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The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mrs. BIGGERT).

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
May 8, 2000.

I hereby appoint the Honorable Jubpy
BIGGERT to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

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

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed
bills and concurrent resolutions of the
following titles in which concurrence
of the House is requested:

S. 1452. An act to modernize the require-
ments under the National Manufactured
Housing Construction and Safety Standards
Act of 1974 and to establish a balanced con-
sensus process for the development, revision,
and interpretation of Federal construction
and safety standards for manufactured
homes.

S. 2370. An act to designate the Federal
building located at 500 Pearl Street in New
York City, New York, as the “Daniel Patrick
Moynihan United States Courthouse™.

S. Con. Res. 103. Concurrent resolution
honoring the members of the Armed Forces
and Federal civilian employees who served
the Nation during the Vietnam era and the
families of those individuals who lost their
lives or remain unaccounted for or were in-
jured during that era in Southeast Asia or
elsewhere in the world in defense of United
States national security interests.

S. Con. Res. 108. Concurrent resolution des-
ignating the week beginning on April 30,
2000, and ending on May 6, 2000, as ‘‘National
Charter Schools Week™’.

S. Con. Res. 109. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress regarding the
ongoing persecution of 13 members of Iran’s
Jewish community.

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Pursuant to the order of the
House of January 19, 1999, the Chair
will now recognize Members from lists
submitted by the majority and minor-
ity leaders for morning hour debates.
The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties, with each party
limited to not to exceed 30 minutes,
and each Member, except the majority
leader, the minority leader, or the mi-
nority whip, limited to not to exceed 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) for 5 min-
utes.

QUESTIONING THE DEPARTMENT
OF JUSTICE ON ELIAN’S ABDUC-
TION

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Speaker, |
come to the House floor to not talk
about the debate whether Elian should
be reunited with his father or not. |
think the majority of Americans say
he should. What | am here to talk
about is the constitutionality of what
was done by the Justice Department,
and to pose some questions and urge
our leadership on this side to hold
hearings.

Regrettably, the American people,
the Miami relatives of Elian Gonzalez
and the Congress still do not have all
of the answers which led up to the
events that transpired on that Easter
recess by the Justice Department and
the Immigration and Naturalization
Service.

Madam Speaker, of course, the world
has seen that famous photograph by
now of an INS SWAT officer pointing
an assault rifle at Elian, that assault
rifle was a Heckler & Koch MP5 sub-
machine gun.

The Attorney General during Easter
weekend, ordered armed forces into the
house of Mr. Lazaro Gonzalez in order
to free Elian and reunite him with his
father.

What the world, Americans and Con-
gress do not know are the events that
led up to activities that transpired dur-
ing and after the government’s raid on
a private citizen’s home, just as the
Congress did in the case of the Waco
and Ruby Ridge. | think it is the re-
sponsibility of this legislative branch
to seek the truth and have government
justify its actions in instances in which
the sacred constitutional liberties of
Americans have been jeopardized.

Madam Speaker, | submit this after-
noon that there are many questions
that still need to be answered, and we
are not here to debate whether Elian
should be reunited with his father.
Those are answers that ultimately will
be left up to the courts.

While the court struggles with the
issue of immigration and family law,
the Congress has the duty and responsi-
bility to seek answers to the policies of
the Justice Department that led up to
the heavily armed Federal agents
breaking into the house of peaceful
American citizens, with agents point-
ing machine guns at American citizens
in their own home and trashing their
own home, too.

Just as important, oversight is need-
ed to determine whether the judicial
process was circumvented by the ad-
ministration. Reports indicate that the
nature by which the search warrants
were issued were made under false pre-
tenses. How many different judges did
the administration go to before having
the search warrant accepted? Did any
of the judges refuse to issue a search
warrant, and if so, on what grounds?

During the early days of Elian’s ar-
rival in the United States, the Justice
Department and the INS were quick to
point out that asylum and custody
questions could only be answered in
the courts.

What is the policy of the Department
of Justice and INS when State courts
do not agree with Federal agencies?
Does the Attorney General have the

This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g.,

1407 is 2:07 p.m.

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.

Printed on recycled paper.

H2617



H2618

power to overrule the decisions of
State courts such as ones which decide
custody measures?

In addition, Madam Speaker, why
was the Justice Department not will-
ing to await the outcome of Elian’s
claim for asylum before the 11th U.S.
Circuit Court of Appeals? What does
that say about how much weight the
administration gives to our judicial
branch of the government?

How will the Attorney General jus-
tify her actions if the 11th Circuit de-
cides Elian’s asylum claims are true in
manners which contradict the Depart-
ment’s actions?

What constitutional authority does
the Federal Government have in exe-
cuting search warrants in cases that
are not criminal? In how many other
cases has the INS broken down doors
and used armed agents in custody
cases?

Additionally, why did the Attorney
General feel compelled or pressured to
use overwhelming armed force when
Elian’s life was not in danger?

The negotiations were still taking
place at the time the INS broke down
the door and trashed the Gonzalez
house. Should it be the policy of the
INS to present the possibilities of dead-
ly force when confronting situations
which are not criminal? Additionally,
Gregory Craig, the attorney for Juan
Miguel, also happened to be the attor-
ney for the President during the im-
peachment trials.

Elian’s Miami relatives and the
American people have a right to know
what role Gregory Craig played during
the shaping of the Department’s ac-
tions. Furthermore, what contact did
the administration have with the Com-
munist dictator Fidel Castro?

Was the President influenced by an-
other Cuban boat lift? These are some
of the questions | have, Madam Speak-
er. | call on Congress to hold hearings
because the people across this Nation
have a right to know. As Americans,
we have inalienable rights to certain
freedoms and protections. When gov-
ernment officials threaten or encroach
on those rights, it is our duty to hold
them responsible.

LIVABLE COMMUNITIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BLUMENAUER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker,
focusing on livable communities is an
opportunity for the major Presidential
candidates to give citizens relief from
the standard political fare by embrac-
ing a positive message: how to make
our families safe, healthy, and eco-
nomically secure.

One of the reasons this message has
such potential for elevating the polit-
ical discussion is because this is truly
a national movement that is being
driven at the grassroots level.

Every year it seems more State and
local ballot initiatives are passed pro-
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tecting open space, giving more trans-
portation choices to our communities
and controlling unplanned growth. One
grassroots effort was dealt with this
morning in the Washington Post de-
scribing the efforts to protect the
Chesapeake Bay, one of our Nation’s
most cherished waterway and, sadly,
Governor Gilmore of Virginia’s reluc-
tance for Virginia to provide true lead-
ership.

For 15 years, citizens and commu-
nities across a six-State area and Fed-
eral partners and private citizens are
developing solutions not necessarily to
eliminate sprawl in this Chesapeake
Bay watershed, but to cut it by one-
third by the year 2012. The political
leadership in Virginia, however, has
been slow to respond and only recently
provided its support for a new agree-
ment, assuming that Virginians care
less about the environment and pro-
tecting the Bay than their neighbors in
the surrounding States. | think that is
a sad commentary and a misreading of
the citizens of Virginia.

In sharp contrast, one of the most ex-
citing stories of regional cooperation
and addressing unplanned growth is un-
folding now in the Speaker’s home
State of Illinois. Metropolitan Chicago
has a long tradition of being a leader in
the heartland; its importance as a na-
tional transportation hub with the
transcontinental railroads, so it is
today with O’Hare Airport, the busiest
in the Nation; and the important role
that Chicago has played in the City
Beautiful Movement at the turn of the
century with the magnificent Burnham
plan, one of the most influential city
plans in world history, illustrating the
power of planning for growth in a fash-
ion that balanced downtown interests
with open space and access to that
city’s majestic waterfront.

Chicago was unfortunately a leader
in the consequence of unplanned
growth. From 1970 to 1990, when metro-
politan Chicago increased only 4 per-
cent in population, it increased 46 per-
cent in the urbanized area, 10 times
faster than the rate of population in-
crease and, clearly, a development pat-
tern that is not sustainable. It has re-
sulted in Chicago having the second
longest average commute in the coun-
try, with 11 percent of its commuters
traveling an hour or more each way
each day.

But in keeping with the tradition of
leadership, Chicago is now providing
important direction on livability. |
have had a chance to review the Metro-
politan 2020 plan, a visionary document
preparing metropolitan Chicago for the
21st century. It recalls the history and
provides a vision for the future. This
fascinating study is one of the best
that | have seen, providing a frame-
work for developing a regional vision
of growth over the next 20 years while
it recognizes the realities and chal-
lenges facing the region. It addresses
the reality of the present system’s in-
ability to pave its way out of traffic
congestion; the importance of the pro-
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ductivity of the region’s growing mi-
nority population, which will supply
the majority of its future work force;
the need on focusing the entire region’s
pool of talent to meet the specialized
needs of a growing economy; and, most
important, the symbiotic relationship
between the suburbanites, who actu-
ally earn twice as much from their in-
come from downtown as Chicagoans
earn from suburban areas, $14 billion
versus $21 billion.

With over 1300 units of local govern-
ment and almost 70 percent of the
State’s population living in the metro-
politan Chicago area, the Metropolitan
2020 effort is a powerful example of the
potential for business and civic leaders,
community leadership, and the plan-
ning profession to come together to de-
velop solutions to guide governmental
investments. | strongly urge my col-
leagues to join me today at 2 p.m. in
SC-10 of the Capitol for a joint briefing
of the Senate’s Smart Growth Task
Force and the Livable Communities
Task Force, hearing from a group from
Chicago who will give a comprehensive
overview of their initiatives. They will
also focus on the important role of the
Federal Government in assisting the
regional effort to create more livable
communities.

Chicago is as good a model as we will
find in an area of the country that a lot
of us spend a lot of time in. It is a solu-
tion to make our communities more
livable and our families safe, healthy
and more economically secure.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until 2 p.m.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 43
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until 2 p.m.

1400
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. PEASE) at 2 p.m.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P.
Coughlin, offered the following prayer:

Blessed be the God and Father of us
all, Who in great mercy has given us a
new birth and made us a living hope for
the world.

As a nation, we have inherited great
natural resources and unfailing prin-
ciples to guide our destiny. By Your
power, O God, You have safeguarded
faith in Your people. You have made us
ready to reveal in our time Your cre-
ativity and goodness active in us, but
for the common good of all.

We rejoice in Your blessings upon
this Congress and the people they rep-
resent. Even during times of various
trials and moments of suffering, our
gaze is fixed on You, as the source of
all goodness and foundation of peace.
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May genuine faith which is more pre-
cious than gold tested by fire be proven
in us. Then the great tasks we under-
take in Your Name may truly give You
praise, glory and honor now and for-
ever. 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.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

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

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

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

PAST AND FUTURE SUCCESSES

(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, last Fri-
day marked the 39th anniversary of the
first United States space exploration
mission.

On May 5, 1961 Alan B. Shepard, Jr.,
became the first American space ex-
plorer when he was rocketed 115 miles
above the Earth’s surface into space.

This feat proved to the world that
the United States had the potential to
become the winner in this space race.

Mr. Speaker, | urge all of us to take
a moment to reflect on our past accom-
plishments and to celebrate how far we
have come since that historic flight in
1961. There are enormous possibilities
for future progress and for our progress
still lying ahead of us.

The continued advancement of our
space program, as well as the overall
development of new and innovative
technologies, demand and require our
support.

With the assistance of this Congress,
the United States can and will remain
a world leader in technological devel-
opment.

A NATION BANNING GOD

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the
courts started their assault on God by
banning school prayer. The courts then
banned the public display of the Christ-
mas nativity scene. The courts then
banned students from writing papers
about Jesus.

Now, if that is not enough to say the
devil perhaps made them do it, check
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this out, the Ohio Supreme Court ruled
that Ohio’s motto with God all things
are possible is unconstitutional.

Unbelievable Congress, what is next?
Will “In God We Trust”” be taken from
the House Chamber? “In God We
Trust” be removed from our currency?
Beam me up, | say these judges make
decisions while sitting on their brains.

I yield back the fact that a nation
that bans God | believe promotes the
devil.

PRESCRIPTION DRUGS FOR
SENIORS

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

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, too many
seniors and disabled people in this
country cannot afford the prescription
drugs their doctors say they need.

Seniors should never have to choose
between food and medicine. This is an
important issue that needs a meaning-
ful solution, not the empty rhetoric
that we are hearing from the other
side.

House Republicans are proposing a
plan to offer a fair and responsible drug
plan that is affordable, available and
voluntary to all seniors and disabled
Americans.

Mr. Speaker, it will help folks to get
prescription drug coverage at lower
costs by creating group buying power
without Washington interference or big
government-style price controls.

We will reduce the runaway costs of
medicine, but not with a Washington-
based one-size-fits-all program that
Kills research and innovation of live-
saving cures.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to modernize
prescription drug coverage. We should
all be working together on this impor-
tant issue. Let us stop the partisan
rhetoric and do the right thing for our
seniors.

LET US WORK TO KEEP FRAUD
OUT OF THE MEDICARE PROGRAM

(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,
there are few things more important
than taking care of our Nation’s sen-
iors. That means keeping the Medicare
program healthy and solvent for the 39
million older Americans who depend on
it.

Unfortunately, our efforts to improve
Medicare will not work if we do not
eliminate the waste and abuse that fes-
ters in the current programs. In FY
1998, Medicare’s fee-for-service program
made $12.6 billion in improper pay-
ments. Part of the reason this waste,
fraud, and abuse occurred was that the
Clinton-Gore administration was care-
less in monitoring and oversight of
Medicare payments. This neglect has
created a troughful of Medicare money,
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and crooks are glad to have it, to eat
to their fill.

For example, a New York medical
equipment company robbed Medicare
of more than $6 million. A Florida
home health agency fraudulently billed
Medicare for $2.2 million.

Let us keep our seniors healthy. Let
us work to keep fraud out of the Medi-
care program.

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO

JOINT CONGRESSIONAL COM-
MITTEE ON INAUGURAL CERE-
MONIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection and pursuant to Senate Con-
current Resolution 89, 106th Congress,
the Chair announces the Speaker’s ap-
pointment of the following Members of
the House to the Joint Congressional
Committee on Inaugural Ceremonies:

Mr. HASTERT of Illinois.

Mr. ARMEY of Texas.

Mr. GEPHARDT of Missouri.

There was no objection.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, May 4, 2000.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted to Clause 2(h) of Rule Il of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
May 5, 2000 at 11:15 a.m.

That the Senate passed without amend-
ment H.R. 2412.

With best wishes, | am

Sincerely,
MARTHA C. MORRISON,
Deputy Clerk of the House.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
announces that it will postpone further
proceedings today on each motion to
suspend the rules on which a recorded
vote or the yeas and nays are ordered
or on which the vote is objected to
under clause 6 of rule XX.

Any record votes on postponed ques-
tions will be taken after debate has
concluded on all motions to suspend
the rules, but not before 6 p.m. today.

NORTH SIDE PUMPING DIVISION
OF MINIDOKA RECLAMATION
PROJECT, IDAHO, AUTHORIZA-
TION INCREASE

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, | move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3577) to increase the amount au-
thorized to be appropriated for the
north side pumping division of the
Minidoka reclamation project, Idaho.
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The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 3577
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. INCREASED AUTHORIZATION FOR
MINIDOKA PROJECT, IDAHO.

Section 5 of the Act of September 30, 1950
(chapter 1114; 64 Stat. 1085), authorizing ap-
propriations for the north side pumping divi-
sion of the Minidoka reclamation project,
Idaho, is amended by striking ‘‘$11,395,000"
and inserting ‘$14,200,000".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R 3577.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3577 is a bill to in-
crease the amount authorized to be ap-
propriated for the north side pumping
division of the Minidoka reclamation
project in Idaho.

A&B Irrigation is the contracting en-
tity for the north side pumping divi-
sion of the Minidoka project. The divi-
sion, located on the southern portion of
the State of Idaho, consists of some
80,000 acres. Construction of the divi-
sion was completed in 1959 and control
was transferred to the district in 1966.

Due to the lack of natural surface
drainage outlets to the Snake River
and constraints associated with the
drainage onto the lower-lying
Minidoka Irrigation District, most irri-
gation return flows and stormwater
runoffs are injected into drain wells
which are part of the original project
design.

The drain wells pass the water di-
rectly into the underlying aquifer. In
1991, the United States Environmental
Protection Agency designated the east-
ern Snake River plain aquifer a sole
source of drinking water.

Under provisions of the Federal Safe
Drinking Water Act, if a sole source of
drinking water is contaminated it
could result in a significant public
health hazard. In an effort to comply
with the Act, the district and the U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation developed a
plan to dispose of this runoff.

The remaining work consists of con-
structing passive treatment and reuse
systems at an estimated cost of $2.8
million, of which up to $1.3 million
would be reimbursable to the district
under a cost-sharing arrangement, 60
percent U.S. Federal Government, 40
percent irrigation, A&B irrigation.

As of now, 42 of the original 78 drain
wells have been closed or abandoned,
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but 36 wells are still active. This legis-
lation would amend the original lan-
guage to increase the authorization by
$2.8  million from  $11,395,000 to
$14,200,000.

In the energy and water appropria-
tions bill for the fiscal year 2000,
money was appropriated for the dis-
trict to continue capping these wells in
order to comply with the Federal Safe
Drinking Water Act. Unfortunately,
the ceiling was hit and no further fund-
ing could be used. By increasing the
ceiling, the district will be able to
complete its project, which in turn will
help prevent the main source of drink-
ing water from south central Idaho
from being contaminated.

Mr. Speaker, | ask that all colleagues
support H.R. 3577.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, | yield myself such time
as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON) has quite properly
explained this legislation to increase
the spending ceiling for the north side
pumping division of the Minidoka
project in Idaho by $2,805,000. This in-
crease would allow work already begun
under the Minidoka north side drain
water management plan to be com-
pleted.

We need to protect the underground
drinking water supplies in this area of
the Snake River plain because they are
threatened by contaminated irrigation
drain water. |1 would urge all members
of the committee to support this legis-
lation. The administration has testi-
fied in support of this legislation and it
is not controversial.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from ldaho (Mr. SimMP-
SON) that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill, H.R. 3577.

The question was taken.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, on that | demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

RECOGNIZING THE HERMANN
MONUMENT AND HERMANN
HEIGHTS PARK IN NEW ULM,
MINNESOTA, AS A NATIONAL
SYMBOL OF THE CONTRIBUTIONS
OF AMERICANS OF GERMAN
HERITAGE

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and agree to the
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 89)
recognizing the Hermann Monument
and Hermann Heights Park in New
Ulm, Minnesota, as a national symbol
of the contributions of Americans of
German heritage.
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The Clerk read as follows:
H. CoN. REs. 89

Whereas there are currently more than
57,900,000 individuals of German heritage re-
siding in the United States, who comprise
nearly 25 percent of the population of the
United States and are therefore the largest
ethnic group in the United States;

Whereas those of German heritage are not
merely descendants of one political entity,
but of all German speaking areas;

Whereas numerous Americans of German
heritage have made countless contributions
to American culture, arts, and industry, the
American military, and American govern-
ment;

Whereas there is no recognized tangible,
national symbol dedicated to German Ameri-
cans and their positive contributions to the
United States;

Whereas the story of Hermann the
Cheruscan parallels that of the American
Founding Fathers, because he was a freedom
fighter who united ancient German tribes in
order to shed the yoke of Roman tyranny
and preserve freedom for the territory of
present-day Germany;

Whereas the Hermann Monument located
in Hermann Heights Park in New Ulm, Min-
nesota, was dedicated in 1897 in honor of the
spirit of freedom and later dedicated to all
German immigrants who settled in New Ulm
and elsewhere in the United States; and

Whereas the Hermann Monument has been
recognized as a site of special historical sig-
nificance by the United States Government,
by placement on the National Register of
Historic Places: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That the Hermann Monu-
ment and Hermann Heights Park in New
Ulm, Minnesota, are recognized by the Con-
gress to be a national symbol for the con-
tributions of Americans of German heritage.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on House Concurrent Resolution
89.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Concurrent Reso-
lution 89 introduced by the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. MINGE) assures
that Congress recognizes the Hermann
Monument and Hermann Heighs Park
in New Ulm, Minnesota, as a national
symbol of German heritage.

Although there are currently almost
60 million individuals of German herit-
age residing in the United States, there
is no recognized, tangible national
symbol dedicated to German Ameri-
cans and their positive contributions
to American culture, arts, industry,
military, and government.
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The Hermann Monument was erected
in 1897 in honor of the spirit of freedom
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and later dedicated to all German im-
migrants and has been placed on the
National Register of Historical Places.
House Concurrent Resolution 89 would
recognize the achievements and con-
tributions of Americans of German her-
itage at the Hermann Monument. | ask
my colleagues to support H. Con. Res.
89.

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

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, | yield myself such time
as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this concurrent resolu-
tion sponsored by the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. MINGE) would recognize
the monument in New Ulm, Minnesota
as a ‘‘national symbol for the contribu-
tions of Americans of German herit-
age.” As the legislation points out,
Americans of German heritage rep-
resent with one-quarter of the U.S.
population, and yet there is no na-
tional symbol recognizing the con-
tributions that have been made to this
Nation.

The recognition provided by this
measure is appropriate and | would like
to commend the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. MINGE) for his very diligent
work on this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, it should be noted that
this concurrent resolution does not
alter the status of the monument in
any way, nor does it create any new
Federal obligation.

Mr. Speaker, | urge all of my col-
leagues to support it. | would again say
that the effort on behalf of this legisla-
tion by the gentleman from Minnesota
has really been outstanding, as many
of us who serve on the committee
know. He has, | think, talked to all of
us individually, and to so many other
Members on the floor, to bring this to
the attention of the full House of Rep-
resentatives. | also want to thank the
gentleman  from Minnesota  (Mr.
VENTO), his colleague, for his work in
lobbying on behalf of this legislation to
give due recognition to the contribu-
tions of Americans of German heritage.
Mr. Speaker, | urge its strong support.

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Speaker, | rise to urge my
colleagues to support House Concurrent Res-
olution 89, which commemorates the many
valuable contributions of German Americans
to our society and culture through recognition
of the Hermann Monument and Hermann
Heights Park in New Ulm, Minnesota.

House Concurrent Resolution 89 designates
a national symbol for the contributions of
Americans of German heritage. German-
Americans make up the largest ethnic group in
the United States, yet we have no tangible
symbols recognizing their contributions to our
society. My resolution establishes the Her-
mann Monument and Hermann Heights Park
in New Ulm, Minnesota as such a national
symbol.

The story behind the historical figure Her-
mann is one of intrigue, valor and treachery
that surpass any Hollywood script. Hermann
was born into the nobility of the Germanic
group called the Cherusker. He was sent to
Rome for his formal education and military
training. Hermann, then known as Arminius,
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was soon noticed as a natural leader and be-
came a general in the Roman army. So highly
regarded was he that Arminius was to help
lead a campaign to conquer the Germanic
peoples.

Despite his years in the Roman army,
Arminius still cherished the independence of
the Germanic peoples. Roman occupation of
modern day Germany would surely have
crushed the independent tribes. Arminius re-
turned to his Germanic heritage and per-
suaded the tribes to unite in order to fend off
the Roman invasion. They were successful
and the German people retained their free-
dom. The autonomy of these various regions
formed the foundation of the current federal
system of government in Germany. In Ger-
many, he is still remembered as “the acknowl-
edged liberator of the German race from
Roman tyranny . . .” He symbolizes the inde-
pendence of the German people.

That sense of freedom and independence
stayed with the Germans for centuries. Mil-
lions of Germans came to America for oppor-
tunity, to escape economic or political oppres-
sion in their homeland and to lead a life with
the freedoms guaranteed in our Constitution.
As the immigrants settled throughout the
country, they looked for a symbol of their herit-
age.

In 1885, at the Sons of Hermann Conven-
tion in Philadelphia, it was decided that a
monument should be erected to honor Ger-
mans who came and helped build America.
Hermann seemed the perfect symbol. Her-
mann was recast as a German-American sym-
bol, representing the bravery, hard work, and
unity they strived for in the New World. These
immigrants found themselves in a new land,
yet they remained true to their heritage. They
felt pride that they had reached America, and
in having established opportunity for the fu-
ture.

The Hermann Monument stands at a crest
of a hill overlooking the city of New Ulm and
the Minnesota River Valley. To the residents
of the heavily German-American New Ulm, the
monument symbolizes the pride they take in
their German heritage. To German-Americans
scattered across the country, the Hermann
Monument represents unity of the German
people. The monument was built in Salem,
Ohio and erected in New Ulm in 1897. This is
truly a national symbol.

I would like to thank Representative JAMES
HANSEN, Chairman of the House Sub-
committee on National Parks and Public
Lands, for his assistance in moving this legis-
lation. | would also like to thank Representa-
tives GEORGE MILLER, DON YOUNG, and CAR-
LOS ROMERO-BARCELO of the Resources Com-
mittee, for their support on this initiative.

Mr. Speaker, | ask that all my colleagues
support House Concurrent Resolution 89 and
show their support for the contributions of Ger-
man-Americans.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from ldaho (Mr. SimMP-
SON) that the House suspend the rules
and agree to the concurrent resolution,
H. Con. Res. 89.

The question was taken.
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Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, on that | demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CON-
TROL ACT AMENDMENTS AND TO
REAUTHORIZATION

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1237) to amend the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act to permit grants
for the national estuary program to be
used for the development and imple-
mentation of a comprehensive con-
servation and management plan, to re-
authorize appropriations to carry out
the program, and for other purposes, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1237

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

SECTION 1. NATIONAL ESTUARY PROGRAM.

(a) ADDITIONS TO NATIONAL ESTUARY PRO-
GRAM.—Section 320(a)(2)(B) of the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C.
1330(a)(2)(B)) is amended by inserting ‘‘Lake
Ponchartrain Basin, Louisiana and Mississippi;
Mississippi Sound, Mississippi;”” before ‘‘and
Peconic Bay, New York.”.

(b) GRANTs.—Section 320(g) of the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1330(9))
is amended by striking paragraphs (2) and (3)
and inserting the following:

““(2) PURPOSES.—Grants under this subsection
shall be made to pay for activities necessary for
the development and implementation of a com-
prehensive conservation and management plan
under this section.

““(3) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of a
grant to any person (including a State, inter-
state, or regional agency or entity) under this
subsection for a fiscal year—

“(A) shall not exceed—

‘(i) 75 percent of the annual aggregate costs
of the development of a comprehensive conserva-
tion and management plan; and

““(ii) 50 percent of the annual aggregate costs
of the implementation of the plan; and

““(B) shall be made on condition that the non-
Federal share of the costs are provided from
non-Federal sources.””.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec-
tion 320(i) of the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act (33 U.S.C. 1330(i)) is amended by strik-
ing ““$12,000,000 per fiscal year for each of fiscal
years 1987, 1988, 1989, 1990, and 1991 and in-
serting ““$50,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2000
through 2004"".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. HORN) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. BOR-
sK1) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. HORN).

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

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1237, introduced by
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SAXTON), reauthorizes and improves
the National Estuary Program, a
broadly supported, nonregulatory ap-
proach to estuary conservation and
management.
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Under the current National Estuary
Program, the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, EPA, provides assistance
to States, local governments, and other
interested parties to form a manage-
ment conference for an estuary of na-
tional significance and to develop a
long-term management plan for that
estuary.

A total of 28 estuaries are currently
in the National Estuary Program,
known as NEP, and an estimated $50
billion will be needed to restore and to
protect them. The majority of the estu-
aries in the program have already de-
veloped their long-term management
plans and are now trying to implement
them.

Unfortunately, the Clean Water Act,
section 320, only allows Federal assist-
ance for development of these plans
and not for implementation. Passage of
H.R. 1237 would authorize the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to provide
assistance for management plan imple-
mentation as well as development.

This bill is important for taking the
next step to restore and protect our
Nation’s estuaries which provide im-
portant environmental and economic
benefits to the entire Nation.

I thank the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure and the Sub-
committee on Water Resources and En-
vironment, on which | serve, and their
bipartisan leadership on both the full
committee and the subcommittee.
They deserve our thanks for their as-
sistance in bringing this bill to the
floor for action.

Mr. Speaker, | strongly support the
passage of H.R. 1237, and | urge my col-
leagues to do the same.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support
of H.R. 1237, to amend and reauthorize
the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy’s National Estuary Program.

Estuaries and coastal environments
are precious natural resources that
need to be restored and protected. They
provide essential habitat for numerous
fish and wildlife especially suited for
life at the shore. In addition, estuaries
provide important recreation areas,
transportation linkages, and sources of
residential and industrial water sup-
plies vital to the needs of this country.

Recognizing the importance of estu-
ary areas, in 1987 Congress amended
the Clean Water Act to establish the
National Estuary Program to promote
comprehensive planning for long-term
protection of our Nation’s estuaries.
This program authorized funding for
the development of Comprehensive
Conservation and Management Plans
for estuaries of national significance.

Currently, 28 estuaries have been in-
corporated into the National Estuary
Program. Of this number, 21 have com-
pleted the developments of their
CCMPs and have begun implementa-
tion of the conservation plans. Funding
for implementation has been provided
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predominantly by State and local orga-
nizations. Only limited Federal funds
have been provided through the annual
appropriation process since 1998.

Mr. Speaker, the legislation under
consideration today would amend the
National Estuary Program to specifi-
cally authorize Federal funds for use in
implementation of the CCMPs. H.R.
1237 would reauthorize the NEP
through fiscal year 2004, and raise the
authorization level to $50 million per
year to ensure that greater funding is
available for implementation of the
management plans.

In addition, H.R. 1237, as amended by
the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure, would authorize two ad-
ditions to the list of estuaries eligible
for priority consideration under the
NEP. This would permit the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency to begin the process of devel-
oping CCMPs for the Mississippi Sound
and the Lake Pontchartrain Basin. |
want to commend our committee col-
leagues, the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. TAYLOR), the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. VITTER) and the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. JEF-
FERSON) for their work on this issue.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Chair-
man SHUSTER) and the gentleman from
New York (Chairman BOEHLERT) for
their willingness to address the issue of
treatment works as defined by the
Clean Water Act and the application of
section 513.

Mr. Speaker, | support the bill and
urge its approval.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, | thank the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. BORSKI). He
has always been constructive and he
has done a great job as the ranking
member on the Subcommittee on
Water Resources and Environment.
And | certainly thank the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the
ranking member of the full committee,
and | think we all thank the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER) and
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
BOEHLERT) for their very precise and
hard-fought efforts for this very worth-
while legislation.

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

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, | rise today as a co-
sponsor of H.R. 1237. This bipartisan bill has
great benefits to the people in my home State
and | urge my colleagues to support it. H.R.
1237 reauthorizes the National Estuary Pro-
gram, or NEP, which in turn provides des-
perately needed grants to improve the habitat,
water quality and diverse plant and wildlife
that depend on our Nation’s estuaries.

In Oregon, the NEP has included the Lower
Columbia River Estuary. Because of the NEP;
the citizens businesses and governments of
Oregon have been able to focus on the 146
miles of tidally influenced waters below the
Bonneville Dam. The NEP requires the estu-
aries to create a management plan. The Co-
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lumbia River plan defines specific actions for
habitat, land use, and conventional and toxic
pollutants. This common sense measure will
serve fish and wildlife habitat and water gquality
in three important ways: prevention of further
loss, protection and enhancement of existing
resources, and restoration where damage has
already occurred.

Mr. Speaker, one-in-six jobs in Oregon de-
pends on the Columbia River. This magnifi-
cent river is home to many diverse animals
and plants. In the Northwest we are faced with
the challenge in ensuring that several of these
species of plants and animals do not go ex-
tinct. Furthermore, in many of these resource-
based communities, it is additionally chal-
lenging to ensure that the economies are de-
veloped and have a voice in the protection of
their estuary.

With participation in the NEP, the Lower Co-
lumbia River Estuary Program has analyzed
the problems with the estuary and has devel-
oped recommendations for dealing with them.
Whether it is preserving the biological integrity
of the estuary, mitigating the impacts of
human activity and growth, controlling the en-
trance of conventional and toxic pollutants or
engaging in public awareness, the NEP as-
sists Oregon and other communities like it
around the Nation.

| urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting H.R. 1237.

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, | would like to
thank Chairman SHUSTER and the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure for their
hard work and dedication to the National Estu-
ary Program (NEP) and their support of reau-
thorization of H.R. 1237 with the requested
amount of funding. H.R. 1237, which | intro-
duced, will reauthorize the NEP at $50 million
annually for FY 2000 through FY 2004 and
allow Federal funds to be used for implemen-
tation, in addition to development of Com-
prehensive Conservation and Management
Plans (CCMPs.)

Congress recognized the importance of pre-
serving and enhancing coastal environments
with the establishment of the National Estuary
Program, as section 320 of the Clean Water
Act Amendments of 1987. This popular pro-
gram has not been authorized since 1991, but
appropriately continues to be funded. The
NEP’s purpose is to facilitate state and local
governments’ preparation of “Comprehensive
Conservation and Management Plans”
(CCMPs) for threatened and impaired estu-
aries.

In support of this effort, section 320 author-
izes the EPA to make grants to States to de-
velop CCMPs for 30 designated estuaries
across the country. While the NEP has been
successful in developing these CCMPs (20 of
which have been completed), the law does not
authorize appropriations for implementation of
the CCMPs—a deficiency which threatens to
slow our progress in restoring these estuaries.

My own State of New Jersey has three ap-
proved sites in the NEP, one of which, Bar-
negat Bay, lies primarily within my District.
The Barnegat Bay watershed drains from a
land area of approximately 550 square miles.

Over 450,000 people live within the Bar-
negat Bay watershed. That population doubles
in the summer as people flock to the shore.
The continued economic health of the Bar-
negat Bay watershed is dependent on the
continued health and natural beauty of its wa-
ters. The Barnegat Bay Estuary is not only a
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vital component of New Jersey’s tourist indus-
try, but is an important natural resource that
supports populations of commercially and
recreationally significant fish and rare and en-
dangered species.

Non-point source pollution, while diffuse, is
cumulatively the most important issue in ad-
dressing adverse impacts on water quality and
the health of living resources in the Bay. The
contaminants found in rain and snowmelt, as
well as groundwater, contribute to non-point
source pollution. The Final Comprehensive
and Conservation Management Plan for Bar-
negat Bay will be available to the public in
May 2000 for public review. But without the
additional funding for this program, as well as
explicitly permitting the NEPs to use Federal
funds for implementation of their programs,
the Federal government would have absolved
itself of responsibility as a partner with the
states in protecting and enhancing the Na-
tion’s most endangered habitats.

Therefore, | would like to thank my col-
leagues for supporting this important bill and
protecting our Nation’s natural resources for
future generations.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of H.R. 1237, the National Estuary Pro-
gram (NEP) Reauthorization. In 1987, the Na-
tional Estuary Program was established to
promote protection and restoration of the
health of estuaries and their living resources.
This program has made a profound difference
nationally. This program has been tremen-
dously important to the restoration of Gal-
veston Bay which borders my district in Texas.

In 1995, the Galveston Bay Estuary Pro-
gram (GBEP) received approval for its Com-
prehensive Conservation and Management
Plan (CCMP) to improve water quality and en-
hance living resources. Galveston Bay's wa-
tershed lies in one of the most heavily industri-
alized and most heavily populated regions in
the United States. Wastewater discharges
from communities and industries in Galveston
Bay account fully for half of Texas' total
wastewater discharges every year. Since
some pollution entering the Houston Ship
Channel comes from industrial businesses lo-
cated along or near the Channel, GBEP
worked with the Texas Natural Resource Con-
servation Commission to decrease the amount
of pollution through source reduction and
waste minimization technigues. Together they
developed one of the largest voluntary preven-
tion programs in the country. Under this pro-
gram, businesses located along or near the
Channel are selected to voluntarily participate
in environmental training and to submit to pol-
lution prevention audits. Lessons learned from
GBEP’s voluntary program have been incor-
porated into the State’s Clean Texas 2000
program.

GBEP has funded the Galveston Bay Foun-
dation (GBF) Volunteer Water Quality Moni-
toring Program to not only monitor water qual-
ity but also recruit and train volunteers, obtain
and distribute monitoring supplies and equip-
ment. GBEP has also developed the Gal-
veston Bay Information Center Project, a vital
project to preserve long-term access to Gal-
veston Bay research and information to pre-
vent losses of data and information had oc-
curred in the Bay'’s history.

Additionally, Mr. Speaker, the National Estu-
ary Program has been instrumental in pre-
serving and protecting America’s treasured
bays and estuaries including Galveston Bay.
This legislation should be adopted.
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| challenge my colleagues who support re-
authorization of this vital program to take the
next step to protect the almost 40 percent of
our Nation’'s estuary waters under threat. |
urge you to sign on as sponsors of H.R. 1775,
the Estuary Habitat Restoration Act of 1999.
To date, this legislation, which Representative
GILCHREST of Maryland introduced last May
along with myself and many others now has
121 cosponsors. The legislation would provide
dedicated Federal funds to habitat restoration
for estuaries like Galveston Bay. Moreover,
H.R. 1775 would enhance the work of the Na-
tional Estuary Program by developing new
ways to optimize the numerous existing Fed-
eral restoration programs. It also promotes
voluntary community estuary restoration efforts
and the establishment of public-private part-
nerships to work with community-based orga-
nizations and local governments to protect es-
tuaries.

| urge my colleagues to support H.R. 1237
and reauthorize this vital national program for
another five years. We must strive to promote
efforts on the local level to develop and imple-
ment long-term estuary conservation and man-
agement plans.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1237,
introduced by Representative JiIM SAXTON,
would reauthorize and improve the National
Estuary Program, a broadly supported, com-
prehensive approach to estuary conservation
and management.

| want to thank the Transportation and Infra-
structure Committee Chairman BUD SHUSTER,
Ranking Democratic Members Representative
JiM OBERSTAR, and BOB BORskI, the Water
Resources and Environment Subcommittee
Ranking Democratic Member, for their leader-
ship and assistance.

Under the current National Estuary Pro-
gram, EPA provides assistance to State, local
governments, and other interested parties to
form a management conference for an estuary
of national significance, and develop a com-
prehensive conservation and management
plan for that estuary.

Of the 28 estuaries currently in the National
Estuary Program, 21 have finished this plan-
ning process and are now trying to implement
their management plans.

Unfortunately, section 320 only allows Fed-
eral assistance for development of these
plans, and not for implementation.

Passage of H.R. 1237 would authorize EPA
to provide assistance for management plan
implementation, as well as development.

This bill will help protect and restore our Na-
tion's estuaries—those natural resource treas-
ures that are constantly under siege, yet con-
tinue to provide invaluable environmental and
economic benefits to the entire Nation.

| strongly support passage of H.R. 1237 and
urge my colleagues to do the same.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
HORN) that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill, H.R. 1237, as amend-
ed.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
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the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Edwin
Thomas, one of his secretaries.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, | ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and to
include extraneous material on H.R.
1237, the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING
NECESSITY TO EXPEDITE SET-
TLEMENT PROCESS FOR DIS-
CRIMINATION CLAIMS AGAINST
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
BROUGHT BY AFRICAN-AMER-
ICAN FARMERS

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, | move
to suspend the rules and agree to the
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 296)
expressing the sense of the Congress re-
garding the necessity to expedite the
settlement process for discrimination
claims against the Department of Agri-
culture brought by African-American
farmers.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CON. RES. 296

Whereas the Secretary of Agriculture has
conceded that the Department of Agriculture
and agents of the Department discriminated
against certain African-American farmers
during the period from 1981 through 1996 in
the delivery of Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion and disaster assistance programs;

Whereas, to permit the resolution of com-
plaints that were filed by these farmers be-
fore July 1, 1997, but not responded to by the
Department of Agriculture in a timely man-
ner, section 741 of the Agriculture, Rural De-
velopment, Food and Drug Administration,
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act,
1999 (112 Stat. 2681-30; 7 U.S.C. 2279 note; as
contained in section 101(a) of division A of
Public Law 105-277), waived relevant statutes
of limitation that prevented the adjudica-
tion of these complaints;

Whereas, on April 14, 1999, United States
District Judge Paul Friedman issued a final
opinion and order that finalized class action
lawsuits filed by African-American farmers;

Whereas the farmers were ordered to file
claims to determine their eligibility for the
settlement ordered by the court;

Whereas the court has set and the Sec-
retary of Agriculture has entered into a final
settlement consent decree that has become
the order of the court;

Whereas, once a claimant is deemed to be
a member of the class and has proven dis-
crimination, the claimant is entitled to the
settlement set forth by the consent decree;
and

Whereas the large volume of claims filed as
ordered by the court have severely delayed
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the settlement process as defined by the con-
sent decree: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That it is the sense of
Congress that the Secretary of Agriculture,
the Attorney General, and the adjudicator
and facilitator named in the consent decree
should strictly follow the consent decree,
commit the resources necessary to expedite
the settlement process, and ensure that set-
tlements are reached in an expeditious man-
ner.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON) and the gentleman
from Mississippi (Mr. THOMPSON) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON).
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H. Con. Res. 296.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Arkansas (Mr. DICKEY) be allowed
to control the time allotted to the ma-
jority.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Arkansas (Mr. DICKEY).

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this is an issue involv-
ing the plight of the black farmers and
their efforts to get reparations in their
farming activities from the Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

| started this project in 1993 when, at
the time | started getting complaints,
it was my first year in office, and |
started getting complaints from black
farmers to such a degree that | said we
must have some type of public hearing
for this. | asked then-Secretary of Ag-
riculture Mike Espy to come to Pine
Bluff, Arkansas and hold a black farm-
ers seminar. That was held.

Mikes were set up all over the audi-
torium, and story after story after
story came to us of the plight of the
black farmers and how they had been
discriminated against. It was such a
big task at that time that we fell back
to handling it case by case in what we
call casework.

Since then, | had gone to five, six,
seven different meetings of the black
farmers in three different cities. | have
listened to what they have had to say,
and | have tried to bring their concerns
up here to Washington.

It was not, though, until the lawsuit
called Pigford versus Glickman that
brought about progress. But then, in
the meeting of January 8 of this year,
a particular person stood up. We had
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another meeting. The mikes were still
there. 1 was the only elected official
present. One black farmer stood up. He
was bawling. He was maybe 70 years
old, 75, and he said, ‘““Mr. Dickey, I
want you to know something. | wanted
you to know how difficult it is to even
hold out hope.” He said, ‘“We have
fought. We have tried to be in the
farming industry for years and years
and years. We have had our problems;
there is no question about that. But we
have also seen that we have been
stopped from getting the full benefits
from our government through the
USDA.

“We then were told that we could
bring this lawsuit, and we signed up,
assigning some hope to it, only to find
out that, once the lawsuit was won,
that we are now facing the same people
who used to discriminate against us in
the first place to administer the law-
suit.” He said, “It is just hard some-
times to get your hopes up.”’

I am seeing today that this concur-
rent resolution is answering the call of
this man. It is saying that the legisla-
tive branch is coming out in agreement
that the court decree needs to be fol-
lowed, it needs to be followed quickly.
We do not need to have any further
reasons for a delay. Some of the rea-
sons for delay now are that the USDA
and the structure that is set in the ad-
ministration, the structure that is set
up to try to help the black farmers
have, in fact, added another layer, and
that is an investigation by the FBI.

What has occurred in response to this
man who stood up and said it is hard to
keep hope, what has occurred is the
presumption has gone from all of the
claims are proper, maybe some are not,
to the presumption that all the claims
were not proper and maybe some are.
The delays are unbelievable.

I have been asked by the USDA to go
over and talk to the people who are
making the investigations to tell them
how important it is. | got to stand be-
fore them and hear their stories. They
had planned for some 3,000 petitions,
and they got almost 20,000 petitions.

This is the sort of thing that was sup-
posed to be handled by the court de-
cree. Liquidated damages were given to
each farmer who attempted or did farm
and was discriminated against. It was
supposed to be liquidated damages,
which means there is not any proof
needed except to prove the existence of
the farming intent or the presence.

They have gone through delay after
delay after delay after delay. Now we
come to the concurrent resolution,
which may not be the strongest thing
that we could do, but, timewise, we
thought it was the best. The gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. WATTS) and | have
looked at this thing and said this is
probably the best.

Now, that man who stood there on
January 8 and said what he had to say
is, again, seeing a frustration, and that
is that people who should be helping
are now objecting to this concurrent
resolution.
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I have instructed my office to con-
tact every member of the Black Cau-
cus. We have the name, the telephone
number, the time we called. Every of-
fice has been contacted, asking them,
can you support this. If not, what do
you have as an alternative?

I believe, as they have stated before,
that they are going to object to this
resolution because it has some polit-
ical overtones, or because it might not
be as strong as it could be. Well, I am
going to have to go back to that gen-
tleman who stood up and said we have
got even further delays. Rather than
having a stamp of approval on the ac-
tions of the court as directed to the ad-
ministration, we are going to have a
defeat, if it happens, of our effort to
try to get support.

I want my colleagues to know that
the black farmers at home are in com-
plete agreement with what | am saying
here today. There has been some con-
troversy, but the controversy has been
created outside of the black farmers.
They know who has been there. They
know who is assigned the staff. They
know who has been trying to help.

This is a press release that they
issued Saturday. ‘“The Executive Direc-
tor of the Arkansas Chapter of Black
Farmers and Agriculturalists Associa-
tion today are calling for all Members
of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives to support the black farm-
ers resolution,” H. Con. Res. 296, “‘in-
troduced by Congressman J.C. WATTS
and Congressman JAY DICKEY.”’

“Those of us who are affected by
Pigford v. Glickman believe that the
resolution will get us closer to our goal
of getting all rightful claims approved
and paid. ‘Some may say that Con-
gressman DICKEY is presenting this leg-
islation to save himself, but for us, he
has already proven himself to be will-
ing to be a true representative for the
people in his district,” said Fernando
Burkett. ‘We want to commend Con-
gressman JAY DICKEY for this effort
and we challenge Arkansas’ other rep-
resentatives to show their support by
signing onto this legislation. This chal-
lenge is also extended to all other
Members of Congress who say that
they are concerned about the plight of
the black farmer.”

“The Arkansas Chapter will not
allow our efforts to be politicized in
this election year. We are asking for,
and it is critical that we receive bipar-
tisan sponsorship on this issue across
America. Those who would object and
condemn those who are trying to help
us have not to this day offered an al-
ternative to Congressman DICKEY’S
Concurrent Resolution. We have no
choice but to support those who are
trying to help us. Even though some
may say the help is small, it is better
than no help at all!”’ said Burkett. “To
us the issue is not Democrat or Repub-
lican. The real issue is who is doing,
who is helping, who is fighting for what
is right!”’

So we have placed before the black
farmers another obstacle, and that is
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that there might be some political rea-
sons for the efforts that are being done.
But the black farmers know and they
have asked me to concoct all the
things that | have done.

