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vote. Had I been present, I would have voted
‘‘yea.’’

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
514, I inadvertently missed the vote. Had I
been present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’

Mr. JENKINS. Mr.. Speaker, on rollcall No.
514, I was unavoidably detained. Had I been
present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I was in
my district today. However, I wish to be re-
corded as a ‘‘yea’’ vote on rollcalls 509, 510,
512, 513 and 514 and a ‘‘nay’’ vote on rollcall
511.

f

CONTINUATION OF EMERGENCY
WITH RESPECT TO SIGNIFICANT
NARCOTICS TRAFFICKERS CEN-
TERED IN COLOMBIA—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 106–
146)

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD) laid before the House the fol-
lowing message from the President of
the United States; which was read and,
together with the accompanying pa-
pers, without objection, referred to the
Committee on International Relations
and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:
Section 202(d) of the National Emer-

gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides
for the automatic termination of a na-
tional emergency unless, prior to the
anniversary date of its declaration, the
President publishes in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmits to the Congress a
notice stating that the emergency is to
continue in effect beyond the anniver-
sary date. In accordance with this pro-
vision, I have sent the enclosed notice
to the Federal Register for publication,
stating that the emergency declared
with respect to significant narcotics
traffickers centered in Colombia is to
continue in effect for 1 year beyond Oc-
tober 21, 1999.

The circumstances that led to the
declaration on October 21, 1995, of a na-
tional emergency have not been re-
solved. The actions of significant nar-
cotics traffickers centered in Colombia
continue to pose an unusual and ex-
traordinary threat to the national se-
curity, foreign policy, and economy of
the United States and to cause unpar-
alleled violence, corruption, and harm
in the United States and abroad. For
these reasons, I have determined that
it is necessary to maintain in force the
broad authorities necessary to main-
tain economic pressure on significant
narcotics traffickers centered in Co-
lombia by blocking their property sub-
ject to the jurisdiction of the United
States and by depriving them of access
to the United States market and finan-
cial system.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, October 19, 1999.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
EDUCATION AND THE WORK-
FORCE TO FILE SUPPLEMENTAL
REPORT ON H.R. 2, DOLLARS TO
THE CLASSROOM ACT

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce
be permitted to file a supplemental re-
port on the bill, H.R. 2.

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

There was no objection.
f

AGREEING TO CONFERENCE RE-
QUESTED BY SENATE ON H.R.
3064, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 333 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 333
Resolved, That the House disagrees to the

Senate amendment to the bill (H.R. 3064)
making appropriations for the government of
the District of Columbia and other activities
chargeable in whole or in part against reve-
nues of said District for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses, and agrees to the conference requested
by the Senate thereon.

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

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. FROST), pending which
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 333
provides that the House disagrees to
the Senate amendment to the bill, H.R.
3064, the District of Columbia Appro-
priations Act, 2000, and agrees to a con-
ference with the Senate on the bill.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is in-
tended to move the appropriations
process forward. H.R. 3064 was not re-
ported by the Committee on Appropria-
tions, therefore no motion to go to con-
ference could be authorized by the
committee. Usually these motions are
approved by unanimous consent; how-
ever, as their latest attempt to ob-
struct our ability to pass responsible
appropriations measures and save the
Social Security surplus, the minority
refused to grant such a request yester-
day.

Normally, motions to go to con-
ference require an hour of debate on
the floor. By calling up this resolution,
we have ensured that the motion will
receive a full and fair debate and the
same vote that could be requested
under regular order. The resolution
also does not preclude the right of
Members to be recognized for another
hour of debate on a motion to instruct
conferees.

