days of the entry of the order
granting the motion.

‘‘(C) If, at the time a motion made under
this paragraph is granted, the forfeited prop-
erty has been disposed of by the Government
in accordance with law, the Government
shall institute forfeiture proceedings under
subparagraph (B) against a substitute sum of
money equal to the value of the forfeited
property at the time it was disposed of, plus
interest.

‘‘(D) The institution of forfeiture pro-
ceedings under subparagraph (B) shall not be
barred by the expiration of the statute of
limitations under section 621 of the Tariff
Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1621) if the original pub-
lication of notice was initiated before the ex-
piration of such limitations period.

‘‘(E) A motion made under this paragraph
shall be the exclusive means of obtaining ju-
dicial review of a declaration of forfeiture
entered by a seizing agency.

‘‘(F) This paragraph shall apply to any ad-
ministrative forfeiture under this section,
and to any administrative forfeiture under
the Controlled Substances Act, or under any
other provision of law that incorporates the
provisions of the customs laws.

Page 3, line 9, strike ‘‘C’’ and insert ‘‘G’’.
H.R. 1658

OFFERED BY: MR. HUTCHINSON

AMENDMENT NO. 24: Page 14, line 21, strike
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’’ and strike line 25 and all
that follows through line 8 on page 15.

H.R. 1658
OFFERED BY: MR. HUTCHINSON

(Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute)
AMENDMENT NO. 25: Strike all after the en-

acting clause and insert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND TABLE OF CON-

TENTS.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as

the ‘‘Civil Asset Forfeiture Reform Act’’.
(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-

tents of this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title and table of contents.
Sec. 2. Creation of general rules relating to

civil forfeiture proceedings.
Sec. 3. Compensation for damage to seized

property.
Sec. 4. Prejudgment and postjudgment in-

terest.
Sec. 5. Applicability.
SEC. 2. CREATION OF GENERAL RULES RELATING

TO CIVIL FORFEITURE PRO-
CEEDINGS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 46 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
the following new section after section 982:
‘‘§ 983. Civil forfeiture procedures

‘‘(a) ADMINISTRATIVE FORFEITURES.—(1)(A)
In any nonjudicial civil forfeiture proceeding
under a civil forfeiture statute, with respect
to which the agency conducting a seizure of
property must send written notice of the sei-
zure under section 607(a) of the Tariff Act of
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1607(a)), such notice together
with information on the applicable proce-
dures shall be sent not later than 60 days
after the seizure to each party known to the
seizing agency at the time of the seizure to
have an ownership or possessory interest, in-
cluding a lienholder’s interest, in the seized
article. If a party’s identity or interest is not

determined until after the seizure but is de-
termined before a declaration of forfeiture is
entered, such written notice and information
shall be sent to such interested party not
later than 60 days after the seizing agency’s
determination of the identity of the party or
the party’s interest.

‘‘(B) If the Government does not provide
notice of a seizure of property in accordance
with subparagraph (A), it shall return the
property pending the giving of such notice.

‘‘(2) The Government may apply to a Fed-
eral magistrate judge (as defined in the Fed-
eral Rules of Criminal Procedure) in any dis-
trict where venue for a forfeiture action
would lie under section 1355(b) of title 28 for
an extension of time in which to comply
with paragraph (1)(A). Such an extension
shall be granted based on a showing of good
cause.

‘‘(3) A person with an ownership or
possessory interest in the seized article who
failed to file a claim within the time period
prescribed in subsection (b) may, on motion
made not later than 2 years after the date of
final publication of notice of seizure of the
property, move to set aside a declaration of
forfeiture entered pursuant to section 609 of
the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1609). Such
motion shall be granted if—

‘‘(A) the Government failed to take reason-
able steps to provide the claimant with no-
tice of the forfeiture; and

‘‘(B) the person otherwise had no actual
notice of the seizure within sufficient time
to enable the person to file a timely claim
under subsection (b).

‘‘(4) If the court grants a motion made
under paragraph (3), it shall set aside the
declaration of forfeiture as to the moving
party’s interest pending forfeiture pro-
ceedings in accordance with section 602 et
seq. of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1602 et
seq.), which proceedings shall be instituted
within 60 days of the entry of the order
granting the motion.