They know what is on this list. They
know | worked to get the statute of
limitations extended so that the farm-
ers would not be precluded from asking
for their help. They know that | have
aggressively sought after and sought
after protecting their rights through
casework and through solicitations up
here. They know that | have supported
an increase of $10 million for section
2501. It provides small farmers assist-
ance in filing these claims.

They know that | have met with the
Secretary of Agriculture, I have met
with the monitor, | have met with the
litigators, | have met with all of the
people that are involved in this sort of
thing. So they know that, and that is
why this particular endorsement is so
significant.

I would wish those people who want
to curse the darkness and not light a
candle would come talk to our farmers
in Arkansas and find out how they feel.
I think it is all over the Nation. We
must pursue this. We must pass this so
that they can keep going.

Now my colleagues may say, well,
what difference does it make? | am on
the Committee on Appropriations, and
I have pledged to the black farmers
that, if | can get the support of the
Members of Congress up here, if | can,
that | will go and try to get increased
funds for the investigation of these
claims so that we can hurry them up.

At one point, it was stated that there
was not enough time, that the money
was too scarce, and that the budget
was in jeopardy; and that is the reason
why they had to slow down.

I went over and said that | would
pledge whatever | could to do that.
This is how critical it is, if we had this
vote, and this concurrent resolution in
support of the black farmers is, in fact,
defeated, then | do not know how we
can go and ask for additional appro-
priations. All we can do then is just
wait for the members of the Black Cau-
cus to give us an alternative or the
members of the Democratic Party.

Our farmers just this Saturday went
to visit a representative of the Black
Caucus who came to Arkansas. They
thought he is going to come, we are
going to have bipartisan support,
which we have been trying to get all
this time, and he is going to help. It
turned out that that was not the case,
that he came and asked them to do
some political chores that they said
they could not do at this time. So
there is hope dashed again for the
black farmers.

I just hope, Mr. Speaker, that today
we would honor the intent of the court
decree, we will honor the effort of these
farmers who have, all these years, tried
to stay in the profession, tried to stay
in farming, and have been, by court
order, found to be discriminated
against.
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We ask, through this resolution, the
administration to please comply with
the court order expeditiously so that
we can, in fact, bring this to a close
and solve the problems that have ex-
isted for all these years for the black
farmers.

One other thought that | want to
state, this is not the only discrimina-
tion that exists. If people think that
we can just abandon this whole idea
once we pay the $50,000 to those people
who are worthy of it, abandon the idea
that there is no more discrimination,
that is not the case. There still is.
These black farmers still need a listen-
ing ear. They need somebody who will
listen and will react. That is another
reason why | say vote for the concur-
rent resolution.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the time allocated to the
gentleman from  Mississippi (Mr.
THoMPSON) will be controlled by the
gentlewoman from the District of Co-
lumbia (Ms. NORTON).

There was no objection.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the plane of the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. THOMP-
SON) is late, and | am pleased to man-
age on my side and in his absence.

Mr. Speaker, | want to express some
concerns regarding this resolution. H.
Con. Res. 296 is offered by the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. DICKEY)
and the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
WATTS), which attempts to express the
sense of this Congress regarding their
urgency to expedite the settlement
process for the Pigford Black Farmer
class action suit that has been filed
against the Federal government. No
one can disagree with the essential
concept of this resolution when more
than 9,000 claims remain unresolved.

In any event, Mr. Speaker, when all
the claims are settled in accordance
with the Pigford consent decree, an es-
timated $2 billion will be expended to
redress past discrimination in agricul-
tural lending and program benefits.
But outreach and technical assistance
funding for future needs will remain in-
adequate.

I do want to indicate that this con-
sent decree is the result of a bill that
was introduced by the gentlewoman
from North Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON),
who also cannot be here; and that were
it not for the Congressional Black Cau-
cus, this consent decree could not have
gotten through. It was the energy and
the determination of the Congressional
Black Caucus that made that consent
decree possible. It was the Congres-
sional Black Caucus that got the time
extended so that these farmers could,
indeed, file for these claims, if there is
any dispute about what members of the
Caucus have done.

Regardless of what we do or say in
this resolution, it is questionable
whether USDA, Justice or the monitor
can legally expedite the settlement
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process where denials can be over-
turned due to rushed or inadequate de-
cisions.

Although | do have some apprecia-
tion for the concept between H. Con.
Res. 296, we question the sincerity of
the efforts to help keep African Amer-
ican farmers on their land as well as to
help them remain competitive in pro-
duction agriculture.

Mr. Speaker, all of us who are famil-
iar with production agriculture under
the current economic conditions of low
commodity prices recognize that farm-
ers need to modernize operations in
order to make a profit. Most of our
farmers cannot afford to modernize
without having an extension of credit.

The extension of credit was a major
issue in the Pigford class action suit.
Under the factual background section
of the Pigford’s court’s opinion, Judge
Freidman said, “‘It is of utmost impor-
tance that credit and benefit applica-
tions be processed quickly, or the farm-
ers will lose all or most of the antici-
pated income for the entire year.” Fur-
ther, Judge Friedman said that ‘it
does a farmer no good to receive a loan
to buy seeds after the planting season
is past.”

In the Pigford class action, there was
sufficient facts to support a finding
that Federal employees discriminated
against African American farmers
when they denied, delayed, or other-
wise frustrated the loan applications of
those farmers.
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Therefore, it is clear that the even-
handed extension of agricultural credit
is the main issue that this resolution
should address.

Nevertheless, Mr. Speaker, none of
the language in H. Con. Res. 296 makes
a specific reference to discrimination
in the agricultural lending process;
therefore, it cannot express the sense
of Congress regarding the expedited
settlement of this class action suit.

The Commodity Credit Corporation
and disaster assistance program lan-
guage of paragraph two of this resolu-
tion should not be linked to credit in a
meaningful way to adequately express
Congress’ resolve to alleviate lending
discrimination that affects farmers.

Mr. Speaker, if this Congress really
wants to help African American farm-
ers stay on their land and be produc-
tive, we should fully fund section 2501,
the outreach and technical assistance
program for minority and limited re-
source farmers and ranchers. This pro-
gram provides assistance with loan ap-
plications and farm implementation
plans so that these African American
farmers can effectively demonstrate
their ability to handle cash flow if they
receive a loan from USDA’s Farm Serv-
ice Agency.

My colleague, the gentleman from
Arkansas (Mr. DICKEY), is a sponsor of
this resolution. The gentleman from
Arkansas is a member of the House
Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural
Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and Related Agencies of the
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Committee on Appropriations that
funds the section 2501 program. It
would be interesting to know whether
the gentleman from Arkansas would
support the full funding of this pro-
gram in an effort to provide some real
meaning to this resolution. | urge my
colleagues to oppose this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, | yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Mississippi (Mr. THOMPSON).

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, let me from the outset asso-
ciate myself with my colleague’s com-
ments in opposition to this sense of
Congress resolution.

This sense of Congress resolution
produces a cruel hoax on African Amer-
ican farmers in this country. Those of
us who have labored very diligently
trying to get relief, to no avail under
the last two Congresses, really got to
the point of having to go to court rath-
er than an administrative remedy. But
as | look at House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 296, it provides no relief, no direc-
tion, nothing other than some comfort
or cover for Members of Congress when
they have not done the representative
acts that they should in their respec-
tive districts.

The 2501 program, which was a pro-
gram specifically designed for outreach
for African American farmers, lan-
guishes in the administration’s budget
and it is constantly opposed by mem-
bers of the other side on the Sub-
committee on Agriculture, Rural De-
velopment, Food and Drug Administra-
tion, and Related Agencies of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. | challenge
the supporters of this amendment to
provide the necessary monies so that
outreach and other things can be com-
plemented rather than curtailed.

If we look at the Department of Agri-
culture and its historic discrimination
against African American farmers, this
sense of Congress resolution addresses
none of those past discriminations. The
last plantation is still the last planta-
tion. Employees of the Department of
Agriculture continue to pose a problem
for many borrowers of color. This reso-
lution is a hollow effort to try to cor-
rect some political missteps made by
my colleague from Arkansas. This is
not the way to do it. The way to do it
is to provide in appropriation language
monies necessary to assist these black
farmers who have proven the historic
discrimination.

In addition to this, John Boyd, Presi-
dent of the National Black Farmers
Union, said that should kill this resolu-
tion. It did not and will not do any-
thing for African American farmers.

Mr. Speaker, the other issue that |
want to bring before my colleagues
today is the notion that the Congres-
sional Black Caucus labored long and
hard trying to get support from this
body on behalf of African American
farmers. It was only with the help of
the President and some Members on
the Republican side, not the sponsors
of this sense of Congress resolution
that we were able to get language in-
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serted in the last two appropriation
bills allowing for lawsuits to be
brought on behalf of black farmers. It
was only because we were able to get
the language inserted that we were
able to bring suit and the farmers,
through the help of Judge Friedman,
received some support.

But it is still very difficult, Mr.
Speaker. Sure, there are problems asso-
ciated with the lawsuit, but it is be-
cause of a cumbersome government, a
government that continues to only
work for those who have when it should
work for those who have not. This
sense of Congress resolution does not
get at the heart of the problem at the
Department of Agriculture. We still
have 14,000 employees who work for the
Department of Agriculture who are
paid by Federal dollars yet they are
not Federal employees.

We have three personnel systems op-
erating within the Department of Agri-
culture. So, clearly, we have a problem
with the Department of Agriculture
that no sense of Congress resolution
can correct. We need legislation mak-
ing sure that all the employees who
work for the Department of Agri-
culture are, in fact, in one personnel
system, unlike the three personnel sys-
tems that we have now.

We also need legislation, Mr. Speak-
er, that will also look at the discrimi-
nation that has gone on historically.
We need to fully fund the civil rights
division of the Department of Agri-
culture. As my colleagues know, this
division was dismantled for a number
of years and it was only because the
Congressional Black Caucus fought
that we did put monies back into the
Department of Civil Rights in the De-
partment of Agriculture.

There are a number of other prob-
lems associated with this resolution,
Mr. Speaker. It is called too little, too
late. It cannot be decided, after people
have lost their land, some have even,
because of stress associated with land
loss, died, now provide a sense of Con-
gress resolution that is really a Band-
Aid on a cancer. What we need is com-
prehensive legislation to address the
black land loss issues in this country,
to look at the systemic discrimination
continuing to exist in the Department
of Agriculture, and the full funding of
the outreach programs necessary for
African American farmers in this coun-
try to be viable.

So, Mr. Speaker, this is not in the
best interest of African American
farmers. All of us are interested in
making sure that all Americans benefit
from the goodness of this country, but
to now decide at this late juncture,
when the gates are open, when all the
livestock has been gone, the land is
sold, to decide to come here with a
sense of Congress resolution is not
where we should be.

I challenge my colleagues who are
supporting this sense of Congress reso-
lution to help join the Congressional
Black Caucus in fashioning comprehen-
sive legislation that will really provide
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long-term relief for the African Amer-
ican farmers in this country and not a
Band-Aid just to get by this election
cycle.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | have no
further requests for time, and | yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Speaker, | under-
stand | have 8% minutes remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The gentleman is correct.

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

I want to say quickly that | agree
with what the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. THOMPSON) says to a very
large degree. I have been involved in
this, as | said, since 1993. | have heard
the complaints straight on. | have not
known how to handle them. It has been
only since 1995 that | have been on the
Committee on Appropriations.

I will say that | have voted for every-
thing they have mentioned. | voted for
2501, | voted for the statute of limita-
tions, | voted for every other measure
in the appropriations subcommittee,
every one, and not one time has any
member of the Black Caucus come to
my office and asked me to help in any
way.

I want my colleagues all to know
that | am available. If it is necessary
for me to come to the Black Caucus,
like | have tried to do on this resolu-
tion to ask my colleagues to help on
this, 1 will come. We have to find a so-
lution.

My problem is it looks like there is
some kind of qualification as to who
can help the black farmers in the
minds of the opposition to this and who
cannot. | understand that | am a Re-
publican and | am a white person, but
I am also concerned and | have been ac-
tive, as this list shows, in trying to be
an advocate for the black farmers in
their dilemma.

I have said before, and | will say it
again, that it is not something that we
can say we are going to handle just
with this lawsuit and settling it. We
have to move forward and get complete
cooperation. I want to find a way. |
waited a long time before filing this
resolution. | was waiting for the Black
Caucus or anybody else who is inter-
ested, any Member of the Democrat or
Republican Party to come forward with
some kind of idea. No idea has come
forward. So we are now cursing the
darkness again and not lighting the
candle.

I will pledge my time, my energy,
and my position on the Subcommittee
on Agriculture, Rural Development,
Food and Drug Administration, and
Related Agencies of the Committee on
Appropriations to push as hard as |
can, no matter what the results of this
might be, for the black farmers.

I want to answer the question about
political missteps. The gentleman from
Mississippi (Mr. THOMPSON) said | have
made political missteps. That is only
in his eyes. | will read again from the
Black Farmers and Agriculturalists
Association release. These are the peo-
ple | spoke before. | spoke for about 45
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minutes. | stayed there after that and
took casework and everything else.
There was not a problem then. But,
again, for some reason, somehow the
fact | would make statements to the
people who | was closest to, and who
they were the closest to as far as an
elected official, it has been called a po-
litical misstep.

““The Executive Director of the Ar-
kansas Chapter Black Farmers & Agri-
culture Association today are calling
for all Members of the United States
House of Representatives to support
the black farmers resolution intro-
duced by Congressman J.C. WATTS and
Congressman JAY DICKEY.

“Those of us who are affected by
Pigford v. Glickman believe the resolu-
tion will get us closer to our goal of
getting all rightful claims approved
and paid. ‘Some may say Congressman
DICKEY is presenting this legislation to
save himself, but for us, he has already
proven himself to be willing to be a
true representative for the people in
his district,” said Fernando Burkett.
‘We want to commend Congressman
DickeY for this effort and we challenge
Arkansas’ other representatives to
show their support by signing onto this
legislation. This challenge is also ex-
tended to all other Members of Con-
gress who say that they are concerned
about the plight of the black farmer.”

“The Arkansas Chapter will not
allow our efforts to be politicized in
this election year. We are asking for
and it is critical that we receive bipar-
tisan sponsorship on this issue across
America. Those who would object and
condemn those who are trying to help
us have not to this day offered an al-
ternative to Congressman DICKEY’s res-
olution. We have no choice but to sup-
port those who are trying to help us.
‘Even though some may say the help is
small, it is better than no help at all,’
says Burkett. ‘To us the issue is not
Republican or Democrat. The real issue
is who is doing, who is helping, who is
fighting for what is right.””’

And what this statement says, |
would say to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. THOMPSON), is that these
people are recognizing that the person
who is standing up for them is doing it
for what is right, not because it is po-
litical. There is no political gain in
this from the standpoint of trying to
get help for the black farmers, for me
or for anybody else at this point, be-
cause it is beyond politics. It is that se-
rious a problem.
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And | pledge, | ask for help. I would
like for my colleague to communicate.
I have asked him to support this. He
said he did not know about the resolu-
tion. | tried to get a copy to him. When
I talked to him at the airport, he said
he had not read it yet.

As far as John Boyd is concerned, he
is a member of another organization.
He is not involved. He has never been
to any of the five or six meetings that
| have been to. He has never seen what
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it is like in Arkansas. He does not
know what motivates me to try to
help.

E?/en though John Boyd has been in
my office, we have had our picture
taken together, he asked me for a favor
even, and | did it because we had some-
thing in common. John Boyd does not
have a problem with me or he would
not have come to my office, he would
not have had his picture made with me.
We have talked about it because we
have something in common.

So what is the deal? Why are we
going to let this become a public record
where we have rejected the pleas of the
black farmers? As stated by this letter,
we rejected their plea for help that
someone please and come and help
them, no matter what it might be to
support those who are trying to help
us. It is better than no help at all.

All they see and all they hear in this
effort on behalf of the Black Caucus
and other people is that this is just one
more reason for them to hear the word
“no.”” “*No.” ““No.”” ““‘No.”

What we can do is if we can work to-
gether, we can work through the appro-
priations process through the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and everybody
else, we can work through all of those
if we will just get together.

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

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to reclaim the time
remaining and to yield such time as
she may consume to the gentlewoman
from North Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON).

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Without objection, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) reclaims her time and
yields to the gentlewoman from North
Carolina.

There was no objection.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentlewoman from the Dis-
trict of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution ex-
presses the sense of Congress regarding
it necessary to expedite the settlement
process for discrimination claims
against USDA brought by black farm-
ers.

This resolution is well intended.
However, much more needs to be done.

Mr. Speaker, in 1997, following four
decades of systemic discrimination at
USDA, black farmers from throughout
the Nation consolidated their claims of
discrimination into one class action
lawsuit. In that lawsuit, Pigford v.
Glickman, the lead plaintiff was from
my congressional district.

On January 5, 1999, the plaintiff en-
tered into a 5-year consent decree with
USDA. The Court approved the settle-
ment on April 14, 1999.

Since that time, we have had reason
to be hopeful and reason to be fearful.
We are hopeful because, after months
and months of discussion and negotia-
tions, the name plaintiff’s case, Mr.
Pigford’s, has been settled.

Yet we are fearful, because more
than a year after the Court approved
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the settlement, thousands of cases
have not yet been adjudicated.

That fact alone makes this resolu-
tion somewhat useful. We are hopeful
because more than 8,000 cases have
been upheld by the adjudicator. Yet, we
are fearful because almost 40 percent of
the cases have been denied.

We are hopeful because more than
$200 million has been paid to claimants.
Yet, we are fearful because only a little
more than 4,000 claimants have been
paid thus far.

Indeed, USDA, in its April 2000 re-
port, Commitment to Progress, ac-
knowledged that there has been some
difficulty in coordinating payments
and that, in some cases, payments have
been delayed.

We are hopeful because the adjudi-
cator has identified more than 2,000
loans for cancellation. Yet, we are fear-
ful because, to date, less than 150 of
those loans have actually been can-
celed although promised. We are fear-
ful because only three of Track B
claims, the major claims, have been
tried.

At this point, Mr. Speaker, | would
have to say that our fear outweighs our
hope. It greatly concerns me, and it
should greatly concern each of us as
well that in my home State of North
Carolina, much like every State where
farming is a way of life, there has been
a 64 percent decline in minority farm-
ers in just over 15 years, from 6,996 in
1978 to 2,498 farms in 1992.

Black farmers are declining at three
times the rate of white farmers.

There are several reasons why the
number of black farmers are declining
so rapidly. But the one that has been
documented time and time again is the
discriminatory environment present in
the Department of Agriculture, the
very agent established to accommodate
and assist the special needs of farmers.

The plight of the black farmer in
America is a plight that has been
fueled by the sting of discrimination.
Once land is lost, it is very, very dif-
ficult to recover. And land has been
lost by black farmers and black fami-
lies.

Mr. Speaker, it is difficult enough for
small farmers to eke out an existence
in this time of inclement weather, eco-
nomic downturns, and big farm take-
overs. This difficult situation should
not be made more difficult by discrimi-
nation rearing its ugly head.

When the history of this century is
written, it is my hope that the year
2000 will be recorded as significant in
the effort to change the course and the
culture of the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture and the muddied
legacy that it has left for black farm-
ers.

This resolution is a step, perhaps,
well-intended in the right direction,
but it is a very, very limited step.

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

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | thank the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Mrs.
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CLAYTON) for her statements. And |
think those are the reasons why | have
gotten involved. It has taken me a
longer time to learn that than she has.
But since 1993, | have been listening, |
have been meeting, | have been listen-
ing, | have been talking, | have been
trying to find out. Now what we have is
one last plea on my part on behalf of
the black farmers.

My statement of January 8 was we
cannot proceed any further without my
colleagues in Congress being sup-
portive of this effort. If we vote this
concurrent resolution down, we are
going to be changing it from legislative
remedies to political, and | beg my col-
leagues not to do that.

These black farmers have not, in any
way, done anything to deserve this, to
be considered a political football, that
someone has to be of a certain party or
had to be a certain type of person to be
able to bring something like this. It is
a legislative matter. It is brought so
that we can show concurrence. That is
what it is.

| plead with my colleagues to let this
pass so that we can, at least, say we
are in unity with the black farmers.
And then we can go forward from
there. If we take it away from that,
from being legislative, and we make it
political and say, no, sir, we are not
going to do this because somebody may
get credit or can blame somebody else,
then the black farmers are going to get
a no in the same way that they have
been getting noes for years and years
and years. A no is a no, no matter what
we say to it.

| think it would be a real disservice
to their commitment and to their sac-
rifice for us to say no to them again. |
plead with my colleagues to vote for
this resolution.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
today the House will be considering House
Concurrent Resolution 296, a resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that the set-
tlement process for discrimination claims
brought by African-American farmers against
the Department of Agriculture be carried out in
a timely and expeditious manner.

The Secretary of Agriculture has conceded
that the Department of Agriculture discrimi-
nated against certain African-American farm-
ers in the delivery of payments from the Com-
modity Credit Corporation and disaster assist-
ance programs during the period from 1981
through 1996. This discrimination has had a
significant impact on the lives and economic
well-being of these African-American farmers
and their families.

A Federal District Court Judge ruled in April,
1999, that these African-American farmers, as
a result of this discrimination, are entitled to
settlement from the Department of Agriculture.
However, even a year later, these claims have
not been addressed by the Department of Ag-
riculture in a timely manner. These settle-
ments are desperately needed and much-de-
served. The Court-mandated funds will help
these farmers recover their losses due to this
discrimination and provide them with the finan-
cial means to get back on their feet.

| rise in strong support of this resolution and
| would like to thank Representative DICKEY for
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his efforts to ensure that these claims are
dealt with fairly and expeditiously. | ask my
colleagues in the House to join me in urging
the Department of Agriculture to expedite the
settlement process and commit the necessary
resources to assist these farmers.

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Speaker,
back the balance of my time.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded that their remarks
are to be directed to the Chair and not
in the second person to other Members
of the House.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
DICKEY), that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 296.

The question was taken.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, on that | demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

I yield

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H. Con. Res. 296.

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

There was no objection.

SOUTHEAST FEDERAL CENTER
PUBLIC-PRIVATE DEVELOPMENT
ACT OF 2000

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, |
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 3069) to authorize the Admin-
istrator of General Services to provide
for redevelopment of the Southeast
Federal Center in the District of Co-
lumbia, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 3069

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Southeast Fed-
eral Center Public-Private Development Act of
20007,

SEC. 2. SOUTHEAST FEDERAL CENTER DEFINED.

In this Act, the term ‘‘Southeast Federal Cen-
ter’”” means the site in the southeast quadrant of
the District of Columbia that is under the con-
trol and jurisdiction of the General Services Ad-
ministration and extends from Issac Hull Ave-
nue on the east to 1st Street on the west, and
from M Street on the north to the Anacostia
River on the south, excluding an area on the
river at 1st Street owned by the District of Co-
lumbia and a building west of Issac Hull Avenue
and south of Tingey Street under the control
and jurisdiction of the Department of the Navy.
SEC. 3. SOUTHEAST FEDERAL CENTER DEVELOP-

MENT AUTHORITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of Gen-

eral Services may enter into agreements (includ-
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ing leases, contracts, cooperative agreements,
limited partnerships, joint ventures, trusts, and
limited liability company agreements) with a
private entity to provide for the acquisition,
construction, rehabilitation, operation, mainte-
nance, or use of the Southeast Federal Center,
including improvements thereon, or such other
activities related to the Southeast Federal Cen-
ter as the Administrator considers appropriate.

(b) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—AN agreement
entered into under this section—

(1) shall have as its primary purpose enhanc-
ing the value of the Southeast Federal Center to
the United States;

(2) shall be negotiated pursuant to such proce-
dures as the Administrator considers necessary
to ensure the integrity of the selection process
and to protect the interests of the United States;

(3) may provide a lease option to the United
States, to be exercised at the discretion of the
Administrator, to occupy any general purpose
office space in a facility covered under the
agreement;

(4) shall not require, unless specifically deter-
mined otherwise by the Administrator, Federal
ownership of a facility covered under the agree-
ment after the expiration of any lease of the fa-
cility to the United States;

(5) shall describe the consideration, duties,
and responsibilities for which the United States
and the private entity are responsible;

(6) shall provide—

(A) that the United States will not be liable
for any action, debt, or liability of any entity
created by the agreement; and

(B) that such entity may not execute any in-
strument or document creating or evidencing
any indebtedness unless such instrument or doc-
ument specifically disclaims any liability of the
United States under the instrument or docu-
ment; and

(7) shall include such other terms and condi-
tions as the Administrator considers appro-
priate.

(c) CONSIDERATION.—AN agreement entered
into under this section shall be for fair consider-
ation, as determined by the Administrator. Con-
sideration under such an agreement may be pro-
vided in whole or in part through in-kind con-
sideration. In-kind consideration may include
provision of space, goods, or services of benefit
to the United States, including construction, re-
pair, remodeling, or other physical improve-
ments of Federal property, maintenance of Fed-
eral property, or the provision of office, storage,
or other usable space.

(d) AUTHORITY TO CONVEY.—In carrying out
an agreement entered into under this section,
the Administrator is authorized to convey inter-
ests in real property, by lease, sale, or exchange,
to a private entity.

(e) OBLIGATIONS TO MAKE PAYMENTS.—ANy
obligation to make payments by the Adminis-
trator for the use of space, goods, or services by
the General Services Administration on property
that is subject to an agreement under this sec-
tion may only be made to the extent that nec-
essary funds have been made available, in ad-
vance, in an annual appropriations Act, to the
Administrator from the Federal Buildings Fund
established by section 210(f) of the Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40
U.S.C. 490(f)).

(f) NATIONAL CAPITOL PLANNING COMMIS-
SION.—

(1) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this section may be construed to limit or other-
wise affect the authority of the National Capital
Planning Commission with respect to the South-
east Federal Center.

(2) VISION PLAN.—AN agreement entered into
under this section shall ensure that redevelop-
ment of the Southeast Federal Center is con-
sistent, to the extent practicable (as determined
by the Administrator), with the objectives of the
National Capital Planning Commission’s vision
plan entitled “‘Extending the Legacy: Planning
America’s Capital in the 21st Century’’, adopted
by the Commission in November 1997.
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(g) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The authority of the Admin-
istrator under this section shall not be subject
to—

(A) section 321 of the Act of June 30, 1932 (40
U.S.C. 303b);

(B) sections 202 and 203 of the Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40
U.S.C. 483, 484);

(C) section 7(a) of the Public Buildings Act of
1959 (40 U.S.C. 606(a)); or

(D) any other provision of law (other than
Federal laws relating to environmental and his-
toric preservation) inconsistent with this sec-
tion.

(2) UNUTILIZED OR UNDERUTILIZED PROP-
ERTY.—Any facility covered under an agreement
entered into under this section may not be con-
sidered to be unutilized or underutilized for pur-
poses of section 501 of the Stewart B. McKinney
Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11411).

SEC. 4. REPORTING REQUIREMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Before entering into an
agreement under section 3, the Administrator of
General Services shall transmit to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure of the
House of Representatives and the Committee on
Environment and Public Works of the Senate a
report on the proposed agreement.

(b) CONTENTS.—A report transmitted under
this section shall include a summary of a cost-
benefit analysis of the proposed agreement and
a description of the provisions of the proposed
agreement.

(c) REVIEW BY CONGRESS.—A proposed agree-
ment under section 3 may not become effective
until the end of a 30-day period of continuous
session of Congress following the date of the
transmittal of a report on the agreement under
this section. For purposes of the preceding sen-
tence, continuity of a session of Congress is bro-
ken only by an adjournment sine die, and there
shall be excluded from the computation of such
30-day period any day during which either
House of Congress is not in session during an
adjournment of more than 3 days to a day cer-
tain.

SEC. 5. USE OF PROCEEDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Net proceeds from an agree-
ment entered into under section 3 shall be depos-
ited into, administered, and expended, subject to
appropriations Acts, as part of the fund estab-
lished by section 210(f) of the Federal Property
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40
U.S.C. 490(f)). In this subsection, the term ‘“‘net
proceeds from an agreement entered into under
section 3’ means the proceeds from the agree-
ment minus the expenses incurred by the Admin-
istrator with respect to the agreement.

(b) RECOVERY OF EXPENSES.—The Adminis-
trator may retain from the proceeds of an agree-
ment entered into under section 3 amounts nec-
essary to recover the expenses incurred by the
Administrator with respect to the agreement.
Such amounts shall be deposited in the account
in the Treasury from which the Administrator
incurs expenses related to disposals of real prop-
erty.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) and the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NorTON) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE).

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

First of all, Mr. Speaker, | would like
to thank the gentleman from Indiana
(Chairman BURTON) of the House Com-
mittee on Government Reform and
Oversight for his close cooperation in
waiving jurisdiction over certain por-
tions of this bill.
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Mr. Speaker, | include for the
RECORD the following exchange of let-
ters between the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Chairman SHUSTER) and the
gentleman from Indiana (Chairman
BURTON) regarding this matter:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM,

Washington, DC, April 13, 2000.

Hon. BUD SHUSTER,

Chairman, Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
letter regarding H.R. 3069, the ‘‘Southeast
Federal Center Public-Private Development
Act of 2000.”” As you know, this bill contains
certain provisions related to matters in the
jurisdiction of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform. Specifically, Section 3 of the
bill waives current law regarding the treat-
ment of Federal property, which is under the
Government Reform Committee’s jurisdic-
tion.

In the interest of expediting Floor consid-
eration of the bill, the Committee will not
exercise its jurisdiction over H.R. 3069. This
action should not, however, be construed as
waiving the Committee’s jurisdiction over
future legislation of a similar nature.

Thank you for your cooperation on this
matter.

Sincerely,
DAN BURTON,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE,
Washington, DC, April 13, 2000.

Hon. DAN BURTON,

Chairman, Committee on Government Reform,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN,
the House will consider H.R. 3069, the
““Southeast Federal Center Public-Private
Development Act of 2000.”” While H.R. 3069
primarily contains provisions related to
matters in the jurisdiction of the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure, | rec-
ognize that certain provisions of Section 3 of
the bill, which waive current law regarding
the treatment of Federal property affect the
jurisdiction of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

| agree that allowing this bill to go for-
ward in no way impairs upon your jurisdic-
tion over these provisions, and | would be
pleased to place this letter and any response
you may have in the Report on this bill. In
addition, if a conference is necessary on this
bill, 1 would support your request to have
the Committee on Government Reform be
represented on the conference with respect
to the matters in question.

I look forward to passing this bill on the
Floor soon and thank you for your assist-
ance.

In the near future,

Sincerely,
BUD SHUSTER,
Chairman.
Secondly, Mr. Speaker, | want to

congratulate our colleague, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON), for her tireless efforts to
move this bill forward. I know that
this legislation means a great deal to
the residents of the District of Colum-
bia and will greatly improve the qual-
ity of life in the area of the Anacostia
River, where the center is located.

H.R. 3069, as amended, the Southeast
Federal Center Public-Private Develop-
ment Act of 2000, authorizes the Ad-
ministrator of the General Services Ad-
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ministration to enter into agreements,
including leases, contracts, partner-
ships, joint venture trusts, and limited
liability agreements with private enti-
ties to acquire, construct, rehabilitate,
operate, maintain, or use land and
make improvements at the Southeast
Federal Center.

The Southeast Federal Center is a 55-
acre parcel of land located on the Ana-
costia River in Southeast Washington,
D.C., adjacent to the Navy Yard. The
bill will also allow the GSA to leverage
private capital and expertise to develop
this site for use by the Government
and private sector, including retail,
commercial, and other uses.

This bill bars the Government from
debt, obligation or liability in connec-
tion with development and allows GSA
to prescribe terms and conditions for
any lease by GSA for developed space
as appropriate.

The Administrator is permitted to
accept in-kind consideration of pay-
ment, including construction, repair or
remodeling of physical improvements
of Federal property. To ensure max-
imum development flexibility, any
agreements shall not be subject to the
Economy Act of 1932, which prohibits
GSA from accepting in-kind contribu-
tions.

Further, certain provisions of the
Property Act of 1949, the Public Build-
ings Act of 1959, the McKinney Home-
less Act and other laws, not related to
environmental law or historic preser-
vation laws, are waived. These laws are
waived to make an agreement with pri-
vate-sector entities more attractive.
GSA shall report to the committee
prior to entering into any agreement,
including master leases.

| support the bill and ask our col-
leagues to do the same.

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

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, first 1 would like to
thank the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
LATOURETTE) for his kind words and
for his generous support.

I want to express my deep apprecia-
tion to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Chairman SHUSTER) and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), the ranking member, for their
hard work in bringing H.R. 3069, the
Southeast Federal Center Public-Pri-
vate Redevelopment Act of 2000, to the
floor today.

I also want to thank the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. WISE), the sub-
committee ranking member, for his
strong support.

Mr. Speaker, | want to especially
thank the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. FRANKS), the subcommittee chair-
man, because, were it not for his lead-
ership and attention to the Southeast
Federal Center, we would not finally be
on the path toward making this valu-
able Federal asset productive and bene-
ficial to American taxpayers.

The Southeast Federal Center Pub-
lic-Private Redevelopment Act of 2000
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reflects the best and strongest bipar-
tisan intents of the Congress. It arose
out of a hearing in May 1999, where |
was engaged in perennial questioning
concerning the failure of the Federal
Government since 1962 to develop its
largest tract of land in the city while
leasing massive amounts of office space
here and throughout the region.
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Over many vyears, consistent criti-
cism from our subcommittee con-
cerning the magnitude of the waste
never brought results until the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. FRANKS)
at that hearing took a deep interest,
suggested a tour and then worked with
me in developing H.R. 3069, the South-
east Federal Center Public-Private Re-
development Act of 2000 that is before
us Now.

H.R. 3069 would allow the GSA wide
latitude to contract for arrangements
to bring any appropriate development
to the site, private, Federal, local or
some combination. Our bill specifies
that any agreement entered into be-
tween the GSA and the developing en-
tity must: One, have as its primary
purpose enhancing the value of the
Southeast Federal Center; two, be ne-
gotiated pursuant to procedures that
protect the Federal Government’s in-
terest and promote a competitive bid-
ding process; three, provide an option
for the Federal Government to lease
and occupy any office space in the de-
veloped facilities; four, not require un-
less otherwise determined by the GSA
Federal ownership of any developed fa-
cilities; and, five, describe the duties
and consideration for which the gov-
ernment and the public and private en-
tities involved are responsible. The bill
also authorizes GSA to accept non-
monetary, in-kind consideration such
as the provision of goods and services
at the site.

A site centrally and strategically lo-
cated just 5 minutes from the Capitol,
the SEFC is considered one of the most
valuable undeveloped parcels on the
East Coast. Yet it has become a waste-
land that also has triggered decay in
the surrounding neighborhoods. The
SEFC represents an astonishing denial
of productive use to the Federal Gov-
ernment and of revenue to the tax-
payers, particularly considering that
the location is so close to the Mall and
the Capitol.

Efforts by the Federal Government
to develop the land exclusively for Fed-
eral uses have consistently failed. Most
recently the Reagan and Bush adminis-
trations in a thoughtful innovation
proposed a mall infrastructure to be
built by the Federal Government with
amenities to be provided by the private
sector to attract Federal agencies, but
regrettably this proposal had no effect
on agency decisions and no relocation
of Federal agencies to the SEFC oc-
curred as a result. The Clinton admin-
istration also has encouraged Federal
agencies to locate at the site, to no
avail. The Washington Navy yard lo-
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cated next to the SEFC is being rede-
veloped successfully with civilian Navy
personnel, but its very visible innova-
tion has not reversed the fortunes of
the SEFC. Nor has the Metro station
which was located there in December
1991.

The subcommittee’s analysis of the
site and of the real estate industry
makes clear that the reason that so at-
tractive a site has not been developed
after decades of trying by the Federal
Government is that it is not develop-
able as a traditional government-
owned site today. Moreover, the lim-
ited set of tools available to the GSA
do not enable the government to make
productive use of the SEFC. The sub-
committee’s work demonstrates that
without new tools, the Federal Govern-
ment will not be able to capitalize on
this valuable asset or to offer an eco-
nomic incentive for private developers
to develop the land. H.R. 3069 is appli-
cable to this single parcel alone and its
value to the government and to this
city makes it important to proceed
without further costly delay.

What are the government’s realistic
options? The land certainly is too valu-
able to sell in light of the scarcity of
land in the District and the sale of fed-
erally owned land in any case would
never be tolerated by Congress when
the Federal Government is leasing
space throughout the District and the
region at a cost of billions of dollars to
the taxpayers. Yet an OMB bureaucrat
recently threw up his hands and was so
anxious to get this embarrassment of
unused land off the government’s books
that he did a pass-through to the Dis-
trict of Columbia until it was called
back by higher authorities at the OMB.
For years, the Congress has not al-
lowed cost-free transfers of Federal
land. Alternatively Congress, which
has not appropriated funds for its own
development of the SEFC, would clear-
ly not fund a pass-through to another
jurisdiction. Another alternative, leas-
ing the land, is also unworkable and
has at least two major drawbacks that
would undercut the concept and pur-
poses of the bill. First, the GSA is lim-
ited to supplying general purpose spe-
cial office space and lacks mixed use
authority through leasing. Second,
leasing a government-owned site re-
quires the sale of the site under the ex-
isting scoring rules. If leasing were the
answer, GSA would have pursued it
long ago, Mr. Speaker. The smart way
to develop this property in today’s cli-
mate is to combine the government’s
value in ownership with the private
sector’s ability to develop land.

H.R. 3069 not only represents the sub-
committee’s thinking, this bill is en-
tirely in keeping with the reinventing
government public-private partnership
ideas and practices fostered by the
present administration. Moreover, the
Congress itself has long sanctioned the
use of Federal land value in exchange
for private development. The Veterans’
Administration, the Department of In-
terior and the Department of Defense
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have this general authority not on a
one-time basis as provided by H.R. 3069.
The extensive experience from these
agencies demonstrates conclusively
that public-private partnerships in-
volving the Federal Government not
only are cost effective, these arrange-
ments protect the government from
risk because the scoring rules ensure
that every GSA expenditure is ac-
counted and appropriated for in a man-
ner that insulates the Federal Govern-
ment from financial risk. This bill al-
lows the private sector to do the kind
of development it does every day. At
the same time, H.R. 3069 provides an
option of locating Federal facilities as
part of the mix and, therefore, of meet-
ing Federal agency needs for which the
SEFC has been unavailable for decades.

The Federal Government has been
unable to commit financial resources
for the development of the SEFC. Con-
sidering the competition with other re-
sources, it is fair to say that the Fed-
eral Government is unwilling to de-
velop the site notwithstanding the con-
tinuing loss in productivity and in rev-
enue to the taxpayers. H.R. 3069, estab-
lishing a public-private partnership to
develop the site, represents an impor-
tant breakthrough in achieving the
highest and best use of a wasted Fed-
eral asset, securing revenue for the
Federal Government and providing en-
hanced opportunities for Federal agen-
cy occupancy while at the same time
contributing to the local D.C. economy
and revival of the surrounding neigh-
borhood whose deterioration traces sig-
nificantly to this large brownfield site.
The approach is mutually beneficial. It
is win-win. The Federal Government
makes its property available for Fed-
eral and private development, includ-
ing revenue-producing occupancy for
the government, and the developer, se-
lected competitively, receives a valu-
able opportunity to add value. Demo-
crats, Republicans and the President,
who have all said they will come to-
gether when government and private
responsibilities are appropriately ap-
portioned, have found a meeting place
in H.R. 3069. | appreciate the bipartisan
partnership we have achieved here in
the House for the public-private part-
nership H.R. 3069 represents.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance

of my time.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker,
H.R. 3069 is a great idea. It is a good
bill. 1 urge its passage.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The guestion is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. LATOURETTE) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
3069, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was
the table.

laid on
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, |
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 3069, as amended, the measure
just considered by the House.

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

There was no objection.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURTS
BUDGET REQUEST, FY 2001—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC.
NO. 106-233)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on Appropriations and ordered to be
printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with the District of
Columbia Code, as amended, | am
transmitting the FY 2001 Budget Re-
quest of the District of Columbia
Courts.

The District of Columbia Courts have
submitted a FY 2001 budget request for
$104.5 million for operating expenses,
$18.3 million for capital improvements
to courthouse facilities, and $41.8 for
Defender Services in the District of Co-
lumbia Courts. My FY 2001 budget in-
cludes recommended funding levels of
$98.0 million for operations, $5.0 million
for capital improvements, and $38.4
million for Defender Services. My
transmittal of the District of Columbia
Courts’ budget request does not rep-
resent an endorsement of its contents.

This transmittal also includes infor-
mation on grants and reimbursements
forwarded by the Courts in response to
the request in Conference Report H.
Rept. 106-479.

I look forward to working with the
Congress throughout the FY 2001 ap-
propriation process.

WIiLLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 8, 2000.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 7 p.m.

Accordingly (at 3 o’clock and 25 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until approximately 7 p.m.
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mrs. BIGGERT) at 7 o’clock
and 1 minute p.m.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will now put the question on each mo-
tion to suspend the rules on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed ear-
lier today.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

H Con. Res. 296, by the yeas and nays;

H.R. 3577, by the yeas and nays;

H. Con. Res. 89, by the yeas and nays.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING
NECESSITY TO EXPEDITE SET-
TLEMENT PROCESS FOR DIS-
CRIMINATION CLAIMS AGAINST
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
BROUGHT BY AFRICAN-AMER-
ICAN FARMERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to con-
current resolution, H. Con. Res. 296.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from ldaho (Mr. SimMP-
SON) that the House suspend the rules
and agree to the concurrent resolution,
H. Con. Res. 296, on which the yeas and
nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 216, nays
180, not voting 38, as follows:

[Roll No. 146]
YEAS—216

Aderholt Deal Hoekstra
Archer DelLay Horn
Armey DeMint Hostettler
Bachus Diaz-Balart Houghton
Baker Dickey Hulshof
Baldacci Dingell Hunter
Ballenger Dreier Hutchinson
Barr Duncan Hyde
Barrett (NE) Dunn Isakson
Bartlett Ehlers Istook
Barton Emerson Jenkins
Bass Engel Johnson (CT)
Bateman English Johnson, Sam
Bereuter Ewing Jones (NC)
Biggert Fletcher Kanjorski
Bilbray Foley Kelly
Bilirakis Fossella Kind (WI)
Bliley Fowler King (NY)
Blunt Frelinghuysen Kingston
Boehlert Gallegly Kleczka
Boehner Ganske Knollenberg
Bonilla Gekas Kolbe
Bono Gibbons LaHood
Brady (TX) Gilchrest Largent
Bryant Gillmor Latham
Burr Gilman LaTourette
Burton Goode Lazio
Callahan Goodlatte Leach
Calvert Goodling Lewis (CA)
Camp Goss Lewis (KY)
Canady Graham Linder
Cannon Granger LoBiondo
Castle Green (WI) Lucas (KY)
Chabot Greenwood Luther
Chenoweth-Hage Gutknecht Manzullo
Coble Hall (TX) McCrery
Collins Hastings (WA) McHugh
Combest Hayes Mclnnis
Cook Hayworth McKeon
Cox Hefley Metcalf
Crane Hill (MT) Mica
Cunningham Hilleary Miller (FL)
Davis (VA) Hobson Miller, Gary
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Moran (KS)
Murtha
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle

Ose

Oxley
Packard
Paul

Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rogan

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen

Baca

Baird
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clayton
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
Delahunt
DelLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt

Andrews
Buyer
Campbell
Chambliss
Clay

Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sandlin
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Spence
Stabenow
Stearns
Stump

NAYS—180

Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
Mclntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moore
Moran (VA)
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Sununu
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rangel
Reyes
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sherman
Shows
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Woolsey
Wu

Wynn

NOT VOTING—38

Clement
Coburn
Cooksey
Cubin
DeGette

Dooley
Doolittle
Ehrlich
Everett
Franks (NJ)
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Hansen MclIntosh Serrano
Herger Moakley Sisisky
Kasich Mollohan Souder
Kuykendall Morella Stark
Lipinski Myrick Sweeney
Lucas (OK) Owens Wilson
Martinez Pryce (OH) Wise
McCollum Schaffer

1926

Mr. BORSKI, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mrs. THURMAN, and Messrs.

JACKSON of Ilinois, DIXON,
RODRIGUEZ, GEJDENSON, ORTIZ,
STUPAK, HINOJOSA, DOGGETT,

BERMAN, BECERRA and BOSWELL
changed their vote from ‘‘yea” to
“nay.”

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

So (two-thirds not having voted in
favor thereof), the motion was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for electronic voting on each
additional motion to suspend the rules
on which the Chair has postponed fur-
ther proceedings.

