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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. LATOURETTE).

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
November 3, 1999.

I hereby appoint the Honorable STEVEN C.
LATOURETTE to act as Speaker pro tempore
on this day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

PRAYER

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

Let us pray, using the words of Psalm
46:

God is our refuge and strength,

a very present help in trouble.

Therefore, we will not fear

though the earth should change,

though the mountains shake in the heart of
the sea;

though its waters roar and foam,

though the mountains tremble with its tu-
mult.

There is a river whose streams make glad
the city of God,

the holy habitation of the Most High.

God is in the midst of her, she shall not be
moved;

God will help her right early.

The nations rage, the kingdoms totter;

He utters His voice,

the earth melts.

The lord of hosts is with us;

The God of Jacob is our refuge. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

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

Mr. McNULTY. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, | demand a vote
on agreeing to the Chair’s approval of
the Journal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Chair’s approval of
the Journal.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman  from California  (Mr.
GEORGE MILLER) come forward and lead
the House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
led the Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the
Republic for which it stands, one na-
tion under God, indivisible, with lib-
erty and justice for all.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Ms.
McDevitt, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed bills and
concurrent resolutions of the following
titles in which concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. 440. An act to provide support for cer-
tain institutes and schools.

S. 1843. An act to designate certain Federal
land in the Talladega National Forest, Ala-
bama, as the ‘“Dugger Mountain Wilderness”.

S. 1844. An act to amend part D of title IV
of the Social Security Act to provide for an

alternative penalty procedure with respect
to compliance with requirements for a State
disbursement unit.

S. Con. Res. 66. Concurrent resolution to
authorize the printing of “‘Capitol Builder:
The Shorthand Journals of Captain Mont-
gomery C. Meigs, 1853-1861"".

S. Con. Res. 67. Concurrent resolution to
authorize the printing of “The United States
Capitol: A Chronicle of Construction, Design,
and Politics™.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

Chair will entertain 15
speeches on each side.

The
1-minute

GOOD NEWS

(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, no sur-
prises, just some good news. Yesterday
the U.S. Government announced that it
paid off nearly $16 billion of the na-
tional debt.

There is more. The Treasury Depart-
ment also stated that it expected to re-
tire another $12 billion in the first
quarter of next year alone. We are be-
ginning to pay off that $5.5 trillion na-
tional debt, and for the first time since
Dwight D. Eisenhower was President,
the U.S. can boast of back-to-back
budget surpluses.

How did we achieve those budget sur-
pluses? Simple, a Republican Congress
remained committed to reducing
wasteful government spending.

As we continue to debate the appro-
priation bills for next year, it is my
hope that we can continue to build
upon our successes. Americans want
and deserve a Federal Government that
spends their tax dollars wisely. Let us
not disappoint them.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of any remaining government waste
that continues to permeate this area.

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., OO 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
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REGARDING THE BROOKLYN
MUSEUM

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

marks.)
Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to congratulate the First

Amendment on a very important vic-
tory. A Federal court has ordered the
mayor of the city of New York and his
administration to end its campaign to
evict the Brooklyn Museum from its
facilities over an exhibit that he and
some others found offensive.

This was not a serious challenge for
the First Amendment, because it is
clear to even students of the most
basic constitutional law class that this
case had no merit and was brought for
entirely political reasons, though every
once in a while it is nice to reaffirm
that the First Amendment is as strong
as ever.

Mr. Speaker, the Bill of Rights is
clear, the government may not inter-
fere with the free expression of anyone.
What the mayor and his administra-
tion attempted to do was censorship,
pure and simple. The mayor tried to
impose his own cultural tastes on the
museum, and tried to hold it hostage
to his demands that a particular exhi-
bition would be withdrawn.

If he had been victorious, it could
have had a real chilling effect. But the
First Amendment is stronger than the
whims of elected officials. It has won
yet again. Quoting from the said Fed-
eral court decision, “There is no Fed-
eral constitutional issue more grave
than the effort by government officials
to censor works of expression and to
threaten the vitality of a major cul-
tural institution as a punishment for
failing to abide by governmental de-
mands for orthodoxy.”

This is a victory for the Brooklyn
Museum, for the artistic community, a
victory for the First Amendment, and
for constitutional liberty.

REPUBLICANS MAKE WASHINGTON
KICK TWO BAD HABITS AT ONCE

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

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, bad
habits are hard to break, especially
when those habits are 30 years old.

Maybe it should not surprise me that
the Washington big spenders who have
raided the social security trust fund for
the last 30 years are having trouble
kicking that habit.

But just because it is not surprising
does not mean that it is okay. It is not
okay to raid the social security trust
fund and use the money for other gov-
ernmental programs. It is not okay to
jeopardize the retirement security of
millions of hard-working Americans.

While 1 am not surprised that Presi-
dent Clinton and the Democrats in
Congress are having such trouble kick-
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ing this bad habit, | am disappointed
by it. But we Republicans will stand
firm. We have stopped the social secu-
rity raid. We have passed a bill that
protects the retirement money of
America’s working men and women,
and at the same time we are rooting
out waste, fraud, and abuse in Wash-
ington bureaucracy.

We are making Washington Kkick two
bad habits at once. That is what | call
good government.

REPUBLICANS’ TAX BREAK PLANS
STILL IGNORE NEEDS OF DE-
SERVING AMERICANS

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, for 9 months out of this
year the Republicans fought for a $1
trillion tax cut at the expense of our
balanced budget and at the expense of
our social security system. That was
overwhelmingly rejected by the people
of this country.

Now the Republicans tell us that we
cannot afford a prescription drug ben-
efit for our seniors, that we cannot af-
ford a Patients’ Bill of Rights to pro-
tect our families against managed care
and HMOs that deny them care, that
we cannot afford a minimum wage for
our low-income workers in this Nation,
and that we cannot extend the fiscal
security of social security by even one
day.

No, the Republicans still want to try
to pass tax breaks for the wealthiest
individuals, corporations, and special
interests in this country. When in this
session, in the last remaining 8 or 10
days of this session, when is it that Re-
publicans are going to start thinking
about our elderly, our children, and the
working families of this Nation?

LOCKBOX

(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, this
House demonstrated this year that it is
indeed possible to stop the raid on so-
cial security. We know this is the right
thing to do. Americans know this is
the right thing to do. Of course, the
right thing to do is not always the easy
thing to do. It is a lesson we all learned
as children, and it is a lesson we all
hope to pass on to our own children.

On May 26, this House voted to make
doing the right thing a little easier by
passing the social security lockbox,
with a vote of 416 to 12. With the
lockbox protections in place, raiding
social security will no longer be an
easy thing for the President to do.

The House passed the lockbox bill 160
days ago. For 160 days, the Democrat
party in the other Chamber has held
this vital bill hostage. They are refus-
ing to allow the bill to the Senate floor
for a vote.
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It is time to do the right thing for
America’s seniors, for their children,
and for their children’s children. One
hundred sixty days is too long to leave
social security unprotected from the
President’s propensity to spend and
spend and spend.

THE LADY BUCKEYES AT THE
LINCOLN MEMORIAL

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. The Ohio State
women’s rugby team, Mr. Speaker,
wanted to do something memorable in
D.C. It was memorable, all right. Un-
like Brandy Chastain’s highly pub-
licized sports bra expose, the Lady
Buckeyes went topless. That is right,
topless. The Lincoln Memorial became
a strip joint. Bras were flying every-
where. Unbelievable.

Now, after all this, the University
has suspended the team, and these
Buckeye vixens are awaiting the final
decision.

Beam me up, Mr. Speaker. Leave
these foxy ladies alone. If America can
forgive the President, the Ohio State
University can forgive these Buckeye
divas. | yield back all of the memo-
rable excitement at the Lincoln Memo-
rial.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would remind all Members to
avoid personal references to the Presi-
dent of the United States.

TRIBUTE TO THOMAS P. FISCHER

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

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, |
rise today to commend Thomas P.
Fischer as he today begins his last day
of public service. After serving his
country in Vietnam and other Federal
positions, Tom Fischer accepted the
challenge of serving in a leadership po-
sition in the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service, including heading
the INS district office in Atlanta.

The people who have benefited from
Tom Fischer’s public service are le-
gion: the hundreds of Federal workers
who have served under him; the many
public officials, including myself as the
U.S. Attorney for the Northern District
of Georgia, that served alongside of
him; and thousands of hopeful new
American citizens that he helped guide
on their road to citizenship.

Mr. Speaker, as Thomas Fischer be-
gins today his last day of Federal serv-
ice, | join in thanking him for an out-
standing job, and wishing him well in
his new endeavors, which will, I am
certain, be marked by the same integ-
rity, dedication, patriotism, and dili-
gence that have characterized every
day of his service to America.
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A SALUTE TO JACK McNULTY ON
THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF HIS
FIRST ELECTION TO PUBLIC OF-
FICE

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

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, | rise
this morning to salute the Honorable
John J. McNulty, Junior, the mayor of
the village of Green Island, New York.
Yesterday, Mr. Speaker, Jack McNulty
celebrated the 50th anniversary of his
first election to public office in Novem-
ber of 1949.

At various times during his career he
has served as the supervisor of the
town of Green Island, as the mayor of
the village of Green Island, as the sher-
iff of Albany County, and as a member
of the New York State Commission on
Correction.

Mr. Speaker, if we ask anyone in pub-
lic life in upstate New York, Repub-
lican, Democrat, liberal, or conserv-
ative, about the reputation of Jack
McNulty, they will tell us that he
stands for everything that is good and
honest and decent about public life.

So | am very proud to salute this
constituent today, Mr. Speaker. And
oh, yes, incidentally, he is my dad.

ANNOUNCING PRESS CONFERENCE
ON A NEW SOCIAL SECURITY
SOLVENCY BILL

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

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, this morning at 11 a.m. | will be
holding a press conference announcing
a new social security bill that will keep
social security solvent forever. That
press conference at 11 a.m. this morn-
ing is going to be held at the triangle
southeast of the steps. If it rains or
snows it will be in room 210, the Com-
mittee on the Budget room.

I announce this, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause | notice some publications noted
that it was going to be in the press gal-
lery. It is going to be at the triangle.

The reason for the change is about a
dozen organizations will be present
that have agreed to support my bill.

I would just encourage, Mr. Speaker,
everybody in this Chamber to decide
what legislation, scored by the Social
Security Administration keeps Social
Security solvent, they support. There
are several such bills already intro-
duced, or come up with your own bill
as long as it is scored by the Social Se-
curity Administration to make this
important program solvent. | think
time has gone for rhetoric. We need ac-
tion to support and move ahead with
legislation that is going to keep social
security solvent.

ELECTIONS

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

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday on the floor of this assembly
| spoke about the sleeper issue in the
2000 election that was emerging in the
ballot initiatives across the country.
The ballot results are in. We need look
no further than northern Virginia to
see that growth and livable commu-
nities, quality of life, are becoming the
emerging issue.

Even the Virginia victory by the Re-
publicans in the legislature was due to
more than a huge infusion of campaign
money. Republican candidates took
moderate positions on gun violence,
unplanned growth, and transportation.

We do not have to wait to the year
2000 election. | strongly urge my Re-
publican colleagues to embrace these
elements of livable communities: hir-
ing more teachers, police, reducing gun
violence, and giving communities the
mechanisms to manage growth. Amer-
ica will be the winner.

LAST WEEK THE REPUBLICAN
CONGRESS STOPPED THE 30-
YEAR RAID ON SOCIAL SECU-
RITY

(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, last week
was a truly remarkable week in Wash-
ington because the Republican Con-
gress stopped the 30-year raid on social
security. We passed all 13 appropria-
tions bills without touching the sur-
plus in the social security trust fund.
We did it requiring big government in
Washington to be a little more respon-
sible with the taxpayers’ hard-earned
money.

A 1 percent across-the-board reduc-
tion in bureaucratic spending will
mean less waste, fraud, and abuse in
government, and it will mean that the
social security will be there for Amer-
ican retirees. A penny saved is a retire-
ment secured.

Mr. Speaker, this is indeed a great
accomplishment. If the President vetos
our plan to strengthen social security
by cutting government waste, we will
send him another bill that does the
very same thing. This is no time for po-
litical gamesmanship, because the re-
tirement security of the millions of
Americans is at stake. Strengthening
social security is a top priority for the
Republican Congress, and | sincerely
hope that the President and his party
will join us in meeting that goal.

0 1015

THE GOP TAKES A GUILLOTINE TO
OUR VETERANS PROGRAMS

(Ms. SANCHEZ asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, with the
approach of Veterans’ Day, we must re-
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member the sacrifices made by those
that have fought to preserve our free-
dom. Fortunately, our society has been
blessed with many leaders who learned
the values of responsibility and loyalty
and leadership while wearing the uni-
form of this country. For without their
dedication to duty, we would not enjoy
the many freedoms this fortunate
America has to offer.

Mr. Speaker, we have a responsibility
to honor the commitments that we
have made our veterans. At a time
when our economy is the strongest in
decades and the Federal Government is
experiencing budget surpluses, it is in-
comprehensible to me that Republicans
would have, as its top priority, an
across-the-board cut to our veterans’
programs and benefits. This loss of
funding would threaten the very sur-
vival of our veterans’ health care sys-
tem.

The Republicans’ decision to cut
these programs is misguided and ill-ad-
vised. Yes, we need to get to the Na-
tion’s work and we need to come to a
budget agreement but let us not do it
at the expense of our sick and disabled
veterans.

THE $3 MILLION DUCK, DISCOV-
ERED AND STOPPED BY TWO
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS

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

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to remind the previous speaker
that the Republican budget has more
money for veterans in it than was re-
quested by the President.

Mr. Speaker, we have all heard about
the million dollar man. Well, believe it
or not, now we have a $3 million duck.
That is right, we now know that the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
planned to spend $30 million on a small
island 1,000 miles south of Hawaii for a
wildlife refuge for migratory ducks.
The only problem is there are only 10
ducks on the island. That is $3 million
per duck.

The ducks probably think this is a
pretty good deal. After all, they each
get $3 million. But | do not think tax-
payers think this is such a great deal.

This is just the last example of gov-
ernment waste uncovered by Congress.
It all comes down to whether or not we
are willing to root out government
waste or to protect Social Security.

Mr. Speaker, Republicans have
stopped the 30-year raid on Social Se-
curity. The President now shares our
commitment. We can lock away every
penny of Social Security if we simply
root out some government waste.

Mr. Speaker, there is some good
news. The 10 ducks on that island are
not going to get their $30 million be-
cause two Members of Congress discov-
ered this program and they stopped
this quack program.

All we have to do is stop all such pro-
grams and we can save Social Security
from waste, inefficiency and absurdity.
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CONGRESS SHOULD PASS SCHOOL
CONSTRUCTION

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

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to call on this House to pass
school construction legislation before
we adjourn for the year. We should not
even consider ending this session until
we tend to the needs of our children for
new school construction.

Across the country at this very mo-
ment more than 53 million children are
attending classes in our Nation’s
schools. We now have more children in
our schools than we have had at any
time in our history even at the height
of the baby boom.

Our schools are bursting at the seams
and we know that the explosion in en-
rollment growth we are experiencing
and will experience over the next 10
years is going to stretch local commu-
nities even farther.

Today many of our children are in
overstuffed classrooms. Too many of
our teachers are forced to struggle in
cramped trailers instead of a quality
facility, and too many parents must
watch helplessly as their children are
condemned to attend a run-down
school because Congress refuses to act.

Mr. Speaker, this Congress must not
leave town without addressing this cri-
sis. We must not sneak out the back-
door without passing commonsense
school construction assistance.

A SUCCESSFUL AFTER-SCHOOL
PROGRAM

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
after-school hours are the most vulner-
able for school children to become in-
volved with gangs, with drug abuse,
with violence and with vandalism. Sta-
tistics demonstrate that between 3:00
p.m. and 4:00 p.m., the immediate hour
after most children are released from
school, juvenile crime more than dou-
bles from the preceding hour of 2:00 to
3:00.

It has become evident that safe and
healthy alternatives need to be found
for latchkey school children and that
concentrated efforts, ones that focus
on literacy, on tutoring, on homework
assistance, are becoming necessary, es-
pecially for our at-risk youth.

YMCAs, like many after-school pro-
grams, have helped improve children’s
academic achievements, their school
attendance, their behavior, their drop-
out rates and grade retention.

Denis Espinosa, a young man who re-
cently testified at a Children’s Caucus
event here in Washington, is evidence
that an after-school program can guide
children to becoming responsible and
productive adults. | congratulate Denis
for his exemplary outlook, as well as
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Anna Nechelles, executive director of
the West Dade Branch of the YMCA,
for her commitment to the future of
south Florida’s children.

GOP BUDGET IS A WOLF IN
SHEEP’S CLOTHING

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

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, all year
the GOP Congress has employed gim-
micks and distractions against the
American people in their attempt to
pass a nearly trillion dollar tax break
for the wealthy and special interests in
our country, a tax break soundly re-
jected by hard-working Americans. In
the past few months, the GOP has
dressed its trickle-down, wolf-like
budget in sheep’s clothing. They now
claim to be protecting Social Security,
even calling for across-the-board cuts
to save the surplus, when their own
CBO numbers show them dipping into
the Social Security surplus by nearly
$17 billion.

Back in 1935, they voted to table So-
cial Security. How can we expect them
today to try to protect it?

Now they are advocating a minimum
wage bill, but upon further examina-
tion the minimum wage bill is loaded
down with a tax relief for the wealthi-
est special interests in this country
with only a 33-cent raise each year over
the next 3 years for hard-working men
and women in this country; a tax break
for the wealthiest corporate CEOs in
the history of the world and a measly
30 cents an hour raise for their work-
ers.

Mr. Speaker, this is just a back-door
attempt, an attempt made in sheep’s
clothing, for the GOP leadership to
give their best friends a tax break.

NO MEANS NO

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

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, they just do not get it. Presi-
dent Clinton, Vice President Gore and
the Democrat leaders in Congress are
failing to grasp one simple concept: No
means no.

When we passed every appropriations
bill this year, we did it in a way that
will protect every last dollar in the So-
cial Security trust fund, but the Demo-
crat leaders have opposed us almost
every step of the way. They are pulling
out all the stops to try to get their
hands on that Social Security money
for their big government Washington
programs. That is the way they have
been doing things for 30 years, but the
Republicans have changed that. We
stopped the raid on the Social Security
trust fund and we are asking the Wash-
ington bureaucracy to reduce its spend-
ing by just 1 percent to make sure that
Social Security remains strong.
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We want to root out some of the
waste, fraud and abuse that plagues the
bureaucracy. So | hope President Clin-
ton will sign our legislation that pro-
tects Social Security, because if he
keeps telling us to dip into that Social
Security money we will keep telling
him no, and we will mean it.

THE REAL CONCERNS OF AMER-
ICA, SOCIAL SECURITY, MEDI-
CARE, HMO REFORM, TO NAME A
FEW

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

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, the Amer-
ican people want us to put aside the
partisanship of the last Republican
Congress and to get to work on Amer-
ican families’ real concerns, the sol-
vency of Social Security and Medicare,
real HMO reform, more teachers and
lower class sizes for our children.

Unfortunately, this Republican Con-
gress has been little different from the
last. They are holding hostage real
HMO reform and they refuse to help
local communities reduce class size by
hiring 100,000 new teachers.

The chief actuary of the Social Secu-
rity Administration has found that the
Republican budget would do nothing to
extend the life of Social Security, not
by even a single day. They have done
nothing to strengthen Medicare, and
GOP leaders refuse to even admit the
existence of American seniors’ most
pressing problem, the astronomical
cost of prescription drugs.

On the other hand, Republicans tried
to squander the surplus, risking Medi-
care and Social Security, to fund a $1
trillion tax break for special interests.
Those are the values of this Republican
Congress, Mr. Speaker, $1 trillion for
tax breaks for special interests but not
a dime for prescription drugs for sen-
iors.

WE NEED A PATIENTS’ BILL OF
RIGHTS

(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,
this morning | rise to join my col-
leagues in lamenting legislation impor-
tant to my constituents and the Amer-
ican people that the Republican leader-
ship has ignored. I am speaking about
gun safety, prescription drug benefits,
the Patients’ Bill of Rights and cam-
paign finance reform.

The Republican leadership has dis-
regarded the American people and
Kkilled these measures for this session
of Congress. Democrats still believe we
can get action on agendas that matter
to reduce class size and raise student
achievement by providing for local
schools to hire 100,000 new teachers,
make our neighborhoods safer and
build on the progress we have made
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over the last 7 years in reducing vio-
lent crime by funding 50,000 new police
officers. We are committed to safe-
guarding the environment.

Another year, another Republican
Congress that ignores the needs of mid-
dle class families; more interest in pro-
viding a trillion dollar tax cut for cor-
porate and special interests, but they
do not care about finding a dime for
Medicare prescription drugs for seniors
and now they are at the beck and call
of the HMO lobbyists but they have
failed to send a bipartisan Patients’
Bill of Rights to Congress. It is time
for all of these programs to get in place
now more than ever.

THE MONEY BELONGS TO THE
AMERICAN PEOPLE, NOT THE
GOVERNMENT

(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, in
Washington there are a couple of
things that are misunderstood, mostly
by the liberals, that the government
does not have money. Big shock, the
government does not have money. It is
the American people’s money. It is
hard-working America whose money is
talked about as if it is theirs.

The money goes into two pots. One is
for general spending and another pot,
there are a lot of trust funds but the
major two, the other pot is for Social
Security. In the general fund pot, we
are out. Yet we have heard today
speaker after speaker say we need more
spending for this, we need more spend-
ing for that.

Indeed, most of the liberals voted
against the appropriations bills be-
cause they did not spend enough
money. Well, my question is, if we are
out of money in this pot and we have a
lot of money in this pot, is that where
we are going to get it? Because that is
Social Security. If we are not going to
take it from this trust fund, then we
must want to increase taxes.

Wait a minute. Two weeks ago the
other side joined Republicans and
voted 419-to-0 against the Clinton tax
proposals. The only way to do this, to
make our budget, is to cut one cent out
of the dollar. I hope the Democrats will
join us on that.

THE FINAL YEAR OF THE 20TH
CENTURY, A DISAPPOINTMENT
FOR AMERICAN FAMILIES

(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, to my
prior colleague, | would just say there
is no money to deal with his budget
and it is because they had an $892 bil-
lion tax cut for the wealthiest people
in this country. Had they not tried this
trick, we would be in a different posi-
tion here today.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

This year, the final year, of the 20th
century, has been a disappointing one
for the American families. Every time
Congress has had the opportunity to
help families in a meaningful way, the
Republican leadership has sided with
the special interests over the public in-
terests.
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The list of casualties is long: A pa-
tients’ bill of rights, campaign finance
reform, Medicare prescription drug
benefits, smaller class sizes, and sen-
sible gun safety reform is also being
killed.

Since the Columbine tragedy oc-
curred more than 6 months ago, the
Republican leadership has consistently
stifled every attempt to pass common
sense gun safety measures, and yet 13
children every day are killed by guns,
with 100,000 kids bringing guns to
school every year. They should be
ashamed of themselves, the Republican
leadership, for letting the NRA write
our gun laws and obstructing our at-
tempts to close the loopholes that give
criminals and children easy access to
guns.

REPUBLICANS WANT TO GIVE
BACK TO HARD-WORKING AMERI-
CANS

(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, at the
outset let me commend my friend from
New York (Mr. McNuULTY) and his dad
for 50 years of wonderful service to our
country.

Mr. Speaker, | think this is healthy,
and for those who feel clouded by the
debate here, |1 would just like to put it
in very simple terms: The core dif-
ference between the parties here, as |
see it, is the notion of who wants to
strengthen personal freedom; who
wants to give back to the hard-working
Americans who go work at sometimes
two and three jobs to support their
families, to put food on the table, to
buy clothes for their kids for school, to
buy that new microwave oven; who
wants to be on their side and give them
more of their hard-earned money back,
and who feels it is appropriate for
Washington to keep as much money as
possible?

We had the debate about the appro-
priations bills. Well, the ordinary
American is telling us to do our busi-
ness and come back home. But what we
have heard is that Congress passes the
bills within certain caps, the White
House vetoes it, yet never says where
they want to get the additional money
from to spend on their additional pro-
grams. | think it is legitimate for the
American people to ask where is that
money coming from.

AMERICANS WANT A CONGRESS
THAT WORKS FOR THEM

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

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, here we
are in November, and, quite frankly,
this Republican Congress has done very
little. The appropriations bills languish
and the needs of the American people
are not being met.

The GOP has spent the year trying to
convince the American people that
they need a $792 billion tax cut for the
wealthiest Americans, but America
saw through this tax giveaway which
raided the Social Security Trust Fund
and rejected it.

Instead, the American people asked
for things that cost very little and
would improve their lives, like a pa-
tients’ bill of rights so Americans and
doctors can make their medical deci-
sions and not the HMOs; like the in-
crease in the minimum wage so all
Americans can enjoy this strong econ-
omy; like 100,000 more teachers so we
can reduce the class sizes; and why, Mr.
Speaker, can we not enforce all the gun
laws on the books and do background
checks on every commercial sale of a
gun, even those at gun shows?

No more excuses, no more exceptions.
Mr. Speaker, let us work for the Amer-
ican people. Unfortunately, under the
Republican-led Congress, it is always
the same old song: More tax breaks for
the rich and more tax on government.
America wants a Congress that works
for them, like Democrats are fighting
for.

SOCIAL SECURITY WILL BE SAVED

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

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, in 1997, |
began traveling the 8th district of
North Carolina, and | made two par-
ticular pledges; one was to save Social
Security and the other was to do every-
thing | could to balance the budget.

Well, here we are with the appropria-
tions bills passed, we have stopped the
raid on Social Security, and we have
balanced the budget. It is that simple.
Our spending appetite has been de-
creased, our priorities have been very
clearly outlined.

Social Security will be saved because
we have stopped the raid, and | applaud
those for making the tough choices and
making that possible.

JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Pursuant to clause 8 of
rule XX, the pending business is the
question of the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceeding.

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

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

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

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 336, nays 59,
answered ‘“‘present’’ 2, not voting 36, as

Evi-
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follows:

[Roll No. 557]
YEAS—336

Abercrombie Diaz-Balart Kilpatrick
Ackerman Dicks Kind (WI)
Allen Dingell King (NY)
Andrews Dixon Kingston
Archer Doggett Kleczka
Armey Dooley Knollenberg
Bachus Doolittle Kuykendall
Baker Doyle LaFalce
Baldacci Dreier LaHood
Baldwin Duncan Lampson
Ballenger Dunn Lantos
Barcia Edwards Largent
Barr Ehlers Larson
Barrett (NE) Ehrlich Latham
Barrett (WI) Emerson LaTourette
Bartlett Eshoo Lazio
Barton Etheridge Leach
Bass Evans Lee
Bateman Ewing Levin
Becerra Farr Lewis (CA)
Bentsen Fattah Lewis (KY)
Bereuter Fletcher Linder
Berkley Foley Lofgren
Biggert Forbes Lowey
Bilirakis Ford Lucas (KY)
Bishop Fossella Lucas (OK)
Blagojevich Fowler Luther
Bliley Frank (MA) Maloney (CT)
Blumenauer Franks (NJ) Maloney (NY)
Blunt Frelinghuysen Manzullo
Boehlert Frost Martinez
Boehner Gallegly Mascara
Bonilla Ganske Matsui
Bono Gejdenson McCarthy (MO)
Boswell Gekas McCarthy (NY)
Boucher Gephardt McCollum
Boyd Gilchrest McGovern
Brady (TX) Gillmor McHugh
Brown (FL) Gilman Mclnnis
Brown (OH) Goode Mclintosh
Bryant Goodlatte Mclintyre
Burr Goodling McKeon
Buyer Goss McKinney
Calvert Graham Meehan
Camp Granger Meeks (NY)
Campbell Green (TX) Menendez
Canady Green (WI) Metcalf
Cannon Greenwood Mica
Capps Hall (OH) Millender-
Capuano Hall (TX) McDonald
Cardin Hansen Miller (FL)
Castle Hastings (WA) Miller, Gary
Chabot Hayes Minge
Chambliss Hayworth Mink
Chenoweth-Hage Herger Moakley
Clayton Hill (IN) Moran (KS)
Clement Hobson Morella
Coble Hoeffel Murtha
Collins Hoekstra Myrick
Combest Holden Nadler
Condit Holt Napolitano
Conyers Horn Neal
Cook Hostettler Nethercutt
Cooksey Houghton Ney
Cox Hoyer Northup
Coyne Hyde Norwood
Cramer Inslee Nussle
Crowley Istook Obey
Cubin Jackson (IL) Olver
Cummings Jefferson Ose
Cunningham Jenkins Owens
Danner John Oxley
Davis (FL) Johnson (CT) Packard
Davis (IL) Johnson, E. B. Pascrell
Davis (VA) Johnson, Sam Paul
Deal Jones (NC) Payne
DeGette Jones (OH) Pease
Delahunt Kanjorski Pelosi
DelLauro Kaptur Peterson (PA)
DeLay Kelly Petri
DeMint Kennedy Phelps
Deutsch Kildee Pickering

Pitts Serrano Terry
Pombo Sessions Thomas
Pomeroy Shadegg Thune
Porter Shaw Thurman
Portman Shays Tiahrt
Price (NC) Sherman Tierney
Pryce (OH) Sherwood Toomey
Quinn Shimkus Towns
Radanovich Shuster Traficant
Rangel Simpson Turner
Regula Sisisky Upton
Rivers Skeen Velazquez
Roemer Smith (MI) Vento
Rogers Smith (NJ) Vitter
Rohrabacher Smith (TX) Walden
Ros-Lehtinen Smith (WA) Walsh
Rothman Snyder Watkins
Roukema Souder Watt (NC)
Roybal-Allard Spence Waxman
Royce Spratt Weiner
Rush Stabenow Weldon (FL)
Ryan (WI) Stearns Wexler
Ryun (KS) Stenholm Weygand
Salmon Stump Whitfield
Sanchez Sununu Wilson
Sanders Sweeney Wolf
Sandlin Talent Woolsey
Sanford Tanner Wynn
Saxton Tauscher Young (FL)
Schakowsky Tauzin
Sensenbrenner Taylor (NC)
NAYS—59

Aderholt Hilliard Riley
Baird Hinchey Rogan
Berry Hooley Sabo
Bilbray Hutchinson Schaffer
Borski Klink Scott
Clay Kucinich Stark
Clyburn Lewis (GA) Strickland
Coburn Lipinski Stupak
Costello LoBiondo Taylor (MS)
DeFazio Markey Thompson (CA)
Dickey McDermott Thompson (MS)
English McNulty Udall (CO)
Everett Miller, George Udall (NM)
Filner Moore Visclosky
Gibbons Oberstar Wamp
Gutierrez Pallone Waters
Hastings (FL) Pastor Weller
Hefley Peterson (MN) Wicker
Hill (MT) Pickett Wu
Hilleary Ramstad

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—2
Carson Tancredo

NOT VOTING—36
Berman Isakson Rodriguez
Bonior Jackson-Lee Sawyer
Brady (PA) (TX) Scarborough
Burton Kasich Shows
Callahan Kolbe Skelton
Crane McCrery Slaughter
Engel Meek (FL) Thornberry
Gonzalez Mollohan Watts (OK)
Gordon Moran (VA) Weldon (PA)
Gutknecht Ortiz Wise
Hinojosa Rahall Young (AK)
Hulshof Reyes
Hunter Reynolds
O 1059

Mr. EVERETT changed his vote from
““yea’” to “‘nay.”’

Mr. METCALF changed his vote from
“nay’’ to ‘“‘yea.”’

So the Journal was approved.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
557, approving the Journal, | was unavoidably
detained. Had | been present, | would have
voted “yea.”
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, unfortunately due to a family emer-
gency | was not able to vote yesterday.
Had | been here in reference to H. Con.
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Res. 213, I would have voted ‘“‘yes.”” H.
Res. 59, I would have voted ‘“‘yes.” H.R.
3164, 1 would have voted “‘yes.”” And H.
Res. 349, | would have voted ‘‘yes.”’

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES
ON H.R. 2990, QUALITY CARE FOR
THE UNINSURED ACT OF 1999

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | offer a
motion to instruct conferees on the bill
(H.R. 2990) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow individuals
greater access to health insurance
through a health care tax deduction, a
long-term care deduction, and other
health-related tax incentives; to amend
the Employee Retirement Income Se-
curity Act of 1974 to provide access to
and choice in health care through asso-
ciation health plans; to amend the
Public Health Service Act to create
new pooling opportunities for small
employers to obtain greater access to
health coverage through HealthMarts;
to amend title | of the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974,
title XXVII of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act, and the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 to protect consumers in man-
aged care plans and other health cov-
erage; and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The Clerk will report
the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. DINGELL 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. 2990
be instructed to insist on the provisions of
the Bipartisan Consensus Managed Care Im-
provement Act of 1999 (Division B of H.R.
2990 as passed by the House), and within the
scope of conference to insist that such provi-
sions be paid for.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL)
and the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
BLILEY) each will control 30 minutes.

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

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself 2 minutes.

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

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, we will
be shortly appointing conferees to the
bipartisan Managed Care Improve-
ments Act. Earlier this month, the
House by an overwhelming bipartisan
vote of 275-151 approved a strong bill to
protect patients’ rights. Before voting
on final passage, the House rejected
three substitutes. We will shortly be
going to conference with the Senate.

It will be noted that a number of the
conferees appointed by the Senate and
perhaps by the Speaker may not have
shared the position of the House and in
fact have voted against the bill. That is
why this bipartisan motion to instruct
is so important. It is a reminder to our
conferees that the House voted for
strong protections for patients and re-
jected weaker ones. This instructs the
conferees to support the position of the
House.
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Specifically, it is a proposal that cov-
ers all health plans, not just a limited
few. We want a bill that lets the doc-
tors decide what is in the best interest
of the patient, not health insurance bu-
reaucrats. We want a bill that has a
strong independent review of HMO de-
cisions. We want a bill that is going to
address the unfortunate case when
your HMO causes an injury or wrongful
death, that the HMO will be respon-
sible like any other business in Amer-
ica. The Senate bill does none of these
things.

The motion which | am offering
jointly with the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. NorwooD) and the gentleman
from lowa (Mr. GANSKE) reminds our
House conferee Members to insist on
strong patient protections. The motion
is also fiscally responsible. It instructs
House conferees to assure that the bill
will be fully paid for. The President
said that he will not sign a bill which
is not fully paid for. The House can do
no less than to see to it that the bill we
send to the President is fully paid for,
as he insists.

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

Mr. BLILEY. Mr.
myself 5 minutes.

Last month, this House passed H.R.
2990, the Quality Care for the Unin-
sured Act, and | was proud to support
this measure. | said before the final
passage of this legislation that there
was nothing of greater importance that
this body can do in the area of health
care than to help those who do not
have health coverage gain access to af-
fordable care.

I continue to believe in and look for-
ward to working with the Senate on
our proposals to provide tax relief to
the uninsured and to the self-employed.
I also look forward to working on the
proposals to provide new options for
small employers to gain coverage
through HealthMarts. The House also
passed H.R. 2723, the bipartisan Con-
sensus Managed Care Improvement Act
of 1999, the so-called Norwood-Dingell
bill.

In accordance with the rule that gov-
erned floor consideration of these two
measures, the text of H.R. 2723 has now
been included in H.R. 2990. The motion
to instruct we are debating today
seems harmless enough. It instructs
conferees to insist on the provisions in-
cluded in the House-passed managed
care bill when negotiating with the
Senate and also to insist that this
measure be paid for.

However, I must oppose this motion.
First, we are sending a strong team in
to negotiate with the Senate. | recog-
nize there are significant differences
between the two bills that need to be
reconciled, but | do not feel it is appro-
priate to tie the conferees’ hands in
any way prior to entering those nego-
tiations. What kind of a message does
it send our Senate colleagues if we give
last-minute instructions that may
hinder our negotiating ability? This
could be interpreted improperly as a

Speaker, 1 yield
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vote of no confidence on behalf of the
House and would seriously weaken our
negotiating position.

Second, as the contentious debate
over the Norwood-Dingell bill last
month indicated, there are significant
policy differences that divide Members
of this body in the area of patient pro-
tections. | did not support final passage
of this measure because | believe it
goes too far by allowing patients to sue
their health plans in State courts. |
also fear it will ultimately be very
costly and cause the number of unin-
sured to grow even more.

However, | do respect the will of the
majority in passing the Norwood-Din-
gell bill. That said, | do not believe it
is appropriate at this time to instruct
conferees to insist that all the provi-
sions of the Norwood-Dingell bill be in-
cluded in the conference package. By
its very nature, a conference requires
compromise in order to be successful.
Again, | oppose tying the hands of our
conferees before we ever get to the ne-
gotiating table with our Senate col-
leagues.

Mr. Speaker, | am anxious to begin
our negotiations with the Senate to
craft a reasonable bipartisan com-
promise of our respective managed care
bills. I want these negotiations to be
free of any unnecessary instructions
that may limit Members’ ability to en-
gage in free and open dialogue with the
Senate regarding these important pol-
icy decisions. For this reason, | oppose
this motion and ask my colleagues to
do the same.

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

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from California (Ms. ESHOO).

Ms. ESHOO. | thank the distin-
guished ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Commerce for yielding me
this time. Mr. Speaker, when we passed
the bipartisan patients’ bill of rights
on October 7, we made a commitment
to the American people to reform the
managed health care system in our
country. Webster’s dictionary defines
reform as, quote, ‘““to put an end to a
harm by introducing a better method
or course of action.”

The Senate bill does not provide a
better course of action. Rather, its
weak consumer protections continue to
allow HMOs to sacrifice quality and re-
liability for profits. As we go to con-
ference with the Senate, we must insist
that the basic consumer protections in-
cluded in the House-passed patients’
bill of rights are retained, the guaran-
teed access to specialists at no addi-
tional cost, the access to saving clin-
ical trials, the assurances that medical
decisions are made by physicians, not
insurance bureaucrats, the direct ac-
cess to OB-GYN services, the ability to
hold our health plans accountable in
court when its decisions to withhold or
limit care cause injury or death. | urge
my colleagues to vote yes on the Din-
gell motion to instruct conferees.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
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fornia (Mr. THOMAS), chairman of the
Subcommittee on Health of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

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

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the Chairman, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia for yielding me the time. | just
think that in case someone thinks that
what we are doing here is significant
and important, you have to understand
under the rules that either body, the
House or the Senate, in this case the
House, can instruct its conferees; and
this is a motion to instruct. It has no
binding on a conference between the
House and the Senate. It is an attempt
on the part of the folks who offered the
motion to try to tilt the relationship
between the House and the Senate.

Now, the measure that we are taking
to conference was already debated and
voted on in the House and we passed it,
so the House’s position is well known.
The motion to instruct is to, in fact,
insist on the provisions of the bipar-
tisan Consensus Managed Care Im-
provement Act. But there is no way
that this motion to instruct can make
anything happen. Remember in the
Constitution in article 1, coming from
the old Connecticut compromise be-
tween the large States and the small
States, that both were concerned about
the powers, and so there was created
the concept of two separate Houses,
one based upon geography, two rep-
resentatives, or Senators, from each
State and one based upon population,
which continues to grow. There is no
limit on the size of the House; it is tied
to the population of the United States.
And so you have State interests; and
remember, initially under the Con-
stitution, those Senators were ap-
pointed by State legislatures.

Now, the Senate is an entirely dif-
ferent body than the House. They have
different rules. They are elected in a
different way. And so when the House
and the Senate come together in a con-
ference, it is because the Constitution
says that the House and the Senate
have to agree exactly on the same
piece of legislation that is then sent to
the President; and if they cannot
agree, then notwithstanding the effort
in both the House and the Senate, the
legislation passed in both the House
and the Senate does not go anywhere.

So our job as conferees will be to go
over with the Senate and sit down,
equal bodies, both with the same abil-
ity to pass a piece of legislation but
both of us helpless if we cannot come
together. The House-passed one cannot
get to the President; the Senate-passed
one cannot get to the President unless
the House and the Senate agree. And
you have already heard the significant
difference between the Senate-passed
bill and the House-passed bill.

So what we are going to have to do is

something that is uniquely American
in terms of the political environment.



H11382

That is, from the very beginning, deci-
sions made in this country in part, be-
cause of the two fundamentally dif-
ferent houses, has been based on ac-
commodation and compromise. We can-
not go anywhere without accommoda-
tion and compromise. The Senate feels
strongly about their position. They
passed it. There is a majority backing
their position.

The House feels strongly about its
position, those who voted for that
measure. They had a majority backing
them. But when we go to conference, if
the House’s position is, United States
Senate, we don’t care what you did,
we’re not going to look at what you’re
going to do, you have to accept every-
thing in our bill, that is exactly the po-
sition that we take, and we ain’t
changing it. How successful do you
think that is going to be? It is Kind of
absurd. So understand, this is a polit-
ical exercise.

There is no reason to vote this mo-
tion to instruct. We have the bill; let
us get on with our work. Let us vote
down the motion to instruct. Let us
not insult the Senate the very first day
we are supposed to sit down with them
and try to reconcile the differences be-
tween the two bills. Let us live up to
what the American people expect us to
do, sit down, accommodate, com-
promise, produce a good product and
get it to the President, instead of pos-
turing as this motion to instruct clear-
ly is. Vote “‘no.”’

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to my good friend, the gen-
tleman from lowa (Mr. GANSKE), who
has worked very, very hard on this
matter.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of this motion to instruct. |
have always considered the Speaker of
this House to be my friend and mentor,
my coach. In urging him to run for
Speaker, | did so because | considered
him to be fair and to play not just by
the letter of the rule but by the spirit
of the rule as well. The Speaker and I
are old wrestlers. One of the great
things about wrestling is that you win
or lose on the mat, not by selecting the
referee.
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If the Speaker as coach had a referee
steal a deserved victory from one of his
wrestlers, he would have lost respect
for that referee. Well, the Patient Pro-
tection Act won on the mat 275 to 151.
As the GOP authors of this bill, the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. NOR-
woobD) and | should be named conferees.
To technically deny us our spots would
be to violate the spirit of naming con-
ferees. To not name us as conferees
would be like a referee disqualifying a
wrestler for a legal move.

Mr. Speaker, your leadership rests on
a small majority, and that rests on re-
spect. If you deny the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. Norwood) and | our spots
as conferees, you will be endangering
that respect. Payne Stewart and Wal-
ter Payton’s legacies rest just as much
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on the respect of their colleagues as
honorable men as it did for their feats
on the field.

Two hundred years ago Thomas Jef-
ferson said that democracy rested not
on leadership’s sleight of hand, but on
the active participation of its citizens.
The House has spoken unequivocally
on which bill it prefers for patient pro-
tection. 1 would hope that the con-
ferees you name would reflect that de-
cision.

It is rumored that not one of the GOP
Members to be named as conferees
voted for the Patient Protection Act. If
that is the case, then, Mr. Speaker, you
are relying on sleight of hand that
Thomas Jefferson warned against.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. LAZIO).

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Speaker, | think this
motion to recommit should be defeated
for the following reasons. | think the
gentleman from California laid out
some of the reasons in terms of giving
the conferees the maximum flexibility
to get the best possible bill.

Let me give you one example as to
why we need to provide flexibility for
the conferees. Cancer patients have
been waiting for years for the ability
to have insurance companies pay for
routine, routine, care for clinical
trials. Under Dingell-Norwood the most
important clinical trials that are con-
ducted, FDA-approved clinical trials,
fall outside the scope of the require-
ment for insurance companies to pay
for routine care.

The conferees need to have the max-
imum flexibility to strengthen and im-
prove this bill. Nobody, Mr. Speaker, in
the end has got a market on all the
wisdom on health and insurance, HMO
reforms. We have to give our conferees
the maximum flexibility to get the
best possible bill for cancer patients
and for others looking for our guid-
ance.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. STARK).

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

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the distinguished gentleman for yield-
ing me time.

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased that we
are going to conference for the man-
aged care reform bill. It is clearly the
wish of the majority that the House
bill as passed be enacted into law.
Under the rules of the House, the
Speaker is directed to appoint Mem-
bers, and no less than a majority who
generally supported the House posi-
tion, as determined by the Speaker.

It is quite clear what the House posi-
tion was. The conferees have not been
appointed according, to my under-
standing, to that rule, and that does in
fact necessitate our insisting that we
hold to the position of the House. That
is what you do in a democracy. The
winner’s position is the law and people
should obey it.
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The public wants this. They have
spoken. Whatever the Senate or the
other body may have or have not done
is not our issue. We are here to see that
we fulfill the wishes of the vast major-
ity of this body representing the vast
majority of Americans, | believe it is
close to 80 percent, who favor the
strongest possible managed care con-
trol bill. The distinguished authors of
this bill have done that, the House has
worked its will, and it is our job to
carry it out.

It is my hope that the leadership will
not frustrate this by slowing down,
stalling, postponing the conference in
other procedural moves, which is their
prerogative. But | suggest they do so
and they will incur the wrath of many
Americans who are denied adequate
and fair treatment from many man-
aged care plans. They are the people
who will be the losers if we do not in-
sist on the House position and see that
it prevails.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. BRYANT).

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

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

Mr. Speaker, reluctantly | must rise
in opposition to this motion. | have a
great deal of respect for the senior
Member in this Congress, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL),
who cosponsored this bill with other
people | have tremendous respect for,
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. NOR-
wooD) and other primary sponsors, the
gentleman from lowa (Mr. GANSKE),
who are undoubtedly experts in this
area of health care.

Likewise, 1 have great respect for
other positions in this body who sup-
ported other measures, the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN), the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON), the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
FLETCHER), and the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG), a cosponsor of
the Shadegg-Coburn bill which | voted
for.

There is no perfect bill. Norwood-
Dingell is not a perfect bill. Shadegg-
Coburn contained many good provi-
sions | think that ought to be consid-
ered. One hundred-fifty Members sup-
ported that bill, and, as we move to-
ward a conference, we have to look to
the Senate and look at the bill that
they have got. They have got some
good ideas there too.

My concern is that we all | think
agree that we want to be able to have
patients that are under managed care
to receive the best quality treatment
that they can get, and we want the
managed care groups that manage this
care and the costs associated with that
to be accountable in some way. All of
these bills do that.