‘‘(5) If, at the time a motion under this
subsection is granted, the forfeited property
has been disposed of by the Government in
accordance with law, the Government shall
institute forfeiture proceedings under para-
graph (4). The property which will be the
subject of the forfeiture proceedings insti-
tuted under paragraph (4) shall be a sum of
money equal to the value of the forfeited
property at the time it was disposed of plus
interest.

‘‘(6) The institution of forfeiture pro-
ceedings under paragraph (4) shall not be
barred by the expiration of the statute of
limitations under section 621 of the Tariff
Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1621) if the original pub-
lication of notice was completed before the
expiration of such limitations period.

‘‘(7) A motion made under this subsection
shall be the exclusive means of obtaining ju-
dicial review of a declaration of forfeiture
entered by a seizing agency.

‘‘(b) FILING A CLAIM.—(1) Any person claim-
ing such seized property may file a claim
with the appropriate official after the sei-
zure.

‘‘(2) A claim under paragraph (1) may not
be filed later than 30 days after—

‘‘(A) the date of final publication of notice
of seizure; or

‘‘(B) in the case of a person receiving writ-
ten notice, the date that such notice is re-
ceived.

‘‘(3) The claim shall set forth the nature
and extent of the claimant’s interest in the
property.

‘‘(4) Any person may bring a direct claim
under subsection (b) without posting bond
with respect to the property which is the
subject of the claim.

‘‘(c) FILING A COMPLAINT.—(1) In cases
where property has been seized or restrained
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by the Government and a claim has been
filed, the Attorney General shall file a com-
plaint for forfeiture in the appropriate court
in the manner set forth in the Supplemental
Rules for Certain Admiralty and Maritime
Claims not later than 90 days after the claim
was filed, or return the property pending the
filing of a complaint. By mutual agreement
between the Government and the claimants,
the 90-day filing requirement may be waived.

‘‘(2) The Government may apply to a Fed-
eral magistrate judge (as defined in the Fed-
eral Rules of Criminal Procedure) in any dis-
trict where venue for a forfeiture action
would lie under section 1355(b) of title 28 for
an extension of time in which to comply
with paragraph (1). Such an extension shall
be granted based on a showing of good cause.

‘‘(3) Upon the filing of a civil complaint,
the claimant shall file a claim and answer in
accordance with the Supplemental Rules for
Certain Admiralty and Maritime Claims.

‘‘(d) APPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL.—(1) If the
person filing a claim is financially unable to
obtain representation by counsel and re-
quests that counsel be appointed, the court
may appoint counsel to represent that per-
son with respect to the claim. In deter-
mining whether to appoint counsel to rep-
resent the person filing the claim, the court
shall take into account—

‘‘(A) the nature and value of the property
subject to forfeiture, including the hardship
to the claimant from the loss of the property
seized, compared to the expense of appoint-
ing counsel;

‘‘(B) the claimant’s standing to contest the
forfeiture; and

‘‘(C) whether the claim appears to be made
in good faith or to be frivolous.

‘‘(2) The court shall set the compensation
for that representation, which shall be the
equivalent to that provided for court-ap-
pointed representation under section 3006A
of this title, and to pay such cost, there are
authorized to be appropriated such sums as
are necessary as an addition to the funds
otherwise appropriated for the appointment
of counsel under such section.

‘‘(3) The determination of whether to ap-
point counsel under this subsection shall be
made following a hearing at which the Gov-
ernment shall have an opportunity to
present evidence and examine the claimant.
The testimony of the claimant at such hear-
ing shall not be admitted in any other pro-
ceeding except in accordance with the rules
which govern the admissibility of testimony
adduced in a hearing on a motion to suppress
evidence. Nothing in this paragraph shall be
construed to prohibit the admission of any
evidence that may be obtained in the course
of civil discovery in the forfeiture proceeding
or through any other lawful investigative
means.

‘‘(e) BURDEN OF PROOF.—In all suits or ac-
tions brought for the civil forfeiture of any
property, the burden of proof at trial is on
the United States to establish, by a prepon-
derance of the evidence, that the property is
subject to forfeiture. If the Government
proves that the property is subject to for-
feiture, the claimant shall have the burden
of establishing any affirmative defense by a
preponderance of the evidence.