NORTH SIDE PUMPING DIVISION
OF MINIDOKA RECLAMATION
PROJECT, IDAHO, AUTHORIZA-
TION INCREASE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 3577.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Idaho (Mr. Simvp-
SON) that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill, H.R. 3577, on which
the yeas and nays are ordered.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 385, nays 6,
not voting 43, as follows:

[Roll No. 147]
YEAS—385

Abercrombie Berry Calvert
Ackerman Biggert Camp
Aderholt Bilbray Canady
Allen Bilirakis Cannon
Archer Bishop Capps
Armey Blagojevich Capuano
Baca Bliley Cardin
Bachus Blumenauer Carson
Baird Blunt Castle
Baker Boehlert Chabot
Baldacci Boehner Chenoweth-Hage
Baldwin Bonilla Clayton
Ballenger Bonior Clyburn
Barcia Bono Collins
Barr Borski Combest
Barrett (NE) Boswell Condit
Barrett (WI) Boucher Conyers
Bartlett Boyd Cook
Barton Brady (PA) Costello
Bass Brady (TX) Cox
Bateman Brown (FL) Coyne
Becerra Brown (OH) Cramer
Bentsen Bryant Crane
Bereuter Burr Crowley
Berkley Burton Cummings
Berman Callahan Cunningham

Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Deal
DeFazio
Delahunt
DelLauro
DelLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)

Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
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Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schakowsky
Scott
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
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Weldon (FL) Whitfield Wu
Weldon (PA) Wicker Wynn
Weller Wolf Young (AK)
Weygand Woolsey Young (FL)
NAYS—6
Coble Royce Sensenbrenner
Paul Sanford Smith (MI)
NOT VOTING—43
Andrews Franks (NJ) Owens
Buyer Hansen Payne
Campbell Herger Pryce (OH)
Chambliss Hill (IN) Schaffer
Clay Kasich Serrano
Clement Kuykendall Sisisky
Coburn Lipinski Souder
Cooksey Lucas (OK) Stark
Cubin Martinez Sweeney
Davis (VA) McCollum Udall (NM)
DeGette Mcintosh Wexler
Dooley Moakley Wilson
Doolittle Mollohan Wise
Ehrlich Morella
Everett Myrick
1935

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

RECOGNIZING THE HERMANN
MONUMENT AND HERMANN
HEIGHTS PARK IN NEW ULM,
MINNESOTA, AS A NATIONAL
SYMBOL OF THE CONTRIBUTIONS
OF AMERICANS OF GERMAN
HERITAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). The pending business is the
question of suspending the rules and
agreeing to the concurrent resolution,
H. Con. Res. 89.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Idaho (Mr. Simp-
SON) that the House suspend the rules
and agree to the concurrent resolution,
H. Con. Res. 89, on which the yeas and
nays are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 389, nays 0,
not voting 45, as follows:

[Roll No. 148]
YEAS—389

Abercrombie Berry Camp
Ackerman Biggert Canady
Aderholt Bilbray Cannon
Allen Bilirakis Capps
Archer Bishop Capuano
Armey Blagojevich Cardin
Baca Bliley Carson
Bachus Blumenauer Castle
Baird Blunt Chabot
Baker Boehlert Chenoweth-Hage
Baldacci Boehner Clayton
Baldwin Bonilla Clyburn
Ballenger Bonior Coble
Barcia Bono Collins
Barr Borski Combest
Barrett (NE) Boswell Condit
Barrett (WI) Boyd Conyers
Bartlett Brady (PA) Cook
Barton Brady (TX) Costello
Bass Brown (FL) Cox
Bateman Brown (OH) Coyne
Becerra Bryant Cramer
Bentsen Burr Crane
Bereuter Burton Crowley
Berkley Callahan Cummings
Berman Calvert Cunningham
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Danner Johnson, Sam
Davis (FL) Jones (NC)
Davis (IL) Jones (OH)
Deal Kanjorski
DeFazio Kaptur
Delahunt Kelly
DeLauro Kennedy
DeLay Kildee
DeMint Kilpatrick
Deutsch Kind (WI)
Diaz-Balart King (NY)
Dickey Kingston
Dicks Kleczka
Dingell Klink
Dixon Knollenberg
Doggett Kolbe
Doyle Kucinich
Dreier LaFalce
Duncan LaHood
Dunn Lampson
Edwards Lantos
Ehlers Largent
Emerson Larson
Engel Latham
English LaTourette
Eshoo Lazio
Etheridge Leach
Evans Lee

Ewing Levin

Farr Lewis (CA)
Fattah Lewis (GA)
Filner Lewis (KY)
Fletcher Linder
Foley LoBiondo
Forbes Lofgren
Ford Lowey
Fossella Lucas (KY)
Fowler Luther
Frank (MA) Maloney (CT)

Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.

Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickett
Pitts
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Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins

Watt (NC) Weller Wu
Watts (OK) Weygand Wynn
Waxman Whitfield Young (AK)
Weiner Wicker Young (FL)
Weldon (FL) Wolf
Weldon (PA) Woolsey

NOT VOTING—45
Andrews Everett Morella
Boucher Franks (NJ) Myrick
Buyer Hansen Owens
Campbell Herger Payne
Chambliss Hill (IN) Pickering
Clay Horn Pryce (OH)
Clement Kasich Schaffer
Coburn Kuykendall Serrano
Cooksey Lipinski Sisisky
Cubin Lucas (OK) Souder
Davis (VA) Martinez Stark
DeGette McCollum Sweeney
Dooley Mclntosh Wexler
Doolittle Moakley Wilson
Ehrlich Mollohan Wise

1945

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

1945

DONALD YOUMANS’ INTER-
NATIONAL CUSTODY BATTLE

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

Mr. LAMPSON. Madam Speaker, |
rise today to tell the story of Donald
Youmans, a father whose son was ab-
ducted to Germany in 1993. Donald filed
a missing persons report with police,
and a United States court granted him
temporary sole custody and ordered
immediate return of his son.

A German court issued an ex parte
order granting the mother sole custody
of the son, stating that the child would
suffer severe psychological damage to
be taken away from his new environ-
ment of 3 months. In 1994, a German
lower court denied return of the child,
and 4 months later granted sole cus-
tody to the mother. In 1996, a court
confirmed sole final custody and gave
Donald restrictive access rights to be
exercised only in Germany.

Despite the court order for these re-
strictive access rights, Donald’s ex-wife
continues to deny him access to his
son. He has not seen his son since 1994.
His son was abducted when he was two,
and he is now eight.

Madam Speaker, these daily 1 min-
utes are about families and reuniting
children with their parents. We must
show respect and concern for the most
sacred of bonds, the bond between a
parent and a child. The House must do
all that it can to bring our children
home.

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, and
under a previous order of the House,
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the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. LIPINSKI addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. WELDON of Florida addressed

the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

CORPORATE INVESTMENT IN
AUTHORITARIAN REGIMES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Speak-
er, the fall of the Berlin Wall and the
end of the Cold War opened up a 10-year
flood of new trade investment and eco-
nomic growth in the world. But under-
neath this trend lies an unsettling pat-
tern.

When it comes to competing for U.S.
trade and private investment dollars,
democratic countries in the developing
world, countries like India and Taiwan
and Bangladesh and South Korea, are
losing ground to more authoritarian
countries, like Indonesia, and espe-
cially the People’s Republic of China.

In the post-Cold War decade, the
share of developing country exports to
the U.S. for democratic nations fell
from 53 percent in 1989 to 34 percent in
1998, a decrease of 18 percentage points.
Nondemocratic nations increased their
share commensurately.

In manufacturing goods, developing
democracies’ share of developing coun-
try exports fell 21 percentage points,
from 56 percent to 35 percent.

Regarding U.S. foreign investment in
manufacturing, developing democratic
countries gained 1 percent over the last
10 years. Nations that do not support
democracy gained 5 percent of U.S. for-
eign investment over the last 10 years.
China was responsible for 5 percent of
foreign investment gained for non-
democratic countries.

Not only have the U.S. export mar-
ket shares decreased for developing
countries that have always been de-
mocracies, countries that have re-
cently become democracies have also
lost market share.

Understanding that basis for the vote
that is coming in the next couple of
weeks about giving permanent trade,
Most Favored Nations status trading
privileges to China should make the
difference in this vote.

Western corporations want to invest
in countries, like China, that have
below-poverty wages, that have unen-
forced environmental laws or non-
existent environmental standards, and
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have no opportunities to unionize. As a
result, they are turning to the authori-
tarian countries that can suppress
labor rights and guarantee high profits
for American companies.

China, for instance, is much more at-
tractive to an American investigator
than is India; China, a country which
has a docile hierarchal workforce
where workers cannot join unions,
where workers cannot talk back, where
workers often cannot switch jobs and
go to a competing factory.

United States pretends to promote
democratic ideals worldwide through
foreign aid and through the rhetoric in
this chamber. But as developing coun-
tries make progress towards democ-
racy, the American business commu-
nity rewards them by pulling its trade
and investment and depositing their in-
vestments in money in other totali-
tarian countries.

Understand, where corporate CEOs
walk the halls of Congress asking
Members of Congress to support perma-
nent trade advantages for China, un-
derstand where they say that we need
to engage with China so China im-
proves its human rights record, where
China will quit persecuting Christians
and China will quit allowing forced
abortions in their country, understand
that the three major economic players
in China are the Communist party of
China, the People’s Liberation Army of
China, which runs many of the fac-
tories there, and Western investors.

Those Western investors, the Com-
munist party, the People’s Liberation
Army, none of them want to change
the rules. The rules work just fine for
them. They like an authoritarian gov-
ernment structure that does not re-
ward an ability to organize and bargain
collectively, that does not tolerate any
kind of dissent, that does not allow for
any kind of worker rights.

That is why American investment is
more and more likely to go to China
instead of India, instead of Taiwan, in-
stead of South Korea, instead of a
country that really is a democracy.
That is why China’s permanent Most
Favored Nations status trading privi-
leges are such a bad idea.

Shame on this country, shame on
this Congress if we give permanent
Most Favored Nations status trading
privileges to a country that violates
every human rights standard, every
value that we in this country hold
dear.

SUPPORT $500 TAX CREDIT FOR
SERVICE MEN AND WOMEN ON
FOOD STAMPS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina.
Madam Speaker, as my colleagues
know, for several weeks, | have been
coming down to the floor talking about
our men and women in uniform that
are on food stamps. Quite frankly, it
has been a couple of weeks.
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I brought tonight, as | have each and
every night, the Marine who is getting
ready to deploy for Bosnia. On his feet
is his little girl named Magan. In his
arms, he has a baby named Bridgette.

It so happens, on April 14, as my col-
leagues know, the Congress had closed
for Easter. | was asked, along with the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
MCINTYRE), to attend a memorial serv-
ice at New River Marine Air Station,
as four Marines were among 19 Marines
that were Killed in the V-22 helicopter
accident in Arizona a few weeks ago.

Sitting in the sanctuary during the
memorial, | started thinking, | was
looking around at Marines in attend-
ance and just how many times those of
us in this Nation take for granted the
men and women in uniform that are
willing to be called upon at any time to
go defend this country and to give
their life for this Nation.

So | am back on the floor tonight be-
cause | have introduced H.R. 1055,
which is a bill that would give each and
every member in the military that
qualifies for food stamps, it would give
them a $500 tax credit. Quite frankly, it
is not enough. At least it shows that
we care, and it is a start.

I am pleased to tell my colleagues to-
night, Madam Speaker, that we have 95
Members, both Democrats and Repub-
licans, that are on this bill almost
equally divided. Many on the Demo-
cratic side as well as the Republican
side are in the leadership, and | am
pleased they would join me in this ef-
fort to say to those who qualify for
food stamps in uniform that we do care
about them, we are trying to do some-
thing about it.

I have figures that are really kind of
interesting, that the Defense Depart-
ment says we have 6,500 men and
women in uniform on food stamps, and
the GAO says we have 13,000. Well, my
point is, Madam Speaker, that one is
one too many.

I think about the fact that we have
already spent probably $9 billion or $10
billion in Bosnia, we have spent prob-
ably $11 billion in Yugoslavia, and yet
we cannot find the money to take our
men and women in uniform off food
stamps. That is unacceptable.

| speak about this quite frequently in
my district. | see a lot of people in
civic clubs and sometimes at churches,
like any Member here that serves the
United States House of Representa-
tives. People come up to me afterwards
and say, ‘“‘I cannot believe that. | did
not know that.”

So | am hoping, by coming to the
floor once a week, that | can encourage
the leadership both, again, Republican
and Democrat, to move this bill. There
are other ideas that Members have, and
they are good ideas. But | tell my col-
leagues that we have researched this
thing for months going back a year
ago, and what we found out, that if one
really wants to make sure that those
who qualify for food stamps are the
ones that receive the assistance and no
one drops through the cracks, then it
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has to be this bill that we have intro-
duced that would give a $500 tax credit.

If there should be some movement on
this bill, | hope, quite frankly, that, in
a bipartisan way, we would raise that
figure from $500 to $1,000.

So, Madam Speaker, I am going to
close now. But, again, | want to remind
the Members of the House that not
only this Marine, this Marine rep-
resents everybody that is in uniform.
We are sending our troops around this
Nation just like a police force. | think
between 1991 and 1999, they have been
on 149 operations or deployments. |
think about 60 percent of those in uni-
form are married.

So, again, | hope that we, in a bipar-
tisan way, before we leave in October,
will pass legislation that those that are
on food stamps will know that we care
about them. Because | know truthfully,
Madam Speaker, that the American
people are just outraged that anyone in
uniform is on food stamps.

THIRTEEN JEWS HELD IN SHIRAZ,
IRAN ON CHARGES OF ESPIONAGE

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

Mr. SHERMAN. Madam Speaker, |
rise to address this House on the issue
of the 13 Jews being held in the city of
Shiraz in Iran and on trial on charges
of espionage. Let me first provide a bit
of background. The Jewish community
of Iran has been there since the Bab-
ylonia captivity over 2,500 years ago. It
is the oldest Jewish community any-
where in the world except for Israel
itself. For 2,500 years, Jews have lived
in peace and in loyalty to whichever
regime has governed Persia, now lran.
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In 1979, the Iranian revolution cre-
ated the Islamic Republic. Since then,
that Islamic Republic has found it nec-
essary or appropriate for some reason
to oppress its religious minorities. Its
treatment of those of the Bahai faith is
known to many of us and is deplorable.
And as to those who practice the Jew-
ish faith, some 17 have been killed in
the last 21 years, roughly one a year,
always after some sort of show trial,
always absurd charges followed by exe-
cution.

In February of 1979, the government
of Iran, perhaps dissatisfied with the
idea of only one trumped-up execution
a year of the Jewish community, in-
stead decided to arrest some 13 Jews on
absurd charges. They were charged
with spying for the United States and
spying for Israel.

Now, why can | brand these charges
so absurd? Well, Madam Speaker, here
in the United States we live in a multi-
ethnic, multicultural society. People of
all races, religions, and ethnicities are
found in the National Security Admin-
istration, the CIA, the FBI, and other
positions of importance to our national
security. And so no matter what a per-
son’s ethnic background, every boy and
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girl in America could find themselves
in a position where they could be
tempted to become a spy. And in fact
we have Anglo American spies in our
history and Chinese American spies.
Perhaps there have even been Jewish
American spies.

But Iran is a very different country.
No one of the Jewish faith is allowed
anywhere near anything of national se-
curity significance in Iran. And so to
think that the CIA would reach out to
this one small community and from
there hire its spies is absolutely ab-
surd. We could not be the world’s only
superpower if we hired as our spies
those very few individuals in Iran abso-
lutely precluded from getting the in-
formation that a spy might want.

These charges are not only absurd,
but at the beginning of this month the
trials began. The trials are modeled
after those of Joseph Stalin; show
trials in which there is no evidence ex-
cept confession, and the confessions so
devoid of information that they are
evidence not of guilt but of the fear of
the defendant. No information is given
as to what the espionage sought to dis-
cover, what information was passed, to
whom it was passed, or how it was
passed. No information at all comes
out in this trial except the fear of the
defendants. Their confessions are evi-
dence perhaps of torture, but not of
guilt. Not since the days of Joseph Sta-
lin have we seen such trials.

The question is what will the world
do about it? The key is to have not
only the American representative at
the World Bank but the representatives
of Germany and Japan stand up and
say human rights does matter and to
vote to delay any World Bank loan to
this Islamic regime, the Islamic Repub-
lic of Iran. Until these 13 innocents are
released, the World Bank should not
hide behind profestations that some-
how its loans are only being used for a
particular purpose, because loans are
money that is fungible and that money
will go to construction companies in
Iran selected by and authorized by the
Iranian government.

We must stand up for human rights.
The World Bank is where this trial will
be on trial.

PRESCRIPTION DRUG PRICES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. GUTKNECHT) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Madam Speaker, |
want to talk tonight about prescrip-
tion drugs and, most importantly,
about prescription drug prices.

We have had some discussion. The
good news is, | think here in Wash-
ington, that there is a growing bipar-
tisan feeling that we need to do some-
thing particularly for senior citizens
about prescription drugs this year. The
bad news is, it appears to me that we
are going to continue just to throw
good money after bad.
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I have a chart here that describes, |
think, what is a big part of the problem
we have with prescription drugs. These
are some comparison prices for one of
the most commonly prescribed drugs in
the United States. It is a drug called
Prilosec. They are currently running a
pretty aggressive advertising cam-
paign. It is the purple pill. If someone
buys those purple pills in Minneapolis,
Minnesota, and again these are not my
numbers, these are from an HMO in my
State called Health Partners, but they
did some research and found if an indi-
vidual buys a 30-day supply of Prilosec
in Minneapolis, Minnesota, they pay
$99.95. But if someone happens to be va-
cationing in Winnipeg, Manitoba, and
they take the same prescription into a
pharmaceutical drugstore, they will
pay $50.88. And, if someone happened to
be vacationing in Guadalajara, Mexico,
for exactly the same drug, made in ex-
actly the same plant, under the exact
same FDA approval, they would pay
only $17.50.

As a matter of fact, Health Partners
claims that if they could recover just
half of the savings between the United
States and Canada, they could save
their subscribers $30 million a year.

When we start applying numbers like
that to how much the Federal Govern-
ment spends on prescription drugs
every year, last year, according to the
Congressional Budget Office we, the
Federal Government, spent over $15 bil-
lion on prescription drugs. Now, if we
are paying 40 percent more than the
folks on the north side and the south
side of our borders, just imagine how
much the Federal Government could
save through Medicare and Medicaid,
the VA, and other benefits.

Let me just run through some of the
differences between what we pay in the
United States for commonly prescribed
brand name drugs and what they pay in
Europe for exactly the same drugs.
Premarin, $14.98 here, they pay $4.25 in
Europe; Synthroid, $13.84 versus $2.95;
Coumadin, and this is a drug my dad
takes, and a lot of senior citizens take
this, it is a blood thinner, we pay, the
average price is $30.25, they pay $2.85;
Prozac, $36.12, $18.50 over in Europe.
Here we get a pretty good price, in
Minneapolis. They say the average
price for Prilosec, for a 30-day supply,
is $109, in Europe it is $39.25.

Madam Speaker, the answer to our
prescription drug problem in some re-
spects does not require a whole new
Federal agency. A big part of the prob-
lem, and | would like to share with
Members and anyone who would like a
copy, we can get a copy of a newsletter
that was done by the Life Extension
Foundation. It is available by calling
my office at the Capitol or just sending
an e-mail. We are easy to get ahold of.
But this is an interesting little bro-
chure and it talks about the differen-
tiation and it really gets down to what
the real problem is.

The real problem is our own FDA.
Our own Food and Drug Administra-
tion is keeping American citizens from
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bringing prescription drugs across the
border. | think the best comparison
that | can give, let us say, for example,
that there are three drugstores, one
downtown, one on the north side of
town and one on the south side of town,
but our own FDA says you can only
shop at the one downtown. Even
though they are charging, according to
the Federal Government in the United
States, the drug companies are charg-
ing 56 percent more than the prices in
Canada, but our own FDA says we can-
not shop at a store in Canada.

Now, the reason this is important is
because we have what is called the
North American Free Trade Agree-
ment. That means the goods and serv-
ices are supposed to go across the bor-
der freely. And just about all goods and
services do, except prescription drugs.
Madam Speaker, we need to make it
easier for seniors and all Americans to
get the prescriptions that they need
and we need to get competitive prices.
One way we can do that is open up our
borders.

The FDA has overstepped its actual
authority. In fact, if Members would
like a copy, this is the actual language,
which basically says it is the FDA'’s re-
sponsibility to prove that the drugs
that are being brought into the United
States are not safe. Unfortunately, the
way they have interpreted this law is
they have said, no, it is the responsi-
bility of the consumer. We want to put
that responsibility back on the FDA,
where it belongs.

We should not allow our own FDA to
stand between our consumers and
lower drug prices.

WORKING FOR RESUMPTION OF
INDIA-PAKISTAN DIALOGUE ON
KASHMIR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, re-
cently we have seen some reason for
hope about the resumption of a dia-
logue between Pakistan and India on
resolving the Kashmir conflict. But we
have also received a reminder of how
difficult the path toward dying dia-
logue can be.

On the hopeful side, the United
States has asked Pakistan to take con-
crete steps for the resumption of a pro-
ductive dialogue with India and a re-
turn to what is known as the “Spirit of
Lahore’ so that there will be no more
Kargils.

I should explain, Madam Speaker,
that Lahore is a city in Pakistan near
the border with India. It was the scene
not much more than a year ago of a
very amicable meeting between India’s
Prime Minister Vajpayee and the
former Pakistani Prime Minister
Sharif. Given the longstanding animos-
ity between the two South Asian
neighbors, the image of the two prime
ministers embracing and pledging to



H2636

work in a spirit of partnership and re-
spect was heart-warming, promising a
new era in bilateral relations.

But a short time later there was
Kargil. Kargil is the name of a town in
Kashmir under India’s jurisdiction near
the line of control that separates the
areas controlled by India and Pakistan.
In May of 1999, Pakistani-backed forces
crossed that line and attacked India’s
defensive positions near Kargil. This
bold gambit by Pakistan was not suc-
cessful militarily. Ultimately, it
proved to be even more of a disaster
militarily for Pakistan, and the United
States urged Pakistan to withdraw its
forces back to its side of the line of
control. Our government refused to go
along with Pakistan’s bid to strength-
en its position by internationalizing
the crisis by trying to get the United
States to step in as a mediator in the
bilateral dispute.

What little was left of the “‘Spirit of
Lahore,”” Madam Speaker, was further
eroded last October when a military
coup in Pakistan removed the civilian
government from power and threw
Prime Minister Sharif in jail.

In a recent interview with an inter-
national news service, our Assistant
Secretary of State for South Asian Af-
fairs, Karl Inderfurth, said that a solu-
tion to the Kashmir project must be
homegrown and not exploited from the
outside. Mr. Inderfurth expressed that
the State Department was trying to
move away from the old days when
there was typically a pro-Pakistan tilt
in U.S. policy in the region, to a more
even-handed approach for working with
both of the major South Asian nations.
But he stated, and | quote, ‘“Right now
we have more opportunities to pursue
with India, and, frankly, right now we
have many more concerns about the di-
rection Pakistan is heading.”” He also
expressed hope that Pakistan would
take concrete steps that would allow a
productive and serious dialogue to be
resumed with India.

Madam Speaker, | would stress that
the most helpful concrete step that
Pakistan could take would be to do all
in its power to end the cross-border
terrorism that has caused so much suf-
fering to the people of Kashmir, Hindu
and Muslim alike. While India has
made clear its willingness to negotiate
in good faith with Pakistan, India also
has to maintain a vigilant defensive
posture for as long as the Pakistani-
supported cross-border terrorism con-
tinues.

Madam Speaker, | believe that Presi-
dent Clinton’s recent trip to South
Asia, which | had the opportunity to
take part in, has played a significant
role in helping to reduce tensions and
hostility between Pakistan and India.
As Secretary Inderfurth said, ‘““The
President’s visit has changed the terms
of the relationship between the United
States and India, the world’s two larg-
est democracies.” The President made
it clear to both India and Pakistani
leaders that the U.S. would be happy to
work with both countries as friends to
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try to encourage dialogue, but it is not
our place to dictate the terms of the
peace process in Kashmir much less the
outcome.

The great thing about the Lahore
process is that it rose as a bilateral ini-
tiative between India and Pakistan.
The key for breathing life into the bi-
lateral Lahore declarations is for Paki-
stan to accept India’s outstretched
hand. And so far, unfortunately, Paki-
stan has been sending somewhat mixed
signals.

Meanwhile, Madam Speaker, we have
seen how dangerous the Kashmiri mili-
tant movement, which is supported by
Pakistan, has become. Over the week-
end we heard from one of the militant
leaders, Mushtaqg Ahmed Zargar, who
was one of the three militants freed
last December by the Indian govern-
ment in exchange for freeing the inno-
cent hostages being held in the hi-
jacked Indian Airlines plane. Accord-
ing to a news account from the AP, Mr.
Zargar dismissed the idea of negotia-
tions with India, promising to stay on
the path of jehad, or holy war. He
threatened punishment for any Kash-
miri who opened talks with India. And
this, unfortunately, is the true face of
the so-called freedom movement in
Kashmir.
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Mr. Speaker, by taking steps towards
negotiation, Pakistan could help to
isolate and undercut these terrorist
groups operating in Kashmir. So far,
Pakistan has done just the opposite,
actively supporting the terrorists. But
at some point, | hope that the Paki-
stani leadership will recognize that
that strategy is increasingly turning
Pakistan into a pariah state.

If and when Pakistan changes its
course, and | hope it will soon, they
will find a willing negotiating party in
India and a supportive friend in the
United States. | just hope that we can
resume the India-Pakistan dialogue in
the “‘spirit of Lahore’ as soon as pos-
sible.

COMMEMORATING MEN AND
WOMEN WHO FOUGHT IN VIET-
NAM WAR

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GUTKNECHT). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. ISAKSON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day, May 7, a celebration of sort, a
commemoration of sort, took place in
all 50 States in this country as we com-
memorated the 25th anniversary of the
end of the Vietnam War.

Between 1958 and 1975, over 8 million
Americans, 228,000 of whom were Geor-
gians, fought in Southeast Asia on be-
half of freedom against communism
and totalitarianism. That was the war
of my generation. It was the legacy
that | remember.

America was divided throughout that
war and remains, in some cases, di-
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vided today over whether we should
have been there and our resolve was
never what it should have been. But to-
night, | rise not to debate that, but to
commemorate the men and women who
fought and died on behalf of the United
States of America, 58,000 of them, 2,042
who remaining missing in action
today.

While we debate the positive nature
of issues we believe in and condemn
others today in contemporary times,
we must continue to pause and reflect
on the sacrifice made on behalf of all of
us.

To that end, | want to commend five
individuals from Georgia, Susie Ragan,
who founded the MIA/POW force in
Georgia and now has moved to Mary-
land and is doing the same thing so we
do not forget those 2,042; Tommy
Clack, a triple amputee who returned
to a divided America and has com-
mitted the rest of his life to see to it
that Vietnam veterans get the atten-
tion and services that they deserve and
their Government promised; Ron Mil-
ler, who served as the former executive
director of the Georgian Veterans
Leadership Program; and Colonel Ben
Purcell of Georgia, a member of the
Georgia legislature, but 25 years ago a
man who ended more than 8 years as a
prisoner of war, over 5 in solitary con-
finement.

We must never forget the sacrifice
made by those men and women for our
Nation and for our country and the
duty and honor and commitment they
made to this country and to their God.

And that fifth person to me is a per-
son by the name of Jack Elliott Cox.
Jack died in Vietnam in 1968. But Jack
was a volunteer. He volunteered when
we graduated from college to go to
OSC. And like 70 percent of those who
died in Vietnam, he was not drafted, he
was a volunteer.

In fact, what is so often not talked
about is that 25 percent of those who
fought were drafted, 75 percent were
people who volunteered for the service
in a divided war and a divided time.
But they were committed to their
country.

Let us not forget the Jack Coxes, the
Susie Ragans, the Tommy Clacks, the
Ron Millers, and the Ben Purcells,
those who fought and live today to
fight on for the veterans of that war,
and those who died for you and I.

As Members of this Congress, when
we go to the 26th anniversary next
year, may it be a time that we con-
tinue our commitment to the veterans
of the United States of America and
the men and women who, regardless of
conflicts at home, fought and served
and, in some cases, died for their coun-
try, for our Nation, and for those of us
here tonight.

STATES SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO
PROTECT THEIR OWN WATERS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Washington (Mr.

METCALF) is recognized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, on
March 6, the United States Supreme
Court invalidated Washington State’s
standards for oil tankers entering their
waters. That is, it invalidated Wash-
ington State’s effort to control the
tankers in their waters and, in doing
so, potentially invalidated laws in 11
other States.

Even while admitting that Federal
and international laws may be insuffi-
cient protection, the court refused to
allow States to protect their own wa-
ters. That is hard to believe, but that is
what the United States Supreme Court
did.

We all remember the Exxon Valdez
disaster in Alaska in 1989. The huge oil
tanker ran aground in Prince William
Sound, Alaska, dumping 11 million gal-
lons of crude oil into the Pacific Ocean
and damaging more than 1,000 miles of
coastline in south-central Alaska.

The massive spill resulted in billions
of dollars in damage claims by over
40,000 people, including some 6,500
Washington State fishermen who have
yet to be compensated for their loss.

In response to the Valdez spill, my
home State of Washington and many
other coastline States issued tougher
laws to prevent another catastrophe.
Washington’s laws created the Office of
Marine Safety and added a number of
requirements to Federal law. | was in
the legislature when we did that.

For example, the State regulation re-
quired tanker crews to be proficient in
English in order to prevent
miscommunication between American
navigators and foreign crews. Does it
not seem logical that the people who
are running the tankers in American
waters should be proficient in English?

Among other rules adopted by Wash-
ington are prescriptions regarding
training, location plotting, pre-arrival
tests, and drug testing for tanker
crews.

Ultimately, the Supreme Court in-
validated these common-sense regula-
tions. And, again, | cannot imagine
how the Supreme Court could come to
that decision.

Of course, Federal law must super-
sede State law in Coast Guard and na-
tional security matters, but States
should have the right to enact safety
standards within their own State wa-
ters.

Last week | introduced H.R. 4385,
which reinstates the rights of States to
adopt additional standards regarding
maintenance, operation, equipping,
personnel qualifications, or manning of
oil tankers. | hope that all of my col-
leagues who care about States’ rights
and environmental protection will join
me to support this important legisla-
tion. We must allow our districts and
our home States to protect themselves
from another Valdez disaster.

NEW ECONOMY OF THE 21ST
CENTURY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
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uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. WELLER) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, | appre-
ciate the opportunity to address this
House today on issues | believe are ex-
tremely important to our economy and
to working families not only from my
State in lllinois, but across this coun-
try.

Mr. Speaker, | represent a very di-
verse district. | represent the south
suburbs of Chicago, as well as the
southern part of the city of Chicago. |
represent bedroom communities and
farm communities, a very, very diverse
district of city and suburbs and com-
munities.

I often find as | travel throughout
the district that | have the privilege of
representing, whether I am at the
Steelworkers Hall in Hegewisch, a
neighborhood in Chicago, or at the Le-
gion Post in Joliet, or a grain elevator
in Tonica, lllinois, or a coffee shop in
my hometown of Morris, | find that
there is a pretty common message
whether I am in the city, the suburbs,
or country; and that is that the folks
back home in Illlinois and the land of
Lincoln, they tell me that they want
us to work to find solutions to the
challenges that we face.

Those solutions sometimes require a
bipartisan effort. In many cases they
do. | am proud that our efforts over the
last few years of working together to
come up with solutions produced the
first balanced budget in 28 years, the
first middle class tax cut in 16 years,
the first real welfare reform in a gen-
eration. We stopped the raid on Social
Security, and we began paying down
the national debt.

Those are real accomplishments, and
they are producing results. We have
seen unprecedented economic growth
for 9 years, economic growth that
started in 1991 and continues to this
day; and clearly, the balanced budget
contributes to its continued growth.

I am proud to say the balanced budg-
et now is producing almost $3 trillion
of extra money. And rather than argu-
ing over how to eliminate the deficit,
today we are arguing over what to do
with that extra money.

Our welfare reform has resulted in an
almost 50 percent reduction in our Na-
tion welfare roles. Seven million
former welfare recipients are now
working and have joined employment
roles, having economic opportunity
and a chance to move up the economic
ladder.

I am also proud to say that when we
stopped the raid on Social Security and
began the process of paying down the
national debt that, in the last 3 years,
we paid down $350 billion of the na-
tional debt. And we are on track with
the budget we are going to pass this
year to eliminate the national debt by
the year 2013. That is progress. That is
real results.

Tonight | wanted to take the oppor-
tunity to talk about an area of our
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economy, an area of American society
and, frankly, a part of our global econ-
omy, an area that there is greater in-
terest in, for a lot of reasons. And to-
night 1 wanted to talk about the new
economy and some of the challenges, as
well as some of the solutions, to the
new economy of the 21st century.

Let me start, in talking about the
new economy, to talk about some
facts, some statistics about the Inter-
net and the new economy.

Over 100 million United States adults
today are using the Internet, and seven
new people are on the Internet for the
first time every second. Seventy-eight
percent of Internet users almost al-
ways vote in national, State and local
elections, compared with only 64 per-
cent of non-Internet users.

From a historical standpoint, the
Internet began as the Advanced Re-
search Project’s Agency Network dur-
ing the Cold War back in 1969 as a way
of trying to determine how our mili-
tary could communicate in time of nu-
clear war. Clearly, here is a peacetime
conversion of military technology.

What is hard to believe is that it only
took 5 years for the Internet to reach
50 million users, a much faster one
compared to the traditional electronic
media. It took television 13 years and
it took radio 38 years to reach that
same audience. In just 5 years, 50 mil-
lion users were on the Internet.

The Internet economy today gen-
erates an estimated 301 billion U.S. dol-
lars in revenue, and it is responsible for
over 1.2 million jobs. And preliminary
employment data shows that the tech-
nology industry in America employed
4.8 million workers in 1998, making it
one of our Nation’s largest industries.

The average high-tech average wage
was 77 percent higher than the average
U.S. private sector wage. It is also in-
teresting to note that 63 percent of
Americans believe that the Internet
will be equally or more important than
traditional sources of information in
the future.

When it comes to all of our pocket-
books, the Federal Reserve Chairman,
Alan Greenspan, points out and says
that in the last few years, one third of
all the economic growth, one third of
all the new jobs that have been created
in our economy, result from tech-
nology, much of it generated from the
Internet.

I am proud to come from a great
State, the great State of Illinois. Illi-
nois, of course, is nicknamed in many
cases, we think of it as an industrial
State, we think of Illinois as an agri-
cultural State. But Illinois is also a
technology State. People often think of
Silicon Valley, they think of the Sil-
icon Corridor in Boston, they think of
Seattle and Redmond, home to Micro-
soft and some of our bigger technology
corporations; and they often overlook
the fact that the Chicago land region
ranks fourth today in technology em-
ployment, with well over 210,000 tech-
nology workers currently working in
technology in Illinois.
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| pointed out that the wages of tech-
nology jobs are 77 percent more than
other jobs in today’s economy. | would
also point out that technology trade is
extremely important to Illinois, my
home State. Illinois exported over $16
billion just a couple years ago, making
Illinois the third highest ranking State
in our Union when it comes to tech-
nology exports. | am pretty proud of
that.

And we think of the map here, which
shows the top cyber States, the States
which generate the most jobs from
technology. As | pointed out earlier, II-
linois ranks fourth today in technology
employment.

Of course, Texas and California have
grown the most in technology employ-

ment. In fact, just in the last few
years, technology employment in
Texas, home to Governor Bush, has
seen the greatest growth in tech-
nology.
2030
As | mentioned earlier, technology

employment not only in my State of Il-
linois but throughout this country is a
major contributor to our economy, in
jobs in millions, in technology. Accord-
ing to these statistics here, there were
4.8 million jobs in technology in 1998.
That is more than the combined jobs in
steel, chemicals, auto manufacturing
and services.

Think about that. The traditional in-
dustries of steel and chemicals, which
of course that is petroleum and, of
course, auto, traditional basic jobs of
our old economy of the 20th century,
those jobs today are outnumbered by
the jobs in technology. Clearly our
economy is changing.

We often have to ask, how can we
harness that change to benefit the av-
erage working American? How can we
harness that growth in the new econ-
omy so that every American has the
opportunity to participate in that eco-
nomic growth as well as to contribute
with their ideas and entrepreneurship?
I have listened to many of those who
work in technology, many of those who
have created; that is, the companies
that have done so well, those who have
created that new technology, created
those jobs and opportunity. It is all
about creativity. That is something |
have learned when it comes to tech-
nology. But the message is clear. If we
want to harness the new economy to
continue to provide growth and oppor-
tunity for the American people, if we
want to ensure that, there are some
three basic rules that we want to, |
think, adopt.

Some say, what can Congress, what
can government do to get involved in
the new economy? Of course the gov-
ernment likes to regulate and tax as
well as to stick its nose into a lot of
things. But clearly this success of the
new economy, the fact that high tech
job wages are 77 percent higher than
other sectors of the economy, the fact
that one-third of all these new jobs
have been created by the technology
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economy, the fact that our economy is
growing so rapidly because of tech-
nology resulted basically because gov-
ernment was not in the way.

Clearly as we work to build our new
economy, the best approach for govern-
ment basically is to stay out of the
way and let the private sector innovate
and create with a goal of a tax-free,
trade-barrier-free and regulation-free
new economy. | am proud to say that
House Republicans continue to lead in
the effort to build and promote oppor-
tunity in the new economy.

We of course are working to honor
what we call the e-contract 2000, a con-
tract that we are committed to, to
grow the new economy and to provide
digital opportunity for all Americans.
Of course, the central tenets, the cen-
tral goals of our e-contract are to grow
the new economy by reducing taxes,
limiting regulation, reducing unneces-
sary lawsuits, promoting free trade and
e-commerce and building a high tech
future. Those are lofty goals. But if we
all work together in Congress and we
all work together in the same way that
we succeeded in balancing the budget
for the first time in 28 years, the way
that we cut taxes for the middle class
for the first time in 16 years, take the
same approach that we succeeded in
cutting our welfare rolls in half with
the implementation of welfare reform
and it all resulted in a growing econ-
omy that has seen unprecedented eco-
nomic growth and the lowest unem-
ployment in 30 years.

I am proud to say our approach to
lowering taxation, minimizing regula-
tion and promoting trade-barrier-free
commerce has produced some real ac-
complishments in this Congress. I am
proud that thanks to Republican lead-
ership, we put in place a moratorium
on new taxes on Internet sales so that
we do not double-tax and increase tax-
ation of the new economy. My hope is
that will be extended and we can have
a vote on that fairly soon.

I am proud to say as a Republican
Congress that rewarded investment and
the creation of new technology and re-
search with what is the longest ever
extension of the research and develop-
ment tax credit, to make it easier to
attract new investment in research and
development technology, the R&D tax
credit, that was one of those that every
year was extended maybe for 9 months
or 12 months. When you are a private
employer considering investing your
resources, your dollars in R&D, you al-
ways think about the tax con-
sequences. By extending it for 5 years,
we made sure that when they invest,
they can be confident that that invest-
ment will be recognized and treated
fairly under our tax code.

I am also proud to say that this Re-
publican Congress recognizes the im-
portance of protecting intellectual
property rights, ensuring those who in-
novate and create and come up with
new ideas get the credit as well as ben-
efit from their hard work and their la-
bors when we passed the Intellectual
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Property Rights Protection Act in 1998.
Soon we are going to be passing the e-
sign legislation, legislation that estab-
lishes a uniform and legally binding
standard for electronic signatures in e-
commerce. You often think of legal
documents being a piece of paper.
Today, so much of the business, so
many transactions today are done over
the Internet. We have to ensure that
we can come up with a way to ensure
that those business transactions are le-
gally binding even though it is a vir-
tual transaction and that e-sign legis-
lation which has passed the House and
Senate, we are now in conference work-
ing out differences in our legislation
between the House and Senate, moves
quickly so that we can continue to
grow the new economy.

I am proud of those accomplish-
ments. We have also passed out of the
House more legislation protecting in-
tellectual property rights; the Amer-
ican Inventors Protection Act ad-
dressed the issue of cyber-squatting,
those folks who would steal names. |
am also proud to say that under the
leadership of those who want to pro-
mote research, which is the Republican
majority, that we passed out of the
House the Network and Information
Technology Research and Development
Act, legislation that boosts Federal in-
vestment in new technology, in new
ideas helping grow the new economy.
Those are accomplishments. We have
moved that out of the House.

I have said that one of our other
goals of the Republican majority is
also to promote barrier-free trade.
Coming up in less than 2 weeks is prob-
ably going to be the most important
technology vote of the year, a vote
that will determine what kind of access
Americans would like to give them-
selves into what is the world’s largest
market. It will be a decision over
whether Americans want to sell prod-
ucts to over 1.3 billion customers. That
is the issue of whether or not we grant
permanent normal trade relations with
China.

China, of course, is the world’s most
populous nation. China has made a
commitment to join the World Trade
Organization and live by the rules, to
honor intellectual property agree-
ments, to honor trade agreements. As
we know right now, they have access to
our markets. All we have to do is go to
the discount store and shop for some T-
shirts to see that China has access to
our markets. The question really is, do
we want access to China’s market?
That is why the vote on permanent
normal trade relations, the same trade
status we give to almost everyone else,
if we are going to give ourselves access
to that market. To me it is the normal
thing to do, to want to be able to sell
our products that we make in lIllinois
in China.

Now, China is pretty important in
technology. | would point out of the
top five U.S. exports to China, the top
five are electrical machinery as well as
office machines, particularly com-
puters. Of course it is expected that by
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the end of this year, within the next
couple of years, by the end of 2001, that
China will become the world’s second
largest personal computer market. |
would note that over the last 10 years,
U.S. technology exports to China have
increased by 500 percent. Think about
that. If technology is the fastest grow-
ing sector of our economy, if tech-
nology is the part of our economy that
is creating the biggest chunk of new
jobs, one-third of all new jobs being
created by technology, would we not
want to sell those products in the
world’s largest market? And, of course,
that is China.

Ilinois, of course, is a major export-
ing State. As | pointed out earlier, Illi-
nois ranks fourth in technology jobs.
But Illinois ranks third in export and
trade of our technology. It is impor-
tant to us. We exported over a billion
dollars from lllinois to China last year.
I think we need more opportunity in
that market. That is why | support
normal trade relations with China, be-
cause it is good for American workers
and it is going to create more jobs for
American workers. Clearly if we want
to grow our technology economy,
which | certainly want to do for the
State | am proud to represent, Illinois,
we need to increase our market.

| also wanted to talk a little bit as
we talk about technology not only
about trade but about another chal-
lenge that we face. That is something
that some people call the digital di-
vide, what | call the challenge to pro-
vide digital opportunity. What really
hit home about the issue of the need to
provide digital opportunity is when I
talk to educators, teachers, school
board members, school administrators,
and they tell me that they are begin-
ning to notice a difference in the class-
room between the children who have a
computer at home and those who do
not. That the school kids who have a
computer at home to work on their
schoolwork, their homework seem to
be doing a little better in school than
those who do not. That is an issue of
concern to our educators.

Clearly education has been a priority
in this Congress. In fact in our budget
this year, we increased funding for ele-
mentary and secondary education by 10
percent while balancing the budget. So
at the same time we are making edu-
cation a priority, maybe we need to
think about what we can do to help
those kids who do not have a computer
at home so that they can compete in
the classroom. That is a big issue here,
creating digital opportunity for our
kids and for the future. Because those
young people, those children that do
not have a computer at home, if they
are behind in school because they do
not have a computer and trying to
compete with their classmates, think
about what that means for them long-
term in competing for jobs and, of
course, competing in the new economy
of the 21st century.

There are some interesting statistics
out there. People say the digital divide.
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What really is the digital divide? We
hear about it. If the digital divide is
out there, is there something that we
can do to make that digital divide real-
ly something called digital oppor-
tunity? If we think about it here, it is
interesting that when we look at the
digital divide, it is interesting that
many cases it is the income level of the
family that creates the digital divide.
It says here, some statistics | have
with me today, that urban households
earning more than $75,000 annually are
more than 20 times likely to have home
Internet access compared to urban
families at the lowest income levels.
Think about that. In many commu-
nities in this State of Illinois as well as
in this country, $75,000 is middle class
or upper middle class. But they are 20
times as likely to have computers and
Internet access as low-income families.
I would also point out that those fami-
lies with persons making less than
$25,000 annually generally cite cost as
the primary reason for not using the
Internet at home, while those making
more cite do not want it as the reason.

Let me repeat that again. Low-in-
come families say the reason they do
not have computer at home, the reason
they do not have access to the Internet
is because of the cost, whereas higher
income families just because they do
not want to have it. So clearly there is
a recognition by those families in
many cases who do not have computers
and Internet access that if they had a
little more money or somehow Internet
access could be more affordable that
they would want their children to have
computers at home, too.

How can we create digital oppor-
tunity recognizing that income dis-
parity on the so-called digital divide? |
have also learned that if you look at
statistics, that education level creates
a digital divide. Those with the higher
level of education, higher level of edu-
cation degrees tend to have computers
and Internet access. In fact, those with
college degrees are 10 times more like-
ly to have Internet access at work than
persons with only some high school
education. And that 62 percent of those
with college degrees now use the Inter-
net, while those with only a grade
school education, only about 7 percent
of them use the Internet. And also in
rural areas it is interesting that those
with college degrees are more likely to
have access to the Internet than those
without. So how can we ensure that
those who are from families where
there is not a college degree have com-
puters and Internet access?

Some say we should be just talking
about that digital divide. | believe that
we should be looking for ways to create
digital opportunity, because if we cre-
ate digital opportunity, we can harness
the new economy to ensure that every
child has access to computers and the
Internet, not only at school but at
home. We are of course working in the
Republican majority to find ways to
provide digital opportunity, to elimi-
nate the so-called digital divide. We
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want to pass tax incentives to encour-
age computers at home as well as in
the school.
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We want to encourage donation of
computers to schools by the private
sector. We want to bring down the
costs of Internet access, and we pointed
out earlier lower-income families iden-
tify the costs of Internet access and
the costs of having that computer as
their chief barrier to having a home
computer for their child to be able to
do their school work on.

Clearly, we have to work on an agen-
da, which will provide digital oppor-
tunity, digital opportunity for fami-
lies, digital opportunities for e-com-
merce, both at home as well as at
work. There are several ways we can do
that.

Clearly, the ways we can do that is to
give educational priority so that as we
raise the education level, people tend
to have a computer and Internet ac-
cess, but also when it comes to edu-
cation, should we not also ensure that
families know how to use a computer;
that teachers understand how to train
students on how to use that computer
for homework and classes, as well as
research on school papers and pre-
paring for a test?

I am proud to say that this House
continues to lead the way in boosting
education. As | mentioned earlier, we
increased funding in this year’s bal-
anced budget by 10 percent for public
education, a 10 percent increase while
even balancing the budget, but we also
worked to make sure those dollars
reach the classroom, and that those
dollars have distributed back to our
local schools in a way that those
schools can take advantage of those
programs to train teachers, as well as
to ensure that there is technology in
the wire, in the fiber and the hardwares
installed in the classroom.

We are ready soon to vote on here in
the House the Education Options Act,
legislation which will provide training
for teachers, to integrate technology
into the classroom, that has passed
committee, and it is waiting for a vote
here in the House.

I am also proud to say that the House
Committee on Ways and Means which |
serve on has improved the Education
Savings in School Excellence Act, a
program that would increase the
amount of money you can set aside in
Education Savings Account from $500
to $2,000 allowing families to save more
for their child’s education, but | would
also point out that those dollars we
would allow families to use to buy
computer equipment and also the soft-
ware they need to run those computers,
and they would also be able to use
those dollars to hire a tutor, if nec-
essary, to help their child catch up in
the classroom.

That legislation has passed com-
mittee. It is waiting a vote here in the
full House of Representatives. The
House of Representatives just this past
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year passed the Teacher Empowerment
Act which allows local schools to spend
Federal dollars to teach educators how
to integrate technology into the class-
room, to ensure that technology is in
the classroom, but also to ensure that
teachers understand how to use that
technology and better educate the chil-
dren.

Mr. Speaker, | would also point out
that there is a number of initiatives in
the Committee on Ways and Means
that | serve on which would also help
provide computers in the school. I am
proud to say that the House Committee
on Ways and Means is now considering
the New Millennium Classrooms Act,
legislation that would increase the
amount of the charitable deduction
that a business would receive if they
donate their surplus computers to
schools.