We want to do all these things, while
making sure we do not make it so ex-
pensive that we chase employers, peo-
ple who provide insurance to their em-
ployees, that we do not chase them out



November 3, 1999

of the market and add more employees
to that list of uninsured. Already in
this country we have 44 million people
who do not have medical insurance,
and we do not want to add to that list.
So we have a great balancing act that
we must accomplish here, and, as we
move towards conference, | think we
can do that.

I think we can make this bill a better
bill. But we do not do that, and the
reason | rise in opposition to this mo-
tion, is we do not do that by unduly re-
stricting our negotiators, tying their
hands, because there are other good
ideas in this House, there are other
good ideas in the Senate, and it is at
that point that our rules provide that
we sit down and negotiate in the inter-
est of all Americans interested in
health care, we do so on a good faith
basis, not with our hands tied, and
come up with a more perfect bill. I
think we can do that if we do not pass
this motion.

| urge my colleagues to vote against
this motion to instruct conferees, with
the trust and assurance that we can
make this bill an even better one for
the American people.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | am
happy to yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from New Jersey
(Mrs. ROUKEMA), who has displayed ex-
traordinary courage and diligence and
vigor throughout this matter.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support
of this motion to instruct. | want the
people in this House to understand
what we are doing here. We are saying
we support the House bill, which covers
161 million Americans, that is all the
Americans in this country who are cov-
ered by insurance plans whereas the
bill from the Senate discriminates
against our people based on the state
from which you come. The Senate leg-
islation only covers 48 million Ameri-
cans. So remember that when you vote
on this. That is one of the reasons this
bill passed overwhelmingly with bipar-
tisan support in the House. Lets not
discriminate. We must cover all 161
million insured constituents.

Finally, | just want to point out
something. If you have any doubt
about the backlash and the politics out
there among your constituents, just
look at this week’s Newsweek Maga-
zine (November 8, 1999). If you cannot
see it, | will read it to you. “The war
over patient rights. HMO hell.”

Then it says in the body of the arti-
cle, “From the Capitol to the kitchen
tables, from frustration with HMOs to
worries about health care, it is topic A,
and the patients are ready to rumble.”

Again, reading from this Newsweek
magazine, ‘“H.M.O. Hell: The Back-
lash.”

Mr. Speaker, | say we have to sup-
port the House position and go to con-
ference with this motion to instruct in
the interests of our patients who are
suffering a rationing of professional
care.
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Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Speaker, | have the same edition
of Newsweek Magazine and noted var-
ious things in it, including the fact
that it pointed out that access to spe-
cialists is denied much more frequently
by HMO plans than by fee-for-service
plans. But | wonder if the last speaker,
who is supporting the motion to in-
struct, understands that that motion
to instruct puts fee-for-service plans
under the same regulation as HMO
plans? That is, they impose the same
regulatory burdens on fee-for-service,
which is treating people well, accord-
ing to this magazine article, as it does
to HMOs.

I suggest that sticking to the motion
to instruct and tying our hands is not
the right answer.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE).

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, there
are two obvious reasons why this mo-
tion to instruct the conferees to sup-
port the Norwood-Dingell bill should be
supported. The first is that the Nor-
wood-Dingell bill provides meaningful
patient protections, whereas the Re-
publican leadership bill in the other
body is a sham proposal designed to
protect the insurance industry.

The second is that the vote in the
House on the Norwood-Dingell bill was
one of overwhelming support and fair-
ness demands that that vote be re-
flected in the conference.

When it comes to the substance of
the bills, my colleague from New Jer-
sey pointed out that the partisan bill
passed by the GOP in the other body
excludes more than 100 million people
from its provisions. It applies only to
people in self-funded plans. These types
of plans are typically offered only by
large employers and cover only 48 mil-
lion Americans. The Norwood-Dingell
bill, on the other hand, applies to all
161 million privately insured Ameri-
cans.

The differences between the bills
though run a lot deeper than this gross
disparity in the coverage. The protec-
tions in the Norwood-Dingell bill are
vastly superior to those limited protec-
tions proposed by the GOP leadership
in the other body.

Just as some examples, the GOP
leadership bill in the Senate provides
no guarantees that if you have to go to
the nearest emergency room in a situa-
tion where you have an emergency,
that is going to be covered or you will
not have to foot the bill yourself. In
the Norwood-Dingell bill, if you go to
the nearest emergency room, you are
going to be covered.

The GOP leadership bill does not
guarantee direct access to OB-GYN for
women. The Norwood-Dingell bill does.
The leadership bill does not guarantee
access to specialists out of the net-
work, but the Norwood-Dingell bill
does. The GOP leadership bill allows
HMOs to continue to define what type
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of care is medically necessary. The
Norwood-Dingell bill allows doctors
and patients to make that determina-
tion, not the insurance company bu-
reaucrats.

Finally, the GOP leadership bill does
not provide for an independent external
appeals process. The Norwood-Dingell
bill does.

In addition to that, the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) men-
tioned that the GOP leadership bill
does not allow you to sue your HMO
because it leaves the ERISA exemption
from liability in place. The Norwood-
Dingell bill sides with the patients and
lifts this preemption, giving individ-
uals the right to sue their HMOs when
they are denied needed care and their
health suffers as a result.

Support this motion to instruct the
conferees.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN),
one of the co-authors of a bill which
could not be considered if this motion
to instruct were adopted.

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

Mr. Speaker, | have less than a year
left in this body, and if | could make a
change in anything, | would return it
150 years earlier so that the trick that
we are seeing today would not be used.
I have the greatest respect for the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL).
He is a great politician, and rarely do
I use that word in a positive sense in
my lifetime. But | want to tell you
what this motion does.

What this motion does is it is going
to allow the unions and the trial law-
yers to run the hospitals, based on the
clause that is in this as far as whistle
blowers. It is a totally unneeded por-
tion of the bill, but was put in to build
constituencies and consensus.
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It will ruin quality assurance in all
the hospitals. There is no question in
my mind about that.

Number 2, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. DINGELL) said at the outset
that we were mainly interested in pa-
tients. | happen to be qualified because
I voted for the bill of the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. NorwooD) and the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DIN-
GELL) when it left the House. | am one
of that 270.

| voted for it for one purpose, | think
we need to have some action. With this
motion to commit, there will be no
health care bill for my patients. There
will be no right to go after our HMO, if
we follow this motion to commit, be-
cause there will be no combined bill, no
compromise, and therefore, the Presi-
dent will never get to sign a bill out of
this conference.

If that is what we want to accom-
plish, and we want to use that as a po-
litical pawn in the next year’s debate
over who should be in control of Con-
gress, then that is a legitimate thing.
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But it ought to be said that that is
what it is for.

That is not what a motion to instruct
should be for. A motion to instruct
should be, take out the whistleblower.
Give the members of the committee,
the conference committee, the ability
to do what is right for our patients and
for our country, not what is right for
the Republican or the Democrat party.

The gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
NorwooD) deserves a lot of credit for
his work in this body. He worked,
worked, worked. We have a health care
bill on this floor because because of the
courage of the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. NorwooD); not for any other rea-
son, because of the courage of the gen-
tleman from Georgia. Let us not ruin a
display of courage by making this a
purely political ploy. That is what this
is.

I was not going to speak against it,
but Mr. Speaker, my patients, the peo-
ple in this country, the people in my
district who are under HMOs who have
no right of recourse today against un-
qualified medical personnel making de-
cisions about their health care, they
have no right, and this bill that we are
going to have has no adequacy of net-
work whatsoever in it.

They do not even have to have an
adequate network. The heck with spe-
cialists. They can say, | have a spe-
cialist, and they can have 1 and they
need 200. This bill does not even ad-
dress that. Do Members want to leave
that that way in conference? No, they
do not. I know they do not.

Let us talk about what this really is.
This is a political ploy, partly because
of the inappropriate, and | will agree,
the inappropriate naming of conferees
on this bill. I agree with that. But it is
the wrong way to accomplish the pur-
pose.

If we really care about patients, if we
really want to solve the inequities in
the health care system, and if we really
want to solve the overall problem,
which is opening up the market and al-
lowing choice and markets to work in
health care, Members will defeat this
thing solidly.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, it is long past time for
Congress to ensure that managed care
means quality care for American fami-
lies. Doctors and patients must make
medical decisions, not insurance com-
panies. If a patient is wrongly denied
care, there must be some account-
ability. We expect individuals to take
responsibility for their actions in this
country. HMOs should be no different.

We finally took up a Patients’ Bill of
Rights 4 weeks ago, but only after the
Republican leadership was dragged
there kicking and screaming. Repub-
lican leaders never wanted this debate
because it was all too clear that they
had chosen special interests over the
national interest.
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Finally, after 4 weeks, the GOP lead-
ership is bringing up a motion to go to
conference on this bill. I hope that de-
spite the maneuvering of the Repub-
lican leadership, that the common
sense and the bipartisanship of this bill
will prevail.

Our colleagues from Michigan, Geor-
gia, and lowa teamed up to write a bi-
partisan balanced bill that protects pa-
tients’ rights without undue burdens or
threats to health care coverage. Now,
after weeks of the GOP leadership’s
stall tactics, my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Michigan, in conjunction
with his Republican colleagues, is of-
fering a motion to instruct that will
insist upon the provisions of the bipar-
tisan bill passed by the House on Octo-
ber 7, and upon offsetting the $7 billion
on the House floor to fully pay for the
bill.

I urge my colleagues, vote yes on the
motion to instruct. We need to ensure
that patients have access to special-
ists, clinical trials, and OB-GYN serv-
ices, among the many other patient
protections that are found in the Nor-
wood-Dingell agreement.

We cannot allow the watered-down
Senate provisions to prevail. Vote yes
on the motion to instruct.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN).

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Speaker, today we call upon the
conferees for H.R. 2990 to insist on the
House-passed version of the Patients’
Bill of Rights. That is the portion of
H.R. 2990 that reminds health insurers
that if they want to get paid, they
must actually provide a meaningful
health insurance product, not a cheap
imitation.

The Senate-passed bill may accom-
plish many things. It leaves out most
Americans from coverage under the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights. It may appease
the insurance industry. It may provide
cover for politicians who want to ap-
pear responsive to their constituents,
when in fact they are too often cater-
ing to insurance industry lobbyists.

What the Senate bill does not do is
the one thing it is supposed to do. It
does not ensure that employers and
employees get what they pay for when
they purchase insurance.

In fact, there are HMO fingerprints
all over the Senate version of the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights. Pivotal reforms
like the right to see a doctor outside
the HMO network and the right to sue
when a health plan acts in bad faith
are simply missing. Other reforms have
been watered down to such an extent
that patients may be no better off with
them than without them.

Can anyone in this Chamber honestly
say that that is what the public had in
mind when it called for a Patients’ Bill
of Rights? If we ask the insurance in-
dustry which bill it prefers, there is no
contest. The Senate bill would win.
Managed care organizations take huge
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gambles, gambles they perceive as be-
nign business decisions, with poten-
tially harmful or even fatal con-
sequences for their enrollees.

I join my colleague, the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), in urging
the conferees to act in the best inter-
ests of the public and insist on the
House-passed version of the Patients’
Bill of Rights.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from California (Mrs. CAPPS).

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong support of the motion to recom-
mit conferees. The gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. NOorRwoOD), and the
gentleman from lowa (Mr. GANSKE)
demonstrate real leadership on pro-
tecting patients.

| urge the House conferees to ensure
that the Dingell-Norwood protections
are included in the final bill. Patients
and providers across this country have
told us that HMO reform is their top
priority.

Congress now has a real chance to
enact managed care reform and to im-
prove patient care. But time is running
out. With only a few days left before
Congress adjourns, the time has come
to put patients ahead of profits. The
conferees need to meet before Congress
goes out of session, and Congress
should enact the Norwood-Dingell bill.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BOEHNER), the distinguished chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Em-
ployer-Employee Relations of the Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my colleague for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, | think all of us know
that the motion before us is a non-
binding motion of the House.

All of our colleagues understand
clearly that this is an opportunity to
have a political debate about the issue
of health care reform in America. So
let us have the political debate. But
understand, this really does not mean
anything.

But as we have gone through the
whole issue of reforming health care
over the last 7 years or so, the debate
has grown. We have focused the debate
away from the uninsured to account-
ability of HMOs. | do not think there is
any Member of the House who does not
believe that there is a way to bring ac-
countability, more accountability, to
managed care if it is done in a reason-
able way.

I think also we have learned over the
last few years that when we start to
bring accountability into the picture,
we can get carried away with too much
accountability that leads to less afford-
ability for the American people, and we
know that less affordability means less
accessibility.

While we all want managed care re-
forms and we want more account-
ability, we know that the far greater
problem in America today is the fact
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that we have 44 million people who
have no health insurance at all. We
know that if we do things that are
going to raise costs, we are going to
drive down access.

This is about a balance. We cannot
consider access or accountability with-
out considering affordability and ac-
cessibility. That is why the bill that
left the House had a large access piece
authored by my good friends, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG)
and the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
TALENT), that would help ensure we
could address the growing problem of
the uninsured in America.

The bill that 1| think the House
passed will lead to more uninsured if
we do not do something about increas-
ing the access provisions that were
called for in the Shadegg-Talent access
bill.

Mr. Speaker, as we go to conference
with the Senate, they have a com-
pletely different position, a much nar-
rower bill. Some may argue they have
a much more practical bill. What we as
conferees have to do on behalf of the
House is to find the right balance, find
the right balance between account-
ability without driving employers out
of the process, without driving up pre-
mium costs, and without driving more
people into the ranks of uninsured, be-
cause what are these accountability
measures going to mean to Americans
if they have no health insurance? They
mean nothing.

Mr. Speaker, let us go work with the
Senate. Let us find the right balance
between accountability, affordability,
and accessibility. |1 think that is what
the American people expect of their
representatives on both sides of the
aisle, is to find that right balance.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS).

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

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my friend for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of this
motion. Mr. Speaker, if Members have
ever lived in a neighborhood and they
want to build a shopping center in the
neighborhood, Members would under-
stand why we are here making this ar-
gument today.

If we have 100 of our neighbors to-
gether and two-thirds of them do not
want the shopping center, and then we
find out there is going to be a meeting
at the town hall about whether to build
the shopping center, and you have to
pick seven of your neighbors to go rep-
resent your position, and someone
says, let us take five people who want
the shopping center and two who do
not and send them to the meeting, |
think most of us would say that that is
ridiculous, the delegation we send from
our neighborhood ought to reflect the
sentiment of the neighborhood.

On October 7, 275 of us voted strongly
in favor of holding managed care plans
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accountable, over 60 percent of the
Members of the House. We are going to
go negotiate with the other body over
a bill that does not have similar ac-
countability provisions. As one of the
prior speakers said, it should be self-
evident what the House’s position is,
and it is. Over 60 percent of us believe
that there ought to be accountability
provisions, consistent with Norwood-
Dingell.

But we have every reason to believe
that the delegation we are sending
from our neighborhood is not going to
reflect that point of view. It should re-
flect that point of view. The gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. NorwooD) should be
one of those conferees, and the gen-
tleman from lowa (Mr. GANSKE) should
be one of those conferees. But it ap-
pears that will not be the case.

The reason we are on the floor today
is to tell our negotiating committee to
keep in mind the sentiment of this
neighborhood. We supported this legis-
lation because the American people
want accountability for health insur-
ance companies. We are supporting this
motion because the Members of this
House want accountability from our
conference negotiators. Support the
motion.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the essence of this mo-
tion to instruct on its substance is very
clear. It would bind the House con-
ferees to the Norwood-Dingell version
of the bill.

I would like to ask a series of ques-
tions of whether we really want to do
that.

Let me begin with this one. The sub-
stitute offered on the House, one of the
substitutes offered on the House side
that did not pass allowed access to am-
bulance services. Norwood-Dingell did
not. Would the proponents of this mo-
tion to instruct say we should not
allow or guarantee access to ambu-
lance services?

The substitute offered external ap-
peal timelines that were shorter than
Dingell-Norwood, getting people more
care even more quickly than Dingell-
Norwood.
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Do the proponents of this motion to
instruct oppose an even shorter time
period for special appeals, getting peo-
ple care even more quickly?

The substitute that we offered we
called for binding arbitration for those
who did not want to go to court. There
was no similar provision in Norwood-
Dingell.

Did the proponents of this substitute
which would bind us to Dingell-Nor-
wood and Dingell-Norwood only say
that we should not allow binding arbi-
tration?

The substitute that we offered pro-
vided access to all cancer clinical
trials, as one of the earlier speakers
noted. That is much broader than Din-
gell-Norwood for cancer patients be-
cause Dingell-Norwood does not in-
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clude FDA-approved clinical trials.
Two-thirds of new cancer drug tests are
FDA approved.

Do the proponents of this motion to
instruct say that we should not have
the broader provision that does more
for cancer victims on clinical trials?

The Norwood-Dingell bill does not
guarantee either pathology or labora-
tory services. The substitute did.

Did the proponents say we should be
bound to their version and not offer pa-
thology or laboratories services?

We created a panel to ensure network
adequacy, to make sure that if a plan
said they had a doctor, there were
enough doctors with that specialty to
actually service their patient base.
Norwood-Dingell has nothing to cover
network adequacy.

This motion to instruct would com-
mit us to a plan that does not even re-
quire network adequacy, and that in-
deed is one of the problems noted in
the Newsweek article discussed earlier.

We prohibit plans from considering
FDA-approved drugs or medical devices
as experimental or investigational.
Norwood-Dingell does not do that.

The proponents of this motion to in-
struct would tie our hands and say,
yes, we can take a procedure that has
been approved by the FDA, a drug or a
medical device; and even though it has
been approved, label it experimental or
investigational. The motion to instruct
would tie our hands to a series of provi-
sions that are not near as strong for
patients as the substitute that was of-
fered here on the floor.

I urge my colleagues to reject the
motion to instruct.

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

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Texas (Mr. LAMPSON).

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, if our
colleague, the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. CoBURN), would read the ex-
perience of Texas, he would know that
his statements about unions and law-
yers is false, and he would vote yes on
this motion.

Not long ago | spoke about a con-
stituent of mine, Regina Cowles, who
was diagnosed with breast cancer but
was being denied payment of a treat-
ment by her insurance company. Re-
gina ultimately got some of the help
that we wanted for her from her insur-
ance company, but it was too little too
late. 1| am sad to report that Regina
died last week.

Regina and my own daughter, Steph-
anie, who was also denied coverage
until a big fight reversed a decision,
brought to mind the problem we have
in this country with access to health
care. It is one thing to keep costs
down, but it cannot be done at the pa-
tient’s expense. If adoption of this mo-
tion is supported, that will ensure in
the conference that medical judgments
will be made by medical experts.

Adoption of this motion to instruct
will give people like Regina Cowles and
Stephanie Lampson the health care
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they deserve. It is time for us to put
our money where our mouth is and
prove to the American people that this
Congress can work together to address
issues they really care about.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, it is a
great pleasure for me to yield 4 min-
utes to the next speaker, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD), a
very distinguished, very courageous,
very energetic man who has provided
enormous leadership in this matter,
and my good friend.

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

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, on Oc-
tober 7, the House passed a patient pro-
tection bill, 275 votes; and if we lis-
tened to the argument today, it is very
clear to me that those who did not vote
for that bill want to go into conference
and have the bill that they put up that
failed be the bill before conference.

The gentleman from Ohio and the
gentleman from California have all
made it very clear that this is not
binding, though the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG), says, well, this
is binding; but it is not and we all
know that. It is not legal.

The gentleman from Tennessee stood
up and said that well, this would re-
strict our negotiators, which is not
true.

We are going to send our Members
into conference, and they are going to
do the best they can to work against a
Senate bill that is absolutely not
worth the paper it is written on. Now,
that is a tall order; but we are told by
the gentleman from California that
this is our effort to tilt the relation-
ship between the House and the Senate,
and we are told by the gentleman from
Oklahoma this is a political ploy.

Well, | will say what this really is.
This is about rumors floating around
from a conference that will not even
allow the authors on the Republican
side to be on the conference. That is
what this is all about. This is about a
conference that is going to put every-
body on the conference from the Re-
publican side who voted against the
bill.

Now | think we might ought to be
concerned about what is going to hap-
pen in conference when we send every-
body in there who voted against the
bill. That is what we call tilting the re-
lationship between the House and the
Senate, and that is what we call a po-
litical ploy.

I want to thank my friend, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL),
on the other side of the aisle, for hav-
ing considered me for one of the seats
on the conference committee since my
own party as yet has not offered me a
seat. | am grateful.

I humbly declined, as | believe my
outspokenness against my own party’s
position in this matter might become
the issue, and the committee does not
need any distractions from the real
issues before us, and that is protecting
patients. Therefore, as | remain free to
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continue my outspokenness, | implore
my leaders to be aware of the political
reality as they seek a final course of
action on this issue.

They have for the last 5 years op-
posed patient protections and publicly
allied themselves in joint news con-
ferences with HMO lobbyists. Under
public pressure, we forced a vote on Oc-
tober 7. They have even refused to
allow a single subcommittee vote on
this legislation. This, in spite of the
support by the majority of the House,
and a third of the Republican caucus,
the majority of patients in this coun-
try support it; the majority of doctors,
the majority of hospitals, even the ma-
jority of employers.

| feel these same opponents believe
they can now subvert the conference
committee to produce a report repug-
nant to the original legislation in order
to force the House of Representatives
to really reject the final report. These
opponents believe a multimillion dollar
public relations campaign can shift
that blame to the other party.

| say today that the fate of the next
election is in the balance and that plan
will fail. Because of their past actions
and affiliations, our party has no credi-
bility on HMO reform. All the clever
commercials that money can buy will
not change that fact, but that fact can
and should change if our conferees act
with courage to enforce the will of this
House.

That is what this motion is all about.
Go into the conference and fight for
the position of this House. It is in per-
fect concert with the will of the Amer-
ican people. | urge my colleagues to
support these instructions, to insist on
full unencumbered legal accountability
for HMOs; true external appeals and
the protections of all Americans, all
Americans, with health insurance, not
just the few who need this the least. |
want both Republican and Democratic
patients to win. To accomplish that,
both parties need to honor the will of
the people instead of the will of the
lobbyists. As | recall, that is our job
and that is our duty.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. COOKSEY).

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

Mr. COOKSEY. Mr. Speaker, the pa-
tients and the public deserve managed
care reform. The patients and the pub-
lic deserve protection from the over-
reaching of the HMOs. For those who
have a real knowledge of health care
and the problems of the overreaching
of HMOs, we know that we need HMO
accountability. For those who have
been refused health care by HMO, CEOs
and HMO clerks, they know about the
overreaching of the HMOs. They know
that we need HMO reform.

Unfortunately, the proposed rule or
the proposed motion to instruct is too
restrictive and will result in no HMO
reform this year. This Congress, in its
wisdom, passed ERISA protections
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some years ago; but, as so often occurs,
there was overreaching by the HMOs.
So today when we vote we need to vote
against this motion to instruct, be-
cause this motion to instruct again
gives the appearance that, in fact, the
HMOs, the lobbyists, the big insurance
companies, the CEOs of the HMOs have
a disproportionate amount of influence
in this body.

We need to do the right thing for the
public, for the patients, for the Ameri-
cans who are under HMO health care.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT),
the leader of the minority, and my
good friend.

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, | urge
a vote for this motion to instruct. The
issue that we are dealing with here is
not a political issue. It is not a par-
tisan issue, and it is not a party issue.
After we passed a very strong and good
bipartisan Patients’ Bill of Rights here
a few weeks ago, | had people come up
to me in my district, people that | saw
around the country and they came up
to me and they said, finally the Con-
gress, the House, has stood against the
special interests and done what is good
for patients, what is good for doctors,
what is good for people. | want to urge
us to keep that effort going and to re-
alize it in this conference.

Too often we have seen strong bipar-
tisan measures be watered down to Kill
the real intent of legislation. We can-
not let the bipartisan Patients’ Bill of
Rights fall prey to a back-door attempt
to derail meaningful reform.

The Senate bill does not measure up.
We need to get a final report that looks
more like the House bill and contains
the solid protections that it contains.

The Senate bill fails to ensure that
medical judgments are made by doc-
tors and patients, in consultation with
their patients. The medical relation-
ship that is important here is what
goes on between doctors and patients.
They are the ones that should make
the decisions about medical care, not
some bureaucrat thousands of miles
away who is looking at the bottom line
and not what is good for that patient.

The Senate bill fails to allow pa-
tients to see an outside specialist, at
no additional cost, when their spe-
cialist in the health plan fails to meet
their needs.

The House bill allows patients to do
that. The Senate bill fails to hold man-
aged care plans accountable when their
decisions to withhold or limit care in-
jure patients. The House bill holds
plans accountable.

If doctors are accountable, the people
that are making half the decisions
ought to be accountable. How can we
have a system that says doctors are ac-
countable for the decisions they make,
but we let the bureaucrats in the
health plans that are just looking at
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the bottom line and profit totally un-
accountable for the decisions they
make?

The Senate bill applies only to 48
million people in private employment-
based plans, where the employer self-
insures. The House bill applies to all
people with employment-based insur-
ance, as well as people who buy insur-
ance on their own.

We have to get to work on this. It has
been 4 weeks since we passed the bill
here. We are going toward a recess
where nothing can get done. Let me
say what | have said before. If someone
is in a health care plan and they need
something that their doctor says they
need and their life is on the line today,
they need this bill now. They do not
need to wait until next spring or next
summer or next fall or not at all.

If a loved one in their family is wait-
ing to be able to get the right decision
out of a health care plan that could
save their life, they need this bill now.

I urge the leaders of the Congress in
the House and in the Senate to get this
conference going, to get a bill that is
more like the House bill than the Sen-
ate bill, and to get it done in the next
2 weeks before we leave this Congress.
We owe that to the patients and the
doctors and the medical professionals
in this country. We can have a better
health care system in this country, and
this bill will go a long way toward
doing it.

I commend the physicians in this
Congress in both parties who have
stood tall for doing the right thing.
God bless them for standing for their
beliefs and their patients.

O 1200

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEHNER).

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, as | said
earlier, this is not about a binding res-
olution, this is about having a political
debate. The gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. GEPHARDT), the minority leader,
who just spoke realizes that the other
body has a very different bill. In the
legislative process, our jobs are to
come to some consensus with the other
body, some consensus that is good for
the American people.

Now, there is not a bill that came to
this floor that did not provide for more
accountability for those in managed
care. There is not a bill that came to
this floor that did not provide for more
physicians’ judgments in controlling
the treatments that the patient was
going to get.

We all want more accountability. But
we have got to do it in a way that will
not drive millions of people into the
ranks of the uninsured. | think all of
my colleagues know that | believe that
we can have more accountability with-
out introducing unending and open-
ended litigation into the process.
Bringing trial lawyers and frivolous
lawsuits into health care will do noth-
ing more than drive up the cost and
drive down access.
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We all know that today about 125
million Americans get their insurance
through their employer. | realize that
some want to change that. But today
that is, in fact, the system. Every em-
ployee will tell us the number one ben-
efit that they get from their employer
is their health benefit. Why did we
want to jeopardize the ability of em-
ployers to provide this benefit to their
employees by opening up the health
care system to an open-ended liability?

Now, there is a great concern about
the liability portion of the bill passed
by this House, that in fact many em-
ployers will not open themselves up to
that liability and will begin dropping
coverage for their employees. Is that
really what the House wants to do? |
think what we need to do is to go to
conference with the Senate and to find
the right consensus for the American
people.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. FORD).

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, let us be
honest here. The gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BOEHNER) said this is a political
discussion. It is. What we do is deal
with politics, and we have many of
those on this floor. We flew back here
Monday evening, not to vote on a budg-
et, but to vote on a few political sus-
pension matters. So let us be honest
with what we are doing.

The reality is my colleagues refuse to
appoint the two folks in this House
who, in many ways, personify and em-
body this issue for all America, not
just Democrats, not just Republicans.

We have another body on the other
side that some of my colleagues on this
side are essentially doing the bad work
for, doing the homework for. They do
not want campaign finance. They do
not want managed care reform. They
figure out the procedural games to
play, and we figure it out on this side.

We just had elections around the Na-
tion yesterday in many localities, and
congratulations to the winners
throughout the Nation. Imagine having
an election and the voters selecting
someone, then the party leaders and
the bosses in the party say, well, the
people want this person; but this other
fellow, he pretty much agrees with this
guy on about 70, 80 percent of the stuff
he wants, so the party leaders, we are
going to pick the other guy even
though the people want the guy that
won.

We passed an HMO reform bill here in
this House of Representatives. | know
the money chase is on. | know the Sen-
ate in their leadership may want cer-
tain things. But allow the will of this
House to be heard in the conference.
Allow the conferees, the gentleman
from lowa (Mr. GANSKE) and the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. NORwOOD) to
represent us. Allow the will of the peo-
ple to be heard, not HMO bosses. | ask
this House to support the motion to in-
struct conferees.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLITTLE).
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(Mr. DOOLITTLE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, this
is obviously an issue of great impor-
tance to the body, and | have great af-
fection and esteem for the authors of
the competing proposal.

I think it is quite clear that we need
some type of health care reform. What
we need to decide upon is what is some-
thing we can agree upon between the
two bodies and that can be signed by
the President and become law.

The Dingell-Norwood is not a perfect
bill. Most bills here are not perfect; |
will stipulate to that. | do not think we
want to tie the hands of our conferees
as they go in trying to produce a prod-
uct that is acceptable to everyone.

I would just point out, and | know it
has been pointed out before by the au-
thor of the substitute, but | just want
to reemphasize this, that the sub-
stitute, for example, allows access to
ambulance services. The substitute has
external appeal time lines that are
shorter to allow expedited review.

The substitute provides access to all
cancer clinical trials. That provision is
much broader than Dingell-Norwood
for cancer patients because the Din-
gell-Norwood bill does not include FDA
approved clinical trials.

I urge my colleagues to vote no on
this motion.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr.
much time remains?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KoLBE). The gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. DINGELL) has 4% minutes remain-
ing. The gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
SHADEGG) has 4¥4 minutes remaining.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | yield
to myself 1 minute.

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

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | want
to express great pleasure at the way
that this debate has been conducted. |
also want to point out that we are now
talking about what our conferees are
going to do for the House as a part of
their duties.

The traditions of the House say that
the conferees should be appointed by
the Speaker, and the rules say so, too,
to carry out the purposes of the House
bill and to be supporters of the House
bill.

The traditions of the House say that
the conferees should be supporters of
the House bill. Quite honestly, 275 of
our Members say that they should be
the supporters of the House bill, as do
millions of Americans in all walks of
life say that we should be supporting
the House bill, because that is the bill
that the people want.

Having said these things, we do not
know who the conferees are going to
be. We do not know what the Senate is
going to do. But we can be pretty as-
sured, on the basis of what we have
seen, that we may not see either the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. NOR-
wooD) or the gentleman from lowa (Mr.

Speaker, how
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GANSKE) or any of the other supporters
on the Republican side being named as
conferees on this bill.

If that is true, it will tell us at the
time we vote that we desperately have
needed this bill. It is necessary that we
should have had the instructions that
we are now seeking to give to enable us
to see that the conferees carry out the
will of the House.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, | under-
stand the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. DINGELL) has the right to close.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
correct.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, | yield
to myself the balance of the time re-
maining.

Mr. Speaker, | think this is a criti-
cally important debate. It is a debate
that is reflected on thoughtful con-
cerns across America, as pointed out in
this week’s edition of Newsweek, which
talks about this issue about patients’
rights. But we really are engaged in
very much of a political discussion of
what ought to occur from here forward.

There is, indeed, no question but that
the gentleman from lowa (Mr. GANSKE)
and the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
NoRrwooD) deserve credit for their hard
work on this issue. Indeed, | would sug-
gest quite clearly that of the two
major bills before this House, they
were written by four people, the gen-
tleman from lowa (Mr. GANSKE), the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. NOR-
wooD), the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. CoBURN), and myself. That is true
of the bill on the other side, the Nor-
wood-Dingell bill, and it is also true of
the substitute which got the most
votes on this side.

I would also point out that there has
been much made of the fact that per-
haps some of the conferees will not
have voted for the bill that passed the
House. The bill that actually is in con-
ference is H.R. 2990, and | believe every
single one of the Republican conferees
voted for H.R. 2990.

Now, it is true that many of the con-
ferees may not have voted for Dingell-
Norwood, and 1 understand the con-
cerns of those who have expressed that
reservation, their belief that, indeed,
there perhaps should be more Members
on the conference committee who did
vote for Dingell-Norwood.

| do not know the full context of the
conference committee, but | can tell
my colleagues this, | for one am com-
mitted to the concept behind the major
distinguishing point between Dingell-
Norwood and the substitute; and that
is that HMOs must be held account-
able.

But please make it clear that this de-
bate is vitally important, and it is a
political debate. It is a debate about
whether we do something for the pa-
tients of America or whether we do
nothing.

The minority leader spoke about
keeping the process moving forward. |
urge every one in this House to work
hard to keep the process moving for-
ward, and | agree with him on that.
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But passing this motion to instruct,
passing this set of instructions, an-
nouncing today that we are unwilling
to compromise on anything but that
which is in Norwood-Dingell would be a
tragic mistake, because if we abide by
that position, make no mistake about
it, if we adopt Norwood-Dingell and
Norwood-Dingell only, there will be no
health care reform for this country
arising out of this bill this year or next
year, because that bill cannot pass and
will not pass because of its extreme po-
sitions on the issue of liability.

Now, its health care provisions, quite
frankly, are not quite as good as ours,
but they are very close. But the issue
here, the fundamental question here is
that we must come to a compromise.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle and the President have an-
nounced they want to do absolutely
nothing about access to insurance for
the uninsured and absolutely nothing
about the cost of insurance and abso-
lutely nothing about choice for those
who have insurance, because their bill,
Dingell-Norwood, did nothing for ac-
cess, it did nothing for choice, it did
nothing for cost. | say that we must
move them on that issue. They must
compromise, or we will not help the
American people.

My other colleagues on the other side
who say immunity works, we should
leave the HMOs absolutely immune
when they injure or Kill somebody, I
suggest to them that if we take that
stand, then, indeed, there will be no
legislation this year to help the Amer-
ican people.

This is too critical a moment in
time, vastly too important for the lives
of the American people for us to sit on
our hands and take either an extreme
position on that side in which we do
nothing about access, nothing about
choice, nothing about affordability, or
an extreme position which says we do
nothing about making health -care
plans accountable.

This is a critically important mo-
ment in time, and the proponents of
this motion to instruct would have us
pass it by. They would save this issue
for a political fight in the next election
campaign. | believe that would be a
tragic mistake.

What must happen in this conference
committee is that the Senate must
move, because its bill is inadequate;
and what must happen in the con-
ference committee is that the House
must move, because we do not get good
legislation for the American people if
we do not compromise.

I believe that this motion to in-
struct, which would leave us bound to
one position and one position only and
would abandon the notion of com-
promise, would be a tragic mistake for
the American people for that reason.

I urge my colleagues to give the con-
ferees the option to compromise on
good legislation so we can pass and
enact health care reform this year.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | yield
3% minutes, the balance of the time, to
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the distinguished gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. BERRY) for purposes of
closing.

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, it is abso-
lutely amazing that 275 Members of the
House of Representatives voted for the
worst bill. | rise in support of this mo-
tion to instruct conferees.

| do agree with the gentleman from
Oklahoma who referred to the distin-
guished gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
DINGELL) as a politician. But | would
add to that that he is also a great
statesman, along with the distin-
guished gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
NorwooD) and the distinguished gen-
tleman from lowa (Mr. GANSKE). It is
an unbelievable miscarriage of the will
of this House that they would not be
conferees on this conference com-
mittee.

When my colleagues and | brought
this legislation to the Committee on
Rules, we brought it with a manager’s
amendment that would have allowed
the bill to be paid for. We did so be-
cause all of us are concerned about the
budgetary impacts of policies that are
not paid for. Unfortunately, the Com-
mittee on Rules did not allow our bill
to be paid for, and even worse added on
a $48 billion tax package that was not
paid for.

This motion to instruct conferees re-
quires the conference committee to
find a way to pay for the compromised
legislation.

Given the fact that some in Congress
voted just last week to borrow more
from the Social Security Trust Fund,
given the fact that the nonpartisan
Congressional Budget Office has cer-
tified that some in Congress have al-
ready dipped into the Social Security
Trust Fund by 17 billion more dollars,
given the fact that none of us want to
spend what belongs to Social Security,
I urge my colleagues to support this
motion.

Our job is to get the best deal we can
for the American people. We should fol-
low the will of this House. The gen-
tleman from lowa (Mr. GANSKE) and
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. NOR-
wooD) should be conferees.

If my colleagues care about Social
Security, and if my colleagues care
about HMO reform, and if my col-
leagues care about the American peo-
ple getting a good deal, being treated
fairly, and having access to good
health care under their HMOs, | urge
my colleagues to support this motion.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of the motion to instruct con-
ferees regarding the bipartisan con-
sensus Managed Care Improvement
Act.

Since this bill passed overwhelm-
ingly almost one month ago, the Re-
publican leadership has delayed the ap-
pointment of conferees, thereby gener-
ating concern that it was seeking to ei-
ther Kill the bill by running out the
clock, or undermine the strong support
for patient protections and enforce-
ment reflected by the House vote.

Because of this, the Members of this
body need to once again send a strong
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message that Americans want the free-
dom to choose their health care pro-
viders, to have treatment decisions
made by physicians and not insurance
company bureaucrats, and to hold in-
surance companies responsible for the
injuries they cause.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, the Repub-
lican leadership blocked the addition of
offsets to the Norwood-Dingell bill
when it was on the floor, and pushed
through a so-called “‘access” bill load-
ed with tax breaks that were not paid
for. The motion appropriately instructs
our managers to insist on fiscal respon-
sibility and produce managed care re-
form legislation that does not tap into
the surplus.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased that
we will finally be going to conference for man-
aged care reform. We passed this bill nearly
a month ago and | don’t understand why it has
taken so long to get to this point.

My hunch is that the main reason is that by
holding this motion to go to conference until
this late date, the Republican leadership will
be able to delay any actual convening of the
conference until the next Congress. Nonethe-
less, this action is an important step forward in
our continued effort to protect consumers in
managed care plans.

Last month, the U.S. House of Representa-
tives passed H.R. 2723, The Bipartisan Con-
sensus Managed Care Reform Act, by a deci-
sive bipartisan margin of 275-151. That same
day, the House soundly rejected three other
more limited approaches to managed care re-
form.

The House bill is much stronger than its
Senate counterpart. It applies to all private
health plans unlike the Senate bill which is
mostly limited to the 40 million Americans in
self-insured plans. The external appeal provi-
sions in the House bill are much stronger.
And, most importantly, the House bill also in-
cludes health plan liability—a provision sorely
lacking in the Senate version of the legislation.

Health plan liability is a vital component of
meaningful managed care reform. Only the
threat of legal consequences will be strong
enough to ensure the enforcement of these
managed care consumer protections. It must
be included in the final bill approved by Con-
gress or we will have failed in our duty to pro-
tect consumers in managed care plans.

To that end, the Conference should report a
bill that closely mirrors that passed by the
House in the form of H.R. 2723, The Bipar-
tisan Consensus Managed Care Reform Act.

It is also important that the final product be
paid for. During the House consideration of
the legislation, the sponsors of H.R. 2723
went to the Rules Committee to bring the bill
to the House floor fully financed. We were for-
bidden by the Republican leadership from
bringing our bill to the floor fully paid for—and
likewise prevented from offering an amend-
ment on the floor that provided such funding.
The conference must rectify that problem. We
have offsets for the costs—they must be in-
cluded in the final product.

The Republican leadership also played
games by adding a number of costly tax provi-
sions to the package which they billed as new
“access” provisions. In fact, there is precious
little evidence that those provisions would ex-
pand insurance coverage. Instead, there is
definite Congressional Budget Office evidence

that those provisions would cost the taxpayers
some $48 billion over the next ten years. The
Conference should drop these provisions
which do nothing to expand coverage and
therefore needlessly increase the federal price
tag of this otherwise very affordable, sensible
legislation.

As a Conferee, you can be sure that this will
be my agenda: the final product should closely
mirror H.R. 2723, it should be fully financed,
and the costly, ineffective provisions of H.R.
2990 should be dropped. | hope that is an
agenda we can all pursue.

Managed care reform should no longer be a
partisan issue. The bill passed by this House
was a consensus package with broad-based
bipartisan support within the House and the
support of more than 300 organizations rep-
resenting consumers, doctors, nurses, other
health care providers, public health advocates.
Let's take our consensus bill and make it law.
| look forward to working with my colleagues
to achieve this important goal. Let's get to
work.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on this motion to instruct.

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

There was no objection.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Without objection, the previous ques-

tion is ordered on the motion to in-
struct.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. DINGELL).

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

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

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 257, nays
167, not voting 9, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 558]
YEAS—257

Abercrombie Blagojevich Castle
Ackerman Blumenauer Chambliss
Allen Boehlert Clay
Andrews Bonior Clayton
Bachus Bono Clement
Baird Borski Clyburn
Baldacci Boswell Coble
Baldwin Boucher Condit
Barcia Boyd Conyers
Barr Brady (PA) Cook
Barrett (WI) Brady (TX) Cooksey
Becerra Brown (FL) Costello
Bentsen Brown (OH) Coyne
Berkley Capps Cramer
Berry Capuano Crowley
Bilbray Cardin Cummings
Bishop Carson Danner
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Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Duncan
Edwards
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Ford

Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Graham
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn

Hoyer
Hunter
Hyde

Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Baker
Ballenger
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Chabot
Chenoweth-Hage

Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
Mclintyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Norwood
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
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Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Fossella
Fowler
Gallegly
Gekas
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
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Porter
Price (NC)
Quinn
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Saxton
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wu

Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Goss
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger

Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Houghton
Hutchinson
Isakson
Istook
Johnson, Sam
Kasich
Kelly
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
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Largent Peterson (PA) Smith (MI)
Latham Petri Smith (TX)
Lazio Pickering Souder
Lewis (CA) Pitts Spence
Lewis (KY) Pombo Stearns
Linder Portman Stump
Lucas (OK) Pryce (OH) Sununu
Manzullo Radanovich Sweeney
McCrery Ramstad Talent
Mclnnis Regula Tancredo
Mclintosh Riley Tauzin
McKeon Rogan Taylor (NC)
Metcalf Rogers Terry
Mica Rohrabacher Thomas
Miller (FL) Royce Thornberry
Miller, Gary Ryan (WI1) Thune
Moran (KS) Ryun (KS) Tiahrt
Myrick Salmon Toomey
Nethercutt Sanford Upton

Ney Schaffer Vitter
Northup Sensenbrenner Walden
Nussle Sessions Wamp

Ose Shadegg Watkins
Oxley Sherwood Watts (OK)
Packard Shimkus Whitfield
Paul Shuster Wicker
Pease Simpson Wilson
Peterson (MN) Skeen

NOT VOTING—9

Bereuter Jackson-Lee Sawyer
Berman (TX) Scarborough
Hulshof Murtha Weldon (PA)
Rush
0O 1236
Mrs. CUBIN, and Messrs. SKEEN,

BURTON of Indiana, BASS, and LEWIS
of California changed their vote from
“‘yea’” to “‘nay.”

Messrs. STUPAK, OWENS, JENKINS,
and Ms. McKINNEY changed their vote
from ““nay”’ to ‘“‘yea.”

So the motion was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

NOTIFICATION OF INTENTION TO
OFFER RESOLUTION RAISING
QUESTION OF PRIVILEGES OF
THE HOUSE

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to clause 2(a)(1) of rule IX, | rise to
give notice of my intent to present a
question of privileges of the House.

The form of the resolution is as fol-
lows:

Calling on the President to abstain from
renegotiating international agreements gov-
erning antidumping and countervailing
measures.

Whereas under Art. I. Section 8 of the Con-
stitution, the Congress has power and re-
sponsibility with regard to foreign commerce
and the conduct of international trade nego-
tiations;

Whereas the House of Representatives is
deeply concerned that, in connection with
the World Trade Organization (“WTO’’) Min-
isterial meeting to be held in Seattle, Wash-
ington, and the multilateral trade negotia-
tions expected to follow, a few countries are
seeking to circumvent the agreed list of ne-
gotiations topics and reopen debate over the
WTO’s antidumping and antisubsidy rules;

Whereas the Congress has not approved
new negotiations on antidumping or
antisubsidy rules and has clearly, but so far
informally, signaled its opposition to such
negotiations;

Whereas strong antidumping and
antisubsidy rules are a cornerstone of the
liberal trade policy of the United States and
are essential to the health of the manufac-
turing and farm sectors in the United States;

Whereas it has long been and remains the
policy of the United States to support its
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antidumping and antisubsidy laws and to de-
fend those laws in international negotia-
tions;

Whereas an important part of Congress’
participation in the formulation of trade pol-
icy is the enactment of official negotiating
objectives against which completed agree-
ments can be measured when presented for
ratification;

Whereas the current absence of official ne-
gotiating objectives on the statute books
must not be allowed to undermine the Con-
gress’ constitutional role in charting the di-
rection of United States trade policy;

Whereas, under present circumstances,
launching a negotiation that includes anti-
dumping and antisubsidy issues would effect
the rights of the House and the integrity of
its proceedings;

Whereas the WTO antidumping and
antisubsidy rules concluded in the Uruguay
Round has scarcely been tested since they
entered into effect and certainly have not
proved defective:

Whereas opening these rules to renegoti-
ation could only lead to weakening them,
which would in turn lead to even greater
abuse of the world’s open markets, particu-
larly that of the United States;

Whereas conversely, avoiding another
diversive fight over these rules is the best
way to promote progress on the other, far
more important, issues facing WTO mem-
bers; and

Whereas it is therefore essential that nego-
tiations on these antidumping and
antisubsidy matters not be reopened under
the auspices of the WTO or otherwise: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives calls upon the President—

(1) not to participate in any international
negotiations in which antidumping or
antisubsidy rules are part of the negotiating
agenda;

(2) to refrain from submitting for congres-
sional approval agreements that require
changes to the current antidumping and
countervailing duty laws and enforcement
policies of the United States; and

(3) to enforce the antidumping and coun-
tervailing duty laws vigorously in all pend-
ing and future cases.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KOLBE). Under rule IX, a resolution
that is offered from the floor by a
Member other than the majority leader
or the minority leader as a question of
the privileges of the House has imme-
diate precedence only at a time des-
ignated by the Chair within 2 legisla-
tive days after the resolution is prop-
erly noticed.