‘‘(f) INNOCENT OWNERS.—(1) An innocent
owner’s interest in property shall not be for-
feited in any civil forfeiture action.

‘‘(2) With respect to a property interest in
existence at the time the illegal conduct giv-
ing rise to the forfeiture took place, the
term ‘innocent owner’ means an owner who—

‘‘(A) did not know of the conduct giving
rise to the forfeiture; or

‘‘(B) upon learning of the conduct giving
rise to the forfeiture, did all that reasonably
could be expected under the circumstances
to terminate such use of the property.

‘‘(3)(A) With respect to a property interest
acquired after the conduct giving rise to the
forfeiture has taken place, the term ‘inno-
cent owner’ means a person who, at the time
that person acquired the interest in the
property, was a bona fide purchaser for value
and was at the time of the purchase reason-
ably without cause to believe that the prop-
erty was subject to forfeiture.

‘‘(B) Except as provided in paragraph (4),
where the property subject to forfeiture is
real property, and the claimant uses the
property as his or her primary residence and
is the spouse or minor child of the person
who committed the offense giving rise to the
forfeiture, an otherwise valid innocent owner
claim shall not be denied on the ground that
the claimant acquired the interest in the
property—

‘‘(i) in the case of a spouse, through dis-
solution of marriage or by operation of law,
or

‘‘(ii) in the case of a minor child, as an in-
heritance upon the death of a parent,
and not through a purchase. However, the
claimant must establish, in accordance with
subparagraph (A), that at the time of the ac-
quisition of the property interest, the claim-
ant was reasonably without cause to believe
that the property was subject to forfeiture,
and was an owner of the property, as defined
in paragraph (6).

‘‘(4) Notwithstanding any provision of this
section, no person may assert an ownership
interest under this section—

‘‘(A) in contraband or other property that
it is illegal to possess; or

‘‘(B) in the illegal proceeds of a criminal
act unless such person was a bona fide pur-
chaser for value who was reasonably without
cause to believe that the property was sub-
ject to forfeiture.

‘‘(5) For the purposes of paragraph (2) of
this subsection a person does all that reason-
ably can be expected if the person takes all
steps that a reasonable person would take in
the circumstances to prevent or terminate
the illegal use of the person’s property.
There is a rebuttable presumption that a
property owner took all the steps that a rea-
sonable person would take if the property
owner—

‘‘(A) gave timely notice to an appropriate
law enforcement agency of information that
led to the claimant to know the conduct giv-
ing rise to a forfeiture would occur or has oc-
curred; and

‘‘(B) in a timely fashion, revoked permis-
sion for those engaging in such conduct to
use the property or took reasonable steps in
consultation with a law enforcement agency
to discourage or prevent the illegal use of
the property.
The person is not required to take extraor-
dinary steps that the person reasonably be-
lieves would be likely to subject the person
to physical danger.

‘‘(6) As used in this subsection—
‘‘(A) the term ‘civil forfeiture statute’

means any provision of Federal law (other
than the Tariff Act of 1930 or the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986) providing for the for-
feiture of property other than as a sentence
imposed upon conviction of a criminal of-
fense.

‘‘(B) the term ‘owner’ means a person with
an ownership interest in the specific prop-
erty sought to be forfeited, including a lien,
mortgage, recorded security device, or valid
assignment of an ownership interest. Such
term does not include—

‘‘(i) a person with only a general unsecured
interest in, or claim against, the property or
estate of another;

‘‘(ii) a bailee unless the bailor is identified
and the bailee shows a colorable legitimate
interest in the property seized; or

‘‘(iii) a nominee who exercises no dominion
or control over the property;

‘‘(C) a person shall be considered to have
known that the person’s property was being
used or was likely to be used in the commis-
sion of an illegal act if the person was will-
fully blind.