Those are good ideas, good ideas to
help in the classroom, good ideas to en-
sure that our children have an oppor-
tunity at school in how to use a com-
puter, that teachers know how to use
those computers, that teachers also
know how to train them, but the other
solution | believe to helping eliminate
so-called digital divide, providing
greater digital opportunity, is to find
ways so that families could have com-
puters and Internet access at home, so
that when school children bring their
homework home, they have got a com-
puter at home to work on it, a com-
puter they can use to solve their prob-
lems and to access the Internet for re-
search, so that they can contact the
Library of Congress, the greatest li-
brary in the world, via the Internet,
and, of course, have that literally at
home as a research tool to prepare
their schools paper. And that is a chal-
lenge.

As | mentioned earlier in the statis-
tics, many of these low-income fami-
lies that do not have computers iden-
tify the costs of Internet access as
being the barrier that prevents them
from having computer and Internet ac-
cess. So how can we solve that chal-
lenge?

I am proud to say a major employer
in our country, but also a major in the
District that | represent, and | have
two Ford auto plants in Hegewisch and
Chicago Heights, that |1 represent
would point out that companies have
stepped forward, major corporations
have stepped forward in our country,
Ford Motor Company, Intel, American
Airlines, Delta Airlines and have
stepped forward in that effort to help
ensure that their workers have com-
puters at home so their workers chil-
dren have those computers for their
school work. Think about that.

American Airlines has 100,000 em-
ployees, between Ford Motor Company,
American Airlines, Intel and Delta Air-
lines, 600,000 workers, every one from
the guy who sweeps the assembly line
floor, to the CEO, every one of those
families, universal access to Ford
Motor Company’s families, to the
Internet in computers, as a result of a
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program they are now offering, which
will provide as an employee benefit
computers and Internet access.

It would be an employee benefit the
same as a pension or as your health
care coverage, having a computer at
home and subsidize reduced rate Inter-
net access. Think about that. Amer-
ican Airlines, 100,000 employees, Intel,
American Ford Motor Company and
Delta Airlines, a total of 600,000 fami-
lies that will benefit from this type of
program.

I believe we should find more compa-
nies willing to step forward to provide
digital opportunity on a universal basis
for their employees. There is a con-
sequence. We discovered that when
Ford and Intel and American and Delta
stepped forward to provide this benefit
for their employees, computers and
Internet access to help their children
learn at home that there is a tax con-
sequence.

The consequence was that this new
benefit for employees having a com-
puter and Internet access was taxable,
which meant the worker would have to
pay higher taxes in order to have that
computer and that Internet access, and
that is a question; is that right? | don’t
believe so.

To me, it is just good government
policy to encourage private employees
to help eliminate the digital divide, to
provide greater digital opportunity.
That is why | am proud that just prior
to the Passover on Easter break, before
Congress took a 2-week break to be
back home in our districts, that | was
joined by my colleague the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS) in intro-
ducing what we call the DDATA Act,
the Digital Divide Access Technology
Act, legislation that treats this com-
puter and Internet access benefit that
is provided by private employer to em-
ployees as a tax-free benefit.

It treats it the same as an employee
contribution to a worker’s pension, as
an employer’s contribution to a work-
er’s health care benefits. It just make
sense.

My hope is this legislation will re-
ceive bipartisan support and move
quickly through the House. Ladies and
gentlemen, we want to eliminate the
digital divide. We want to eliminate
the digital divide by creating digital
opportunity at school, as well as in the
home. I am proud of that. It is impor-
tant initiative. Both initiatives deserve
bipartisan support.

We also want to provide greater dig-
ital opportunity in the workplace. One
of the ways we need to do a better job
here in the Congress, where we can
stay out of the way, but also bring fair-
ness to the Tax Code, is to recognize
the need, the need to modernize and
update the tax treatment of technology
in the workplace. Technology changes
pretty rapidly.

Mr. Speaker, today, private employ-
ers are replacing the computers in
their office every 14 to 16 months, but
under our current Tax Code, our em-
ployers and private businesses, whether
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it is the realtor or the insurance agent,
as well as the big corporation, they
have to carry those computers on their
books for 5 years. They are depreciated
over a 5-year period, even though that
computer is replaced every 14 months.

Essentially, our Tax Code is discour-
aging private employers and business
from taking advantage of the latest
technology, because the Tax Code says
if we are going to depreciate that you
have got to keep it on the books for 5
years; that really delays the decision
to upgrade the technology.

Now that we are in the global econ-
omy, do we not want the business com-
munity and our employers and those
who use computers in the workplace to
have the latest technology to compete?
I think we do, and that is why I intro-
duced legislation called the Computer
Depreciation Reform Act of 2000, legis-
lation which will eliminate that 5-year
depreciation schedule and recognize re-
ality here in the 21st century, and, that
is, the need to reform depreciation and
essentially what we call expensing in
government jargon which means you
can fully deduct the cost of that com-
puter in the first year; 1 year, rather
than 5, that recognizes the 14 to 16
months that you replace your com-
puter.

Before | close, | am going to mention
the last tax initiative that | believe de-
serves support that is now before the
Committee on Ways and Means. Many
poor families, as | noted earlier in the
statistics that | share, have stated that
the costs of Internet access in com-
puters at home is a chief barrier to
having those computers and having
Internet access for children and their
families in order to help them to do
their schoolwork and do their research
for school papers at home.

I have talked about solutions that
Republicans are offering to ensure that
computers are available at school and
Republicans solutions to ensuring that
computers are available at home, but |
am also proud to say that there is leg-
islation which | hope we bring before
this House also early this summer,
which will again help reduce the costs
of those computers.

Frankly, what we are doing under
this proposal is to eliminate what was
once a temporary tax on your tele-
phone, that was put in place during the
Spanish-American war to pay off the
Spanish-American war debt, probably
the best example of one of those taxes
that never ends, because when that tax
was enacted 100 years ago, it was a lux-
ury tax, because not many people had
telephone. They figured they stick it to
rich people and, of course, over time we
now have telephones. And we are all
paying this tax, and it was conven-
iently forgotten to end it. Three cents
on every dollar of your telephone serv-
ice is now collected and goes to Uncle
Sam.

Mr. Speaker, if we want to reduce ac-
cess costs to the Internet, we have to
recognize that the majority of people
who access the Internet obtain their
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of course, if you charge 3 cents on the
dollar in taxes for every dollar of tele-
phone use, that means every time you
access your computer, access the Inter-
net, it is costly.

Let us end that Spanish-American
war tax. Let us repeal the telephone
excise tax, and think about it if it is 3
percent, that means that your grand-
mother, who is on a limited income,
who uses the telephone to call her
grandchildren across this country is
paying that 3 percent the same as the
millionaire who may live across the
street.

Ladies and gentlemen, it is a regres-
sive tax as well, so we can reduce the
costs for lower-income families, the
Internet access by repealing the tele-
phone excise tax.

Ladies and gentlemen, we have some
big challenges before us and the new
economy is contributing so much to
the America’s future, an economy that
is driven by technology and an econ-
omy that has grown because govern-
ment stayed out of the way. If we con-
tinue to want to see the new economy
grow and technology provide greater
opportunity for the American people,
then | believe we need to continue that
approach of a tax-free, regulation-free,
trade barrier-free new economy.

We have some solutions. Solutions
that promote education. Solutions that
promote education as a way of contrib-
uting to the new economy. We also
have solutions to address the so-called
digital divide. | believe we need to pro-
vide digital opportunity in school, at
home, and in the workplace, and that
means we need to pursue a tax-free,
trade barrier-free and regulation-free
new economy, because that is what it
is all about, digital opportunity for our
kids and for our future.

Mr. Speaker, | appreciate the oppor-
tunity to address this House this
evening.

2100
SOCIAL SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GUTKNECHT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from North Dakota (Mr.
POMEROY) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the minority leader.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, | do not
think 1 will take 60 minutes this
evening.

Mr. Speaker, | want to commend my
colleague, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. WELLER) for a very interesting
and thoughtful presentation preceding
mine.

Mr. Speaker, | intend tonight to ad-
dress the issue of social security. | am
pleased to see that the candidates for
president are each speaking to this
vital issue, and | want in the next sev-
eral minutes to present some back-
ground in terms of what is encom-
passed within the social security pro-
gram, what are the strains on the pro-
gram that need to be addressed in the
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future, and how the parties differ on
the early proposals for change they are
advancing, things that we need to look
at very closely to make certain that we
have a strong social security program
going forward.

Let me begin by talking about social
security. First of all, the program
passed in 1935. Someone suggested that
of the many initiatives of Franklin
Delano Roosevelt, social security re-
mains in place as perhaps his most sig-
nificant contribution to this country.

I like to think of social security as a
program designed to respond to the un-
avoidable, completely inescapable risks
each of us have as Americans: dying at
a time when we have dependents; be-
coming disabled and unable to make a
living; or outliving one’s assets in re-
tirement years, each a very serious
right-to-the-core financial threat to us
and our families.

Social security was built as a system
whereby all of us as Americans insure
each of us against these perils.

I think it is vitally important that
we remember social security is more
than a retirement program. There is
going to be a lot of discussion, | guar-
antee Members, over the next many
months, a lot of discussion about
whether a person is making enough re-
turn on their social security payments,
the taxes withheld from our paycheck
for social security; is the return on
that what we might make if we just
had that money and could go and in-
vest it in the market?

Most of that discussion does not ac-
knowledge at all that in addition to
the retirement benefit there is an in-
surance policy, essentially, that covers
workers in the workplace if they die
prematurely leaving dependents at
home.

More than one in seven Americans
today will die before their 67th birth-
day. It is very foreseeable that they
would have dependents at home de-
pending on them, depending upon the
income that no longer comes in.

I know something about this par-
ticular coverage. When my father died
with a sudden and unanticipated heart
attack, just struck down, a complete
shock to all of us, he had dependents. |
was one of them, a teenager; my
younger brother was another; my
mother, a displaced homemaker with-
out employment skills; all of us abso-
lutely not just in an emotional state of
shock, but without the resources to
make it.

The social security checks came. |
have been a social security beneficiary.
This vital support from social security
helped us stabilize and allowed my
brother and myself to get an education,
to go out and get careers; allowed my
mother that period of time she needed
to get a job skill, get into the work
force so she could make it on her own.

That was what that social security
survivors’ benefit meant to my family,
and that is a very, very common story.
I would challenge anyone who really
does not know about this survivors’
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benefit in the social security program
to ask around. They will not have to
ask far to find out someone who has
benefited when a loved one has died
leaving them with dependents, and de-
pending upon, therefore, social secu-
rity.

Ninety-eight percent of the children
in this country are covered under the
survivors’ benefit under social secu-
rity, 98 percent.

As we look at issues like uninsured
children for health and other issues, we
design programs anymore that if they
get half of that, we think it would be a
smashing success. We literally have all
but universal coverage of our children
in this country if their dad or mom die
while they are still in dependent years.
That is something we do not talk
about. Remember that survivors’ ben-
efit. It is a vital part of the protection
social security provides.

Of course, we also have the disability
coverage. Someone is working, be-
comes disabled, and can no longer
make a living. What are they going to
do? This is one of those core risks that
social security responds to with its dis-
ability payment.

This was designed in the thirties. |
had a grandpa who was smashed
against a barn driving a team of
horses. Members can well imagine the
kind of disability threats that accom-
panied the hard physical labor in the
thirties. But believe me, it is still very
much part of the work force, very
much with men and women going to
work today.

In fact, if we just take 20-year-olds at
a time in their lives where they are the
strongest, healthiest, and have their
career years right in front of them, it
is pretty sobering to think that three
out of 10 will at sometime in their lives
become disabled and unable to work
before retirement, three out of ten 20-
year-olds today. That is the kind of
risk that is associated with disability.

If you are in the work force, working
for a living, getting by on your own,
you become disabled and unable to pull
down that paycheck, that is a very im-
portant coverage of social security.

There is private disability coverage
available. It is expensive. It is medi-
cally underwritten. Most do not have
it. In fact, three of four workers in the
work force today, 75 percent of men
and women going to work today, only
have social security if they become dis-
abled. But that is another thing we
really do not talk about as being
wrapped into social security.

Next time we hear somebody at the
work force talking about, well, I am
just not making on that social security
money what | could make in the stock
market, just ask them what they think
the value of having coverage for their
Kkids is if they get killed on the way
home from work in an auto accident;
or if tomorrow they have a stroke and
they cannot work anymore, what the
values of those coverages are like. Let
me tell the Members, it improves the
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return on that social security invest-
ment very, very significantly imme-
diately.

Of course, the hallmark, the feature
that social security is best known for,
is its survivors’ benefit. On average, so-
cial security pays $800 a month for in-
dividuals in retirement, $800 a month.
It is not enough to live comfortably on
at the margin one can get by on if that
is all they have, so there is a tremen-
dous pressure to do more, with social
security as the foundation for retire-
ment income and more, retirement
savings; even earnings, and we have
lifted the earnings cap so people can
earn whatever they can earn once they
get 65 and their social security starts,
because we want to help people get a
comfortable income in retirement.

The reality is that $800 a month, that
is more than 50 percent of the income
for more than two-thirds, more than 66
percent, two-thirds of Americans re-
ceiving social security retirement pay-
ments. For one-third, the millions that
represent one-third of social security
retirement retirees, that social secu-
rity check is all they have got. More
than half of the income for two-thirds,
that is all they got, for one-third.

Let us face it, that $300 a month av-
erage payment, it may not seem like a
lot to some, but to some it is every-
thing. That is why, when it comes to
social security, we have to be very,
very serious and careful because it is
the retirement foundation. | do not be-
lieve it is one place where we should
add risk, more risk, to Americans than
we already have about our retirement
savings earnings.

Social security at its formation was
never intended to be a retirement plan,
a stand-alone, this is all you need, live
happy, plan. That is not what it was
supposed to be. It was supposed to be
the foundation. It continues to be just
the foundation. No one aspiring to liv-
ing on $00 a month in retirement
years is looking at a standard of living
that they might more fully aspire to.
We need retirement savings in addition
to achieve that. Let us just talk about
how that one is coming along.

We know that Americans’ savings
rate, their household savings rate as
measured by the Department of Com-
merce is at its lowest point since the
Depression. The February statistic of .8
percent was the lowest retirement sav-
ings rate since the Depression. Between
World War Il and 1980, it averaged 8
percent. Now it is .8 percent.

We are on a spending binge. | worry a
lot about it. | think we need to try and
encourage more savings in this country
so people can live comfortably in re-
tirement.

If personal savings is not getting the
job done, let us take a look at, are peo-
ple saving in the work force, do they
have their 401(k)s or whatever they
have at the workplace that will help
them save for retirement?

Here the news is also very, very dis-
turbing. One-half of the workers in the
work force have no retirement savings
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plan at work, even a 401(k) where the
boss does not kick in anything. They
do not even have that. They have noth-
ing, nothing at work, so no personal
savings and no savings plan at work for
75 million. Fifty million Americans
have no retirement savings whatso-
ever, another statistic that we know.

We know that more than half of all
Americans have never calculated
whether the savings that they have is
going to match their expected need in
retirement years. That can be pretty
sobering. Maybe they stick a couple of
hundred in now and then, maybe they
get $1,000 in the tax return that people
manage not to spend and put that in
and they figure, well, we are working
away at it.

For the average man reaching the
age of 65 today, he has 15 more years
that he has to figure out how he is
going to finance. For the average
woman, it is even more telling, 19 addi-
tional years. They can expect 19 addi-
tional years once they have reached
the age of 65. Yet, more than half of all
Americans have not calculated whether
they are saving enough with their
workplace retirement plan and other
savings to meet those needs in retire-
ment.

There is another evolution going on.
Even within those places where there
are retirement plans at work, we are
going to a new design of plans. We are
going away from the old pension plan
where, no matter how long you live,
you had that guaranteed pension pay-
ment. We are going more to what is
called a defined contribution model,
where what you will have to sustain
you in retirement is dependent upon
what you have saved and how well you
invested.

Unlike the old days when you did not
have an investment responsibility, you
now do have an investment responsi-
bility under those 401(k) plans. We
know some use it well and some do not
use it well.

We also know that for the millions
that are depending upon their 401(k)
plans to sustain them in retirement
years, those amounts may not be up to
the test. Remember, there are literally
lots and lots of years to account for
once a person reaches the age of 65.
Yet, a February year 2000 study by the
Employment Benefits Research Insti-
tute shows that 47 percent, 47 percent
of the 401(k) plans have less than
$10,000 in them. The average account
balance on average is $47,000. Now try
to sustain a comfortable living for 19
years if your balance is somewhere be-
tween $10,000 and $47,000. It is one mean
trick, let me say.

That is why we keep circling back to
social security. It is the foundation. It
must remain. We cannot have addi-
tional risk jeopardizing even that pay-
ment because we know we have all
kinds of trouble on the private retire-
ment savings side.

I think the conclusion we can draw
from all of this is that Congress has to
pay attention to private retirement
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savings. We have to make it easier for
people to save individually for retire-
ment savings. We have to help modest
income households even under tight
discretionary income circumstances
save for retirement.

We also have to do more to help em-
ployers across this country offer retire-
ment savings plans for their work
force. Sometimes Congress has been
guilty of putting in place way too
much rigmarole and regulation. We
have actually discouraged the very re-
tirement savings that we want to en-
courage. We need to address that. That
has to happen on the private retire-
ment savings side.
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But now we get to Social Security.
Where are we standing on this one?
Well, I am pleased to say that over the
years | have been in Congress working
on Social Security, the solvency out-
look for Social Security has improved
significantly. |1 do not claim full credit
for that. It is a feature of our robust
economy. It is a feature of more people
in the workforce paying payroll taxes.
And as a result, the solvency of this
program has improved almost 10 years
from only 2 or 3 years ago.

The strain, of course, on Social Secu-
rity is that we do not have an evenly
allocated age range across the popu-
lation of the United States. We have
got this bulge, the much-discussed
baby boomers. And while we are in the
workforce today, and | am one of them,
we are going to move into retirement
in disproportionate numbers. The num-
ber of active workers today is three to
one. And by the time all the baby
boomers retire, it is going to be two
workers per retiree. That is what
causes the strain on this Social Secu-
rity program.

The earlier projections were that the
surplus that has been generated will be
completely exhausted by the year 2029,
just when the baby boomers really are
fully into retirement. Again, because of
the increased participation in the
workforce, low unemployment, a sus-
tained record-setting economy in the
history of this country, we have gen-
erated significant contribution to So-
cial Security beyond what was antici-
pated by the actuaries even 3 years
ago, and the most recent projection is
that the Social Security Trust Fund
will not be exhausted until the year
2037, and that is if nothing whatsoever
is done with it.

At the time, 2037, benefits fall 30 per-
cent. It is not as if Social Security pay-
ments stop, but they are funded only
by the payroll tax coming in. That is
not enough to fully make those pay-
ments, so benefits collapse 30 percent.
Therefore, we need to take action. And
anyone that knows something about
this is going to say: The earlier we
take action, the less painful it needs to
be to make the fixes to sustain Social
Security for the long haul.

So that is the backdrop to the presi-
dential debate on Social Security that
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we will have in this upcoming election
year. It is an absolutely vital program
for Americans. It pays not just retire-
ment, but survivors benefits and dis-
ability benefits. Its solvency has im-
proved, and improved quite signifi-
cantly, in recent years in light of the
very healthy economy that we have
had. But we have a shortfall and we
have to address it.

Let us take a look at the competing
proposals to address Social Security.
Vice President Al Gore has advanced a
proposal that basically captures the
strengths of our existing economy. He
holds absolutely secure all of the sur-
plus being generated by Social Secu-
rity. And, again, that surplus is be-
cause we have got a three-to-one ratio,
three workers per retiree. So as we
generate the Social Security with-
holding taxes, we are generating a lot
more surplus than required to pay the
benefit.

The Vice President would first of all
hold that surplus secure for Social Se-
curity. He would use the surplus dol-
lars to retire and eliminate completely
the Federal debt owed by this country.
He would save the money that the Fed-
eral Government now pays in interest
on the debt, and commit it to the So-
cial Security program.

Let me go through this again. Here is
the Vice President’s plan: Hold Social
Security surplus secure; eliminate the
Federal debt; calculate the amount of
money that the Federal Government
has been paying in interest and, be-
cause there is no debt and that money
is not owed in interest anymore, take
that amount and pay it into the Social
Security program to sustain it well
through the middle of the 21st century.

Some might say, wait a minute, we
have Social Security taxes for Social
Security and now we are going to take
general fund revenues for Social Secu-
rity? Absolutely appropriate. It is the
Social Security surplus that is retiring
the national debt, and this debt pay-
ment out of taxpayer dollars is stag-
gering. To think that nearly 15 cents
out of every dollar, just 15 cents of
every dollar, take the first $15 in taxes
out of $100, goes to pay interest on the
debt. We are going to eliminate the
debt. Eliminate it and then take that
surplus, commit it to Social Security,
take that savings, commit it into So-
cial Security so that while preserving
the full benefit structure, Social Secu-
rity is with us through the life span of
the baby boomers.

Mr. Speaker, | was born in 1952. A So-
cial Security solvency program that
gets us through the year 2050 takes
care of me, believe me, and most of my
peers in the baby boomer age group.

In the event there continued to be
solvency issues past the middle of this
century, we can address them. But I
think making this strong commitment,
given the sound economy of this coun-
try, to paying down the debt, capture
the interest savings, invest in Social
Security so it is there through the mid-
dle of the century and beyond, these
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are the hallmark of the Vice Presi-
dent’s plan. | think they are solid prin-
ciples for Social Security. They abso-
lutely preserve it as the income bed-
rock for Americans and that is what we
have to do.

Against that backdrop, the Bush
plan, quite frankly, has caused me a
great deal of concern. Although it is
very sketchy and we hear that there
may or may not be greater detail pro-
vided about the Bush plan, we know
that he would basically carve up the
program and create for each Social Se-
curity recipient an amount they could
voluntarily elect as a private account.

Now, who would not like additional
private account on top of our indi-
vidual retirement assets? If someone
would say to me, ‘““You want an addi-
tional 2 percent in retirement savings
to play around with invest and make
some return?”’ Sure, what do | have to
give up? And this is the critical thing.

To the extent that we invest our re-
sources in an individual account, we
subtract from the guarantee to the pro-
gram. Now, there are those that advo-
cate this private account business that
say: No problem. We are going to make
it a heads-you-win-tails-1-lose situa-
tion. If the individual account does not
perform spectacularly, giving you more
money that you know would otherwise
have, the Federal Government is going
to pony up the difference. So we have
literally a no-lose situation. That
sounds great.

But, Mr. Speaker, sometimes things
that sound so great need a little closer
inspection. | used to be an insurance
commissioner. My colleagues would
not believe some of the sales pitches
that | have seen behind complex finan-
cial instruments. The fact is | dis-
allowed a lot of them because they
were not fundamentally honest. | do
not think that promises of that nature
that are not based on sound economics,
I do not think those promises are fun-
damentally honest either.

Let us talk about the totality of the
Bush economic plan and see whether
this could possibly work. First of all,
we know that instead of tackling that
debt and eliminating it, the foundation
of the Bush economic plan is a massive
tax cut, even larger than the House
passed and the President vetoed last
fall. A tax cut that would basically
take all of the non-Social Security sur-
plus and eliminate it from the Federal
budget.

Then he would create these indi-
vidual accounts. And if we are doing
our math, at this point we are think-
ing, let us see. The general fund rev-
enue is gone. And then there is the in-
dividual account, and that has got to
carve into the Social Security guar-
antee, but they say it will not. So how
do we fund that part?

Well, Mr. Speaker, it really has not
been made clear. Some of the options,
frankly, if we do not have the revenue,
would have to include benefit reduc-
tion, expanding the retirement age, not
actually funding that backstop, that
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guarantee that we cannot do worse
under this program. All of those are
really core questions | think that have
to come into the proposals advanced by
George W. Bush.

I give him credit for talking about
these issues. These are complicated,
controversial issues and | think it is
good that he has advanced them as
part of his campaign for President. But
then it is our responsibility to look at
it and ask the questions.

Quite frankly, we do not have the
dollars. We do not have the dollars
with the tax cut he proposes to take
the general fund revenue and the addi-
tional 2 percent commitment that he
makes out of the Social Security rev-
enue. We do not have the dollars to
continue that base guarantee.

The bottom line is at a time when we
have inadequate savings for retirement
on the private side, we have individual
workers in the workforce taking more
and more risk for their retirement by
whatever employer program they are
covering, at a time when Social Secu-
rity checks average $800 a month, and
we know that Americans have more
and more life expectancy to try and
make on that kind of income, we know
that the Bush plan adds uncertainty
into the Social Security picture.

The investment counselors would say
investors should allocate risk. There is
a spectrum of risk in investment strat-
egies, from the high-tech on the risky
side down to the bonds on the low end
side and that way we kind of protect
ourselves. We protect our investment
picture. | think we need to look at re-
tirement income similarly.

Mr. Speaker, with retirement, we are
going to have the high-risk stuff, and
that is going to be including the pri-
vate savings that we might have on a
tech stock. It will include the kind of
risky stuff that might be an aggressive
portfolio of our 401(k). And then it has
to include the bedrock, absolutely safe
stuff, and that has to be the Social Se-
curity program.

So this is not a place and we do not
add risk on top of risk. We backstop
more risk by maintaining the founda-
tion, and that means keeping Social
Security, keeping the commitment,
keeping the retirement age, keeping
the defined benefit guarantee that
there is a payment there every month
that we cannot outlive. And it is up to
us not just to see this program, | think,
for retirement needs of those now in re-
tirement or those of us in the baby
boom generation about to come on to
retirement, but for our children and
grandchildren as well.

Mr. Speaker, for that reason this So-
cial Security issue teed up in the presi-
dential debate will be generating a
great deal more discussion, and | thank
you for giving me this time to advance
these ideas tonight.
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TRIBUTE TO D.C. FIRE CHIEF TOM
TIPPETT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WELDON) is recognized for
60 minutes.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, a terrible tragedy occurred on
Friday of last week. The District of Co-
lumbia fire chief resigned his position.
I have known Tom Tippett for a num-
ber of years. | have come to respect
him and admire him, as do all of those
firefighters, men and women, who serve
in local 36 of the D.C. Fire Department
Union.

Tom Tippett is a true firefighter. |
first met him about 12 years ago, short-
ly after | first came to Congress and
decided to try to work the issues in-
volving fire and life safety in this coun-
try. To create a better awareness
among our colleagues about the role of
the firefighter in our inner-city areas, |
started a tradition that each year
would take our colleagues on a volun-
teer basis and have them run with one
of the busiest D.C. fire stations.

Mr. Speaker, one of those nights we
assigned a group of Members to run
with Tom Tippett's station, a truck
company and a rescue company that
was at that time the busiest station in
D.C. As Members of Congress in their
jeans and shirts, with their running
gear assigned by the Department, sat
in the station talking to firefighters
and responded throughout the evening
to drug dealings, shootings, emergency
trauma situations, fires, accidents,
HAZMAT disasters, every kind of inci-
dent we could think of, all of us were in
awe, Democrats and Republicans, of
the job these people do every day.

Since that time, | have worked with
Tom in a number of capacities. He be-
came the President of the local here in
the District of Columbia. And then
when an opening occurred last year, he
was offered the temporary assignment
of serving as the District of Columbia
Fire Chief.

He did an outstanding job, Mr.
Speaker. When he took over the role of
the chief, he said he would do it, but
would have as his ultimate goal the ob-
jective of improving the life safety for
the firefighters who he now had respon-
sibility for.
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The safety and well-being of fire
fighters and EMS personnel across
America is a major issue, Mr. Speaker.
In fact, each year, we lose over 100 fire
and EMS personnel, most of them vol-
unteers, because the bulk of our Na-
tion’s fire fighters are volunteers, in
the course of their doing their job.
Over 100.

In fact, the D.C. Fire Department has
lost three fire fighters within the last 3
years. In fact, Mr. Speaker, following a
fire several years ago that took the life
of one of D.C.’s finest, a fire where that
life probably should have been able to
be saved, a series of recommendations
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were made, recommendations following

the death of fire fighter and Sergeant

John Carter.

John Carter’s widow was at the press
conference today where we called for
action to restore these cuts that were
made to the D.C. fire department. John
Carter was a dedicated professional. He
left behind a widow and a 10-year-old
son. He died in an unfortunate cir-
cumstance that probably could have
been avoided, as did two of his col-
leagues who died almost 1 year ago in
May of last year.

Following the death of John Carter,
the Committee on Appropriations of
this body in its legislative language in
last year’s bill put in the following
item, and | will quote from this bill
which is actually District of Columbia
Appropriations bill for the year 2000
passed in this body on July 22, 1999.
This is what it says, “The Committee
encourages the District to provide
funding for two critically important
safety measures that were developed by
the fire department internal com-
mittee following the death of Fire
Fighter John Carter 2 years ago. These
safety measures include restoring the
aide to the battalion chief within the
fire fighting division and increasing
staffing levels to at least five fire
fighters on ladder companies.

“The mission of the fire and emer-
gency medical services department is
to improve the quality of life to those
who choose to live, work, visit, and do
business in the District of Columbia by
preventing fires before they occur, ex-
tinguish those fires that do occur, and
providing emergency medical and am-
bulance service.”

This was in the law that we passed
last year in response to the death of
Fire Fighter Carter.

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, last
year we saw two additional deaths of
D.C. fire fighters. In fact, in a fire that
occurred on May 30, 1999 at 3146 Cherry
Road in Northeast, two fire fighters
paid the ultimate price, and they left
their families behind.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, | came down to
Washington at the request of the local
fire department along with the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER),
and we joined the thousands of fire
fighters, both locally and nationally,
who came to pay their respects to
these two brave individuals.

There was a second study done, Mr.
Speaker, following this fire. | will
enter into the RECORD the report of
that fire from the Reconstruction Com-
mittee, as follows:

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FIRE AND EMERGENCY
MEDICAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT—REPORT
FROM THE RECONSTRUCTION COMMITTEE
REGARDING FIRE AT 3146 CHERRY ROAD, NE,

WASHINGTON, DC, ON MAY 30, 1999

Incident Commanders need to follow the
Incident Command System and sector every
incident immediately upon arrival. This will
reduce fireground confusion and allow the
Incident Commander to quickly contact sec-
tor leaders to determine the locations of
companies in their sectors.

The Safety Officer should not conduct roll
calls. Instead, a member of the Incident
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Command Staff (e.g., a battalion chief aide)
should conduct roll calls.

The Training Academy must conduct ongo-
ing training and evaluation of fire fighters
and fire officers to ensure that all Depart-
ment personnel respond properly to roll
calls. Roll call training must be part of re-
cruit training, company level drills and
training academy refresher courses.

FIREGROUND COMMAND

Problem—Command Post Location.—Bat-
talion Fire Chief 1’s vehicle was not in a po-
sition to allow him an adequate view of the
incident. Battalion Fire Chief 1 unsuccess-
fully attempted to relocate the vehicle to ob-
tain a better view, then left his vehicle and
proceeded to the front of the building. Bat-
talion Fire Chief 1 never established a fixed
command post.

By leaving his vehicle, BFC-1 abandoned
the stronger car-mounted mobile radio and
was forced to communicate using a weaker
portable radio. The use of a single portable
radio also caused missed messages, due to
switching back and forth between fireground
and dispatch channels. In addition, it was
impossible to maintain the command chart
from a roving position.

Recommendation.—Incident Commanders
must establish fixed command posts. A fixed
position allows for better communication,
tracking of companies and a better environ-
ment for decision making. The Incident
Commander should use either his/her vehicle
or another emergency vehicle that is more
suitably located for this task. The command
post should allow a view of the building that
includes at least one, and preferably two,
sides. The use of a fixed command post al-
lows the Incidence Commander to simulta-
neously monitor multiple radio channels at
greater signal strength as well as access to
both mobile and portable radios.

Problem—Changing Tactics.—Extin-
guishing this fire involved a change in tac-
tics from a front to a rear oriented attack.
This change in tactics required close coordi-
nation and communication between BFC-1
and the front and rear fire suppression
teams. Battalion Fire Chief 1 was unable to
coordinate front and rear teams because he
lacked information, particularly the loca-
tion of engine company crews.

Recommendation.—Proper management of
the fireground requires the assistance of a
battalion chief’s aide. This position was re-
stored on December 19, 1999. Department
should continue the position of battalion
chief’s aide and their role includes the fol-
lowing: Assist in the coordination of
fireground activities; gather critical infor-
mation for the Incident Commander; allow
the Incident Commander to sector the inci-
dent sooner; handle specific tasks, such as
accountability, as directed by the Incident
Commander; improving fireground commu-
nications.

The position of battalion chief’s aide is im-
portant to fireground safety. All personnel
should understand the function of this and
other command staff positions through
training in the Department’s Incident Com-
mand System.

Problem—Sectoring.—Battalion Fire Chief
1 never sectored the fire or properly used a
tactical worksheet. He was quickly over-
whelmed trying to manage this escalating
incident. BFC-2 was assigned to the rear,
however, he was never assigned any compa-
nies nor were specific companies directed to
report to him.

Recommendation—Incident Commanders
must follow the Department’s Incident Com-
mand System procedures on sectoring an in-
cident and use command charts at all inci-
dents. Sectors must be established in the
early stages of all emergency incidents. Sec-
tor leaders must be assigned companies for
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which they are responsible. Sector leaders
must give progress reports to the Incident
Commander every five minutes or more fre-
quently, as necessary. The Department must
ensure that all officers are trained to serve
as sector leaders.

Mandatory use of sector assignments will
reduce the risk of exceeding the span-of-con-
trol and increase the Incident Commander’s
effectiveness. Command Staff should also be
increased to facilitate the sectoring process.
Restoration of the battalion chief’s aide will
also help alleviate this problem.

Problem—EMS Command.—The EMS Su-
pervisor established a separate EMS com-
mand structure at this incident.

Recommendation—EMS operations must
be incorporated into the overall fireground
operational plan as a sector that reports to
the Incident Commander.

Problem—Mobile Command Unit.—It was
too long into the incident before the Mobile
Command Unit arrived on the scene. Con-
sequently, the command process was hin-
dered because the additional resources af-
forded by the Mobile Command Unit were
not available.

Recommendation—The Mobile Command
Unit should respond automatically to any in-
cident that the DFC responds or if requested
by the Incident Commander.

COMMUNICATIONS

Problem—Relaying Important Informa-
tion.—After the Box Alarm was dispatched,
Communications Division received an addi-
tional phone call, correcting the incident ad-
dress and reporting that the fire was in the
basement. This information was announced
on the Fire Channel 1 at the end of a long
transmission. Few companies heard this
message and the information was not prop-
erly acknowledged. Acknowledgment was
only received from E-26 on the address
change information.

Recommendation—Communications must
follow the established SOPs for relaying per-
tinent information. Communications Divi-
sion must require that all responding units
acknowledge all pertinent information.

The Department should also conduct a
thorough evaluation of the Communications
Division to ensure that its operations meet
the Department’s needs. Such an evaluation
must also include recommendations to im-
prove the Communications Division’s per-
formance during emergency incidents.

Problem—Size-up Reports.—There was no
size-up report from the rear. As a result, per-
sonnel did not have a description of the
building and the conditions found. Also,
BFC-1 and company officers did not request
important information, which caused them
to act without sufficient information.

Recommendation—Company officers must
be trained to give immediate and accurate
size-up reports at every incident. Company
officers must receive ongoing training in ef-
fective fireground communication and SOPs.
In addition, Incident Commanders and com-
pany officers must be trained to request in-
formation, such as size-up progress reports,
in the absence of this information. The use
of Battalion Chief’s Aides greatly improves
size-up information.

Problem—Progress Reports.—The officers
from E-26 and E-10 made no radio trans-
missions during their initial attack, nor did
they give progress reports. These companies
did not respond to repeated attempts by
BFC-1 to contact them by radio. As a result,
BFC-1 was not fully aware of the interior
conditions or the location of these compa-
nies in the building. Accordingly, Battalion
Fire Chief 1 delayed a rear fire attack out of
concern for the safety of these interior
crews.

Company officers were unable to hear all
radio transmissions at all times. It is likely
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that the inability of some officers to hear
radio transmissions was due in part to the
position of the portable radios of the officers.
This contributed to the poor communica-
tions at this incident.

Recommendation—The Incident Com-
mander must be aware of the location, ac-
tivities and conditions encountered by the
companies at an incident. Department SOPs
for the Incident Command System requires
that companies provide regular progress re-
ports to the Incident Commander. The De-
partment must train personnel through in-
service drills and annual training and en-
force the existing SOPs for communications
at all emergency incidents.

Speaker microphones should be used or
radio pockets should be added to the Depart-
ment’s turnout clothing specification to im-
prove effectiveness of radio transmissions.

Problem—Deteriorating Conditions.—Dur-
ing rescue operations, personnel noticed that
the living room floor was deteriorating, be-
coming spongy and sloping. This critical in-
formation was not relayed to BFC-1.

Recommendation—Personnel must be
trained to immediately relay any informa-
tion about deteriorating structural integrity
of fire buildings to the Incident Commander.

Problem—Radio Interference.—Fire Chan-
nel 1 (154.190MHz) and Fire Channel 4
(154.205MHz) are too close in frequency, cre-
ating interference when either channel is op-
erated simultaneously. The Channel 4 radio
transcript shows many unintelligible trans-
missions and microphone clicks that could
not be identified. Fireground personnel may
have missed important Channel 4 trans-
missions when Channel 1 was active. lden-
tical problems were documented during the
Kennedy Street reconstruction.

Recommendation—As a short term solu-
tion, the Department should replace Fire
Channel 4 with Fire Channel 2 as the
fireground channel. There should be a min-
imum bandwidth separation of at least 25
MHz between fire channels. There is an in-
sufficient bandwidth separation between
Fire Channels 1 and 4 to ensure clear com-
munications capability. Fire Channel 2 is a
significantly stronger frequency compared to
Fire Channel 4 due to greater bandwidth sep-
aration. Fire Channel 2 is currently used by
fire units responding on medical calls.

Replacing Fire Channel 4 with Fire Chan-
nel 2 will not eliminate the problem of insuf-
ficient bandwidth separation. Rather, it will
shift the communication problems from fire
units responding on fire calls to fire units re-
sponding on medical calls. EMS units will
not be affected by this change because they
use a different communications system.

Problem—Truck Company Staffing.—Cur-
rent staffing of the Department’s truck com-
panies is inadequate. Working fires require
truck company members to perform more
work tasks then can be accomplished by four
fire fighters in a timely manner. At this inci-
dent, improper and insufficient ventilation
by truck companies was a critical factor con-
tributing to the deaths and injuries. Other
operational deficiencies include the fol-
lowing: Aerial ladders were not raised to the
roof of the townhouses, even though it was
possible to do so. An insufficient number of
ground ladders were placed on both the front
and rear of the structure. Truck companies
did not turn off the gas or electric utilities
at the fire building. Although not a factor in
this incident, this certainly could have been
catastrophic.

In part, the failure of truck companies in
completing assigned operations resulted
from truck company officers performing fire
fighter tasks as well as the role of officer.
Management of their companies was, nec-
essarily, a secondary consideration to the
primary task of carrying out vital fire fight-
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er operations, such as placing ladders, ven-
tilation, and forcible entry.

Recommendation—The Department must
properly staff and train truck companies to
ensure that vital fireground operations are
accomplished in a timely manner. Truck
companies must be staffed with a minimum
of 5 or 6 fire fighters. Such a staffing level is
nationally recognized by NFPA 1710, Stand-
ard for the Organization and Deployment of
Fire Suppression, Emergency Medical Oper-
ations, and Special Operations to the Public
by Career Fire Departments (scheduled for
adoption May 2001), for all jurisdictions with
tactical hazards, high-hazard occupancies,
high incident frequencies, or geographical
restrictions. This applies to all fire responses
in the District of Columbia. Restoration of
such staffing levels on truck companies will
allow truck company officers to properly
manage the overall operation of their com-
pany and ensure that critical tasks are ac-
complished. Note: December 1999, the De-
partment restored truck company staffing to
4 fire fighters and an officer.

SAFETY

Problem—Integrated PASS Devices.—Fire
Fighter Phillips wore an SCBA with an inte-
grated PASS device that was automatically
activated. Fire Fighter Matthews wore a
manually activated PASS device, which he
did not activate. Department personnel who
entered the building in search of a missing
fire fighter reported that they were able to
rapidly locate F/F Phillips because they
heard his PASS alarm. They were not able to
locate F/F Matthews as quickly because his
PASS device was not activated. In later
interviews, the majority of fire fighters with
manually activated PASS devices reported
that they had not activated their devices be-
fore entering the building.

Recommendation—The Department must
maintain SCBA units with integrated PASS
devices for all fire fighters. Note: In Decem-
ber 1999, the Department provided every on
duty fire fighter and officer with an SCBA
with integrated PASS device.

Mr. Speaker, | will again quote from
this report, although the text of it as |
provided will be entered into the
RECORD. But these are the rec-
ommendations that were made fol-
lowing two additional deaths of D.C.
fire fighters. ‘“Proper management of
the fireground requires the assistance
of a battalion chief’s aid. This position
was restored on December 19, 1999 at
Chief Tippett’s request. The ‘‘Depart-
ment should continue the position of
battalion chief’s aide and their role in-
cludes the following: Assist in the co-
ordination of fireground activities,
gather critical information for the in-
cident commander, allow the incident
commander to sector the incident
sooner, handle specific tasks, such as
accountability, as directed by the inci-
dent commander, improving fireground
communications.

“The position of battalion chief’s
aide is important to fireground safe-
ty.”

Now, that was an internal rec-
ommendation of the D.C. Fire Depart-
ment over the past year following the
investigation of the cause of the death
of these two fire fighters.

The report goes on to say, ‘““The use
of battalion chief’'s aides greatly im-
proves size-up information.”
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On the staffing issue, this same re-
port says the following, ‘‘Current staff-
ing of the Department’s truck compa-
nies is inadequate. Working fires re-
quire truck company members to per-
form more work tasks than can be ac-
complished by four fire fighters in a
timely manner.”” It goes on to say,
““Recommendation’, “Truck compa-
nies must be staffed with a minimum
of 5 or 6 fire fighters. Such a staffing
level is nationally recognized by’ the
National Fire Protection Association
1710. It goes on to say, “This applies to
all fire responses in the District of Co-
lumbia.”

Now, Mr. Speaker, here we have the
Congress and the internal investigative
arm of the District of Columbia on the
record within the last year saying that
we should increase the number of fire
fighters on truck companies to five and
that we should reinstate these aides to
the battalion chief incident com-
mander on the scene of a disaster in
the District of Columbia.

The new fire chief put into a tem-
porary position last year, Chief Tom
Tippett, when he was sworn in said
that he would protect the lives of those
who he was charged to lead. The mayor
supported Chief Tippett in that dec-
laration, as did this Congress. That is
exactly what Chief Tippett did.

Because there was not enough fund-
ing in the District of Columbia budget,
he used money from the reserve ac-
count for overtime and excess dollars
that he could find within the D.C. Fire
Department budget to increase the
staffing level and bring in these aides.
So over the past several months, the
District of Columbia has had better
protection.

Unfortunately, it came to a show-
down that ended in a very unfortunate
decision last Friday. See, Mr. Speaker,
the oversight authority for the District
of Columbia, the Financial Responsi-
bility and Management Assistance Au-
thority, headed by former Clinton OMB
director Alice Rivlin, told the mayor
that they could not continue to fund
these positions. Even though Chief
Tippett found the money within his
own budget allocation when he went
back in for a reprogramming to com-
plete this fiscal year, which amounted
to over a million dollars, the oversight
commission said no.

The mayor supported the chief; and
to his credit, Mayor Williams said the
chief is correct. D.C. fire fighters do
not deserve to be treated as second-
class citizens. They protect the Con-
gress. They protect the American peo-
ple. They protect the White House.
They will be out there on the streets
this coming Sunday when hundreds of
thousands of moms march on Wash-
ington. They were there a few short
weeks ago when thousands dem-
onstrated in support of gay rights.
They are here every week when thou-
sands and tens of thousands of citizens
from all over this country come to our
city.

The fire department responds to med-
ical emergencies, fires, disasters, and
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other problems that confront this city
every day.

Chief Tippett did what he said he
would do. He increased the funding to
allow that support to take place for the
D.C. Fire Department. Alice Rivlin and
her oversight board laid down an ulti-
matum and told the mayor and the
chief, “We will not support your in-
creased funding.” Even though the pro-
posed budget for the District of Colum-
bia for the next fiscal year contained
an additional $6 million to fund these
initiatives, the oversight board said it
would not provide the emergency fund-
ing to complete the rest of this fiscal
year, which would have totaled some-
where less than $4 million.

When Chief Tippett was backed into
a corner after having given his word,
which unfortunately many in politics
do not abide by, but that members of
the fire service do abide by their word,
Chief Tippett did what he felt was the
honorable thing. On Friday afternoon
of last week, he resigned. He stepped
down from his office because he felt
that he could not justify nor guarantee
the safety of the D.C. fire fighters.

Mr. Speaker, | can tell my colleagues
that there are at least three other next
in line officers who were approached
about taking the interim position of
D.C. fire chief, and they refused. They
refused because of this common bond of
honor between all the fire fighters in
this city and nationwide.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, the irony of this
whole incident is that last Wednesday
evening in Washington, for the 12th
time, we had over 2,000 leaders of the
American fire and EMS community
come to Washington for a celebration
of our domestic defenders, our Amer-
ican heroes, our fire and emergency
service providers, volunteers and paid.

Yet 2 days later, Chief Tippett has to
resign because of a short-sighted deci-
sion made by a pencil-pushing budget
cutter overseeing a budget in excess of
$2 billion that could not find $4 million
to help this city to be properly pro-
tected.

Mr. Speaker, within the last 3 years,
three D.C. Fire fighters have given
their lives. These fire fighters were
burned. In fact, there were a couple at
the fire station today on New Jersey
Avenue when we had a press conference
who did live who were burned. These
are not pencil pushers. These are men
and women who every day in this city,
as their brothers and sisters do across
America, respond to every type of dis-
aster that one can think of: bomb
threats, explosions, stabbings, drug
dealings, because the emergency re-
sponse community in this city is the
D.C. Fire and Emergency Services De-
partment. Yet tonight, Mr. Speaker,
those in D.C. are less protected. Those
who protect the people of D.C., the
brave fire fighters and EMS personnel,
are more at risk.

Mr. Speaker, today, at a press con-
ference in front of the fire station on
New Jersey Avenue and in this room
tonight, | call for the resignation of
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Alice Rivlin. Anyone who is as short-
sighted as she must be, to deny a $4
million request, which I, as a Repub-
lican, will aggressively support in this
body, out of a budget in excess of $2 bil-
lion to help guarantee the safety of fire
fighters and EMS personnel in this
city, in my opinion, is not fit to be the
director of the oversight management
authority for this the District of Co-
lumbia.

Either she restores the funding or she
herself should resign. As | said today,
Mr. Speaker, let her take the money
that she makes and the staff that sup-
ports her and give that to the D.C. Fire
Department. The people of D.C. would
be safer if that money were being used
to protect them and the people who
visit this city.