Pending that designation, the form of
the resolution noticed by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. DOYLE)
will appear in the RECORD at this point.

The Chair does not at this point de-
termine whether or not the resolution
constitutes a question of privilege.
That determination will be made at the
time designated for consideration of
the resolution.

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, | ask to be
heard, at the appropriate time, on the
question of whether this resolution
constitutes a question of privilege.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. DOYLE)
will be notified at that time.
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NOTIFICATION OF INTENTION TO
OFFER RESOLUTION RAISING
QUESTION OF PRIVILEGES OF
THE HOUSE

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
clause 2(a)(1) of House Rule IX, | rise to
give notice of my intent to present a
question of privileges of the House.

The form of the resolution is as fol-
lows:

Calling on the President to abstain from
renegotiating international agreements gov-
erning antidumping and countervailing
measures.

Whereas under Art. I, Section 8 of the Con-
stitution, the Congress has power and re-
sponsibility with regard to foreign commerce
and the conduct of international trade nego-
tiations;

Whereas the House of Representatives is
deeply concerned that, in connection with
the World Trade Organization (“WTO’’) Min-
isterial meeting to be held in Seattle, Wash-
ington, and the multilateral trade negotia-
tions expected to follow, a few countries are
seeking to circumvent the agreed list of ne-
gotiation topics and reopen debate over the
WTO’s antidumping and antisubsidy rules;

Whereas the Congress has not approved
new negotiations on antidumping or
antisubsidy rules and has clearly, but so far
informally, signaled its opposition to such
negotiations;

Whereas strong antidumping and
antisubsidy rules are a cornerstone of the
liberal trade policy of the United States and
are essential to the health of the manufac-
turing and farm sectors in the United States;

Whereas it has long been and remains the
policy of the United States to support its
antidumping and antisubsidy laws and to de-
fend those laws in international negotia-
tions;

Whereas the current absence of official ne-
gotiating objectives on the statute books
must not be allowed to undermine the Con-
gress’ constitutional role in charting the di-
rection of United States trade policy;

Whereas the WTO antidumping and
antisubsidy rules concluded in the Uruguay
Round have scarcely been tested since they
entered into effect and certainly have not
proved defective;

Whereas opening these rules to renegoti-
ation could only lead to weakening them,
which would in turn lead to even greater
abuse of the world’s open markets, particu-
larly that of the United States;

Whereas conversely, avoiding another divi-
sive fight over these rules is the best way to
promote progress on the other, far more im-
portant, issues facing WTO members; and

Whereas it is therefore essential that nego-
tiations on these antidumping and
antisubsidy matters not be reopened under
the auspices of the WTO or otherwise: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House off Representa-
tives calls upon the President—

(1) not to participate in any international
negotiation in which antidumping or
antisubsidy rules are part of the negotiating
agenda;

(2) to refrain from submitting for congres-
sional approval agreements that require
changes to the current antidumping and
countervailing duty laws and enforcement
policies of the United States; and

(3) to enforce the antidumping and coun-
tervailing duty laws vigorously in all pend-
ing and future cases.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KoOLBE). Under rule IX, a resolution of-
fered from the floor by a Member other
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than the majority leader or the minor-
ity leader as a question of the privi-
leges of the House has immediate prec-
edence only at a time designated by
the Chair within 2 legislative days
after the resolution is properly noticed.

Pending that designation, the form of
the resolution noticed by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania will appear
in the RECORD at this point.

The Chair will not at this point de-
termine whether the resolution con-
stitutes a question of privilege. That
determination will be made at the time
designated for consideration of the res-
olution.

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, | would ask
to be notified at the proper time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania will be noti-
fied at the proper time.

Mr. KLINK. | thank the Speaker for
his courtesy.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2389, COUNTY SCHOOLS
FUNDING REVITALIZATION ACT
OF 1999

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, | call
up House Resolution 352 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 352

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVI1II, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2389) to re-
store stability and predictability to the an-
nual payments made to States and counties
containing National Forest System lands
and public domain lands managed by the Bu-
reau of Land Management for use by the
counties for the benefit of public schools,
roads, and other purposes. The first reading
of the bill shall be dispensed with. All points
of order against consideration of the bill are
waived. General debate shall be confined to
the bill and shall not exceed one hour equal-
ly divided and controlled by the chairman
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. After general debate
the bill shall be considered for amendment
under the five-minute rule. In lieu of the
amendment recommended by the Committee
on Agriculture now printed in the bill, it
shall be in order to consider as an original
bill for the purpose of amendment under the
five-minute rule the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute printed in the Congres-
sional Record and numbered 1 pursuant to
clause 8 of rule XVIII, modified by the
amendments printed in the report of the
Committee on Rules accompanying this res-
olution. That amendment in the nature of a
substitute shall be considered as read. All
points of order against that amendment in
the nature of a substitute are waived. During
consideration of the bill for 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 Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of rule
XVIIl. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. The Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may: (1) postpone until
a time during further consideration in the
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Committee of the Whole a request for a re-
corded vote on any amendment; and (2) re-
duce to five minutes the minimum time for
electronic voting on any postponed question
that follows another electronic vote without
intervening business, provided that the min-
imum time for electronic voting on the first
in any series of questions shall be 15 min-
utes. At the conclusion of consideration of
the bill for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted.
Any Member may demand a separate vote in
the House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
made in order as original text. 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. The gen-

tlewoman from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE) is
recognized for 1 hour.
Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, for the

purpose of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my good friend
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL),
pending which I yield myself such time
as | may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 352 is
an open rule providing for the consider-
ation of H.R. 2389, the County Schools
Funding Revitalization Act. Under the
rule, 1 hour of general debate will be
controlled by the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee
on Agriculture. For the purpose of
amendment, the rule makes in order as
base text a substitute amendment
which is printed and numbered 1 in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. This sub-
stitute language, which will replace
H.R. 2389, represents a bipartisan com-
promise brokered by the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE), the
gentleman from New York (Mr. BOEH-
LERT), and the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. DEFAZIO) to address the concerns
of some environmental groups. The
rule further amends this compromise
language to make technical amend-
ments and clarify a budgetary issue.

As my colleagues know, under an
open rule any Member may offer any

germane amendment to the bill, but
under the rule priority recognition will
be given to Members who have

preprinted their amendments in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. And, of course,
the rule offers the minority an addi-
tional opportunity to amend the bill
through a motion to recommit, with or
without instructions. During consider-
ation of amendments, the Chair will
have the flexibility to postpone votes
and reduce voting time to 5 minutes, as
long as the first vote in a series is 15
minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the goals of the County
School Funding Revitalization Act are
straightforward. The bill seeks to pro-
vide a temporary solution to a very
real problem for counties that include
Federal land. Since the enactment of
two compacts, one in 1908 and the other
in 1937, these counties have counted on
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revenue from the Forest Service and
the Bureau of Land Management to
pay for public schools and roads. This
revenue compensates the counties for
the revenue they would have otherwise
received had the land been sold or
transferred into private ownership.
However, in recent years these Federal
revenue payments have plummeted as
Federal timber sales have declined by
70 percent, leaving communities
searching for the resources they need
to educate their children and maintain
basic infrastructure. This has been es-
pecially devastating for students who
have seen their classes canceled, teach-
ers laid off and extracurricular activi-
ties eliminated as budgets shrink.

Mr. Speaker, education reform has
become a top national priority for both
parties, and this bill plays a small yet
meaningful role in enabling local com-
munities to give their children a qual-
ity education. Specifically, the bill will
stabilize payments to forest commu-
nities by providing for a 7-year safety
net of guaranteed funding. The pay-
ments to States and counties with Fed-
eral land will be based on the average
of the highest three payments received
by States and counties between 1984
and 1999. However, the legislation is
not without controversy. Because the
Federal payments made to forest coun-
ties are linked to timber sales, some
believe there is a perverse incentive to
cut down more trees. These opponents
advocate a decoupling of timber sales
from the revenues. To address some of
these concerns, this rule incorporates
compromise language into the bill.

Under the compromise, revenues will
still come from timber sales, but if this
source of funding proves inadequate,
dollars from the general fund may be
used to pay forest communities. This
effectively takes the pressure off the
Forest Service to cut more trees. Fur-
ther, counties that receive more than
$100,000 through the Forest Service will
be required to use 80 percent for
schools and roads and the remaining 20
percent for local projects on Federal
lands. These local projects will be de-
signed to restore forest health for eco-
nomic or recreational use and will be
approved by a local committee rep-
resenting a broad range of community
interests. Additionally, the project
must comply with all Federal laws, en-
vironmental and otherwise.

Mr. Speaker, as | said earlier, the
payments that this legislation guaran-
tees are meant only as a short-term
safety net. The bill establishes a forest
county payments committee that is
tasked with developing a long-term
policy to improve upon the current sys-
tem of revenue sharing between the
Federal Government and forest coun-
ties. Within 18 months, the committee
will submit its recommendations to
Congress for our consideration.

In summary, this legislation offers a
balanced approach to ensure that the
agreement the Federal Government
made with States and counties that in-
clude Federal land within their borders
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is honored. By providing these safety
net payments, we will enable local
communities to provide better edu-
cational opportunities to children, as
well as maintain their socioeconomic
infrastructures. The rule is balanced as
well. It presents a compromise version
of this legislation to the House for
open debate and amendment.

I urge my colleagues to support this
open rule as well as the communities
who need our assistance to educate
their children.

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

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentlewoman from Ohio for
yielding me the time, and | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

This is an open rule. It will allow for
full and fair consideration of H.R. 2389.
As the gentlewoman from Ohio has ex-
plained, this rule will provide for 1
hour of debate to be equally divided be-
tween the majority and the minority,
especially the members of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. The rule per-
mits germane amendments under the 5-
minute rule, the normal amending
process in the House, and all Members
will have the opportunity to offer
amendments.

Under current law, 25 percent of the
revenues generated by timber sales,
mining and oil and gas development in
national forests goes to the counties
where the national forests are located.
The counties use the money for public
schools and roads. This compensates
for the loss of taxable property. In re-
cent years, timber sales from national
forests have fallen by 70 percent. This
has caused a hardship on the rural pub-
lic schools near the national forests
that depend on the money.

In the State of Ohio, which the gen-
tlewoman and | represent, although we
do not represent the area where Wayne
National Forest is, that generates
funds for schools in some of the poorest
counties in the State. This bill at-
tempts to strike a compromise between
environmental concerns and the needs
of the rural public schools that benefit
from the national forest payments. It
will provide a stable source of funds for
the schools. It also will establish a na-
tional advisory committee to develop
long-term solutions to the funding
problems of these schools.

Some environmentalists do have con-
cerns about the bill because rural
schools will still depend on dwindling
timber sales in national forests. But
this is an open rule, as | said. Members
will have a chance to offer germane
amendments and they will have the op-
portunity to improve the bill on the
House floor. For that reason, | urge my
colleagues to support this rule.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 5 minutes to the

gentleman  from Minnesota  (Mr.
VENTO).
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, | thank

the gentleman for yielding me this
time. | have other responsibilities
today so I am not going to be able to
stay on the floor for general debate but
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I wanted to voice my concerns about
the general policy path that this meas-
ure puts in place. | think what we real-
ly need here is sort of a reality check
in terms of what is going down with
this bill.

I have no objections to the rule, I
think it is a fair rule which permits
amendments, but | do not think that
this bill is going to be corrected by
amendment. The underlying premise of
the bill fundamentally is sound. | think
that many of us could agree with such
policy as counties and school districts
that are dependent upon the 25 percent
of total fund yielded from resource ex-
traction in the national forests to sup-
port their basic governing structure, to
support their schools. Such funds have
become limited and cut back because
of the reality of forest science and poli-
cies that have curtailed the harvest of
timber and other activities. Most im-
portantly, | think here, is the realiza-
tion of new forestry and what is sus-
tainable and what is not and what the
impacts are and how those multiple
uses of our national forests have come
to conflict with one another so obvi-
ously in the last decade in terms of for-
est science timber harvest has been
limited. So the reduction in dollars is
significant to these communities.

I think | would stand with my col-
leagues to try and maintain some sta-
ble funding. This bill obviously does
maintain stable funding by giving
them the highest amount, their aver-
age for the highest 3-year period in
terms of funding for their counties and
their schools from 1985. While there are
a lot of other programs around in
terms of Impact Aid for military and
other issues, | think we have tried to
recognize nationally where we have
significant lands like through the PILT
program, payment in lieu of taxes pro-
gram and other programs, some fund-
ing for communities where we have sig-
nificant public ownership, Federal own-
ership of lands, and where that does
impact, we have provided assistance in
trying to stabilize that, in this case is
a good thing to do. At the same time in
terms of extending and authorizing the
significant amounts of money in this
bill Congress should also try and delink
and reform the system to a greater ex-
tent. That means to try and establish
once and for all that these commu-
nities should not be receiving the dol-
lars based wholly on timber produc-
tion, that we should delink that as we
stabilize and assure stable funding.
While there is a token attempt to do
that in this bill, it totally fails in the
final analysis to do that—to delink
timber receipts from state/local fund-
ing.
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Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, one of the
problems with this bill is that it pro-
vides for communities that do receive
over $100,000, and in many other in-
stances where they receive significant
aid under this measure, to in fact es-
tablish dozens of different advisory
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committees which would then sit down
and decide how in a local area and
make recommendations to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture or Interior on
how to expend 20 percent of the re-
sources that they are provided under
this bill’s authority. | know the coun-
ties and school districts would just as
well receive the money themselves,
this sets up a big problem—in fact a
grant program under cover of this
measure.

First of all, it creates a lot more gov-
ernment than probably anyone need.
We already have county boards and
school boards that could make deci-
sions on how to expend this money.
Frankly, | think these advisory groups
set up the potential and set up the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and the Chief of
the Forest Service for a lot more con-
troversy and conflict. Frankly, it is
going to be up to the Secretary of Agri-
culture and the Chief of the Forest
Service to make decisions to say no to
a lot of local advisory groups in a very
unpleasant way, delivering the bad
news, that some of these proposals are
not worthy.

It is up to the Secretary with such
little details as requiring whether or
not an environmental impact state-
ment or environmental assessment is
needed; and if it is needed, then the
cost will go back to the local group to
pay for writing. That’s another un-
popular decision, to say the least.

| just think it is going to create a lot
more conflict. | do not see this as being
helpful. | think that it is a step in the
wrong direction, creating all this gov-
erning structure is not an improve-
ment. It is not what America is de-
manding with regards to deal with this
problem, quite the contrary. | think it
expands the original problem, creating
controversy and confusing the topic.

I have questions about whether all
Federal laws are going to be complied
with, such as enforcing the prevailing
wage law. | have questions about the
use of individuals in this that are put
into a situation where they are forced
to work in the county because they are
under mandatory work-type require-
ments, both adults and juveniles. That
provision is in the bill.

There are a lot of concerns that I
have. But fundamentally | think the
bill fails on the basis of not delinking
the roller coaster ride of up-and-down
timber revenues sharing that occur as
the local receipts from our national
forests to these local communities. In
other words, it keeps that link in
place; it creates all this governing
structure, and | think it is going to
create more conflict.

This is not an interim bill. It lasts
for 7 or 8 years. The description of this
as an interim bill is flawed on its sur-
face and misleading. | urge the defeat
of this measure.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
am very pleased to yield 6 minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from Ohio



November 3, 1999

(Mr. REGULA), the dean of the Ohio del-
egation and the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Appropria-
tions Subcommittee on Interior.

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

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentlewoman for the time.

Mr. Speaker, | just want to explain
my vote on this because | am pro-edu-
cation, but | think there are a couple
of things | would bring to the attention
of my colleagues here. It is temporary
for 7 years. That is not exactly ‘“‘tem-
porary’” as | would define it. But the
real fundamental concern that | have is
that the policy involved, we are estab-
lishing a policy that when Federal re-
ceipts are diminished, we, therefore,
step in and fill the breach.

Now, in the case that is outlined in
this bill, that may have some validity.
But as a matter of precedent, what
happens if offshore oil production goes
down, because a portion of offshore oil
revenues go to the States? Do we then
make up the difference to the highest
years for the States that are receiving
offshore oil receipts? Or how about the
States that are receiving revenues
from on-shore oil, and you have in this
case timber; but we produce a lot of
other things on Federal lands. In most
cases, 50 percent of those revenues are
shared with the States.

Now, you can see that as these reve-
nues diminish, and they may well, be-
cause our resources are not finite, that
then we would be called on to make up
the difference. | think that is a prece-
dent that we ought to give serious con-
sideration to today in establishing this
as a policy of the Government.

I know it is temporary, if you define
that by 7 years, but it seems to me if
we are going to get into this kind of a
policy change, we ought to have a long-
term set of conditions that address this
in the case of other types of revenues.

Also the question of where is it fund-
ed arises. The way it is established, it
comes out of the Interior budget. |
have, along with my colleagues on the
subcommittee and all of us essentially,
responsibility for the funding of parks
and forests and fish and wildlife and
Bureau of Land Management, about 30
percent of America’s land; and if |
would read this correctly, the money
to fund it, which could grow as forest
receipts are diminished, would have to
come out of the Interior budget. That
means, of course, there would be less
for parks in the U.S. or less for other
forms of responsibilities that we have
in the committee, the Bureau of Indian
Affairs, the land agencies I mentioned,

the cultural institutions here in the
city.
While 1 understand the objective

here, it seems to me that we may be
getting into something that has great-
er ramifications than we think.

I also would point out that the na-
tional forests, while the amount of cut
has been diminished, do provide reve-
nues to communities through the
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recreation uses. People come in to
hunt, fish, camp, and do a lot of other
types of activities. Interestingly, and
this is a little known fact, the forests
of this Nation generate triple the vis-
itor days of the Park Service, and the
Bureau of Land Management lands gen-
erate double the visitor days of the
Park Service.

We think of the parks as our recre-
ation dimension, when in reality the
Bureau of Land Management and the
Forest Service collectively probably
produce five to six times as many vis-
itor days as the Park Service. | say
this because as people visit these for-
ests, as they visit BLM lands, they are
spending money, for housing, for food,
for fishing gear, you name it; and this
in turn helps to support the local econ-
omy.

So for these reasons | think it is
maybe premature to try to band-aid a
problem that has a greater potential
policy impact down the road. If we
were to make legislation like this per-
manent, if we were to make it part of
our responsibility, then | think there
ought to be a separate source of fund-
ing, because | do not believe we should
be penalizing the revenues that we
have available to the appropriate com-
mittees for the parks and the recre-
ation and the ecosystem of this Nation
and the many responsibilities that go
with the Department of Interior.

I understand this and | commend the
Members that are supporting this.
They are trying to help their school
districts. But with the exception of
about three big States in terms of for-
ests, it primarily affects about three or
four States, about 150 counties, out of
the total in the United States. So | be-
lieve that we ought to move cautiously
in establishing the precedent that is
embodied in this legislation, and | hope
my colleagues will give some thought
to that as we make a judgment in vot-
ing for or against this bill.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Colorado (Mr. UDALL).

(Mr. UDALL of Colorado asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the gentleman for yielding
me time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of this
rule. | support the rule because it ap-
propriately allows the House to con-
sider amendments, including one that |
will offer and | will describe in a mo-
ment. But | believe the bill is another
story. | cannot support the bill in its
present form because it is not address-
ing the real problem with the current
law that links Federal assistance for
schools and roads to the size of the an-
nual timber harvest on Federal lands.

The real problem, if you look at it, is
the link itself. This link needs to be
broken, but this bill does not do that.

I strongly support Federal assistance
to education. The need for this assist-
ance is particularly important in areas
that are undergoing economic or other

H11393

stress. In Colorado, for example, the
stress that we feel at this point is be-
cause of our rapid growth and urban
sprawl. In other areas it has other
causes, including changes in local
economies that have depended on tim-
ber harvests.

But | think the Congress should pro-
vide assistance in ways that are most
efficient and will have the fewest of
side effects. In other words, if we are
going to assist schools or provide help
to local governments with funds for
schools or fire fighting or whatever
needs they may have, we should do so
directly in a way as simple as possible
to administer and in proportion to the
needs.

The current law that links payments
to timber harvests does not meet those
tests of directness, simplicity, and pro-
portionality. So we need to break the
link, in other words, to decouple pay-
ments as some have described it. We
should also break the link because it
would free the captives, those captives
at the local areas.

Local schools, roads or other vital
functions of government should no
longer be held financial hostage to the
very contentious issues that surround
the management of our forests. School
boards and county commissioners
should not be forced to argue that it is
necessary to cut more trees in order to
repair roofs or keep the roads plowed.

I do not mean to say that local offi-
cials do not have a legitimate interest
in the management of our forests or
that they should not speak out about
them. | do mean that they and every-
one else should be free to debate those
issues on the basis of what is best for
the lands themselves and for our soci-
ety as a whole and not in terms of the
financial needs of our schools or other
institutions.

But this bill does not only break the
link; it not only does not free the cap-
tives. | believe it would make things
worse for these local people. The bill
would impose a new Federal mandate
on the very communities for whom this
Federal assistance is most important.
It says, for example, that if the local
government gets more than $100,000
under the bill, 20 percent of the total
payment must be set aside and used for
projects on the Federal lands. To put it
another way, the bill says that the hos-
tages will have to help pay for things
that otherwise would be funded from
the budgets of the Forest Service or
the Bureau of Land Management.

Some of those things could be good
things, like repairing trails or remov-
ing old logging roads that cause ero-
sion. But suppose the local government
has other priorities? What if they
would rather spend all their Federal
payment on schools or roads, rather
than helping the Forest Service or
BLM. Then what? Under current law it
is their choice. They have that option.
Under the bill, the way it is written,
they would not.

| think that is just flat wrong. So at
an appropriate time | will offer an
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amendment that will return discretion
to the local governments. My amend-
ment would allow any local govern-
ment to spend 20 percent of its Federal
payment on Federal land projects, but
it would not require that those monies
are spent on Federal land projects.

Under my amendment, a local gov-
ernment could decide to use all this
year’s payment for schools and roads
and then, next year, perhaps apply
some of those monies to these Federal
land projects. But in the end it would
remove this potential Federal mandate
and restore local discretion.

My amendment would not cure all
the problems with the bill. I think the
bill is fundamentally flawed because it
does not break this link between Fed-
eral assistance and timber receipts. So,
to be straight with this body, even if
my amendment is adopted, | cannot
support the bill. At least my amend-
ment would mean that this bill, which
is entitled the Community Self-Deter-
mination Act, would come a little clos-
er to living up to its name.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. DEFAZI10).

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

Mr. Speaker, | wish that every day
on the floor we had rules like this. This
is an open rule. It will allow any Mem-
ber of the House to offer an amend-
ment, and | believe that is something
that we should do much more often
around here. So this will be a rare mo-
ment where | can support a rule for a
bill. Too many times we are muzzled
and not allowed to offer amendments
that would improve or alter bills before
us.

The bill that is before us is very dif-
ferent and did not go through a regular
committee process; and for that rea-
son, some Members may be puzzled as
to exactly what the bill does, as are ad-
vocacy groups on both sides of the
issue among the public; and | would
like to take a couple of minutes to ex-
plain that.

I had a very different approach in
mind when | introduced my legislation,
which would be 100 percent guaranteed,
very clean, complete decoupled. That
bill garnered very, very little support;
and a different bill passed in the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, the Boyd-Deal
bill; and then, of course, we had a bill
recommended on the Senate side by
Senators who | do not think the rules
of the House allow me to name. But,
anyway, there were some Senators that
introduced a bill over.

This bill is different than all of those
bills, but it combines some of the most
important aspects of all. First and
foremost, this bill requires that any-
thing and everything done under this
legislation follow and absolutely com-
ply with every environmental law,
every environmental rule, every forest
plan, every resource management plan
that is currently on the books in the
United States, that it fully follow the
Endangered Species Act, and allow ap-
peals.
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All that is within the scope of this
bill. Any projects which might occur
under this bill, which are a small part
of the bill, are subject to Secretarial
discretion, in addition to having to fol-
low all rules, laws, and regulations.

There will be much controversy over
the projects. The projects were not my
preferred alternative, but they have
been altered in a way that makes them
environmentally neutral, and poten-
tially they could be projects that
would be beneficial to local commu-
nities and areas.

They could be spent for road oblitera-
tion for problem roads, for watershed
restoration, they could be spent for
other revenue-generating activities on
the forests that do not go to timber
production. They could be spent on
recreation.

The gentleman from Minnesota ob-
jected to a provision | had added which
would allow them to be used for work
camps; that is, to be allowed for a cor-
rectional facility for nonviolent offend-
ers to work on the forest lands. | do not
find that to be objectionable. | think
that is very desirable, better than hav-
ing them sit in jail and watch tele-
vision. So | do not understand why the
gentleman would object to that.

It could also be used at their initia-
tive for reimbursing counties for the
huge unmet costs of search and rescue
on Federal lands. The bottom line is,
my State is more than half owned by
the Federal government. The Federal
government has dramatically changed
the laws and rules that pertain to tim-
ber harvests, as | believe many of those
changes were necessary, because we
were overharvesting.

The question is, since no other pro-
ductive use that generates revenues for
those counties, we cannot levy taxes in
those lands can go forward, should the
government pay something to those
counties for their ongoing obligations
to provide a road network through
those lands, and to provide law enforce-
ment services and the other things? |
believe the answer is yes. | hope that a
majority of the body here today de-
cides that the answer is yes.

The gentleman before me, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. REGULA) said
this creates a bad precedent. He talked
about offshore oil drilling. That is not
analogous. The analogy would be base
closings. When the Federal government
closes a military base, it admits there
are huge impacts on the communities,
it dumps a whole bunch of money into
that community, it does retraining,
does a whole host of other things, and
ultimately it turns the lands over to
those communities for future purposes.

I am not advocating these lands be
turned back over to the States. | am
absolutely and adamantly opposed to
that. But in lieu of that, we are asking
for a modest replacement of revenues
that were formerly created off these
lands, while there will be ongoing and
perpetual obligations to the counties
for law enforcement and infrastruc-
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ture, roads and other activities on
those lands.

These are vital payments that go to
schools, that go to vital county serv-
ices; as | already mentioned, law en-
forcement, road construction, recon-
struction, and maintenance. Those
funds will not exist if this legislation
does not pass.

In the case of my counties, we have 3
more years of a guarantee under law,
but after that, we fall off the cliff. For
many other counties, they have al-
ready fallen off the cliff. They need
this help to rebuild the social infra-
structure of their communities and
maintain vital county services.

I would urge people to keep an open
mind in the debate today and realize,
unfortunately, having not followed a
regular process, my committee having
decided not to take jurisdiction, the
Committee on Resources, that this has
not been before Members in its final
form for very long. It is very different
than what was proposed. | urge the
Members to read the bill and ask ques-
tions of any of us who were involved in
the writing.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, there could be some
problems with this bill, I am not sure.
The most important thing as far as
what we have right now is that the rule
is open. It gives Members a chance to
change this bill if they do not like it.
For that reason we support the rule.

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

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, let me re-
mind my colleagues, as my colleague,
the gentleman from Ohio, just did, that
this is an open rule. Not only does it
provide for a completely open amend-
ment process, it provides balance for
the process by inserting compromise
language into H.R. 2389 as well.

This bipartisan compromise has the
support of the National Association of
Counties, the National Education Asso-
ciation, the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce, and some 800 rural education,
government, business, and labor orga-
nizations from 37 States.

For any Member who still has con-
cerns about the legislation, the rule al-
lows any germane amendment to be de-
bated and voted upon. | hope my col-
leagues will support this very fair, bal-
anced, open rule.

More importantly, | urge my col-
leagues to support the children and the
schools who will benefit from the need-
ed assistance this bill will provide.
This is a great opportunity to shore up
public education in rural forest com-
munities through a balanced, equitable
approach. | hope Members can support
this effort.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time, and | move the previous
question on the resolution.
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The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 2990, QUALITY CARE FOR
THE UNINSURED ACT OF 1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KoLBE). Without objection, the Chair
appoints the following conferees on the
bill (H.R. 2990) to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow individ-
uals greater access to health insurance
through a health care tax deduction, a
long-term care deduction, and other
health-related tax incentives, to amend
the Employee Retirement Income Se-
curity Act of 1974 to provide access to
and choice in health care through asso-
ciation health plans, to amend the
Public Health Service Act to create
new pooling opportunities for small
employers to obtain greater access to
health coverage through HealthMarts;
to amend title | of the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974,
title XXVII of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act, and the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 to protect consumers in man-
aged care plans and other health cov-
erage; and for other purposes:

From the Committee on Commerce,
for consideration of the House bill, and
the Senate amendment, and modifica-
tions committed to conference:

Messrs. BLILEY, BILIRAKIS, SHADEGG,
DINGELL, and PALLONE.

From the Committee on Ways and
Means, for consideration of the House
bill, and the Senate amendment, and
modifications committed to con-
ference:

Mr. ARCHER and Mr. THOMAS, Mrs.
JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. RANGEL
and Mr. STARK, provided that Mr.
MCCRERY is appointed in lieu of Mrs.
JoHNSON of Connecticut for consider-
ation of title X1V of the House bill and
sections 102, 111(b) and 304 and title 11
of the Senate amendment.

From the Committee on Education
and the Workforce for consideration of
the House bill, and the Senate amend-
ment, and modifications committed to
conference:

Messrs. BOEHNER, TALENT, FLETCHER,
CLAY, and ANDREWS.

As additional conferees from the
Committee on Government Reform, for
consideration of section 503 of the Sen-

ate amendment, and modifications
committed to conference:
Messrs. BURTON of Indiana, ScCAR-

BOROUGH, and WAXMAN.

As additional conferees for consider-
ation of the House bill, and the Senate
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference:

Mr. Goss and Mr. BERRY.

There was no objection.

COUNTY SCHOOLS FUNDING
REVITALIZATION ACT OF 1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 352 and rule
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XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2389.
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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. 2389) to
restore stability and predictability to
the annual payments made to States
and counties containing National For-
est System lands and public domain
lands managed by the Bureau of Land
Management for use by the counties
for the benefit of public schools, roads,
and other purposes, with Mr. KOLBE in
the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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. GOOoDLATTE) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM)
will each control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE).

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, today the House con-
siders H.R. 2389, a bill that has been
under consideration in my sub-
committee for several months, but
whose time has been long in coming.
Nearly 100 years ago the Federal Gov-
ernment, as a condition of managing
our national forest lands, established a
compact with forest-dependent commu-
nities in rural America. Under the
terms of this compact, the government
would own and manage the forests, not
only for the long-term environmental
benefit of the resource, but also for the
long-term social and economic benefit
of rural communities in and adjacent
to the forest.

Recently, revenue-sharing payments
with rural communities guaranteed
under the compact have dropped in
some communities by as much as 90
percent. Local administrator after
local administrator told my sub-
committee about the drastic and tragic
measures their school systems have
taken just to fight foreclosure. The
compact is not working, and our rural
schools cannot wait any longer.

A coalition of local school systems
developed a set of principles which at-
tempts to breath new life into their
compact with the Federal Government.
Their idea has been well received
across the country. Their supporters
top 800 grass roots organizations in 36
States, that range from school districts
and administrators to the National
Education Association, the National
Association of Counties, the United
States Chamber of Commerce, orga-
nized labor, and other groups.

Their principles are embodied in H.R.
2389, the Secure Rural Schools and
Communities Self-determination Act
of 1999. As we consider this legislation
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today, we, as Members of this House,
are faced with one overriding question:
Who knows better what needs to be
done to help forest-dependent commu-
nities in rural America, rural America,
or Washington?

This bill is representative govern-
ment at its best. Local leaders recog-
nize that the compacts of 1908 and 1937
need to be strengthened for the short
term to immediately arrest the decline
in and stabilize the revenues derived
from Federal forest lands until perma-
nent improvements to existing law can
be made.

They crafted their solution, garnered
support from all regions of the coun-
try, and entrusted us to do the right
thing.

The challenges facing forest counties
are so dramatic and so widespread that
soon after the House Committee on Ag-
riculture unanimously approved H.R.
2389, several Members expressed a
strong interest in the bill. The legisla-
tion was introduced by the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. DEAL) and the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. BoyD), and |
commend them for their initiative.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
BOEHLERT) and the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. DEFAzIO) became actively
engaged, and spent countless hours
working with us to ensure the com-
pacts between the Federal government
and the forest counties are honored.

The bill we consider today is the
product of the locally-crafted solution
and our intense interest to promote the
interests of forest counties. H.R. 2389
establishes a temporary national safe-
ty net which ensures a stable payment
to forest communities for the short
term, while giving local communities
and educators a direct stake in crafting
a long-term policy that will put school-
children in forest communities on
equal footing with their peers in other
parts of the country.

Despite the overwhelming support for
this bill, we do expect a poison pill
amendment to be offered. The expected
amendment will be dressed up to ap-
pear as a county-friendly amendment.
We have talked it through with the
counties, and they oppose this and all
amendments, and support H.R. 2389 as
it is finally crafted.

Time is of the essence. Forest coun-
ties cannot wait any longer. Key Sen-
ators have agreed to take this bill and
use it as their vehicle in the Senate.
We must oppose this and any other
amendment, for quick passage in both
the House and Senate. H.R. 2389 is
strongly supported by the WNational
Education Association and the Na-
tional Association of Counties, two
longtime advocates of rural education.
They also oppose any amendments.

I hope that we will be fully com-
mitted to helping all the proponents of
H.R. 2389, the most important being the
families and communities of rural
America. This bill helps rural America
achieve what they have set out to
achieve. It revitalizes their compact
with the Federal government in a way
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that will truly benefit their children
and maintain the ecological, social,
and economic integrity of our forests
and forest-dependent rural commu-
nities in both the short and long term.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to support this legislation, and | re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of
H.R. 2389, the County Schools Funding
Revitalization Act of 1999.

The funding and day-to-day oper-
ation of schools and county govern-
ments located within our vast network
of national forests present a unique sit-
uation for rural America. In fact, there
are more than 800 rural communities
that cannot include national forest
lands in their taxable land base be-
cause the Federal government pro-
hibits that option.

This limits a rural community’s tax
base, and presents a serious problem
when 98 percent of an individual coun-
ty’s total land is located within the
boundaries of a national forest.

In order to provide replacement rev-
enue, Congress enacted a 25 percent re-
ceipt-sharing requirement in 1908 for
national forest system land and a 50
percent receipt-sharing requirement in
1937 for Bureau of Land Management
land. Over time, communities have un-
derstandably grown to depend on the 25
percent payment from the Forest Serv-
ice, as well as the 50 percent payment
from the BLM.

Faced with the stringent require-
ments of the National Environmental
Policy Act and its judicial interpreta-
tions, there is not a single community
within the national forest system that
can rationally depend on timber har-
vest alone as a source of revenue for
schools or county roads.
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The current situation in east Texas
is a prime example. Prior to the Au-
gust 16, 1999, a court injunction ban-
ning all timber sales in east Texas Na-
tional Forest counties received more
than $5.6 million from the 25 percent
receipt sharing requirement in 1998
alone.

Under the serious stipulations of this
court injunction, however, that figure
will now be zero, placing unimaginable
financial strain on school systems.

Mr. Chairman, this is not an isolated
occurrence. School systems and local
governments all over rural America are
dependent on revenue from the Na-
tional Forest System, but an injunc-
tion that prevents receipt sharing
leaves these entities without the abil-
ity to do orderly budget planning.

H.R. 2389 and the substitute amend-
ment to be offered by the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE) are a
good start towards correcting this situ-
ation. The Goodlatte amendment in
the nature of a substitute improves
upon the central goal of stabilizing the
payment to schools and counties.
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First, a full annual payment should
be calculated by averaging the highest
3 years of the 25 percent payments be-
tween 1985 to 1999. The first portion of
full payment would come from annual
timber harvest, and the remainder of
the full payment would come from ap-
propriated funds. A similar formula is
provided for BLM lands.

In addition, the Goodlatte substitute
requires the counties to use a portion
of their full payment to initiate local
projects on Federal Forest land. By
placing a 20 percent limitation on the
use of the full payment, the counties
are given incentives to organize and de-
velop sustainable forest harvest plans.
These plans will then be presented to
the Secretary of Agriculture and the
Secretary of the Interior for further
consideration.

Mr. Chairman, there is an important
connection between the viability of our
rural communities and the vast re-
sources that all citizens have a vested
interest in protecting. This legislation
allows local input in guiding the man-
agement of our National Forest lands
for the communities and individuals
who rely on them most. | encourage
my colleagues to support passage of
this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of H.R.
2389, the County Schools Funding Revitaliza-
tion Act of 1999.

The funding and day-to-day operations of
schools and county governments located with-
in our vast network of national forests present
a unique situation for rural America. In fact,
there are more than 800 rural communities
that cannot include national forest lands in
their taxable land base because the federal
government prohibits that option. This limits a
rural community’s tax base and presents a se-
rious problem when 98% of an individual
county’s total land is located within the bound-
aries of a national forest.

In order to provide replacement revenue,
Congress enacted a 25% receipt sharing re-
quirement in 1908 for National Forest System
Lands, and a 50% receipt sharing requirement
in 1937 for Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) land. Over time, communities have un-
derstandably grown to depend on the 25%
payment from the Forest Service, as well as
the 50% payment from the BLM.

Faced with the stringent requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act and its judi-
cial interpretations, there is not a single com-
munity within the National Forest System that
can rationally depend on timber harvest alone
as a source of revenue for schools or county
roads.

The current situation in East Texas is a
prime example. Prior to the August 16, 1999
court injunction banning all timber sales in
East Texas, National Forest counties received
more than $5.6 million dollars from the 25%
receipt sharing requirement in 1998 alone.
Under the serious stipulations of this court in-
junction, however, that figure will now be zero,
placing unimaginable financial strain on school
systems.

Mr. Chairman, this is not an isolated occur-
rence. School systems and local governments
all over rural America are dependent on rev-
enue from the National Forest System, but an
injunction that prevents receipt sharing leaves
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these entities without the ability to do orderly
budget planning.

H.R. 2389, and the substitute amendment to
be offered by Mr. GOODLATTE, are a good start
towards correcting this situation. The Good-
latte amendment, in the nature of a substitute,
improves upon the central goal of stabilizing
the payments to schools and counties.

First, a full annual payment would be cal-
culated by averaging the highest three years
of the 25% payments between 1985 to 1999.
The first portion of full payment would come
from annual timber harvest, and the remainder
of the full payment would come from appro-
priated funds. A similar formula is provided for
BLM lands.

In addition, the Goodlatte substitute requires
the counties to use a portion of their full pay-
ment to initiate local projects on federal
forestlands. By placing a 20% limitation on the
use of the full payment, the counties are given
incentives to organize and develop sustainable
forest harvest plans. These plans will then be
presented to the Secretary of Agriculture and
the Secretary of the Interior for further consid-
eration.

Mr. Chairman, there is an important connec-
tion between the viability of our rural commu-
nities and the vast resources that all citizens
have a vested interest in protecting. This legis-
lation allows local input in guiding the man-
agement of our national forest lands for the
communities and individuals who rely on them
most.

| encourage my colleagues to support pas-
sage of this legislation.

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

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. PomMBO).

Mr. POMBO. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
GOODLATTE) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of this legislation, and | would
also like to thank my colleague, the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. GoobD-
LATTE), for all of his hard work in put-
ting together such a strong bill that
enjoys wide bipartisan support.

This legislation also enjoys the sup-
port of the National Forest Counties
and Schools Coalition, which rep-
resents 800 rural counties, 5,000 school
districts and 1.2 million school children
and includes an impressive and diverse
array of interest groups representing
education, labor unions, forest prod-
ucts, State and local governments and
farm groups.

This bill will accomplish several im-
portant goals. First and foremost, it
will stabilize the revenue sharing pay-
ments made by the Forest Service and
Bureau of Land Management to coun-
ties with Federal lands.

It will help local governments and
school districts restore the quality of
education provided to the school chil-
dren.

It will provide temporary relief to
counties and school districts by au-
thorizing a reliable and predictable
level of payments. These payments will
have the added advantage of neither
encouraging the long-term reliance on
appropriations nor discouraging the
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management of Federal lands in a
manner that will generate revenues.

Lastly, it will facilitate the develop-
ment of a long-term method of pro-
viding payments to States and counties
by the Federal Government.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation will
ensure that we continue to honor the
commitment that we established with
rural counties and schools; a commit-
ment that dates back to 1908 when our
National Forests were formed.

In addition to helping reverse the 10-
year decline in forest reserve funds, it
will allow counties and schools to re-
store many important school func-
tions, such as hiring more teachers, re-
establishing music and art programs,
providing student transportation and
purchasing library books. And, it
treats all 800 counties that rely on Na-
tional Forests very equitably.

This bill is incredibly important for
the 1.2 million school children in rural
forest-dependent counties, to help en-
sure that these children have the same
quality of schools and education as
other students do.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, | would note
that this bill is a piece of win-win leg-
islation of legislation for the forests,
for the communities which depend on
forests, and for the hard-working fami-
lies that make up these communities.
It authorizes forest improvement
projects that will stimulate local eco-
nomic growth while promoting forest
improvements and it sets up a panel
designed to help all of us look for the
most effective ways of fostering and
preserving this long-term relationship
for the future.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. BoyD).

Mr. BOYD. Mr. Chairman, | want to
thank my colleague and my friend, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM),
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of the Goodlatte substitute
amendment to H.R. 2389, the County
Schools Funding Revitalization Act of
1999. The issue of forest revenue pay-
ments by the Federal Government to
local affected communities is very im-
portant to many communities across
rural America and to a large portion of
the Second Congressional District of
Florida, which is a very rural district
that encompasses 19 counties which
has two national forests in it, the Apa-
lachicola and the Osceola.

In fact, Mr. Chairman, | have been
working on this issue for many years
and even before I came to Congress
when | was serving in the Florida State
legislature. 1 am happy that this Con-
gress is finally addressing and trying
to solve this issue that affects so many
communities across the Nation.

As has been said before, in 1908, the
Federal Government entered into a
compact with rural communities in
which the government was the domi-
nant landowner. Under this compact,
counties with National Forest lands re-
ceived 25 percent of the revenue gen-
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erated from the forest lands to com-
pensate them for diminished local
property tax base. By law, these reve-
nues finance public schools and local
road infrastructure. However, in recent
years, in the last 10 years, the principal
source of these revenues has sharply
curtailed due to changes in Federal for-
est management policy.

Those revenues, shared with States
and counties, have declined signifi-
cantly. As we know, payments to some
counties have dropped to less than 10
percent of the historic levels under this
compact, and the impact on rural com-
munities and schools has been stag-
gering. In fact, in the Apalachicola Na-
tional Forest in North Florida the rev-
enues have dropped 89 percent in the
last 10 years. This decline in shared
revenues has severely impacted or crip-
pled educational funding and the qual-
ity of education provided and the serv-
ices offered in the affected counties.

I will not detail all the various pain-
ful cuts that have been incurred by our
communities and our schools, but I
want to emphasize the severity of the
actions that has been required. The
most far-reaching and devastating im-
pact of the declining revenues is the
adverse effect on the future of our chil-
dren. An education system crippled by
such funding cuts cannot train our
young people in the skills needed to
join tomorrow’s society as contrib-
uting, productive, taxpaying citizens.
It is clear to me and many others that
the compact of 1908 is broken and needs
to be fixed immediately. That is why
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
DEAL) and | introduced the County
Schools Funding Revitalization Act of
1999.

This legislation was based on prin-
ciples that were part of a compromise
agreement reached by the National
Forest Counties and Schools Coalition.
This bill is significant because it was
developed not by a Washington-knows-
best approach but from a bottom-up
approach and based on a consensus of
800 groups from approximately 26
States, including school superintend-
ents, county commissioners, educators,
the National Education Association
and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce.

In an effort to improve the bill’s
chance of passage and to be as inclu-
sive as possible, the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. DEaL) and | began to
work with key members of the Senate
and with the gentleman from New
York (Mr. BOEHLERT), the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAzIO) and the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. GooD-
LATTE).

As many know, reaching a com-
promise with that group was no small
accomplishment in itself. However, I
honestly believe that we have come to-
gether and have improved this bill and
in doing so have increased the chance
of it becoming law.

This substitute contains three main
provisions. First, it would restore sta-
bility to the 25 percent payment com-
pact by ensuring a predictable payment
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level to forest communities for an in-
terim 7-year period. That payment
would be 80 percent of the highest of
the 3-year average since 1984.

Secondly, counties would receive an
additional 20 percent of the average
amount described above for projects
recommended by local community ad-
visory committees, if approved by the
Forest Service or the Bureau of Land
Management. All projects would have
to comply, as was said earlier, with all
environmental laws and regulations, as
well as all applicable forest plans.

Finally, the bill requires the Federal
Government to collaborate with local
community and school representatives
as part of the Forest Counties Payment
Committee to develop a long-term per-
manent exclusion that will fix the 1908
compact for the long-term.

I want to thank my four colleagues,
my partner in writing this bill, the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. DEAL),
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
GOODLATTE), who has walked us
through this maze, the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. DEFAZzI0), who has been
wonderful in helping us reach a com-
promise, along with the gentleman
from New York (Mr. BOEHLERT), for
their efforts to bring a piece of legisla-
tion that actually has a chance of be-
coming law.

In closing, the Federal Government
must fulfill the promise made to these
communities in 1908. | urge support of
the Goodlatte substitute and opposi-
tion to any amendments that would
upset this fine balance that has been
achieved. Together we can fix the com-
pact and restore long-term stability to
our rural schools.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. DEAL), the chief sponsor
of the legislation on our side of the
aisle.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. GoobLATTE) for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, before | proceed, |
would like to join in thanking those
who have made this compromise as it
comes to the floor today possible. First
of all, to my original cosponsor, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. BoYD),
who just spoke, his efforts and those of
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
GOODLATTE), as he has taken this legis-
lation and worked with us; the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZzIO), the
gentleman from New York (Mr. BOEH-
LERT) and the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM) and others on the Com-
mittee on Agriculture who have
worked with us to bring this issue to
the floor today.

We believe that the proposal that is
before us is a reasonable, short-term
solution to a problem that has contin-
ued to get worse over the years. As we
have heard other speakers say, this leg-
islation grows out of the existing law
that was a compact arrangement be-
ginning in 1908 for Forest Service coun-
ties and then in 1937 for those Bureau
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of Land Management counties, to share
revenue generated from Federal lands
with the local communities in which
those lands are located.