‘‘(7) If the court determines, in accordance
with this subsection, that an innocent owner
had a partial interest in property otherwise
subject to forfeiture, or a joint tenancy or
tenancy by the entirety in such property, the
court shall enter an appropriate order—

‘‘(A) severing the property;
‘‘(B) transferring the property to the Gov-

ernment with a provision that the Govern-
ment compensate the innocent owner to the
extent of his or her ownership interest once
a final order of forfeiture has been entered
and the property has been reduced to liquid
assets; or

‘‘(C) permitting the innocent owner to re-
tain the property subject to a lien in favor of
the Government, to the extent of the forfeit-
able interest in the property, that will per-
mit the Government to realize its forfeitable
interest if the property is transferred to an-
other person.
To effectuate the purposes of this subsection,
a joint tenancy or tenancy by the entireties
shall be converted to a tenancy in common
by order of the court, irrespective of state
law.

‘‘(8) An innocent owner defense under this
subsection is an affirmative defense.

‘‘(g) MOTION TO SUPPRESS SEIZED EVI-
DENCE.—At any time after a claim and an-
swer are filed in a judicial forfeiture pro-
ceeding, a claimant with standing to contest
the seizure of the property may move to sup-
press the fruits of the seizure in accordance
with the normal rules regarding the suppres-
sion of illegally seized evidence. If the claim-
ant prevails on such motion, the fruits of the
seizure shall not be admitted into evidence
as to that claimant at the forfeiture trial.
However, a finding that evidence should be
suppressed shall not bar the forfeiture of the
property based on evidence obtained inde-
pendently before or after the seizure.

‘‘(h) USE OF HEARSAY AT PRE-TRIAL HEAR-
INGS.—At any pre-trial hearing under this
section in which the governing standard is
probable cause, the court may accept and
consider hearsay otherwise inadmissible
under the Federal Rules of Evidence.

‘‘(i) STIPULATIONS.—Notwithstanding the
claimant’s offer to stipulate to the forfeit-
ability of the property, the Government
shall be entitled to present evidence to the
finder of fact on that issue before the claim-
ant presents any evidence in support of any
affirmative defense.

‘‘(j) PRESERVATION OF PROPERTY SUBJECT
TO FORFEITURE.—The court, before or after
the filing of a forfeiture complaint and on
the application of the Government, may—

‘‘(1) enter any restraining order or injunc-
tion in the manner set forth in section 413(e)
of the Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C.
853(e));

‘‘(2) require the execution of satisfactory
performance bonds;

‘‘(3) create receiverships;
‘‘(4) appoint conservators, custodians, ap-

praisers, accountants or trustees; or
‘‘(5) take any other action to seize, secure,

maintain, or preserve the availability of
property subject to forfeiture under this sec-
tion.

‘‘(k) EXCESSIVE FINES.—(1) At the conclu-
sion of the trial and following the entry of a
verdict of forfeiture, or upon the entry of
summary judgment for the Government as to
the forfeitability of the property, the claim-
ant may petition the court to determine
whether the excessive fines clause of the
Eighth Amendment applies, and if so, wheth-
er forfeiture is excessive. The claimant shall
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have the burden of establishing that a for-
feiture is excessive by a preponderance of the
evidence at a hearing conducted in the man-
ner provided in Rule 43(e), Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure, by the Court without a jury.
If the court determines that the forfeiture is
excessive, it shall adjust the forfeiture to the
extent necessary to avoid the Constitutional
violation.

‘‘(2) The claimant may not object to the
forfeiture on Eighth Amendment grounds
other than as set forth in paragraph (1), ex-
cept that a claimant may, at any time, file
a motion for summary judgment asserting
that even if the property is subject to for-
feiture, the forfeiture would be excessive.
The court shall rule on such motion for sum-
mary judgment only after the Government
has had an opportunity—

‘‘(A) to conduct full discovery on the
Eighth Amendment issue; and

‘‘(B) to place such evidence as may be rel-
evant to the excessive fines determination
before the court in affidavits or at an evi-
dentiary hearing.

‘‘(l) PRE-DISCOVERY STANDARD.—In a judi-
cial proceeding on the forfeiture of property,
the Government shall not be required to es-
tablish the forfeitability of the property be-
fore the completion of discovery pursuant to
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, par-
ticularly Rule 56(f) as may be ordered by the
court or if no discovery is ordered before
trial.