But, Mr. Speaker, | want to go one
step further, because Alice Rivlin is
the hand-picked choice of this adminis-
tration. Now, President Clinton and
Vice President AL GORE talk a good
game when it comes to supporting the
Nation’s fire fighters. In fact, AL GORE
should talk a good game because it was
the International Association of Fire
Fighters who endorsed the candidacy of
the Vice President before any other
union in America.

Mr. Speaker, | ask myself where is
the voice of the Vice President calling
for the safety of these fire fighters?
Where is his outrage that a former
hand-picked senior manager of this ad-
ministration would make such a disas-
trous decision? Yet, no word would
come out of this administration about
the impending problems for the safety
and well-being of both the fire fighters,
the emergency medical personnel, and
the people who work and live in D.C.

Besides calling for the resignation of
Alice Rivlin, | have today and | am
again asking and requesting and de-
manding that the Vice President of the
United States say something about the
absolutely outrageous action that was
taken by the oversight board to deny
Chief Tippett’'s recommendations. If he
does not respond, then | hope every
union IAFF member in D.C. and around
the country understands that that si-
lence speaks louder than any words. We
are talking about the safety of the men
and women who protect this city.

Mr. Speaker, 5 years ago, under a dif-
ferent administration, the New Jersey
Avenue fire station was closed down,
the station that protects this Capitol.
The gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER) and | fought that decision and
got on this floor and tried to pass legis-
lation to restore the funding to keep
that station operational. We were un-
successful.

Five years later, a few short months
ago, that New Jersey Avenue station
was reopened. | could not make the re-
opening, but the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER) did, and he deserves
much credit for his support in helping
that station be reopened.

Within the first 30 days of their oper-
ation, they responded to 325 calls on
Capitol Hill, 325 calls in 1 month, 30
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days. Prior to that, those calls had to
be answered by distance stations trav-
eling much further to reach this Hill to
take care of the citizens of America
who visit and work here.

2145

Today we have to respond to a dif-
ferent call. Chief Tippett, a brave and
honorable man, gave up his profession
on Friday based on principle. Now it is
time for this Congress, Members from
both sides of the aisle, to stand with
Chief Tippett on principle.

Now, there are many of our col-
leagues, Mr. Speaker, who are railing
about support for the fire service,
about whether or not one is for this bill
or for that bill; whether or not one is
for this amendment or that amend-
ment. Well, here is the chance for all
our colleagues to join together this
week and demand that the D.C. Over-
sight Board do the right thing and pro-
vide the additional $4 million for these
brave men and women to protect this
city and the people who live and work
here, but more importantly to protect
the lives of the fire and EMS personnel
themselves.

It would be absolutely tragic, Mr.
Speaker, if another incident like 3146
Cherry Road, Northeast, took place
and additional D.C. firefighters were
put at risk or, heaven forbid, lost their
lives. All of us, Democrats and Repub-
licans, must speak out and speak out
loud and in a very clear and coherent
voice.

Mr. Speaker, just a few short weeks
ago tens of thousands of firefighters
were joined by the President of the
United States and the Vice President
as they traveled to Worcester, Massa-
chusetts, to join with all of us as we
mourned the loss of six firefighters who
were Kkilled during the course of their
assignment. They made the supreme
sacrifice, just as the three D.C. fire-
fighters did in the last 3 years.

Mr. Speaker, words are critical to
console the families of those when a
loved one is lost, as we all did when
those six Worcester firefighters were
Kkilled. Where is the voice of those peo-
ple today, before an additional D.C.
firefighter is killed? Where is the voice
of the President today? Where is the
voice of the Vice President today? And
where is the support for Alice Rivlin
and the Oversight Board for the addi-
tional risks that are being put on those
firefighters because they are not being
adequately staffed and not being sup-
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ported to respond to the incidences
they have to face in this city?

Mr. Speaker, | hold those officials ac-
countable. And | encourage all of our
colleagues to join with me and to join
with the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. HOYER), who went to the New Jer-
sey fire station today, before | did, to
state unequivocally that we will sup-
port the funding, but we want a deci-
sion made now. Not next week, not
next month, not next year, but now, to
restore the full support that Chief
Tippett asked for. And we also want
Chief Tippett back in that job.

Because, as | told the mayor 3
months ago when he began his search
for his chief, when | called him on the
telephone, | said, ‘“Mayor, you know
you have a good man there. Your in-
terim chief.”” He said, ‘““Congressman, |
agree with you.” | said, ‘“He deserves
to be the chief.”” And he said, ‘| agree
with you.” As | sat next to the mayor
last June, as we had this memorial
ceremony for those two firefighters
that were killed here in D.C., he said,
“You know, Congressman, my top pri-
ority as the mayor is to guarantee the
safety of our emergency service work-
ers.”

The mayor is then on our side. The
chief is on our side. The director of
public safety for the city is on our side.
Where is Alice Rivlin? Where is the
oversight board? Where is the White
House? And where is Mr. GORE with his
IAFF endorsement? What is he doing
to help protect the lives of these D.C.
firefighters?

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. LucAas of Oklahoma (at the re-
quest of Mr. ARMEY) for today and the
balance of the week, on account of ill-
ness of the family.

Mrs. WILSON (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today, on account of offi-
cial business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. McNULTY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)
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Mr. LIPINSKI, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BROwWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. SHERMAN, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. JONES of North Carolina)
to revise and extend their remarks and
include extraneous material:)

Mr. METCALF, for 5 minutes each day,
on today, May 9, 10, and 11.

Mr. WELDON of Florida, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. ISAKSON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BARTON of Texas, for 5 minutes
each day, on May 9 and 10.

SENATE BILL AND CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION REFERRED

A bill and a concurrent resolution of
the Senate of the following titles were
taken from the Speaker’s table and,
under the rule, referred as follows:

S. 2370. An act to designate the Federal
building located at 500 Pearl Street in New
York City, New York, as the “Daniel Patrick
Moynihan United States Courthouse’’; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

S. Con. Res. 109. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress regarding the
on-going persecution of 13 members of Iran’s
Jewish community; to the Committee on
International Relations.

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of
the following titles:

S. 1744. An act to amend the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 to provide that certain
species conservation reports shall continue
to be required to be submitted.

S. 2323. An act to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to clarify the treat-
ment of stock options under the Act.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, | move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 50 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, May 9, 2000, at 9:30 a.m., for morn-
ing hour debates.

EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL

Reports and amended reports concerning the foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for official foreign travel dur-
ing the fourth quarter of 1999 and the first quarter of 2000 by Committees of the U.S. House of Representatives, and for
miscellaneous groups in connection with official foreign travel during the calendar year 1999 are as follows:
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AMENDMENT TO REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1

AND DEC. 31, 1999

May 8, 2000

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Hon. Peter King 12/1 12/3 Ireland 539.83 s 1,627.55 2,167.38
Hon. Earl POMEI0Y .......coovveverrrverereiisnseissesssinnns 12/8 12/9 Italy 247.36 247.36
12/9 12/10  Macedoni 207.00 207.00
12/10 12/13  Kosovo 117.00 117.00
12/13 12/14  Macedoni 189.00 189.00
Commercial Qirfare ..........cccoooeeecverveimiieiens cvevreieenns 5,169.87 5,169.87
Committee total ... v 1,300.19 e 6,797.42 8,097.61

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, Chairman, May 1, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 2000

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Charles 0. FlICKEr ..........cccoceveveveisesesccccccccrerrnn 1/4 1/6 Honduras 713.00 713.00
1/6 1/9 Nicaragua 721.50 721.50
1/9 1710 El Salvador 0.00 0.00
Commercial airfare ... cvevceceeeee 1,713.45 1,713.45
Christopher J. Walker ........cooovvvverevenreirenriinnnns 1/4 1/6 Honduras 713.00 713.00
1/6 1/9 Nicaragua 721.00 721.00
1/9 1/11  Colombia 632.00 632.00
Commercial airfare 1,558.45 1,558.45
Hon. Joe Knollenberg 1/10  Denmark 358.00 358.00
1712 Switzerland 616.00 616.00
1/15  Belgium 790.00 790.00
117 Portugal 418.00 418.00
1/19  Spain 518.00 G 518.00
Hon. James Moran ... 1/10  Denmark 358.00 358.00
1712 Switzerland 616.00 616.00
1/15  Belgium 790.00 790.00
117 Portugal 418.00 418.00
1/19  Spain 518.00 G 518.00
Hon. Jerry Lewis 1710 ltaly 75.00 75.00
1/11  Macedonia/Kosovo 222.00 222.00
1713 Turkey 420.00 420.00
1/14  Germany 242.00 G 242.00
Kevin Roper 1710 ltaly 75.00 75.00
1/11  Macedonia/Kosovo 222.00 222.00
1713 Turkey 420.00 420.00
1/14  Germany 242.00 G 242.00
Douglas GrEgOrY .........oerveeermreerreirsnneissenssssnnns 1710 ltaly 75.00 75.00
1/11  Macedonia/Kosovo 222.00 222.00
1713 Turkey 420.00 420.00
1/14  Germany 242.00 G 242.00
Frank Cushing 1710 ltaly 75.00 75.00
1/11  Macedonia/Kosovo 222.00 222.00
1713 Turkey 420.00 420.00
1/14  Germany 242.00 G 242.00
Hon. Bud Cramer . m[zl golombia ggggg ggggg
eru . i
1/14  Chile 540.00 540.00
1/17  Argentina 1,466.00 1,466.00
119 Paraguay 185.00 185.00
1/21  Brazil 643.00 643.00
Commercial airfare 220.(63(; 220.60
Hon. Sam Farr 1/18  Venezuela 525.40 525.40
120 Cotoma 1000 100
122 Mexico 442,00 5 442.00
Scott Lilly 1/14  New Zealand 400.00 400.00
1/18  Antarctica 0.00 0.00
1719 New Zealand 200.00 200.00
1/25  Australia 1,365.00 G 1,365.00
Commercial airfare 8,631.00 8,631.00
Sally Chadboume .......cevveeerevvreereerenseeseerserenens 1/14  New Zealand 400.00 400.00
1/18  Antarctica 0.00 0.00
1719 New Zealand 200.00 200,00
1/25  Australia 1,296.00 G 1,296.00
Commercial airfare 8,166.00 8,166.00
Hon. Sonny Callahan ..........cccooomeeevemrreorennrinnnes 2/19  Venezuela 384.00 384.00
2/20 Colombia 271.00 271.00
2/21  Ecuador 287.50 G 287.50
Hon. NaNCY PEIOSI ... 2718 219 Veneela 38400 38400
2/19 2/21  Colombia 514.00 G 514.00
Commercial airfare 1,327.78 1,327.78
Charles 0. FlICKNEr .........ccccoveveveiscscseccenccerirnn 2/18 2/19  Venezuela 384.00 384.00
2/19 2/20 Colombia 271.00 271.00
2/120 2/21  Ecuador 287.50 G 287.50
Christopher J. Walker ..o 2718 219" Veneela 38400 38400
2/19 2/20  Colombia 271.00 271.00
2/120 2/21  Ecuador 287.50 G 287.50
Mark Murray vite 219" Venezuela 38200 38400
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 2000—
Continued

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
2/19 2/22 Colombia 1,000.00 G 1,000.00
Commercial airfare B 824.70 824.70
Elizabeth Dawson .........ccccmeveeemereereererrereeirereis 2/18 2124 ltaly 1,650.00 1,650.00
2/21 2/21  Kosovo 0.00 i 0.00
Commercial airfare B 5,538.72 5538.72
. 53.00 i 53.00
John Blazey 2/19 2123 ltaly 1,650.00 1,650.00
2/21 2/21  Kosovo 0.00 i 0.00
Commercial airfare : 5,508.00 5,508.00
. 5000 54.00
Douglas Gregory .. 2/22 2/24  Colombia 486.00 486.00
Commercial a 2,055.80 2,055.80
Hon. John P. Murtha . 3/18  Colombia 243.00 5 243.00
Gregory R. DANIBEIE oo 317 3/18"  Colombia 243.00 G 243.00
Committee total .....cooooovvveeirccrrciciricis v 3143640 o 3554450 107.00 e 67,087.90
Frederick A. Brugger . 3/26 4/1 Mexico 1,276.50 2,474.49 4540 3,796.39
Bertram F. Dunn ....... 2/18 2/22  India 949.50 7,326.51 124.62 8,400.63
2/22 2/25  Pakistan 429.00 429.00
2/25 2/26  India 260.00 260.00
James W. Dyer 2/18 2/22  India 949.50 .o 732651 e 3544 8,311.45
2/22 2/25  Pakistan 429.00 429.00
2/25 2/26  India 260.00 260.00
Norman H. Gardner ..........coccoomeremmeerernsereennerinnes 2/18 2/22  India 949.50 i 7,326.51 4583 s 8,321.84
2/22 2/25  Pakistan 429.00 429.00
2/25 2/26  India 260.00 260.00
Carroll L. Hauver . 3/26 41 Mexico 1,304.75 2,474.49 185.23 3,964.47
James A. Higham 2/18 /22 India 949.50 7,326.51 49.23 8,325.24
2/22 2/25  Pakistan 429.00 429.00
2/25 2/26  India 260.00 260.00
Dennis K. Lutz 3/26 41 Mexico 1,304.75 2,495.00 88.49 3,888.24
John R. Mikel 2/18 2/22  India 949.00 7,326.51 70.74 8,346.75
2/22 2/25  Pakistan 429.00 429.00
2/25 2/26  India 260.00 260.00
Margaret R. OWENS ...ovcveeeccrevreeeverenneesesssssnnninenes 3/26 4/1 Mexico 1,276.50 2,474.49 24.00 3,774.99
R.J. Reitwiesner 2/18 2/22  India 949.50 7,326.51 239.14 8,515.15
2/22 2/25  Pakistan 429.00 429.00
2/25 2/26  India 260.00 260.00
R.W. Vandergrift, Jr. . 2/18 2/22  India 949.50 7,326.51 754.46 9,030.47
2/22 2/25  Pakistan 429.00 429.00
2/25 2/26  India 325.00 325.00
T. Peter Wyman 2/18 /22 India 94950 i 732651 v 66.23 e 8,342.24
2/22 2/25  Pakistan 429.00 429.00
2/25 2/26  India 260.00 260.00
3/26 4/1 Mexico 1,276.50 i 247849 e 10417 e 3,855.16
Committee total .....ooooooveveveeeisries s 19,612.00 oo 71,005.04 o 1,832.98 s 92,450.02

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

3 Military air transportation.

C.W. BILL YOUNG, Chairman, Apr. 17, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND FINANCIAL SERVICES, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND

MAR. 31, 2000
Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
v partu currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency? currency 2 currency 2
Rick Hill 1/9 1/13  China 1,120.00 Q]
1/13 1/15  Hong Kong 694.00 ()
1/15 1/18  Taiwan 530.00 @)
Patrick Toomey 1/9 1/11  Beijing 207.00 ()
1711 1/13  Shanghai 253.00 ()
1/13 1/15  Hong Kong 297.00 ()
1/15 117 Taiwan 215.00 ()
Bruce Vento 1/9 1/10  Denmark 358.00 ()
1/10 1/12  Switzerland 616.00 Q]
1/12 1/15  Belgium 790.00 ()
1/15 1/17  Portugal 418.00 ()
1717 1/19  Spain 518.00 @)
Committee total .......cccooveveericrieceiiieeies v 6,016.00 6,016.00

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

3 Military air transportation.

JAMES A. LEACH, Chairman, Apr. 28, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1, AND MAR. 31, 2000

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Hon. John Shadegg ...........ceeuuiessssssmssecseseneeneinnns 1/9 1/13  China 1,120.00 1,120.00
1/13 1/15  Hong Kong 694.00 694.00
1/15 1/18  Taiwan 530.00 530.00
Hon. Nathan Deal .........cccoomrmmerenmecrennereiinereis 2/19 2/22 New Zealand 400.00 400.00
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1, AND MAR. 31, 2000—Continued

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
p currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency? currency 2 currency? currency 2

2/22 2/27  Australia 1,162.00 1,162.00

Hon. Chip PicKEring ........ccccooooveieeieissmmsmscinnencncccenncs 2/19 2/22  England 1,143.00 .. 2,420.00 3,563.00

Alison Taylor 2/15 2/16  Canada 184.00 584.69 768.69

Joseph Stanko 2/15 2/16  Canada 184.00 584.69 768.69

Hon. TOM SAWYET ......oovrveeerecrrevieirrenereriesereneees 179 1710 Denmark 358.00 358.00

1/10 1/12 Switzerland 616.00 616.00

1/12 1/15  Belgium 790.00 2,235.25 3,025.15

Amit Sachdev 3/22 3/25  Germany 654.50 3,109.43 3,763.93

Richard Frandsen 3/20 3/23  Germany 654.50 ... 1,963.93 2,618.43

Hon. Cliff Stearns 2/19 2/22  England 1,143.00 1,143.00
2/22 2/22 Belgium

2122 2/24  Switzerland 616.00 616.00

2/24 2/27  Germany 779.00 779.00

Hon. Bart GOrdon ........coecvuveevevoesrevsesrisesseisssiis 2/19 2/22  England 1,143.00 1,143.00
2/22 2/22 Belgium

2/22 2/24  Switzerland 616.00 661.00

2/24 2/27  Germany 779.00 779.00

Committee total ... e 13,566.00  ..ooccccccccreeee 10,897.89 24,463.89

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
TOM BLILEY, Chairman, Apr. 20, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31,

2000
Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
David Adams 1/5 171 Ecuador 301.00 301.00
1/16 1/18  Venezuela 525.40 525.40
1/18 1719 Colombia 193.00 193.00
1/19 1/20  Guatemal 140.00 140.00
1720 1722 Mexico 442.00 442.00
Hon. Cass Ball 1/16 1/18  Venezuela 60.00 60.00
1/18 1719 Colombia 193.00 193.00
1/19 1/20  Guatemal 93.35 93.35
1720 1722 Mexico 100.00 100.00
Paul Berkowitz 173 171 India 1,263.00 oo 173.00 1,436.00
1/8 1710 Phillippines 732.00 732.00
711 1/14  New Zealand 644.00 644.00
Commercial airfare ... cvevceceeeee 8,914.03 8914.03
Nancy S. BIOOMEr ........vvvvuereirenrceerrissnseisssseianns 1/9 1/10  Denmark 358.00 358.00
1710 1712 Switzerland 616.00 616.00
1/12 1/15  Belgium 790.00 790.00
1/15 1/17  Portugal 418.00 418.00
1717 1/19  Spain 518.00 518.00
Hon. Kevin Brady .........cccccooooveeeeveiesscsmscscncncccnicnnnnns 1/12 1/15  Belgium 909.00 909.00
Commercial airfare ... cvevceceecee 6,597.26 6,597.26
Sean Carroll 1/15 1/18  Venezuela 765.85 765.85
1/18 1/20  Colombia 386.00 386.00
2/11 2/13  Haiti 369.00 369.00
Commercial airfare ... cvevceceeeees 1,166.80 1,166.80
Hon. William Delahunt .........cccccccooouimmmcicncncncncencnnnns 1/15 1/18  Venezuela 311.50 311.50
1/20  Colombia 386.00 386.00
Commercial airfare 1,347.80 1,347.80
Nisha Desai 171 Holland 0.00 0.00
1/15  India 2,238.00 2,238.00
Commercial airfare 7,052.63 7,052.63
Mike Ennis 1/13  Korea 772.00 772.00
1/13 1/17  Vietnam 636.00 636.00
1717 1/20  Hong Kong 929.00 929.00
Commercial airfare ... cvvvcrceeene 5,797.40 5,797.40
Hon. Eni F.H. Faleomavaega ..........coccoeemrevrvsrrivns 2/11 2/13  Haiti 369.00 369.00
David Fite 1/8 1/13  Korea 934.00 934.00
Commercial airfare ... cvevceceeeee 3,814.80 3,814.80
Richard J. Garon ...........ccccceceeeevessesssnscsesencnecnennens 1/9 1/10  Denmark 358.00 358.00
1/10 1712 Switzerland 616.00 616.00
1/12 1/15  Belgium 790.00 790.00
1/15 1/17  Portugal 418.00 418.00
1717 1719 Spain 518.00 518.00
Hon. Sam Gejd 1/6 171 Holland 0.00 0.00
171 1/14  India 2,137.00 3245141 4,588.41
Commercial airfare ... cvevcnceeeee 6,730.63 6,730.63
Hon. Benjamin A. Gilman 1/9 1/10  Denmark 358.00 312,785.48 13,143.48
1/10 1712 Switzerland 616.00 37,392.00 8,008.00
1/12 1/15  Belgium 790.00 790.00
1/15 1/17  Portugal 418.00 418.00
1717 1719 Spain 518.00 518.00
Charisse Gl 1/5 17 Papua New Guine 360.00 360.00
171 1/8  Australia 387.00 387.00
1/8 1/9 New Zealand 462.00 462.00
1/9 1/13  Australia 796.00 796.00
Commercial airfare ... cvevceeceeee 10,938.42 10,938.42
Jason Gross 1/9 1/10  Denmark 358.00 358.00
1710 1712 Switzerland 516.00 516.00
1/12 1/15  Belgium 690.000 690.00
1/15 1/17  Portugal 418.00 418.00
1717 1/19  Spain 518.00 518.00
Hon. Alcee Hastings .........coooevvrmmmrceinerririsnrisisnriis 1/12 1/15  Austria 504.00 504.00
Commercial airfare ... cveveecceeee 5,207.16 5,207.16
John Herzberg 1/9 1/10  Denmark 358.00 358.00
1/10 1712 Switzerland 616.00 616.00
1/12 1/15  Belgium 790.00 790.00
1/15 1/17  Portugal 418.00 418.00
1717 1/19  Spain 518.00 518.00
Hon. Earl F. Hilliard ..o 2/11 2/13  Haiti 369.00 369.00
Amos Hochstein 1/6 171 Holland 0.00 0.00
171 1/15  India 2,118.00 2,118.00

Commercial airfare ... cveveveeeeee 6,705.73 6,705.73
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31,
2000—Continued

Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Arrival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Hon. Amo Houghton .............ccooecrveveermmncerrevirnenrnnes 1/5 1/12  Australia 0.00 0.00
Charmaine H 1/9 1/13  Korea 851.00 851.00
1/13 /17 Vietnam 715.00 715.00
117 1/20  Hong Kong 1,007.00 1,007.00
Commercial @irfare ...........cooerveirmmmcrriiins cvvveiriennes 4,603.24 4,603.24
Hon. Peter King 1/15 1/17  Portugal 118.00 118.00
17 1/19  Spain 518.00 518.00
Commercial airfare ... coeveveeeeees 523.21 523.21
Robert R. King 19 1/10  Denmark 358.00 358.00
1/10 1712 Switzerland 616.00 616.00
1/12 1/15  Belgium 790.00 790.00
1/15 /17 Portugal 418.00 418.00
1/19 1720 Australia 436.00 436.00
1/23 1/20  East/West Timor 640.00 640.00
1/23 1/26  Indonesi 741.00 741.00
Commercial airfare . . 7,336.57 7,336.57
2/21  Marshall Islands 450.00 450.00
2/28 M i 992.00 992.00
Commercial airfare 6,659.94 6,659.94
Hon. Tom Lantos ...........ececeememsmensmscscnenccecnennens 1712 Switzerland 616.00 616.00
1/13  Belgium 303.00 303.00
1/20  London 306.00 306.00
Commercial airfare 207.99 207.99
John Mackey 1/10  Denmark 358.00 358.00
1712 Switzerland 616.00 616.00
1/15  Belgium 790.00 790.00
1/17  Portugal 418.00 418.00
1/19  Spain 518.00 518.00
Marc Mealy 177 Holland 0.00 0.00
1/15  India 2,325.47 2,325.47
Commercial @irfare .......c.coooooevcereceercveiiees cverrieenns 6,659.63 6,659.63
Kathleen M0azed ...........ccooveeverevemsessscscrcnccceneninnnns 1/13 1/16  Vietnam 576.00 576.00
1/16 1720 Laos 600.00 600.00
1720 1/20  Thailand 199.00 199.00
Commercial @irfare ...........cooervecirmmmcrmiiins v 7,786.41 7,786.41
Vincent L. MOrelli ... 1/16 1/18  Venezuela 525.40 525.40
1/18 1/19  Colombia 193.00 193.00
1/19 1/20  Guatemal 140.00 140.00
1720 1/22 Mexico 442.00 442.00
Joan 0'Donnell 1/9 1/10  Denmark 358.00 358.00
1/10 1712 Switzerland 616.00 616.00
1/12 1/15  Belgium 790.00 790.00
1/15 1/17  Portugal 418.00 418.00
117 1/19  Spain 518.00 518.00
Hon. Donald Payne .............coooeeereveemmmmerrvevemrnnrennees 1/5 177 Papua New Guinea 360.00 360.00
171 18 Australia 387.00 387.00
1/8 1/9 New Zealand 462.00 462.00
1/9 1/13  Australia 796.00 38943 885.43
Commercial @irfare .........ccoocoevcerveerceriiines cvveriieenns 9,858.67 9,858.67
Stephen Rademal 1/23 1/25  Austria 336.00 34193 s 377.93
Commercial @irfare ...........cooerveirmmmerriiins cvvvevrennes 4,026.15 4,026.15
Frank Record 1/9 1/10  Denmark 258.00 258.00
1/10 1712 Switzerland 416.00 416.00
1/12 1/15  Belgium 690.00 690.00
Commercial @irfare ... cererrei 2,205.15 2,205.15
Grover JOSeph REES ........c..cooevvvervvvresrireereieserii 1717 1/18  Singap 149.25 149.25
1719 1/21  Australia 280.00 280.00
121 1/24  East/West Timor 340.00 340.00
1724 1/27  Indonesi 840.00 34215 e 882.15
1/21 1/28  Singap 149.25 149.25
Commercial @irfare .........ccoocoevcemveerceeiiiees cvverieenns 5,155.80 5,155.80
Matt Reynolds 2/19 2/21  Marshall Islands 450.00 450.00
2/22 2/28 M i 937.00 3943 s 937.00
Commercial airfare . . 6,659.94 6,659.94
Hon. Dana RoNrabacher ..........cccccooooveeeevererereererernnns /11 Philippi 776.00 3356.37 e 1,132.37
1/18  Thailand 1,393.00 1,393.00
1/14  Cambodia 0.00 0.00
Commercial @irfare .........ccoooevcercomcieieies cvvervinnns 1,871.11 1,871.11
Laura Rush 1/9 1/10  Denmark 358.00 358.00
1/10 1/12 Switzerland 616.00 3943 s 616.00
1/12 1/15  Belgium 790.00 790.00
1/15 1/17  Portugal 418.00 418.00
1717 1/19  Spain 518.00 518.00
Hon. Matt Salmon ..........ccccooveveceeiesssmmsnscscncnccccnenn 1/9 1/13  China 1,120.00 37,564 8,684.48
1/13 1/15  Hong Kong 694.00 35,874.26 6,568.26
1/15 1/18  Taiwan 530.00 34,614.30 5,144.30
Tom Sheehy 1/9 1/13  Korea 851.00 851.00
1/13 /17 Vietnam 715.00 715.00
17 1/20  Hong Kong 1007.00 1,007.00
Linda Solomon 1/9 1/10  Denmark 358.00 358.00
1/10 1712 Switzerland 616.00 616.00
1/12 /15 Belgium 790.00 790.00
1/15 1/17  Portugal 418.00 418.00
1717 1719 Spain 518.00 518.00
Hillel Weinberg 1/9 1/10  Denmark 271.00 277.00
1/10 1712 Switzerland 516.00 516.00
1/12 1/15  Belgium 690.00 690.00
1/15 1/17  Portugal 318.00 318.00
1717 1/19  Spain 418.00 418.00
Committee total ....oeeeveeeerermrreresssssseieieieies e 7595547 oo 127,99947 oo 121181 e 245,166.75

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Delegation costs.
BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, Chairman, Apr. 30, 2000.
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMISSION ON SECURITY AND COOPERATION IN EUROPE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1
AND MAR. 31, 2000

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Janice Helwig 12/29  USA 4,220.66 4,220.66
3/4  Austria 13,705.11 13,705.11
Marlene Kaufmann ... 1712 USA 5,215.22 5,215.22
1/15  Austria 336.00 336.00
Hon. Steny HOYEr .......cccoveemecrrerieinnerereesiseeeneees 1712 USA 5,215.22 5,215.22
1/15  Austria 336.00 336.00
Michael Ochs 2/15  USA 8,210.87 8,210.87
2/23  Kyrgyzstan 1,164.00 1,164.00
2/28  Turkey 267.00 267.00
Karen Lord 2/20  USA 4,200.66 4,200.66
3/6 Thailand 576.22 576.22
Ronald MCNGMAra .........ccceumrmmmmmmmmsssnsererereneerereneees 2/29  USA 4,025.78 4,025.78
3/4  Austria 504.00 504.00
John Finerty 321 USA 4,653.47 4,653.47
3/27  Russia 1,308.00 1,308.00
Orest Deychakiwsk 3/21  USA 4,653.47 4,653.47
3/27  Russia 1,373.26 1,373.26
Erika Schlager 3/25  USA 5,096.11 5,096.11
3/27  Austria 335.82 335.82
3/30  Czech Republic 808.20 808.20
Committee total ......coooccoeevvceereiieenicieiiies s 20,733.61 s 45,491.46 66,225.07

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, BRITISH-AMERICAN PARLIAMENTARY GROUP, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND DEC. 31,

1999
Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2

FOR HOUSE COMMITTEES
Please Note: If there were no expenditures during the calendar quarter noted above, please check the box at right to so indicate and return.

L1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
DOUG BEREUTER, Chairman, Mar. 21, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, CANADA-UNITED STATES INTERPARLIAMENTARY GROUP, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND

DEC. 31, 1999
Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.

currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Hon. Amo Houghton, Chairman . 5/20 5/24  Canada 588.17 (3) 142114 s 2,009.31
Hon. Pat Danner .. 5/20 5/24  Canada 567.65 () 567.65
Hon. Phil English . 5/20 5/24  Canada 573.63 () 573.63
Hon. Benjamin Gilman 5/20 5/24  Canada 550.15 () 550.15
Hon. Bill Lipinski . 5/20 5/24  Canada 550.15 () 550.15
Hon. Don Manzullo 5/20 5/24  Canada 550.15 () 550.15
Hon. Jim Oberstar 5/20 5/24  Canada 617.09 () 617.09
Hon. Collin Peterson . 5/20 5/24  Canada 557.65 () 557.65
Hon. Clay Shaw 5/20 5/24  Canada 552.65 () 552.65
Hon. Louise Slaught 5/20 5/24  Canada 565.15 () 565.15
Hon. Cliff Stearns 5/20 5/24  Canada 581.92 () 581.92
Hon. Fred Upton .. 5/20 5/24  Canada 577.17 () 577.17
Carl Ek 5/20 5/24  Canada 558.96 () 558.96
Denis MCDONOUEN ...vvveveviveeeeeresieseesii 5120 5/24  Canada 414.28 574.44 988.72
Frank Record 5/20 5/24  Canada 699.75 () 699.75
Kim Roberts 5/20 5/24  Canada 559.50 () 559.50
Bob Van Wicklin .. 5/20 5/24  Canada 553.48 () 553.48
Jill Quinn 8/30 9/2 usvi 671.36 1,032.90 157.00 1,861.26

Delegation expenses:
Representational ...........ccooccveevvecveervisensiiiinnis e A4728.21 44,724.21
Committee total .......cooveevvvmmeriiiiies s 10,288.86  ...ooveerie 1,607.34 e 46,302.35 oo 58,198.55

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Military air transportation.
AMO HOUGHTON, Chairman, Mar. 23, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, EUROPEAN COMMITTEE ON INTERPARLIAMENTARY GROUP, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN.
1 AND DEC. 31, 1999

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee . Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
Arrival Departure
currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Delegation expenses:

Representational 2,319.35 2,319.35
Miscell 78.00 78.00
Committee total ... e 2,397.35 i 2,397.35

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, Chairman, Mar. 21, 2000.
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, MEXICO-UNITED STATES INTERPARLIAMENTARY GROUP, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND
DEC. 31, 1999

Date Per diem! Transportation Other purposes Total

U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent

v partu currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency 2 currency 2
Hon. Jim Kolbe, Chairman 6/25 6/27  United States 318.00 (3) 140.00 e 458.00
Hon. Benjamin A. Gilman, Vice Chairman . 6/25 6/27  United States 318.00 (3) 318.00
Hon. Cass Ball 6/25 6/27  United States 329.00 () 329.00
Hon. Joe Barton 6/25 6/27  United States 333.00 () 333.00
Hon. DaVid DIEIEr .....vvvovcesecrserneveverenreeccessssnmninenes 6/25 6/27  United States 318.00 () 318.00
Hon. Bob Filner 6/25 6/27  United States 334.73 () 334.73
Hon. Grace F. Napolitano 6/25 6/27  United States 318.00 () 318.00
Hon. Silvestre Reyes ... 6/25 6/27  United States 327.08 () 327.08
Hon. Charles Stenhol 6/25 6/27  United States 339.84 () 339.84
Sean Carroll 6/25 6/27  United States 346.59 () 346.59
Everett Ei tat 6/25 6/27  United States 318.00 () 318.00
Shelly Livingst 1/11 1/15  United States 575.64 372.00 947.64
3/23 3/26  United States 516.14 626.00 1,142.14
6/24 6/27  United States 378.66 Q] 378.66
John Mackey 6/25 6/27  United States 327.89 () 327.89
Caleb McCarry 6/25 6/27  United States 348.27 () 348.27
Jill Quinn 6/25 6/27  United States 318.00 ©) 318.00

Delegation expenses:

Representational functions 58,571.70 58,571.70
Translation/Interpreting 3,839.88 3,839.88
iscell 457.86 457.86
Committee total .........cccovevmmmimeisisiiricicicees e 6,064.84 63,009.44 . 70,075.28

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

3 Military air transportation.

JIM KOLBE, Chairman, Mar. 21, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, NATO PARLIAMENTARY ASSEMBLY GROUP, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1999

Date Per diem ! Transportation Other purposes Total
U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar
Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
P currency or U.S. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency 2 currency 2 currency? currency 2
Hon. Ralph Regula .......coovveveeeveeeeeees 2/13 2/17  France 2,713.64 2,613.64
Hon. Roy Blunt 2/13 2/17  France 2,608.64 2,608.64
Susan Olson 3/26 3/29  Germay 800.00 e 587749 i 11100 e 6,788.49
5/27 6/1 Poland 2,202.51 2,202.51
11711 11/17  Netherlands 2,590.20 2,590.20
Josephine Weber 5/27 6/1 Poland 2,202.51 2,202.51
1711 11/17  Netherlands 2,590.20 2,590.20
Delegation expenses:

Representational Functions 18,861.10 18,861,10
Miscell 4,098.52 4,098.52
CommMittee total ..ooeveeeeeeeermremreresssssserereieens v 800.00 oo 20,785.19 e 23,070.62 oo 44,655.81

1Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XllI, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

7472. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulations, Office of the Sec-
retary, Department of Housing and Urban
Development, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Section 8 Tenant-Based
Assistance; Statutory Merger of Section 8
Certificate and Voucher Programs; Housing
Choice Voucher Program; Correction [Dock-
et No. FR-4428-C-06] (RIN: 2577-AB91) re-
ceived March 31, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

7473. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulations, Office of Multi-
family Housing Assistance Restructuring,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Multifamily Housing Mortgage and
Housing Assistance Restructuring Program
(Mark-to-Market) [Docket No. FR-4298-F-07]
(RIN: 2502-AH09) received March 31, 2000, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

7474. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulations, Office of the Sec-
retary, Department of Housing and Urban
Development, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Changes to Admission and
Occupancy Requirements in the Public Hous-

ing and Section 8 Housing Assistance Pro-
grams [Docket No. FR-4485-F-03] (RIN: 2501—
AC59) received March 31, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

7475. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulations, Department of
Housing and Urban Development, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Allocation
of Funds Under the Capital Fund; Capital
Fund Formula; Final Rule [Docket No. FR-
4423-F-07] (RIN: 2577-AB87) received March
31, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

7476. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulations, Office of Public and
Indian Housing, Department of Housing and
Urban Development, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Ophthalmic and Top-

ical Dosage Form New Animal Drugs;
Tricinolone Acetonide Cream—received
March 31, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

7477. A letter from the General Counsel,
National Credit Union Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Trustees and Custodians of Pension
Plans ; Share Insurance and Appendix—re-
ceived March 28, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

7478. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, FDA,

DOUG BEREUTER, Chairman, Mar. 22, 2000.

Department of Health and Human Service,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Indirect Food Additives: Paper and Paper-
board Components [Docket No. 93F-0132] re-
ceived April 3, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

7479. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, FDA,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Indirect Food Additives: Polymers [Docket
No. 94F-0246] received April 4, 2000, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

7480. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, FDA,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Indirect Food Additives: Polymers [Docket
No. 97F-0157] received April 3, 2000, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

7481. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, FDA,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Indirect Food Additives: Polymers [Docket
No. 98F-0567] received March 29, 2000, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Commerce.

7482. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, FDA,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Secondary Direct Food Additives Permitted
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in Food for Human Consumption [Docket No.
99F-5523] received March 29, 2000, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

7483. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator, Office of Diversion Control,
Department of Justice, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Regulation of Ex-
changes and Alternative Trading Systems;
Technical Amendments [Release No. 34—
40760B; File No. S7-12-98] (RIN: 3235-AH41) re-
ceived March 23, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

7484. A letter from the Deputy Chief Coun-
sel, NHTSA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Light Truck Average Fuel Economy Stand-
ard, Model Year 2002 [Docket No. NHTSA-00-
7033] (RIN: 2127-AH95) received March 31,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

7485. A letter from the Special Assistant to
the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 72.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Newell,
South Dakota) [MM Docket No. 99-96 RM-
9534] (Moville, lowa) [MM Docket No. 99-193
RM-9561] (Rockford, lowa) [MM Docket No.
99-194 RM-9562] (Watseka, Illinois) [MM
Docket 99-308 RM-9693] (Keosauqua, lowa)
[MM Docket No. 99-309 RM-9694] (Box Elder,
South Dakota) [MM Docket No. 99-310 RM-
9742] received March 30, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

7486. A letter from the Special Assistant to
the Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule—Amendment of Sec-
tion 73.202(b) Table of Allotments, FM Broad-
cast Stations (Littlefield, Wolfforth and
Tahoka, Texas) [MM Docket No. 95-83 RM-
8634] received March 30, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

7487. A letter from the Special Assistant to
the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Easton,
Merced and North Fork, California) [MM
Docket No. 99-181 RM-9584 RM-9700] received
March 30, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

7488. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting Annual report of
progress in implementating requirements of
the Superfund Amendments and Reauthor-
ization Act, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 9620; to the
Committee on Commerce.

7489. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting Copies of international
agreements, other than treaties, entered into
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C.
112b(a); to the Committee on International
Relations.

7490. A letter from the Chief Counsel (For-
eign Assets Control), Department of the
Treasury, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Blocked Persons, Specially Des-
ignated Nationals, Specially Designated Ter-
rorists, Foreign Terrorist Organizations, and
Specially Designated Narcotics Traffickers:
Additional Designations and Removal and
Supplementary Information on Specially
Designated Narcotics Traffickers—received
March 31, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

7491. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting the Ac-
countability Report for fiscal year 1999, pur-
suant to Public Law 94—59, title 11l (89 Stat.
283); to the Committee on Government Re-
form.
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7492. A letter from the Administrator, En-
vironmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the 1999 Integrity Act Report to the
President and Congress, pursuant to P.L. 97—
255; to the Committee on Government Re-
form.

7493. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, National Marine Fish-
eries Service, National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration, transmitting the Ad-
ministration’s final rule—Fisheries of the
Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Opens
Directed Fishing for Several Groundfish Spe-
cies in the Central Regulatory Area in the
Gulf of Alaska [Docket No. 991228352-0012;
1.D. 032700E] received April 4, 2000, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

7494. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportaion, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Revi-
sion of Class E Airspace; Fort Stockton, TX
[Airspace Docket No. 2000-ASW-09] received
March 21, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

7495. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Revi-
sion of Class E Airspace; Bonham, TX [Air-
space Docket No. 99-ASW-34] received March
21, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

7496. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Revi-
sion of Class E Airspace; Waco, TX [Airspace
Docket No. 2000-ASW-08] received March 21,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

7497. A letter from the Deputy Executive
Secretary, DHHS, Administration for Chil-
dren and Families, transmitting the Admin-
istration’s final rule—Individual Develop-
ment Accounts (RIN: 0970-AC02) received
March 1, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIlII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. GEKAS: Committee on Judiciary. H.R.
3709. A bill to make permanent the morato-
rium enacted by the Internet Tax Freedom
Act as it applies to new, multiple, and dis-
criminatory taxes on the Internet; with
amendments (Rept. 106-609). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. BURTON: Committee on Government
Reform. H.R. 4040. A bill to amend title 5,
United States Code, to provide for the estab-
lishment of a program under which long-
term care insurance is made available to
Federal employees, members of the uni-
formed services, and civilian and military re-
tirees, and for other purposes; with an
amendment (Rept. 106-610 Pt. 1). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X Com-
mittee on Armed Services discharged.
H.R. 4040 referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union and ordered to be printed.
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TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol-
lowing action was taken by the Speak-
er:

H.R. 3244. Referral to the Committee on
Ways and Means extended for a period ending
not later than May 9, 2000.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

[Omitted from the Record of May 4, 2000]

By Mr. HYDE (for himself, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. GEKAS, and Mr. NADLER):
H.R. 4391. A bill to amend title 4 of the
United States Code to establish nexus re-
quirements for State and local taxation of
mobile telecommunication services; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

[Submitted May 8, 2000]

By Mr. GOSS:
H.R. 4392. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2001 for intelligence and
intelligence-related activities of the United
States Government, the Community Man-
agement Account, and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency Retirement and Disability
System, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Intelligence (Permanent Select).

By Mr. BILBRAY (for himself, Ms.
DUNN, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms.
STABENOW, Mr. SABO, Mr. GREEN-

wooD, and Ms. ESHOO):

H.R. 4393. A bill to provide that amounts
allotted to a State under section 2104 of the
Social Security Act for each of fiscal years
1998 and 1999 shall remain available through
fiscal year 2002; to the Committee on Com-
merce.

By Mr. BILBRAY:

H.R. 4394. A bill to suspend temporarily the
duty on certain ceramic knives; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. RAMSTAD (for himself and
Mrs. THURMAN):

H.R. 4395. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to improve the manner
in which new medical technologies are made
available to Medicare beneficiaries under the
Medicare Program, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means, and in
addition to the Committee on Commerce, for
a period to be subsequently determined by
the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, private
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska introduced a bill
(H.R. 4396) to authorize the Secretary of
Transportation to issue a certificate of docu-
mentation with appropriate endorsement for
employment in the coastwise trade for the
vessel M/V Wells Gray; which was referred to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XIlI, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 205: Mr. CANNON.
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H.R. 453: Mr.
Ms. DELAURO.

H.R. 640: Ms. CARSON.

H.R. 894: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas.

H.R. 979: Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. ACKERMAN,
Mr. BERMAN, and Mr. MENENDEZ.

H.R. 1055: Mr. LINDER.

H.R. 1093: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina.

H.R. 1217: Mr. MOLLOHAN and Mr. UDALL of
Colorado.

H.R. 1248:
Mr. BASS.

H.R. 1465:

H.R. 1485:

H.R. 1560:
NUSSLE.

H.R. 1997: Mr. LARSON, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr.
BECERRA, and Mr. MATSULI.

H.R. 2233: Mr. PAUL, Mr. COBURN, and Mr.
SESSIONS.

H.R. 2308: Mr. MEEKS of New York.

2446: Mrs. TAUSCHER.
2573: Ms. RIVERS.
. 2594: Ms. PRYCE of Ohio.
2720: Mr. MATSUI.
.R. 2722: Ms. SANCHEZ and Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD.

H.R. 3010: Ms. KAPTUR.

H.R. 3044: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas.

H.R. 3174: Mr. SKEEN.

H.R. 3193: Ms. VELAZQUEZ.

H.R. 3244: Mr. ARMEY, Mr. BLILEY, Mr.
BALLENGER, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. STEARNS, Mr.
PITTS, Mr. McCINTOSH, Mr. CANADY of Florida,
Mr. GILMAN, Mr. DELAY, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr.
GOODLING, and Mr. ENGLISH.

H.R. 3482: Mr. MINGE, Mr. Owens,
MCKINNEY, and Mr. SMITH of Washington.

H.R. 3558: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia.

H.R. 3573: Mr. POMEROY.

H.R. 3694: Mr. FLETCHER.

H.R. 3826: Mrs. JoNES of Ohio and Mr.
ENGEL.

METCALF, Mr. FILNER, and

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts and

Mr. ABERCROMBIE.
Mr. ACKERMAN.
Mr. UDALL of Colorado and Mr.

IIzzz
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H.R. 3831: Mr. LATOURETTE.

H.R. 3850: Mr. SPRATT, Mr. RYAN of Wis-
consin, Mr. CLEMENT, and Mr. CHABOT.

H.R. 3915: Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. ENGLISH, Ms.
LOFGREN, Mr. SHOwWS, Mr. PASTOR, Mr.
SPENCE, Ms. CARSON, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. SOUDER, Mrs. BONO,
Mr. CHAMBLISS, and Mr. COOKSEY.

H.R. 3916: Mr. DooLEY of California, Mr.
TURNER, Mr. ROGAN, Mr. MEEKS of New York,
Mr. FORD, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. HUTCH-
INSON, and Mr. GREEN of Texas.

H.R. 3981: Ms. PELOSI.

H.R. 4033: Mr. Lucas of Oklahoma, Mr.
REYNOLDS, and Mr. HINOJOSA.

H.R. 4040: Mr. MCINTOSH.

H.R. 4108: Mr. NADLER.

H.R. 4140: Ms. McKINNEY, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
WYNN, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. OLVER, Mr.
CONYERS, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mrs. MINK of
Hawaii, Ms. LEE, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. TOWNS,
Ms. NORTON, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Ms. BERK-
LEY, and Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas.

H.R. 4207: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr.
DAvis of Illinois, Mr. WYNN, Mr. SANDERS,
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. SAWYER, and Mrs.
TAUSCHER.

H.R. 4214: Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. GEORGE
MILLER of California, Mr. COOKSEY, and Mr.
BACA.

H.R. 4218: Mr. CONDIT.

H.R. 4245: Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. GEORGE
MILLER of California, Mr. COOKSEY, and Mr.
BACA.

H.R. 4249: Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. ACKERMAN,
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. PALLONE, Mr.
PETERSEN of Minnesota, Mr. PETRI, Mr. Pom-
EROY, Mrs. TAUSCHER, and Mr. UDALL of Col-
orado.

