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House of Representatives

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

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
September 20, 2000.

I hereby appoint the Honorable JOHN
COOKSEY to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

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

PRAYER

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

Lord God, as Americans, young and
old, we love life and desire to see good
times. Yet You have told us: ‘“Whoever
would love life and see good days must
keep the tongue from evil and lips from
speaking deceit; must turn from evil
and do good; seek peace and pursue it.
For the eyes of the Lord are on the
righteous and His ears turned to their
prayer, but the face of the Lord is
against evildoers.”

Lord God, deepen our desires for
what is good and free of deceit. Perhaps
the simple discipline of containing our
speech today will calm the atmosphere
around us, create solid ground for true
dialogue, and bring peace to our corner
of the world, now and forever. 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 Illinois (Mr. WELLER)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

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

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

TRIBUTE TO EMERGENCY RE-
SPONSE PERSONNEL IN NEVADA

(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, | rise
today to recognize and commend the
emergency medical personnel that re-
sponded with skill and excellence to a
tour bus crash which occurred on Sep-
tember 7 in a remote area, 20 miles
north of Tonopah, Nevada.

The accident scene was every EMT’s
worst nightmare; 41 passengers trapped
inside a bus which had turned over on
its side and skidded for over 300 feet.
Yet in a record 69 minutes, emergency
crews from three counties treated, sta-
bilized, and transported all of the pa-
tients, many of them critically injured,
to three area medical facilities.

Mr. Speaker, although it is difficult
to put into words the magnitude of this
grave disaster, it is easy to express the
respect and praise that | and my fellow
Nevadans have for these emergency re-
sponse personnel. Their commitment,
courage, and dedication is an inspira-
tion to every American. Forty-one peo-
ple are living testimony today because
of their heroism.

So today, Mr. Speaker, to all of the
men and women who responded to the
September 7 crash, and to all emer-
gency response personnel in America,
we thank you for a job well done, and
God bless.

RUSSIAN PRESIDENT PUTIN DE-
TERMINED TO DESTROY INDE-
PENDENT MEDIA IN RUSSIA

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

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, having
just returned from Russia, | can testify
that the Mafia permeates all aspects of
Russian society, but when Mafia tac-
tics are used by the government, we
are dealing with a new threat.

I call my colleagues’ attention to a
lead editorial in today’s Washington
Post. ‘““Russian President Vladimir
Putin, who proclaimed his devotion to
a free press during a recent visit to the
United States, in fact seems deter-
mined to destroy Russia’s independent
media, the growth of which constituted
one of the important successes of the
post-Soviet era. His latest target is
NTV, Russia’s only independent tele-
vision network. He is attacking it with
a veneer of legality, but the underlying
tactics of threats, imprisonments and
political prosecution are not subtle.””

Mr. Putin better change his course.
He cannot be accepted by the civilized
world if he destroys one of the impor-
tant achievements of the Yeltsin era—
a free press. A free press is our last
guarantee that Russia will develop in a
democratic direction.

JUSTICE DEPARTMENT AND H.R.
4105

(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, while
Congress fights over small pay raises,
the Justice Department gave $180 mil-
lion worth of bonuses. If that is not
enough to promote the Peter Principle,
Robert Bratt and Joe Lake got big
bucks for illegal contracts, illegal hir-
ing of cronies, and illegal visas for two
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lovers they called field operatives, and
neither was even charged.

Let us check further. Colgate got
$110,000, Sposato got $85,000, Vail got
$75,000. Meanwhile, my $1 minimum
wage bill is still being blocked in the
Senate, and this group of cronies at the
Justice Department maintains dossiers
on myself and all my colleagues, mak-
ing sure we do not destroy their gravy
train.

Beam me up here. It is time to pass
H.R. 4105 and put a bulldog right on
their buns, big time.

TV AD SHOULD BE PULLED

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

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, an inde-
pendent political group is running a
television ad in Kansas City, Missouri,
that is causing controversy that | want
to comment on for my 1-minute.

According to the Washington Post,
an actress in the ad portrays a mother
who removed her child from the public
school because ‘“‘we didn’t want him in
a place where drugs and violence was
fashionable. That was a bit more diver-
sity than he could handle.”

Mr. Speaker, | have not seen the ad.
I am not familiar with the group that
sponsored it. But the statement | read,
if it is in the advertisement, comes per-
ilously close to bigotry, which is a sen-
timent that has no place in American
politics. Since the ad goes on to urge
people to vote Republican, | think Re-
publicans have a special responsibility
to denounce it.