We have heard the statistics that we
have seen across the board on Forest
Service lands, about a 70 percent de-
crease in some communities, as much
as in excess of a 90 percent decrease in
the revenue they were receiving to sup-
port their local school systems, road
programs and so forth.

Let me give a dollar idea of how
much that is. For Forest Service lands,
the peak year was in 1989 when the rev-
enue that was being shared was $1.44
billion. That dropped in 1998 to only
$557 million.

On the Oregon and California re-
ceipts, they declined to $51 million in
1998 from the peak year of 1989 of some
$235 million. So it is easy to see that
when a revenue stream is reduced by
more than 70 percent and sometimes
more than 90 percent to local commu-
nities, the impact can be devastating.

We recognize that this legislation is
not a long-term permanent solution. It
has built into it a mechanism whereby
we hope to arrive at that solution; a
committee that is appointed, made up
of local officials, Forest Service offi-
cials, Bureau of Land Management offi-
cials, who will study the issue and
come back to Congress with a proposal.

As has already been indicated, this
legislation is an outgrowth of the com-
munities themselves asking us to take
action. In March of this year, a na-
tional conference was held in Reno, Ne-
vada, and out of that came the Na-
tional Forest Counties and Schools Co-
alition, this 800-member group that we
have heard referenced here. This legis-
lation is in response to their request.

In conclusion, | would like to once
again thank the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. GOODLATTE), and in par-
ticular all of our staffs who have
worked diligently to bring this issue to
the floor today. | would urge its adop-
tion without amendment.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for providing me
the opportunity to speak in support of the crit-
ical issue of county schools funding. We must
support our rural schools and communities,
and H.R. 2389 is an important effort for those
with forest lands in their districts.

In the ninth congressional district | serve in
Georgia, 15 of my 20 counties include national
forest land. In fact, the Chattahoochee Na-
tional Forest encompasses more than fifty per-
cent of my district. Counties that have the
largest amount of forest land in my district in-
clude Towns County with 64% and Rabun
County with 63%. Such communities do not
collect property taxes for these federal lands
and greatly depend upon forestry resources
for their schools and economies. Therefore,
effective forest management is an issue of
vital importance in rural areas such as mine,
and there are multiple forest uses to consider
(scenic areas, wilderness, timber production,
recreation, and wildlife designation). As a Co-
Chairman of the Forestry 2000 Congressional
Task Force, | am working to provide balance
between societal and environmental concerns
and the timber industry, specifically in the
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areas of forest management and health, taxes,
endangered species, property rights, funding
matters, and public land revisions.

Additionally, nothing is more important to
the future of our country than the opportunity
for high quality education for all Americans. |
believe in the value of education, and we must
prepare our nation’s children for the 21st cen-
tury. As a member of the House Education
and the Workforce Committee, | am actively
involved in designing and examining legisla-
tion to benefit those who are closest to our na-
tion’s students. Those at the local level have
the greatest responsibility in educating and
preparing our children for the future.

While education is predominantly a state
and local issue, many have taken the “Wash-
ington knows best” attitude and have attached
endless strings to federal dollars. What | hear
schools and educators really need is not more
paperwork and red tape, but the flexibility to
help children more efficiently. Thus, | have fo-
cused my attention on assisting state and
local governments in providing a quality edu-
cation for America’s youth.

For too long, we have relied on Washington
bureaucracies to solve our nation’s problems.
It is time to create a more rational approach
in addressing issues at the federal level by
basing decisions on what works back at home.
With those thoughts in mind, | introduced with
my colleague, Representative ALLEN BOYD, the
County Schools Funding Revitalization Act of
1999 (H.R. 2389).

This legislation is a locally designed solution
to the education funding shortages in commu-
nities dependent upon timber revenues. Spe-
cifically, in March of 1999, a national con-
ference of organizations concerned about for-
est revenue sharing payments and rural socio-
economic stability convened in Reno, Nevada.
From this conference emerged the National
Forest Counties and Schools Coalition
(NFCSC), a unique group of over 800 local,
regional, and national organizations which
share the common objective of strengthening
and improving rural schools and forest de-
pendent communities in both the short and
long term. The NFCSC developed a set of
joint principles to guide lawmakers in devel-
oping legislation to improve forest revenue
sharing payments. | urge lawmakers to pay at-
tention to these principals submitted from
communities across the country as we work to
address this issue.

As a matter of background, the National
Forest System, managed by the U.S. Forest
Service (USFS) within the Department of Agri-
culture, was established in 1907 and has
grown to include 192 million acres of federal
lands. In addition, the Bureau of Land Man-
agement (BLM) within the Department of the
Interior manages over 2.6 million acres of fed-
eral lands.

The federal government recognized that,
when it secured these lands in federal owner-
ship, it deprived the adjacent counties of reve-
nues they would have otherwise received if
the lands were sold or transferred into private
ownership. Accordingly, in 1908 Congress en-
acted a law providing that 25% of the reve-
nues from National Forests be paid to the
counties in which those lands were situated
for the benefit of public schools and roads.
Similarly, in 1937, Congress established that
50% of the revenues from the revested and
reconveyed BLM lands be paid to the counties
in which those lands were located for similar
public purposes.
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Since that time, counties adjacent to federal
forests have relied on the compacts of 1908
and 1937 to help finance rural schools and
roads and maintain a stable socio-economic
infrastructure. In recent years, however, the
principal source of these revenues, federal
timer sales, has declined by over 70% nation-
wide, a payments to many counties have
dropped to less than 10% of their historic lev-
els under the compact. The corresponding
revenues shared with rural counties through-
out the country have declined dramatically,
crippling educational funding and severely
eroding the quality of education offered to
rural school children. Many have been forced
to lay off teachers, bus drivers, nurses, and
other employees; postpone badly needed
building repairs and other capital expenditures;
eliminate lunch programs; and curtail extra-
curricular activities. Further, local county budg-
ets have been badly strained as communities
have been forced to cut funding for social pro-
grams and local infrastructure to offset lost
25% payment revenues. As a result, rural
communities are suffering severe economic
downturns with increases in unemployment,
family dislocation, domestic violence, sub-
stance abuse, and welfare enroliment.

In 1993, Congress enacted a partial re-
sponse to this crisis by establishing a tem-
porary safety net payment system for 72 coun-
ties in Oregon, Washington and Northern Cali-
fornia, where federal timber sales were re-
duced by over 80% to protect the northern
spotted owl. To date, Congress has not pro-
vided similar assistance to the other 730 coun-
ties across the nation, which have suffered
similar hardships because of declining forest
revenues.

The Goodlatte substitute to H.R. 2389, enti-
tled the Secure Rural Schools and Community
Self Determination Act, was developed with
input and support from the National Forest
Counties & Schools Coalition and is a unique
compromise endorsed by over 800 education,
labor, industry, and country government orga-
nizations. The bill would restore stability and
predictability to the annual payments made to
states and counties containing national forest
system lands for use by the counties for the
benefit of public schools, roads, and commu-
nities.

H.R. 2389 restores stability to the 25% pay-
ment compact by ensuring a predictable pay-
ment level to federal forest communities for an
interim 7-year period. The measure also re-
quires the federal government to collaborate
with local community and school representa-
tives to develop a permanent solution that will
fix the 1908 compact for the long term.

It is my hope that members in Congress will
respect the solutions and opinions of our local
communities put forth by the National Forest
Counties and Schools Coalition. By supporting
and passing the Secure Rural Schools and
Community Self Determination Act, together
we can fix the compact and restore long-term
stability to our rural schools and governments
and the families that depend on them.

Again, thank you for the honor to speak
today. | ask you to support your local and rural
schools by voting for H.R. 2389.

O 1345

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TURNER).

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chairman, | want
to thank the gentleman from Texas
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(Mr. STENHOLM) for yielding the time
and also for his leadership on the Com-
mittee on Agriculture in allowing us to
pass this bill out of the committee and
now bring it to the floor.

| also want to thank the many who
have joined together, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. BovyD), the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. DEAL), and
the others, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. GOODLATTE) to be sure that
we have a bill that we have reasonable
expectations of seeing passed through
the Congress, through the House,
through the Senate.

I want to emphasize at the outset
that this bill is a very carefully crafted
compromise; and though there will be
an amendment offered today, at least
one, | want all of the Members of the
House to understand that the efforts
that have gone into crafting this com-
promise, this very delicate com-
promise, is very important to preserve,
to ensure that this bill will be well re-
ceived when it reaches the Senate.

This bill really arises out of a prob-
lem that has been growing for a num-
ber of years in many of our counties
that are dependent upon revenues from
our National Forest to support our
county budgets and to support our
school district budgets.

In my own case, in east Texas, where
we have four National Forests, the
problem has been particularly acute,
because we have been under an injunc-
tion in east Texas that has, for almost
2 years now, halted all harvesting in
our National Forest.

I think if we look at the situation in
east Texas and all across the country,
what we see is that our school districts
and our county governments have been
held hostage to the ongoing national
debate over National Forest policy.

| think that it is time for us to let
our counties and our school districts be
free of the impact, the adverse impact
of that national debate. This bill is de-
signed to do that by providing a guar-
anteed level of funding from our Na-
tional Forest for those forest depend-
ent counties and school districts. This
is a very real problem.

In fact, today we have with us here in
the gallery two county judges from my
own district, Judge Mark Evans and
Judge Chris VonDoenhoff, who have
fought the problems that have been
brought about by the lack of revenues
from our National Forest on their par-
ticular county budgets.

They were a part of the coalition of
school districts and county officials
that have worked to bring this bill to
the floor, a coalition that has 800 dif-
ferent organizations supporting this
legislation.

The counties that they represent
each have lost significant dollars as a
result of the injunction that now exists
halting all harvesting of timber in our
National Forests. In fact, when we
compare the revenues that those two
counties, Houston County and Trinity
County, in east Texas received in 1996
to what they are receiving today, they
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have lost 90 percent of their revenues
from the National Forest. So this is a
very serious problem for all of the
counties and school districts in areas
where there are National Forests.

We talked to an individual today in
one of our school districts who advised
us of the hardship that they are feeling
as a result of the loss of revenues.
There was even an article in one of my
local papers recently that talked about
the fact that one of the school bus driv-
ers is having to drive a broken down
school bus solely because the school
district had to lay off the mechanics
that take care of the maintenance of
the school buses because of the loss of
Federal forest revenues.

So | am very pleased to be an origi-
nal cosponsor of this bill. 1 am very
pleased to have all of the Members that
have joined with us on this compromise
legislation. | think it is important for
us all to understand that this is a bill
that not only should be well received
by those who are dependent upon forest
revenues to operate their schools and
their counties, but this is also a bill
that should enjoy the support of the
environmental community because it
does have the effect of taking our
school districts and our counties out of
the middle of the national debate over
National Forest management prac-
tices.

I think it is time to do this. Our
school districts deserve this kind of
protection. Our counties deserve the
protection. In the long-term, | think it
is the right thing to do for the country.
I hope all the Members will reject any
amendments, help us preserve this
compromise and vote in favor of this
very good piece of legislation.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO
TEMPORE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The Chair will remind the
Member not to refer to occupants of
the gallery.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
it is my pleasure to yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
BOEHLERT), and to thank him for his
hard work in fashioning the com-
promise that we have here today.

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

Mr. BOEHLERT. Madam Chairman, I
want to thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me this time and for his Kkind
words.

Madam Chairman, | rise in support of
H.R. 2389 as amended by the Goodlatte
substitute. The Goodlatte substitute
reflects many, many hours of tough ne-
gotiations, 7 hours on last Friday
alone.

I want to thank all of the staff who
worked on getting the details of this
draft right. | especially wish to thank
Greg Kostka of the Legislative Coun-
sel’s Office for his responsiveness and
dedication. So often we fail to appre-
ciate the talent and the profes-
sionalism of the Legislative Counsel’s
Office. | want to make certain that is
acknowledged here and now.
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I need to begin with two caveats
about this agreement just so there is
no risk of misunderstanding as we go
through the remainder of the legisla-
tive process. This substitute is a rea-
sonable agreement. But it represents
just about as far as we can possibly
compromise on this issue. If the other
body changes anything at all in this
bill, we are under no obligation what-
soever to accept those changes, nor are
we under any obligation to support a
bill that supports those changes. We
should be willing, as we always must
be, to look at changes. But keep in
mind that any changes would unneces-
sarily threaten the House coalition
that is supporting the Goodlatte
amendment. That needs to be clear.

There is, however, one change that
all House supporters agree that the
other body has to make. The Goodlatte
substitute uses appropriations to fund
county payments. The final bill will
have to use mandatory funds for that
purpose.

I would point out that previously in
the well the distinguished gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. REGULA), the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Interior of the
Committee on Appropriations, ad-
dressed this subject very eloquently
and articulately. Let me repeat, the
final bill will have to use mandatory
funds for that purpose.

| know that that is the intention of
all the supporters of this bill. Unless
this becomes a mandatory spending
bill, this legislation would threaten
both the guaranteed payment to the
counties, and we do not want to do
that, and other Forest Service appro-
priations, which might be cannibalized
to provide the guaranteed payment,
something that | would oppose vehe-
mently.

So, too, | point out, do my friends as-
sociated with the League of Conserva-
tion Voters who, in a mailing to all
Members, addressed that point. They
happen to be right on that point. We
are working together with them.

With those caveats, | do urge my col-
leagues to support this substitute and
to oppose all amendments.

The substitute ensures that schools
and areas with National Forests will
have a generous stream of Federal
funding. Like all other versions of this
bill, the substitute provides counties
with full payment equal to 100 percent
of the average payment received during
the top 3 years between 1984 and 1999.
Again, this is quite generous. But | do
not mind being generous with edu-
cation. That is a wise investment in
our future.

The substitute protects the counties
while also protecting our National For-
ests, which were needlessly put at risk
in some other versions, early incanta-
tions of this bill. The substitute ac-
complishes that by adding environ-
mental safeguards to title Il of this
bill, something that the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAzIO) pointed
out, which requires counties to spend
money on projects in National Forests
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instead of just applying the money to
the traditional purposes of roads and
schools.

The substitute makes clear that the
Federal Government decides whether
proposed projects can go forward, and
that that decision is made only after
completing the usual environmental
analyses. The projects must comply
with all Federal laws. The Secretaries
of Agriculture and Interior alone have
the power to reject a proposed project,
but approved projects are subject to all
the standard appeals and reviews. That
is very important to emphasize.

In short, the bill now clearly lays out
the role of the counties, the advisory
board, and the Secretaries, and makes
clear that these projects are to be
treated just as if they had originated
with the Secretaries.

The substitute also eliminates the in-
centives to use project funds to harvest
trees. Under earlier versions of this
bill, the counties and the Forest Serv-
ice each would have received 50 percent
of the timber receipts, thereby recou-
pling the counties’ treasuries to for-
estry payments, that is something we
do not want to do, as well as creating
an enormous incentive to choose tim-
ber harvesting over other such sorts of
projects, such as ecosystem restora-
tion. That was totally unacceptable.

Under the substitute, all the receipts
from the program will go into special
funds in each region to which counties
may apply to projects, and those funds
will return to the general fund of the
Treasury at the end of fiscal 2007.

Madam Chairman, we believe this
substitute has eliminated the provi-
sions of the bill that would have been
of greatest detriment to the environ-
ment.

Again, | thank the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE), chairman of
the Subcommittee on Department Op-
erations, Oversight, Nutrition, and
Forestry, for his willingness to nego-
tiate. | urge that the House pass this
substitute and oppose all amendments
thereto.

Mr. STENHOLM. Madam Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from North Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON).

Mrs. CLAYTON. Madam Chairman, |
thank the gentleman from Texas for
yielding me the time.

Madam Chairman, this is a com-
promise that has been in the making
for some time. It is a compromise that
has come with a lot of people coming
to the tables and a lot of variance of it.
But it also, | think, is exemplary what
we can do when we set our mind to do
it.

Now, this is not a permanent fix,
though it is, indeed, a reasonable and
celebrated victory to move this for-
ward and to make sure that school sys-
tems that are in these areas where
there are large holdings of Federal
lands are not put at the mercy of how
we make these decisions, nor should it
be seen as a substitute to put the envi-
ronment at the risk of having to fund
our schools.
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So this is why we celebrate the com-
promise. It recognizes both of those
forces are good, that the environment,
protecting our forest is good, but
equally as important is making sure
that the children in rural area have an
opportunity for the education that
they, not choosing, but live in commu-
nities that are heavily dependent on
lands that are held by the Federal Gov-
ernment.

So | want to urge that we support
this bill and also hold this process that
is perhaps a process that we can look
at other difficult issues to try to work
out a compromise.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
it is my pleasure to yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. WAL-
DEN).

Mr. WALDEN of Oregon. Madam
Chairman, I rise in support of H.R. 2389,
a bill that will provide much needed fi-
nancial security for our rural commu-
nities and schools that have been so
hard hit by the decline in timber pro-
duction on our Nation’s forests.

In 1908, Congress recognized that the
Federal Government’s control of the
huge amount of untaxed land in rural
areas would have a serious negative
impact on the ability of rural counties
to maintain schools and other basic
services. Congress enacted a law to pay
25 percent of the revenues from Na-
tional Forests to the local counties so
they can provide for their schools and
their roads.

So how does Federal land control af-
fect a county today? Let me give my
colleagues a couple of examples. Lake
County, in rural southeastern Oregon,
is larger than the State of New Jersey,
and four times the size of Delaware.
About three-quarters of the county is
controlled by the Federal Government.
So what do my colleagues think would
happen to Delaware or New Jersey if
three-quarters of their tax roll was
eliminated and three-quarters of their
land was handed over to the Federal
Government? | think they would have
problems meeting the bottom line just
as Lake County does.

| asked Lake County Commissioner
Jane O’Keefe what this legislation will
mean to her county. She said that, if
the bill becomes law, the county would
be able to again adequately maintain
one of its most important investments,
that of its infrastructure of its roads
and its schools. It will keep the critical
linkage between Lake County and the
Federal forests that lie within its
boundaries. It will provide Lake Coun-
ty with a temporary solution to the fis-
cal crisis that many rural counties are
facing in maintaining infrastructure
while creating a process to perma-
nently address the county payments
issue.

Grant County Judge Dennis Reynolds
told me that, in 1992 and 1993, Grant
County received $12 million. Last year,
they received less than $1.5 million.
Next year they are expected to receive
only a million.
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With a tenth of the receipts they re-
ceived just 7 years ago, Judge Reynolds
said Grant County is not doing any new
contribution or reconstruction of their
roads; they are simply trying to main-
tain the roads they currently have. |
could cite similar examples in the
other 18 counties in my district. This
legislation is good for our schools, it is
good for our counties, it is good for our
communities.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. GOoDLATTE) and the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZI0), and
all my colleagues who stayed at the
table and made this legislation pos-
sible.

Mr. STENHOLM. Madam Chairman, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Arkansas (Mr. BERRY).

Mr. BERRY. Madam Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and | would first like to
commend my colleagues, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM),
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
BoyDp), the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. DEAL), the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. GOODLATTE), the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. UDALL), and the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. TURNER)
for their work on this bill.

The purpose of this bill is to more
adequately compensate counties for
the losses that they sustain at the ex-
pense of the Forest Service or the Bu-
reau of Land Management-owned lands.
Schools, local roads and county budg-
ets should not suffer because national
forest lands lie in their county.

This bill sets an important precedent
that Congress must follow in the fu-
ture. If the Federal Government owns
land in a particular locality, we should
see to it that these counties receive
funds to make up the lost property tax
base.

My home county of Arkansas County
in Southeast Arkansas receives a pay-
ment in lieu of taxes from the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. While the
structure of these payments is not af-
fected by this bill, the bill makes the
point that all counties containing Fed-
eral land should be sufficiently com-
pensated. Parts of the St. Francis Na-
tional Forest and the Ozark National
Forest do lie in my district, and those
counties will benefit from this bill.

Madam Chairman, we should vote to
pass this bill.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
I yield 1% minutes to the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. COOKSEY).

Mr. COOKSEY. Madam Chairman, |
rise in support of H.R. 2389. Rural com-
munities that depend on national for-
est receipts to fund education are fac-
ing a crisis. By law, the Forest Service
must share 25 percent of national for-
est revenues with the counties in which
they are generated as a ‘‘payment in
lieu of property taxes.” This payment
is used to fund local schools and roads.

However, severe declines in forest re-
ceipts over the last several years have
drained school budgets in hundreds of
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rural counties, forcing deep cuts in
education programs and bringing some
school districts to the brink of col-
lapse. Schools have canceled classes,
cut teachers, eliminated extra-
curricular activities, and cut corners in
every conceivable way to keep their
doors open.

Recently, rural communities from all
over America have come together in a
unique coalition, the National Forest
Counties and Schools Coalition, a
unique and diverse grass roots coali-
tion of over 550 local and national orga-
nizations representing rural commu-
nities in 36 States. This coalition has
come together to address this serious
problem.

Their proposal, H.R. 2389, the County
Schools Funding Revitalization Act of
1999, will stabilize funding for forest-
dependent schools and allow rural com-
munities to help craft a new Federal
policy that will strengthen and im-
prove education in forest communities
for the long term.

H.R. 2389 is strongly supported by the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the Na-
tional Association of Counties. | join
them in supporting H.R. 2389.

Mr. STENHOLM. Madam Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Oregon (Ms. HOOLEY).

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Madam
Chairman, | thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time, and | thank my
colleagues for all their hard work on
this important piece of legislation.

When the Federal Government de-
cided to reclaim the Oregon and Cali-
fornia Railroad grant lands in 1916 and
1919, the Government took on a respon-
sibility and made a promise to reim-
burse those counties that lost their tax
base after these lands were reclaimed
by the Federal Government. These
counties, including six in my district,
expend their local tax revenues on ef-
forts that directly affect these Federal
lands and the people that use them.

But times have changed, people’s at-
titudes have changed, and the way we
manage our lands have changed. We re-
alize that logging at will impacted our
lands and clean water. The logging of
the 1980s, that saw extensive revenue
brought into my district for schools
and roads, are long gone. Over the last
10 years, | have seen class sizes grow,
teachers, after-school programs and
many other services reduced or elimi-
nated because, without the timber re-
ceipts, we simply did not have the addi-
tional money for education and infra-
structure.

In 1993, Congress recognized this
trend and enacted an alternative safety
net payment to 72 counties in Oregon,
Washington, and California. Federal
timber sales have been restricted or
prohibited due to protection of certain
species under the Northwest Forest
Plan. This safety net is expected to ex-
pire in 2 years. This is not just a prob-
lem in the Northwest. This affects over
800 counties throughout the country
from Oregon to Florida.

The children in these 800 counties, in-
cluding six in my district, deserve the
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same opportunity and the same quality
of schools and education opportunities
as the rest of America. We made a
promise to them. We must extend the
safety net for an additional 4 years
while we work with these communities
to draft a permanent solution to fund
infrastructure and, most importantly,
our schools.

I hope my colleagues will join me in
voting ‘“‘yes’” for education and voting
“‘yes’ on this bill.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. RADANOVICH).

Mr. RADANOVICH. Madam Chair-
man, | want to tell my colleagues
about Mariposa County, where | was
born and raised. It has a single school
district within it struggling to make
ends meet for about 2,600 students. Arts
programs for children have been cut
back, six of the districts schools do not
have a lunchroom where the children
can eat, 60 percent of Mariposa County
school buildings are modular, tem-
porary structures, and the school dis-
trict’s bus fleet is rapidly aging.

Such decay is due in part to a lack of
management on the national forests.
Over the past decade, Mariposa County
has gone from generating $800,000 each
year from the receipt program to less
than $100,000 as a result of diminished
forest management.

Mariposa County’s resources are Fed-
eral lands, so the county is unable to
generate a sufficient tax base. It,
therefore, relies on funds derived from
the receipt program. It is vital that
Congress pass H.R. 2389, which creates
a system to encourage rural forest
communities to be self-sufficient and
provide funding for schools in these
areas.

Approval of H.R. 2389 is also nec-
essary to prevent the administration
from implementing its plan to remove
economic incentives to rural commu-
nities by decoupling forest receipts and
giving direct payments to counties
that are not linked to forest manage-
ment. The loss of the 25 percent re-
ceipts would further devastate rural
schools and their already economically
ailing communities experiencing de-
creased forest management.

The economies of some rural commu-
nities, in Northern California in par-
ticular, depend almost entirely on the
management of forest. In the absence
of receipts, the areas have little else
except government welfare upon which
to survive. The County Schools Fund-
ing Revitalization Act is needed to es-
tablish a stable system of funds to pro-
vide a solid future for rural school-
children.

I strongly support H.R. 2389 on behalf
of the rural children throughout my
district who simply have had enough
cuts in their schools and must be af-
forded the opportunity to receive the
best education possible.

Mr. STENHOLM. Madam Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DEFAZIO. Madam Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
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this time. This is very important legis-
lation before this body, and we are
hearing from Members coast to coast
on what this means to people in their
home States and their counties, par-
ticularly to smaller rural school dis-
tricts and rural counties where there is
little other economic opportunity and
where the county property tax bases
are not sufficient.

In my district it is doubly important.
We have not only Forest Service lands,
we have something called the O and C
lands. More than half of my district is
owned by the United States Govern-
ment. And with the changes that have
come about in forest management in
the last few years, the revenues to
those counties have dropped off dra-
matically, or would have dropped off
dramatically, had we not gotten a
guarantee in 1993 when the Clinton for-
est plan was put into place. That plan
expires in the year 2003, and each year
under that plan we get fewer revenues.

If this legislation passes today and
becomes law, those revenues will im-
mediately increase, and that will mean
more funding for schools, that will
mean more funding for rural law en-
forcement, that will mean some addi-
tional funds to meet unmet road main-
tenance and repair needs across south-
west Oregon. Those are important pro-
grams.

This is legislation that has tremen-
dous merit. As | mentioned earlier, for
my colleagues who do not have these
sorts of Federal lands, if they can
think of it in the way we have dealt
with base closings in this Congress;
that when Federal bases are closed,
payments are made into those commu-
nities for the conversion of their econo-
mies; and often, again, those bases re-
vert to those local communities.

Again, | am not, nor would | ever
suggest, and | will adamantly oppose,
any return of these lands to the States
or local governments. | believe they
are best managed in the Federal inter-
est. But there is no option to raise rev-
enues off of these lands. And some of
the things that were mentioned earlier,
in terms of recreation and all that, yes,
in fact, the recreation can possibly be
enhanced by some of these local
projects, investments can be made. |
have a bicycle path created between
two formerly timber-dependent com-
munities in the southern part of my
district. It is beginning to attract addi-
tional tourism and economic develop-
ment to that area. But much, much
more can be done.

The payments that were to be made
for the transition under the President’s
forest plan were not adequate for many
of these rural economies. Our rate of
unemployment in Oregon is one of the
highest in the United States. And in
rural Oregon it is among the highest in
the United States. We need a little bit
more help, and this bill will provide
that additional help.

So | would recommend this bill to my
colleagues, not just because it benefits
the people of Oregon but because it
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benefits hundreds of counties all across
America and from a wide breadth of
folks on both sides of the aisle, whose
voices | think we are hearing asking
for their colleagues’ support.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. OSE).

Mr. OSE. Madam Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and | rise today in strong support
of the County Schools Funding Revi-
talization Act.

Back in my home district, | have
heard firsthand the worries of edu-
cators about the lack of funding in
their school districts. My good friend,
Mr. Bob Douglas, the superintendent of
schools in Tehama County, recently
shared with me information about de-
teriorating conditions in Tehama’s
school system. And they are bad.
Teachers have been laid off, causing in-
creases in classroom size; some school
bus services have been discontinued,
leaving children stranded at the begin-
ning or end of the day and parents
forced to either delay going to work or
to come home from work to take them
home. Textbook budgets have been
slashed, vocational training restricted,
counseling programs reduced, and that
single most valuable piece of our edu-
cational system, the library, has had
its hours curtailed.

Virtually every part of the school
system in forest counties, like many of
mine, have been affected by the reduc-
tions in this funding. And this is not
restricted to Tehama County. | have
also heard from folks in Butte, Colusa,
and Glenn Counties. Parents and teach-
ers who every day see the impact of re-
duced funding on our children have
stressed to me the urgency of this mat-
ter.

We spend a lot of time here throwing
rhetoric back and forth across that
center aisle. We argue about who is
spending more on education and who is
spending less. Well, my colleagues, now
is the time to put our money where our
mouth is. This bill will help level the
playing field between children of rural
counties and those who live in cities so
that every child, regardless of where
they live, has the opportunity to meet
the expectations and expand the hori-
zons that their parents hold so dear.

This bill will help ensure that the
local communities who have fallen on
hard times in recent years have the
funding to provide an adequate edu-
cation for that most valuable resource,
that one thing we all live and breathe
for every day, that being for our chil-
dren. My colleagues, we cannot let
down our children from America’s
rural areas. We must continue to make
education a priority.

Please join me in voting ‘‘yes’ on the
County Schools Funding Revitalization
Act.

Mr. STENHOLM. Madam Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Georgia (Ms. MCKINNEY).

Ms. McKINNEY. Madam Chairman,
right now the United States Govern-
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ment is destroying public land at a loss
of $300 million per year to taxpayers.
That is a lot of money to spend on the
destruction of our national forests.
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Some of my colleagues say that if we
do not expand our corporate welfare to
the timber industries, there will be no
money for our Nation’s children. That
is like robbing Peter to pay Paul. Tim-
ber sales have been decreasing and the
money for rural schools is on the de-
cline. We need to provide a real solu-
tion to the problem, not a false choice
between trees or schools.

Supporters of this bill say we need to
address the declining rate of funding
for schools. Yet 13 States will experi-
ence a permanent reduction in edu-
cation and infrastructure funding
under this bill. The fact is we can af-
ford to give our rural schools the fund-
ing they need and deserve, but we must
separate funding to rural countries
from timber receipts.

I am a strong supporter of rural edu-
cation. | ask my colleagues that if they
are true supporters of rural education,
then give students what they need,
payments that are not dependent upon
fluctuating timber sales. Our children
deserve a steady supply of funding and
a healthy environment. This bill pro-
vides neither.

This bill was not written to help stu-
dents. It actually scratches the back of
the timber industry. The National For-
est Protection and Restoration Act
provides for rural counties by offering
them guaranteed annual funding.
Counties would no longer have to de-
pend on the Forest Service for what
they need. They would have a budget
that allows them to plan for the future.
They would no longer have to clearcut
for our Kids.

It seems that the supporters of this
bill cannot see the students through
the trees, so their solution is to chop
the trees down. We are talking about
the future of our Nation’s children. Let
us give them what they need without
pandering to big business.

| support a no vote on H.R. 2389.

Mr. STENHOLM. Madam Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Madam Chairman, | would just say
that we have heard the term used over
and over by speaker after speaker on
both sides of the aisle that this is a
reasonable short-term solution, it is a
compromise, there has been a good-
faith effort put forward by those who
have worked very hard on this legisla-
tion they bring to us today; and, as in-
dication of that, whereas when we
started the administration was threat-
ening to ask for a presidential veto of
this legislation, they have withdrawn
that threat.

There is still opposition from the ad-
ministration for the bill, but we are
making good progress; and | believe
that it is very highly probable that
this can become law.

Madam Chairman, | yield back the
balance of my time.
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Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PETERSON).

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania.
Madam Chairman, | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me the time, and |
rise to support this legislation.

Madam Chairman, | think it is im-
portant, because for the first time in a
long time, there is a realization that
we own a lot of this country. We own a
third of America, we, the national tax-
payers.

In my view, there has been a real in-
sensitivity toward Federal policy and
how it impacts rural America. And
that is the problem that we are finally
facing up to today. It is a matter of
when we change the Federal land use
policies and counties and States are
predominantly opened by the Federal
Government, it has a huge impact on
the economic base and the quality of
life in those communities.

I am here to say that | think the
Congresses in the past and administra-
tions have been very insensitive to the
impact on rural America.

Why do we own a third of this coun-
try? For a number of reasons. So that
we have land for recreation. So that we
have land for wilderness areas. So that
we have land for people to hunt and
fish and recreate on. Also, it was pur-
chased so that we would have the nat-
ural resources that we have that would
be well managed and that would be
available for the future.

Now, somehow all that got mixed up
by legislators and administrations and
this whole policy kind of got thrown
out of the window, that part of the rea-
son that we own a third of this country
is that we have resources for our future
and the multi-use prospect was kind of
thrown out, the baby with the bath
water. 1 think that is the discussion
that needs to be clear today and pre-
cise, that we are here today.

Now, we are going to help fix schools.
We are going to help fix local roads.
But the loss of those industries that
used natural resources are still gone,
and that base out there is still very
fragile.

I urge Members of Congress, because
so often | have ended up debating sub-
urbanites who come from suburbia and
urban areas who have little sensitivity
towards rural America, that out in
rural America we cut timber, we drill
for oil, we dig for coal, we mine natural
resources, and we farm and we manu-
facture.

When they take over half of that
away from us, and we have counties
and States that are predominantly
owned by Government, and the Govern-
ment changes its policies quickly, we
have huge impacts on the quality of
rural life and the opportunities that
are there. There is enough land for all.
If we manage it well, if we used good
sound science, our future can be
strong.

I wish we could get by this debate
that cutting down a tree is some moral
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act. It is the one most renewable re-
source we have in America. Well-man-
aged forests will produce logs forever.
Our great grandchildren will be logging
on the same forests that we log on if it
is done right. It is a resource.

So | am pleased today that there is
finally a realization that Federal poli-
cies have had an impact on rural Amer-
ica and it has not been good.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
I yield myself the balance of my time.

Madam Chairman, | first want to re-
fute the statement made by the gentle-
woman from Georgia (Ms. MCKINNEY) a
little while ago that 13 States were
going to lose funding or have reduced
funding as a result of this legislation.
Nothing could be further from the
truth.

Forty-six States and Puerto Rico will
receive increases in funding under this
legislation, including the State of
Georgia, from which the gentlewoman
hails, which will receive an 87 percent
increase. No States will receive a re-
duction. Four States will be level-fund-
ed under this legislation.

Some of the increases, to give my
colleagues an example, Alaska will re-
ceive a 204 percent increase, Arizona a
264 percent increase, California a 93
percent increase, Florida a 125 percent
increase, Georgia an 87 percent in-
crease, Indiana an 185 percent increase,
Missouri a 103 percent increase, New
Mexico a 173 percent increase, New
York a 212 percent increase, Ohio 1,203
percent increase, South Carolina 226
percent increase. The list goes on and
on. Many, many States will receive
substantial increases. No State will be
cut as a result of this legislation.

Secondly, it is important to note
that the amendment that is about to
be offered is a poison pill amendment.
I urge my colleagues to oppose it.

I would call to their attention the or-
ganizations that are a part of the Na-
tional Forest, Counties, and Schools
Coalition that opposes this legislation
and want to see more funds get into
rural schools.

The Alliance for America, the Amer-
ican Association of Educational Serv-
ice Agencies, and the American Asso-
ciation of School Administrators sup-
port this legislation and oppose the
poison pill amendment.

The Forest Products Industry Na-
tional Labor Management Committee;
the Independent Forest Products Asso-
ciation; the International Association
of Machinists and Aerospace Workers;
the National Association of Counties;
the National Association of County En-
gineers; the National Education Asso-
ciation; Organizations Concerned
About Rural Education; the Paper, Al-
lied Industrial, Chemical, and Energy
Workers International; People for the
U.S.A.; the Southern Forest Products
Association; the United Brotherhood of
Carpenters and Joiners of America; the
United Mine Workers of America; the
United States Chamber of Commerce;
and the Western Council of Industrial
Workers, just to name a few of the
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more than 800 organizations in 39
States which support this legislation
and oppose any amendments thereto.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation.

Mr. VENTO. Madam Chairman, | rise in op-
position to this legislation. H.R. 2389 followed
a flawed path since its inception, both in the
development of its policy and in the secrecy
with which its language was closely guarded
until early this week. The underlying goal be-
hind H.R. 2389 was to establish an interim
procedure that would provide more money to
rural counties for education and road building.
This was to make up for reduced payments to
the Twenty-Five Percent Fund because of de-
creases in timber harvesting over the past
decade. Unfortunatley, there is nothing interim
about this legislation. It establishes a multi
year program that increases logging in our Na-
tional Forests and further solidifies a pattern
created at the beginning of the century that
educated our children at the expense of envi-
ronment. Sacrificing their natural heritage isn't
necessary today so as to asssure an invest-
ment in their future and a sound educational
opportunity.

H.R. 2389 had the potential to reverse
Twenty-Five Percent Fund's century long de-
structive path by creating a program that de-
couples county payments tied to the amount
of timber harvested from public lands. Instead,
this legislation gives counties some of the
highest timber payments ever and yet encour-
ages them to harvest already thinned forests
in a potentially unsustainable manner. This
legislation should have broken that policy and
spending pattern. Instead, it enshrines it. This
country should educate our children about pro-
tecting the environment, not educate our chil-
dren at its expense.

H.R. 2389 establishes a special community
projects program in Title Il, but its method of
implementation will unknowingly to most cre-
ate a tenuous relationship between federal
land managers and the counties who will man-
age Federal lands through Title Il projects.
These projects will reduce funds going to rural
governments and school systems by requiring
that 20 percent of the county payments be
spent on local forest management projects.
The profits from these projects will then be
funneled into a special projects account to be
spent on more of these projects, thus creating
an everlasting sort of synergistic logging ef-
fect. If the overall goal of this legislation is aid
our rural schools and counties, then | hope
that this House will at least use common
sense and give all counties the option to use
up 20 percent of their funds on these special
projects instead of requiring that they use 20
percent of their funds only on special projects.

This interim legislation establishes a working
advisory group whose goal is to solve the
county payment issue. Unfortunately, Title IlI
attempts to reinvent Government by creating a
top heavy advisory panel that fails to rep-
resent all interests involved in the formulation
of a new program. When we look down the
road nearly a decade from now, after this leg-
islation sunsets, the Forest Service Chief
should have, in his hands, the advisory panels
recommendation. Will he act on it? Who
knows? The chief is certainly not bound to.
The advisory panel, for all its bells and whis-
tles, in effect, serves little purpose and most
likely will accomplish nothing. The Forest
Service has no compelling reason to accept
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their recommendation, and, frankly, when |
look at the make up of the panel, it's not likely
to come up with recommendations that are
balanced.

This body must comprehensively revise the
county payments issue and decouple all pay-
ment to counties from timber production, and
understand that the issue is how and if to
make this program a permanent mandatory
appropriation. The framework for this solution
has already been laid. This body must build
the structure into a working program that ben-
efits our counties, our forests and our children.

It was my hope that this legislation would
come to the floor today. Many of us went into
this week with blinders over our eyes. We
were given little opportunity to review this leg-
islation and determine innovative solutions to
correct this complex issue. H.R. 2389 is a
flawed proposal that takes an antiquated ap-
proach to providing counties funds for edu-
cation and road building at the expense of our
National Forests. Proponents want to keep
their cake and eat it too. This legislation is
promoting a century old program at a time
when the Forest Service is managing our for-
ests in a progressive, ecological sound and
scientific manner. Everyone in this body rec-
ognizes the need for the education of our
young. Should it come at the expense of our
environment when there are sound proposals
already on the table for the House to con-
sider? The short answer to this is no. We are
one of the richest nations in the world and this
sends a signal that we cannot afford to prop-
erly educate our children without using the
slash and burn techniques of years past. |
urge my colleague to vote no on this legisla-
tion.

Mr. STUPAK. Madam Chairman, the bill be-
fore us today, H.R. 2389, the County Schools
Funding Revitalization Act, is important to the
people and communities of Northern Michigan.

Much of my congressional district lies in the
Ottawa, and Hiawatha, National Forests. For-
est products are my district main industry, and
they have a great financial, environmental, cul-
tural, historical and recreational impact on my
constituents.

My constituents depend on strong, vibrant
national forests. We have been good stewards
of our land and its natural resource; the for-
ests depend on us for nurturing and protec-
tion.

This proper stewardship helps both the
economy and the environment. Continued tim-
ber sales help in guaranteeing the future
health of our national forests.

Since 1991, more trees die and rot each
year in national forests than is sold for timber.
| doubt if anyone in this chamber would view
this as a proper and efficient use of our re-
sources.

Since the Federal government does not pay
property taxes on its own lands, the several
counties in my district with national forest
lands depend on the 25-percent payments in
order to provide essential services such as
education, law enforcement, emergency fire
and medical, search and rescue, solid waste
management, road maintenance, and other
health and human services.

The forest industry is one of the top employ-
ers in my district. Overall, Michigan generates
over $90 million in timber-based employment.

My district has been suffering from high un-
employment. The financial guarantee and
funding stability provided by this legislation will
help the economy of Northern Michigan.
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While | would like to see higher levels of
funding in this bill for Region Nine of the
Upper Midwest, | also accept the need to pro-
vide stable levels of funding for our commu-
nities and for our schools.

Madam Chairman, | urge my colleagues to
support H.R. 2389.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). All time for general debate
has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment
in the nature of a substitute printed in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and num-
bered 1, modified by the amendments
printed in House Report 106-437, is con-
sidered as an original bill for the pur-
pose of amendment and is considered
read.

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as
amended, is as follows:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ““Secure Rural Schools and Community

Self-Determination Act of 1999,

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

Sec. 2. Findings and purpose.

Sec. 3. Definitions.

TITLE I—SECURE PAYMENTS FOR
STATES AND COUNTIES CONTAINING
FEDERAL LANDS

Sec. 101. Determination of full payment
amount for eligible States and
counties.

102. Payments to States from Forest
Service lands for use by coun-
ties to benefit public education
and transportation.

103. Payments to counties from Bureau
of Land Management lands for
use to benefit public safety, law

Sec.

Sec.

enforcement, education, and
other public purposes.
TITLE II—LOCALLY INITIATED
PROJECTS ON FEDERAL LANDS

Sec. 201. Definitions.

Sec. 202. General limitation on use of
project funds.

Sec. 203. Submission of project proposals by
participating counties.

Sec. 204. Evaluation and approval of projects
by Secretary concerned.

Sec. 205. Local advisory committees.

Sec. 206. Use of project funds.

Sec. 207. Duration of availability of a coun-
ty’s project funds.

Sec. 208. Treatment of funds generated by
locally initiated projects.

TITLE I1I—FOREST COUNTIES
PAYMENTS COMMITTEE

Sec. 301. Definitions.

Sec. 302. National advisory committee to de-
velop long-term methods to
meet statutory obligation of
Federal lands to contribute to
public education and other pub-
lic services.

Sec. 303. Functions of Advisory Committee.

Sec. 304. Federal Advisory Committee Act
requirements.

Sec. 305. Termination of Advisory Com-
mittee.

Sec. 306. Sense of Congress regarding Advi-

sory Committee recommenda-
tions.
TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
Sec. 401. Authorization of appropriations.
Sec. 402. Treatment of funds and revenues.
Sec. 403. Conforming amendments.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

(1) The National Forest System, which is
managed by the United States Forest Serv-
ice, was established in 1907 and has grown to
include approximately 192,000,000 acres of
Federal lands.

(2) The public domain lands known as re-
vested Oregon and California Railroad grant
lands and the reconveyed Coos Bay Wagon
Road grant lands, which are managed pre-
dominantly by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment were returned to Federal ownership in
1916 and 1919 and now comprise approxi-
mately 2,600,000 acres of Federal lands.

(3) Congress recognized that, by its deci-
sion to secure these lands in Federal owner-
ship, the counties in which these lands are
situated would be deprived of revenues they
would otherwise receive if the lands were
held in private ownership.

(4) Even without such revenues, these same
counties have expended public funds year
after year to provide services, such as edu-
cation, road construction and maintenance,
search and rescue, law enforcement, waste
removal, and fire protection, that directly
benefit these Federal lands and people who
use these lands.

(5) To accord a measure of compensation to
the affected counties for their loss of future
revenues and for the critical services they
provide to both county residents and visitors
to these Federal lands, Congress determined
that the Federal Government should share
with these counties a portion of the revenues
the United States receives from these Fed-
eral lands.

(6) Congress enacted in 1908 and subse-
quently amended a law that requires that 25
percent of the revenues derived from Na-
tional Forest System lands be paid to States
for use by the counties in which the lands
are situated for the benefit of public schools
and roads.

(7) Congress enacted in 1937 and subse-
quently amended a law that requires that 50
percent of the revenues derived from the re-
vested and reconveyed grant lands be paid to
the counties in which those lands are situ-
ated to be used as are other county funds.

(8) For several decades during the dramatic
growth of the American economy, counties
dependent on and supportive of these Federal
lands received and relied on increasing
shares of these revenues to provide edu-
cational opportunities for the children of
residents of these counties.

(9) In recent years, the principal source of
these revenues, Federal timber sales, has
been sharply curtailed and, as the volume of
timber sold annually from most of the Fed-
eral lands has decreased precipitously, so too
have the revenues shared with the affected
counties.

(10) This decline in shared revenues has se-
verely impacted or crippled educational
funding in, and the quality of education pro-
vided by, the affected counties.

(11) In the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1993, Congress recognized this trend
and ameliorated its adverse consequences by
providing an alternative annual safety net
payment to 72 counties in Oregon, Wash-
ington, and northern California in which
Federal timber sales had been restricted or
prohibited by administrative and judicial de-
cisions to protect the northern spotted owl.

(12) The authority for these particular
safety net payments is expiring and no com-
parable authority has been granted for alter-
native payments to counties elsewhere in the
United States that have suffered similar
losses in shared revenues from the Federal
lands and in the educational funding those
revenues provide.

(13) Although alternative payments are not
an adequate substitute for the revenues,
wages, purchasing of local goods and serv-
ices, and social opportunities that are gen-
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erated when the Federal lands are managed
in a manner that encourages revenue-pro-
ducing activities, such alternative payments
are critically needed now to stabilize edu-
cational funding in the affected counties.

(14) Changes in Federal land management,
in addition to having curtailed timber sales,
have altered the historic, cooperative rela-
tionship between counties and the Forest
Service and the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment.

(15) Both the Forest Service and the Bu-
reau of Land Management face significant
backlogs in infrastructure maintenance and
ecosystem restoration that are not likely to
be addressed through annual appropriations.