Mr. Speaker, to date, the President
has vetoed or threatened to veto 4 of
the 13 appropriations bills representing
$133 billion in Federal spending. The
reason of him vetoing the bills is that
they do not spend enough. Of course, on
the same day, the President regularly
gives himself credit for the surplus and
challenges Congress to preserve the So-
cial Security Trust Fund that he him-
self is trying to spend.

b 1815
Rather than issue the daily veto

threats to our fiscally responsible ap-
propriations bills, we believe the Presi-
dent should help Congress preserve So-
cial Security and maintain our bal-
anced budget. I hope that this con-
ference will be the first step toward a
cooperative budget process that will re-
sult in a balanced budget and a secure
future for America’s seniors. I urge my
colleagues to pass this resolution.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I am not going to op-
pose this rule, since it merely enables
the House to send the District of Co-
lumbia appropriations bill to con-
ference. We are well into the fiscal
year, and it is time to get on with
funding the District. However, I do
want to express my concern that there
might be a plan to attach the Labor-
HHS appropriations to the D.C. bill in
conference.

I want to state unequivocally that
the Democratic Members of this House
will oppose such a move. The District
has been held hostage on other issues;
and now, just as we are getting to the
point where there might be a bill the
President can sign, the Republican ma-
jority may be increasing the ransom
demand. That is unacceptable, Mr.
Speaker, as well as grossly unfair to
the residents of this city.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, I am distressed
to read in the papers that the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Labor, Health
and Human Services, and Education of
the Committee on Appropriations has
said that the conference on his bill is
all but finished. I have to ask how can
the conference be all but finished when
the House has never even considered
the bill? I appreciate the fact that the
subcommittee chairman is attempting
to move his bill, but might I suggest
that regular order might be preferable,
albeit far more difficult, than this
back-room wheeling and dealing now
taking place.

It is time to get on with a real appro-
priations process, Mr. Speaker, and to
stop playing games. I support moving
the District appropriations bill to con-
ference, but I will not support any at-
tempt to hold it hostage with an appro-
priations bill the Republican majority
will not even try to pass on its own in
this body.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I do not want to take any of the
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Members’ time, but I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I do not think this con-
ference is going to take long. We have
had a very good meeting, and we are
reaching agreement; and basically they
are suggestions that we discussed the
last time we visited this issue on the
floor of the House.

I do hope that that bizarre idea of
adding the Labor, Health and Human
Services appropriations bill to the D.C.
appropriations bill is a stillborn idea.
Obviously, that would seriously com-
plicate things. But as long as that does
not occur, I think we can dispatch the
D.C. appropriations bill in very quick
order and bring it back to the floor and
find the kind of agreement, in fact,
hopefully unanimous consensus, that it
is a bill that we can all live with and
that the White House can sign.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
opposition to the District of Columbia Appro-
priations Bill for fiscal year 2000. This legisla-
tion funds the operations of the federal share
for the D.C. government and its 600,000 resi-
dents, including city government, its social
service agencies and fire and police depart-
ments.

Unfortunately, the conference reports
passed by the Congress the last several
weeks have been flawed. While they do in-
clude several provisions I support—prohibiting
the use of marijuana for medicinal purposes,
and the implementation of a needle exchange
program for illegal drug addicts—they did not
contain the level of oversight I believe is nec-
essary for the Congress to safeguard the tax-
payers money. While I disagreed with the Ad-
ministration’s veto for different reasons, in par-
ticular its support of the needle exchange and
marijuana programs, I believe it gives us a
new opportunity to include more accountability
for the District’s programs.

The District oversees billions of dollars in
housing, education, health care and law en-
forcement programs administered to its resi-
dents. While improvements have been made
in past years, in particular with a new police
chief and law enforcement operations, prob-
lems continue to plague its housing and edu-
cational facilities. The District’s new mayor,
Anthony Williams, has begun to take steps to
put the right people in place to make the
changes necessary to provide full account-
ability for the federal funds administered by its
government, and changes are needed. How-
ever, until those changes are in place and re-
form has begun, it is incumbent on this Con-
gress to continue in its oversight role.