Mr. Speaker, one of my favorite pas-
sages from the Bible is from First Sam-
uel. It says, ““God does not see the
same way people see. People look at
the outside of a person, but the Lord
looks at the heart.” In that spirit, |
urge the group responsible for this
commercial to withdraw it.

| hope our State and country can go
the rest of this election campaign with
no further appeals to racial fear or
prejudice.

CONGRATULATIONS TO ADVO

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

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, | want
to congratulate ADVO, Inc. in its re-
covery of its 100th missing child that
has been featured on the ‘‘Have You
Seen Me”’ direct mail cards.

For 15 years, ADVO has been a strong
commitment to aiding in the recovery
and return of missing children. In part-
nership with the National Center for
Missing and Exploitative Children and
the United States Postal Service,
ADVO launched its America’s Looking
for Its Missing Children program in
1985. Reaching an estimated 79 million
homes each week with pictures of miss-
ing children, the familiar ‘“‘Have You
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Seen Me”’ cards are constant reminders
to the public that hundreds of thou-
sands of children are missing annually
in our country.

In total, more than 40 billion pictures
of missing children have been distrib-
uted to date, and Americans have re-
sponded in an unprecedented way. We
announced on July 31 the joyous re-
union of a 5-year-old Pennsylvania girl
with her mother, following an 18-
month abduction, its 100th recovery of
a safe child resulting from the familiar
mail cards.

One in six children is found as a di-
rect result of programs like ADVO. It
takes a few seconds of our time to stop,
look, and think about the children that
are featured on posters, on the cards,
and on television. Each time we see
one, we are presented with an oppor-
tunity to reunite a family with their
missing child.

Once again, congratulations to ADVO
on its continued commitment to a very
worthy cause.

EDUCATION IS NUMBER ONE
PRIORITY OF AMERICAN PEOPLE

(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, the Amer-
ican people have made it clear that
education is their number one priority
this election season.

Too many of our children are stuck
in schools that do not prepare them to
compete in the world, and | am sorry
to say that the Clinton-Gore adminis-
tration simply has not measured up in
this area. Their rhetoric is great, it is
even flowery; but they have not even
met the goals they set for themselves.

In 1994, Clinton and Gore announced
with great fanfare their goals for the
year 2000, but they have fallen far short
of the mark. They said the U.S. would
be first in math and science by the
year 2000. Instead, we have fallen to
17th in math and 21st in science. They
said all our schools would be safe and
drug free by the year 2000. Instead,
school violence is worse than it has
ever been. Drug use is still common.
Their goal for 2000 was that all adults
would be literate by now. Instead, 44
million adults still do not have basic
reading skills.

Promises versus results. People care
a lot more about results than promises.

A REPUBLIC CANNOT EXIST
WITHOUT MORALS

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

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, yesterday was a very special
day for the district | have the honor of
representing. On that day, 263 years
ago, in 1737, Charles Carroll of
Carrollton was born. Carroll County
and Carroll Creek in my district was
named for him.
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Charles Carroll has received special
honor here at the Capitol. His portrait
hangs on the third floor, and a statute
of him stands near the memorial en-
trance to the Capitol. Charles Carroll
was a member of the first Congress and
a framer of the Bill of Rights. He was
the only Catholic to sign the Declara-
tion of Independence and he was the
final surviving signer of the Declara-
tion of Independence, dying in 1832 at
the age of 95.

Charles Carroll was outspoken about
his faith and declared that his religious
convictions had caused him to enter
the American Revolution. In fact, his
faith was so important in his life that
he built and personally funded a house
of worship.

Charles Carroll, one of the very first
Members of this body, reminded us, and
I quote, ‘““Without morals a Republic
cannot subsist for any length of time;
they therefore who are decrying the
Christian religion are undermining the
solid foundation of morals, the best se-
curity for the duration of free govern-
ments.”’

That is just as true today as it was
then.
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ADDRESSING REAL AMERICAN
PRIORITIES

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

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
this summer we stood on this floor and
pleaded with our Republican leaders
not to enact reckless tax bills without
securing the future of Medicare, Social
Security, education, and to focus on
paying down our debt.

During the recess | am sure that
they, like |, talked to lots of people in
our own districts who said that, yes, we
would all like to have a tax cut, but we
want to make sure we take care of
business first.

Last week the leadership changed
their stand and joined the Democratic
concern to pay down the debt.

But time is running out.

Now we need to look at other Demo-
cratic priorities like affordable pre-
scription drug benefits for our seniors
who cannot buy the medication they
need to maintain their health, invest-
ing in education to fix our crumbling
schools and overcrowded schools so our
children have a healthy environment
to learn in, building our national de-
fense, and taking care of our veterans
who risked their lives to protect our
country, and real managed care reform
like we passed on this House floor, and
most importantly, making sure Social
Security is there not just for my dad’s
generation and my generation but our
children’s generation.