(16) New relationships between the coun-
ties in which these Federal lands are located
and the managers of these Federal lands
need to be formed to benefit both the natural
resources and rural communities of the
United States as the 21st century begins.

(b) PuRPOSEsS.—The purposes of this Act
are—

(1) to provide Federal funds to county gov-
ernments that are dependent on and sup-
portive of the Federal lands so as to assist
such counties in restoring funding for edu-
cation and other public services that the
counties must provide to county residents
and visitors;

(2) to provide these funds on a temporary
basis in a form that is environmentally
sound and consistent with applicable re-
source management plans;

(3) to facilitate the development, by the
Federal Government and the counties which
benefit from the shared revenues from the
Federal lands, of a new cooperative relation-
ship in Federal land management and the de-
velopment of local consensus in imple-
menting applicable plans for the Federal
lands;

(4) to identify and implement projects on
the Federal lands that enjoy broad-based
local support; and

(5) to make additional investments in in-
frastructure maintenance and ecosystem res-
toration on Federal lands.

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:

(1) FEDERAL LANDS.—The term ‘‘Federal
lands’” means—

(A) lands within the National Forest Sys-
tem, as defined in section 11(a) of the Forest
and Rangeland Renewable Resources Plan-
ning Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 1609(a)); and

(B) the Oregon and California Railroad
grant lands revested in the United States by
the Act of June 9, 1916 (Chapter 137; 39 Stat.
218), Coos Bay Wagon Road grant lands re-
conveyed to the United States by the Act of
February 26, 1919 (Chapter 47; 40 Stat. 1179),
and subsequent additions to such lands.

(2) ELIGIBILITY PERIOD.—The term ‘“‘eligi-
bility period”” means fiscal year 1984 through
fiscal year 1999.

(3) ELIGIBLE COUNTY.—The term *“‘eligible
county’ means a county or borough that re-
ceived 50-percent payments for one or more
fiscal years of the eligibility period or a
county or borough that received a portion of
an eligible State’s 25-percent payments for
one or more fiscal years of the eligibility pe-
riod. The term includes a county or borough
established after the date of the enactment
of this Act so long as the county or borough
includes all or a portion of a county or bor-
ough described in the preceding sentence.

(4) ELIGIBLE STATE.—The term ‘‘eligible
State” means a State that received 25-per-
cent payments for one or more fiscal years of
the eligibility period.

(5) FULL PAYMENT AMOUNT.—The term “‘full
payment amount” means the amount cal-
culated for each eligible State and eligible
county under section 101.
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(6) 25-PERCENT PAYMENTS.—The term *‘25-
percent payments’” means the payments to
States required by the 6th paragraph under
the heading of “FOREST SERVICE” in the
Act of May 23, 1908 (35 Stat. 260; 16 U.S.C.
500), and section 13 of the Act of March 1,
1911 (36 Stat. 963; 16 U.S.C. 500).

(7) 50-PERCENT PAYMENTS.—The term *‘50-
percent payments’”’ means the payments that
are the sum of the 50-percent share otherwise
paid to a county pursuant to title Il of the
Act of August 28, 1937 (Chapter 876; 50 Stat.
875; 43 U.S.C. 1181f), and the payment made
to a county pursuant to the Act of May 24,
1939 (chapter 144; 53 Stat. 753; 43 U.S.C. 1181f-
1 et seq.).

(8) SAFETY NET PAYMENTS.—The term
“‘safety net payments’” means the payments
to States and counties required by sections
13982 or 13983 of the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act of 1993 (Public Law 103-66; 16
U.S.C. 500 note; 43 U.S.C. 1181f note).

TITLE I—SECURE PAYMENTS FOR STATES
AND COUNTIES CONTAINING FEDERAL
LANDS

SEC. 101. DETERMINATION OF FULL PAYMENT

AMOUNT FOR ELIGIBLE STATES AND
COUNTIES.

(a) CALCULATION REQUIRED.—

(1) ELIGIBLE STATES.—The Secretary of the
Treasury shall calculate for each eligible
State an amount equal to the average of the
three highest 25-percent payments and safety
net payments made to that eligible State for
fiscal years of the eligibility period.

(2) BLM CouNTIES.—The Secretary of the
Treasury shall calculate for each eligible
county that received a 50-percent payment
during the eligibility period an amount
equal to the average of the three highest 50-
percent payments and safety net payments
made to that eligible county for fiscal years
of the eligibility period.

(b) ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT.—For each fiscal
year in which payments are required to be
made to eligible States and eligible counties
under this title, the Secretary of the Treas-
ury shall adjust the full payment amount in
effect for the previous fiscal year for each el-
igible State and eligible county to reflect
changes in the consumer price index for
rural areas (as published in the Bureau of
Labor Statistics) that occur after publica-
tion of that index for fiscal year 1999.

SEC. 102. PAYMENTS TO STATES FROM FOREST

SERVICE LANDS FOR USE BY COUN-
TIES TO BENEFIT PUBLIC EDU-
CATION AND TRANSPORTATION.

(a) REQUIREMENT FOR PAYMENTS TO ELIGI-
BLE STATES.—The Secretary of the Treasury
shall make to each eligible State a payment
in accordance with subsection (b) for each of
fiscal years 2000 through 2006. The payment
for a fiscal year shall be made as soon as
practicable after the end of that fiscal year.

(b) PAYMENT AMOUNTS.—The payment to
an eligible State under subsection (a) for a
fiscal year shall consist of the following:

(1) The 25-percent payments and safety net
payments under section 13982 of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 (Public
Law 103-66; 16 U.S.C. 500 note) applicable to
that State for that fiscal year.

(2) If the amount under paragraph (1) is
less than the full payment amount in effect
for that State for that fiscal year, such addi-
tional funds as may be appropriated to pro-
vide a total payment not to exceed the full
payment amount, but only to the extent
such additional funds are provided in ad-
vance as discretionary appropriations in-
cluded in appropriation Acts.

(c) DISTRIBUTION AND EXPENDITURE OF PAY-
MENTS.—

(1) DISTRIBUTION METHOD.—AnN eligible
State that receives a payment under sub-
section (a) shall distribute the payment
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among all eligible counties in the State,
with each eligible county receiving the same
percentage of that payment as the percent-
age of the State’s total 25-percent payments
and safety net payments under section 13982
of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1993 (Public Law 103-66; 16 U.S.C. 500 note)
that were distributed to that county for fis-
cal years of the eligibility period.

(2) EXPENDITURE PURPOSES.—Subject to
subsection (d), payments received by eligible
States under subsection (a) and distributed
to eligible counties shall be expended in the
same manner in which 25-percent payments
are required to be expended.

(d) EXPENDITURE RULES
COUNTIES.—

(1) GENERAL RULE.—In the case of an eligi-
ble county to which $100,000 or more is dis-
tributed in a fiscal year pursuant to sub-
section (c)—

(A) 80 percent of the funds distributed to
the eligible county shall be expended in the
same manner in which the 25-percent pay-
ments are required to be expended; and

(B) 20 percent of the funds distributed to
the eligible county shall be reserved and ex-
pended by the eligible county in accordance
with title I1.

(2) COUNTIES WITH MINOR DISTRIBUTIONS.—In
the case of each eligible county to which less
than $100,000 is distributed for fiscal year
2000 pursuant to subsection (c), the eligible
county shall make an election whether or
not to be subject to the requirements of
paragraph (1) for that fiscal year and all sub-
sequent fiscal years for which payments are
made under subsection (a). The county shall
notify the Secretary of Agriculture of its
election under this subsection not later than
60 days after the county receives its distribu-
tion for fiscal year 2000.

SEC. 103. PAYMENTS TO COUNTIES FROM BU-
REAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
LANDS FOR USE TO BENEFIT PUBLIC
SAFETY, LAW ENFORCEMENT, EDU-
CATION, AND OTHER PUBLIC PUR-
POSES.

(a) REQUIREMENT FOR PAYMENTS TO ELIGI-
BLE COUNTIES.—The Secretary of the Treas-
ury shall make to each eligible county that
received a 50-percent payment during the eli-
gibility period a payment in accordance with
subsection (b) for each of fiscal years 2000
through 2006. The payment for a fiscal year
shall be made as soon as practicable after
the end of that fiscal year.

(b) PAYMENT AMOUNTS.—The payment to
an eligible county under subsection (a) for a
fiscal year shall consist of the following:

(1) The 50-percent payments and safety net
payments under section 13983 of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 (Public
Law 103-66; 43 U.S.C. 1181f note) applicable to
that county for that fiscal year.

(2) If the amount under paragraph (1) is
less than the full payment amount in effect
for that county for that fiscal year, such ad-
ditional funds as may be appropriated to pro-
vide a total payment not to exceed the full
payment amount, but only to the extent
such additional funds are provided in ad-
vance as discretionary appropriations in-
cluded in appropriation Acts.

(c) EXPENDITURE OF PAYMENTS.—Subject to
subsection (d), payments received by eligible
counties under subsection (a) shall be ex-
pended in the same manner in which 50-per-
cent payments are required to be expended.

(d) EXPENDITURE RULES FOR ELIGIBLE
COUNTIES.—In the case of an eligible county
to which a payment is made in a fiscal year
pursuant to subsection (a)—

(1) 80 percent of the payment to the eligi-
ble county shall be expended in the same
manner in which the 50-percent payments
are required to be expended; and

(2) 20 percent of the payment to the eligi-
ble county shall be reserved and expended by
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the eligible county in accordance with title

I1.

TITLE II—LOCALLY INITIATED PROJECTS
ON FEDERAL LANDS

SEC. 201. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:

(1) PARTICIPATING COUNTY.—The term “‘par-
ticipating county’ means an eligible county
that—

(A) receives Federal funds pursuant to sec-
tion 102 or 103; and

(B) is required to expend a portion of those
funds in the manner provided in section
102(d)(1)(B) or 103(d)(2) or elects under sec-
tion 102(d)(2) to expend a portion of those
funds in accordance with section 102(d)(1)(B).

(2) PROJECT FUNDS.—The term ‘‘project
funds’ means all funds reserved by an eligi-
ble county under section 102(d)(1)(B) or
103(d)(2) for expenditure in accordance with
this title and all funds that an eligible coun-
ty elects under section 102(d)(2) to reserve
under section 102(d)(1)(B).

(3) LOCAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—The term
“local advisory committee’” means an advi-
sory committee established by the Secretary
concerned under section 205.

(4) RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN.—The
term ‘‘resource management plan’ means a
land use plan prepared by the Bureau of
Land Management for units of the Federal
lands described in section 3(1)(B) pursuant to
section 202 of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1712) and
land and resource management plans pre-
pared by the Forest Service for units of the
National Forest System pursuant to section
6 of the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Re-
sources Planning Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 1604).

(5) SECRETARY CONCERNED.—The term “‘Sec-
retary concerned” means the Secretary of
the Interior with respect to the Federal
lands described in section 3(1)(B) and the
Secretary of Agriculture with respect to the
Federal lands described in section 3(1)(A).

(6) SPECIAL ACCOUNT.—The term ‘‘special
account’” means an account in the Treasury
established under section 208(c) for each re-
gion of the Forest Service, and for the Bu-
reau of Land Management.

SEC. 202. GENERAL LIMITATION ON USE OF
PROJECT FUNDS.

Project funds shall be expended solely on
projects that meet the requirements of this
title and are conducted on the Federal lands.
SEC. 203. SUBMISSION OF PROJECT PROPOSALS

BY PARTICIPATING COUNTIES.

(a) SUBMISSION OF PROJECT PROPOSALS TO
SECRETARY CONCERNED.—

(1) PROJECTS FUNDED USING PROJECT
FUNDS.—Not later than September 30, 2001,
and each September 30 thereafter through
2009, each participating county shall submit
to the Secretary concerned a description of
any projects that the county proposes the
Secretary undertake using any project funds
reserved by the county during the three-fis-
cal year period consisting of the fiscal year
in which the submission is made and the pre-
ceding two fiscal years. A participating
county does not have to submit all of its
project proposals for a year at the same
time.

(2) PROJECTS FUNDED USING SPECIAL AC-
COUNTS.—Until September 30, 2007, a partici-
pating county may also submit to the Sec-
retary concerned a description of any
projects that the county proposes the Sec-
retary undertake using amounts in a special
account in lieu of or in addition to the coun-
ty’s project funds.

(3) JOINT PROJECTS.—Participating coun-
ties may pool their project funds and jointly
propose a project or group of projects to the
Secretary concerned under paragraph (1).
Participating counties may also jointly pro-
pose a project or group of projects to the
Secretary concerned under paragraph (2).
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(b) REQUIRED DESCRIPTION OF PROJECTS.—
In submitting proposed projects to the Sec-
retary concerned under subsection (a), a par-
ticipating county shall include in the de-
scription of each proposed project the fol-
lowing information:

(1) The purpose of the project.

(2) An estimation of the amount of any
timber, forage, and other commodities an-
ticipated to be harvested or generated as
part of the project.

(3) The anticipated duration of the project.

(4) The anticipated cost of the project.

(5) The proposed source of funding for the
project, whether project funds, funds from
the appropriate special account, or both.

(6) The anticipated revenue, if any, to be
generated by the project.

(c) ROLE OF LocAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—
A participating county may propose a
project to the Secretary concerned under
subsection (a) only if the project has been re-
viewed and approved by the relevant local
advisory committee in accordance with the
requirements of section 205, including the
procedures issued under subsection (d) of
such section.

(d) AUTHORIZED PROJECTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Projects proposed under
subsection (a) shall consist of any type of
project or activity that the Secretary con-
cerned may otherwise carry out on the Fed-
eral lands.

(2) SEARCH, RESCUE, AND EMERGENCY SERV-
ICES.—Notwithstanding paragraph (1), a par-
ticipating county may submit as a proposed
project under subsection (a) a proposal that
the county receive reimbursement for search
and rescue and other emergency services per-
formed on Federal lands and paid for by the
county. The source of funding for an ap-
proved project of this type may only be the
special account for the region in which the
county is located or, in the case of a county
that receives 50-percent payments, the spe-
cial account for the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment.

(3) COMMUNITY SERVICE WORK CAMPS.—Not-
withstanding paragraph (1), a participating
county may submit as a proposed project
under subsection (a) a proposal that the
county receive reimbursement for all or part
of the costs incurred by the county to pay
the salaries and benefits of county employ-
ees who supervise adults or juveniles per-
forming mandatory community service on
Federal lands.

SEC. 204. EVALUATION AND APPROVAL OF
PROJECTS BY SECRETARY CON-
CERNED.

(a) CONDITIONS FOR APPROVAL OF PROPOSED
PROJECT.—The Secretary concerned may
make a decision to approve a project sub-
mitted by a participating county under sec-
tion 203 only if the proposed project satisfies
each of the following conditions:

(1) The project complies with all Federal
laws and all Federal rules, regulations, and
policies.

(2) The project is consistent with the appli-
cable resource management plan and with
any watershed or subsequent plan developed
pursuant to the resource management plan
and approved by the Secretary concerned.

(3) The project has been approved by the
relevant local advisory committee in accord-
ance with section 205, including the proce-
dures issued under subsection (d) of such sec-
tion.

(4) The project has been described by the
participating county in accordance with sec-
tion 203(b).

(b) ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEWS.—

(1) REVIEW REQUIRED.—Before making a de-
cision to approve a proposed project under
subsection (a), the Secretary concerned shall
complete any environmental review required
by the National Environmental Policy Act of
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1969 (42 U.S.C. 321 et seq.) in connection with
the project and any consultation and biologi-
cal assessment required by the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) in
connection with the project.

(2) TREATMENT OF REVIEW.—Decisions of
the Secretary concerned related to an envi-
ronmental review or consultation conducted
under paragraph (1) shall not be subject to
administrative appeal or judicial review un-
less and until the Secretary approves the
project under subsection (a) for which the re-
view or consultation was conducted.

(3) PAYMENT OF REVIEW COSTS.—

(A) REQUEST FOR PAYMENT BY COUNTY.—The
Secretary concerned may request the par-
ticipating county or counties submitting a
proposed project to use project funds to pay
for any environmental review or consulta-
tion required under paragraph (1) in connec-
tion with the project. When such a payment
is requested, the Secretary concerned shall
not begin the environmental review or con-
sultation until and unless the payment is re-
ceived.

(B) EFFECT OF REFUSAL TO PAY.—If a par-
ticipating county refuses to make the re-
quested payment under subparagraph (A) in
connection with a proposed project, the par-
ticipating county shall withdraw the submis-
sion of the project from further consider-
ation by the Secretary concerned. Such a
withdrawal shall be deemed to be a rejection
of the project for purposes of section 207(d).

(c) TIME PERIODS FOR CONSIDERATION OF
PROJECTS.—

(1) PROJECTS REQUIRING ENVIRONMENTAL RE-
VIEW.—If the Secretary concerned deter-
mines that an environmental review or con-
sultation is required for a proposed project
pursuant to subsection (b), the Secretary
concerned shall make a decision under sub-
section (a) to approve or reject the project,
to the extent practicable, within 30 days
after the completion of the last of the re-
quired environmental reviews and consulta-
tions.

(2) OTHER PROJECTS.—If the Secretary con-
cerned determines that an environmental re-
view or consultation is not required for a
proposed project, the Secretary shall make a
decision under subsection (a) to approve or
reject the project, to the extent practicable,
within 60 days after the date of that deter-
mination.

(d) DECISIONS OF SECRETARY CONCERNED.—

(1) REJECTION OF PROJECTS.—A decision by
the Secretary concerned to reject a proposed
project shall be at the Secretary’s sole dis-
cretion. Within 30 days after making the re-
jection decision, the Secretary concerned
shall notify in writing the participating
county that submitted the proposed project
of the rejection and the reasons therefor.

(2) NOTICE OF PROJECT APPROVAL.—The Sec-
retary concerned shall publish in the Federal
Register notice of each project approved
under subsection (a) if such notice would be
required had the project originated with the
Secretary.

(3) PROJECT APPROVAL AS FINAL AGENCY AC-
TION.—A decision by the Secretary concerned
to approve a project under subsection (@)
shall be considered a final agency action
under the Administrative Procedures Act.

(e) SOURCE AND CONDUCT OF PROJECT.—For
purposes of Federal law, a project approved
by the Secretary concerned under this sec-
tion shall be considered to have originated
with the Secretary.

) IMPLEMENTATION OF
PROJECTS.—

(1) RESPONSIBILITY OF SECRETARY.—The
Secretary concerned shall be responsible for
carrying out projects approved by the Sec-
retary under this section. The Secretary con-
cerned shall carry out the projects in compli-
ance with all Federal laws and all Federal
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rules, regulations, and policies and in the
same manner as projects of the same kind
that originate with the Secretary.

(2) CoOPERATION.—The Secretary concerned
may enter into contracts and cooperative
agreements with States and local govern-
ments, private and nonprofit entities, and
landowners and other persons to assist the

Secretary in carrying out an approved
project.
(3) BEST VALUE STEWARDSHIP  CON-

TRACTING.—To0 enter into a contract author-
ized by paragraph (2), the Secretary con-
cerned may use a contracting method that
secures, for the best price, the best quality
service, as determined by the Secretary
based upon the following:

(A) The technical demands and complexity
of the work to be done.

(B) The ecological sensitivity of the re-
sources being treated.

(C) The past experience by the contractor
with the type of work being done, using the
type of equipment proposed for the project,
and meeting or exceeding desired ecological
conditions.

(D) The use by the contractor of low value
species and byproducts.

(E) The commitment of the contractor to

hiring highly qualified workers and local
residents.

(g) TIME FOR COMMENCEMENT.—

(1) PROJECTS FUNDED USING PROJECT

FUNDS.—If an approved project is to be fund-
ed in whole or in part using project funds to
be provided by a participating county or
counties, the Secretary concerned shall com-
mence the project as soon as practicable
after the receipt of the project funds pursu-
ant to section 206 from the county.

(2) PROJECTS FUNDED USING SPECIAL AC-
COUNTS.—If an approved project is to be fund-
ed using amounts from a special account in
lieu of any project funds, the Secretary con-
cerned shall commence the project as soon as
practicable after the approval decision is
made.

SEC. 205. LOCAL ADVISORY COMMITTEES.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT AND PURPOSE OF LOCAL
ADVISORY COMMITTEES.—

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—EXxcept as provided in
paragraph (2), the Secretary concerned shall
establish and maintain, for each unit of Fed-
eral lands, a local advisory committee to re-
view projects proposed by participating
counties and to recommend projects to par-
ticipating counties.

(2) COMBINATION OR DIVISION OF UNITS.—The
Secretary concerned may, at the Secretary’s
sole discretion, combine or divide units of
Federal lands for the purpose of establishing
local advisory committees.

(b) APPOINTMENT BY THE SECRETARY.—

(1) APPOINTMENT AND TERM.—The Secretary
concerned shall appoint the members of local
advisory committees for a term of 2 years be-
ginning on the date of appointment. The Sec-
retary concerned may reappoint members to
subsequent 2-year terms.

(2) BASIC REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary
concerned shall ensure that each local advi-
sory committee established by the Secretary
meets the requirements of subsection (c).

(3) INITIAL APPOINTMENT.—The Secretary
concerned shall make initial appointments
to the local advisory committees not later
than 120 days after the date of enactment of
this Act.

(4) VACANCIES.—The Secretary concerned
shall make appointments to fill vacancies on
any local advisory committee as soon as
practicable after the vacancy has occurred.

(5) COMPENSATION.—Members of the local
advisory committees shall not receive any
compensation.

(c) COMPOSITION OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—

(1) NumBER.—Each local advisory com-
mittee shall be comprised of 15 members.
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(2) COMMUNITY INTERESTS REPRESENTED.—
Each local advisory committee shall have at
least one member representing each of the
following:

(A) Local resource users.

(B) Environmental interests.

(C) Forest workers.

(D) Organized labor representatives.

(E) Elected county officials.

(F) School officials or teachers.

(3) GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION.—To0 the ex-
tent practicable, the members of a local ad-
visory committee shall be drawn from
throughout the area covered by the com-
mittee.

(4) CHAIRPERSON.—A majority on each local
advisory committee shall select the chair-
person of the committee.

(d) APPROVAL PROCEDURES.—

(1) IssuANCE.—Not later than 90 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretaries concerned shall jointly issue the
approval procedures that each local advisory
committee must use in order to ensure that
a local advisory committee only approves
projects that are broadly supported by the
committee. The Secretaries shall publish the
procedures in the Federal Register.

(2) TREATMENT OF PROCEDURES.—The
issuance and content of the procedures
issued under paragraph (1) shall not be sub-
ject to administrative appeal or judicial re-
view. Nothing in this paragraph shall affect
the responsibility of local advisory commit-
tees to comply with the procedures.

(e) OTHER COMMITTEE AUTHORITIES AND RE-
QUIREMENTS.—

(1) STAFF ASSISTANCE.—A local advisory
committee may submit to the Secretary con-
cerned a request for staff assistance from
Federal employees under the jurisdiction of
the Secretary.

(2) MeeTINGS.—AIl meetings of a local ad-
visory committee shall be announced at
least one week in advance in a local news-
paper of record and shall be open to the pub-
lic.

(3) RECORDS.—A local advisory committee
shall maintain records of the meetings of the
committee and make the records available
for public inspection.

(f) FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACT EX-
EMPTION.—The local advisory committees
shall be exempt from the provisions of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C.
App.).

SEC. 206. USE OF PROJECT FUNDS.

(a) AGREEMENT REGARDING SCHEDULE AND
COST OF PROJECT.—

(1) AGREEMENT BETWEEN PARTIES.—AS soon
as practicable after the approval of a project
by the Secretary concerned under section
204, the Secretary concerned and the chief
administrative official of the participating
county (or one such official representing a
group of participating counties) shall enter
into an agreement addressing, at a min-
imum, the following with respect to the
project:

(A) The
project.

(B) The total cost of the project, including
the level of agency overhead to be assessed
against the project.

(C) For a multi-year project, the estimated
cost of the project for each of the fiscal years
in which it will be carried out.

(D) The remedies for the participating
county or counties for the failure of the Sec-
retary concerned to comply with the terms
of the agreement.

(2) LIMITED USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS.—The
Secretary concerned may decide, at the Sec-
retary’s sole discretion, to cover the costs of
a portion of an approved project using Fed-
eral funds appropriated or otherwise avail-
able to the Secretary for the same purposes
as the project.

schedule for completing the
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(b) TRANSFER OF PROJECT FUNDS.—

(1) INITIAL TRANSFER REQUIRED.—AS s00n as
practicable after the agreement is reached
under subsection (a) with regard to a project
to be funded in whole or in part using project
funds, the participating county or counties
that are parties to the agreement shall
transfer to the Secretary concerned an
amount of project funds equal to—

(A) in the case of a project to be completed
in a single fiscal year, the total amount
specified in the agreement to be paid by the
county or counties; or

(B) in the case of a multi-year project, the
amount specified in the agreement to be paid
by the county or counties for the first fiscal
year.

(2) CONDITION ON PROJECT COMMENCEMENT.—
The Secretary concerned shall not com-
mence a project pursuant to section 204(g)(1)
until the project funds required to be trans-
ferred under paragraph (1) for the project
have been received by the Secretary.

(3) SUBSEQUENT TRANSFERS FOR MULTI-YEAR
PROJECTS.—For the second and subsequent
fiscal years of a multi-year project to be
funded in whole or in part using project
funds, the participating county or counties
shall transfer to the Secretary concerned the
amount of project funds required to continue
the project in that fiscal year according to
the agreement entered into under subsection
(a). The Secretary concerned shall suspend
work on the project if the county fails to
transfer the required amounts as required by
the agreement.

(4) SPECIAL RULE FOR WORK CAMP
PROJECTS.—In the case of a project described
in section 203(d)(3) and approved under sec-
tion 204, the agreement required by sub-
section (a) shall specify the manner in which
a participating county that is a party to the
agreement may retain project funds to cover
the costs of the project.

(c) AVAILABILITY OF TRANSFERRED FUNDS.—
Project funds transferred to the Secretary
concerned under this section shall remain
available until the project is completed.

SEC. 207. DURATION OF AVAILABILITY OF A
COUNTY’'S PROJECT FUNDS.

(a) SUBMISSION OF PROPOSED PROJECTS TO
OBLIGATE FUNDS.—BYy the end of each of the
fiscal years 2003 through 2009, a participating
county shall submit to the Secretary con-
cerned pursuant to section 203(a)(1) a suffi-
cient number of project proposals that, if ap-
proved, would result in the obligation of at
least the full amount of the project funds the
county received under title I in the second
preceding fiscal year.

(b) TRANSFER OF UNOBLIGATED FUNDS.—If a
participating county fails to comply with
subsection (a) for a fiscal year, any project
funds that the county received in the second
preceding fiscal year and remaining unobli-
gated shall be returned to the Secretary of
the Treasury for disposition as provided in
subsection (c).

(c) DISPOSITION OF RETURNED FUNDS.—

(1) DEPOSIT IN SPECIAL ACCOUNTS.—INn the
case of project funds returned under sub-
section (b) in fiscal year 2004, 2005, or 2006,
the Secretary of the Treasury shall deposit
the funds in the appropriate special account.

(2) DEPOSIT IN GENERAL FUND.—After fiscal
year 2006, the Secretary of the Treasury shall
deposit returned project funds in the general
fund of the Treasury.

(d) EFFECT OF REJECTION OF PROJECTS.—
Notwithstanding subsection (b), any project
funds of a participating county that are un-
obligated at the end of a fiscal year because
the Secretary concerned has rejected one or
more proposed projects shall be available for
the county to expend in the same manner as
the funds reserved by the county under sec-
tion 102(d)(1)(A) or 103(d)(1), whichever ap-
plies to the funds involved. The project funds
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covered by this subsection shall remain
available until expended.

(e) EFFECT OF COURT ORDERS.—

(1) PROJECTS FUNDED USING PROJECT

FUNDS.—If an approved project is enjoined or
prohibited by a Federal court after funds for
the project are transferred to the Secretary
concerned under section 206, the Secretary
concerned shall return any unobligated
project funds related to that project to the
participating county or counties that trans-
ferred the funds. The returned funds shall be
available for the county to expend in the
same manner as the funds reserved by the
county under section 102(d)(1)(A) or 103(d)(1),
whichever applies to the funds involved. The
funds shall remain available until expended
and shall be exempt from the requirements
of subsection (b).

(2) PROJECTS FUNDED USING SPECIAL AC-
COUNTS.—If an approved project is enjoined
or prohibited by a Federal court after funds
from a special account have been reserved
for the project under section 208, the Sec-
retary concerned shall treat the funds in the
same manner as revenues described in sec-
tion 208(a).

SEC. 208. TREATMENT OF FUNDS GENERATED BY
LOCALLY INITIATED PROJECTS.

(a) PAYMENT TO SECRETARY.—Any and all
revenues generated from a project carried
out in whole or in part using project funds or
funds from a special account shall be paid to
the Secretary concerned.

(b) DeposiT.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the Secretary concerned
shall deposit the revenues described in sub-
section (a) as follows:

(1) Through fiscal year 2006, the revenues
shall be deposited in the appropriate special
account as provided in subsection (c).

(2) After fiscal year 2006, the revenues shall
be deposited in the general fund of the Treas-

ury.

()(/:) REGIONAL AND BLM SPECIAL Ac-
COUNTS.—

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established
in the Treasury an account for each region of
the Forest Service and an account for the
Bureau of Land Management. The accounts
shall consist of the following:

(A) Revenues described in subsection (a)
and deposited pursuant to subsection (b)(1).

(B) Project funds deposited pursuant to
section 207(c)(1).

(C) Interest earned on amounts in the spe-
cial accounts.

(2) REQUIRED DEPOSIT IN FOREST SERVICE AC-
counTs.—If the revenue-generating project
was carried out in whole or in part using
project funds that were reserved pursuant to
section 102(d)(1)(B), the revenues shall be de-
posited in the account established under
paragraph (1) for the Forest Service region in
which the project was conducted.

(3) REQUIRED DEPOSIT IN BLM ACCOUNT.—If
the revenue-generating project was carried
out in whole or in part using project funds
that were reserved pursuant to section
103(d)(2), the revenues shall be deposited in
the account established under paragraph (1)
for the Bureau of Land Management.

(4) PROJECTS CONDUCTED USING SPECIAL AC-
COUNT FUNDS.—If the revenue-generating
project was carried out using amounts from
a special account in lieu of any project
funds, the revenues shall be deposited in the

special account from which the amounts
were derived.

(d) Use oOF ACCOUNTS TO CONDUCT
PROJECTS.—

(1) AUTHORITY TO USE ACCOUNTS.—The Sec-
retary concerned may use amounts in the
special accounts, without appropriation, to
fund projects submitted by participating
counties under section 203(a)(2) that have
been approved by the Secretary concerned
under section 204.
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(2) SOURCE OF FUNDS; PROJECT LOCATIONS.—
Funds in a special account established under
subsection (c)(1) for a region of the Forest
Service region may be expended only for
projects approved under section 204 to be
conducted in that region. Funds in the spe-
cial account established under subsection
(c)(1) for the Bureau of Land Management
may be expended only for projects approved
under section 204 to be conducted on Federal
lands described in section 3(1)(B).

(3) DURATION OF AUTHORITY.—No funds may
be obligated under this subsection after Sep-
tember 30, 2007. Unobligated amounts in the
special accounts after that date shall be
promptly transferred to the general fund of
the Treasury.

TITLE 11I—FOREST COUNTIES PAYMENTS
COMMITTEE
SEC. 301. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:

(1) ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—The term ‘““Advi-
sory Committee’”” means the Forest Counties
Payments Committee established by section
302.

(2) HOUSE COMMITTEES OF JURISDICTION.—
The term ‘“‘House committees of jurisdic-
tion”” means the Committee on Agriculture,
the Committee on Resources, and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the House of
Representatives.

(3) SENATE COMMITTEES OF JURISDICTION.—
The term ‘“‘Senate committees of jurisdic-
tion”” means the Committee on Agriculture,
Nutrition, and Forestry, the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources, and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the Senate.

(4) SUSTAINABLE FORESTRY.—The term
“‘sustainable forestry’” means principles of
sustainable forest management that equally
consider ecological, economic, and social fac-
tors in the management of Federal lands.
SEC. 302. NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO

DEVELOP LONG-TERM METHODS TO
MEET STATUTORY OBLIGATION OF
FEDERAL LANDS TO CONTRIBUTE
TO PUBLIC EDUCATION AND OTHER
PUBLIC SERVICES.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF FOREST COUNTIES
PAYMENTS COMMITTEE.—There is hereby es-
tablished an advisory committee, to be
known as the Forest Counties Payments
Committee, to develop recommendations,
consistent with sustainable forestry, regard-
ing methods to ensure that States and coun-
ties in which Federal lands are situated re-
ceive adequate Federal payments to be used
for the benefit of public education and other
public purposes.

(b) MEMBERS.—The Advisory Committee
shall be composed of the following members:

(1) The Chief of the Forest Service, or a
designee of the Chief who has significant ex-
pertise in sustainable forestry.

(2) The Director of the Bureau of Land
Management, or a designee of the Director
who has significant expertise in sustainable
forestry

(3) The Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, or the Director’s designee.

(4) Two members who are elected members
of the governing branches of eligible coun-
ties; one such member to be appointed by the
President pro tempore of the Senate (in con-
sultation with the chairmen and ranking
members of the Senate committees of juris-
diction) and one such member to be ap-
pointed by the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives (in consultation with the chair-
men and ranking members of the House com-
mittees of jurisdiction) within 60 days of the
date of enactment of this Act.

(5) Two members who are elected members
of school boards for, superintendents from,
or teachers employed by, school districts in
eligible counties; one such member to be ap-
pointed by the President pro tempore of the
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Senate (in consultation with the chairmen
and ranking members of the Senate commit-
tees of jurisdiction) and one such member to
be appointed by the Speaker of the House of
Representatives (in consultation with the
chairmen and ranking members of the House
committees of jurisdiction) within 60 days of
the date of enactment of this Act.

(c) GEOGRAPHIC REPRESENTATION.—IN mak-
ing appointments under paragraphs (4) and
(5) of subsection (b), the President pro tem-
pore of the Senate and the Speaker of the
House of Representatives shall seek to en-
sure that the Advisory Committee members
are selected from geographically diverse lo-
cations.

(d) ORGANIZATION OF
MITTEE.—

(1) CHAIRPERSON.—The Chairperson of the
Advisory Committee shall be selected from
among the members appointed pursuant to
paragraphs (4) and (5) of subsection (b).

(2) VACANCIES.—AnNy vacancy in the mem-
bership of the Advisory Committee shall be
filled in the same manner as required by sub-
section (b). A vacancy shall not impair the
authority of the remaining members to per-
form the functions of the Advisory Com-
mittee under section 303.

(3) COMPENSATION.—The members of the
Advisory Committee who are not officers or
employees of the United States, while at-
tending meetings or other events held by the
Advisory Committee or at which the mem-
bers serve as representatives of the Advisory
Committee or while otherwise serving at the
request of the Chairperson, shall each be en-
titled to receive compensation at a rate not
in excess of the maximum rate of pay for
grade GS-18, as provided in the General
Schedule under section 5532 of title 5, United
States Code, including traveltime, and while
away from their homes or regular places of
business shall each be reimbursed for travel
expenses, including per diem in lieu of sub-
sistence as authorized by section 5703 of title
5, United States Code, for persons in Govern-
ment service employed intermittently.

(e) STAFF AND RULES.—

(1) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR.—The Advisory
Committee shall have an Executive Director,
who shall be appointed (without regard to
the provisions of title 5, United States Code,
governing appointments in the competitive
service) by the Advisory Committee and
serve at the pleasure of the Advisory Com-
mittee. The Executive Director shall report
to the Advisory Committee and assume such
duties as the Advisory Committee may as-
sign. The Executive Director shall be paid at
a rate not in excess of pay for grade GS-18,
as provided in the General Schedule under
5332 of title 5, United States Code.

(2) OTHER STAFF.—In addition to authority
to appoint personnel subject to the provi-
sions of title 5, United States Code, gov-
erning appointments to the competitive
service, and to pay such personnel in accord-
ance with the provisions of chapter 51 and
subchapter 111 of chapter 53 of such title re-
lating to classification and General Schedule
pay rates, the Advisory Committee shall
have authority to enter into contracts with
private or public organizations which may
furnish the Advisory Committee with such
administrative and technical personnel as
may be necessary to carry out the functions
of the Advisory Committee under section 303.
To the extent practicable, such administra-
tive and technical personnel, and other nec-
essary support services, shall be provided for
the Advisory Committee by the Chief of the
Forest Service and the Director of the Bu-
reau of Land Management.

(3) COMMITTEE RULES.—The Advisory Com-
mittee may establish such procedural and
administrative rules as are necessary for the
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performance of its functions under section

303.

(f) FEDERAL AGENCY COOPERATION.—The
heads of the departments, agencies, and in-
strumentalities of the executive branch of
the Federal Government shall cooperate
with the Advisory Committee in the per-
formance of its functions under subsection
(c) and shall furnish to the Advisory Com-
mittee information which the Advisory Com-
mittee deems necessary to carry out such
functions.

SEC. 303. FUNCTIONS OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE.
(a) DEVELOPMENT OF RECOMMENDATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Advisory Committee

shall develop recommendations for policy or
legislative initiatives (or both) regarding al-
ternatives for, or substitutes to, the short-
term payments required by title I in order to
provide a long-term method to generate an-
nual payments to eligible States and eligible
counties at or above the full payment
amount.

(2) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—Not later
than 18 months after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Advisory Committee
shall submit to the Senate committees of ju-
risdiction and the House committees of juris-
diction a final report containing the rec-
ommendations developed under this sub-
section. The Advisory Committee shall sub-
mit semiannual progress reports on its ac-
tivities and expenditures to the Senate com-
mittees of jurisdiction and the House com-
mittees of jurisdiction until the final report
has been submitted.

(b) GUIDANCE FOR COMMITTEE.—INn devel-
oping the recommendations required by sub-
section (a), the Advisory Committee shall—

(1) evaluate the method by which pay-
ments are made to eligible States and eligi-
ble counties under title I and the use of such
payments;

(2) evaluate the effectiveness of the local
advisory committees established pursuant to
section 205; and

(3) consider the impact on eligible States
and eligible counties of revenues derived
from the historic multiple use of the Federal
lands.

(c) MONITORING AND RELATED REPORTING
ACTIVITIES.—The Advisory Committee shall
monitor the payments made to eligible
States and eligible counties pursuant to title
I and submit to the Senate committees of ju-
risdiction and the House committees of juris-
diction an annual report describing the
amounts and sources of such payments and
containing such comments as the Advisory
Committee may have regarding such pay-
ments.

(d) TESTIMONY.—The Advisory Committee
shall make itself available for testimony or
comments on the reports required to be sub-
mitted by the Advisory Committee and on
any legislation or regulations to implement
any recommendations made in such reports
in any congressional hearings or any rule-
making or other administrative decision
process.

SEC. 304. FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACT

REQUIREMENTS.

Except as may be provided in this title, the
provisions of the Federal Advisory Com-
mittee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) shall not apply to
the Advisory Committee.

SEC. 305. TERMINATION OF ADVISORY COM-

MITTEE.

The Advisory Committee shall terminate
three years after the date of the enactment
of this Act.

SEC. 306. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING ADVI-

SORY COMMITTEE RECOMMENDA-
TIONS.

It is the sense of Congress that the pay-
ments to eligible States and eligible counties
required by title | should be replaced by a
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long-term solution to generate payments
conforming to the guidance provided by sec-
tion 303(b) and that any promulgation of reg-
ulations or enactment of legislation to es-
tablish such method should be completed
within two years after the date of submis-
sion of the final report required by section
303(a).

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
SEC. 401. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as are necessary to carry
out this Act.

SEC. 402. TREATMENT OF FUNDS AND REVENUES.

Funds appropriated pursuant to the au-
thorization of appropriations in section 401,
funds transferred to a Secretary concerned
under section 206, and revenues described in
section 208(a) shall be in addition to any
other annual appropriations for the Forest
Service and the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment.

SEC. 403. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.

Section 6903(a)(1) of title 31, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (D)
through (J) as subparagraphs (E) through
(K), respectively; and

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the
following new subparagraph:

‘(D) the Secure Rural Schools and Commu-
nity Self-Determination Act of 1999;”.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. During
consideration of the bill for amend-
ment, the Chair may accord priority in
recognition to a Member offering an
amendment that he or she 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.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GEORGE MILLER

OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Madam Chairman, | offer an amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GEORGE MILLER
of California:

Page 24, line 5, insert after “‘Federal laws”’
the following: ‘‘(including the Act of March
3, 1931, commonly known as the Davis-Bacon
Act)”.

Page 24, lien 16, strike ““T”
‘“‘subject to paragraph (1), to”.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Madam Chairman, | will be brief on
this amendment.

Under this legislation, which many of
my colleagues are supporting, and in
their efforts to try and address a real
problem about support for school fi-
nance in a number of rural areas and
resource dependent areas, they have
provided for a set-aside of some 20 per-
cent of the money to be used in local
projects. And in the consideration of
that, in the secretarial approval of
those projects, they state that ‘‘the
Secretary concerned shall carry out all
projects in compliance with all Federal
laws, rules, and Federal regulations.” |
would add to that including the law
known as the Davis-Bacon Act.

and insert
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The reason for doing this is it is not
quite clear after discussing with a
number of people, including some of
the staff on the committee, exactly the
impact of the stewardship contracts
under which these would be let, which
I think is an effort to try to make sure
that the Government, in fact, gets both
the best quality work and gets the best
price for that work and provides some
flexibility in making that determina-
tion.

I just want to make sure that, in that
process, since this will be done with
Federal dollars, that we do not under-
mine the prevailing wage provisions of
the existing law. So that is why | am
offering this amendment. | understand
it may be acceptable to the committee.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
| yield to the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
| thank the gentleman for yielding.

Madam Chairman, this we view as a
technical amendment. We think the
bill’s language is clear on its face, that
it includes all Federal laws, which
would include the Davis-Bacon Act.
But since it is, in our view, simply sur-
plusage and that the language in the
bill is not changed by the Miller
amendment and it does nothing to af-
fect the provisions related to the
Davis-Bacon Act and it is not the in-
tent of the language to exclude the
Davis-Bacon Act, we do not object to
the adoption of this amendment, which
is technical in nature.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Madam Chairman, | thank the gen-
tleman for his comments.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from California (Mr.
GEORGE MILLER).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. UDALL OF
COLORADO

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam
Chairman, | offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. UbALL of Colo-
rado:

Page 12, strike line 11 and all that follows
through line 9 on page 13, and insert the fol-
lowing:

(d) ELECTION TO RESERVE PORTION OF PAY-
MENT FOR TITLE Il PROJECTS.—Each eligible
county that receives a distribution under
subsection (c) for a fiscal year may elect to
reserve up to 20 percent of the funds for ex-
penditure in accordance with title II.

Page 14, strike lines 13 through 22, and in-
sert the following:

ELECTION TO RESERVE PORTION OF PAYMENT
FOR TITLE Il PROJECTS.—Each eligible coun-
ty to which a payment is made under sub-
section (a) for a fiscal year may elect to re-
serve up to 20 percent of the payment for ex-
penditure in accordance with title II.

Page 15, strike lines 9 through 19, and in-
sert the following:

(B) elects under section 102(d) or 103(d) to
expend a portion of those funds in the man-
ner provided in this title.

(2) PROJECT FUNDS.—The term ‘‘project
funds’ means all funds reserved by an eligi-
ble county under section 102(d) or 103(d) for
expenditure in accordance with this title.
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Page 33, lines 18 and 19, strike ‘“‘the funds
reserved by the county under section
102(d)(1)(A) or 103(d)(1)” and insert ‘‘25-per-
cent payments or 50-percent payments’.

Page 34, lines 8 and 9, strike ‘‘the funds re-
served by the county under section
102(d)(1)(A) or 103(d)(1)” and insert ‘‘25-per-
cent payments or 50-percent payments’.

Page 35, line 24, strike ‘‘section
102(d)(1)(B)’” and insert ‘‘section 102)d)™".

Page 36, line 6, strike ‘“‘section 103(d)(2) and
insert ‘‘section 103(d)”".

Mr. UDALL of Colorado (during the
reading). Madam Chairman, |1 ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered as read and printed
in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Colorado?

There was no objection.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam
Chairman, as | begin, | wanted to ac-
knowledge the work of my colleagues,
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
DEFAZzI10), the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Boyp) and the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE).

I think we all share the same goal,
which is to provide the secure and
steady and consistent funding for that
important resource known as our pub-
lic schools. And in that spirit, | believe
that the amendment that | offer is a
simple one but an important one. It
would give local discretion on the use
of the payments that would go to local
governments under the bill.

O 1430

As | said earlier, the amendment
would not make the bill perfect. In
fact, | do not believe it would make the
bill acceptable so far as | am con-
cerned, because it does not break the
link between Federal assistance and
timber harvests. But the amendment
would at least mean that a county
would not be forced to spend 20 percent
of its payment for doing things that
otherwise would be funded under the
budgets of the Forest Service or the
Bureau of Land Management.

That is what the bill as it stands now
would do. It says that if a county gets
more than $100,000 under the bill, that
20 percent of the total payment would
have to be wused for public land
projects. But suppose that a county
had other priorities. Suppose that the
school board and county commis-
sioners had reviewed their needs and
decided that they wanted to spend all
of the payments on schools and roads.
Remember, under current law that is
where the money would go. But under
this bill, the answer would be, too bad.
The bill says that Congress does not
want them to have that choice.

My amendment would provide that
discretion. It would allow a local gov-
ernment to use up to 20 percent of its
payment for work on the Federal lands,
but it would not require it. It would let
the local officials decide for them-
selves. | think that is the right thing
to do, regardless of how much money
might be involved. But this is not a
matter of theory, Madam Chairman.
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We could be talking about some sub-
stantial sums, especially for some of
our rural counties. Let me give my col-
leagues an example. Based on Forest
Service estimates from 1998 payment
levels, under the bill one county in my
district, Clear Creek County, stands to
lose its discretion over $100,000. In a
rural county like Clear Creek, that is
real money. As | look at other counties
in Colorado, they might be in the same
boat. In fact, 22 counties would have
less to spend on roads and schools
under this bill than under current law
according to the same Forest Service
estimates based on 1998 payments.