‘‘(m) APPLICABILITY.—The procedures set
forth in this section apply to any civil for-
feiture action brought under any provision of
this title, the Controlled Substances Act, or
the Immigration and Naturalization Act.’’.

(b) RELEASE OF PROPERTY.—Chapter 46 of
title 18, United States Code, is amended to
add the following section after section 984:
‘‘§ 985. Release of property to avoid hardship

‘‘(a) A person who has filed a claim under
section 983 is entitled to release pursuant to
subsection (b) of seized property pending
trial if—

‘‘(1) the claimant has a possessory interest
in the property sufficient to establish stand-
ing to contest forfeiture and has filed a non-
frivolous claim on the merits of the for-
feiture action;

‘‘(2) the claimant has sufficient ties to the
community to provide assurance that the
property will be available at the time of the
trial;

‘‘(3) the continued possession by the United
States Government pending the final disposi-
tion of forfeiture proceedings will cause sub-
stantial hardship to the claimant, such as
preventing the claimant from working, leav-
ing the claimant homeless, or preventing the
functioning of a business;

‘‘(4) the claimant’s hardship outweighs the
risk that the property will be destroyed,
damaged, lost, concealed, diminished in
value or transferred if it is returned to the
claimant during the pendency of the pro-
ceeding; and

‘‘(5) none of the conditions set forth in sub-
section (c) applies;

‘‘(b)(1) The claimant may make a request
for the release of property under this sub-
section at any time after the claim is filed.
If, at the time the request is made, the seiz-
ing agency has not yet referred the claim to
a United States Attorney pursuant to sec-
tion 608 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C.
1608), the request may be filed with the seiz-
ing agency; otherwise the request must be
filed with the United States Attorney to
whom the claim was referred. In either case,
the request must set forth the basis on which
the requirements of subsection (a)(1) are
met.

‘‘(2) If the seizing agency, or the United
States Attorney, as the case may be, denies

the request or fails to act on the request
within 20 days, the claimant may file the re-
quest as a motion for the return of seized
property in the district court for the district
represented by the United States Attorney
to whom the claim was referred, or if the
claim has not yet been referred, in the dis-
trict court that issued the seizure warrant
for the property, or if no warrant was issued,
in any district court that would have juris-
diction to consider a motion for the return of
seized property under Rule 41(e), Federal
Rules of Criminal Procedure. The motion
must set forth the basis on which the re-
quirements of subsection (a) have been met
and the steps the claimant has taken to se-
cure the release of the property from the ap-
propriate official.

‘‘(3) The district court must act on a mo-
tion made pursuant to this subsection within
30 days or as soon thereafter as practicable,
and must grant the motion if the claimant
establishes that the requirements of sub-
section (a) have been met. If the court grants
the motion, the court must enter any order
necessary to ensure that the value of the
property is maintained while the forfeiture
action is pending, including permitting the
inspection, photographing and inventory of
the property, and the court may take action
in accordance with Rule E of the Supple-
mental Rules for Certain Admiralty and
Maritime Cases. The Government is author-
ized to place a lien against the property or to
file a lis pendens to ensure that it is not
transferred to another person.

‘‘(4) If property returned to the claimant
under this section is lost, stolen, or dimin-
ished in value, any insurance proceeds shall
be paid to the United States and such pro-
ceeds shall be subject to forfeiture in place
of the property originally seized.

‘‘(c) This section shall not apply if the
seized property—

‘‘(1) is contraband, currency or other mon-
etary instrument, or electronic funds unless
such currency or other monetary instrument
or electronic funds constitutes the assets of
a business which has been seized,

‘‘(2) is evidence of a violation of the law,
‘‘(3) by reason of design or other char-

acteristic, is particularly suited for use in il-
legal activities; or

‘‘(4) is likely to be used to commit addi-
tional criminal acts if returned to the claim-
ant.’’

‘‘(d) Once a motion for the release of prop-
erty under this section is filed, the person
filing the motion may request that the mo-
tion be transferred to another district where
venue for the forfeiture action would lie
under section 1355(b) of title 28 pursuant to
the change of venue provisions in section
1404 of title 28.’’.