I have been listening to my constitu-
ents, and these are issues they want us
to address, and | hope we will these
last few weeks in session.
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DATA ACT

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

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, the
Internet and the new economy offers
great opportunity. We have over 100
million Americans that are online.
Every second, seven more Americans
go online. There are now 4.8 million
Americans employed in the technology
sector. That is more than auto and
steel and oil combined. So there is a
tremendous amount of opportunity.

Unfortunately, when | talk with my
educators, teachers, school administra-
tors, and school board members back
home, they tell me they notice a dif-
ference in the classroom when children
have a computer and Internet access at
home and those who do not. Many call
that the digital divide.

I am pleased to say that the private
sector has been stepping forward. Ford,
Intel, Delta, American Airlines have
stepped forward and are now offering to
their employees, as an employee ben-
efit, a computer and Internet access for
use at home, benefitting 600,000 fami-
lies. That is going to help.

Think about it. The laborer, the as-
sembly line worker, the baggage han-
dler, the flight attendant, their chil-
dren having a computer and Internet
access at home to do their schoolwork
just like the CEO and the manager’s
child.

Here is the catch, though. The IRS
wants to tax that computer provided to
that employee. And, of course, we need
to stop that. Let us pass the data act.
I ask for cosponsorship and bipartisan
support.

AMERICANS WANT REAL QUALITY
HEALTH CARE

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

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, the one thing that Americans
are now crying out for is real quality
health care, restore the relationship
between patient and physician, and
have this Congress pass a real Patient’s
Bill of Rights.

And then if we listen to their cry for
the seniors, we have one needy senior,
one needed prescription drug, and a
cost of $400 for one dose.

It is absolutely imperative when we
begin to multiply the cost of $400 times
thousands and thousands of seniors
that we provide the opportunity for
equal assess to lower price prescription
drugs for our seniors, get a real impor-
tation bill to allow prescription drugs
to come in so that seniors can be taken
care of and, yes, have a real prescrip-
tion drug benefit, a guaranteed Medi-
care benefit.

This is what the Democrats have
been advocating. Why can our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
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not join us to support our seniors to
ensure, one, a real Patient’s Bill of
Rights and, two, real importation as it
is in the agriculture conference on the
Senate side to provide for lower-cost
access to prescription drugs?

MEDIA DISPLAYS DOUBLE-
STANDARD

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
the double-standard that often exists
in today’s media coverage is obvious.
For example, the major networks all
provide the Democrats with more con-
vention coverage than the Republicans.
More coverage is also given to liberal
positions.

Take the issue of gun control. Guns
are consistently portrayed as the weap-
ons of criminals. We never hear about a
tragedy being averted or a life being
saved because a law-abiding citizen was
armed with a gun.

Media bias also censors ads. Both the
New York Times and USA Today re-
fused to run ads against partial-birth
abortions.

This week AL GORE made up a story
about what prescription drugs cost his
mother-in-law, and the media all but
ignored it.

Why does the media display such a
liberal bias? Simply because journal-
ists are more liberal than the rest of
us.

A 1996 Roper Center survey found
that 89 percent of Washington political
writers voted for the Clinton/Gore tick-
et in 1992, only 9 percent supported
George Bush.

PHARMACEUTICAL COMPANIES
ARE AGAINST REIMPORTATION
OF PRESCRIPTION DRUGS

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

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, seniors
face skyrocketing prices for their pre-
scription drugs. Many choose between
purchasing their medications and buy-
ing groceries. We need a prescription
drug benefit through Medicare. It is a
necessity that would bring dignity to
our seniors’ lives and we need to do
this.

In addition, the House needs to fight
for lower prices. In July we passed an
amendment to allow U.S. pharmacists
to be able to purchase prescription
drugs at the same low prices paid for in
other countries, 20, 30, sometimes 50
percent less for the same drug, and
then pass the savings along to seniors.

It is common sense. It will bring sen-
iors relief from the crushing costs of
prescription drugs. The pharmaceutical
companies are waging an all-out cam-
paign against reimportation. It is time
we stood up for our seniors. It is time
that the Republican leadership stop
using empty rhetoric and protect our
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seniors’ right to affordable prescription
drugs. We should allow reimportation
of prescription drugs, and we should do
it now.

TIME FOR CONGRESS TO ADMIN-
ISTER FIRST AID TO HOSPITALS

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

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Speaker, | stood
behind the Balanced Budget Act when
it was passed in 1997. We all believed it
was a good bill that addressed fraud
and abuse in Medicare billing. But now,
3 years down the road, we are seeing
unintended consequences of this bill.