I will not list them all, but I will
mention that this bill’s Federal man-
date would override local discretion
over more than $22,000 in Park County;
$27,000 in Gunnison County; and more
than $53,000 in Mesa County. And the
bill would impose its Federal mandate
on Grand County to the tune of
$336,000.

Those other three counties | just
mentioned are not in my district; but
even if they were, | do not think their
commissioners would agree if | said the
Federal Government knew better about
how they should spend their money
than they do. In fact, I do not think
that they should have to make that
choice, which is why my amendment
would let them decide how to spend
those funds regardless of how much
money is involved.

Madam Chairman, | think there are
many serious questions about this
whole idea of getting local govern-
ments into the business of paying for
projects on Federal lands. But my
amendment does not deal with those
questions. It is much more limited. In
fact, it seems to me that the bill’s sup-
porters should welcome this amend-
ment. After all, the bill is called the
Secure Rural Schools and Communities
Self-Determination Act of 1999; and
this is a self-determination amend-
ment, pure and simple.

Madam Chairman, | urge adoption of
the amendment. | would again mention
that | think it is not the dollars we are
talking about; it is the principle of
local control.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
I rise in strong opposition to this
amendment. This amendment is the
poison pill that many of the folks who
have spoken on the floor here thus far
have talked about. This legislation, the
substitute that | offered that was made
the underlying text as a part of the
rule, is a very carefully crafted com-
promise involving Members of the
House, Members of the Senate. It in-
volves Members of the Republican side
of the aisle, Members of the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle. It involves
Members representing environmental
interests; it involves Members rep-
resenting local government interests,
and they are joined by the 800-member
coalition that constitutes hundreds
and hundreds of local county govern-
ments and local school boards that are
opposed to this amendment and which
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support the underlying legislation be-
cause they want to see something done
on this issue.

This amendment is a deal-breaker.
This amendment will cause this entire
process to collapse. We will not get this
bill through the Senate; we will not get
it signed into law unless we keep this
carefully crafted compromise together.
This is a compromise that | worked on
very extensively with the gentleman
from New York (Mr. BOEHLERT), the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO),
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
BoyD), the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. DEAL).

It is an agreement that is a crafted
compromise, drafted in conjunction
with Senators CRAIG and WYDEN in the
Senate to assure swift action in the
Senate. This amendment would under-
mine this compromise, pushing the ef-
fort to stabilize payments to the States
and counties back months and perhaps
for good. Local education, county,
labor and business interests have stud-
ied both the Goodlatte compromise and
the Udall-Vento amendment and have
determined that the Goodlatte com-
promise is a better idea. The National
Education Association, the National
Association of Counties, labor, the
United States Chamber of Commerce,
the Forest Counties and Schools Coali-
tion representing 800 counties, 5,000
school districts, 1.2 million school chil-
dren in rural America have all sup-
ported the Goodlatte compromise and
oppose the Udall-Vento amendment. |
would urge my colleagues to do the
same.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GOODLATTE. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Colorado.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. | thank the
gentleman for yielding. | was curious
what the objection was to increasing
local control as my amendment intends
to do.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Counties want to
have the connection between not only
the people that live in that county but
the land in that county, and the con-
nection that exists now and as a part of
this compromise continues with the 20
percent that will be dealt with by
members of the community. Local gov-
ernment, environmental organizations,
business organizations, and the Forest
Service will sit down together and
using those funds, plan how they can
best promote the environmental health
of their county and the economic
health of their county. We are deter-
mined to continue that connection be-
tween the federally owned land and
those people who live in those counties
and who want to, knowing that their
livelihood comes from that, want to
make sure that that connection per-
sists.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. If I might, |
would point out that the amendment
would allow that to occur, those kinds
of collaborative efforts could continue
to take place, but they just would not
require as the bill now does that 20 per-
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cent of those dollars would have to go
to those kinds of collaborations. It
would give the commissioners, the
school boards, the option of doing
those kinds of projects but also if they
felt their schools needed all of those re-
sources, that they could be applied in
that fiscal year to those resources, and
the next year they might put them
into a bike path project or into
ecotourism or whatever the oppor-
tunity might be.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Reclaiming my
time, let me just say to the gentleman
that it is a 100-year-old connection
that we are talking about here that is
being preserved. A substantial change
has been made to assure that those
counties will get, and will get quickly,
the kind of support that they need. But
if this decoupling that the gentleman
is advocating takes place in the legis-
lation, it will go asunder in the United
States Senate and nothing will happen
and we will be at the current levels of
support that currently exist.

So | have to strongly oppose the
amendment and support the strong na-
tionwide coalition of Members from 39
States who want to make sure that
that connection between the land and
the counties continues and that we not
get into this business of each year hav-
ing the decision made in each county
whether or not that is going to go for-
ward.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The time of the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE) has ex-
pired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GooOD-
LATTE was allowed to proceed for 2 ad-
ditional minutes.)

Mr. WALDEN of Oregon. Madam
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GOODLATTE. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Oregon.

Mr. WALDEN of Oregon. Madam
Chairman, | would just say that I
would hazard a guess, there is no dis-
trict in America that is more affected
by this legislation than mine. | think
we could run the numbers and probably
find that to be clearly the case. Every
county commission within that district
supports this legislation. And, further,
I want this kind of a guarantee, be-
cause we have got some habitat im-
provement projects and other activities
that need to take place on those water-
sheds, in those communities and in
those counties that | want to see take
place.

Normally, | would be one to advocate
for local option and local control, but
this is part of a bigger compromise
that will help the environment, it will
help our schools, it will help our coun-
ties; and nobody in this House is prob-
ably more affected by this legislation

than | and the counties that | rep-
resent.
Mr. UDALL of Colorado. | believe

that we are all working toward the
same goal. My amendment would not
serve as a decoupling mechanism. In
fact, | think we still have more work to
do in that particular way. | would
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again just emphasize that | think we
are trying to reach the same outcomes.
My amendment would make sure that
local communities have the ultimate
say in how those moneys are used year
to year, and they could take part in
the kinds of projects my good col-
league and friend from Oregon sug-
gests, but it just would not require
that they take part in those projects.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Madam Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. GOODLATTE. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
I would just say, following on to what
the gentleman from Colorado has just
said about his amendment, as you look
through even in the cases of the coun-
ties that get more than $100,000 so the
set-aside kicks in, in a number of in-
stances the set-aside is $8,000, $15,000,
$10,000, it is a very small amount of
money. To believe that you are going
to somehow initiate a big comprehen-
sive planning operation on the forest
for $8,000, while $8,000 would buy you a
lot of textbooks or contribute to one of
100,000 teachers—

Mr. GOODLATTE. Reclaiming my
time, | was in a county in the gentle-
man’s State earlier this year in which
on one timber sale, $2 million was
going to go to the county, which would
require that in this instance 20 percent
of that, or $400,000.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
I understand that. That is fine.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. GOODLATTE) has again expired.

(On request of Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, and by unanimous consent,
Mr. GOODLATTE was allowed to proceed
for 2 additional minutes.)

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
We have no problem with you doing
this. The question is mandating it. We
were out here a couple of weeks ago, we
were all for Ed-flex, because in many
instances you have small programs
that cost you more to administer than
the benefit. The gentleman from Colo-
rado’s point is that the county can
then make that option. If you have got
$400,000 coming in out of $2 million in
receipts, you can probably do some-
thing meaningful on the forest. If you
have $8,000 coming in with all due re-
spect, you may be better off helping
the schools buy the textbooks or sup-
plies where you can get a dollar-to-dol-
lar benefit instead of engaging in some
kind of mythical planning process
when you only have 8 to 10 to $12,000.
That is the benefit of his amendment.

It goes for the most efficient use in
those counties where the set-aside
turns out to be relatively small. Obvi-
ously in some counties in Oregon and
probably even in California where you
have substantial receipts, this option
may make some sense. But that is be-
cause you are playing with the critical
mass of dollars where you can create
some of those projects on the forest
that might even benefit—
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Mr. GOODLATTE. Reclaiming my
time, under $100,000 they can opt out.
Under $100,000, that is $20,000, to use
the gentleman’s example.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Counties that are over $100,000, when
they opt out, the 20 percent amounts to
7, 8, $9,000; so it is a relatively small
amount of money. They ought to have
the option to use the money as they
see fit, which may mean they go into
this program but also—

Mr. GOODLATTE. When the total re-
ceipts by the county are under $100,000,
they do have the option to opt out.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
But over $100,000, they get $100,000 and
20 percent is $20,000. The list of set-
asides is here, and some of it is as low
as $8,000. So they could put that into
their schools in a more efficient fash-
ion. That is the argument here.

Mr. GOODLATTE. If it is over
$100,000, it is going to be $20,000 plus 20
percent of whatever the amount over
$100,000 was, so | do not see where the
gentleman’s example would ever apply.

Mr. BOYD. Madam Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Madam Chairman, I rise in strong op-
position to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Colorado.

First of all, | think it is important to
know that the numbers that he was
quoting earlier in his presentation dur-
ing the amendment would be numbers
that that county might receive if the
bill were written in a different way. It
is not dollars that they are receiving
now. He is assuming that it was writ-
ten so that they would get 100 percent
of the 3-year average rather than the 80
percent, so it is a little bit misleading
to say they are going to be losing that
money. They do not get it now under
current law.

The other thing that | want to say
about the community projects is that
this was an idea that was brought to us
by some folks in the other body. We
thought it was a good idea, because
what has happened in our local commu-
nities as we have engaged in this bitter
battle over forest management prac-
tices, and we have recognized the im-
pact that it has had on our local econo-
mies and our local schools, is that
many people in those local economies
have engaged in a bitter and divisive
battle with the local environmentalist
community. They have created some
real hard feelings in the communities.

I think the intent of this community
projects idea is to get everybody to
come back to working together, to fig-
ure out how we can use this money in
a way that benefits the whole commu-
nity. | can see in some of the areas in
the district that | represent in north
Florida, that we have had a community
that has been totally timber-dependent
basically. That timber industry now is
gone. We are trying to move to an
ecotourism industry, for instance. We
could use some of these dollars to help
develop that, bike paths have been
mentioned here, search and rescue mis-
sions, fire protection, those kinds of
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things that are needed in the national
forest whose costs now are borne by the
local governments. | would urge
strongly that the House reject this
amendment, because it would kick out
of balance this very fine compromise
that we have here and could cost the
bill.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOYD. | yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.
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Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Madam Chairman, | point out during
the debate on the rule the gentleman
from Colorado indicated that even if
this amendment were to pass, he would
still oppose the bill. So clearly this is
nothing more than a poison pill to de-
rail this effort to help get some funds
back to these local counties and to
make sure that we still maintain this
compact that has existed for 100 years
between the Federal Government, the
owner of in some instances 60, 70, 80
percent of the land in some of these
counties, and the people who are trying
to make a living in these counties.

Mr. BOYD. Madam Chairman, re-
claiming my time, that is a very good
point. 1 want to again say this provi-
sion, title Il, could go a long way to-
ward restoring some cooperative spirit
in our communities among some
groups that have not liked each other
very much. | would strongly oppose the
amendment.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOYD. | yield to the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam
Chairman, | thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Madam Chairman, | want to respond
to my friend from Virginia (Mr. GooD-
LATTE). | want to be frank and up front
with my comments on the rule about
where | stood on the legislation itself.
I think, again, we are all striving to
find a way to provide consistent and
steady funding for school districts, par-
ticularly in rural areas. | stand shoul-
der to shoulder with the gentleman in
attempts to make sure that we do that
as soon as possible, frankly.

As far as my amendment being a poi-
son pill, the gentleman may wish to
characterize it that way, but | think it
is offered in a spirit of local control
and the principle that if an area wants
to spend the money on the projects
that are suggested, it can. However, it
is not required to. | do not think in my
opinion that that should be enough to
kill what is an important effort, and a
sincere effort on your parts, to meet
the needs of these rural areas.

Mr. BOYD. Madam Chairman, re-
claiming my time, | strongly oppose
the amendment offered by my friend,
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
UDALL), and encourage the other Mem-
bers to vote against it.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Madam
Chairman, | move to strike the reg-
uisite number of words.
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Madam Chairman, | rise in opposi-
tion to the Udall amendment, and I
commend the Goodlatte compromise
legislation that is in front of us. A lot
of work went into this and there is a
huge amount of support across the Na-
tion to see this bill through, to make
sure that we have better support for
our schools, not just in the Western
States, but across the Nation where
these programs have impacted all of
our States.

There is no topic that has greater
ramifications for the schools in my
State than this particular issue, be-
cause my State is generally a rural
State. In the last year alone, funds dis-
tributed to Idaho counties from Fed-
eral timber receipts declined by 44 per-
cent.

One can imagine the impact in these
small rural counties that it has on
schools. Idaho County alone lost $1.3
million. Now, when we are dealing with
trillions of dollars here, $1.3 million
seems like small change. But to an
Idaho county, where our schools are in-
volved, it is not small change.

This follows many years of similar
reductions because of the reduction in
activity on the forest lands. The effects
on local schools have been very stag-
gering. In some of our schools, school
services like nursing and art and music
programs, athletics, counseling, and
lunch programs have been eliminated.

Madam Chairman, in some of our
schools in Idaho they have actually re-
duced the number of days they can
keep the schools open. We have some
schools now operating only 4 days. In
other areas, local school boards are ac-
tually having to make decisions with
regard to the future of certain schools
in their counties.

Now, is this what we really want for
our rural children with regard to the
uncertainty of their educational fu-
ture? H.R. 2389 will give the rural chil-
dren these opportunities that they
need, and it does it without artificially
severing the historic partnership be-
tween counties and the national forests
that began back in 1908.

Two days ago, President Clinton ad-
dressed over 400 of the Nation’s top
teachers and called on Congress to ade-
quately fund public education in the
inner cities. Well, two months ago this
same President also visited urban
schools and stated that he wanted to
offer a hand up, rather than a handout.

Well, by opposing H.R. 2389, he, this
administration, this President, is say-
ing that urban schools are important,
but rural schools are not. It is a bad
message.

We must make all children a priority
in this Nation, and that is what H.R.
2389 does. Please join me and the Na-
tional Education Association, the Na-
tional Association of Counties, the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce, and the Na-
tional Forest, Counties and Schools Co-
alition in reaffirming our commitment
to our American children in rural
America, as well as the children in
urban America. Please support H.R.
2389.
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Mr. VENTO. Madam Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Madam Chairman, | first want to
point out that | had received cor-
respondence yesterday from the League
of Conservation Voters, which has sent
correspondence in opposition to this
measure. Of course, | joined them in
opposition to the measure and in sup-
port of my colleague from Colorado’s
amendment that would provide discre-
tion to the counties that received this
money as to how they would utilize it.

I understand for counties that re-
ceive over $100,000 and those under the
O and C lands, that there is no discre-
tion, that they mandate that 20 percent
of these dollars would be used for these
special projects which are initiated by
the advisory committees and sub-
mitted to the respective Secretary for
funding.

Now, | submit that all of this advo-
cacy about education is very inter-
esting, but the first thing you are
doing with these dollars, at least in
these counties that get over $100,000,
which is most of the counties | expect
affected by this, is taking 20 percent of
it away and putting it into other spe-
cial projects.

This is sort of a grant program that
is embedded in here into this initia-
tive. What it does, of course, is set up
some more government in terms of doz-
ens of advisory committees who would
basically have to initiate, and, there-
fore, would have the power to submit
or not submit. So basically it is only
up to them.

I do not know about what cor-
respondence my colleagues are getting
from back home; but the last time I
read mine, it did not say we need more
government structure back here, our
school boards are not good enough to
do the job, we need more people that
are in these positions to make these
decisions; that we want to take power
away from school board, take power
away from county commissioners, and
create special advisory committees
which would control 20 percent of the
receipts that we would otherwise re-
ceive from having national forests in
our area, because, of course, now we
are not talking about production any-
more in the forests, not talking about
the 25 percent in terms of production in
the good years and bad years. You are
trying to eliminate the roller coaster. |
appreciate that issue. But the fact is
you are just taking that money out of
there, and you are objecting to the
Udall amendment which would give
discretion to the county commissioners
to do that.

In other words, this is one of those
amendments that | hear often reported
by some colleagues in this chamber as
Washington knows best; one size fits
all.

These are the types of discussions
that we have had. Of course, this grant
program, this initiative that is buried
in this bill, is going to completely fly
under the cover here, under the radar,
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in terms of what goes down. So | do not
think we need these dozens of advisory
committees.

But the very least you could do is, if
one suggests the counties support this,
is let them make the decision locally
as to how those dollars are spent. They
might have some of their own ideas
about how to use this, because you are
guaranteeing 1 dollar out of 5 will not
be used for schools by virtue of the way
the resolution is written in most of the
counties that are affected.

You are ensuring that every project,
of course, has to be approved by the
Secretary of Agriculture, or Interior, |
guess, in the case of the O and C lands,
but the fact is that that is setting the
Secretary up for confrontation. And |
do not think that these amendments in
this particular mode you are talking
about, and | appreciate the good inten-
tions of bringing everyone together,
holding hands and talking about how
they are going to get along; but the
fact of the matter is the way this is
structured, | can tell you right now
you are going to have a lot of proposals
that are going to come up here; the
Secretary is going to decide you need
an environmental impact statement;
you need an environmental assessment.
He has just so many days to make the
decisions. Those costs have to be borne
by the local communities. | just think
it is an unworkable proposition.

We do not need more government. At
the very least you can improve this bill
somewhat, |1 do not think it is saveable,
as | said earlier, but you can improve it
somewhat by letting the local govern-
ments or the counties make the deci-
sions on how they are going to use
these resources.

This bill has many flaws to it. This is
one very obvious flaw. | think there are
many other problems with the bill, but
I would think that in presenting this
particular solution, that you would do
a lot better letting the counties, rather
than just superimposing this program
all across the forests, there is no work-
ing model any place, this is not a pilot,
this is going to go into effect in each
county and the counties that receive
the dollars under this bill.

So, there is no working model of this
in any place that | am aware of, and |
think it is not easily demonstrable
that it is workable. So there are many
provisions written into this that |
think are unwieldy. | think at least
letting the counties make this decision
and avoiding the Washington-knows-
best type of model here would serve
you much better. So | would urge Mem-
bers to vote for the Udall amendment.

Mr. RADANOVICH. Madam Chair-
man, | move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Madam Chairman, | want to speak in
opposition to this amendment and for
the community project section of this
bill. 1 do so for one main reason, and
that is that this bill, as it is so crafted,
gives flexibility for local governments
to do local forest management plans,
like Quincy Library groups. This
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amendment would prevent that from
happening.

The Quincy Library group, as you
may well recall, was something that
developed in the Town of Quincy after
the Spotted Owl wars, and the Presi-
dent came out and said, “Why do you
not solve your problems locally?”’

That gave the incentive for local en-
vironmentalists, local business folks,
local government leaders, to sit in
what was the Quincy Library group,
and they met there because they could
not shout at each other at a library,
and they actually got together and put
together a forest management plan
that worked for the local communities
and also provided for better forest
health than the current law that ap-
plied in that land.

Now, this is a wonderful plan; and 1
think that the bill as it is crafted al-
lows for flexibility in the local govern-
ments to develop Quincy Library
groups all across the country. | might
remind this body too that the Quincy
Library group, the forest plan that re-
sulted from that, when it was brought
to a vote on the floor of the House,
passed 429 to 1 and is currently being
stymied by the administration because
it drives a wedge into the local and na-
tional leaders of the environmental
community; and the national environ-
mental leaders are threatened for the
loss of power, even at the expense of a
plan that provides better forest health.
I would submit that is really what is
going on here.

I think it is ironic that the national
environmental lobby is opposed to a
bill such as this, even when the possi-
bility of local forest management plans
will result in better forest health. That
is why | oppose this amendment and
urge for the passage of the bill as it
stands.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RADANOVICH. | vyield to the
gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam
Chairman, | wanted to just for the
record clarify that my amendment
would not prevent these kinds of local
projects that the gentleman mentioned
and that have great success in some
areas. You draw attention to the Quin-
cy Library model.

What it would require, it would not
prevent a county from deciding to un-
dertake these kinds of projects. It just
would not require that a county would
have to spend up to 20 percent of the
monies allocated on these kinds of
projects.

Mr. RADANOVICH. Madam Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, the bill al-
lows funding for counties should they
propose to set up local Quincy Library
plans. | agree with the gentleman, it
does not prevent that from happening;
but in poor counties like the one |
come from, it gives the flexibility to
local officials to decide to use some of
that money to fund a Quincy Library
group plan locally. I do submit that
that is what has got the national envi-
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ronmental lobby scared to death, be-
cause it is a threat to their power base.
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Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Again, the
law as it is now written and as | read
it, it would be a mandate that these
local communities would have to spend
20 percent, no less, on these Kkinds of
projects.

I would also submit that a number of
the national environmental groups
very much want to find a solution to
this situation, where timber receipts
are tied to school funding, but they are
not necessarily driven by a fear of addi-
tional Quincy Library groups.

Mr. RADANOVICH. Reclaiming my
time, Madam Chairman, | would sub-
mit that the national environmental
lobbies’ primary reason for opposing
this bill is because it gives local com-
munities the ability to fund Quincy Li-
brary type groups in their district. |
submit that is why the national envi-
ronmental lobby is scared to death of
this bill. That is why 1 support it
wholeheartedly and oppose the amend-
ment.

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

Madam Chairman, | rise in opposi-
tion to the Udall amendment.

It is interesting to listen to the de-
bate thus far, and what we see is those
who offer the amendment are opposed
and will vote against the legislation,
no matter whether the amendment
goes on or not.

In fact, it is important here to under-
stand that when the delicate com-
promise was put together on this bill,
the provision that we are now debat-
ing, the 20 percent set-aside for local
projects, when that was placed in this
delicate compromise, it was a major
concession by the county officials, the
school officials who formed the coali-
tion that represents the group that is
pushing the passage of this bill.

I think it is important for us to un-
derstand that the passage of this bill
will be a major victory, not only for
the counties and schools that depend
on forest revenues to run their coun-
ties and their school districts, but this
bill will be a major victory for the en-
vironmentalists, because the formula
placed in this bill will minimize the
impact of harvesting of timber in our
national forests, on our county budgets
and school district budgets.

That effect will remove our counties
and school districts from the national
debate over the management of our na-
tional forests, and that clearly is a big
victory for the environmental commu-
nity.

With regard to the specific amend-
ment being offered, | think it is inter-
esting to note that if we survey the na-
tional battle over forest management
policy, what we will find is more often
than not the only discussion over that
policy occurs in the courthouse when
somebody files a suit, as happened in
my own district in East Texas, where
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currently we are under an injunction
where we cannot harvest timber, cre-
ating a severe financial hardship for
my counties and school districts.

What this amendment does, it basi-
cally requires the interested parties to
get together and talk about the na-
tional forest, to talk about the proper
utilization of it. The language was
carefully crafted to ensure protection
of environmental interests, because the
advisory committee that will make a
determination, with the approval of
the Secretary, of what the 20 percent
will be spent on locally consists of, and
I am reading from the bill, ‘““Local re-
source users, environmental interests,
forest workers, organized labor, elected
county officials, school officials, or
teachers.”

That is the coalition, that is the ad-
visory group that will make the deter-
mination as to what happens with the
20 percent.

So | say it was a major concession on
the part of county officials and school
officials to accept this language, which
is a pro-environmental language sec-
tion of the bill which ironically is now
being opposed by those who purport to
represent the environmental interests.

| say that we are at a critical point
in time in the national debate over for-
est policy. To defeat this bill would
give up a historic opportunity to strike
a compromise that will end the battle
that has been ongoing between our
school districts and our counties and
the environmental community.

So | would urge rejection of the Udall
amendment, not because it is offered in
bad faith, but because it jeopardizes a
compromise that was reached with en-
vironmental interests that was agreed
to by the coalition that supports the
bill in the first place, and it will jeop-
ardize the future of this legislation in
the Senate.

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

Madam Chairman, the opponents of
this legislation, the supporters of this
amendment, have raised two objections
to this legislation, two areas of objec-
tions. First is the downlink issue, and
I believe that what they would really
like to do is to turn our counties into
wards of the State, to be totally de-
pendent upon the appropriations proc-
ess, totally dependent upon the Federal
government to fund their local school
districts.

I am totally opposed to doing that.
That is exactly what they have pro-
posed that we do, that no longer would
there be a link between what is hap-
pening locally, what is happening with
their local economy. No longer would
they have an interest in what is hap-
pening in their local forests. They
would now have to come, hat in hand,
to the Members of Congress to beg for
school funding. That is exactly what
the downlink issue would do.

Again, it would increase the power of
the Federal government, increase the
power of the individual Members of
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Congress, and make all of their local
school districts beholden to the appro-
priations process that happens here in
the House of Representatives, ever
more powerful.

We heard someone talk about the era
of big government, and wanting no
more big government. The truth is that
this is big government in and of itself.
All of a sudden, Members of Congress
become more powerful. Their school
board members have to come to them
for funding for their schools. That is
exactly the wrong thing we ought to be
doing. Yet, it is one of the objections
that has been brought up on this legis-
lation.

The second objection, which is re-
lated to this particular amendment,
talks about the 20 percent set-aside. We
wonder, how could people that claim to
be environmentalists, people who claim
to care about the environment, be op-
posed to what this legislation does?

The real truth of it is that the na-
tional environmental groups are op-
posed to this because they need con-
frontation. They do not want solution.
What happens when we get all of the
local stakeholders together, what hap-
pens when we get somebody who actu-
ally lives in the community to sit down
with somebody else that lives in the
community and talk about a forest
plan that actually solves the problem,
is they come up with the solution, be-
cause people who live there, people who
work there, people who see each other
in the grocery store every day and
whose kids go to the same school all of
a sudden have to sit down together and
come up with a solution, and they do it
because they live there and they have
something at stake.

But the national environmental
groups do not want a solution. They
thrive on controversy. Members have
all seen the letters they send out. If all
of a sudden we had a solution they can-
not raise money anymore, so they are
opposed to finding that kind of a solu-
tion. They are terrified of finding a so-
lution. What they want is they want to
continue the controversy.

Why did they oppose the Quincy Li-
brary group? Not because it did not
solve the environmental problems, not
because it did not solve a problem that
was very real, that was local, that was
driving the locals nuts. They were op-
posed to it because it was a solution.
They were opposed to it because, darn
it, people got together and they came
up with a solution. It was the local re-
source users, the local schools, the
local businessmen and the local envi-
ronmentalists that sat down and came
up with a solution.

By passing this legislation as is,
what we end up with is we end up with
people all over the country, not just in
Quincy, not just sitting down in a little
library that was underfunded in an
area where the schools are getting no-
where near the funding that they
should, but it would be all over the
country, local people would sit down
and they would come up with a solu-
tion to solve their local problems.
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That is what we want. That is what
we are trying to solve with this par-
ticular legislation.

I realize that the gentleman is saying
that he wants to make this optional,
but he knows as well as | do that if we
do not craft this legislation in the very
delicate balance that we have, that all
of a sudden, these projects just do not
happen, because there is always a need
for school funding. There is always the
necessity for more money for local
schools. That is why we try to solve it
by increasing the money substantially.

What he is trying to do is he is trying
to take away the ability for them to sit
down and solve these problems. That is
the result of this amendment, and he
knows it, the end result of all of this.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The time of the gentleman
from California (Mr. PomBO) has ex-
pired.

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

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. POMBO. | yield to the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. | thank my
colleague, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, for yielding.

Madam Chairman, | want to point
out again that the amendment would
only give the local entities the option.
It would not require them to involve
themselves in the kinds of | think very
effective local decision-making proc-
esses that the gentleman talks about.

Mr. POMBO. Reclaiming my time, I
realize, as | said, that the gentleman’s
amendment does not completely take
away that option. But the practical re-
ality of the gentleman’s amendment is
it does take away the option, because
once we create that competition for
funding, we take away that option.

What we are attempting to do with
this legislation is encourage these peo-
ple to sit down and do the right thing
and come up with local solutions. If the
gentleman’s amendment were to be
adopted by this body, in practical re-
ality, we take away that option. They
will never have that option of doing
that, as a direct result of what the gen-
tleman is doing.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. If the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, the
projects of which the gentleman
speaks, if they are that high a priority,
we ought to be looking at other ways
of supporting them, as well.

I would remind the gentleman, in the
bill there is talk of all kinds of other
kinds of projects on Federal lands, bike
paths, ecotourism. We should see we do
that in the future.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from California
(Mr. PomBO) has expired.

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

Mr. POMBO. Just to respond to what
the gentleman is saying, Madam Chair-
man, | understand that there are a
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great many needs and a great many
issues that are out there. They are very
important.

In this legislation, we are trying to
take care of a very specific need in the
education of our children in rural coun-
ties. That is the primary focus of what
we are trying to do.

But at the same time that all of this
is going on, we have an administration
that is talking about setting aside an
additional 40 to 60 million acres. We
have them running around talking
about setting aside hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars a year to buy more pri-
vate land and turn it into public land.
This problem is going to be exacer-
bated. This problem is only going to
get worse.

We are attempting to try to solve a
very real problem with the education
of our students in rural counties.

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

Madam Chairman, | first want to
thank the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. GOODLATTE) and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) and my
good friend, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. BoyD), for providing the lead-
ership of one of the few bipartisan com-
promises | have seen that is meaning-
ful, as a new Member, to pass or at
least come to this stage in this session.

I am very thrilled to rise in support
and be a cosponsor of this measure,
which provides new hope for struggling
rural school districts across the coun-
try.

I respectfully rise to oppose the
amendment of my good friend, a new
Member, who shares a commitment to
strong funding for education, both of
us do. | know that he has proven and
will prove to be that.

But my Southern Illinois district is
home to the Shawnee National Forest,
which covers 8 of the 27 counties | rep-
resent. Any Member with Federal land
in his or her district knows that for
centuries these counties have depended
on Federal payments to compensate for
a diminished local property tax base.

The Forest Service has historically
shared a portion of its receipts with
counties that include large tracts of
Forest Service lands. Unfortunately,
many counties have seen these pay-
ments decline drastically in recent
years due to reductions in logging and
other revenue-generating activities.

Madam Chairman, | understand the
need to alter our forest management
practice to reflect increased concerns
for habitat protection and greater use
of forests for recreation. However, our
children should not be forced to suffer
when these changes result in a short-
fall in funding for schools and other
basic needs.

H.R. 2389 promises that rural forest
communities will once again be able to
depend on adequate and consistent pay-
ment for county schools and roads, re-
gardless of forest management deci-
sions over which they have no control.

Under this bill, Illlinois will enjoy a
68 percent increase in the payments it
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receives from the Forest Service. Be-
cause H.R. 2389 promises counties the
higher of either of their 25 percent an-
nual payment or their high 3-year aver-
age payment, no State and no county
will lose money under this legislation.

It is also important to note that the
final version of this measure represents
a compromise carefully crafted by
rural communities, education groups,
business leaders, and labor organiza-
tions. They all have agreed that this
legislation provides an effective solu-
tion to a growing problem, allowing for
the improvement of schools and local
infrastructure while stakeholders and
policymakers work toward a perma-
nent resolution to the county payment
issue.

0O 1515

Madam Chairman, this legislation is
critical to rural communities across
the country, and | urge my colleagues
to join me in supporting its passage.

Mr. FARR of California. Madam
Chairman, | move to strike the reqg-
uisite number of words.

Madam Chairman, | rise in strong
support of this amendment. Let me say
why. First of all, we have a lousy pol-
icy in the United States. It is an addic-
tion policy. It is addiction where we
say to schools they have to be addicted
to cutting publicly-owned trees in
order to have enough money to run
their school. Congress has made it that
way and it should have never been that
way.

That addiction to cutting trees is be-
cause the more trees that are cut the
more revenue that can be generated.
Now, take rural schools in agricultural
communities, they are not addicted to
how much wheat is cut or corn is cut.

This is a foolish policy. We say that
if one is a school in a National Forest
county, that they have to be in favor of
cutting as much timber as they pos-
sibly can in publicly-owned forests, Na-
tional Forests. This does not apply to
State forests. This does not apply to
private lands that are cut, only to Na-
tional Forests.

There is a debate going on of why we
have this silly policy of addicting
schools to forest timber harvests. That
is why the President has said let us
cure this addiction; let us delink the
funding of schools to the cutting of
trees. It is the only area in the United
States where public policy has this
linkage. It is foolish.

Now, the proponents of this bill, and
I think we are moving in the right di-
rection, are trying to do something
about it but they want to keep people
a little bit addicted. They want to keep
that 20 percent set aside by saying,
with this money it can be used but re-
member the demand is whether it is
going to be used for an ecotourism
trail, fine, how much revenue is that
going to generate versus revenue to cut
more trees? We know where the inter-
ests are going to be. They are going to
say let us spend that money to pro-
mote more tree cutting. That is not
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delinkage. That is not trying to cure
the addiction.

This amendment does that. This
amendment says if one is interested in
schools in the United States, then give
all of this money to schools because
that is what this bill is about, funding
schools. So this silly idea that part of

that can be set aside and it will be
delinked, and will essentially get
schools off the addiction, is totally

wrong. | support 100 percent this
amendment. If this amendment fails
we ought not to be passing the bill.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FARR of California. | yield to
the gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam
Chairman, | would like to point out
that | think we should delink trees and
schools, but | want to make sure all of
the body understands that my amend-
ment does not go that far. It just says
when the money is delivered to the
county’s doorstep that the counties
and those elected officials and those
decisionmakers decide how it is spent;
that there is no requirement that 20
percent be used on projects on Federal
lands.

It is about local control. It is about
making sure that the people on the
ground make the decisions about
whether that money is used for schools
or for roads or for a Quincy Library ef-
fort.

Mr. FARR of California. Madam
Chairman, | thank the gentleman for
reminding me that he still has that
local control because, frankly, schools
in the United States are funded by
property taxes and the only reason we
are in this is because some States have
still made those schools totally de-
pendent on property taxes, so when
there is federally-owned land they do
not have a lot of property taxes.

In California, it has shifted because
we do not do that by property taxes
anymore. The State funds the schools.
Those counties that still have Federal
property have some impact, but do not
think that this is a bill where one is
going to try to get schools totally and
fully financed as long as they are
linked to cutting trees. That is the
wrong policy for the United States.

We should not be having our National
Forests be the only way we can fund an
adequate education in the United
States.

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

Madam Chairman, just in brief re-
sponse to my good friend from Cali-
fornia, we have major problems in our
forests today. | represent 11 National
Forests. Particularly in California,
where we have stopped fires since the
early 1900s and we have forests that the
Forest Service says are 2 and 3 and 4
times denser than they have been his-
torically, we have forests that are
burning down, forests that we can use
some of that wood to provide the wood
product, the paper product that our
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Nation needs, and at the same time we
have extremists within some of the en-
vironmental movements that would
not allow us to remove one single tree,
even if it is dead, from our National
Forests, and that really stands at the
crux of the problem here today.

Madam Chairman, on behalf of the
rural school children in my district, |
rise in strong opposition to the Udall-
Vento amendment which will gut the
substance of this bill.

The Northern California District |
represent contains all or part of 11 Na-
tional Forests. The citizens of my dis-
trict have seen firsthand how the Clin-
ton-Gore administration’s locking up
of our National Forest through their
zero-cut forest management policy has
virtually crippled educational funding
in rural America.

Allow me to provide one example of
the drastic drop in school funding that
we have seen in my district. The
Plumas National Forest, which is tied
to schools in Plumas, Butte and Sierra
Counties, generated $3.1 million in edu-
cation funding in 1993. In contrast, the
Plumas National Forest only generated
$1.7 million in 1997. Because of this
drastic drop in funding, schools have
been forced to drop classes, cut pro-
grams and eliminate extracurricular
activities.

This bill provides the short-term sta-
bility in educational funding which
these communities desperately need
while enabling them to participate
with their Federal agencies in a pro-
gram that will help to begin to restore
health to our overgrown National For-
est System.

The Udall-Vento amendment
take away this local control.

Madam Chairman, the Secure Rural
Schools and Community Self-Deter-
mination Act was created in the spirit
of the Quincy Library Group, a diverse
coalition of local environmentalists,
forest-product industry representa-
tives, labor, local officials and con-
cerned citizens that developed a forest
health proposal for the forests sur-
rounding the small rural community of
Quincy, California, in my northern
California district.

The Quincy Group developed a forest
pilot project that became the basis of
Federal legislation, which | sponsored
and which passed last Congress over-
whelmingly by a margin of 429-to-1.
The group crafted a way to manage our
forests for health and safety while pro-
viding for a responsible ecologically
sound level of harvesting to benefit
local counties and schools.

By passing the Herger-Feinstein
Quincy Library Group Forest Recovery
Act, this Congress recognized that
local groups are better able to craft so-
lutions that best benefit their local for-
ests, communities and schools and that
we can create win-win solutions when
local communities, not Washington,
are the source of those solutions. Con-
trary to this administration’s policies,
Washington does not know best.

Madam Chairman, this bill will cre-
ate hundreds of Quincy Library Groups

would
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across the country, where communities
will finally be given a greater voice in
the management of their local Na-
tional Forests and the funding of their
schools. The Udall amendment will
take away this important voice. |
strongly urge my colleagues to vote
against this amendment and for the
bill.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HERGER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
I thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. HERGER) for yielding.

Madam Chairman, the last speaker
on the other side raised the adminis-
tration’s position on this, and | think
it is important to find out exactly
where the administration is.

The administration has been AWOL
on this issue from the beginning. The
administration continues to maintain
the Sierra Club/Wilderness Society po-
sition of decoupling or nothing, and
when the gentleman says we should not
have to cut trees in order to fund
schools, what the gentleman is over-
looking is that this bill moves in the
direction of assuring that the schools
get the funds no matter what level of
timber harvesting takes place but it
continues to maintain that connection
not just for timber harvesting.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The time of the gentleman
from California (Mr. HERGER) has ex-
pired.

(On request of Mr. GOODLATTE, and
by unanimous consent, Mr. HERGER
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HERGER. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
the effect of that is that for watershed
protection, for recreational projects,
for environmental improvement of our
forests by thinning and other tree-har-
vesting measures that are environ-
mentally sound, every one of these
projects has to comply with every sin-
gle Federal law. The effect of this is to
continue that connection.

More importantly, even if the other
side were successful in passing what
they want, the reality will never
change that these communities are de-
pendent upon these forests because
they use such a great portion of the
land in those counties. So the jobs that
are lost, that is additional loss to the
schools in a particular county. When
businesses close down and move out,
that is additional tax revenue that
does not go to the schools and so the
net effect of what the gentleman is
saying that we should have no connec-
tion between the land and its people is
a very, very bad policy.

This amendment should not be sup-
ported because the effect of it is going
to disconnect people with centuries of
connection to their communities and
to their land for their economic sur-
vival.
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Mr. RADANOVICH. Madam Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HERGER. | vyield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. RADANOVICH. Madam Chair-
man, it is my opinion that it is the ad-
ministration’s goal to get everybody
out of the forest and put rural commu-
nities on welfare.

A very good point was made in that
the best forest management plans are
from local input. This administration’s
ill-conceived notion is that no manage-
ment is good forest health, and that is
just not true. So | agree and align my-
self with the gentleman’s statement.
The administration’s goal is to get peo-
ple out of Federal lands and put rural
communities on welfare. That is the
goal.

Mr. POMBO. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HERGER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. POMBO. Madam Chairman, |
thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. HERGER) for yielding.

Madam Chairman, we heard a few
minutes ago my colleagues talk about
the addiction, and what this legislation
would do is it would give us the oppor-
tunity to break that addiction. It
would give us the opportunity to find a
solution that is driven locally.

We hear about local control. Well, all
the people that vote against every bill
that ever comes to this floor that has
anything to do with local control all of
a sudden are talking about it. The rea-
son they are talking about it is that
the national environmental groups are
terrified, they are terrified, that local
people are actually going to get to-
gether and find a solution, because
they thrive on conflict. It is the very
existence of their organizations, and if
we get local people together talking
about the problems and finding solu-
tions we will have a solution and that
addiction will be broken.

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

Madam Chairman, from the begin-
ning there are people on the poles of
this issue who have wanted this to be a
debate about forest policy and not a de-
bate about schools, about vital county
services. | have to say a few of the last
speakers are succeeding in dragging us
back to that point.

Successfully, throughout the day, we
have been addressing the needs of the
schools, the needs of counties that are
more than half owned by the Federal
Government, with few alternatives,
with depressed rural economies, with
underfunded schools, with few sheriffs
deputies and other tremendous needs
going unmet.

What we heard out of the last few
speakers, they want to assassinate the
administration here. Well, let us get it
straight. Who proposed giving this
money to the counties and schools to
begin with? It was the President, in the
budget a year ago.

What did the Republican majority do
in the last Congress on this issue?
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Nothing. They did not even hold a
hearing.

Now, this Congress there has been
some action, but not through a regular
process. It did not go through my com-
mittee where | sit, the Committee on
Resources, which it should have by all
rights. Now we are down on the floor
and there are people here who would
just as soon blow this up as opposed to
get something done here today.

This is an important issue. This is
not a perfect bill. It is not the bill |
would have written. It is probably not
the bill that we would have had if it
had gone through the regular process,
but it is vitally important and it is the
best we can do today here in the United
States House of Representatives.

The administration has not sent a
veto threat. They have raised concerns
about parts of this bill, concerns which
can be worked out with the Senate if it
is going to be signed into law, and it
needs to be signed into law. For the
sake of the kids and the counties, it
must pass.

So let us not go where the poles in
this debate want us to go. Let us not
drag this out into a debate of forest
policy. We can debate that every day of
the week and we can all disagree and
we can come down here and just have a
great time pounding on each other or
we can do it in committee, we can do it
in the hallways, in the cloakrooms, ev-
erywhere else. This is not about forest
policy. It is about money. It is about
vital funds for kids, for schools, for
counties, for law enforcement, for
roads and infrastructure. Please sup-
port passage of this bill.

O 1530

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

Madam Chairman, I rise in strong op-
position to the Udall amendment. As
one who has participated in this discus-
sion for the last couple of years, | am
glad to see us finally get to the point
to where we can achieve what the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZzIO) was
just talking about that we need to
achieve today with the amendment be-
fore us.

At first glance, the Udall amendment
seems to make sense, and | know that
is certainly the gentleman’s intention
by allowing local entities total discre-
tion in the use of their full payments.

Usually, | support that kind of flexi-
bility given to the local level for the
use of such funds. But this is not a sim-
ple amendment as it appears. We have
over 830 local entities that are sug-
gesting that the compromise that we
have heard mentioned over and over
and over again is the best solution for
us to date.

An extensive coalition of grassroots
or organizations, including education,
rural development and labor organiza-
tions, have come together to determine
the parameter of the payments pro-
vided. They recognize that local com-
munities need a steady source of fund-
ing for things like education and the
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investment to ensure the long-term vi-
ability of these local communities de-
pendent on timber resources.

The Udall amendment, unfortu-
nately, provides no assurance that
funding would be available for local
communities to develop a long-term
sustainable solution for management
of their forestlands. The bill will pro-
vide an incentive for local commu-
nities to participate and develop the
resources available to the commu-
nities.

Please oppose the Udall amendment.
Support the bill on final passage.

Madam Chairman, | yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. BoyD).

Mr. BOYD. Madam Chairman, |1
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
STENHOLM) for yielding to me.

Madam Chairman, | sense that we are
about to wind up here. We have had a
spirited debate. |1 think the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAzIO) and the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM)
have best said it in the last two state-
ments.

I would be remiss at this point in
time if | did not pause to again thank
the Members, the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. DEAL) and the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE), the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO),
and also the gentleman from New York
(Mr. BOEHLERT) for their role in mak-
ing this happen.

Also, | want to thank all of the staff.
This is my first opportunity to be
heavily involved in a bill like this on
the floor. | want to tell my colleagues
that we have some very professional
staff here, Dave Tenny and Kevin
Kramp from the House Committee on
Agriculture, Doug Crandall from the
House Committee on Resources, Jen-
nifer Rich from the office of the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. DEAL),
Penny Dodge from the office of the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO),
David Goldston from the office of the
gentleman from New York (Mr. BOEH-
LERT), Chris Schloesser from my staff,
and also Greg Kosta from Legislative
Counsel. I want to give my thanks to
all of those folks.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Madam Chair-
man, | move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Madam chairman, as we come to the
conclusion of the debate on this
amendment, | quite frankly am sur-
prised we can still see across this room
because it has become smoke filled,
and traditional smoke screens have all
been thrown up as we debated this
amendment. But let me just deal with
some basic, pure legislative arithmetic.

This bill, as the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. DEFAZzIO) says, is not a de-
bate about forest policy. It was not in-
tended to be. This amendment is a
smoke screen for that debate. Because,
in all honesty, and | admire his candor
on it, the proponent of the amendment
admits that, even if it is adopted, he
will not support the bill because he
does want to debate the forest policy of
delinkage.
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That is a debate for another day. If
we debate delinkage, we ought to de-
bate the issues of delinking those local
sheriff’s departments of having to pro-
vide law enforcement protection for
those forests in their counties. We
ought to debate their search and rescue
efforts that cost them tens of thou-
sands of dollars in very small rural
communities when they have to find
somebody who has drowned in one of
our rivers or whose plane has crashed
in one of our National Forests. But
that is a debate for another day.

But let us talk about the legislative
math, about what is before us. We are
talking about giving to our counties
that qualify the average of the highest
3 years from 1984 through 1999. I want
to tell my colleagues what that does in
my State of Georgia. The debate of the
amendment is about 80 percent or 100
percent, let me tell my colleagues what
the real story is.

In my State of Georgia, if they get 80
percent of the highest 3 years for that
time frame compared with what they
have gotten on average for the last 3
years, they will get a 250 percent in-
crease. Now, that is Georgia math. 250
percent, even if it is at an 80 percent
level, is a whole lot better than 100 per-
cent of what one is getting now. That
holds true for almost every State
across this country.

Now, let me tell my colleagues what
the math of the amendment is; and
that is 100 percent of nothing is still
nothing. If this amendment passes,
that is exactly what will happen. The
compromise of the groups that have
supported this bill as it now comes be-
fore us, that compromise will disinte-
grate, and the gentleman will get 100
percent, but it will be 100 percent of
nothing. | oppose the amendment. |
urge its defeat, and | urge the adoption
of the bill as proposed.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Madam Chairman, | move to strike the
requisite number of words.