H.R. 4271: Mrs. KELLY, Mr. FROST, Mr.
ISAKSON, Mr. COOKSEY, and Mr. PETRI.

H.R. 4272: Mrs. KELLY, Mr. FROST, Mr.
ISAKSON, Mr. COOKSEY, and Mr. PETRI.

H.R. 4273: Mrs. KELLY, Mr. FROST, Mr.

ISAKSON, Mr. COOKSEY, and Mr. PETRI.
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H.R. 4282: Mr. CUNNINGHAM.

H.R. 4292: Mr. DEMINT, Mr. HERGER, Mr.
RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr. BARTLETT of Mary-
land, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. TANCREDO, Mrs.
CHENOWETH-HAGE, Mr. SCHAFFER, Mr. PITTS,
Mr. RYUN of Kansas, Mr. DICKEY, Mr.
HILLEARY, Mr. CHABOT, and Mr. HOSTETTLER.

H.R. 4313: Mr. PICKETT and Mr. HEFLEY.
H.R. 4329: Mr. STUPAK and Mr. CALVERT.
H.R. 4337: Mr. KUYKENDALL.

H.R. 4374: Mr. BONILLA.

H. Con. Res. 177: Mr. Wu.

H. Con. Res. 251: Mr. VISCLOSKY and Mr.
MASCARA.

H. Con. Res. 293: Mr. STEARNS, Mr. SUNUNU,
Mr. POMEROY, Mr. WEXLER, and Mr. MATSUI.

H. Con. Res. 297: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey
and Mr. HoLT.

H. Res. 398: Mr. HOEFFEL.

H. Res. 491: Mr. SKELTON, Mr. STENHOLM,
Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. PETERSON of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. HiLL of Montana, Mr. STuUmMP, Mr.
DOYLE, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr.
COBLE, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. HAYES, Mr. REGULA,
Mr. EWING, Mr. CAMP, Mr. PHELPS, Mr.
DEMINT, Mr. GOODE, Mr. PRICE of North
Carolina, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. EHLERS, Mr.
WATKINS, and Mrs. EMERSON.

H. Res. 492: Mr. METCALF, Mr. MCHUGH,
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr. RYuN of
Kansas, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. BRYANT, Mr.
MOORE, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. KOLBE,, Mr.
FILNER, Mr. PITTS, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. SNY-
DER, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. WU, Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas, Mr. BAKER, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr.
COOKSEY, Mr. Lucas of Oklahoma, Mr.
FROST, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. STEARNS, Mr.
SCHAFFER, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. HORN, Mr.
Lucas of Kentucky, Mr. WAwMP, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. GUTIERREZ, and
Mr. ISAKSON.
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The Senate met at 1 p.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, before us is a brand
new week filled with opportunities to
serve as servant leaders. We trust You
to guide us so that all that we do and
say today will be for Your glory.

Since we will pass through this day
only once, if there is any kindness we
can express, any affirmation we can
communicate, any help we can give,
free us to do it today. Help us to be
sensitive to what is happening to the
people around us. We know there are
unmet needs beneath the surface of the
most successful and the most self-as-
sured people. Today, some are enduring
hidden physical or emotional pain; oth-
ers are fearful of uncertain futures; and
still others carry burdens of worry for
families or friends. May we take no one
for granted but, instead, be commu-
nicators of Your love and encourage-
ment.

We pause to ask Your special blessing
and healing on the members of the
family of Officer Robert Lebron III,
who were involved in an automobile ac-
cident this morning.

And now, Lord, we express gratitude
for all of the people who make this
Senate function effectively: Each Sen-
ator’s staff, the Senate officers and
staff, the Official Reporters of Debates,
the Capitol Police and Secret Service,
the maintenance crews, and the people
who work so faithfully in hundreds of
other crucial tasks. We also thank You
for the outstanding young men and
women who serve as Senate pages. We
praise You for each one of these future
leaders of our Nation. Lord, You have
richly blessed this Senate so that You
may bless this Nation through its in-
spired leadership. In Your holy name
we pray. Amen.

Senate

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable JON KYL, a Senator
from the State of Arizona, led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

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

————————

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able Senator from Arizona is recog-
nized.

Mr. KYL. I thank the Chair.

————
SCHEDULE

Mr. KYL. On behalf of the leader, let
me announce that today the Senate
will be in a period of morning business
until 3 p.m. with Senators THOMAS and
DURBIN in control of the time.

Following morning business, the Sen-
ate will resume consideration of the el-
ementary and secondary education bill.
The Senate will then begin consider-
ation of the Lott-Gregg amendment re-
garding teacher quality. By previous
consent, Senator LIEBERMAN will offer
his alternative to S. 2 on Tuesday
morning.

On Thursday, the Senate received the
African Trade CBI conference report. It
is expected that the Senate will con-
sider that important legislation during
this week’s session of the Senate.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. KYL assumed the chair.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

The Senator from South Carolina is
recognized.

(The remarks of Mr. THURMOND per-
taining to the introduction of S. 2516
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-
ERTS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Under the previous order, the time
until 3 shall be under the control of the
distinguished Senator from Wyoming,
Mr. THOMAS, or his designee.

——
EDUCATION

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, let me begin
by thanking Senator THOMAS, again,
for allowing the time to be devoted to
this important subject which we began
discussing last week and hopefully will
be able to continue this week, namely,
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act and specifically the bill the
Republican majority in the Senate has
put forth called the Educational Oppor-
tunities Act, S. 2.

It is my hope that by the end of this
week we will have an opportunity to
vote on this legislation, to finally con-
clude our work and move this bill for-
ward so we can present it to the Presi-
dent for his signature and actually
achieve a historic reform opportunity
this year. As I said, I hope we will have
that result. The reason, however, 1
have some doubt is that we have seen
what I fear is a trend, on the part of

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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the Democratic minority, to continue
to talk about education but in the end
not allow the Senate to vote on any
meaningful piece of legislation. I think
the debate so far has vividly portrayed
two very different views of how the
Federal Government should proceed
with educational reform in our coun-
try.

On the one hand, you have the major-
ity arguing for flexibility combined
with accountability: Flexibility, so the
local entities, the school districts, the
States, the schools, and the parents
can have the ability to direct the dol-
lars from the Federal Government to
do those things they know work best in
their particular area, and to have some
accountability for that by ensuring
that at the end of the year they dem-
onstrate what they have done with this
money has actually produced results.
We are talking here about academic
achievement, we are talking about
meaningful results, not simply more
students in a particular program or
more teachers hired or more school
buildings built. We are talking about
some tangible results of those par-
ticular actions. So it is flexibility with
accountability.

Part of the way we achieve that is
through greater competition, which is
driven by more parental choice, par-
ents having the ability to decide what
is best for their kids; after all, they are
the ones we presume care the most
about them, know the most about their
needs, and understand how best, there-
fore, to deal with those kids’ needs.

On the other hand, you have the mi-
nority that has been arguing for the
same system of Federal mandates and
regulations that, frankly, after 35
years have proven to be a failure. It is
the same system with a new layer of
mandates and poll-tested, Washington-
run spending programs added onto
what we have right now. One of our
colleagues from the other side put it
this way. He said:

The Senate has a choice. Will it pass the
Republican Educational Opportunities Act
or, on the other hand, are we going to follow
the tried and tested programs that have
demonstrated results for children at the
local level?

They vote for the tried and tested
programs that have demonstrated re-
sults. They have demonstrated results,
all right. The problem is, not many
people I know are very happy about
those results. An old farmer friend of
mine once said: If you want to get out
of a hole, the first thing you do is stop
digging. We just want to keep digging
the hole deeper and deeper, it appears
some of our colleagues are saying. That
is not producing the right kind of re-
sults, good results: Enhanced achieve-
ment on test scores, enhanced ability
to compete, and a real achievement-
based accountability, which is what
the Republican plan is asking for.

I have to say I am disappointed by
this debate. I am disappointed with the
direction in which the legislation itself
appears to be heading because the
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American people have told us they
want results. They would like to see re-
form now. Every poll says this is the
No. 1 issue of concern of the American
people—to improve our educational
system.

As our colleague on the other side
said, yes, the current system has pro-
duced tried and tested results. But over
80 percent of the American people do
not like those results. They are not
happy with those results. They think
we can do better. We can do better. We
are spending an awful lot of money,
and we ought to get something for that
money. But more important than that,
more important than the account-
ability to the taxpayers, is the ac-
countability to our children, our fu-
ture.

These kids have one opportunity to
get their education—right now. We are
not talking about 20 years from now.
We are talking about the children who
are in our educational system today.
Each year we delay is another year our
children are involved in a school sys-
tem that is less than adequate by most
standards.

The American people who are de-
manding accountability are going to be
very disappointed if we conclude this
debate with yet another year failing to
enact fundamental reforms. That is
what has me concerned because there
seems to be a rather cynical strategy
developing on the other side to talk
this thing to death, to set up a whole
lot of amendments on which we have to
vote, some of which have nothing to do
with education, and then, in effect, put
the blame on the Republican majority
until, finally, when we have to move on
to other business, the majority leader
has to say: If you are not going to let
us get to a final conclusion on this, if
we cannot vote for these reforms, we
have to move on. However, the blame
would not be on the majority but on
the minority for its refusal to let us
move on and get this legislation
passed.

I do not think it is too late to put
politics aside and put our children
first, but time is running out. I call
upon my colleagues: Let’s keep talking
about education. Let’s put the political
gamesmanship aside for just a few
hours. Is it just possible, for example,
that we can conclude debate on one bill
without getting bogged down on gun
control?

Yet I predict, before this week is out,
we will have colleagues from the other
side say: We cannot really deal with S.
2 unless we deal with issues relating to
gun control.

Let’s talk about what is in this edu-
cation bill, what is in our proposal. It
may be that some of our colleagues on
the other side are actually uncomfort-
able focusing the debate on education
because of this notion that the current
system is working just fine. I think
they are reluctant to talk about re-
form, but the American people want re-
form. As I said, they know we can do
better.
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We heard last week from members of
the minority that we cannot trust par-
ents to do what is right for children.
One of our colleagues said: Where are
the guarantees that the parents will
make the right decisions? There are no
guarantees that parents will make the
right decisions, but I suppose one can
ask: Who is more likely to make right
decisions for their children, the parents
or some bureaucrat in Washington, DC,
or some Senator in Washington, DC?

My heart is in the right place when it
comes to taking care of the schoolkids
in this country, but I certainly would
not presume to set all the policies in
Washington that would fit the needs of
every single schoolchild in this coun-
try. We in Washington just do not have
that capability. There are no guaran-
tees that every parent will make every
decision correctly, but it is a lot more
likely that parents making the deci-
sions will result in good decisions for
the most number of kids than if those
decisions are relegated to Washington,
DC.

Another thing we heard was that the
leaders in our States and communities
cannot be trusted to do what is right
for America’s young people; again, we
need guarantees. By guarantees they
mean Federal enforcement that these
local officials will do the right thing
and, of course, the right thing is de-
fined by the bureaucrats in Wash-
ington, DC: You have to do it the way
Washington wants to do it or you are
not going to get the money.

One of the things we heard was that
it would be a better approach to the
Republican reform ideas to simply fine-
tune the Federal regulations that im-
pose 50 percent of the paperwork re-
quirements on the local schools, and
that is in exchange for only 7 percent
of their funding. In other words, the 7
percent of funding that primary and
secondary education receives from the
Federal Government accounts for 50
percent of the paperwork. It is a pretty
expensive proposition, in other words,
to get the Federal funding. Schools go
after that Federal funding even though
it is a very inefficient way for them to
fund the education of the children.

The point is this: How can you expect
to get different results if you Kkeep
doing things the same way? The answer
is, of course, you cannot. That is where
the reforms in S. 2 come into play. One
of the things which exemplifies this de-
bate is the issue of class size or class
size reduction.

Members of the minority have said
we have to use this money for the pur-
pose of hiring more teachers so we can
achieve a class size reduction. The ma-
jority has said we need to let the local
schools decide if that is their top pri-
ority. If it is, then they have the abil-
ity to use the funds for that purpose. If
they have a higher priority, who should
make that judgment of how to spend
the money? Should it be those of us in
Washington or should it be the people
who understand what their priorities
are?
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Almost everyone would like to see
smaller class sizes. We intuitively be-
lieve that would be better for edu-
cation, but with every other area of
this debate, we do have to look at the
track record. The fact is that class
sizes have fallen over the period that
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act has been in existence, but
performance has not tracked. George
Will, with his wonderful characteristic
dry wit, looked at the data, and this is
what he said:

Pupil-teacher ratios have been shrinking
for a century. In 1955 pupil-teacher ratios in
the public elementary and secondary schools
were 30.2-to-one and 20.9-to-one respectively.
In 1998 they were 18.9-to-one and 14.7-to-one.
We now know it is possible to have, simulta-
neously, declining pupil-teacher ratios and
declining scores on tests measuring schools’
cognitive results.

The truth is, we have declining class
sizes and with it declining test scores.
We still think it would be a good idea
to reduce the size of classes; that there
are other reasons why those test scores
have not improved. But under the pro-
posal from the President, they have to
spend the money strictly on hiring
teachers. They cannot use it for any-
thing else, as I will get to in a moment.

One of the things this money can be
used for is to create more charter
schools, something that has improved
the education in my own State of Ari-
zona. Our State superintendent of edu-
cation, Lisa Graham Keegan, has
pointed out under the President’s pro-
posal, the $17 million Arizona would re-
ceive to hire new teachers could actu-
ally start 425 new charter schools
across the State, more than enough
schools to keep class sizes relatively
small, but they would not have that
flexibility under the President’s plan,
under the Democrats’ plan. No, they
have to do it their way or no way. The
only way they get the money is if they
follow precisely their guidelines. That
is the way it has been all these years.
We can see the results. Again, the
American people are asking for some-
thing different.

One of the ideas embodied in our leg-
islation is something we call the
Straight A’s approach. The idea behind
it is to actually look at where the Fed-
eral Government has been successful in
making major reforms and applying
that same technique to education.

There are few successes more dra-
matic than our success in welfare re-
form. It cannot be done, we were told,
but we did it, and the results have been
dramatic. The idea was pretty simple.
The Federal Government said: We will
repeal the regulations that have his-
torically defined this program, and we
will give unprecedented flexibility to
the reformers in State government, as
well as unprecedented accountability
for them. Go out and pursue reforms,
we said, and if you are successful, you
will be rewarded. If you fail, then you
will lose some of your latitude.

As with welfare reform, we need to
put aside the certainty that Wash-
ington knows best and all wisdom that
is formulated comes from Washington.
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I know there is no such monopoly be-
cause I have the good fortune of com-
ing from a State where education pol-
icy is made by people who really have
been innovative, people such as our
State superintendent of education,
Lisa Graham Keegan.

I want to present some of the things
she has had to say. When we consider
how to provide this flexibility to edu-
cation just as we did with welfare re-
form, I think we will see the same re-
sults. This is some of what Ms. Keegan
had to say:

Federal programs have tied dollars to bu-
reaucracies and institutions, not to students.

What that illustrates is the dis-
orientation from Washington. We be-
lieve if you send the money to the in-
stitution, to the organization, auto-
matically good things will happen. The
fact is, we ought to be focused on what
some call child-centered education. We
ought to figure out how to get the
money we want to educate these chil-
dren as close to those children as pos-
sible because the sad fact is, when we
send it to an institution or a bureauc-
racy, a significant amount of that
money gets stuck at that bureaucracy.

As with many Federal programs, it
costs a lot of money to administer the
program, to comply with all of the Fed-
eral redtape and paperwork. That is
why we say that, while the Federal
Government only supplies 7 percent of
the primary and secondary education
dollars the States spend, the States
have to spend 50 percent of their ad-
ministration costs just administering
that 7 percent at the Federal level.
That is why if we can get over this
business of tying dollars to the bu-
reaucracies and the institutions and tie
it more to the students, it will be a
much more efficient expenditure of the
money.

Ms. Keegan also says:

But before we ask Washington to get in-
volved with the education of our children, we
need to think about exactly what we’re ask-
ing for. Sometimes, when we ask Washington
for help, we run a very real risk of getting
it. . . . More often than not, the govern-
ment’s preferred method for alleviating a
perceived problem is to create a federally
funded program with federally authored
strings and federally enforced regulations.
This approach may work fine when it comes
to matters that have clearly defined federal
responsibilities, such as highways or post of-
fices. When it comes to education, which has
always been largely a state and local matter
with no clear federal role, such an approach
tends not to work so well. . . .

. . we still let Washington drive state and
local decision making through the lure of
federal dollars tied to programs with hazily-
defined goals and well-defined regulations.

Then here is how she concludes this
point:

The problem with this approach is that the
federal government has tied its dollar to a
program rather than to a student. An at-risk
student who succeeds will, more often than
not, find him or herself ineligible for more
at-risk services. When the student moves on,
the federal dollar dries up—and it won’t
come back until that child again slips into
the at-risk group and becomes eligible for
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the federal program once more. These kinds
of programs thrive on student stagnation,
even failure.

We had that same situation with the
welfare program. We tended to measure
the success of the welfare program by
how many people we had on the welfare
rolls, by how much money we were
spending on that. Then one day it
dawned on someone that we ought to
be measuring the success of the welfare
program by how few people were on the
welfare rolls and by how little we had
to spend.

As a result, by giving flexibility to
the local governments with regard to
welfare, we have cut the welfare rolls
in half. We are not spending near as
much money on welfare. We have only
half as many people involved in the
welfare program. Is that failure? No. It
is a success. And so it is with edu-
cation.

If we are going to devote Federal dol-
lars to the education of the students,
then we ought to provide those dollars
to the students so that wherever they
think they can get their best edu-
cation, whatever their needs are in
terms of priorities, the money will be
spent for that, not because the Federal
Government makes a judgment that a
particular expenditure is necessarily
the right thing.

I think it is important to reiterate
our responsibility to those who will
pay the highest price if we fail to take
advantage of the opportunities that are
here presented. As I said, it is not nec-
essarily the American taxpayer, even
though we have, as stewards of those
taxpayer dollars, an obligation to see
that they are efficiently spent.

No. Those that will pay the highest
price, if we fail, are the schoolchildren,
the children who, this year, will not re-
ceive an improved education because,
perhaps, we will not get these reforms
passed this year. They will have to go
yet one more year stuck with the kind
of bureaucratic redtape and regulations
that have failed them thus far in their
careers.

Last week, we also learned that there
are those on the other side who do not
agree that choice should be available
to children in failing or unsafe schools.
I always find this interesting because
very frequently people who make this
argument have sent their kids to pri-
vate schools.

I am a product of the public schools.
That is where I received my education,
including my college and law school
education. It was from the public
schools. Both of my parents were pub-
lic school graduates and public school
teachers. And others in my family are
or have been teachers in public schools.
So I fully appreciate the need to im-
prove our public schools.

I think one does that by enabling
some competition between these
schools, and also with the private
schools. What we find is that when that
competition is allowed to work, every-
one benefits. To use a crude example, it
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is similar to the automobile manufac-
turers. If one of them finds a new way
to improve the way a car operates, it
isn’t long before the others find a way
to incorporate that same technique or
technology into their cars. If they do
not, they are going to lose sales.

By the same token, when a school
finds that something really works
well—if we give parents a choice to
send their kids to that school—the
other schools are soon going to find
that they will want to incorporate that
same kind of technique to keep the
kids there.

That is especially the case because so
much of our Federal and State funding
goes to the institutions, as we have
said. If they want to continue to get
that funding, under the Republican
proposal, they would have to be able to
continue to attract the kids.

In my State of Arizona, we have, in
effect, open enrollment so there can be
some degree of competition among the
public schools. We also have more
charter schools—almost 350 at last
count—than any other State. I think it
is a third of the charter schools in the
country. These charter schools pro-
mote a lot of competition. A lot of
them have learned to attract students
by doing things a little differently.
Some of the larger public schools have
picked up on these techniques and have
incorporated them into their curricula,
into their procedures. As a result, they
can be quite competitive with those
charter schools. It does not hurt one at
the expense of another.

It is not a zero sum game. Competi-
tion is like invention. What it does is
lift all of the boats. When one begins to
do something better, the others soon
follow behind and copy it in order to
keep up with the first one. When you
have that kind of competition, there-
fore you can have innovation. If you
have flexibility, you have the ability to
experiment, and the net result is a bet-
ter opportunity for more kids. That is
what we want to promote in this Fed-
eral legislation.

As I say, in my own State of Arizona
we already have a significant element
of this in our public schools. But what
we found last week from those on the
other side of the debate was that there
is a real desire to keep students and
parents from having this additional
flexibility, this additional choice. It
seems to me there is a fear of it. There
is a fear that not everyone will be able
to do as well as those who do the inno-
vation, and somebody might actually
fail or fall behind, which would be bad.

Who is the somebody they are talk-
ing about? They are not focused on the
student. They are talking about the
school, that it would not be fair if a
particular school failed. Why wouldn’t
it be fair if a particular school failed if
the students all had the opportunity to
go to the successful school? What is
not fair is that failing schools keep
ahold of failing students. We are failing
in the education of these kids, and they
will never be able to go back and get it.
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Yes, we have some remedial edu-
cation. But that is a very hard way to
reeducate people in our society. So it is
not the schools that we ought to be
concerned about; it is the students in
those schools. I remain convinced that
no American child should be trapped in
a school that cannot guarantee a good
education. We have an obligation to
those students.

So whatever happens with this bill, I
believe we will continue to pursue this
idea of choice, of competition, of flexi-
bility, because it will work. Sooner or
later, this approach will provide the
basis for reform that will characterize
the Federal program that provides the
Federal funding to primary and sec-
ondary education. I still believe we can
make a difference in this area.

So while it may become a disappoint-
ment that we are not able to conclude
work this year on this important bill,
that we may not be able to pass a bill
that we can send to the President for
his signature, I think, in the end, the
power of this idea of flexibility and ac-
countability and more choice—the
power of that idea—will end up defin-
ing the Federal program.

It would be better if we could do it
this year because that would mean we
would not allow another year to pass
with the same devastating results for
the kids who are in school right now
where far too many of them are failing.
That is my hope.

I urge my colleagues this week to
take this debate seriously, to try to
move on beyond extraneous issues, and
in the end, to bring it to a close so we
can actually have a vote on S. 2 and
get this important reform measure to
the American people where it can begin
to work.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Wyoming is
recognized.

Mr. THOMAS. I thank the Senator
from Arizona. He obviously believes
very strongly in this issue and has de-
fined very clearly where we are with
two very definite points of view. One is
that the Federal Government ought to
make the rules, ought to set up the
redtape, ought to make the decisions
here to be implemented in the country;
the other is to send the assistance from
here to local schools so they can make
the kinds of decisions that are nec-
essary to make their schools success-
ful.

So I say to the Senator, thank you
very much.

I yield to the Senator from Alabama.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Alabama is
recognized.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I want
to share some additional thoughts with
the Members of the Senate and those
watching what we can do to improve
education in America.

I believe in public education. I have
taught and my wife has taught in pub-
lic schools. I say that to express how
deeply I care about it. We have been ac-
tive in PTA as our kids have gone for-
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ward. We want to improve the system.
We want to make learning occur more
regularly. We want to help teachers. 1
believe in American teachers. They are
some of the finest in the world. They
are well trained. They give their hearts
and souls to it, only to be frustrated by
regulations, paperwork, and discipline
problems resulting from mandated
rules passed by this Congress.

I am going to share some thoughts
today, and those in education in any
State of America will know what I am
saying is true. They will have heard
these kinds of examples time and time
again. But the vast majority of Ameri-
cans will not believe it; they will not
believe these things occur.

Over 25 years ago, for example, we
passed a federal disabilities act. It was
designed to mandate to school systems
and require that they not shut out dis-
abled kids from the classroom and that
they be involved in the classroom. If
they have a hearing loss, or a sight
loss, or if they have difficulty moving
around, in a wheelchair, or whatever,
the school system must make accom-
modations for them. They would be
mainstreamed. They would not be
treated separately.

That was a good goal, a goal from
which we should not retreat. I hope no
one interprets what I say today as a re-
treat from that goal. But in the course
of that time, we have created a com-
plex system of Federal regulations and
laws that have created lawsuit after
lawsuit, special treatment for certain
children, and that are a big factor in
accelerating the decline in civility and
discipline in classrooms all over Amer-
ica. I say that very sincerely.

Teachers I have been talking to have
shared stories with me. I have been in
15 schools around Alabama this year. I
have talked to them about a lot of sub-
jects. I ask them about this subject in
every school I go to, and I am told in
every school that this is a major prob-
lem for them. In fact, it may be the
single most irritating problem for
teachers throughout America today.

It was really brought to my attention
a little over a year ago when a long-
time friend, District Attorney David
Whetstone, in Baldwin County, AL,
called me about a youngster in the
school system classified as having a
disability. It is called ‘‘emotional con-
flict.” He was emotionally conflicted.
He could not, or would not, behave. An
aide would meet him in the morning at
his home, get on the bus with him, and
go to school, sit through the class all
day, and ride home on the school bus
with him. This student was known to
curse principals and teachers openly in
the classroom. Because he was a dis-
abled student, he could not be dis-
ciplined in the normal way. The max-
imum 10-day suspension rule—and 45
days is the maximum a child can be
disciplined under this Federal law and
then they are back in the classroom.
One day, he attacked the school bus
driver on the way home. The aide tried
to restrain him. He then attacked the
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aide. District Attorney Whetstone told
me, ‘I was never more stunned when I
talked to school officials and they told
me this is common in our county.”’

We have children we cannot control
because of this Federal law. He came to
Washington, and we sat up in the gal-
lery and talked about it. I respect
David Whetstone and his views. He said
this cannot be. I began to ask around,
is this true? As a matter of fact, this
very incident was focused on in Time
magazine. There was a full-page story
about it called ‘‘The Meanest Kid in
Alabama,” and ‘60 Minutes” did a
story about it because it is, unfortu-
nately, so common around the country.

What can we do about it? I began to
ask leaders in education around the
State. The State superintendent: ‘‘Ab-
solutely, it is one of the biggest prob-
lems we have.” I talked to Paul Hub-
bard, head of the teachers union in Ala-
bama: ‘‘Absolutely, it is a big prob-
lem.” “I am tired,” he said in the
newspaper recently, ‘‘of children curs-
ing my teachers in the classroom and
nothing being done about it.”

Then we began to talk to teachers,
principals, and school board super-
intendents. They talked about the law-
yers and the complicated regulations
with which they deal. It is really unac-
ceptable. Teachers who have been
trained with masters’ degrees in spe-
cial education to deal with these chil-
dren have also overwhelmingly told me
this is not a healthy thing, that we are
telling special children with physical
disabilities, or disabilities as defined
by the Federal law, that they don’t
have to adhere to the same standards
other children do. Right in the class-
room, we create, by Federal law, two
separate standards for American citi-
zens. You can say to one child: You
can’t do this, you are out of school. But
we can say to another children: You
can do it, and you are only out 10 days,
or maybe 45 days, and then you are
back in the classroom. That is not de-
fensible.

I want to share some of the letters 1
began to receive from teachers who
care about this problem and want me
and you and the Members of this Con-
gress to do something about it. I be-
lieve we can. I hope it will be part of
the debate this year in our political
arena. Maybe we can make some
progress with it.

First, I want to mention that when
Congress passed the IDEA—Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act—in
1975, we committed to pay the States,
whom we were requiring to do it—we
require these States to meet these
standards. We agreed to pay 40 percent
of the cost. We have never paid more
than 15 percent of the cost. It has been
below 10 percent in most years. We had
testimony in the Health, Education,
and Labor Committee, of which I am a
member, from a superintendent in
Vermont who testified to our com-
mittee that 20 percent of the cost of
the school system in his county is for
special education children. This is a
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major factor in education today. Let
me share some stories with you about
this.

An experienced educator in Alabama
shared these thoughts with me in a let-
ter:

We have a student who is classified emo-
tionally conflicted, learning disabled, and
who has attention deficit disorder. While
this student has been enrolled, students,
teachers, and staff have been verbally
threatened with physical harm. Fits of
anger, fighting, and outbursts of verbal
abuse have been commonplace. Parents and
students have expressed concern over the
safety of their children due to the behavior
of this young man. Teachers have also be-
come extremely apprehensive toward the
presence of the student due to his explosive
behavior. His misbehavior has escalated to
the point that the instructional process of
the entire school has been jeopardized.

Here is another one:

I have taught for 25 years. I plan to con-
tinue teaching, but the problems with dis-
cipline are getting out of hand. We are not
allowed to discipline certain students. Any
student labeled as ‘‘special needs’ must be
accommodated, not disciplined. A student
recently brought a gun to my school. He
made threats to students and teachers which
he claims were jokes. I was one of those
teachers. This student has been disruptive
and belligerent since I first encountered him
in the ninth grade. Now, he is a senior. After
bringing a gun to school, he was given an-
other ‘‘second chance.”” He should have been
expelled. What is his handicap? He has a
problem with mathematics. While this may
be an extreme situation, it is not isolated.

Still reading from the letter:

Teachers are told to handle discipline in
the classroom. The Government has taken
most of the teachers’ rights away; our hands
are tied.

This is a letter from a young teacher
in a small town of about 25,000 in Ala-
bama. This is a story by which I think
anybody would be moved:

As a special educator of six years, I con-
sider myself ‘‘on the front lines’’ of the ongo-
ing battles that take place on a daily basis
in our Nation’s schools. I strongly believe
that part of the ‘“‘ammunition” that fuels
these struggles are the ‘‘right’” guaranteed
to certain individuals by IDEA °’97. The law,
though well intentioned, has become one of
the single greatest obstacles that educators
face in our fight to provide all of our chil-
dren with a quality education delivered in a
safe environment. There are many examples
that I can offer first hand. However, let me
reiterate that I am a special educator. I have
dedicated my life to helping children with
special needs. It is my job to study and know
the abilities and limitations of such chil-
dren. I have a bachelor’s degree in psy-
chology, a masters degree in special edu-
cation and a Ph.D. in good old common
sense. No where in my educational process
have I been taught a certain few ‘‘disabled’’
students should have a ‘‘right” to endanger
the right to an education of all other dis-
abled and non-disabled children. It’s non-
sense; it’s wrong; it’s dangerous; and it must
be stopped.

There is no telling how many instructional
hours are lost by teachers in dealing with be-
havior problems. In times of an increasingly
competitive global society it is no wonder
American students fall short. Certain chil-
dren are allowed to remain in the classroom
robbing the other children of hours that can
never be replaced.

S3573

There is no need to extend the school day.
There is no need to extend the school year.
If politicians would just make it possible for
educators to take back the time that is lost
on a daily basis to certain individuals there
is no doubt we would have a better educated
students.

It is even more frustrating when it is a spe-
cial education child who knows and boasts
‘“‘they can’t do anything to me” and he is
placed back in the classroom to disrupt it
day after day, week after week.

It is clear that IDEA ’97 not only under-
mines the educational process it also under-
mines the authority of educators. In a time
when our profession is being called upon to
protect our children from increasingly dan-
gerous sources our credibility is being
stripped from us.

I am sure you have heard the saying: The
teachers are scared of the principals, the
principals are scared of the superintendents,
the superintendents are scared of the par-
ents, the parents are scared of the children,
and the children are scared of no one. And
why should they be?

I have experienced the ramifications of the
“new and improved” law first hand. I had
one child attempt to assault me—he had
been successful with two other teachers. He
was suspended for one day. I had another
child make sexual gestures to me in front of
the entire class. Despite the fact that every
child in my class and a majority of the chil-
dren in the school knew of it, I was told by
my assistant principal that nothing could be
done because ‘‘these special ed kids have
rights.”

I literally got in my car to leave that day,
but my financial obligations to my family
and my moral responsibilities to the children
I had in my class kept me there.

The particular child I spoke about fre-
quently made vulgar comments and threats
to my girls in my class on every opportunity
he had when there was no adult present. For-
tunately, the girls, also special ed, could
talk to me about it. Unfortunately, they had
to put up with it because ‘‘nothing could be
done.”

I know of a learning disabled child who cut
a girl in a fight. The learning disabled child
and her parents then attempted to sue the
school system because the child was burned
when she grabbed a coffee pot to break it
over the other child’s head. I know of an-
other specific incident where three children
brought firearms to school. The two ‘‘reg-
ular’” children where expelled. The special
education student was back to school the fol-
lowing week.

I fully expect that you and your colleagues
in Washington will do what it takes to take
our schools back from this small group of
children who feel it is their right to endan-
ger the education of every other child in
school. As my grandmother said, ‘‘right is
right and wrong is wrong”’ and to enable this
to continue is just wrong.

She does have a right to expect Mem-
bers of this Congress to confront this
issue and not allow it to continue.

This is a letter from a town in Ala-
bama with a population of 20,000, or so,
from another special education teach-
er.

As a special educator teacher for 27 years,
may I applaud your efforts to make special
education students as accountable as any
other student for any behavior they exhibit
while in school. I fully support the idea that
just because they are students in need of spe-
cial education services that it in no way di-
minishes their ability to tell right from
wrong. When teachers and administrators
cannot provide some type of appropriate
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punishment, then the students are taught
that their behavior has no consequences.
Just the other day, we had a student, who
had been offered detention to avoid mission
school time, he responded that they could
just go ahead and suspend him because he
was not going to come to school on Saturday
and that it was not going to hurt his grades
because ‘‘he’” was allowed to make up all the
work. When students find out about this
““loophole” then they often feel they have
free reign to do or say whatever they feel
and that there is nothing that anyone can
do.

He is correct about that. This is a
Federal law. We provide 7 percent of
the cost of education in America. But
we don’t hesitate to mandate these
kinds of rules in every school system in
the country.

There federal rules often make teaching
very difficult and it penalizes the students
who come to school to try and improve
themselves.

He is teaching a class of special edu-
cation students, and wants all of them
to learn. Many of them are there try-
ing to learn, and they find it more dif-
ficult because of these rules.

I feel that for the best interest of the stu-
dents and of the entire education population,
changes in this policy must take place.

Mr. President. I don’t want to disrupt
the system. But I have some more com-
ments that I am prepared to make.

This is a letter from a small town in
Alabama.

Due to the federal rules and the situation
they create, I cannot spend time in my class
discussing a lesson. I do not do something to
tantalize the students, they become disrup-
tive. I can no longer simply explain a con-
cept. I now must spend over half my time
disciplining the disruptive students. I am no
longer a teacher, I am a threatened and bat-
tered baby-sitter who is not allowed to do
her job. Give us back our classrooms and our
schools. Give the teacher the right to have
these disruptive students removed. Please
help us.

This is a letter from an assistant
principal.

I am an assistant principal in Alabama. I
taught middle school before taking this ad-
ministrative position. As a teacher I saw a
‘“‘small picture’ of the problem, as an admin-
istrator I see a much ‘‘larger picture’”. You
have chosen a much needed, but difficult bat-
tle. Most of the special education students
are wonderful (emphasis added) unfortu-
nately, a few are literally destroying the
public education process in our country. We
are teaching them that they have excuses
not to follow rules or obey laws, then we act
shocked when violence occurs. Now, perhaps
more than ever in our history, we need to
teach our children right from wrong and that
there will be consequences for their actions.
Instead we develop more and more excuses
for unacceptable, sometimes criminal behav-
ior. Thank you for anything you can do to
help save our children, as well as our coun-
try’s future.

I have a letter from a student in a
good school system in Alabama.

I would like to let you know I agree with
changing the section on IDEA law. I am in
high school and I know how difficult it is for
you to learn if there is disruption in the
classroom. I think if there is a student who
does not want to learn, they should be put in
an alternative school or separate class.

Amen, young student. I agree.
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Another student from an average
town in Alabama.

I'm seeing more and more teachers getting
out of education because of the ridiculous
lawsuits by special education students.

We are losing good teachers today in
America. If you check around, one of
the biggest reasons is frustration over
their inability to maintain discipline
in the classroom. Talk to them about
it. In most schools, that is a real prob-
lem. It is hurting public education.
These laws don’t apply to private
schools. Teachers in private schools
don’t have these problems and are able
to be more effective in creating a
learning atmosphere. In a way, it hurts
our ability to maintain public edu-
cation as a competitive enterprise. We
need to make sure what we do in Con-
gress does not make it more difficult
for our teachers to teach. First, do no
harm.

The letter continues,

We have been told to give the parents
whatever they want.

They have individual education plans
for each student. A lot of times, that is
very helpful. But they have become al-
most contracts with the parents, and
schools have to obey them to the letter
of the law. There are frequently law-
suits over whether the school is fol-
lowing the IEP, the individual edu-
cation plan. It is sad.

We have been told if they sue us we are
going to lose. Because of this, special edu-
cation students are suffering and so are
those students around them. They can dis-
rupt class at will and take away from the
education of the majority of the students.
Often they do less, and even no work, and we
are told to pass them anyway.

Then he makes an interesting point:

When these students leave school and enter
the real world, they will not have things
given to them as they do in school. They will
not be prepared to function as a regular cit-
izen should be. As a parent, I fear for my
son’s safety in school. He has already had
one confrontation with a special needs child.
The disabled student assaulted my child. In
self-defense, my son hit the student back.
The student was known to get into fights.
My son was hauled off to the police station.
His grades suffered. The special ed student
could go on repeatedly assaulting, with very
little consequence. As you can see, this is
both an emotional and professional issue for
me. I am glad you are aware of the large
problem our educational system is having. I
hope something can be done before it gets
worse. We will see the repercussions for
years to come if we don’t change this sys-
tem.

Another letter from a teacher:

I have over 30 years experience as a teach-
er, principal, Federal program coordinator,
and school superintendent. I am greatly con-
cerned about the future of public education
in this country. IDEA has given local super-
intendents grief beyond description. First, in
1975, the law was first passed, Congress
promised to pick up 40 percent of the cost to
operate the program, and according to fig-
ures I have seen, 10 percent has been the
norm since then. Second, this has made
every system fair game, with litigation costs
consuming more than education dollars.
While our system is small, we have had to
deal with a number of weapons cases in the
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last few years. Two of the cases students
were caught with weapons they admit they
accidentally left in their vehicles coming to
school grounds from target shooting. The
first boy was expelled 1 year. He never re-
turned to school to graduate. According to
him, the situation was just too embar-
rassing. Although the second boy was in the
exact same position as the first, having acci-
dentally left the weapon in his car, instantly
we were told he was a special education stu-
dent and has an IEP. He was then assigned to
an alternative school for 45 days and is now
back in our school. Both of these young men
were not troublemakers at school. Senator,
it is impossible to explain to the family of
the first student that their son was deserving
of more punishment. Think about that.

This family is now bitter toward me and
toward the American system because they,
in grave error, believe that all Americans
have the same legal right and they were un-
aware that Congress now decides what rights
we are entitled to hold as American citizens.
As said in ‘““‘Animal Farm™: All are equal, but
some are more equal than others.

The second student’s handicap does not
prevent him from knowing right from wrong.
I'm sorry that I'm old fashioned and believe
we should be teaching all students to be re-
sponsible for their behavior. We should be
helping them develop good decisionmaking
skills, not telling them that you are not re-
sponsible for your behavior and that there
will be no consequences, or minimal con-
sequences, regardless of your behavior.

I became a teacher in 1965 and I do not re-
member hearing of gun shootings prior to
1975 when Congress began telling ten percent
of our students you are not responsible.

I think these teachers make a point.
It is a matter we need to give careful
consideration to, not overreact, not un-
dermine the great principles of the Dis-
abilities Act Program. But at the same
time, we need to say that a child is not
allowed to commit crimes, to disrupt
classroom, to curse teachers, principals
and students, and abuse them and do so
with impunity.

I thank the Chair for the time and
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). The Senator from Wyoming is

recognized.
Mr. THOMAS. How much time is
left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has until 3 o’clock.

Mr. THOMAS. Madam President, I
thank the Senator from Alabama for
the great job of expressing the feelings
the teachers and students have with re-
spect to what we are doing.

We have had an interesting week of
debate. A number of things, of course,
have helped define where we are and
the direction we will take. One of the
quotes from the other side of the aisle
is the reason we have title I is because
we decided in 1965 the needs of dis-
advantaged children were not being ad-
dressed.

Madam President, 35 years later, we
find once again, the needs of poor kids
are not being addressed—this time, by
those who defend the status quo, the
means of trapping another generation.

A Wall Street Journal editorial indi-
cates that this is an effort to restrict
the States from making the decisions.
Again, one of the comments made
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about it was the GOP plan allows a
blank check for Governors who will see
to it that the neediest and the poorest
children will not benefit from the
money.

This defines rather well where we are
in this debate. Some of the facts seem
to be different than what is being
talked about. So $120 billion later, poor
kids still lag behind in reading. The
percentage of those reading below basic
level at the 12th grade is still 40 per-
cent. The percentage of those writing
below basic level in title I is 38 percent
in the 12th grade after $120 billion and
35 years of expenditures under this pro-
gram.

We are talking about returning some
of the decisionmaking to parents, to
local leaders, sending dollars to the
classroom rather than having them
spent here, giving families greater edu-
cational choices, supporting and en-
couraging exceptional teachers, focus-
ing on basic academics.

I think, if nothing more, we have de-
fined very clearly where our priorities
lie in terms of this body. I think we
have a great opportunity to make some
changes to bring about the results in
education that all Members seek.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent I might have
4 minutes to speak about Mike Epstein,
who passed away on Saturday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Minnesota?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

——
IN MEMORY OF MIKE EPSTEIN

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President,
first I want colleagues to know, and of
course this is for Democrats and Re-
publicans, and with Mike it is for staff
and support staff and just about every-
body who works here, pages and others,
there will be a service for Mike in the
Mansfield Room. It will be at 3 tomor-
row. That is room S-207.

Many Senators came to the floor and
spoke about Mike last week, on Thurs-
day. It was wonderful. I thank you.
About 70 people came to our office and
did videos. All of this was sent to his
family. Mike heard it. It was read to
Mike. It meant a great deal to him.
Letters have come in. It has really
been wonderful to recognize such a
great, great person.

Mike passed away on Saturday. We
had a very small service for him today.
He was buried in the Congressional
Cemetery. Rabbi David Saperstein was
there, Mike’s family was there, and a
few friends of many years were there.
Then tomorrow we will have a service
here. I look forward to that because it
is wonderful, I say as a friend of Mike,
the unbelievable impact he made.

I could go on forever. I will not be-
cause if I try to, the truth is I probably
will not be able to go on at all. I just
would not be able to do it here on the
floor. I will say one unimportant thing
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because it is about me, and then I will
say one important thing, and then I
will be finished.

The unimportant thing is in some
ways I will just be lost without him. It
is not like Mike was my assistant; it
was like he was my teacher. But I will
talk to him every day.

The second thing I want to say,
which is much more important, is if I
had to summarize a life, I would say
the reason there has been such an out-
pouring of love is because Mike loved
his family; he loved his work. And do
you know what else? This is the best
thing of all. He really loved and be-
lieved in public service. He loved his
country. He was just steady. It was just
who he was. He never changed.

The world is going to miss him. The
Senate is going to miss him. Most im-
portant of all, his family is going to
miss him. Sheila and I are going to
miss him.

EVAN BAYH, who went through a real
tragedy in his own family and lost his
mother at an early age, was Kkind
enough, last week, to say to me: Paul,
it’s not how long you live your life; it’s
how you live your life.

I think Mike is one of the five great-
est individuals I have ever met in my
life. He lived a wonderful life.

I yield the floor.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Madam President, I
know all of us share in Senator
WELLSTONE’s grief. I know I have lost,
in the past, one of my chief staff per-
sons. You never know how important
they are until they are not with you. I
know the Senator’s chief of staff was
an outstanding person whom we all ap-
preciated for his ability.

I am sure I speak for all Members on
this side of the aisle: We share in the
Senator’s grief. We want him to know
that.

I yield to Senator KENNEDY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President,
first of all, we all reach out again to
Mike’s family. I think all of us in the
Senate, just a few days ago, were very
grateful of our good friend and col-
league, Senator WELLSTONE, for giving
us the opportunity to add a word to the
comments on the extraordinary life of
Mike Epstein.

As PAUL—Senator WELLSTONE—had
pointed out last week, the hours were
passing along and there was very little
time left. But I think the challenge for
all of us is to live a productive and use-
ful life. That is the criterion the great
philosophers have defined as the pur-
pose in life, and Mike lived that. We all
are the beneficiaries of it.

Our hearts reach out to PAUL at this
time, and to all the members of the
family. I think Mike would feel right
at home here this afternoon, where we
are debating the education act. He had
strong views about these issues, as well
as many others.

He made life better for people in this
country. We will think of him during
the course of this debate, too.
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I thank the Chair.

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour
of 3 p.m. having arrived, morning busi-
ness is closed.

EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES
ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of S. 2, which the
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 2) to extend programs and activi-
ties under the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Madam President,
we are awaiting the arrival of the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. I would like
to say, in the interim, we would like to
proceed today with other amendments.
I hope by the end of the day we will be
able to establish a program for the
coming week, which will put us in a po-
sition where we can move the edu-
cation bill forward.

At this time, I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Massachusetts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I
will speak briefly. As soon as the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is on the
floor, I will be glad to yield so he will
be able to make a presentation on his
amendment. I have had the chance,
over the weekend, to study it closely. I
will reserve my comments on it until
we have had an opportunity to hear his
presentation in the Senate this after-
noon.

Just to review very briefly, we have
had, now, as I understand it, probably 4
days of discussion of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act. Of those
4 days, 1 day was a general kind of
presentation, although that was a good
presentation by the speakers who had
different views on the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. We had five
votes: on Senator GORTON’sS amend-
ment, what they call Straight A’s; our
Democratic alternative, which was in-
troduced by Senator DASCHLE and a
number of us; Senator ABRAHAM’S
merit pay amendment—I offered a sec-
ond-degree on the Abraham amend-
ment; and then on the Murray class
size amendment.

We had indicated there would be a
number of others, although a relatively
small number. Actually, the total num-
ber that would be offered by this side
would be somewhat less than has been
usually offered in past considerations
of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act.

We were going to have proposed an
amendment that would address the
whole issue of the quality of our teach-
ers, to guarantee we would have a well-
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trained teacher in every classroom at
the expiration of the authorization bill.
I will come back to that, how we are
going to do it, and the importance of it
for strengthening the quality of edu-
cation and what the results are if you
do have an excellent teacher, and what
the academic results are, from various
examinations of whether having a well-
trained teacher, who is competent and
knowledgeable about the content of the
subject matter, and a good teacher.
The difference that makes to children’s
ability to learn is intuitively obvious.
Nonetheless, we will have an oppor-
tunity to present some very important
and powerful evidence about why the
way we have approached this will re-
sult in more favorable results.