(c) CHAPTER ANALYSIS.—The chapter anal-
ysis for chapter 46 of title 18, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by inserting after the item relating to
section 982 the following:
‘‘983. Civil forfeiture procedures’’; and

(2) by inserting after the item relating to
section 984 the following:
‘‘985. Release of property to avoid hardship’’.

(f) CIVIL FORFEITURE OF PROCEEDS.—Sec-
tion 981(a)(1) of title 18, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (C) by inserting before
the period the following: ‘‘or any offense con-
stituting ‘specified unlawful activity’ as de-
fined in section 1956(c)(7) of this title or a
conspiracy to commit such offense’’; and

(2) by striking subparagraph (E).
(d) UNIFORM DEFINITION OF PROCEEDS.—

Section 981(a) of title 18, United States Code,
as amended by subsection (c), is amended—

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘gross re-
ceipts’’ and ‘‘gross proceeds’’ wherever those
terms appear and inserting ‘‘proceeds’’; and

(B) by adding the following after paragraph
(1):

‘‘(2) For purposes of paragraph (1), the
term ‘proceeds’ means property of any kind
obtained, directly or indirectly, as the result
of the commission of the offense giving rise
to forfeiture, and any property traceable
thereto, and is not limited to the net gain or
profit realized from the commission of the
offense. In a case involving the forfeiture of
proceeds of a fraud or false claim under para-
graph (1)(C) involving billing for goods or
services part of which are legitimate and
part of which are not legitimate, the court
shall allow the claimant a deduction from
the forfeiture for the amount obtained in ex-
change for the legitimate goods or services.
In a case involving goods or services pro-
vided by a health care provider, such goods
or services are not ‘legitimate’ if they were
unnecessary.

‘‘(3) For purposes of the provisions of sub-
paragraphs (B) through (H) of paragraph (1)
which provide for the forfeiture of proceeds
of an offense or property traceable thereto,
where the proceeds have been commingled
with or invested in real or personal property,
only the portion of such property derived
from the proceeds shall be regarded as prop-
erty traceable to the forfeitable proceeds.
Where the proceeds of the offense have been
invested in real or personal property that
has appreciated in value, whether the rela-
tionship of the property to the proceeds is
too attenuated to support the forfeiture of
such property shall be determined in accord-
ance with the excessive fines clause of the
Eighth Amendment.’’

SEC. 3. COMPENSATION FOR DAMAGE TO SEIZED
PROPERTY.

(a) TORT CLAIMS ACT.—Section 2680(c) of
title 28, United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘law-enforcement’’ and in-
serting ‘‘law enforcement’’; and

(2) by inserting before the period the fol-
lowing: ‘‘, except that the provisions of this
chapter and section 1346(b) of this title do
apply to any claim based on the destruction,
injury, or loss of goods, merchandise, or
other property, while in the possession of
any officer of customs or excise or any other
law enforcement officer, if the property was
seized for the purpose of forfeiture under any
provision of Federal law (other than the Tar-
iff Act of 1930 or the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986) providing for the forfeiture of prop-
erty other than as a sentence imposed upon
conviction of a criminal offense but the in-
terest of the claimant is not forfeited.

(b) DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—With respect to a claim

that cannot be settled under chapter 171 of
title 28, United States Code, the Attorney
General may settle, for not more than $50,000
in any case, a claim for damage to, or loss of,
privately owned property caused by an inves-
tigative or law enforcement officer (as de-
fined in section 2680(h) of title 28, United
States Code) who is employed by the Depart-
ment of Justice acting within the scope of
his or her employment.

(2) LIMITATIONS.—The Attorney General
may not pay a claim under paragraph (1)
that—

(A) is presented to the Attorney General
more than 1 year after it occurs; or

(B) is presented by an officer or employee
of the United States Government and arose
within the scope of employment.

SEC. 4. PREJUDGMENT AND POSTJUDGMENT IN-
TEREST.