We know the difficulties that have plagued
the District government for years—mis-
managed housing programs that have resulted
in dilapidated structures for its public housing
residents, and schools that have not opened
on time because of faulty roof construction,
leaving thousands of public school students
without a place to go during the day. We must
continue to provide support and oversight to
see that these long-term problems affecting
the District’s residents are resolved.

I urge my colleagues to reject any report
that does not have sufficient oversight so that
we can work with the City Government to
achieve the goals of the new Mayor while pro-
viding the nation’s taxpayers with some assur-
ance their funds are being used to give a new
direction to their nation’s capital city.

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

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, 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.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

LAHOOD). The Chair will appoint con-
ferees on H.R. 3064 later.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE
A message from the Senate by Mr.

Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment a joint resolution
of the House of the following title:

H.J. Res. 71. A joint resolution making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 2000, and for other purposes.

f

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES
ON H.R. 2670, DEPARTMENTS OF
COMMERCE, JUSTICE, AND
STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2000
Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a

privileged motion.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Clerk will report the motion.
The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. UPTON moves that the managers on the

part of the House at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the
Senate amendment to the bill H.R. 2670 be
instructed to agree to the provisions con-
tained in section 102 of the Senate amend-
ment (relating to repeal of automated entry-
exit control system).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. UPTON) will
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the
gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE) will be recognized for 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. UPTON).

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to inquire whether the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAFALCE)
is opposed to the motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE) opposed to the motion?

Mr. LAFALCE. I AM STRONGLY IN SUP-
PORT OF THE MOTION, MR. SPEAKER.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, in
that case, pursuant to clause 7(b) under
rule XXII, I rise to claim a third of the
time since I am in opposition to the
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will divide the time 20 minutes
for the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
SMITH), 20 minutes for the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. UPTON), and 20
minutes for the gentleman from New
York (Mr. LAFALCE).

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. UPTON).

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BONILLA).

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

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the motion. There is no one
in this body who represents more terri-
tory along a border of the United
States bordering another country than
I do. I have almost 800 miles of the
Texas-Mexico border in my congres-
sional district. It is a wonderful area.

The section that we are discussing
today, known as section 110, was put
into law sometime ago by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH), my
dear friend, with very good intentions.
However, as he knows, and other Mem-
bers of this body know, there are many
communities along the Mexican border
and the Canadian border that are terri-
fied that the implementation of this
program will cause greater congestion
at the border than we even see today.

If any of my colleagues were to visit
any of the communities along the
Texas-Mexico border, Laredo, Texas,
for example, Eagle Pass, Del Rio, El
Paso, they will see long lines of traffic
and pedestrians clogging the border at
points of entry. In some cases, in the
heat of summer, traffic is backed up
several hours. It is extremely difficult
to move traffic, to move commerce
back and forth in the spirit of free
trade that we have, today for example,
with Mexico and Canada.

The chambers of commerce and the
people, the good entrepreneurs, the
small business people, those that are
trying to move goods and products and
services, and shoppers going back and
forth across the border have enough to
deal with now and would greatly be
concerned about a new system that
would be implemented.

I know that the process that is being
discussed and proposed into law right
now is designed to facilitate traffic. I
realize that is the intention. But in all
practicality, those of us who live along
the border and know the border com-
munities understand that unless this
process is refined tremendously, we are
greatly concerned that it would impede
traffic even more than we are seeing
now at these ports of entry. That is
why I strongly support this motion by
the gentleman from Michigan, who is
greatly concerned as well about traffic
along the Canadian border.

Again, this is something that even
communities that are not right on the
border, communities that are in exist-
ence a few miles inland from the north-
ern border with Canada and from the
Mexican border on the southwest are
greatly concerned that this will have a
ripple effect with communities that
would feel the brunt of the additional
traffic jams and the problems with pe-
destrians crossing at these check-
points.

So I commend the gentleman from
Michigan for offering this motion. I
know that this is probably going to be
a motion that will perhaps not see the
light of day in this session, because the
conference report, my understanding
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