Secondly, we have the whole issue
about assisting many of the schools in
this country that are older and are in
great need of repair and modernization.
We want an opportunity to make a
presentation to make. The Senator
from Iowa, Mr. HARKIN, has a powerful
presentation to make. We need over
$112 billion a year to bring our schools
up to standard. There is much work
that needs to be done, again, through a
partnership among the Federal Govern-
ment, States, and local communities.

We want to address the important
issue of afterschool programs. Senator
DopD, Senator BOXER, and others have
been involved in the development of
that program. We have important re-
sults as to how that program is work-
ing and has worked in advancing the
cause of teachers.

We want to have a good debate on ac-
countability. We believe the most
knowledgeable member is on our side,
Senator BINGAMAN of New Mexico, who
has, going back to the time of the Gov-
ernors’ conference a number of years
ago, made that a speciality of his. Most
of the pieces of legislation that are be-
fore us reflect a good deal of what he
has developed and has broad support.

That has been very important.
Senator MIKULSKI has reminded us a

number of times about the importance
of addressing the digital divide. In a
time of new technology, it is important
we not look back 10 years from now
and find that the new technology has
been used in such a way it further di-
vides our children who are attending
schools, but instead that we have been
creative enough to use technologies in
ways that have reduced the divide that
exists in our schools rather than exac-
erbate it. That is very important. Sen-
ator MIKULSKI wants an opportunity to
talk about this issue.

Senator REED has made a very impor-
tant contribution to our legislation. He
was a member of the Education Com-
mittee in the House of Representatives
prior to coming to the Senate, fol-
lowing Senator Pell. He wants to talk
about the importance of the involve-
ment of parents in decisionmaking in
the local communities. That is very

important.
Senator WELLSTONE will be bringing

up the issue of fair testing of children.
He has spoken about that issue a num-
ber of times. We have voted on some
aspects of it in the past.
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Those are the principal education
issues. There are some on our side who
feel safety and security in our schools
is an important issue, and we will be
addressing that issue.

We have a limited number of amend-
ments. In my conversations with most
of our colleagues, we are prepared to
enter into very reasonable time limits.
I know on six or eight of those subject
matters, we are prepared to enter into
time agreements of an hour or so even-
ly divided so we can move this process
forward. These are not subjects the
Senate has not addressed. We have ad-
dressed these issues in the full com-
mittee in our markups. We have spo-
ken about these issues during the de-
bate. I intend to speak on the issue of
the quality of our teachers because
that is relevant to the Gregg amend-
ment.

I have talked with our leader, Sen-
ator DASCHLE, who will be talking with
the majority leader and hopefully will
work out a program so we can reach a
determination on these issues in the
next few days. There is no reason why
we should not do that.

There are amendments on the other
side as well. We have had an oppor-
tunity to look at some of those. There
is no reason we cannot pick up the pace
and resolve some of these issues in a
timely way. We had hoped to do more
of these amendments at the end of last
week, and we are in the situation
today, with the funeral of His Emi-
nence Cardinal O’Connor, of being un-
able to reach a conclusion on some of
these debates this afternoon.

Hopefully, we can, by the end of the
day, give an indication of how the Sen-
ate wants to proceed. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President,
I thank the Senator from Massachu-
setts for fulfilling the commitment he
made during a discussion we had on
Thursday night. I advise the Senator in
Massachusetts that five of the seven
amendments he talked about did arrive
at our office Friday. I thank him and
his staff for that. We are going to try
to accommodate him this afternoon in
return.

At the moment, by previous agree-
ment, we were prepared to move to an
amendment by Senator GREGG of New
Hampshire. His arrival has been de-
layed somewhat—I do not think very
long. I had a chance to talk with the
chairman, and I thought we might ac-
commodate Senator INHOFE, if the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts concurs, for
some 5 to 10 minutes on an unrelated
matter while we are locating Senator
GREGG.

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator INHOFE of OKklahoma be given up
to 10 minutes to conduct his remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I
thank both managers of the bill for
giving me some time.
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UPDATE ON LINDA TRIPP FILE
CASE

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I
want to update my colleagues and the
American people on the latest develop-
ments in the Linda Tripp file case. As
my colleagues will recall, this is a mat-
ter concerning how information from
the confidential personnel file of a Pen-
tagon civil servant was leaked to the
media in March of 1998, more than 2
years ago, by the Pentagon spokesman
Kenneth Bacon and a colleague in vio-
lation of the Privacy Act.

As my questions at an Armed Serv-
ices Committee hearing revealed for
the first time on April 6, the Penta-
gon’s Office of Inspector General essen-
tially completed its investigation of
this matter within 4 months of the in-
cident. In July of 1998, it referred its
report to the Justice Department, hav-
ing found sufficient evidence that a
crime had been committed.

From July 1998 until March of 2000,
the Justice Department sat on the re-
port, taking no action, making us be-
lieve the IG report was not completed
and not given to them—essentially en-
gaging in a coverup, in its typical
stonewalling, delaying tactics. Then fi-
nally, on March 28, 2000, they quietly
returned the report to the Pentagon,
informing them it would not crimi-
nally prosecute anyone in the case.

I reported all of this to the Senate in
a floor statement I made on April 11.
At that time, I pointed out that the of-
fense in this case—disseminating to the
media information from a Government
employee’s confidential personnel
file—was the same offense Chuck
Colson pleaded guilty to during Water-
gate. It was the same offense for which
Colson served in the Federal peniten-
tiary.

Since all of this was revealed last
month, three principal defenses—I
would call them excuses—have
emerged as to why Mr. Bacon should
not be prosecuted. These have been put
forth to the media by Mr. Bacon’s law-
yer and by the Justice Department in
its decision to take a pass on prosecu-
tion. Let me state these three defenses
and what they are:

No. 1, defense by Kenneth Bacon is
that Bacon only leaked a part of a con-
fidential file, not the whole file;

No. 2, that the Freedom of Informa-
tion Act ‘“‘trumps’ the Privacy Act;
and

No. 3, that Bacon ‘‘didn’t intend to
break the law.”

Today, I want to report to the Senate
that all of these arguments have been
refuted and exposed as having no merit
in this case. This leaves us facing the
stark truth: The law was violated, and
those who violated it should be pros-
ecuted.

In testimony on April 26 before the
Senate Armed Services Subcommittee
on Readiness, which is the Committee I
chair, I asked Pentagon Deputy Inspec-

tor General Donald Mancuso about
these issues. He confirmed these
points:
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No. 1, that criminal violations of the
Privacy Act are not contingent on
whether a whole file or just a part of a
file is compromised.

Common sense would lead us to this
conclusion anyway, but this was con-
firmed by the inspector general in our
committee meeting.

Either one constitutes a violation.
There is no distinction between leaking
part of a file or leaking the entire file.

Secondly, that there was no formal
written Freedom of Information Act
request made prior to the Tripp file
leak; that, in any event, the Freedom
of Information Act does not trump the
Privacy Act; and that, indeed, the
Freedom of Information Act includes
specific exemptions directly related to
the Privacy Act.

So we are saying two things really.
We are saying, first of all, when they
said they used the Freedom of Informa-
tion Act request as an excuse, they
were lying, because there was no re-
quest under the Freedom of Informa-
tion Act. Secondly, if that had hap-
pened, there is specific exemptions
within our law to the Freedom of Infor-
mation Act, one of which is the Pri-
vacy Act.

Finally, in its March 2000 decision
not to prosecute, the Justice Depart-
ment stated that Bacon and his col-
league ‘‘didn’t intend to break the law
when they released information from
Linda Tripp’s personnel file.”

What this tells me is that the Justice
Department knows the law was broken.
It is all the more reason why their de-
cision not to prosecute is so out-
rageous. The next time I am stopped by
a policeman for speeding, I am going to
tell him, “I didn’t intend to break the
law.” I suppose then everything will be
all right.

Recently, I received a letter from Mr.
Bacon’s lawyer taking exception to a
couple of points I made it my previous
remarks on the floor. I would like to
respond to each of those points here:

First, Bacon’s lawyer claims that
comparing Kenneth Bacon’s offense to
Chuck Colson’s offense in Watergate is
“inaccurate’” and ‘‘unfair” because the
two cases, he says, are not ‘‘remotely
comparable.”

But he is wrong. They are directly
comparable.

He goes into a lengthy description of
the charges against Colson which were
dropped by the court. All of this is in-
teresting, but it is irrelevant to the
current case.

Colson released information from
Daniel Elsberg’s confidential file, vio-
lating Elsberg’s privacy.

Bacon released information from
Linda Tripp’s confidential file, vio-
lating Tripp’s privacy.

What could be more
than this?

Second, Mr. Bacon’s lawyer notes
that the court said Colson imple-
mented ‘‘a scheme to defame and de-
stroy the public image of Daniel
Elsberg, with the intent to influence,
obstruct, and impede the conduct and

‘‘comparable’’
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outcome” of pending
and prosecutions.

Similarly, Bacon’s action can easily
be seen as part of ‘‘a scheme to defame
and destroy the public image of Linda
Tripp, with the intent to influence, ob-
struct, and impede the conduct and
outcome” of pending investigations
and possible prosecutions of the Presi-
dent and of Linda Tripp herself.

Let’s not forget that Linda Tripp has
testified that she was told by a top
White House aide that she would be
““‘destroyed” if she came forward and
exposed illegal activities she witnessed
in the Clinton White House, including
matters related to the Filegate scan-
dal. Tripp’s FBI file was one of over 900
FBI files improperly obtained by the
Clinton White House. Tripp remains a
material witness in continuing legal
proceedings on the Filegate matter.

In addition, let’s not forget that
Tripp has also been the target of a po-
litically motivated prosecution in
Maryland concerning the taping of
Monica Lewinski’s phone calls.

All of this provides ample evidence of
possible motivations ‘‘to defame or de-
stroy” her ‘‘public image.”

Third, Mr. Bacon’s lawyer claims
that Bacon did not violate any law in
releasing the information on Tripp.

Again, he is simply wrong. Bacon
clearly violated the Privacy Act, the
law which was enacted in 1974 as a di-
rect result of the Colson case. It isn’t
even a close call.

The contention that the media in-
quiry constituted a FOIA request that
somehow superseded the Privacy Act
will simply not stand up to scrutiny.

Finally, Mr. Bacon’s lawyer makes a
legitimate point with which I am pre-
pared to agree; and that is, that Mr.
Bacon is a dedicated public official who
has served the Department of Defense
with distinction for 6 years.

Similarly, Linda Tripp is a dedicated
public official who has served in the
Pentagon and the White House with
distinction for many years.

The problem is that there must be
equal application of the law if the law
is to have any meaning.

Mr. Bacon simply cannot be per-
mitted to escape responsibility for an
act that so clearly violated the law—a
law which is designed to protect the
rights of all government employees.

The news media, I think, has created
a particular problem in this case. It is
a travesty that the major news media
have not covered this story and in-
formed the American people about why
this is important.

What a contract with how the news
media acted during the Watergate era.
At that time, the news media led the
charge to uncover wrongdoing by high
government officials, explaining why
adherence to the rule of law was so
vital to the protection of liberty.

In the aftermath of Chuck Colson’s
pleading guilty in June 1974, along with
other Watergate figures, newspapers
across the country expressed appro-
priate outrage. They covered the story.

investigations
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They commented on it forcefully. They
didn’t sweep it under the rug. They did
not say they were bored. They did not
argue that the country should ‘‘move
on’ to other things.

They knew that lawbreaking by high
officials was one of the most important
things they could report to the Amer-
ican people, because, as they kept tell-
ing us, an informed public is essential
to the protection of liberty in a democ-
racy.

Here are a few examples of editorials
during the Watergate years. Where are
the similar editorials today?

On June 12, 1974, the Philadelphia
Evening Bulletin was upset that an-
other Watergate figure got off too
lightly with a 30-day suspended sen-
tence for his Watergate crime. They
said.

The circumstances (in this case) did not
call for a tap on the wrist. [The judge’s]
praise for (the defendant’s) integrity in this
setting seems inappropriate. If [the defend-
ant] is to be so excused for failing to do his
duty . . . then how are others to be held ac-
countable for placing personal loyalty above
their duty and the requirements of the law?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 10 minutes have expired.

Mr. INHOFE. I ask unanimous con-
sent for 2 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. INHOFE. Then, speaking of
Chuck Colson, on June 4, 1974, the Day-
ton (Ohio) Daily News wrote:

In this tawdry matter, Mr. Nixon’s White
House again has been exposed—this time by
an aide who was high in its deliberations and
was an intimate of the President’s—as acting
against the political and judicial process of
this country as if they were enemies.

Finally, in commenting on Chuck
Colson, in the home state of the Pre-
siding Officer, the Portland (Maine)
Evening Express wrote on June 30, 1974:

Yet another close aide or high appointee of
President Nixon has been brought to justice
. . . He had attempted to defame Elsberg and
destroy his credibility . . . Daily, it becomes
abundantly clearer that [the Nixon Adminis-
tration is] the most morally reprehensible
administration in the history of the nation.

So who is at fault? Of course, Ken
Bacon is at fault for violating the law.
But I suppose it is human nature to
cover up to save oneself. Who is really
at fault is the press—the media—who
are covering up this crime. No one can
look at the way the press assailed
Chuck Colson for his crime and now
covers up the crime of Ken Bacon with-
out asking, “Why? Why are they so de-
fensive of Ken Bacon when they so ag-
gressively went after Chuck Colson?”’
Unequal application of the law is no
worse then inequality in reporting. The
consequences of both serve to diminish
our liberty.

Unfortunately, Ken Bacon, who
should have been prosecuted, is now in
the hands of Secretary of Defense Wil-
liam Cohen. Cohen is charged with re-
viewing the IG report and issuing any
administrative discipline, short of
criminal punishment. I urge him to act
swiftly and in accord with the serious-
ness of this matter.
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Federal employees throughout gov-
ernment are watching this case. What
will it say to them if someone who has
so clearly violated the Privacy Act is
not held accountable?

It will say that no one’s privacy can
ultimately be protected, that the law is
largely meaningless, and that ideal of
public service in support of the Con-
stitution and the laws is forever dimin-
ished.

Madam President, I am not trying to
single out Kenneth Bacon. I don’t even
know him. But I do know Chuck
Colson, and he admits he was properly
prosecuted, and Kenneth Bacon has
committed the same crime and gets off
free. This is wrong.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 3126
(Purpose: To improve the provisions relating
to teachers)

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President,
I send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. COVER-
DELL], for Mr. LOTT and Mr. GREGG, proposes
an amendment numbered 3126.

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.”’)

Mr. COVERDELL. Madam President,
I rise to speak on behalf of this amend-
ment and, in particular, a core provi-
sion of it, which is teacher liability.

As schools have become more violent,
it is increasingly necessary for teach-
ers to use reasonable means to main-
tain order and discipline in their class-
rooms. In order to provide a safe and
positive learning environment, teach-
ers and principals must not be afraid to
remove disruptive students for fear of
becoming the subject of frivolous law-
suits.

I forget the exact timing of this, but
sometime within the last 2 years, the
Senate and House passed the Volunteer
Liability Protection Act. I want to use
that as a backdrop in preparation for
what the provisions of this amendment
do.

At a time when the Nation was call-
ing on more and more people to step
forward and be charitable and be volun-
teers, we had a huge summit. The
President and all the former Presidents
were there, as was Gen. Colin Powell.
They outlined a call to the Nation to
step forward and volunteer. Several
days after that summit, I, along with
several others, introduced this Volun-
teer Liability Protection Act.

It was based on this premise that vol-
untarism in the country was declining,
even though voluntarism is like a na-
tional monument in the United States,
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but it was declining. And when you
looked into why—or among the reasons
why—it was the fact that volunteers,
such as sports figures, role models who
were consistently asked to step for-
ward and volunteer, and major figures
in the community, people of substance,
or a family who sold a business and, in
effect, retired and had the time and the
resources to step forward and help the
local YMCA or a charitable group, were
targeted for frivolous lawsuits. I will
give an example of one and then I will
get back to the teacher side of it.

Picture a YMCA gym. This woman,
in particular, who I talked about over
and over throughout that debate, was a
volunteer receptionist; she was answer-
ing the phone. She had nothing to do
with the actual rigors of what was
going on in the gym. Well, a young
man broke either an arm or a leg in
some activity in the gym. So you
would have thought, well, if there were
grounds for a lawsuit—and it wasn’t
just an accident and it involved no
willful neglect—you would go after
whoever was supervising the young
man. I think that sounds reasonable to
most Americans. But, no, the person
who was sued was the woman answer-
ing the phone because they knew she
had assets. Needless to say, people such
as that didn’t want to volunteer any-
more. It is kind of hard to be a phone
receptionist for the YMCA and put
your whole family on the line, where
you might be subject to a lawsuit and
you might inadvertently lose it, and
everything the family had worked for
could be gone.

So we introduced the Volunteer Li-
ability Protection Act. After a rigorous
debate, it passed here, it passed the
House, and the President signed it. It
has been welcomed throughout the en-
tire country as a relief that allows
Americans, whether athletes or people
who have assets, or somebody else, to
step forward and be a volunteer.

It is directly analogous to the situa-
tion that we have in schools. Again, I
say in order to provide a safe and posi-
tive learning environment, teachers
and principals must not be afraid to re-
move a disruptive student for fear of
being subject to a frivolous lawsuit.
You can picture it. There is a scuffle
going on in the hallway. A teacher has
to make a decision. I remember that in
the near disaster in Rockdale County,
after Columbine, a young man entered
the school. He had a weapon and he
threatened several students with it,
and he fired several shots. No one,
gratefully, was either killed or perma-
nently wounded. But the assistant
principal appeared and moved directly
to the student who had the firearm and
pointed the firearm at him. Coura-
geously—in my judgment, he had unbe-
lievable courage—he walked up, calmed
the student and took the weapon and
held the student, who had become very
emotional, until law enforcement offi-
cers could arrive.

That is an exaggerated incident, but
we all know that scuffles such as this
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occur between students, or a verbal at-
tack might occur in a classroom. A
teacher can’t be sitting there com-
puting whether or not she or her fam-
ily is at risk if she does her job. As the
Volunteer Protection Act, this legisla-
tion does not allow for any willful mis-
conduct. If this teacher were involved
in willful misconduct, aggravated con-
duct, she would be subject to a lawsuit.
But what it would end is just picking
her out and harassing her or him into
a settlement.

Listen to these statistics. The per-
centage of public school teachers in the
United States who say they have been
verbally abused is 51 percent. Fifty-one
percent of all of our teachers threat-
ened with injury, which is perhaps an
even more significant percentage, is
down. But 16 percent have been threat-
ened they would be harmed; physically
attacked, just under 1 in 10. It is 7 per-
cent.

In 1992, 33 percent of 12th grade pub-
lic school students felt disruptions by
other students interfered with their
learning. In other words, a third of the
school population is talking about the
disruption another student is con-
ducting that interrupts the schoolday
sufficiently to interfere with that stu-
dent’s learning.

In my State of Georgia, in 1997, there
were 38,000 violent incidents and 2,600
weapons violations.

My colleague from Massachusetts
cited a survey of teachers which found
that 43 percent of high school teachers
felt their personal safety was in jeop-
ardy in a 2-year period. A seventh
grade student at Lincoln Academy in
New York was arrested on June 2, 1999,
for setting a fire to his teacher’s hair.

Two Irving Middle School seventh
graders in Lorain, OH, were charged in
January of 1999 of plotting to kill their
teacher with a 12-inch fillet knife. As
15 students placed bets on the girl’s
plot, another teacher found out and in-
tervened—in moments. She overrode
this situation before the stabbing oc-
curred.

In Columbus, GA, my home State,
seven students were sent to summer
community service after planning to
poison a teacher’s iced tea and trip her
on the stairs because the students
thought she was too strict.

Recently, I met with a large number
of school superintendents. They talked
about the multitude of issues that are
affecting them and their ability to do
the job. But when you mention teacher
liability, the threat to them of a law-
suit—whether it is the principal, the
administrator, or teacher—is very high
on their agenda; that we are creating
an environment where prudent deci-
sions might be missed. A circumstance
where a teacher’s intervention would
be useful doesn’t occur because the
teacher is intimidated by the threat of
being sued for having made that deci-
sion.

Again, I reiterate that in the Volun-
teer Liability Protection Act, this lan-
guage does not excuse any willful con-
duct or any aggravated conduct. The
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person is still liable for that kind of be-
havior. It is the frivolous activity that
would apply, just as in the Volunteer
Liability Protection Act.

I am going to describe for a minute
or two the language of this section.
The teacher liability protection provi-
sions provide limited civil litigation
immunity for teachers, principals, and
other educational professionals who en-
gage in reasonable—I repeat ‘‘reason-
able’’—actions to maintain order, dis-
cipline, and a positive educational en-
vironment in America’s schools and
classrooms. It protects teachers from
lawsuits when using reasonable means
to maintain order, control, or dis-
cipline in the school or classroom.

What does ‘‘reasonable” mean? It
does not include wanton and willful
misconduct. It does not mean a crimi-
nal act. It does not mean the violation
of State law. It does not mean the vio-
lation of Federal civil rights laws. And
it does not mean inappropriate use of
drugs or alcohol on the teacher’s be-
half. As I said a little earlier, it is mod-
eled on the Volunteer Protection Act
of 1997 and various State laws that
seek to provide teachers limited civil
liability immunity, including my own
State of Georgia.

It is narrowly crafted to protect
teachers from lawsuits when they are
attempting to maintain order, control,
or discipline in the school and class-
room. It protects teachers from frivo-
lous lawsuits.

I always use the word ‘‘teachers.”
But I think I should reiterate that it is
teachers, principals, and administra-
tors in the system. It is not only teach-
ers, such as the person I just talked
about who interceded to try to contain
a student who brought loaded weapons
to the school and threatened not only
other students of being shot but his
own life and the life of the assistant
principal. All had been threatened.
There is no telling what the outcome
might have been without the courage
of this administrator to intercede.

It protects teachers from frivolous
lawsuits when they remove a disrup-
tive or belligerent and possibly dan-
gerous child from the classroom. That
ought to be expanded. It is not nec-
essarily from the classroom but from
an environment on the school property
that is potentially dangerous; a fight
in the cafeteria. What do you do? Do
you just sit there and watch the fight
because you are saying to yourself, if I
go over there and interrupt, the par-
ents of one, or two, or three of those
children are going to sue us. In this
case, that would be considered frivo-
lous. It would be the person doing their
job. On the other hand, if the teacher
was involved with starting or aggra-
vating a fight, it would be wanton be-
havior, and that teacher or that admin-
istrator would be liable because they
did something wrong; something out-
side the parameter of their job.

It would allow principals and admin-
istrators to take charge of cir-
cumstances in the school and the class-
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room. It would prevent the overactive
trial lawyer community—and I believe
by anybody’s standard this is one of
the great issues of our time with enor-
mous utilization. We have become a so-
ciety that is ready to sue—your neigh-
bor or the guy who is packing your
food at the grocery store. We are just
suing everybody. Some of it is very ap-
propriate, but a lot of it is not. It prob-
ably has to be dealt with in a lot more
places than volunteers in the school-
room.

But it certainly needed to happen. It
has to protect volunteers, and it cer-
tainly needs to happen on these school
properties. It does not, I repeat, over-
ride any State law that provides teach-
ers with greater immunity—as I said,
some do, including Georgia—of liabil-
ity protections.

This is important: States can affirm-
atively opt out of Federal coverage by
passing State legislation. They have
their own view of it. If they want to ex-
pand it, they can. But they can opt out.

The provision does not address the
rights of individual States to prohibit
or allow use of corporal punishment by
teachers and administrators to dis-
cipline unruly and possibly dangerous
students.

Recently, parents brought a suit
against a history teacher at a high
school for damages the parents claim
their son suffered when the teacher re-
moved him from the classroom after
the student refused to go to the vice
principal’s office.

We have a classroom. We have an un-
ruly student. In this case, the teacher
steps forward and says, You need to go
to the vice principal’s office. The stu-
dent refuses to do so. The teacher re-
moves that student from the class-
room—this is not an appropriate inter-
action going on in the classroom—and
gets sued for doing that.

That is an individual doing their job.

Matt Grimes, a student, went to a
teacher’s tutorial class. The gentle-
man’s name was Mr. Stringer. Mr.
Stringer told him to go to the tutorial
he was scheduled to attend. In other
words, the student was in the wrong
place and needed to be somewhere else.
Matt said his teacher would not let
him into that class because he was
late. That teacher did, indeed, refuse
Matt’s admittance because of a late ar-
rival. Something was said to the teach-
er that was disrespectful, and the
teacher pointed or touched his chest
with his index finger. In other words,
he touched him and was sued. The
teacher ended up being sued as a result
of that incident.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that a full article be printed
into the RECORD from the Wall Street
Journal on Tuesday, May 4, 1999, by
Kay Hymowitz.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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[From the Wall Street Journal, May 4, 1999.]
How THE COURTS UNDERMINED SCHOOL
DISCIPLINE
(By Kay S. Hymowitz)

In the wake of the Littleton school shoot-
ings, we’ve heard a lot about educators’ need
to pay attention to the ‘‘warning signs” of
potentially violent youngsters. In this case
such signs were plain to see: Eric Harris and
Dylan Klebold produced videos and wrote es-
says for their classes depicting their mur-
derous fantasies. But the legal culture pro-
duced by a pair of Supreme Court rulings
makes it difficult for educators to do any-
thing when confronted with such warning
signs—or indeed even to enforce the ordinary
discipline that our kids need in order to be
molded into citizens.

In Tinker v. Des Moines School District
(1969), the justices sided with students who
had been threatened with suspension for
wearing black armbands to protest the Viet-
nam War. Tinker protected young people
who expressed opinions at odds with the gov-
ernment and reduced the possibility that
educators could simply indoctrinate children
with their own beliefs. ‘It can hardly be ar-
gued,” wrote Justice Abe Fortas, ‘‘that ei-
ther students or teachers shed their con-
stitutional rights ... at the schoolhouse
gate. . . . Students in school as well as out of
school are ‘persons’ under our Constitution.”

Six years later, in Goss v. Lopez, the court
granted students the right to due process
when threatened with a suspension of more
than 10 days. Careful to insist that schools
need only provide informal hearings, not
elaborate judicial procedures, the justices
believed that they could help guard against
feared abuses of power without seriously dis-
rupting principals’ authority.

On first sight, these decisions seem bal-
anced and sensible. But their unintended
consequence was to help create the world
Gerald Grant described in his 1988 book,
“The World We Created at Hamilton High.”
‘““Assemblies often degenerated into catcalls
and semiobscene behavior while teachers
watched silently,” Mr. Grant writes. ‘‘Trash
littered the hallway outside the cafeteria,
but it was a rare teacher who suggested a
student pick up a milk carton he or she had
thrown on the floor.”

Cheating was sidespread, but ‘‘few adults
seemed to care.” No wonder. Teachers who
accused kids of cheating were required to
produce documentation and witnesses to
counter the ‘‘other side of the story.” One
teacher who had failed a boy for plagiarizing
a paper had to defend herself repeatedly be-
fore a supervisor after being harrassed by
daily phone calls from the student’s parents
and the lawyer they had hired on their son’s
behalf. Another teacher was asked why she
didn’t report several students who were mak-
ing sexually degrading remarks about her in
the hallway. ‘“Well, it wouldn’t have done
any good,” she shrugged. ‘I didn’t have any
witnesses.”” The phrase ‘“You can’t suspend
me’”’ became the taunt of many a disruptive
student.

Surely the justices who decided Tinker and
Goss did not anticipate this. Indeed, subse-
quent decisions have made clear that stu-
dents don’t enjoy the same legal rights as
adults. In Bethel School District v. Fraser
(1986), the Supreme Court ruled in favor of a
principal who suspended a student for mak-
ing an obscene speech, and in Hazelwood v.
Kuhlmeier (1988), it allowed principals to
censor high-school newspapers. And lower
courts often decide in favor of school admin-
istrators who take a strong stand against
provocative student speech and behavior.

But the mere threat of a lawsuit is often
enough to have a chilling effect on teachers
and administrators. Educators are under-
standably wary of students backed by liti-
gious parents, not to mention numerous
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rights manuals with titles like ‘“Up Against
the Law,” ‘“A High School Student’s Bill of
Rights’, and ‘‘Ask Sybil Liberty.”” These
guidebooks enumerate for already-dis-
affected kids all the impermissible things
teachers are going to try to make them do.
You don’t have to answer a school official if
he questions you; a teacher can’t make you
do anything that violates your conscience; if
you don’t like the way the school makes you
dress, you can go to court; you can demand
to see your school records.

In his dissent in Tinker, Justice Hugo
Black, one of the court’s strongest defenders
of the First Amendment, wrote that the de-
cision ‘“‘subject all the public schools in the
country to the whims and caprices of their
loudest-mouthed, but maybe not their
brightest, students.” Justice Black was
right. A few years ago a Colorado high school
principal took no action as one of his stu-
dents strutted into school wearing Ku Klux
Klan insignia. That is, until a black student
punched the would-be Klansman. Only then,
when the Klansman’s ‘‘speech’ could be con-
strued as an incitement to violence, did the
principal forbid it.

In another case, a high-school senior in
New York state distributed articles urging
students to urinate in hallways, scrawl graf-
fiti on the walls and riot when the police ar-
rived. In 1997 the school district suspended
the boy, but only after the case had dragged
on for two years, including an appeal to the
state’s highest court. Last year a 14-year-old
eighth-grader in Half Moon Bay, Calif., wrote
a pair of English compositions, one about
torching the school library and beating up
the principal and another, charmingly enti-
tled ““‘Goin’ Postal,” about pumping seven
bullets into the principal. When the boy was
suspended for five days, his parents sued the
school district. The district and the parents
reached a settlement under which the sus-
pension was reduced to two days and the
grounds were changed from ‘‘terroristic
threats” to ‘‘habitual use of profanity in
school assignments.”

Rights-empowered students are not merely
a discipline problem; they have also helped
dumb down the curriculum. Mr Grant found
that as administrators and teachers became
fearful of restless, back-talking adolescents,
they resorted to keeping classes amiable and
nonthreatening—in other words,
unchallenging. All but a handful of char-
ismatic teachers studiously avoided giving
low grades, demanding homework or admin-
istering rigorous tests. This same dynamic is
at work in the many schools today where
students choose their courses from a number
of faddish, ‘‘creative’ options. After all,
“Music as Expression’ is much less likely to
make a kid testy than ‘“19th-Century Amer-
ican History.”

Thus instead of enriching children’s minds
and challenging their media-fed fantasies,
adults stand by and condone the worst forms
of adolescent acting-out, sometimes with
deadly results. Kip Kinkel, a 15-year-old
Springfield, Ore., boy, reported in science
class on how to build a bomb and read in lit-
erature class from his journal about his
dreams of murder. Last May the teenager al-
legedly shot and killed his parents, then
went to school, where he allegedly murdered
two classmates and injured two dozen more;
he is now on trial. The adults’ response to
his classroom rantings? ‘‘He was a typical 15-
year-old,” the Springfield superintendent of
schools said. Other school officials said
classroom talk of murder and violence is
nothing unusual.

The Supreme Court undoubtedly thought
that Tinker and Goss would free students
from oppressive adult power. Yet today, 30
years later, resentful students must march
through metal detectors, get sniffed for guns
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by trained dogs, watch police and security
guards patrolling the hallways—and fear for
their lives.

Mr. COVERDELL. It says:

In the wake of the Littleton school shoot-
ings, we’ve heard a lot about educators’ need
to pay attention to the ‘‘warning signs’ of
potentially violent youngsters. In this case
such signs were plain to see. Eric Harris and
Dylan Klebold produced videos and wrote es-
says for their classes depicting murderous
fantasies.

I make a point about the legal cul-
ture. A pair of Supreme Court rulings
makes it difficult for educators to do
anything at all when confronted with
such warning signs. The warning sign
in the case of the teacher in Georgia
was a pistol pointed right at him. That
is a little late. But he made a decision
and he executed the decision, saved the
child, and was not harmed himself.

It is difficult for educators to do any-
thing when confronted with the warn-
ing signs or, indeed, to even enforce or-
dinary discipline that kids need in
order to be molded into citizens.

That goes back to the point I was
making a bit ago. Unfortunately, this
happens in a lot of walks of life. It hap-
pens with employers. It happens with
store owners. People stop making pru-
dent decisions or become so overly cau-
tious about the legal costs, which are
passed on to the consumer, that they
start doing things that do not make
sense for society.

We pay a price when it occurs in the
school, when a teacher sees a dis-
orderly event or something that poten-
tially is dangerous, wrong, or disrup-
tive to the education in the school, and
in that teacher’s mind they decide not
to do anything, not to act; they walk
away because they are intimidated for
fear of ultimate consequences. Maybe
somebody else in the school system
was involved in a frivolous lawsuit. We
are producing an environment where
persons in charge on school property
are stopped from doing things we ex-
pect them to do.

In Tinker v. Des Moines School Dis-
trict, the justices sided with students
who had been threatened with suspen-
sion for wearing black armbands to
protest the Vietnam war. The court be-
lieved it was a form of expression. Now
we hear about all these articles, one
after other, condemning the school for
not doing anything because students
showed up dressed in a threatening
manner in the school. They condemned
them for not doing anything. On the
one hand, if you do anything, you get
sued. It is a Catch-22 situation.

This article says:

On first sight, these decisions seem bal-
anced and sensible. But their unintended
consequence was to help create the world
Gerald Grant described in his 1988 book,
“The World We Created at Hamilton High.”
Assemblies often degenerated into catcalls
and semiobscene behavior while teachers
watched silently.

Mr. Grant writes, ‘‘Trash littered the
hallway outside the cafeteria, but it
was a rare teacher who suggested a stu-
dent pick up a milk carton he or she
had thrown on the floor.”
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Cheating was widespread, but ‘‘few adults
seemed to care.” Teachers who accused kids
of cheating were required to produce docu-
mentation and witnesses to counter the
other side of the story. One teacher who had
failed a boy for plagiarizing a paper had to
defend herself repeatedly before a supervisor
after being harassed by daily phone calls
from the student’s parents and the lawyer
they had hired on their son’s behalf.

This is different from the place I
went to school. There was no ‘‘chill”
on those teachers. If something this
egregious was going on, there was
somebody who was going to do some-
thing about it. I know I am better off
for it and so are all my classmates.
This is not the kind of environment—
we are talking reform in education—
you want going on in schools.

Gratefully, it doesn’t go on in all
schools. But there is a teacher or prin-
cipal or administrator in every school
who has had it register: I am at legal
risk here, even if I'm just doing my job.
Everybody knows they are at legal risk
if they engage in some wanton behav-
ior that is obstructive or damaging.
They cannot tell a student to pick up
trash off the floor or do something
about cheating going on in a classroom
without getting sued. The mere threat
of a lawsuit is often enough to have a
chilling effect on teachers and adminis-
trators. Educators are understandably
weary of students backed by litigious
parents, not to mention the numerous
rights manuals with titles like ‘“Up
Against The Law,” “A High School
Student’s Bill of Rights,” and ‘‘Ask
Sybil Liberty’—that is S-y-b-i-1 Lib-
erty.

These guidebooks enumerate for already
disaffected kids, all the impermissible things
teachers are going to try to make them do.

That is actually published literature
out there, that somebody who is dis-
affected for some reason or other can
seize onto to protect themselves from
the environment of a stable school.

You do not have to answer a school offi-
cial, if he questions you.

This is the advice from all these
great documents I have just enumer-
ated.

A teacher can’t make you do anything that
violates your conscience.

You know, like the other fellow a lit-
tle bit ago who was asked to go to the
vice principal’s office.

If you don’t like the way the school makes
you dress you can go to the court.

You can demand to see your school
records.

In another case, a high school senior
in New York State distributed articles
urging students to urinate in the hall-
ways, scrawl graffiti on the walls, and
riot when the police arrived.

In 1997 the school district suspended
the boy but only after the legal case
had dragged on for 2 years, including
an appeal to the State’s highest court.

Rights-empowered students are not
merely a discipline problem; they have
also helped dumb down the curriculum.
Mr. Grant found that as administrators
and teachers became fearful of restless,
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back-talking adolescents, they re-
sorted to keeping classes amiable and
unthreatening; in other words,
unchallenging. All but a handful of
charismatic teachers studiously avoid-
ed giving low grades, demanding home-
work, or administering tests.

We all came down here last week. We
preached. We had different views about
what we ought to do.

We know there is something badly
wrong in K-12 today. We know it. Ev-
erybody knows it. The data is just be-
yond description—the number of stu-
dents who cannot read, who do not
have quality math skills.

With this activity going on, it is
going to be pretty hard, no matter
what we do, to get things reversed. We
want quality teachers. We want to re-
cruit quality teachers. How many Sen-
ators have come down here talking
about wanting a quality teacher? I
think just about everybody. How are
we going to get a quality teacher with
this stuff going on where they work?

Over the 5-year period, just 5 years,
from 1993 to 1997, teachers were the vic-
tims of 1,771,000 nonfatal crimes at
school, including 1,114,000 thefts, and
657,000 violent crimes. On the average
this would be about 350,000-plus crimes
per year.

Madam President, I made my point. I
want to give the other side some time.
For the moment, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, we
have the Gregg-Lott amendment before
us. The Senator has spoken about the
liability provisions that have been in-
cluded. There are four other provisions
that are included in the amendment.

At the appropriate time, I am going
to urge the Senate to accept the Gregg
amendment.

It seems to me the case ought to be
made within the States, since the
States have the power to take action
on the matter discussed here during
the course of this afternoon. The liabil-
ity provision the Senator has men-
tioned would say if the States have
weaker provisions, then these stand-
ards would stand. If they have stronger
standards in order to deal with the
problems of protecting those who are
involved in education, than those
would stand.

A number of States have taken it. It
always seemed we were focused on
what was going to happen in the class-
room. If the States wanted to take that
action, they should take it. A number
of them have. The Senator has offered
an amendment which includes these
provisions. We are going to recommend
they move ahead and they be accepted.

There were other provisions that
were included in the Gregg amend-
ment. It makes some small adjust-
ments to what they call the TOPS Pro-
gram by requiring every local district
to take advantage of what the TOPS
Program would be. They change the re-
quirements to say that every local dis-
trict has to do it, instead of just failing
ones. I think that is an improvement.
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It adds a part of our Democratic
teacher quality accountability provi-
sion, so after 3 years, if the local dis-
trict is not improving, the district can-
not get the fourth and fifth year funds.
We do that plus provide additional
kinds of protections. Theirs is a modest
change, but a useful one.

As I said, it provides teacher liabil-
ity, which is acceptable. Then, as I un-
derstand it—I read it—there is, in addi-
tion, a small pot of money for financial
incentives for certifications of teach-
ers. That is not objectionable. It is a
very modest program. It might provide
some value for teachers.

But I want to come back to the un-
derlying themes of where we are in this
legislation. The amendment itself can
be easily wiped out by the Governors of
the States; the teacher quality pro-
gram is blockgranted under Straight
A’sin S. 2.

So in effect, if the Governor wanted
to block grant the whole TOPS Pro-
gram—their basis for recruitment,
mentoring, and upgrading skills for
teachers in classrooms, which is their
teacher education program, they could
do it. It disappears. The teacher qual-
ity program can be block granted in
the 50-State block grant and the 15-
State block grant.

So we are effectively eliminating—or
under the Republican program we are
giving the Governor, at his own whim,
the ability to eliminate all the teacher
enhancement programs.

We are not there. Democrats are not
there. We believe in having a strong
emphasis in our program, a $2 billion
program, that recognizes high quality
recruitment, mentoring, and profes-
sional development.

Just on page 630, there is the treat-
ment of the eligible programs, those
which can be block granted. Here we
have subparts 1, 2, and 3 of part (A) of
title II, that is teacher empowerment.
That is true on page 656, which is the
15-State block grant.

Why do we have this debate on a
Monday afternoon? We say OK, we will
accept it. If we are going to eventually
pass S. 2, it will not be in effect in any
event. So let’s get on to other issues.

This is what has bothered many of us
during the course of this whole debate.
There is this fundamental commitment
of our Republican friends to block
grant these programs and issue a blank
check for these programs. But, on the
other hand, they say that they are
really serious about these programs.

How can we accept the fact that they
are serious about putting a well-quali-
fied teacher in every classroom when
they give an opportunity to the Gov-
ernors to wipe out that entire pro-
gram? We do not do that. We say it is
essential, as part of the program to
which we are committed, that you are
going to have an effective program in
recruiting and also in professional de-
velopment.

Let’s take another look at page 632
under the block grant program. We call
it the blank check—block grant pro-
gram. On page 632 it says:
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(d) Uses of funds under agreement.—Funds
made available to a State under this part
shall be used for educational purposes . . .

Educational purposes. Do my col-
leagues know what qualifies for edu-
cational purposes? State administra-
tors and their offices. That qualifies for
State educational purposes.

We have heard a great deal of rhet-
oric about how they want to get the
money where it ought to be, with
needy students, and, under their own
definitions, they say it can be used for
any educational purpose. It can be used
by local administrators for their needs,
it can be used for sports facilities, it
can be used for band uniforms, because
States spend their educational money
for those purposes.

What the Republicans say is that
they can use the money we are going to
provide to them on whatever the
States want to use it. The States use it
for band uniforms. They use it for ad-
ministrative funds. They use it for
State departments of education. Not
our program, but theirs does.

On the one hand, we have an amend-
ment to the TOPS Program that effec-
tively can be wiped out by the Gov-
ernors and the block grant, and then
we look at how they define what are
educational purposes under this legis-
lation. They create a loophole for the
Governors to drive a truck through.
The Governors will make those deci-
sions, not the local educators. It is not
going to be the parents. It is not going
to be the local school boards. It is the
Governors.

One asks: Why, Senator, is it the
Governors? Because the Governors are
the only ones who, at the end of 5
years, are held accountable. They are
the ones held accountable. All they
need is to have substantial compliance,
and then they can reapply for 5 more
years. If this goes on—and I do not be-
lieve it will because I do not think they
are going to get the results under this
program.

I want to take a few minutes of the
Senate’s time to come back to why we
feel so strongly about targeting these
programs. I am going to speak about
the importance of recruitment and pro-
fessional development and the impor-
tance of mentoring.

As I have said at other times during
this debate, we are committed to hav-
ing a well-qualified teacher in every
classroom in this country by the time
this legislation has expired.

What is happening at the present
time? This is the most recent report
from 1999, using statistics from 1994.
We see that about two-thirds of indi-
viduals who went into teaching had a
regular or advanced license. ‘‘No li-
cense,” ‘‘substandard license,”” or ‘‘pro-
bationary license’” are terms used by
the States to describe those who have
not met certification. They use them
interchangeably for the most part. Ba-
sically, a third have not met the rig-
orous standards. We are setting rig-
orous standards to make sure we have
good teachers.
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Let’s see what is happening. This leg-
islation was developed to meet the
challenges of the neediest students in
the country. We know approximately
25 percent of the teachers do not have
competency in the subject matter or in
training skills. Let’s see where those
teachers are going and what students
they are teaching.

Let’s look at ‘‘by income.” Where are
these unqualified teachers teaching? 4.4
percent are in low-income commu-
nities, and 17.6 percent are in commu-
nities with more than 50 percent pov-
erty. As this chart shows, they are not
teaching in the wealthy suburbs of this
country. They are not teaching where
there are middle-income and high-in-
come families in this country. They are
teaching basically the lower-income
students in this country. This is the
very group on which this program and
the ESEA is supposed to focus. That is
what this whole program is about.
That is why in 1965 we had a national
concern about the poorest of the poor
children in our country, and we decided
to focus attention on their needs.

Now, when we are talking about one
aspect of education, and that is the
quality of our teachers, we are finding
in excess of 17 percent are teaching
low-income students. If we take this by
race, this column shows in schools with
1 to 10 percent minority students, 3.2
percent of these unqualified teachers
are teaching in those areas which have
the wealthier schools. Again, 17 per-
cent are teaching in schools with a
higher percentage of minority stu-
dents.

This clearly indicates that if we are
going to provide the funds, let’s try to
make some difference. When we give it
to the Governors—the Governors are
the ones who are giving these numbers
to us now. They are the ones respon-
sible for this. They have 93 cents out of
every dollar. We are saying that we
want to have better qualified teachers.

Let’s look at this next chart. This is
another way of looking at the teachers
in this country. This is the better pre-
pared and the poorly prepared. This is
alternative certification program,
B.A., and summer training. Designated
in red, of those who enter training, 80
percent went into teaching, and about
a third remained after 3 years.

Seventy percent went into teaching
with a 4-year program, B.A., and a
major in a subject field or in education.
They are better trained, 70 percent; 53
percent remain after 3 years.

The 5-year program: They get a B.A.
and a major in a subject and master’s
in education. Of the 90 percent who
went in after 3 years, 84 percent stayed.
What does this say? If we develop the
teachers professionally in their com-
petency and skills and additional cer-
tification, they will remain in teach-
ing.
And they will make a difference to
the underserved in our communities.
That is what these charts are all about.
This is another feature, the mentoring.

The three provisions are professional
development, recruitment, and men-
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toring. When you have mentors for new
teachers, they stay in the profession.
This chart shows the percentage of
teachers who leave the profession after
the first 3 years without mentoring,
which is 23 percent; but with mentors,
it is 7 percent. Teachers will stay in
teaching when they have mentors.
Those teachers who have better oppor-
tunities for continuing their education
will remain in teaching.

We know how to help retain teachers.
We can ask ourselves: What does all
this mean in terms of academic
achievement? This is from the Teacher
Quality and Student Achievement, of
December 1999:

Increasingly, the States that repeatedly
lead the Nation in mathematics and reading
achievement have among the Nation’s most
highly qualified teachers and have made the
longstanding investment in the quality of
teaching. Top scoring States—Minnesota,
North Dakota, and Iowa; recently joined by
Wisconsin, Maine, and Montana—all have
rigorous standards for teaching that include
requiring the extensive study of education
plus a major in the field to be taught. Case
studies of States that undertook the most
comprehensive teaching policy initiatives
during the 1980s, especially Connecticut,
North Carolina, and other States, such as Ar-
kansas, Kentucky, and West Virginia, that
pursued comprehensive reform initiatives in
which teacher quality figured prominently
showed evidence of steep gains in student
performance.

We are not doing this as an academic
exercise. We are trying to say what
works for children. What is happening
now can make a difference in terms of
children:

There have been steep gains in student per-
formance from the early to mid-1990s for
those States that have given a high priority
to recruitment, mentoring, and professional
development.

Listen to this. The study continues:

By contrast, States, such as Georgia and
South Carolina, where reform initiatives
across a comparable period focused on cur-
riculum and testing, but where they invested
less in teacher learning, showed less success
in raising student achievement within this
timeframe.

Can we not learn, in terms of using
scarce resources, what works and what
does not work? This is only one aspect.
This is one aspect of our effort here on
the floor of the Senate.

We know what works, based upon the
kinds of reports and evaluations that
have been done.