Section 2465 of title 28, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a)’’ before ‘‘Upon’’; and
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(2) adding at the end the following:

‘‘(b) INTEREST.—
‘‘(1) POST-JUDGMENT.—Upon entry of judg-

ment for the claimant in any proceeding to
condemn or forfeit property seized or ar-
rested under any provision of Federal law
(other than the Tariff Act of 1930 or the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986) providing for
the forfeiture of property other than as a
sentence imposed upon conviction of a crimi-
nal offense, the United States shall be liable
for post-judgment interest as set forth in
section 1961 of this title.

‘‘(2) PRE-JUDGMENT.—The United States
shall not be liable for prejudgment interest
in a proceeding under any provision of Fed-
eral law (other than the Tariff Act of 1930 or
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986) providing
for the forfeiture of property other than as a
sentence imposed upon conviction of a crimi-
nal offense, except that in cases involving
currency, other negotiable instruments, or
the proceeds of an interlocutory sale, the
United States shall disgorge to the claimant
any funds representing—

‘‘(A) interest actually paid to the United
States from the date of seizure or arrest of
the property that resulted from the invest-
ment of the property in an interest-bearing
account or instrument; and

‘‘(B) for any period during which no inter-
est is actually paid, an imputed amount of
interest that such currency, instruments, or
proceeds would have earned at the rate de-
scribed in section 1961.

‘‘(3) LIMITATION ON OTHER PAYMENTS.—The
United States shall not be required to dis-
gorge the value of any intangible benefits
nor make any other payments to the claim-
ant not specifically authorized by this sub-
section.’’.

SEC. 5. APPLICABILITY.
Unless otherwise specified in this Act, the

amendments made by this Act apply with re-
spect to claims, suits, and actions filed on or
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

H.R. 1658
OFFERED BY: MRS. MEEK OF FLORIDA

AMENDMENT NO. 26: At the end add the fol-
lowing:
SEC. 5. FORFEITURE FOR ALIEN SMUGGLING.

Section 981(a)(1) of title 18, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(l)(1) Any conveyance, including any ves-
sel, vehicle, or aircraft which has been used
or is being used in commission of a violation
of section 274(a) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1324(a)); and

‘‘(2) Any property, real or personal that—
‘‘(A) constitutes, is derived from, or is

traceable to the proceeds obtained, directly
or indirectly, from the commission of a vio-
lation of section 274(a) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1324(a)); or

‘‘(B) is used to facilitate, or is intended to
be used to facilitate, the commission of a
violation of such section.

H.R. 1658
OFFERED BY: MRS. ROUKEMA

AMENDMENT NO. 27: Page 15, insert after
line 8 the following:
SEC. 7. BULK CASH SMUGGLING.

Section 981(a)(1) of title 18, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(G)(i) Any monetary instrument, or com-
bination of monetary instruments, in excess
of $10,000 for which a currency report re-
quired by any provision of subchapter II of
chapter 53 of title 31, United States Code, has

not been filed and which has been concealed
in any conveyance, article of luggage, mer-
chandise, or other container being trans-
ported or transferred in interstate or foreign
commerce or on the person of any individual
who transports, transfers, or attempts to
transport or transfer such currency or mone-
tary instruments from a place within the
United States to a place outside the United
States or from a place outside the United
States to a place within the United States.

‘‘(ii) Upon a showing by the property owner
by a preponderance of the evidence that any
currency or monetary instruments involved
in the offense giving rise to forfeiture under
clause (i) were derived from a legitimate
source and were intended for a lawful pur-
pose, the court shall determine what portion
of the property, if any, may be forfeited
without being grossly disproportional to the
gravity of the offense. In determining the
amount of the forfeiture, the court shall con-
sider all aggravating and mitigating facts
and circumstance that have a bearing on the
gravity of the offense. Such circumstances
include the following: the value of the cur-
rency or other monetary instruments in-
volved in the offense, efforts by the person
committing the offense to structure cur-
rency transactions, conceal property, or oth-
erwise obstruct justice, and whether the of-
fense is part of a pattern of repeated viola-
tions.’’.

H.R. 2084

OFFERED BY: MR. SANFORD

AMENDMENT NO. 3: Page 42, line 15, after
the dollar amount, insert the following:
‘‘(plus an additional reduction of $1,000,000)’’.

Page 42, line 18, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$1,000,000)’’.


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-09-23T11:04:34-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