Madam Chairman, | rise in support of
the amendment. Let me just say that |
rise in strong support of the Udall
amendment because | think it is an im-
portant amendment. There will be
varying amounts of money that will be
available if one has the 20 percent set-
aside, a 20 percent that is mandated
within this legislation.

This is supposedly an argument, as
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
DEFAZI10) said and as has been said over
the last several years as timber policy
in this country has changed, that this
is an argument about sustaining the
rural schools and county roads and
other obligations of county govern-
ments where one has high ownership of
Federal lands and timber based econo-
mies.

If this is about maintaining those
schools, schools that are in dire straits,
I sit on the Committee on Education
and the Workforce, we listen to these
schools every day in that committee
talk about the problems of rural
schools, talk about the problems of the
western United States, of rural schools.
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We just had a bipartisan effort to try
to get additional money to those
schools under ESEA to provide them
additional flexibility. We understand
that problem. It is a very real problem.
The administration, as the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAzIO) pointed
out, offered legislation to make whole
these schools without coupling it to
forest policy.

Why is this amendment important?
This amendment is important, the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. UDALL), because it
recognizes what this 20 percent set-
aside is. This 20 percent set-aside is the
last gasping of the forest industry in
these areas to try to see whether or not
they can bootstrap themselves into ad-
ditional logging in these areas, to try
to tell the communities that they can
bring in additional monies even if it is
contrary to the national interest of the
National Forests and the people of this
country.

That is what this 20 percent set-aside
is. That is why they fought so hard
about it. | do not know how they got
the school districts to do it. | do not
know how they got the NEA and the
School Boards Association and others,
because supposedly the school boards
are in such terrible trouble, that is
why we need this legislation, but they
took 20 percent of the money off the
top on a mandatory mandate by the
Congress.

Now, we are told that, if one wants
local flexibility, it is a poison pill. Six
weeks ago, we are out here arguing
that we had to give absolute flexibility
to local governments, we had to give
absolute flexibility to local schools.
My, how far we have come from the
Contract on America when local flexi-
bility is a poison pill.

But we are going to go ahead, if this
legislation is passed without the Udall
amendment, we are going to set up 150
Federal advisory committees. They are
going to try to see whether or not they
can come up with projects on the for-
ests. That is not a problem.

But do my colleagues know what? If
the local community decides that 100
percent of these receipts should go into
the schools, why should not they be
able to make that determination? They
are prohibited from making that deter-
mination because there is a Federal
mandate in this legislation that says
the local community cannot make that
decision.

So even if they decide what is in
their best interest, they do not get to
make that decision. They do not get to
make that decision. That is why the
Udall amendment is important. Be-
cause the fact of the matter is, what
we are trying to do here and what this
formula tries to do, is we take the
highest users of forest policy when
maybe, perhaps, the poorest policy was
at its most irresponsible level, where
we were timbering lands far beyond
their sustained yield, far beyond their
sustained productivity.

That is why we are in the fix we are
in today, because those lands have been
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butchered in such a fashion that they
no longer will yield, because the people
10 years ago decided they would take
everything they could get and they
would rip and run. Now these commu-
nities are left without the resources to
educate the children.

We happen to believe, | think most
people, that those communities can be
made whole still, and the administra-
tion proposed that. But the timber in-
dustry said that is not good enough.
That is not good enough. We have got
to have the means to try to come in
the back door and see whether or not
we can, again, drive the timber har-
vest.

So, therefore, one has a mandatory 20
percent set-aside, a 20 percent set-aside
against the best interest of the commu-
nity if the community decides that its
roads and its school children are im-
portant.

Plus in some cases, as | tried to point
out earlier, the amount of money is so
small that it is hard to believe that one
can efficiently use it. But we will set
up these committees, we will have 150
of them on every unit of the Forest,
and they can decide what to do with
$8,000 or $10,000.

But if the community said we want
to buy 10 computers or we want to buy
software or we want to buy books or we
want to contribute to the payment of
one of the 100,000 teachers the Presi-
dent is trying to get passed, they will
not be able to do that, because they
will have to spend this 20 percent in a
mandated set-aside to try to come up
with some project on the Forest that
the community, in fact, may not agree
with.

That is the wisdom of the Udall
amendment. It is about understand
what this 20 percent set-aside does.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The time of the gentleman
from California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER)
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GEORGE
MiILLER of California was allowed to
proceed for 2 additional minutes.)

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Madam Chairman, it is about under-
standing the need for communities to
be able to make the full range of deci-
sions that affect them. Because appar-
ently from the debate and from the re-
marks of most of my colleagues in the
affected areas, it becomes very clear
that the money for schools today is in-
sufficient. The money for schools in
1984 was insufficient.

So now, out of an insufficient
amount of money, the Federal Govern-
ment is going to mandate that one has
got to set aside 20 percent, so the
schools cannot have it, the county
roads cannot have it, even if the com-
munity decides that is what is impor-
tant.

I suggest what we do is make a bad
bill better, we vote for the Udall
amendment, and we give these local
communities the controls that they
need and they desire and that are most
beneficial for their local communities
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and for the school children in those
areas.
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania.

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

Madam Chairman, | yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HERGER).

Mr. HERGER. Madam Chairman, |
would like to respond to the gentleman
from California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER)
on some of his comments. He men-
tioned that the forests were being over
cut back some years ago, and that is
true. But as the gentleman knows, we
have laws now, Federal laws, and cer-
tainly those in California that do not
allow this anymore.

Our predicament now is just the op-
posite of what it was 15 and 20 years
ago. Today we have forests that are
two and three and four times denser
than they have ever been. We have fire
hazards now where we are having cata-
strophic wildfires, and we need to go in
and actually thin out our forests, of
which we are unable to do.

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania.
Madam Chairman, |1 would just like to
raise the issue that | think we have
been asked today to trust the Federal
Government to take care of these 800
communities just like we have had in
the past.

When we look at the history of Con-
gress and previous administrations, we
have about a billion acres in this coun-
try in public land owned by the Federal
Government plus local governments
more. But now that billion acres we
have a payment in lieu of tax program.
If one looks at it, can one say we
should trust Congress to take care of
communities who have huge mounts of
their acreage owned by the Federal
Government?

This year, we will appropriate $125
million for a billion acres. That is 12
cents an acre. In Pennsylvania where
we own a lot of land, the State | come
from, we pay $1.20 for every acre that
the State owns to help local schools, to
help local roads. That does not break
the State. Congress has paid 12 cents
an acre, and they are saying trust us,
Congress will take care of these school
districts, these law enforcement agen-
cies, and these local governments who
have the bulk of the land in their com-
munities.

I want to tell my colleagues, when I
look at that record, | am not going to
trust Congress. | am not going to trust
future administrations. Everything we
can do to help rural America have a
base of government, the great amount
of ownership of this Congress, of this
country, and our closed and calloused
attitude towards it, our unwillingness
to be sensitive to the needs out there
as we change Federal policy is historic.

So | say today let us defeat the
amendment that is before us, and let us
pass this bill. It is a major step. It does
not fix the problem, but it is a major
step of help to rural America. It shows
rural America that we care about their
educational building in small rural
communities that are surrounded with
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public land. It shows we care a little
bit.

I urge a defeat of this amendment
and passage of the bill.

Madam Chairman, | yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. WU. Madam Chairman, | rise today in
support of the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado. | would like to thank my
good friend for bringing this important amend-
ment to the floor. | believe that this amend-
ment will improve H.R. 2389.

The Udall amendment helps bring decision
making closer to home. Under the proposed
bill, any county, which receives over $100,000
in safety net payments, will be required to use
20 percent for “projects on federal lands.”
Those counties, which receive less than
$100,000 in safety net payments, have the
choice to use the entire payment for schools
and roads or elect to use 20 percent for
“projects on federal lands.” The federal gov-
ernment will in effect be mandating to coun-
ties, which receive over $100,000, how to
spend 20 percent of the assistance.

Madam Chairman, by mandating that 20
percent of the revenue be used for purposes
other than education and transportation, we,
the U.S. Congress, are tying the hands of
local decision-makers about local priorities.

The Udall amendment allows the affected
county to make the decision. The Udall
amendment allows local officials to decide if
smaller class size is more important than a
new Search and Rescue unit, whether new
books for third graders are needed more than
forest management. These are the difficult
choices that need to be left in the hands of the
people who are most affected by them, local
communities.

0O 1545

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. UDALL).

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam
Chairman, | demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 186, noes 241,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 559]
AYES—186

Abercrombie Carson Evans
Ackerman Castle Farr
Allen Clay Fattah
Andrews Clyburn Filner
Baird Condit Forbes
Baldacci Conyers Frank (MA)
Baldwin Costello Ganske
Barcia Coyne Gejdenson
Barrett (WI) Crowley Gephardt
Becerra Cummings Gilman
Berkley Davis (IL) Gutierrez
Berman DeGette Hall (OH)
Berry Delahunt Hastings (FL)
Blagojevich DeLauro Hill (IN)
Blumenauer Deutsch Hilliard
Bonior Dickey Hinchey
Borski Dicks Hinojosa
Boucher Dixon Hoeffel
Brady (PA) Doggett Holden
Brown (OH) Dooley Holt
Campbell Doyle Horn
Capps Ehlers Hutchinson
Capuano Engel Inslee
Cardin Eshoo Jackson (IL)
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Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lantos
Larson
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
LoBiondo
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
Mclnnis
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boswell
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clayton
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DelLay

Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Porter
Price (NC)
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo

NOES—241

DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dingell
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hooley
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
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Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Strickland
Stupak
Sweeney
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu

Jenkins
John
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
Mclintosh
Mclintyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica

Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Ortiz

Ose

Oxley
Packard
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman

Pryce (OH) Shimkus Thune
Quinn Shows Thurman
Radanovich Shuster Tiahrt
Regula Simpson Toomey
Reyes Sisisky Traficant
Reynolds Skeen Turner
Riley Skelton Upton
Rogan Smith (MI) Vitter
Rogers Smith (TX) Walden
Ros-Lehtinen Spence Wamp
Roukema Stenholm Watkins
Ryan (WI) Stump Watts (OK)
Ryun (KS) Sununu Weldon (FL)
Salmon Talent Weller
Sandlin Tancredo Whitfield
Sanford Tanner Wicker
Saxton Tauscher Wilson
Schaffer Tauzin Wolf
Sensenbrenner Taylor (MS) Wynn
Sessions Taylor (NC) Young (AK)
Shadegg Terry Young (FL)
Shaw Thomas
Sherwood Thornberry
NOT VOTING—6
Bereuter Kilpatrick Souder
Hulshof Scarborough Weldon (PA)
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Messrs. NORWOOD, ISAKSON,
McCOLLUM, KOLBE, FRELING-
HUYSEN, REYES, HALL of Texas, and
Mrs. FOWLER, and Ms. LOFGREN
changed their vote from “‘aye’ to ‘“no.”’

Messrs. OBEY, HORN, MCcCHUGH,

HOLDEN, DOYLE, LEACH, SCOTT,
LAZIO, and CAMPBELL changed their
vote from *“no”’ to ‘“‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:
Mrs. ROUKEMA. Madam Chairman, on roll-
call No. 559, | inadvertently voted “no.” |

meant to vote “aye.”

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are
there any other amendments?

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as
amended.

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as amended, was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under
the rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE) having resumed the chair, Mrs.
EMERSON, Chairman pro tempore of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 2389) to restore sta-
bility and predictability to the annual
payments made to States and counties
containing National Forest System
lands and public domain lands managed
by the Bureau of Land Management for
use by the counties for the benefit of
public schools, roads, and other pur-
poses, pursuant to House Resolution
352, she reported the bill back to the
House with an amendment adopted 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 the
amendment to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute adopted by the
Committee of the Whole? If not, the
question is on the amendment in the
nature of a substitute.

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute was agreed to.
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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.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.
RECORDED VOTE

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 274, noes 153,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 560]
AYES—274

Aderholt Duncan LaHood
Allen Dunn Lampson
Archer Edwards Latham
Armey Ehrlich LaTourette
Bachus Emerson Leach
Baird English Levin
Baker Etheridge Lewis (CA)
Baldacci Everett Lewis (KY)
Ballenger Ewing Linder
Barcia Fletcher Lipinski
Barr Foley Lucas (KY)
Barrett (NE) Ford Lucas (OK)
Bartlett Fossella Manzullo
Barton Fowler Martinez
Bass Frost Mascara
Bateman Gallegly McCollum
Bentsen Ganske McCrery
Berry Gekas McHugh
Biggert Gibbons Mclnnis
Bilirakis Gilchrest Mclintosh
Bishop Gillmor Mclintyre
Bliley Goode McKeon
Blumenauer Goodlatte Metcalf
Blunt Goodling Mica
Boehlert Gordon Miller, Gary
Boehner Goss Mollohan
Bonilla Graham Moore
Bono Granger Moran (KS)
Boswell Green (TX) Morella
Boucher Green (WI) Murtha
Boyd Greenwood Myrick
Brady (TX) Gutierrez Napolitano
Bryant Gutknecht Nethercutt
Burr Hall (OH) Ney
Burton Hall (TX) Northup
Buyer Hansen Norwood
Callahan Hastings (WA) Nussle
Calvert Hayes Ortiz
Camp Hayworth Ose
Campbell Hefley Oxley
Canady Herger Packard
Cannon Hill (IN) Pease
Chabot Hill (MT) Peterson (MN)
Chambliss Hilleary Peterson (PA)
Chenoweth-Hage Hilliard Petri
Clayton Hinojosa Phelps
Clement Hobson Pickering
Coble Hoekstra Pickett
Collins Hooley Pitts
Combest Horn Pombo
Condit Hostettler Pomeroy
Cook Houghton Price (NC)
Cooksey Hoyer Pryce (OH)
Costello Hunter Quinn
Cox Hutchinson Radanovich
Cramer Hyde Rahall
Cubin Isakson Reyes
Cunningham Istook Reynolds
Danner Jackson-Lee Riley
Davis (FL) (TX) Rodriguez
Davis (VA) Jenkins Roemer
Deal John Rogan
DeFazio Johnson (CT) Rogers
DelLay Johnson, E. B. Rohrabacher
DeMint Johnson, Sam Ros-Lehtinen
Diaz-Balart Jones (NC) Rothman
Dickey Kasich Royce
Dicks Kind (WI) Ryun (KS)
Dingell King (NY) Salmon
Dooley Kingston Sanchez
Doolittle Klink Sandlin
Doyle Knollenberg Schaffer
Dreier Kuykendall Sensenbrenner
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Sessions Stump Velazquez
Shadegg Stupak Visclosky
Shaw Sweeney Vitter
Sherwood Talent Walden
Shimkus Tancredo Walsh
Shows Tanner Watkins
Shuster Tauzin Watt (NC)
Simpson Taylor (MS) Watts (OK)
Sisisky Taylor (NC) Weldon (FL)
Skeen Terry Weller
Skelton Thomas Whitfield
Smith (MI) Thompson (CA) Wicker
Smith (TX) Thornberry Wilson
Snyder Thune Wise
Souder Thurman Wolf
Spence Tiahrt Wu
Spratt Traficant Young (AK)
Stenholm Turner Young (FL)
Strickland Udall (NM)
NOES—153
Abercrombie Hoeffel Olver
Ackerman Holden Owens
Andrews Holt Pallone
Baldwin Inslee Pascrell
Barrett (WI) Jackson (IL) Pastor
Becerra Jefferson Paul
Berkley Jones (OH) Payne
Berman Kanjorski Pelosi
Bilbray Kaptur Porter
Blagojevich Kelly Portman
Bonior Kennedy Ramstad
Borski Kildee Rangel
Brady (PA) Kleczka Regula
Brown (FL) Kolbe Rivers
Brown (OH) Kucinich Roukema
Capps LaFalce Roybal-Allard
Capuano Lantos Rush
Cardin Largent Sabo
Carson Larson Sanders
Castle Lazio Sanford
Clay Lee Sawyer
Clyburn Lewis (GA) Saxton
Coburn LoBiondo Schakowsky
Conyers Lofgren Scott
Coyne Lowey Serrano
Crane Luther Shays
Crowley Maloney (CT) Sherman
Cummings Maloney (NY) Slaughter
Davis (IL) Markey Smith (NJ)
DeGette Matsui Smith (WA)
Delahunt McCarthy (MO) Stabenow
DelLauro McCarthy (NY) Stark
Deutsch McDermott Stearns
Dixon McGovern Sununu
Doggett McKinney Tauscher
Ehlers McNulty Thompson (MS)
Engel Meehan Tierney
Eshoo Meek (FL) Toomey
Evans Meeks (NY) Towns
Farr Menendez Udall (CO)
Fattah Millender- Upton
Filner McDonald Vento
Forbes Miller (FL) Wamp
Frank (MA) Miller, George Waters
Franks (NJ) Minge Waxman
Frelinghuysen Mink Weiner
Gejdenson Moakley Wexler
Gephardt Moran (VA) Weygand
Gilman Nadler Woolsey
Gonzalez Neal Wynn
Hastings (FL) Oberstar
Hinchey Obey
NOT VOTING—6
Bereuter Kilpatrick Scarborough
Hulshof Ryan (WI) Weldon (PA)
0O 1627

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

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, on
rollcall No. 560, | was unavoidably detained.
Had | been present, | would have noted “yes.”

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
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may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 2389, the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 2389, COUN-
TY SCHOOLS FUNDING REVITAL-
IZATION ACT OF 1999

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that in the engross-
ment of the bill (H.R. 2389) the Clerk be
authorized to correct section numbers,
punctuation, citations and cross ref-
erences and to make such other tech-
nical and conforming changes as may
be necessary to reflect the actions of
the House in amending the bill.

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

There was no objection.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1832

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, 1 ask unanimous consent to have
my name removed as a cosponsor of
H.R. 1832, the Muhammad Ali Boxing
Reform Act.

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

There was no objection.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF MOTIONS TO SUSPEND THE
RULES

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, | call
up House Resolution 353 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RESs. 353

Resolved, That it shall be in order at any
time on or before the legislative day of
Wednesday, November 10, 1999, for the Speak-
er to entertain motions to suspend the rules,
provided that the object of any such motion
is announced from the floor at least two
hours before the motion is offered. In sched-
uling the consideration of legislation under
this authority, the Speaker or his designee
shall consult with the Minority Leader or his
designee.

0 1630

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The gentleman from California
(Mr. DREIER) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, for the
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my very good
and hard-working late-at-night friend,
the gentleman from South Boston,
Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY). Pending
that, | yield myself such time as | may
consume. All time | will be yielding
will be for debate purposes only.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-

November 3, 1999

marks, and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 353 will provide for the con-
sideration of motions to suspend the
rules at any time up to and including
the legislative day of Wednesday, No-
vember 10. In addition, this resolution
requires that the Speaker or his des-
ignee consult with the minority leader
or his designee on the designation of
any matter for consideration under
suspension of the rules. Finally, this
resolution provides that the object of
any motion to suspend the rules be an-
nounced, based on a brilliantly crafted
amendment from the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MoOAKLEY) for at
least 2 hours prior to its consideration.

Under clause 1 of rule XV of the rules
of the House, the Speaker may only en-
tertain motions to suspend the rules on
Mondays, Tuesday, and the last 6 days
of the session. Since the House has not
yet passed an adjournment resolution,
the last 6 days of this session have not
been determined, although we still
hope they will be the last 6 days that
begin before too terribly long. There-
fore, Mr. Speaker, it is necessary for us
to pass this resolution in order to allow
the House to consider suspensions on
days other than those designhated as
suspension days under the rules of the
House.

Mr. Speaker, as we near the end of
the first session of this Congress, it is
imperative we allow ourselves the ut-
most flexibility in scheduling and con-
sidering the remaining matters before
us. While we have produced such suc-
cess in this session, most notably re-
forming education, providing for our
national defense and protecting Social
Security, there still are a number of
items that do need to be considered.
This resolution will allow us to expedi-
tiously consider the noncontroversial
and narrowly tailored, yet important
matters, that remain unresolved.

Every year around this time we con-
sider a resolution such as this in order
to officially dispose of the remaining
bipartisan matters before us.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, in pursuit of
that, | urge adoption of this resolution
and thank the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MoAKLEY) for helping us
in this quest.

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

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | thank my colleague
and my very dear friend, the illustrious
gentleman from California (Chairman
DREIER), for yielding me the customary
30 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, by bringing up this rule
making every day a suspension day,
one might be led to believe my Repub-
lican colleagues have seen the light at
the end of the tunnel; but from what |
can tell, we still have a lot to do before
Congress finishes the work for the
year.

| hope the people negotiating the om-
nibus appropriations bill will be able to
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come to an agreement by Veterans’
Day, but, Mr. Speaker, | have my res-
ervations. Omnibus bills are tradition-
ally very big and very complicated, and
there is no reason to think this year’s
will be any different.

I want to thank my chairman and my
Republican colleagues on the Com-
mittee on Rules for graciously allowing
us an extra hour’s notice on these sus-
pension bills. Although my chairman
was personally opposed to it, he sup-
ported our request nonetheless, and |
appreciate this very much.

But as a Member of the minority, |
have to object to this rule making
every day a suspension day. Suspen-
sions, by their very nature, bypass
House rules, including the rules that
protect the minority. Far too many
bills this Congress has bypassed the
committee process. Both the D.C. ap-
propriations bill coming up next and
the foreign operations appropriations
bill that is probably coming up tomor-
row have completely skipped the com-
mittee process; and the Labor, Health
and Human Services bill was never con-
sidered in such a way that Members
could actually amend it. So | fear this
rule will make it even easier for my
Republican colleagues to continue to
run rough-shod over the rules of the
House, and particularly the rules that
protect the minority.

Therefore, 1 urge my colleagues to
oppose this rule.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume to
simply say my good friend from
Sugarland, Texas, has just informed me
that the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MOAKLEY) referred to some
omnibus bill that is out there, and
none of us on this side are aware of
that at all. 1 do not know that we are
going to be considering anything like
that. We are not planning to consider
anything like that at all.

The second thing | would like to say
is that | was very happy to encourage
all of the majority Members to support
the Moakley amendment upstairs last
night when we considered this, and |
only assumed that having done that
that my friend would enthusiastically
join us in helping move these suspen-
sion measures, as is always the case at
the end of the year.

I would also add that on both the
D.C. and the Labor, Health and Human
Services bills, we did see full com-
mittee action on both of those, and
there are clearly, on the D.C. bill modi-
fications that have been made, but we
know the chairman of that Sub-
committee on the District of Columbia
spent a lot of time on the D.C. bill, and
on the Labor-HHS bill, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. PORTER) did. So we
are doing what is very much the norm
for trying to move legislation towards
the end of the session. So | think there
should be very strong bipartisan sup-
port of this measure.

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | 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. The
question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

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

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 222, nays
200, answered ‘‘present’” 1, not voting
10, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 561]
YEAS—222

Aderholt Foley McCrery
Archer Fossella McHugh
Armey Fowler Mclnnis
Bachus Franks (NJ) Mclntosh
Baker Frelinghuysen McKeon
Ballenger Gallegly McNulty
Barr Ganske Metcalf
Barrett (NE) Gekas Mica
Bartlett Gibbons Miller (FL)
Barton Gilchrest Miller, Gary
Bass Gillmor Moran (KS)
Bateman Gilman Morella
Biggert Goodlatte Myrick
Bilbray Goodling Nethercutt
Bilirakis Goss Ney
Bliley Graham Northup
Blunt Granger Norwood
Boehlert Green (WI) Nussle
Boehner Greenwood Ose
Bonilla Gutknecht Oxley
Bono Hall (TX) Packard
Brady (TX) Hansen Paul
Bryant Hastings (WA) Pease
Burr Hayes Peterson (PA)
Burton Hayworth Petri
Buyer Hefley Pickering
Callahan Herger Pitts
Calvert Hill (MT) Pombo
Camp Hilleary Porter
Campbell Hobson Portman
Canady Hoekstra Pryce (OH)
Cannon Horn Quinn
Castle Hostettler Radanovich
Chabot Houghton Ramstad
Chambliss Hunter Regula
Chenoweth-Hage Hutchinson Reynolds
Coble Hyde Riley
Coburn Isakson Rogan
Collins Istook Rogers
Combest Jenkins Rohrabacher
Cook Johnson (CT) Ros-Lehtinen
Cooksey Johnson, Sam Rothman
Cox Jones (NC) Roukema
Crane Kasich Royce
Cubin Kelly Ryan (WI)
Cunningham King (NY) Ryun (KS)
Davis (VA) Kingston Salmon
Deal Knollenberg Sanford
DelLay Kolbe Saxton
DeMint Kuykendall Schaffer
Diaz-Balart LaHood Sensenbrenner
Dooley Largent Sessions
Doolittle Latham Shadegg
Dreier LaTourette Shaw
Duncan Lazio Shays
Ehlers Leach Sherman
Ehrlich Lewis (CA) Sherwood
Emerson Lewis (KY) Shimkus
English Linder Shuster
Eshoo LoBiondo Simpson
Everett Lucas (OK) Skeen
Ewing Manzullo Smith (M)
Fletcher McCollum Smith (NJ)
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Smith (TX) Terry Wamp
Souder Thomas Watkins
Spence Thornberry Watts (OK)
Stearns Thune Weldon (FL)
Stump Tiahrt Weller
Sununu Toomey Whitfield
Sweeney Traficant Wicker
Talent Upton Wilson
Tancredo Vitter Wolf
Tauzin Walden Young (AK)
Taylor (NC) Walsh Young (FL)
NAY S—200

Abercrombie Gordon Napolitano
Allen Green (TX) Neal
Andrews Gutierrez Oberstar
Baird Hall (OH) Obey
Baldacci Hastings (FL) Olver
Baldwin Hill (IN) Ortiz
Barcia Hilliard Owens
Barrett (WI) Hinchey Pallone
Becerra Hinojosa Pascrell
Bentsen Hoeffel Pastor
Berkley Holden Payne
Berman Holt Pelosi
Berry Hooley Peterson (MN)
Bishop Hoyer Phelps
Blagojevich Inslee Pickett
Blumenauer Jackson (IL) Pomeroy
Bonior Jackson-Lee Price (NC)
Borski (TX) Rangel
Boswell Jefferson Reyes
Boucher John Rivers
Boyd Johnson, E. B. Rodriguez
Brady (PA) Jones (OH) Roemer
Brown (FL) Kanjorski Roybal-Allard
Brown (OH) Kaptur Rush
Capps Kennedy Sabo
Capuano Kildee Sanchez
Cardin Kind (WI) Sanders
Carson Kleczka Sandlin
Clay Klink Sawyer
Clayton Kucinich Schakowsky
Clement LaFalce Serrano
Clyburn Lampson Shows
Condit Lantos Sisisky
Conyers Larson Skelton
Costello Lee Slaughter
Coyne Levin Smith (WA)
Cramer Lewis (GA) Snyder
Crowley Lipinski Spratt
Cummings Lofgren Stabenow
Danner Lowey Stark
Davis (FL) Lucas (KY) Stenholm
Davis (IL) Luther Strickland
DeFazio Maloney (CT) Stupak
DeGette Maloney (NY) Tanner
Delahunt Markey Tauscher
DelLauro Martinez Taylor (MS)
Deutsch Mascara Thompson (CA)
Dickey Matsui Thompson (MS)
Dicks McCarthy (MO) Thurman
Dingell McCarthy (NY) Tierney
Dixon McDermott Towns
Doggett McGovern Turner
Doyle Mcintyre Udall (CO)
Edwards McKinney Udall (NM)
Engel Meehan Velazquez
Etheridge Meek (FL) Vento
Evans Meeks (NY) Visclosky
Fattah Menendez Waters
Filner Miller, George Watt (NC)
Forbes Minge Waxman
Ford Mink Weiner
Frank (MA) Moakley Wexler
Frost Mollohan Weygand
Gejdenson Moore Wise
Gephardt Moran (VA) Woolsey
Gonzalez Murtha Wu
Goode Nadler Wynn

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1

Farr
NOT VOTING—10
Ackerman Kilpatrick Scarborough
Bereuter Millender- Scott
Dunn McDonald Weldon (PA)
Hulshof Rahall
0O 1659
Mr. FATTAH and Mr. LEVIN

changed their vote from ‘‘yea” to

“nay.”

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
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A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated against:

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. Speaker,
on rollcall No. 561, | was detained by constitu-
ents and was unable to make it in time for this
vote. Had | been present, | would have voted
“no.”

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 3194, DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2000

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, | call
up House Resolution 354 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 354

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 3194) making appro-
priations for the government of the District
of Columbia and other activities chargeable
in whole or in part against revenues of said
District for the fiscal year ending September
30, 2000, and for other purposes. The bill shall
be considered as read for amendment. The
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill to final passage without in-
tervening motion except: (1) one hour of de-
bate equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Appropriations; and (2)
one motion to recommit.

O 1700

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. LINDER) is recognized for 1 hour.

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

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 354 is
a closed rule providing for the consid-
eration of H.R. 3194, the D.C. appropria-
tions bill for fiscal year 2000.

The rule provides for one hour of gen-
eral debate divided equally between the
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. Additionally, the rule waives all
points of order against the bill.

House Resolution 354 also provides
for one motion to recommit, with or
without instructions, as is the right of
the minority members of the House.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 354 is
a closed rule, recognizing the full and
fair debate that the House had on simi-
lar legislation earlier in this Congress.
This rule will assist the House to move
forward in the appropriations process.

H.R. 3194 continues to fund the Dis-
trict of Columbia at $75 million over
the President’s request and makes no
changes to funding levels from the pre-
vious D.C. appropriations bill. With
this bill, we continue to provide $17
million for scholarships to low-income
D.C. residents, $2.5 million to help im-
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prove children’s health centers, and $5
million to provide incentives for the
adoption of foster children.

The President’s request did not in-
clude funding for any of these impor-
tant programs.

With this legislation, charter schools
will have access to construction funds,
the schools will have the same oppor-
tunity to expand as other public
schools, and parents will be able to
send all of their children to the same
charter school. H.R. 3194 enacts the $59
million tax cut passed by the D.C. City
Council, and it works with the Council
to make vital changes in city manage-
ment that will place Washington, D.C.
on the road to financial recovery.

This bill also restores the original
language for needle exchange initia-
tives, continuing our commitment to
prohibit Federal support for these dubi-
ous and irresponsible programs. The
Clinton administration’s own Depart-
ment of Health and Human Resources
prohibits the use of Federal funds for
needle exchanges, and we should main-
tain this consistent standard.

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to have
taken the necessary steps in this bill to
bring this chapter of the appropria-
tions process to a close. | applaud the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
IsTook) for his patience and his will-
ingness to work through this difficult
process, and | urge my colleagues to
support this rule and the underlying
legislation.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, in the immortal words
of Yogi Berra, it is deja vu all over
again. The first District of Columbia
appropriations bill was loaded with Re-
publican riders and it was vetoed. The
second D.C. appropriations bill was
loaded not just with riders but also
with the Labor-HHS appropriation. It
is yet to be vetoed but it certainly will
be.

Before us today is D.C. Three, yet an-
other attempt on the part of the Re-
publican majority to move a Christmas
tree to the White House even before the
Thanksgiving turkey is on the table.

Mr. Speaker, pity the residents of
this city. What have they done to the
Republicans in this body to deserve
this mistreatment? Why should their
appropriation be loaded up with orna-
ments designed to make good Repub-
lican boys and girls happy? This bill is
truly a turkey and the Republican ma-
jority ought to face the facts and start
dealing straight with the people of this
city, the Democratic Members of this
body and the President of the United
States.

Enough is enough, Mr. Speaker. Let
us get on with legislating and stop all
this tree trimming and turkey stuffing.
Give the people of this city a break and
send the President an appropriations
bill he can sign. Give us all a real
Christmas present so that we can finish
our business and go home for the holi-
days.
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I urge Members to vote against this
bill so that we can send the residents of
this city a real holiday treat, a bill he
can sign.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
gentlewoman from the District of Co-
lumbia (Ms. NORTON).

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

Mr. Speaker, forgive me. Is the gen-
tleman confused? | am. | feel like say-
ing, where are we? Why are we here?
Why is there another D.C. bill on the
floor? How could there be another D.C.
bill on the floor? One was just voted in
the Senate yesterday.

I did not realize that this body loved
D.C. so much that it wanted to keep
voting D.C. bills. One is on its way to
the President’s desk. Remember last
Thursday we just voted for a D.C. bill.
It was called the Labor-HHS-D.C. bill.
That must be a new agency.

We passed the D.C. bill they wanted.
That one is about to be vetoed. Let me
try to get this straight. One veto is not
enough? They want two vetoes? Do
they want them simultaneously or do
they want them sequentially?

The last bill, we were told, was the
one the majority wanted. That is why
they put Labor-HHS on the D.C. bill.
All of them voted for that in con-
ference. Now they are back again with
another D.C. bill. What could be the
reason for a stand-alone bill? What we
are seeing is the majority manipu-
lating the smallest, most defenseless
appropriation. They do not want yet
another D.C. bill before the last D.C.
bill is vetoed. They want another vehi-
cle for the majority. The District is no
longer a city. It is a vehicle. They want
to send this vehicle over to the Senate
in order to tie on yet some more bills
to send to the White House to be ve-
toed.

What kind of way is that to treat a
city of half a million people whose own
money and virtually alone their own
money is in this bill?

Free up the D.C. bill. Three D.C. bills
are enough. Let D.C. go.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, the problem with this rule is that it
does not allow us to make a tiny, min-
uscule little change, but as little a
change as it would be it would have
profound consequences. We simply
want to make it clear that a private,
nonprofit organization in the District
of Columbia can receive private funds
and do with those private funds what-
ever they choose to do. In other words,
treat that organization like we do
every other private nonprofit organiza-
tion.

All we are asking for is that this bill
be given what the full, entire House
Committee on Appropriations ap-
proved; give us the bill that the full
House of Representatives on this floor
approved; give us the bill that the full
Senate Committee on Appropriations,
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the full Senate itself approved; give us
the bill that the conference between
the House and Senate approved. One
tiny little change would give us that
bill.

Then not only would we agree with
this rule, we would agree with the bill.
The bill would be sent over to the
White House. It would be signed and
that little $429 million, which is infini-
tesimal compared to our Federal budg-
et, would then be able to be spent in
the District of Columbia as its citizens
deem appropriate. To them, it means
the difference between a solvent gov-
ernment that can respond to the needs
of its citizens and one that is kept hos-
tage by the Congress of the United
States.

That is the problem with the rule.
Let us act reasonably. Then we can
both get together and do what is right
in the interest of the citizens of the
District of Columbia and in the public
interest.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. LINDER

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | offer an
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the amendment in the
nature of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. LINDER:

Strike all after the resolved clause and in-
sert in lieu thereof:

That upon the adoption of this resolution
it shall be in order without intervention of
any point of order to consider in the House
the bill (H.R. 3194) making appropriations for
the government of the District of Columbia
and other activities chargeable in whole or
in part against revenues of said District for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, and
for other purposes. The bill shall be consid-
ered as read for amendment. An amendment
striking section 175 shall be considered as
adopted. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill, as amended, to
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept: (1) one hour of debate equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on Ap-
propriations; and (2) one motion to recommit
with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the

gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST)
yield the balance of his time?
Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, at this

point let me state that though this
amendment is somewhat unusual, we
have no objection to the amendment
being offered by the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. LINDER) and | yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of my time, and |
move the previous question on the
amendment and the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment in the
nature of a substitute offered by the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LINDER).

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution, as
amended.
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The resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, a point of
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, is not a
vote automatic, a roll call vote auto-
matic on an appropriations conference
report?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The vote
before us was on the rule.

Mr. FROST. On the appropriations
bill. 1 am sorry, on the rule. | withdraw
my question. There will be a vote; be-
cause Members had asked me, there
will be a vote on the actual appropria-
tions conference report?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
correct.

Mr. FROST. Not on the rule?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
correct. The gentlemen is correct.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include tabular and extra-
neous material on H.R. 3194.

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

There was no objection.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 354, | call up the
bill (H.R. 3194), making appropriations
for the government of the District of
Columbia and other activities charge-
able in whole or in part against reve-
nues of said District for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2000, and for
other purposes, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of H.R. 3194, as amended
pursuant to House Resolution 354, is as
follows:

H.R. 3194

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives 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
District of Columbia for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses, namely:

TITLE I—FISCAL YEAR 2000
APPROPRIATIONS
FEDERAL FUNDS

FEDERAL PAYMENT FOR RESIDENT TUITION

SUPPORT

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia for a program to be administered
by the Mayor for District of Columbia resi-
dent tuition support, subject to the enact-

H11423

ment of authorizing legislation for such pro-
gram by Congress, $17,000,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That such
funds may be used on behalf of eligible Dis-
trict of Columbia residents to pay an amount
based upon the difference between in-State
and out-of-State tuition at public institu-
tions of higher education, usable at both
public and private institutions of higher edu-
cation: Provided further, That the awarding
of such funds may be prioritized on the basis
of a resident’s academic merit and such
other factors as may be authorized: Provided
further, That if the authorized program is a
nationwide program, the Mayor may expend
up to $17,000,000: Provided further, That if the
authorized program is for a limited number
of States, the Mayor may expend up to
$11,000,000: Provided further, That the District
of Columbia may expend funds other than
the funds provided under this heading, in-
cluding local tax revenues and contributions,
to support such program.

FEDERAL PAYMENT FOR INCENTIVES FOR
ADOPTION OF CHILDREN

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia to create incentives to promote
the adoption of children in the District of
Columbia foster care system, $5,000,000: Pro-
vided, That such funds shall remain available
until September 30, 2001 and shall be used in
accordance with a program established by
the Mayor and the Council of the District of
Columbia and approved by the Committees
on Appropriations of the House of Represent-
atives and the Senate: Provided further, That
funds provided under this heading may be
used to cover the costs to the District of Co-
lumbia of providing tax credits to offset the
costs incurred by individuals in adopting
children in the District of Columbia foster
care system and in providing for the health
care needs of such children, in accordance
with legislation enacted by the District of
Columbia government.

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE CITIZEN COMPLAINT
REVIEW BOARD

For a Federal payment to the District of
Columbia for administrative expenses of the
Citizen Complaint Review Board, $500,000, to
remain available until September 30, 2001.

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DEPARTMENT OF
HUMAN SERVICES

For a Federal payment to the Department
of Human Services for a mentoring program
and for hotline services, $250,000.

FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF
CoLUMBIA CORRECTIONS TRUSTEE OPERATIONS

For salaries and expenses of the District of
Columbia Corrections Trustee, $176,000,000
for the administration and operation of cor-
rectional facilities and for the administra-
tive operating costs of the Office of the Cor-
rections Trustee, as authorized by section
11202 of the National Capital Revitalization
and Self-Government Improvement Act of
1997 (Public Law 105-33; 111 Stat. 712): Pro-
vided, That notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, funds appropriated in this Act
for the District of Columbia Corrections
Trustee shall be apportioned quarterly by
the Office of Management and Budget and
obligated and expended in the same manner
as funds appropriated for salaries and ex-
penses of other Federal agencies: Provided
further, That in addition to the funds pro-
vided under this heading, the District of Co-
lumbia Corrections Trustee may use a por-
tion of the interest earned on the Federal
payment made to the Trustee under the Dis-
trict of Columbia Appropriations Act, 1998,
(not to exceed $4,600,000) to carry out the ac-
tivities funded under this heading.
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FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF
CoLUMBIA COURTS

For salaries and expenses for the District
of Columbia Courts, $99,714,000 to be allo-
cated as follows: for the District of Columbia
Court of Appeals, $7,209,000; for the District
of Columbia Superior Court, $68,351,000; for
the District of Columbia Court System,
$16,154,000; and $8,000,000, to remain available
until September 30, 2001, for capital improve-
ments for District of Columbia courthouse
facilities: Provided, That of the amounts
available for operations of the District of Co-
lumbia Courts, not to exceed $2,500,000 shall
be for the design of an Integrated Justice In-
formation System and that such funds shall
be used in accordance with a plan and design
developed by the courts and approved by the
Committees on Appropriations of the House
of Representatives and the Senate: Provided
further, That notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, all amounts under this heading
shall be apportioned quarterly by the Office
of Management and Budget and obligated
and expended in the same manner as funds
appropriated for salaries and expenses of
other Federal agencies, with payroll and fi-
nancial services to be provided on a contrac-
tual basis with the General Services Admin-
istration (GSA), said services to include the
preparation of monthly financial reports,
copies of which shall be submitted directly
by GSA to the President and to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and
House of Representatives, the Committee on
Governmental Affairs of the Senate, and the
Committee on Government Reform of the
House of Representatives.
DEFENDER SERVICES IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

COURTS

For payments authorized under section 11-
2604 and section 11-2605, D.C. Code (relating
to representation provided under the District
of Columbia Criminal Justice Act), pay-
ments for counsel appointed in proceedings
in the Family Division of the Superior Court
of the District of Columbia under chapter 23
of title 16, D.C. Code, and payments for coun-
sel authorized under section 21-2060, D.C.
Code (relating to representation provided
under the District of Columbia Guardian-
ship, Protective Proceedings, and Durable
Power of Attorney Act of 1986), $33,336,000, to
remain available until expended: Provided,
That the funds provided in this Act under
the heading ‘‘Federal Payment to the Dis-
trict of Columbia Courts” (other than the
$8,000,000 provided under such heading for
capital improvements for District of Colum-
bia courthouse facilities) may also be used
for payments under this heading: Provided
further, That in addition to the funds pro-
vided under this heading, the Joint Com-
mittee on Judicial Administration in the
District of Columbia may use a portion (not
to exceed $1,200,000) of the interest earned on
the Federal payment made to the District of
Columbia courts under the District of Co-
lumbia Appropriations Act, 1999, together
with funds provided in this Act under the
heading ‘‘Federal Payment to the District of
Columbia Courts’ (other than the $8,000,000
provided under such heading for capital im-
provements for District of Columbia court-
house facilities), to make payments de-
scribed under this heading for obligations in-
curred during fiscal year 1999 if the Comp-
troller General certifies that the amount of
obligations lawfully incurred for such pay-
ments during fiscal year 1999 exceeds the
obligational authority otherwise available
for making such payments: Provided further,
That such funds shall be administered by the
Joint Committee on Judicial Administration
in the District of Columbia: Provided further,
That notwithstanding any other provision of
law, this appropriation shall be apportioned
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quarterly by the Office of Management and
Budget and obligated and expended in the
same manner as funds appropriated for ex-
penses of other Federal agencies, with pay-
roll and financial services to be provided on
a contractual basis with the General Serv-
ices Administration (GSA), said services to
include the preparation of monthly financial
reports, copies of which shall be submitted
directly by GSA to the President and to the
Committees on Appropriations of the Senate
and House of Representatives, the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs of the Sen-
ate, and the Committee on Government Re-
form of the House of Representatives.
FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE COURT SERVICES

AND OFFENDER SUPERVISION AGENCY FOR

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

For salaries and expenses of the Court
Services and Offender Supervision Agency
for the District of Columbia, as authorized
by the National Capital Revitalization and
Self-Government Improvement Act of 1997,
(Public Law 105-33; 111 Stat. 712), $93,800,000,
of which $58,600,000 shall be for necessary ex-
penses of Parole Revocation, Adult Proba-
tion, Offender Supervision, and Sex Offender
Registration, to include expenses relating to
supervision of adults subject to protection
orders or provision of services for or related
to such persons; $17,400,000 shall be available
to the Public Defender Service; and
$17,800,000 shall be available to the Pretrial
Services Agency: Provided, That notwith-
standing any other provision of law, all
amounts under this heading shall be appor-
tioned quarterly by the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget and obligated and expended
in the same manner as funds appropriated
for salaries and expenses of other Federal
agencies: Provided further, That of the
amounts made available under this heading,
$20,492,000 shall be used in support of uni-
versal drug screening and testing for those
individuals on pretrial, probation, or parole
supervision with continued testing, inter-
mediate sanctions, and treatment for those
identified in need, of which $7,000,000 shall be
for treatment services.

CHILDREN’S NATIONAL MEDICAL CENTER

For a Federal contribution to the Chil-
dren’s National Medical Center in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, $2,500,000 for construction,
renovation, and information technology in-
frastructure costs associated with estab-
lishing community pediatric health clinics
for high risk children in medically under-
served areas of the District of Columbia.

FEDERAL PAYMENT FOR METROPOLITAN
PoLICE DEPARTMENT

For payment to the Metropolitan Police
Department, $1,000,000, for a program to
eliminate open air drug trafficking in the
District of Columbia: Provided, That the
Chief of Police shall provide quarterly re-
ports to the Committees on Appropriations
of the Senate and House of Representatives
by the 15th calendar day after the end of
each quarter beginning December 31, 1999, on
the status of the project financed under this
heading.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FUNDS
OPERATING EXPENSES
DIVISION OF EXPENSES

The following amounts are appropriated
for the District of Columbia for the current
fiscal year out of the general fund of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, except as otherwise spe-
cifically provided.

GOVERNMENTAL DIRECTION AND SUPPORT

Governmental direction and support,
$162,356,000 (including $137,134,000 from local
funds, $11,670,000 from Federal funds, and
$13,552,000 from other funds): Provided, That
not to exceed $2,500 for the Mayor, $2,500 for
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the Chairman of the Council of the District
of Columbia, and $2,500 for the City Adminis-
trator shall be available from this appropria-
tion for official purposes: Provided further,
That any program fees collected from the
issuance of debt shall be available for the
payment of expenses of the debt manage-
ment program of the District of Columbia:
Provided further, That no revenues from Fed-
eral sources shall be used to support the op-
erations or activities of the Statehood Com-
mission and Statehood Compact Commis-
sion: Provided further, That the District of
Columbia shall identify the sources of fund-
ing for Admission to Statehood from its own
locally-generated revenues: Provided further,
That all employees permanently assigned to
work in the Office of the Mayor shall be paid
from funds allocated to the Office of the
Mayor: Provided further, That, notwith-
standing any other provision of law now or
hereafter enacted, no Member of the District
of Columbia Council eligible to earn a part-
time salary of $92,520, exclusive of the Coun-
cil Chairman, shall be paid a salary of more
than $84,635 during fiscal year 2000.

EcoNnoMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION

Economic development and regulation,
$190,335,000 (including $52,911,000 from local
funds, $84,751,000 from Federal funds, and
$52,673,000 from other funds), of which
$15,000,000 collected by the District of Colum-
bia in the form of BID tax revenue shall be
paid to the respective BIDs pursuant to the
Business Improvement Districts Act of 1996
(D.C. Law 11-134; D.C. Code, sec. 1-2271 et
seq.), and the Business Improvement Dis-
tricts Temporary Amendment Act of 1997
(D.C. Law 12-23): Provided, That such funds
are available for acquiring services provided
by the General Services Administration: Pro-
vided further, That Business Improvement
Districts shall be exempt from taxes levied
by the District of Columbia.

PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE

Public safety and justice, including pur-
chase or lease of 135 passenger-carrying vehi-
cles for replacement only, including 130 for
police-type use and five for fire-type use,
without regard to the general purchase price
limitation for the current fiscal year,
$778,770,000 (including $565,511,000 from local
funds, $29,012,000 from Federal funds, and
$184,247,000 from other funds): Provided, That
the Metropolitan Police Department is au-
thorized to replace not to exceed 25 pas-
senger-carrying vehicles and the Department
of Fire and Emergency Medical Services of
the District of Columbia is authorized to re-
place not to exceed five passenger-carrying
vehicles annually whenever the cost of repair
to any damaged vehicle exceeds three-
fourths of the cost of the replacement: Pro-
vided further, That not to exceed $500,000
shall be available from this appropriation for
the Chief of Police for the prevention and de-
tection of crime: Provided further, That the
Metropolitan Police Department shall pro-
vide quarterly reports to the Committees on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate on efforts to increase
efficiency and improve the professionalism
in the department: Provided further, That
notwithstanding any other provision of law,
or Mayor’s Order 86-45, issued March 18, 1986,
the Metropolitan Police Department’s dele-
gated small purchase authority shall be
$500,000: Provided further, That the District of
Columbia government may not require the
Metropolitan Police Department to submit
to any other procurement review process, or
to obtain the approval of or be restricted in
any manner by any official or employee of
the District of Columbia government, for
purchases that do not exceed $500,000: Pro-
vided further, That the Mayor shall reim-
burse the District of Columbia National
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Guard for expenses incurred in connection
with services that are performed in emer-
gencies by the National Guard in a militia
status and are requested by the Mayor, in
amounts that shall be jointly determined
and certified as due and payable for these
services by the Mayor and the Commanding
General of the District of Columbia National
Guard: Provided further, That such sums as
may be necessary for reimbursement to the
District of Columbia National Guard under
the preceding proviso shall be available from
this appropriation, and the availability of
the sums shall be deemed as constituting
payment in advance for emergency services
involved: Provided further, That the Metro-
politan Police Department is authorized to
maintain 3,800 sworn officers, with leave for
a 50 officer attrition: Provided further, That
no more than 15 members of the Metropoli-
tan Police Department shall be detailed or
assigned to the Executive Protection Unit,
until the Chief of Police submits a rec-
ommendation to the Council for its review:
Provided further, That $100,000 shall be avail-
able for inmates released on medical and
geriatric parole: Provided further, That com-
mencing on December 31, 1999, the Metropoli-
tan Police Department shall provide to the
Committees on Appropriations of the Senate
and House of Representatives, the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs of the Sen-
ate, and the Committee on Government Re-
form of the House of Representatives, quar-
terly reports on the status of crime reduc-
tion in each of the 83 police service areas es-
tablished throughout the District of Colum-
bia: Provided further, That up to $700,000 in
local funds shall be available for the oper-
ations of the Citizen Complaint Review
Board.
PuBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM

Public education system, including the de-
velopment of national defense education pro-
grams, $867,411,000 (including $721,847,000
from local funds, $120,951,000 from Federal
funds, and $24,613,000 from other funds), to be
allocated as follows: $713,197,000 (including
$600,936,000 from local funds, $106,213,000 from
Federal funds, and $6,048,000 from other
funds), for the public schools of the District
of Columbia; $10,700,000 from local funds for
the District of Columbia Teachers’ Retire-
ment Fund; $17,000,000 from local funds, pre-
viously appropriated in this Act as a Federal
payment, for resident tuition support at pub-
lic and private institutions of higher learn-
ing for eligible District of Columbia resi-
dents; $27,885,000 from local funds for public
charter schools: Provided, That if the en-
tirety of this allocation has not been pro-
vided as payments to any public charter
schools currently in operation through the
per pupil funding formula, the funds shall be
available for new public charter schools on a
per pupil basis: Provided further, That $480,000
of this amount shall be available to the Dis-
trict of Columbia Public Charter School
Board for administrative costs; $72,347,000
(including $40,491,000 from local funds,
$13,536,000 from Federal funds, and $18,320,000
from other funds) for the University of the
District of Columbia; $24,171,000 (including
$23,128,000 from local funds, $798,000 from
Federal funds, and $245,000 from other funds)
for the Public Library; $2,111,000 (including
$1,707,000 from local funds and $404,000 from
Federal funds) for the Commission on the
Arts and Humanities: Provided further, That
the public schools of the District of Colum-
bia are authorized to accept not to exceed 31
motor vehicles for exclusive use in the driver
education program: Provided further, That
not to exceed $2,500 for the Superintendent of
Schools, $2,500 for the President of the Uni-
versity of the District of Columbia, and
$2,000 for the Public Librarian shall be avail-
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able from this appropriation for official pur-
poses: Provided further, That none of the
funds contained in this Act may be made
available to pay the salaries of any District
of Columbia Public School teacher, prin-
cipal, administrator, official, or employee
who knowingly provides false enrollment or
attendance information under article Il, sec-
tion 5 of the Act entitled ‘“An Act to provide
for compulsory school attendance, for the
taking of a school census in the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes’, approved
February 4, 1925 (D.C. Code, sec. 31-401 et
seq.): Provided further, That this appropria-
tion shall not be available to subsidize the
education of any nonresident of the District
of Columbia at any District of Columbia pub-
lic elementary and secondary school during
fiscal year 2000 unless the nonresident pays
tuition to the District of Columbia at a rate
that covers 100 percent of the costs incurred
by the District of Columbia which are attrib-
utable to the education of the nonresident
(as established by the Superintendent of the
District of Columbia Public Schools): Pro-
vided further, That this appropriation shall
not be available to subsidize the education of
nonresidents of the District of Columbia at
the University of the District of Columbia,
unless the Board of Trustees of the Univer-
sity of the District of Columbia adopts, for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, a
tuition rate schedule that will establish the
tuition rate for nonresident students at a
level no lower than the nonresident tuition
rate charged at comparable public institu-
tions of higher education in the metropoli-
tan area: Provided further, That the District
of Columbia Public Schools shall not spend
less than $365,500,000 on local schools through
the Weighted Student Formula in fiscal year
2000: Provided further, That notwithstanding
any other provision of law, the Chief Finan-
cial Officer of the District of Columbia shall
apportion from the budget of the District of
Columbia Public Schools a sum totaling 5
percent of the total budget to be set aside
until the current student count for Public
and Charter schools has been completed, and
that this amount shall be apportioned be-
tween the Public and Charter schools based
on their respective student population count:
Provided further, That the District of Colum-
bia Public Schools may spend $500,000 to en-
gage in a Schools Without Violence program
based on a model developed by the Univer-
sity of North Carolina, located in Greens-
boro, North Carolina.
HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES

Human support services, $1,526,361,000 (in-
cluding  $635,373,000 from local funds,
$875,814,000 from Federal funds, and
$15,174,000 from other funds): Provided, That
$25,150,000 of this appropriation, to remain
available until expended, shall be available
solely for District of Columbia employees’
disability compensation: Provided further,
That a peer review committee shall be estab-
lished to review medical payments and the
type of service received by a disability com-
pensation claimant: Provided further, That
the District of Columbia shall not provide
free government services such as water,
sewer, solid waste disposal or collection,
utilities, maintenance, repairs, or similar
services to any legally constituted private
nonprofit organization, as defined in section
411(5) of the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless
Assistance Act (101 Stat. 485; Public Law 100-
77; 42 U.S.C. 11371), providing emergency
shelter services in the District, if the Dis-
trict would not be qualified to receive reim-
bursement pursuant to such Act (101 Stat.
485; Public Law 100-77; 42 U.S.C. 11301 et
seq.).

PuBLIC WORKS

Public works, including rental of one pas-

senger-carrying vehicle for use by the Mayor
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and three passenger-carrying vehicles for use
by the Council of the District of Columbia
and leasing of passenger-carrying vehicles,
$271,395,000 (including $258,341,000 from local
funds, $3,099,000 from Federal funds, and
$9,955,000 from other funds): Provided, That
this appropriation shall not be available for
collecting ashes or miscellaneous refuse
from hotels and places of business.
RECEIVERSHIP PROGRAMS

For all agencies of the District of Colum-
bia government under court ordered receiv-
ership, $342,077,000 (including $217,606,000
from local funds, $106,111,000 from Federal
funds, and $18,360,000 from other funds).

WORKFORCE INVESTMENTS

For workforce investments, $8,500,000 from
local funds, to be transferred by the Mayor
of the District of Columbia within the var-
ious appropriation headings in this Act for
which employees are properly payable.

RESERVE

For a reserve to be established by the Chief
Financial Officer of the District of Columbia
and the District of Columbia Financial Re-
sponsibility and Management Assistance Au-
thority, $150,000,000.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FINANCIAL RESPONSI-
BILITY AND MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE AU-
THORITY
For the District of Columbia Financial Re-

sponsibility and Management Assistance Au-

thority, established by section 101(a) of the

District of Columbia Financial Responsi-

bility and Management Assistance Act of

1995 (109 Stat. 97; Public Law 104-8),

$3,140,000: Provided, That none of the funds

contained in this Act may be used to pay any
compensation of the Executive Director or

General Counsel of the Authority at a rate in

excess of the maximum rate of compensation

which may be paid to such individual during
fiscal year 2000 under section 102 of such Act,
as determined by the Comptroller General

(as described in GAO letter report B-

279095.2).

REPAYMENT OF LOANS AND INTEREST

For payment of principal, interest and cer-
tain fees directly resulting from borrowing
by the District of Columbia to fund District
of Columbia capital projects as authorized
by sections 462, 475, and 490 of the District of
Columbia Home Rule Act, approved Decem-
ber 24, 1973, as amended, and that funds shall
be allocated for expenses associated with the
Wilson Building, $328,417,000 from local
funds: Provided, That for equipment leases,
the Mayor may finance $27,527,000 of equip-
ment cost, plus cost of issuance not to ex-
ceed 2 percent of the par amount being fi-
nanced on a lease purchase basis with a ma-
turity not to exceed 5 years: Provided further,
That $5,300,000 is allocated to the Metropoli-
tan Police Department, $3,200,000 for the Fire
and Emergency Medical Services Depart-
ment, $350,000 for the Department of Correc-
tions, $15,949,000 for the Department of Pub-
lic Works and $2,728,000 for the Public Ben-
efit Corporation.

REPAYMENT OF GENERAL FUND RECOVERY

DEBT

For the purpose of eliminating the
$331,589,000 general fund accumulated deficit
as of September 30, 1990, $38,286,000 from
local funds, as authorized by section 461(a) of
the District of Columbia Home Rule Act (105
Stat. 540; D.C. Code, sec. 47-321(a)(1)).

PAYMENT OF INTEREST ON SHORT-TERM
BORROWING

For payment of interest on short-term bor-

rowing, $9,000,000 from local funds.
CERTIFICATES OF PARTICIPATION

For lease payments in accordance with the

Certificates of Participation involving the
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land site underlying the building located at
One Judiciary Square, $7,950,000 from local
funds.

OPTICAL AND DENTAL INSURANCE PAYMENTS

For optical and dental insurance pay-
ments, $1,295,000 from local funds.
PRODUCTIVITY BANK
The Chief Financial Officer of the District
of Columbia, under the direction of the
Mayor and the District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority, shall finance projects total-
ing $20,000,000 in local funds that result in
cost savings or additional revenues, by an
amount equal to such financing: Provided,
That the Mayor shall provide quarterly re-
ports to the Committees on Appropriations
of the House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate by the 15th calendar day after the end of
each quarter beginning December 31, 1999, on
the status of the projects financed under this
heading.
PRODUCTIVITY BANK SAVINGS

The Chief Financial Officer of the District
of Columbia, under the direction of the
Mayor and the District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority, shall make reductions total-
ing $20,000,000 in local funds. The reductions
are to be allocated to projects funded
through the Productivity Bank that produce
cost savings or additional revenues in an
amount equal to the Productivity Bank fi-
nancing: Provided, That the Mayor shall pro-
vide quarterly reports to the Committees on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate by the 15th calendar
day after the end of each quarter beginning
December 31, 1999, on the status of the cost
savings or additional revenues funded under
this heading.

PROCUREMENT AND MANAGEMENT SAVINGS

The Chief Financial Officer of the District
of Columbia, under the direction of the
Mayor and the District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority, shall make reductions of
$14,457,000 for general supply schedule sav-
ings and $7,000,000 for management reform
savings, in local funds to one or more of the
appropriation headings in this Act: Provided,
That the Mayor shall provide quarterly re-
ports to the Committees on Appropriations
of the House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate by the 15th calendar day after the end of
each quarter beginning December 31, 1999, on
the status of the general supply schedule
savings and management reform savings pro-
jected under this heading.

ENTERPRISE AND OTHER FUNDS

WATER AND SEWER AUTHORITY AND THE
WASHINGTON AQUEDUCT

For operation of the Water and Sewer Au-
thority and the Washington Agqueduct,
$279,608,000 from other funds (including
$236,075,000 for the Water and Sewer Author-
ity and $43,533,000 for the Washington Aque-
duct) of which $35,222,000 shall be appor-
tioned and payable to the District’s debt
service fund for repayment of loans and in-
terest incurred for capital improvement
projects.

For construction projects, $197,169,000, as
authorized by the Act entitled ““An Act au-
thorizing the laying of watermains and serv-
ice sewers in the District of Columbia, the
levying of assessments therefor, and for
other purposes’ (33 Stat. 244; Public Law 58-
140; D.C. Code, sec. 43-1512 et seq.): Provided,
That the requirements and restrictions that
are applicable to general fund capital im-
provements projects and set forth in this Act
under the Capital Outlay appropriation title
shall apply to projects approved under this
appropriation title.
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LOTTERY AND CHARITABLE GAMES ENTERPRISE
FUND

For the Lottery and Charitable Games En-
terprise Fund, established by the District of
Columbia Appropriation Act for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1982 (95 Stat. 1174
and 1175; Public Law 97-91), for the purpose
of implementing the Law to Legalize Lot-
teries, Daily Numbers Games, and Bingo and
Raffles for Charitable Purposes in the Dis-
trict of Columbia (D.C. Law 3-172; D.C. Code,
sec. 2-2501 et seqg. and sec. 22-1516 et seq.),
$234,400,000: Provided, That the District of Co-
lumbia shall identify the source of funding
for this appropriation title from the Dis-
trict’s own locally generated revenues: Pro-
vided further, That no revenues from Federal
sources shall be used to support the oper-
ations or activities of the Lottery and Chari-
table Games Control Board.

SPORTS AND ENTERTAINMENT COMMISSION

For the Sports and Entertainment Com-
mission, $10,846,000 from other funds for ex-
penses incurred by the Armory Board in the
exercise of its powers granted by the Act en-
titled ““An Act To Establish A District of Co-
lumbia Armory Board, and for other pur-
poses’ (62 Stat. 339; D.C. Code, sec. 2-301 et
seq.) and the District of Columbia Stadium
Act of 1957 (71 Stat. 619; Public Law 85-300;
D.C. Code, sec. 2-321 et seq.): Provided, That
the Mayor shall submit a budget for the Ar-
mory Board for the forthcoming fiscal year
as required by section 442(b) of the District
of Columbia Home Rule Act (87 Stat. 824;
Public Law 93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 47-301(b)).

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA HEALTH AND

HOSPITALS PuBLIC BENEFIT CORPORATION

For the District of Columbia Health and
Hospitals Public Benefit Corporation, estab-
lished by D.C. Law 11-212; D.C. Code, sec. 32—
262.2, $133,443,000 of which $44,435,000 shall be
derived by transfer from the general fund
and $89,008,000 from other funds.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA RETIREMENT BOARD

For the District of Columbia Retirement
Board, established by section 121 of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Retirement Reform Act of
1979 (93 Stat. 866; D.C. Code, sec. 1-711),
$9,892,000 from the earnings of the applicable
retirement funds to pay legal, management,
investment, and other fees and administra-
tive expenses of the District of Columbia Re-
tirement Board: Provided, That the District
of Columbia Retirement Board shall provide
to the Congress and to the Council of the
District of Columbia a quarterly report of
the allocations of charges by fund and of ex-
penditures of all funds: Provided further, That
the District of Columbia Retirement Board
shall provide the Mayor, for transmittal to
the Council of the District of Columbia, an
itemized accounting of the planned use of ap-
propriated funds in time for each annual
budget submission and the actual use of such
funds in time for each annual audited finan-
cial report: Provided further, That section
121(c)(1) of the District of Columbia Retire-
ment Reform Act (D.C. Code, sec. 1-711(c)(1))
is amended by striking ‘‘the total amount to
which a member may be entitled”” and all
that follows and inserting the following:
“the total amount to which a member may
be entitled under this subsection during a
year (beginning with 1998) may not exceed
$5,000, except that in the case of the Chair-
man of the Board and the Chairman of the
Investment Committee of the Board, such
amount may not exceed $7,500 (beginning
with 2000)."".

CORRECTIONAL INDUSTRIES FUND

For the Correctional Industries Fund, es-
tablished by the District of Columbia Correc-
tional Industries Establishment Act (78 Stat.
1000; Public Law 88-622), $1,810,000 from other
funds.
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WASHINGTON CONVENTION CENTER ENTERPRISE
FUND

For the Washington Convention Center En-

terprise Fund, $50,226,000 from other funds.
CAPITAL OUTLAY
(INCLUDING RESCISSIONS)

For construction projects, $1,260,524,000 of
which $929,450,000 is from local funds,
$54,050,000 is from the highway trust fund,
and $277,024,000 is from Federal funds, and a
rescission of $41,886,500 from local funds ap-
propriated under this heading in prior fiscal
years, for a net amount of $1,218,637,500 to re-
main available until expended: Provided,
That funds for use of each capital project im-
plementing agency shall be managed and
controlled in accordance with all procedures
and limitations established under the Finan-
cial Management System: Provided further,
That all funds provided by this appropriation
title shall be available only for the specific
projects and purposes intended: Provided fur-
ther, That notwithstanding the foregoing, all
authorizations for capital outlay projects,
except those projects covered by the first
sentence of section 23(a) of the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1968 (82 Stat. 827; Public Law
90-495; D.C. Code, sec. 7-134, note), for which
funds are provided by this appropriation
title, shall expire on September 30, 2001, ex-
cept authorizations for projects as to which
funds have been obligated in whole or in part
prior to September 30, 2001: Provided further,
That upon expiration of any such project au-
thorization, the funds provided herein for the
project shall lapse.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 101. The expenditure of any appropria-
tion under this Act for any consulting serv-
ice through procurement contract, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 3109, 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 existing law, or under exist-
ing Executive order issued pursuant to exist-
ing law.

SEC. 102. Except as otherwise provided in
this Act, all vouchers covering expenditures
of appropriations contained in this Act shall
be audited before payment by the designated
certifying official, and the vouchers as ap-
proved shall be paid by checks issued by the
designated disbursing official.

SEC. 103. Whenever in this Act, an amount
is specified within an appropriation for par-
ticular purposes or objects of expenditure,
such amount, unless otherwise specified,
shall be considered as the maximum amount
that may be expended for said purpose or ob-
ject rather than an amount set apart exclu-
sively therefor.

SEC. 104. Appropriations in this Act shall
be available, when authorized by the Mayor,
for allowances for privately owned auto-
mobiles and motorcycles used for the per-
formance of official duties at rates estab-
lished by the Mayor: Provided, That such
rates shall not exceed the maximum pre-
vailing rates for such vehicles as prescribed
in the Federal Property Management Regu-
lations 101-7 (Federal Travel Regulations).

SEC. 105. Appropriations in this Act shall
be available for expenses of travel and for
the payment of dues of organizations con-
cerned with the work of the District of Co-
lumbia government, when authorized by the
Mayor: Provided, That in the case of the
Council of the District of Columbia, funds
may be expended with the authorization of
the chair of the Council.

SEC. 106. There are appropriated from the
applicable funds of the District of Columbia
such sums as may be necessary for making
refunds and for the payment of judgments
that have been entered against the District
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of Columbia government: Provided, That
nothing contained in this section shall be
construed as modifying or affecting the pro-
visions of section 11(c)(3) of title XII of the
District of Columbia Income and Franchise
Tax Act of 1947 (70 Stat. 78; Public Law 84—
460; D.C. Code, sec. 47-1812.11(c)(3)).

SEC. 107. Appropriations in this Act shall
be available for the payment of public assist-
ance without reference to the requirement of
section 544 of the District of Columbia Public
Assistance Act of 1982 (D.C. Law 4-101; D.C.
Code, sec. 3-205.44), and for the payment of
the non-Federal share of funds necessary to
qualify for grants under subtitle A of title Il
of the Violent Crime Control and Law En-
forcement Act of 1994.

SEC. 108. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 109. No funds appropriated in this Act
for the District of Columbia government for
the operation of educational institutions,
the compensation of personnel, or for other
educational purposes may be used to permit,
encourage, facilitate, or further partisan po-
litical activities. Nothing herein is intended
to prohibit the availability of school build-
ings for the use of any community or par-
tisan political group during non-school
hours.

SEC. 110. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act shall be made available to pay the
salary of any employee of the District of Co-
lumbia government whose name, title, grade,
salary, past work experience, and salary his-
tory are not available for inspection by the
House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions, the Subcommittee on the District of
Columbia of the House Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform, the Subcommittee on Over-
sight of Government Management, Restruc-
turing and the District of Columbia of the
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs,
and the Council of the District of Columbia,
or their duly authorized representative.

SEC. 111. There are appropriated from the
applicable funds of the District of Columbia
such sums as may be necessary for making
payments authorized by the District of Co-
lumbia Revenue Recovery Act of 1977 (D.C.
Law 2-20; D.C. Code, sec. 47-421 et seq.).

SEC. 112. No part of this appropriation shall
be used for publicity or propaganda purposes
or implementation of any policy including
boycott designed to support or defeat legisla-
tion pending before Congress or any State
legislature.

SEC. 113. At the start of the fiscal year, the
Mayor shall develop an annual plan, by quar-
ter and by project, for capital outlay bor-
rowings: Provided, That within a reasonable
time after the close of each quarter, the
Mayor shall report to the Council of the Dis-
trict of Columbia and the Congress the ac-
tual borrowings and spending progress com-
pared with projections.

SEC. 114. The Mayor shall not borrow any
funds for capital projects unless the Mayor
has obtained prior approval from the Council
of the District of Columbia, by resolution,
identifying the projects and amounts to be
financed with such borrowings.

SEC. 115. The Mayor shall not expend any
moneys borrowed for capital projects for the
operating expenses of the District of Colum-
bia government.

SEC. 116. None of the funds provided under
this Act to the agencies funded by this Act,
both Federal and District government agen-
cies, that remain available for obligation or
expenditure in fiscal year 2000, or provided
from any accounts in the Treasury of the
United States derived by the collection of
fees available to the agencies funded by this
Act, shall be available for obligation or ex-
penditure for an agency through a re-
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programming of funds which: (1) creates new
programs; (2) eliminates a program, project,
or responsibility center; (3) establishes or
changes allocations specifically denied, lim-
ited or increased by Congress in this Act; (4)
increases funds or personnel by any means
for any program, project, or responsibility
center for which funds have been denied or
restricted; (5) reestablishes through re-
programming any program or project pre-
viously deferred through reprogramming; (6)
augments existing programs, projects, or re-
sponsibility centers through a reprogram-
ming of funds in excess of $1,000,000 or 10 per-
cent, whichever is less; or (7) increases by 20
percent or more personnel assigned to a spe-
cific program, project, or responsibility cen-
ter; unless the Appropriations Committees of
both the Senate and House of Representa-
tives are notified in writing 30 days in ad-
vance of any reprogramming as set forth in
this section.

SEC. 117. None of the Federal funds pro-
vided in this Act shall be obligated or ex-
pended to provide a personal cook, chauffeur,
or other personal servants to any officer or
employee of the District of Columbia govern-
ment.

SEC. 118. None of the Federal funds pro-
vided in this Act shall be obligated or ex-
pended to procure passenger automobiles as
defined in the Automobile Fuel Efficiency
Act of 1980 (94 Stat. 1824; Public Law 96-425;
15 U.S.C. 2001(2)), with an Environmental
Protection Agency estimated miles per gal-
lon average of less than 22 miles per gallon:
Provided, That this section shall not apply to
security, emergency rescue, or armored vehi-
cles.

SEC. 119. (a) CITY ADMINISTRATOR.—The
last sentence of section 422(7) of the District
of Columbia Home Rule Act (D.C. Code, sec.
1-242(7)) is amended by striking ‘, not to ex-
ceed”” and all that follows and inserting a pe-
riod.

(b) BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF REDEVELOP-
MENT LAND AGENCY.—Section 1108(c)(2)(F) of
the District of Columbia Government Com-
prehensive Merit Personnel Act of 1978 (D.C.
Code, sec. 1-612.8(c)(2)(F)) is amended to read
as follows:

“(F) Redevelopment Land Agency board
members shall be paid per diem compensa-
tion at a rate established by the Mayor, ex-
cept that such rate may not exceed the daily
equivalent of the annual rate of basic pay for
level 15 of the District Schedule for each day
(including travel time) during which they
are engaged in the actual performance of
their duties.”.

SEC. 120. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sions of law, the provisions of the District of
Columbia Government Comprehensive Merit
Personnel Act of 1978 (D.C. Law 2-139; D.C.
Code, sec. 1-601.1 et seq.), enacted pursuant
to section 422(3) of the District of Columbia
Home Rule Act (87 Stat. 790; Public Law 93-
198; D.C. Code, sec. 1-242(3)), shall apply with
respect to the compensation of District of
Columbia employees: Provided, That for pay
purposes, employees of the District of Co-
lumbia government shall not be subject to
the provisions of title 5, United States Code.

SEC. 121. No later than 30 days after the
end of the first quarter of the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, the Mayor of the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall submit to the Council
of the District of Columbia the new fiscal
year 2000 revenue estimates as of the end of
the first quarter of fiscal year 2000. These es-
timates shall be used in the budget request
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2001.
The officially revised estimates at midyear
shall be used for the midyear report.

SEC. 122. No sole source contract with the
District of Columbia government or any
agency thereof may be renewed or extended
without opening that contract to the com-
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petitive bidding process as set forth in sec-
tion 303 of the District of Columbia Procure-
ment Practices Act of 1985 (D.C. Law 6-85;
D.C. Code, sec. 1-1183.3), except that the Dis-
trict of Columbia government or any agency
thereof may renew or extend sole source con-
tracts for which competition is not feasible
or practical: Provided, That the determina-
tion as to whether to invoke the competitive
bidding process has been made in accordance
with duly promulgated rules and procedures
and said determination has been reviewed
and approved by the District of Columbia Fi-
nancial Responsibility and Management As-
sistance Authority.

SEC. 123. For purposes of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985 (99 Stat. 1037; Public Law 99-177), the
term ‘‘program, project, and activity’ shall
be synonymous with and refer specifically to
each account appropriating Federal funds in
this Act, and any sequestration order shall
be applied to each of the accounts rather
than to the aggregate total of those ac-
counts: Provided, That sequestration orders
shall not be applied to any account that is
specifically exempted from sequestration by
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985.

SEC. 124. In the event a sequestration order
is issued pursuant to the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985
(99 Stat. 1037; Public Law 99-177), after the
amounts appropriated to the District of Co-
lumbia for the fiscal year involved have been
paid to the District of Columbia, the Mayor
of the District of Columbia shall pay to the
Secretary of the Treasury, within 15 days
after receipt of a request therefor from the
Secretary of the Treasury, such amounts as
are sequestered by the order: Provided, That
the sequestration percentage specified in the
order shall be applied proportionately to
each of the Federal appropriation accounts
in this Act that are not specifically exempt-
ed from sequestration by such Act.

SEC. 125. (a) An entity of the District of Co-
lumbia government may accept and use a
gift or donation during fiscal year 2000 if—

(1) the Mayor approves the acceptance and
use of the gift or donation: Provided, That
the Council of the District of Columbia may
accept and use gifts without prior approval
by the Mayor; and

(2) the entity uses the gift or donation to
carry out its authorized functions or duties.

(b) Each entity of the District of Columbia
government shall keep accurate and detailed
records of the acceptance and use of any gift
or donation under subsection (a) of this sec-
tion, and shall make such records available
for audit and public inspection.

(c) For the purposes of this section, the
term “‘entity of the District of Columbia
government” includes an independent agen-
cy of the District of Columbia.

(d) This section shall not apply to the Dis-
trict of Columbia Board of Education, which
may, pursuant to the laws and regulations of
the District of Columbia, accept and use
gifts to the public schools without prior ap-
proval by the Mayor.

SEC. 126. None of the Federal funds pro-
vided in this Act may be used by the District
of Columbia to provide for salaries, expenses,
or other costs associated with the offices of
United States Senator or United States Rep-
resentative under section 4(d) of the District
of Columbia Statehood Constitutional Con-
vention Initiatives of 1979 (D.C. Law 3-171;
D.C. Code, sec. 1-113(d)).

SEC. 127. (a) The University of the District
of Columbia shall submit to the Mayor, the
District of Columbia Financial Responsi-
bility and Management Assistance Authority
and the Council of the District of Columbia
no later than 15 calendar days after the end
of each quarter a report that sets forth—
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(1) current quarter expenditures and obli-
gations, year-to-date expenditures and obli-
gations, and total fiscal year expenditure
projections versus budget broken out on the
basis of control center, responsibility center,
and object class, and for all funds, non-ap-
propriated funds, and capital financing;

(2) a list of each account for which spend-
ing is frozen and the amount of funds frozen,
broken out by control center, responsibility
center, detailed object, and for all funding
sources;

(3) a list of all active contracts in excess of
$10,000 annually, which contains the name of
each contractor; the budget to which the
contract is charged, broken out on the basis
of control center and responsibility center,
and contract identifying codes used by the
University of the District of Columbia; pay-
ments made in the last quarter and year-to-
date, the total amount of the contract and
total payments made for the contract and
any modifications, extensions, renewals; and
specific modifications made to each contract
in the last month;

(4) all reprogramming requests and reports
that have been made by the University of the
District of Columbia within the last quarter
in compliance with applicable law; and

(5) changes made in the last quarter to the
organizational structure of the University of
the District of Columbia, displaying previous
and current control centers and responsi-
bility centers, the names of the organiza-
tional entities that have been changed, the
name of the staff member supervising each
entity affected, and the reasons for the
structural change.

(b) The Mayor, the Authority, and the
Council shall provide the Congress by Feb-
ruary 1, 2000, a summary, analysis, and rec-
ommendations on the information provided
in the quarterly reports.

SEC. 128. Funds authorized or previously
appropriated to the government of the Dis-
trict of Columbia by this or any other Act to
procure the necessary hardware and installa-
tion of new software, conversion, testing,
and training to improve or replace its finan-
cial management system are also available
for the acquisition of accounting and finan-
cial management services and the leasing of
necessary hardware, software or any other
related goods or services, as determined by
the District of Columbia Financial Responsi-
bility and Management Assistance Author-
ity.

SEC. 129. (a) None of the funds contained in
this Act may be made available to pay the
fees of an attorney who represents a party
who prevails in an action, including an ad-
ministrative proceeding, brought against the
District of Columbia Public Schools under
the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act (20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.) if—

(1) the hourly rate of compensation of the
attorney exceeds 120 percent of the hourly
rate of compensation under section 11—
2604(a), District of Columbia Code; or

(2) the maximum amount of compensation
of the attorney exceeds 120 percent of the
maximum amount of compensation under
section 11-2604(b)(1), District of Columbia
Code, except that compensation and reim-
bursement in excess of such maximum may
be approved for extended or complex rep-
resentation in accordance with section 11-
2604(c), District of Columbia Code.

(b) Notwithstanding the preceding sub-
section, if the Mayor, District of Columbia
Financial Responsibility and Management
Assistance Authority and the Super-
intendent of the District of Columbia Public
Schools concur in a Memorandum of Under-
standing setting forth a new rate and
amount of compensation, then such new
rates shall apply in lieu of the rates set forth
in the preceding subsection.
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SEC. 130. None of the funds appropriated
under this Act shall be expended for any
abortion except where the life of the mother
would be endangered if the fetus were carried
to term or where the pregnancy is the result
of an act of rape or incest.

SEC. 131. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to implement or en-
force the Health Care Benefits Expansion
Act of 1992 (D.C. Law 9-114; D.C. Code, sec.
36-1401 et seq.) or to otherwise implement or
enforce any system of registration of unmar-
ried, cohabiting couples (whether homo-
sexual, heterosexual, or lesbian), including
but not limited to registration for the pur-
pose of extending employment, health, or
governmental benefits to such couples on the
same basis that such benefits are extended to
legally married couples.

SEC. 132. The Superintendent of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Public Schools shall sub-
mit to the Congress, the Mayor, the District
of Columbia Financial Responsibility and
Management Assistance Authority, and the
Council of the District of Columbia no later
than 15 calendar days after the end of each
quarter a report that sets forth—

(1) current quarter expenditures and obli-
gations, year-to-date expenditures and obli-
gations, and total fiscal year expenditure
projections versus budget, broken out on the
basis of control center, responsibility center,
agency reporting code, and object class, and
for all funds, including capital financing;

(2) a list of each account for which spend-
ing is frozen and the amount of funds frozen,
broken out by control center, responsibility
center, detailed object, and agency reporting
code, and for all funding sources;

(3) a list of all active contracts in excess of
$10,000 annually, which contains the name of
each contractor; the budget to which the
contract is charged, broken out on the basis
of control center, responsibility center, and
agency reporting code; and contract identi-
fying codes used by the District of Columbia
Public Schools; payments made in the last
quarter and year-to-date, the total amount
of the contract and total payments made for
the contract and any modifications, exten-
sions, renewals; and specific modifications
made to each contract in the last month;

(4) all reprogramming requests and reports
that are required to be, and have been, sub-
mitted to the Board of Education; and

(5) changes made in the last quarter to the
organizational structure of the District of
Columbia Public Schools, displaying pre-
vious and current control centers and re-
sponsibility centers, the names of the orga-
nizational entities that have been changed,
the name of the staff member supervising
each entity affected, and the reasons for the
structural change.

SEC. 133. (a) IN GENERAL.—The Super-
intendent of the District of Columbia Public
Schools and the University of the District of
Columbia shall annually compile an accurate
and verifiable report on the positions and
employees in the public school system and
the university, respectively. The annual re-
port shall set forth—

(1) the number of validated schedule A po-
sitions in the District of Columbia public
schools and the University of the District of
Columbia for fiscal year 1999, fiscal year 2000,
and thereafter on full-time equivalent basis,
including a compilation of all positions by
control center, responsibility center, funding
source, position type, position title, pay
plan, grade, and annual salary; and

(2) a compilation of all employees in the
District of Columbia public schools and the
University of the District of Columbia as of
the preceding December 31, verified as to its
accuracy in accordance with the functions
that each employee actually performs, by
control center, responsibility center, agency
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reporting code, program (including funding
source), activity, location for accounting
purposes, job title, grade and classification,
annual salary, and position control number.

(b) SuBMISSION.—The annual report re-
quired by subsection (a) of this section shall
be submitted to the Congress, the Mayor, the
District of Columbia Council, the Consensus
Commission, and the Authority, not later
than February 15 of each year.

SEC. 134. (a) No later than November 1,
1999, or within 30 calendar days after the
date of the enactment of this Act, whichever
occurs later, and each succeeding year, the
Superintendent of the District of Columbia
Public Schools and the University of the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall submit to the appro-
priate congressional committees, the Mayor,
the District of Columbia Council, the Con-
sensus Commission, and the District of Co-
lumbia Financial Responsibility and Man-
agement Assistance Authority, a revised ap-
propriated funds operating budget for the
public school system and the University of
the District of Columbia for such fiscal year
that is in the total amount of the approved
appropriation and that realigns budgeted
data for personal services and other-than-
personal services, respectively, with antici-
pated actual expenditures.

(b) The revised budget required by sub-
section (a) of this section shall be submitted
in the format of the budget that the Super-
intendent of the District of Columbia Public
Schools and the University of the District of
Columbia submit to the Mayor of the Dis-
trict of Columbia for inclusion in the May-
or’s budget submission to the Council of the
District of Columbia pursuant to section 442
of the District of Columbia Home Rule Act
(Public Law 93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 47-301).

SEc. 135. The District of Columbia Finan-
cial Responsibility and Management Assist-
ance Authority, acting on behalf of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS) in
formulating the DCPS budget, the Board of
Trustees of the University of the District of
Columbia, the Board of Library Trustees,
and the Board of Governors of the University
of the District of Columbia School of Law
shall vote on and approve the respective an-
nual or revised budgets for such entities be-
fore submission to the Mayor of the District
of Columbia for inclusion in the Mayor’s
budget submission to the Council of the Dis-
trict of Columbia in accordance with section
442 of the District of Columbia Home Rule
Act (Public Law 93-198; D.C. Code, sec. 47-
301), or before submitting their respective
budgets directly to the Council.

SEC. 136. (a) CEILING ON TOTAL OPERATING
EXPENSES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the total amount ap-
propriated in this Act for operating expenses
for the District of Columbia for fiscal year
2000 under the heading ‘Division of Ex-
penses’ shall not exceed the lesser of—

(A) the sum of the total revenues of the
District of Columbia for such fiscal year; or

(B) $5,515,379,000 (of which $152,753,000 shall
be from intra-District funds and $3,113,854,000
shall be from local funds), which amount
may be increased by the following:

(i) proceeds of one-time transactions,
which are expended for emergency or unan-
ticipated operating or capital needs approved
by the District of Columbia Financial Re-
sponsibility and Management Assistance Au-
thority; or

(ii) after notification to the Council, addi-
tional expenditures which the Chief Finan-
cial Officer of the District of Columbia cer-
tifies will produce additional revenues dur-
ing such fiscal year at least equal to 200 per-
cent of such additional expenditures, and
that are approved by the Authority.
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(2) ENFORCEMENT.—The Chief Financial Of-
ficer of the District of Columbia and the Au-
thority shall take such steps as are nec-
essary to assure that the District of Colum-
bia meets the requirements of this section,
including the apportioning by the Chief Fi-
nancial Officer of the appropriations and
funds made available to the District during
fiscal year 2000, except that the Chief Finan-
cial Officer may not reprogram for operating
expenses any funds derived from bonds,
notes, or other obligations issued for capital
projects.

(b) ACCEPTANCE AND USE OF GRANTS NOT
INCLUDED IN CEILING.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (a), the Mayor, in consultation with
the Chief Financial Officer, during a control
year, as defined in section 305(4) of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Financial Responsibility
and Management Assistance Act of 1995
(Public Law 104-8; 109 Stat. 152), may accept,
obligate, and expend Federal, private, and
other grants received by the District govern-
ment that are not reflected in the amounts
appropriated in this Act.

(2) REQUIREMENT OF CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFI-
CER REPORT AND AUTHORITY APPROVAL.—NO
such Federal, private, or other grant may be
accepted, obligated, or expended pursuant to
paragraph (1) until—

(A) the Chief Financial Officer of the Dis-
trict of Columbia submits to the Authority a
report setting forth detailed information re-
garding such grant; and

(B) the Authority has reviewed and ap-
proved the acceptance, obligation, and ex-
penditure of such grant in accordance with
review and approval procedures consistent
with the provisions of the District of Colum-
bia Financial Responsibility and Manage-
ment Assistance Act of 1995.

(3) PROHIBITION ON SPENDING IN ANTICIPA-
TION OF APPROVAL OR RECEIPT.—NoO amount
may be obligated or expended from the gen-
eral fund or other funds of the District gov-
ernment in anticipation of the approval or
receipt of a grant under paragraph (2)(B) of
this subsection or in anticipation of the ap-
proval or receipt of a Federal, private, or
other grant not subject to such paragraph.

(4) QUARTERLY REPORTS.—The Chief Finan-
cial Officer of the District of Columbia shall
prepare a quarterly report setting forth de-
tailed information regarding all Federal, pri-
vate, and other grants subject to this sub-
section. Each such report shall be submitted
to the Council of the District of Columbia,
and to the Committees on Appropriations of
the House of Representatives and the Senate,
not later than 15 days after the end of the
quarter covered by the report.

(c) REPORT ON EXPENDITURES BY FINANCIAL
RESPONSIBILITY AND MANAGEMENT ASSIST-
ANCE AUTHORITY.—Not later than 20 calendar
days after the end of each fiscal quarter
starting October 1, 1999, the Authority shall
submit a report to the Committees on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives
and the Senate, the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform of the House, and the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs of the Sen-
ate providing an itemized accounting of all
non-appropriated funds obligated or ex-
pended by the Authority for the quarter. The
report shall include information on the date,
amount, purpose, and vendor name, and a de-
scription of the services or goods provided
with respect to the expenditures of such
funds.

SEC. 137. If a department or agency of the
government of the District of Columbia is
under the administration of a court-ap-
pointed receiver or other court-appointed of-
ficial during fiscal year 2000 or any suc-
ceeding fiscal year, the receiver or official
shall prepare and submit to the Mayor, for
inclusion in the annual budget of the Dis-
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trict of Columbia for the year, annual esti-
mates of the expenditures and appropriations
necessary for the maintenance and operation
of the department or agency. All such esti-
mates shall be forwarded by the Mayor to
the Council, for its action pursuant to sec-
tions 446 and 603(c) of the District of Colum-
bia Home Rule Act, without revision but
subject to the Mayor’s recommendations.
Notwithstanding any provision of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Home Rule Act (87 Stat.
774; Public Law 93-198) the Council may com-
ment or make recommendations concerning
such annual estimates but shall have no au-
thority under such Act to revise such esti-
mates.

SEC. 138. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, rule, or regulation, an em-
ployee of the District of Columbia public
schools shall be—

(1) classified as an Educational Service em-
ployee;

(2) placed under the personnel authority of
the Board of Education; and

(3) subject to all Board of Education rules.

(b) School-based personnel shall constitute
a separate competitive area from nonschool-
based personnel who shall not compete with
school-based personnel for retention pur-
poses.

SEC. 139. (a) RESTRICTIONS ON USE OF OFFI-
CIAL VEHICLES.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this section, none of the funds made
available by this Act or by any other Act
may be used to provide any officer or em-
ployee of the District of Columbia with an
official vehicle unless the officer or em-
ployee uses the vehicle only in the perform-
ance of the officer’s or employee’s official
duties. For purposes of this paragraph, the
term ‘‘official duties’ does not include trav-
el between the officer’s or employee’s resi-
dence and workplace (except: (1) in the case
of an officer or employee of the Metropolitan
Police Department who resides in the Dis-
trict of Columbia or is otherwise designated
by the Chief of the Department; (2) at the
discretion of the Fire Chief, an officer or em-
ployee of the District of Columbia Fire and
Emergency Medical Services Department
who resides in the District of Columbia and
is on call 24 hours a day; (3) the Mayor of the
District of Columbia; and (4) the Chairman of
the Council of the District of Columbia).

(b) INVENTORY OF VEHICLES.—The Chief Fi-
nancial Officer of the District of Columbia
shall submit, by November 15, 1999, an inven-
tory, as of September 30, 1999, of all vehicles
owned, leased or operated by the District of
Columbia government. The inventory shall
include, but not be limited to, the depart-
ment to which the vehicle is assigned; the
year and make of the vehicle; the acquisition
date and cost; the general condition of the
vehicle; annual operating and maintenance
costs; current mileage; and whether the vehi-
cle is allowed to be taken home by a District
officer or employee and if so, the officer or
employee’s title and resident location.

SEC. 140. (a) SOURCE OF PAYMENT FOR EM-
PLOYEES DETAILED WITHIN GOVERNMENT.—
For purposes of determining the amount of
funds expended by any entity within the Dis-
trict of Columbia government during fiscal
year 2000 and each succeeding fiscal year,
any expenditures of the District government
attributable to any officer or employee of
the District government who provides serv-
ices which are within the authority and ju-
risdiction of the entity (including any por-
tion of the compensation paid to the officer
or employee attributable to the time spent
in providing such services) shall be treated
as expenditures made from the entity’s budg-
et, without regard to whether the officer or
employee is assigned to the entity or other-
wise treated as an officer or employee of the
entity.
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(b) MODIFICATION OF REDUCTION IN FORCE
PROCEDURES.—The District of Columbia Gov-
ernment Comprehensive Merit Personnel Act
of 1978 (D.C. Code, sec. 1-601.1 et seq.), is fur-
ther amended in section 2408(a) by striking
1999 and inserting ‘‘2000”’; in subsection
(b), by striking ‘1999 and inserting ‘2000"";
in subsection (i), by striking “1999" and in-
serting ‘2000"’; and in subsection (k), by
striking ‘1999’ and inserting ‘2000"".

SEC. 141. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, not later than 120 days after the
date that a District of Columbia Public
Schools (DCPS) student is referred for eval-
uation or assessment—

(1) the District of Columbia Board of Edu-
cation, or its successor, and DCPS shall as-
sess or evaluate a student who may have a
disability and who may require special edu-
cation services; and

(2) if a student is classified as having a dis-
ability, as defined in section 101(a)(1) of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(84 Stat. 175; 20 U.S.C. 1401(a)(1)) or in section
7(8) of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (87 Stat.
359; 29 U.S.C. 706(8)), the Board and DCPS
shall place that student in an appropriate
program of special education services.

SEC. 142. (a) COMPLIANCE WITH Buy AMER-
ICAN AcT.—None of the funds made available
in this Act may be expended by an entity un-
less 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
agency of the Federal or District of Colum-
bia government 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. 143. None of the funds contained in
this Act may be used for purposes of the an-
nual independent audit of the District of Co-
lumbia government (including the District of
Columbia Financial Responsibility and M