Here is the study: ‘“What Matters
Most: Teaching for America’s Future,
report of the National Commission on
Teaching & America’s Future. This was
done by Republicans and Democrats
alike. What do they point out in this
area? They say:

Some problems, however, are national in
scope and require special attention: There is
no coordinated system for helping colleges
decide how many teachers in which fields
should be prepared or where they will be
needed. Neither is there regular support of
the kind long provided in medicine to recruit
teachers for high-need fields and locations.
Critical areas like mathematics and science
have long had shortages of qualified teachers
that were only temporarily solved by federal
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recruitment incentives during the post-Sput-
nik years. Currently, more than 40% of math
teachers and 40% of science teachers are not
fully qualified for their assignments.

Since the successful recruitment pro-
grams of the 1970s ended (Teacher
Corps), only a few States have created
support in the form of scholarships or
loans to prepare teachers for high-need
areas and fields. In addition, investing
once again in the targeted recruitment
and preparation of teachers for high-
need fields and location is a national
need.

That is just with regard to the re-
cruitment. They say it is a national
need, a national responsibility.

On the issue of mentoring:

The weight of accumulated evidence clear-
ly shows that traditional sink-or-swim in-
duction contributes to high attrition and to
lower levels of teacher effectiveness.

That is just what the chart showed.

Further:

The Kkinds of supervised internships or
residencies regularly provided for new en-
trants in other professions—architects, psy-
chologists, nurses, doctors, engineers—are
rare in teaching, but they have proven to be
quite effective where they do exist. Begin-
ning teachers who receive mentoring focus
on student learning much sooner; they be-
come more effective as teachers because
they are learning from guided practice rath-
er than trial-and-error; and they leave teach-
ing at much lower rates.

Then it continues:

Although some states have created pro-
grams for new teacher induction, few have
maintained the commitment required. With
a few exceptions, initiatives during the 1980s
focused on evaluation and failed to fund
mentoring. Others provided mentoring that
reached only a few eligible teachers or with-
ered as funds evaporated. Again, the problem
is not that we don’t know how to support be-
ginning teachers; it is that we have not yet
developed the commitment to do so rou-
tinely.

This isn’t only Democrats who are
saying this. This is the most com-
prehensive report on how to get high-
quality teachers, mentoring programs,
professional development, and what it
means in terms of academic achieve-
ment. That is what we stand for.

Further, on the issues of professional
development, let me mention this:

(Pg. 41) Most U.S. teachers have almost no
regular time to consult together or learn
about new teaching strategies, unlike their
peers in many European and Asian countries.

Remember all the debate we heard
last week about: Look what is hap-
pening in these European countries.
Look what is happening there. One of
the things they are doing in many of
the European countries, where teachers
have substantial time to plan and
study with one another—

In Germany, Japan, and China, for exam-
ple, teachers spend between 15 and 20 hours
per week working with colleagues on devel-
oping curriculum, counseling students, and
pursuing their own learning. . . .

The result is a rich environment for con-
tinuous learning about teaching and the
needs of students.

Instead of these ongoing learning opportu-
nities, U.S. teachers get a few brief work-
shops offering packaged prescriptions from
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outside consultants on ‘‘in-service days’”’
that contribute little to deepening their sub-
ject knowledge or teaching skills.

We challenge our Republican col-
leagues to point out in their bill where
they are going to do these Kkinds of
things and meet these kinds of chal-
lenges that have been outlined for our
students. We ask them: Where is it? It
is nonexistent. It just isn’t there. I will
show you why it isn’t there.

Let us compare the various provi-
sions under our amendment to S. 2.

This is where we say: Well, let’s see
where your program is. Let’s take the
issue of professional development and
mentoring.

The allocation of funds goes to
States by formula based on 60 percent
poverty and 40 percent population. At
the State level, funds go to districts by
formula based on 80 percent poverty
and 20 percent population. Funds are
targeted and focused on the neediest
areas. We guarantee funds for these
two purposes.

In terms of recruitment, we provide
that 30 percent of the State’s alloca-
tion shall be used by the State agency
to provide grants to recruitment part-
nerships under the sections that we
have for recruitment activities. We
guarantee funds in terms of the re-
cruitment.

Pass this bill, and it is $2 billion for
high quality professional development,
mentoring, and recruitment. We are
guaranteeing the funds for these activi-
ties. We spell it out in the bill.

They haven’t done it yet in their bill.
And they can’t do it because it is just
not there.

When it comes to the professional de-
velopment, under the basic Republican
bill, they say it doesn’t guarantee sub-
stantial funds for professional develop-
ment. They say a portion of the funds
can be used. This could be as little as
one dollar. It is an allowable use for
professional development. It is an al-
lowable use in terms of mentoring. It is
an allowable use in terms of recruit-
ment. There is no guarantee of any
funds for these two activities. Also,
there are no assurances to parents that
they are going to have qualified teach-
ers in the classroom.

On our side, we say if you are going
to end up on the back end of this legis-
lation with results, you have to invest
in quality in the front end. You have to
set criteria at the beginning of this leg-
islation about what you are going to do
in these particular areas.

That is what we have done because
that is what is overwhelmingly called
for.

Our amendment also guarantees that
teachers are going to be prepared to
teach children with disabilities along
with other students with special needs.
We have accountability not only at the
State level in terms of teachers but
also for every class at the local level.

Our amendment says if you do not
make progress in student achievement
after 3 years, you cannot continue in
terms of the funds.
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There is a dramatic contrast in the
two different proposals on issues which
are so incredibly important in terms of
the children of this country.

We have tried in other areas as well:
Afterschool programs, construction
programs, accountability programs,
and parental involvement.

Also, we have tried to find out the
importance of those particular pro-
grams and what their impact has been
on children to advance their academic
achievement, accomplishment, en-
hance their sense of self-confidence,
and advance their interests in learning.
These are all extremely important. We
have tried to include those various pro-
grams in the legislation we have ad-
vanced. We believe this is a much more
valuable way of proceeding than just
giving a blank check to the Governors.

How can we in good conscience vote
for legislation that is going to send the
money back to the States when the
States are absolutely failing to do
their job today?

We hear: Well, we want something
different. We want something that is
new. We want something revolu-
tionary. We want something that will
sound like it is something completely
different from the past.

We are saying we have tried revenue
sharing and block grants in the past.
That is what we had from 1956 to 1969,
and it didn’t work. The studies and sta-
tistics demonstrate that it didn’t work.
But this is a very different approach.
We didn’t have the technology concepts
and legislation 6 or 10 years ago. We
have a new effort in the way we are
going to use that technology, ways
that will reduce the division in terms
of the digital divide. Years ago, we
didn’t understand the importance of
well-qualified teachers and the rela-
tionship between well-qualified teach-
ers and the academic achievement of
students. But, we have the statistics,
the information, and the studies now,
and we want to do something to make
a difference.

We didn’t really have afterschool pro-
grams years ago, because quite frank-
ly, children went home, and more often
than not, one of their parents was
home working with the child and help-
ing and assisting the child with their
homework. That is entirely different
today. We didn’t know the importance
of trying to develop afterschool pro-
grams. When you look at the demand
for those afterschool programs in com-
munities across the country, we know
the importance and significance of giv-
ing help and assistance to those chil-
dren with afterschool programs, which
means they are going to continue to
make progress academically in these
afterschool programs. That is enor-
mously important.

These are matters which are enor-
mously important. They are tried and
tested. They are different from where
we were before. But there is compelling
evidence that these kinds of efforts re-
sult in enhanced academic achieve-
ment and accomplishment.
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The alternative just baffles me. I
have been listening and have been on
the floor for just about the whole time
through: Monday of last week and dur-
ing the brief time on Tuesday, Wednes-
day, and Thursday. We continue to
hear that we are having a lot of trouble
with children in underserved and dis-
advantaged areas, and what we have
tried in the past doesn’t work. There-
fore, we have to try something else.
What is ‘‘something else’’? What is
‘““‘something new’’? Block grants. They
call that something new? That is an
old word for revenue sharing. That has
been a discarded and discredited pro-
gram. If the Governors want to do all
these things, there is no reason they
cannot do them.

Debating merit pay. They said let’s
have merit pay. Well, the Governors
can do that if they want to. If they
don’t want to, they don’t. We are wait-
ing to hear from any State that wants
to develop the merit pay program for
individual teachers rather than doing
it on a schoolwide basis, which, as Gov-
ernor Riley learned, is the way to go.
Governors can go ahead and do it.

As we spelled out last week, different
Governors made statements that they
were committed to trying to do some-
thing about underserved schools. They
made those commitments over a long
period of time. There are notable ex-
ceptions, and I mentioned those States
earlier today. They are Republican and
Democrat Governors.

In the Governors’ Association report
of 1986, ‘‘“Time for Results,” the task
force was chaired by Governors Alex-
ander, Riley, Clinton, and Keene. Inter-
vene in low-performing schools and
school districts and take over or close
down academically bankrupt school
districts—they urged the Governor to
do that in 1986.

By 1997, there were nine States that
moved ahead. In 1998, the support for
the State focused on schools reit-
erating a position first taken in 1988 by
the National Governors Policy. They
say States should have the responsi-
bility for enforcing accountability, in-
cluding establishing clear penalties in
cases of sustained failure to improve
student performance. By the year 2000,
we will have 20 States providing assist-
ance to low-performing schools.

Some have not done it. Some Gov-
ernors have not shaped up. Some have,
and those Governors ought to be com-
mended.

If we go at this rate from 1986 to the
year 2000, from 9 States to 20, it will
take 50 more years to get these pro-
grams active in the local community.
Who wants to wait?

If you were able to demonstrate you
had 10 States out of 50 with Governors
who had turned that around, you would
have some legitimacy on the floor of
the Senate in desiring to try it in the
other 40. But we haven’t seen it.

Our Republican friends want to give
them another chance to take all of this
money and use it in the capitals of
their States, use it for educational pur-
poses which include bureaucracies, and
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permit them to use it for a wide range
of different activities outside of the
needs of underserved children. It is ab-
solutely wrong.

I will discuss another offensive part
of this legislation. That is the provi-
sion that eliminates our national com-
mitment to help and assist the three
categories of children which are the
most vulnerable in our society: The
homeless, migrant children, and immi-
grant children.

The immigrant children come from
families impacted by federal immigra-
tion law and will eventually be eligible
to become American citizens. Nonethe-
less, they have some very special
needs. By and large, the States have
never paid any attention to them.

We have the homeless children. As
recently as 1987, the Center for Law
and Education sent out a questionnaire
regarding the State practices and poli-
cies for homeless students to the chief
State officials in the 50 States and the
District of Columbia. The majority of
the respondents had no statewide data
on the number of homeless children in
their jurisdictions or whether those
children were able to obtain an edu-
cation. The majority of States had no
uniform plan for ensuring homeless
students receive an education.

I asked over the weekend, outside of
Federal funds, what are the States
doing for homeless children. We have
been unable to get any indication from
any State. Madam President, there
were 625,000 homeless children in 1997
and 1998, and only 231,000 of those chil-
dren were getting some additional help
and assistance for educational services.

I hope our friends on the other side
will tell us the things States are doing
for homeless kids at the present time.
I think we will wait a long time. They
have not done it in the past, and they
are not doing it today. That is true
with regard to the migrant children,
718,000 children. They live in poverty,
and only 40 percent have completed
eighth grade. The instance of sickness
among these children—not only phys-
ical, but also in terms of mental
needs—is overwhelming.

We are saying we will not continue
that program as we know it. We are
going to send the money targeted for
that program back to the States. The
reason we created the program is be-
cause States were not doing anything
for those students.

We have had 4 days of debate on this
bill. I hope the other side will tell us—
if not tonight, then tomorrow—what
all the States are doing with regard to
homeless children. We are not taking
care of these children in the way we
should, even with the funds being pro-
vided under the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act. We are still
reaching perhaps half of those children
who need help and assistance. Is any
person going to tell us, Senator, when
we send these funds back to the States,
the Governor will look out after the
homeless children, the migrant chil-
dren, and the immigrant children? Can
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any person demonstrate any history
where the States have been willing to
do it?

That is our challenge. We want to
hear it. We have not been able to find
that. To block grant all of these funds,
send them back to the States, and say
they will be able to deal with them,
rather than at least have coordinated
programs that help track the children
as they move down from Florida,
through Georgia, through the Caro-
linas, some all the way into New Eng-
land and the west coast—they have
worked with different communities
knowing when the crops change—try to
coordinate this.

There has been a positive response
from some of the States to work in a
coordinated way. We have had some
leadership from the Department of
Education. Why are going to leave that
out? That does not make sense.

I hope when the time comes, there
will be an acceptance of the Gregg
amendment and then we will look for-
ward to having a good discussion on
some of the other matters as well.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah is recognized.

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I
have really enjoyed listening to my
colleague from Massachusetts. He
seems to think the only answer to edu-
cation, public education in this coun-
try, happens to be the Federal Govern-
ment. Of course, those of us who really
have watched it and observed it over
all these years realize that is not the
answer.

The Federal Government spent, over
the last 30 years, I guess, $120 billion.
And in almost every category in title I,
poor kids do a lot worse. We had over
700 Federal programs—over 700—300 of
them just in the Department of Edu-
cation alone. Yet we still have the
same age old arguments that the Fed-
eral Government is the last answer to
everything and really parents and fam-
ilies just don’t know what to do for
their kids.

I know there is a legitimate feeling
on the part of those on the left that
that is true, but there is more than a
legitimate feeling on the part of us on
the right who know that that is not
true and literally the Federal Govern-
ment is not the last answer. My good
friends talks about block grants just
being another name for revenue shar-
ing—no, block grants are a way of let-
ting the State and local people take
care of their educational processes and
to find out how and then to use the
money in the best interests of the
State and local educational processes.
It is a pretty pivotal, basic Federalist
principle, it seems to me.

I rise today to talk about the edu-
cation bill pending before the Senate
today. S. 2, the Educational Opportuni-
ties Act, if enacted would make a num-
ber of improvements to education. This
bill that is on the floor would really
help education. S. 2 allows up to 15
states to shake off federal restrictions
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in exchange for increased account-
ability. It allows eligible parents to
choose the provider of Title I services
for their children.

This bill also gives parents the right
to move their children out of schools
that are failing them.

Why would we not want to do this?
why would we not want to allow par-
ents more control over the education of
their children? I am sincerely baffled
as to why this bill has attracted such
opposition—I cannot believe that my
colleagues are more interested in pro-
tecting bureaucracy instead of sup-
porting teachers and students. Why
should my colleagues be more con-
cerned with filling out forms than in
getting needed funds into classrooms?

I commend the Chairman and the
hard working members of the HELP
Committee. This is one of the most dif-
ficult committees to chair and to work
on. I should know. I think the com-
mittee has put together a common-
sense piece of legislation that, while
not as sweeping as some would prefer,
moves us along in the right direction. I
would like the opportunity to vote for
this bill.

I listened with interest to the com-
ments of my fellow Utahn, Senator
BENNETT last week. I thought he made
some excellent points, especially about
the voluntary nature of some of more
controversial elements of the bill.
These really are very modest reforms,
and this Congress and this President
should move ahead with them.

It may come as a shock to some here
in the Emerald City, but the Federal
Government did not invent the public
schools. Education in our country is
never going to get better if we do not
stop spinning our wheels here in Wash-
ington and start supporting the inno-
vative reforms being implemented at
state and local levels.

There is a role for the Federal Gov-
ernment, but it is a supportive one.
And, many of those supportive pro-
grams are being reauthorized in this
bill.

Today, however, I would like to
speak about my amendment to the
Title I funding formula for economi-
cally and educationally disadvantaged
authorized in the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act—ESEA.

Before I get into that, though, I
would like to note the Federal Govern-
ment pays about 7 percent of the cost
of education. Yet it requires 50 percent
of the paperwork. That is the equiva-
lent of 267,500 full-time teachers. We
could go a long way towards solving
some of the teacher problems in this
country if we would get off the kick
that the Federal Government is the
last resort to everything. I think the
Federal Government muddles in edu-
cation where it should not. And many
of the things it has done have not been
fruitful or beneficial, even though I
admit that the Federal Government
can have a supportive role, if it is truly
supportive and not destructive.
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My amendment would make the Edu-
cation Finance Incentive Grant Pro-
gram, EFIG, a permanent statutory
factor in the allocation of resources in
the Title I formula. The EFIG program
is currently authorized as a separate
part of the Title I formula, which has
never been funded. I believe that in-
cluding it as a permanent factor in the
Title I formula has merit. The Edu-
cation Finance Incentive Grant Pro-
gram distributes resources to states
based on two important factors: effort
and equity.

The effort factor measures a State’s
own fiscal commitment to education.
The equity factor is determined by a
state’s commitment to equitably dis-
tributing resources among its school
districts. Unlike demographic factors,
both effort and equity can be con-
trolled to a substantial degree by
states as a matter of policy.

The equity factor is a crucial ele-
ment of the EFIG program. It measures
the ‘‘coefficient of variation’ of fund-
ing among a state’s school district; i.e.,
the equity factor measures how well a
state endeavors to even out education
assistance between districts which
have high property tax revenues and
those which do not.

Let me reiterate my support and ap-
preciation for the hard work done by
the HELP Committee on this bill,
which I support. But, I wish the Com-
mittee had looked a little harder at the
Title I formula. S. 2, as reported, does
not change the fundamental problem of
using State-per-pupil-expenditure as a
proxy for determining a state’s finan-
cial commitment to education.

What this expenditure proxy does is
place a higher value on a child who
lives in a rich State than it places on
a child from a poor state, which cannot
spend a large amount. If a State can af-
ford to spend more money per-pupil, it
gets more money from the Federal
Government. If a State has less capac-
ity and cannot spend as much per-
pupil, it gets less money under Title I.
This seems backwards to me.

Second, use of per-pupil spending as
the sole proxy for a State’s commit-
ment to education ignores other impor-
tant factors—such as tax effort. Thus
“effort”” is also a component of the
EFIG formula, which my amendment
would finally incorporate into the Title
I formula.

In my home State of Utah, education
consistently ranks as one of the high-
est priorities for Utahns. During this
year’s session of the Utah legislature,
Utah reaffirmed its commitment to im-
proving education, reducing class size,
and increasing salaries for teachers.

Utah takes its commitment to edu-
cation funding very seriously. During
the 1995-96 school year, education ex-
penditures in Utah amounted to $92 per
$1000 of personal income. The national
average was $62 per $1000. In other
words, Utah’s education expenditure
relative to total personal income is 50
percent more than the national aver-
age. It is the third highest in the na-
tion.
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In terms of education expenditures as
a percent of total direct State and
local government expenditures, Utah
ranks 2nd in the Nation. Utah’s expend-
iture for education was 41.5 percent of
the total amount spent for govern-
ment. The national average is 33.5 per-
cent.

No one can tell me that Utahns are
not serious about funding education.
And these efforts have garnered re-
sults. Utah’s scores on ACT tests are
equal to or better than the National
average in English, math, reading and
science. Utah ranks 1st in the nation in
Advanced Placement tests taken and
passed.

Still, even with these efforts, Utah
remains 1st in the Nation in terms of
class size and last in per-pupil expendi-
ture. This is due to Utah’s unique de-
mographic. Utah families are, on aver-
age, larger than any other state. Utah
has the highest birth rate in the Na-
tion.

But I am realist. While I would like
to completely eliminate per-pupil ex-
penditure from the Title I formula, I
understand that this is not going to
happen.

However, I do believe it is appro-
priate and very sound policy to include
in the Title I formula a small measure
of diversity, that is, other ways of
measuring a state’s commitment to
education—namely, effort and equity.

Including the EFIG program as a per-
manent factor in the allocation of
Title I makes sense from this perspec-
tive.

Equity in education financing is re-
ceiving considerable attention both in
the media and in the courts. States are
being compelled by the courts to equal-
ize resources. Most experts agree that
the courts are tending towards equali-
zation. To the extent reluctant states
are having to equalize education fund-
ing to comply with court decisions, my
amendment provides these States with
some measure of relief because greater
equity will increase their allocations
under Title I. David Goodman in
“Mother Jones’ noted:

Since 1971, when the California Supreme
Court declared in Serrano v. Priest that
using property taxes to finance public edu-
cation was a violation of the state constitu-
tion’s equal protection clause, all but six
states have been sued over educational eq-
uity. To date, school financing systems in 19
states have been deemed unconstitutional,
and the courts have ordered these states to
restructure their systems to improve the
quality of education for all.

The implication is clear: School funding
and student performance are believed to be
directly and inextricably linked and wide
variances in school funding are thought to
both promote and maintain inequality of
educational opportunity.

Indeed, some States are increasingly
compelled to demonstrate that not
only are they equalizing resources, but
are providing an equal quality of edu-
cation to all students.

I understand that these initiatives
are causing some community concerns.
I know that the distinguished Chair-

S3585

man of the HELP committee is all too
aware of the controversies associated
with the legal ruling in his home State
of Vermont. However, the increasing
reliance on resolving these issues
through the courts and the fact that
the courts are tending to favor equali-
zation as a means of mitigating edu-
cational disparities lead me to con-
clude that legally requiring States to
equalize resources among districts will
continue to be a strategy employed by
those concerned about education eaq-
uity.

I also conclude that it is an appro-
priate use of federal resources to pro-
vide incentives for states to implement
equalization programs as well as to as-
sist those implementing court-ordered
policies.

Resource equity has been identified
as an effective strategy to accelerate
education reform, which was the theme
of the 2000 education conference spon-
sored by the Aspen Institute. Included
in the rapporteur’s summary was the
following:

In the effort to raise the achievement of all
American students, an extremely serious
barrier is the huge disparities in resources
for education across districts and states, It
is not unusual for the per-student expendi-
ture to be three times greater in affluent dis-
tricts than in poorer districts of the same
state. Although qualified, effective teachers
and principals are key to student achieve-
ment—even more so for at-risk students—
districts where salaries are low continually
lose teachers and principals to districts that
are able to pay more.

. . . Equally important is crafting finance
equalization strategies, such as allowing fed-
eral funds to go only to those states that
demonstrate equitable and adequate state
education funding.

A Rand report summarized that,

A . . . promising strategy would offer fed-
eral incentives to states to equalize spending
among their own districts. A crude form of
incentive would make a state’s eligibility for
Chapter 1 funds contingent on a certain de-
gree of interdistrict fiscal equality.

The Rand report concludes, however,
that

Potentially the most effective incentive-
based approach would build rewards for
intrastate equalization into a new program
of general-purpose federal education aid to
the states. The size of each state’s general
grant would depend on one of more indica-
tors of school finance equity.”

This amendment that I will offer
later in this debate is consistent with
the Rand report recommendation.

Let me make it clear that my amend-
ment does not call for equalization
among States. In essence, that is what
Title I itself is supposed to do—assist
States and local education agencies to
fund low-income districts and schools.
My amendment is not even mandatory
on the states. Those states who wish to
retain their current within-state dis-
tribution plans, assuming the court has
not compelled them to change those
plans, may do so.

I am not asserting the equalization of
resources among school districts is the
answer to every education dilemma
faced in our county. Indeed, like most
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reform efforts, the data on its effec-
tiveness are contradictory.

Moreover, I have always been a firm
believer that states and school dis-
tricts must be able to adopt school
policies—including school reforms—
that work for them. Whether or not we
happen to like a particular reform idea
here at the national level should not
matter. We should not be drawn into
the ‘“‘reform du jour” mentality. Just
because something is the latest idea
flowing from academia doesn’t mean it
will work for the Granite School Dis-
trict or any of the 41 local districts in
my State or any other school district.

Equalization is not a silver bullet,
and I am not claiming that it is. It is
a very small modification. But, when
equalization is combined with other
education reform efforts, such as in
Texas, there is improvement in edu-
cation. The following from the Na-
tional Journal illuminates the success
Texas has had when the equalization of
resources became the catalyst for other
systemic education reforms.

Poor districts received substantially in-
creased funds, but no one in Texas got a lot
of money for education, especially compared
with states such as New Jersey and Con-
necticut.

Texas officials say the additional
funds were crucial for low-income schools.
“If you went to poor communities that are
doing well, they will point to programs
they’ve implemented, issues they’'ve ad-
dressed, that they would not have been able
to address without the funding that’s become
available to them in recent years,” said Jo-
seph Johnson, director of the Collaborative
for School Improvement at the Charles A.
Dana Center at the University of Texas (Aus-
tin) . The crucial difference, he main-
tains, is focus, especially on the ‘‘academic
success of every student and making sure re-
sources in those schools are very clearly, de-
liberately focused on instruction.”” The
moral of this story: Money matters—but
only if schools make it work for them.

I believe that an equalization factor
is consistent with the intent of this El-
ementary and Secondary Education
Act reauthorization to assist students
at risk. I believe that the unequal dis-
tribution of resources among school
districts disproportionately affects
poor and minority students. A strong
equalization factor will provide an in-
centive for States to address this.

A report prepared by the Policy In-
formation Center of the Educational
Testing Service, titled The State of In-
equality, concludes that:

Thus, it can be established with national
data that educational resources are unevenly
distributed. It is also clear that, on average,
students in poorer areas are likely to have
fewer educational resources than those in
wealthy areas. There are also wide vari-
ations in the effectiveness of schooling, after
differences in socioeconomic status are con-
sidered.

Further studies have also determined
that high poverty and minority stu-
dents have fewer opportunities to take
“‘critical gatekeeping’ courses in math
and the hard sciences, thus preventing
access to institutions of higher learn-
ing.

A report prepared for the House Com-
mittee on Education and Labor, titled,
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Shortchanging Children: The Impact of
Fiscal Inequity on the Education of
Students At Risk found that, ‘‘Inequi-
table systems of school finance inflict
disproportionate harm on minority and
economically disadvantaged students.”

Additionally, as I have discussed, the
EFIG program has been modified to in-
clude a poverty factor in the effort por-
tion of this formula.

This continues to be a pressing issue.
I was particularly moved by a recent
article I read in the Charleston, South
Carolina, Post and Courier, that high-
lights once again, the glaring dispari-
ties between what poor children can ex-
cept from schools and what rich chil-
dren can expect from school.

I ask unanimous consent that this ar-
ticle be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Charleston (SC) Post and Courier,
Jan. 9, 2000]
LACK OF RESOURCES HAMPERS STUDENTS IN
POORER DISTRICTS
(By Sybil Fix)

Every morning, as the sun rises above the
fields, students in Marion County School
District 3 journey to Centenary to attend
Terrells Bay School.

There, they could hope to find what other
students in South Carolina have—experi-
enced teachers, a rich array of classes and a
chance for a good education. In their part of
the world, where 85 percent of the students
are on free lunch and few make it to college,
that could change lives. But students in Mar-
ion 3 will get something less. At Terrells
Bay, students learn physics, statistics, anat-
omy and biology via interactive television
because the district can’t afford to hire
teachers for those subjects.

They study Spanish via television, too, and
that is their only foreign language choice.

They have no teacher for math above Alge-
bra II. They have no choir, no performing
arts, no visual arts. They have no debate
team, no clubs of any kind. Boys can choose
only between basketball and football. The
school has a successful girls basketball pro-
gram.

They have a tiny library, with stained ceil-
ings and half empty shelves, and bathrooms
barely fit for use.

Principal Al Bradley gives thanks for a nu-
cleus of good teachers he says save the
school.

But his is a constant struggle to make do.

““The reality is that given the facilities and
the money and the programs, we cannot pro-
vide an education that is equal in quality to
what they get in Irmo or other schools,” said
Bradley, 36, a soft-spoken man whose office
looks like a refurbished cubbyhole.

Outside, stray dogs wander between hum-
ble houses and rundown shacks surrounding
the red brick, flat-roofed building a stone’s
throw from the town off S.C. Highway 41.
Cows and mowed fields are steps away and
continue for miles.

Bradley’s two sons attend Terrells Bay.

‘““There is no way they are getting an equal
education here,” he says, shaking his head.
“It seems to make no sense. How do you ex-
plain it?”’

In district after district across the state,
educators face the constraints of a school
system that fixes haves and have-nots in a
pattern of inequity.

It is not only that less is spent on edu-
cating children who, mostly poor and mostly
black, live in poor school districts. It is also
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that less is spent on addressing the greater
educational needs of children in concentra-
tions of poverty in districts with scant local
revenues.

Poor districts have less to spend on teach-
ers, materials, building maintenance and
capital projects.

Their academic programs lag behind; they
have fewer and less-experienced teachers;
their schools are old and decrepit; and most
often, their performance is lower.

While per pupil expenditure doesn’t tell
the whole story, few seem to believe that the
spending levels in South Carolina’s poorest
school districts can ensure an adequate edu-
cation.

“My kids deserve the opportunity to con-
sider Harvard, Yale or Duke just like every-
one else,” said John Kirby, superintendent of
the Dillon 3 School District. “But we are
like a poor country family. We have the good
morals, we love our children and we want the
best for our children, but we can only take
them so far and they deserve so much more.”

He shrugs.

““All of us here in South Carolina were in-
vited to the Kentucky Derby, but some of us
were given thoroughbreds and some of us
were given mules. We might all get to the
end . . . but some of us might be cleaning up
the track.”

INEQUITY IN THE MAKING

The inequities in South Carolina’s school
system were cast with the birth of the
state’s free schools in the early 1800s.

“A lot of the difficulties from the begin-
ning are ones that occurred throughout the
South and throughout the United States,”
said Dr. Craig Kridell, curator of the Mu-
seum of Education at the University of
South Carolina and a professor of history of
education.

Efforts were made to place a free school in
each county, but in rural areas the schools
were too distant for many to attend. Because
they were labeled pauper schools, many
shunned them. And many of the families
they targeted preferred to keep their chil-
dren at home to work.

The state provided money for free schools,
but local need wasn’t considered. There were
great differences in competence among
teachers and among local school commis-
sioners, Kridell said.

““The History of South Carolina Schools,”
published in part by the Department of Edu-
cation, quotes governors and superintend-
ents throughout the 1800s remarking on the
scarcity of efforts made to educate the mid-
dle—and poorer—classes, particularly in
rural areas.

By the mid-1800s, when it became clear
that funding schools was too costly, the
state shifted most of the burden to the coun-
ties, through local property taxes.

The state did guarantee a minimum
amount of state funds per pupil per district,
but the funds often were withheld, Kridell
said, and local funds were not shared equally
between black and white schools.

By 1900, education superintendent John
McMahan reported to the Legislature that
‘“‘each county supports its own schools with
practically no help from the state. Each dis-
trict has as poor schools as its people will
tolerate, and in some districts anything will
be tolerated.”

At that time, school attendance was not
mandatory, and nearly 75 percent of children
never went beyond fifth grade.

In the early 1950s, under Gov. James
Byrnes and facing the threat of integration,
the state passed its first sales tax to try to
equalize conditions among school districts—
generating $100 million to build 200 black
schools and 70 white schools.

The number of official school districts,
some without schools, went from more than
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1,700 to 109—now 86—and a new bus system
offered transportation to black students for
the first time.

But the quality of education was incon-
sistent, and teacher quality was abysmal,
Kridell said.

Between 1940 and 1970, because of the sales
tax and increases in federal Title I funding
for disadvantaged children, school funds
went from $178 million to more than $300
million.

But the gap between tax-poor and tax-rich
districts remained.

EFFORTS TO CHANGE

In 1977, under the leadership of Gov. James
Edwards, South Carolina passed the Edu-
cation Finance Act, specifically to address
underfunding of schools in rural and black
areas.

The law guaranteed a base amount for a
minimum education per student, and re-
quired that the state allocate a certain por-
tion of funds based on children’s needs and
the districts’ ability to raise local revenues.

The districts with the least property
wealth and the highest number of at-risk
children were to receive more money.

And they do.

The effort pumped $100 million into the
school system over the next five years. In
1983, an audit praised it for bringing more eq-
uity to the system.

But a 1989 audit concluded that the money
allocated for the minimum education per
student wasn’t enough. Entire categories of
funding—transportation and teacher bene-
fits, for example—were exempt from equity
formulas.

The poorest districts had 35 percent of the
wealth of the richer districts. To compensate
fully for the difference, the state would have
had to give an average 39 percent increase in
funding to the poorer districts and a 33 per-
cent decrease in funding to the richer dis-
tricts.

Passage under the leadership of Gov. Dick
Riley of the Education Improvement Act in
1984 provided an additional $217 million to
the schools, primarily aimed at increasing
student performance. The law called for
stiffer graduation requirements, teacher
evaluations and salary increases, grants for
good schools and for gifted and talented stu-
dents.

But the quality-based act included no eq-
uity formula, and through the years it gave
much more money to the better-performing,
wealthier districts, state data shows.

““While poorer districts receive more total
state funds per pupil than wealthier dis-
tricts, state funding does not fully com-
pensate for wealth disparity,” the audit con-
cluded. ‘‘There is less assurance that stu-
dents from poor districts are receiving com-
parable educational programs to those in
wealthy districts.”

FUNDING NOW

The local ability to raise taxes still drives
education funding, and it is the prime source
of inequity.

Operating expenditures per pupil vary from
$8,062 to $4,769 across the state. The amount
per district is mostly determined by the
local tax rate plus the state allocation.

On average, the state pays about 52 percent
of the cost per district and the federal gov-
ernment about 8 percent. The districts are
expected to come up with the rest, said John
Cooley, the Department of Education’s direc-
tor of budget in the Office of Governmental
Affairs.

The problem is that many districts can’t
raise the remaining 40 percent, and the state
doesn’t make up the difference.

About 55 percent of all state school fund-
ing—or about $1.3 billion—is distributed ac-
cording to some consideration of equity,
Cooley said.
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But here, as in most states, said Georgia
State University school finance expert Ross
Rubenstein, there is no consideration of sim-
ple poverty.

Education improvement money, which ac-
counts for about a fourth of all state edu-
cation funding, is distributed without any
consideration of a district’s finances.

In addition, revenue-hungry districts often
have to compete with wealthy districts to re-
ceive state grants for necessities such as
computers and software and computer train-
ing for teachers. While priority sometimes is
given to poorer districts, wealthy districts
often receive the same amount.

Funds raised locally, meanwhile, are vast-
ly different.

Districts with high assessed property val-
ues can collect more money with low tax
rates—and spend more money on schools—
than can school districts with low assessed
property values.

The value of the mill—the unit of tax-
ation—ranges from less than $10,000 in
Clarendon 3 and Marion 3 and 4 to $1 million
in larger counties such as Greenville and
Charleston. Charleston has a legislatively
imposed cap on the amount of tax dollars
that can be raised for schools.

Over the years, development in the
wealthier districts has brought in higher tax
revenue than equity funding formulas have
been able to compensate for, Cooley said.

State data show that, over the past 10
years, the increase in total revenue per stu-
dent for the poorer districts is barely com-
parable to and in some cases lower than the
increases in revenue per student for the rich-
er districts.

For example, Spartanburg 7 school district
has seen a $3,082 per pupil revenue increase
since 1988, while the districts in Dillon, Mar-
ion and Clarendon counties have seen in-
creases ranging from $2,000 to $2,500.

While Lee County school district receives
$3,469 more per pupil from the state than the
York 2 school district, York 2 still receives
more in local taxes per pupil—$4,426. In total
per pupil revenue, York 2 comes out ahead
by $1,291.

What difference can $1,291 make per pupil?

In Lee, that amounts to $4.5 million that
the district could spend on everything from
music and art rooms to science labs and
lighting, said superintendent Bill Townes.

“Four and a half million would not address
all of our needs in this district, but it would
go a long way,’’ he said.

TEACHER SAINTS

In the evening, when the sun sets below the
fields of Orangeburg County, teachers at
Elloree Elementary School wrap up class-
room activities and pack up their cars to
take their students home.

Were it not for the teachers, the students
couldn’t stay at school to play, to work on
reading, to get extra attention.

In countless poor schools around the state,
from Memminger Elementary School in
downtown Charleston to Anderson Primary
School in Kingstree, teachers spend an inor-
dinate amount of their time and money to
make up for what school systems don’t fund
and what home lives don’t offer.

‘“You have to put forth a lot of effort to
provide experiences that they would other-
wise not get,” said Debora Brunson, prin-
cipal of Elloree Elementary School, which
sits on a sun-beaten field at the north-
easternmost corner of Orangeburg County.

Teachers in poorer districts have double
duty, said Holly Hill-Roberts High School
Principal Patricia Lott.

‘“You are supposed to teach them what you
are supposed to teach them at that par-
ticular time of their lives, and make up for
what they are not bringing with them when
they come to you.”
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Schools in wealthy areas can rely on fees,
fundraisers and donations.

In poor districts, stories abound of teach-
ers who spend their earnings to buy children
madterials, clothes, food.

Yet teachers in those districts are paid
much less than those who teach less needy
populations of students.

“You find schools with the greatest needs,
children with the greatest needs and staff
with the greatest needs all together,”
Brunson said. ‘““What does a poor school do?”’

Dillon 3 spends 69 percent of what is spent
in Spartanburg 7 on instruction per stu-
dent—$2,779 to $4,029.

The beginning teacher there makes $21,925.
Teachers in Horry County make $10,000 a
year more because local money covers hiring
bonuses, Kirby said.

This year, for the first time, Kirby can
offer an $1,000 incentive to teachers with per-
fect attendance. But the average contracted
salary for longtime teachers there remains
at $30,858, compared to $36,816 in Lexington 5.
Marion 3 ranks last with $27,848.

The Dillon 3 district has cut all teacher
aides except for special education and kin-
dergarten. So teachers are even more bur-
dened.

If, under those circumstances, teachers are
actually good at what they do, said Univer-
sity of New Hampshire sociology professor
Cynthia Duncan, ‘‘they are missionaries. We
should not require people who teach in bad
circumstances to be saints.”

Attracting experienced teachers to poor
and poor-performing rural areas is nearly
impossible. Marion 3 and other such districts
become training grounds for young, inexperi-
enced teachers who commute long distances.

Who wants to live there, asks Everett
Dean, superintendent of Marion 3, opening
his palms to the countryside outside his win-
dow.

‘““People with master’s degrees from pres-
tigious universities have the luxury of going
to teach at really good schools, and the kids
who most need them are least likely to have
high quality teachers,” said urban education
professor Gloria Ladson-Billings of the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin.

Ladson-Billings said children in poor
schools are five times as likely to have
teachers who are not certified in math and
science—subjects that might help them
break free from lives of low expectations.

Terrells Bay School, which has abysmal
student performance, is allowed to use
uncertified teachers because it is considered
a critical needs school that can’t attract
teachers.

ACADEMIC PROGRAMS

In Marion 3, students who want to take
anatomy sit in a small room cramped with
old equipment and stare at a television
screen.

There are simply not enough interested
students to justify offering certain courses,
says Dean. Even if they had the students, the
district doesn’t pay enough to attract teach-
ers for advanced courses.

Students who most need interactive class-
room work get distance learning. And stu-
dents who wouldn’t otherwise be exposed to
foreign cultures are offered only Spanish
while students in Lexington and
Spartanburg, in addition to French and
Spanish, can study Japanese.

Dillon 3 has only two advanced placement
courses. There is no dance, no theater, no
performing choir.

“We have great singers and talented stu-
dents here,” Kirby said. “‘But I can’t provide
an environment where they can use their
skills.”

While his students perform at average
level, ‘I feel like we are still handicapping
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them. The differences show up in the real
world. They simply don’t have the same op-
portunities,” Kirby said.

At nearby Rains-Centenary Elementary
School in Marion 3, there is no performing
arts program, no arts or music program, said
Principal Linda Bell.

“We don’t have enough books. We are no-
where near where we need to be,” she said.

Patty Schaffer, principal of North Charles-
ton’s Ron McNair Elementary School, an-
other school with a high ratio of students
living in poverty, points out inequities in the
availability of arts and music teachers.

Her school has a music teacher and an arts
teacher only two days a week.

“It is a huge equity issue,” she said. “We
know that this population should have more
exposure to art and music and it shows on
the tests, but we give more art and music to
children who have piano lessons at home. We
need to look at what children already have,
and that should drive the horse as to what
we give them.”’

Because of the inequities in the system,
those who have to rely on schools for all
their learning are at a huge disadvantage,
said University of Wisconsin literacy scholar
James Paul Gee.

“Upper middle class families give their
children tremendous social and cultural and
educational capital outside of school, and
many families are able to buy more and
more outside of school,” he said.

THE SOCIAL WORK

In a small room at Latta Middle School,
six profoundly mentally disabled students
amble around, one practicing walking steps,
another wandering in circles, another sitting
idly.

Down the hallway, between the middle
school and the high school, there are four
classes of learning disabled children.

Kirby calls it a disproportionate number of
special needs children—nearly 15 percent of
his school population.

““Our health problems are off the chart,”
Kirby said. School districts with high con-
centrations of poverty and high births to
teens face the fallout of poor health services,
prenatal care and nutrition.

While they receive some federal and state
funding for special education, often it’s not
enough.

“I have some students that cost me $20,000
a year to educate,” Kirby said.

“When you are in a poor small rural dis-
trict, often you are the richest agency,” he
said. “They see us as the hub for services and
they bring their needs to us.”

To care for them, the Latta school system
has one social worker per school and two
shared mental health counselors. Other
schools have comparable numbers of people
but fewer students in need.

Ron McNair has 13 mentally disabled stu-
dents and a full class of emotionally disabled
ones. Because of low pay, the school is un-
able to attract a teacher for them. So they
are taught by non-certified substitutes with
no training.

“To put students who a regular teacher
cannot handle in a class with a non-certified
teacher . .. it is a real disservice to the
child,” Schaffer said.

North Charleston Elementary School has a
comparable number of students in special
programs, said Principal Bill Hayes.

‘““Most people have no idea of what we deal
with these days. We dispense enough medi-
cine at lunchtime from this school to run a
drug store,”” Hayes said.

BUILDINGS

Dean takes a visitor around the Rains-Cen-
tenary Elementary School, seeming almost
ashamed.

“I could tell you some facilities horror sto-
ries,”” he said.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

This year his district spent $494 in facili-
ties per student. But the buildings have not
been renovated since their construction in
the 1930s and the 1950s. The need is much
greater than the spending.

“The fact that we are educating our stu-
dents in an old dilapidated building affects
everyone, even the recruitment of teachers,”
said Bradley. ‘‘It’s a negative feeling when
you walk into a restroom and the commodes
are 40 years old.”

For the first time in decades, South Caro-
lina this year begins distribution of $750 mil-
lion in bonds for school construction and
renovation. The money is distributed among
districts based on need, on the number of
students—with more money going to chil-
dren with greater educational needs—and on
past effort made to upkeep buildings. It also
has an equity component, and it appears
that poorer districts will receive more than
wealthier ones.

But it is unclear if that will make up for
the inequities in conditions.

Marion 3 this year spent 71 percent of what
was spent on facilities per pupil in York 2. It
spent $3 per pupil on capital projects.
Terrells Bay spent $70; Latta High, $24.

By contrast, Clover High School in York
spent $2,270 per student on capital projects
last year.

Clover High has 17 empty classrooms for
growth, a state-of-the art library, a new
2,600-seat gym, a new cafeteria with heated
outside areas, a security system with 64 cam-
eras, a $7.5 million auditorium, and a lab for
every science teacher, said Principal Wayne
Flowers.

To attract good teachers, in addition to
considerably higher salaries, Clover High of-
fers an early childhood day-care program for
employees.

Clover High is in a district that receives
high local tax revenues—nearly $5,400 per
student a year.

Not so in Dillon 3, with local revenues at
$1,037 per pupil.

Latta Middle and Latta High schools share
the library, gym and cafeteria. The library
triples as a computer lab and a tech prep
construction site of sorts, and is cluttered
with piles of old books.

The cafeteria is bare, the hallways dismal.
The window treatments are yellowing and
warped.

‘“We have a lot of makeshift here,” Kirby
said, showing a visitor an arts lab with ta-
bles from the old cafeteria.

STEPCHILDREN

When Dean gathers with other educators
to talk about the schools, he sometimes feels
like an ugly stepchild.

‘“You are not sure that people understand
that you can’t change some of the things
that are not providing opportunities for our
children.

‘““Money alone does not solve the problem,”’
Dean said, ‘“‘but when you can’t employ the
best teachers because of your location and
your low salaries, yes, that is going to im-
pact the quality of the education you can
offer.”

Since 40 of the state’s school districts filed
suit seeking equitable funding, the General
Assembly has been trying to be more sen-
sitive to wealth differences, Cooley said.

But South Carolina continues to contend
with its history.

“It has not been real important that all
children be educated. While it is changing
slowly,” Dean said, ‘‘we are still dealing
with the economics of a system of the past.
Particularly when it comes to race, we have
not understood that it benefits everyone to
be better educated.”

Mr. HATCH. The purpose of title I is
to give educationally and economically
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disadvantaged students additional as-
sistance: teachers, textbooks, and addi-
tional education resources. These re-
sources were never intended to com-
prise the entirety of aid to an educa-
tionally or economically disadvantaged
student.

Unless there is an equity factor used
in their distribution so that poorer dis-
tricts within a state can be brought
closer to even, those title I funds that
are provided will merely be a thin coat
of paint covering up the cracks. The
layering of resources where resources
are already inadequate will not meet
the needs of disadvantaged children.
Title I was meant to provide additional
resources, not to compensate for an in-
adequate financial commitment to
poorer LEASs on the part of States.

By directing resources to states
where this is not the case, we are being
true to the underlying intent of title I.

Indeed, as the following excerpts
from the debate over the final con-
ference report reveal, the addition of
the effort and equity factor in the title
I formula it was the reason why many
Members of the Senate may have voted
for the conference report. However,
title I funds have yet to be distributed
using this factor.

I refer my colleagues to excerpts
from the debate over the conference re-
port to ESEA and ask unanimous con-
sent that they be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

APPENDIX II

Mr. GRASSLEY . .. I am also concerned,
Mr. President, with the chapter one formula
that came out of the conference committee.
I supported the Senate language added by
Senator Hatch, which removed the restric-
tions on the equity bonus. Under the change
made by Senator Hatch’s language, each
State received the full benefit of its equali-
zation effort.

Under the Hatch chapter one formula
which passed the Senate, 38 States would
have received increased chapter one alloca-
tions. Iowa would have received $2.5 million
more than the original formula in S. 1513.

Unfortunately, according to the Congres-
sional Research Service, Iowa is among 31
States to lose funds from 1996 to 1999 under
this conference passed formula. Iowa loses
almost $10 million in funds from 1996 to 1999.
The big winners under the formula changes
are New York, California, Texas, and Illinois.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, as a member of
the Labor and Education Committee and
also as chair of the Senate Appropriations
Committee that appropriates money for the
Department of Education, including title I, I
would like to correct the record. I have the
greatest respect and friendship for my col-
league from Iowa. However, sitting here lis-
tening to his remarks and comments, I cer-
tainly wish the Senator, my colleague, had
talked to me before he made those com-
ments. Maybe I would not have to stand up
to correct them. Because, frankly, what my
colleague just said simply does not comport
with the facts.

The chart that