In 1997, Congress estimated the Bal-
anced Budget Act would cut $116 billion
in fraudulent Medicare payments. Cur-
rent projection, however, estimate $227
billion in cuts. These cuts, almost dou-
ble the original projection, go well be-
yond fraud and abuse. These cuts
threaten vital hospital services.

Walls Regional Hospital in my dis-
trict serves a growing but primarily
rural area, Cleburne, Texas. The hos-
pital recently expanded its Skilled
Nursing section from 12 to 25 beds. Just
as Walls finished their expansion, the
Balanced Budget Act reduced the reim-
bursement rate for skilled nursing by
70 percent, a loss of a million dollars a
year for Walls. Today, despite commu-
nity needs, the Skilled Nursing facility
is down to 11 beds.

It is stories like this that remind us
to prioritize our Nation’s health serv-
ices. Mr. Speaker, it is time for Con-
gress to administer first aid to our hos-
pitals.

REIMPORTATION OF
PRESCRIPTION DRUGS

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

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, | have a
constituent in Queens, New York, who
pays $409 for a 3-month supply of
Prilosec for his wife. The same drug,
the same dosage, same everything,
would cost him $184 in Canada. But it
is illegal for him to purchase this
medication in Canada and reimport it
back into the U.S.

The only crime | see here is the high
prices being charged by drug compa-
nies. They are truly gouging Ameri-
cans.

Therefore, 1 am working with a num-
ber of my colleagues to allow individ-
uals, pharmacists, and wholesalers to
reimport prescription drugs back into
the U.S. and pass the tremendous sav-
ings on to all Americans.

The GOP Congress will not pass a
Prescription Drug Fairness for Seniors
Act.

The GOP Congress will not pass a
prescription drug benefit under Medi-
care.

Well, now | challenge this Congress
to allow for the safe reimportation of
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FDA-approved drugs for Americans. It
would lower drug costs by 50 percent
overnight without costing the Govern-
ment of this country one single dime.

Let me say this to America: The drug
companies oppose this plan, this bill.
Therefore, we all know it must be good
for America.

WHY THIS LARGE CIGARETTE
TAX?

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

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, let
me pose a mathematical problem.
When the President finally finishes his
budget negotiations with the Congress,
he will have spent the projected budget
surplus and more.

Where will he go to find the money to
finance his liberal spending programs?
How about a big cigarette tax? That
ought to make everyone happy.

In the North Carolina Senate, when
we raised the tax, guess what hap-
pened. Tax incomes shrank, as it did in
other States that raised the cigarette
tax.

So | ask the President, why this
large cigarette tax. It will not produce
more income for anybody except the
Feds because it will be a new item to
them. The States will lose income; and
the President’s friends, the trial law-
yers, probably could not collect their
billion-dollar settlements.

So what is up, Mr. President? Mr.
President, either you find extra money
elsewhere or you really risk losing
your best friends, the trial lawyers.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOKSEY). Members are requested to
address their remarks to the Chair.

SMALL BUSINESS COMPETITION
PRESERVATION ACT OF 2000

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, |
call up House Resolution 582 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 582

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4945) to amend
the Small Business Act to strengthen exist-
ing protections for small business participa-
tion in the Federal procurement contracting
process, and for other purposes. The first
reading of the bill shall be dispensed with.
Points of order against consideration of the
bill for failure to comply with clause 4(a) of
rule XIIl are waived. General debate shall be
confined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Small Business. After gen-
eral debate the bill shall be considered for
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amendment under the five-minute rule. The
bill shall be considered as read. During con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may accord priority in recognition on the
basis of whether the Member offering an
amendment has caused it to be printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of rule
XVIIl. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. The Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may: (1) postpone until
a time during further consideration in the
Committee of the Whole a request for a re-
corded vote on any amendment; and (2) re-
duce to five minutes the minimum time for
electronic voting on any postponed question
that follows another electronic vote without
intervening business, provided that the min-
imum time for electronic voting on the first
in any series of questions shall be 15 min-
utes. At the conclusion of consideration of
the bill for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted.
The previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. HALL), my colleague
and my good friend, pending which I
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time is yielded for the pur-
poses of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before us
today is an open rule providing for con-
sideration of H.R. 4945, the Small Busi-
ness Competition Preservation Act of
2000.

This open rule waives clause 4(a) of
rule XIIl against the consideration of
the bill, which requires a 3-day avail-
ability of the committee report. The
rule provides one hour of general de-
bate to be equally divided among the
chairman and the ranking minority
member of the Committee on Small
Business. The rule provides that the
bill shall be open to amendment at any
point.

The rule authorizes the Chair to ac-
cord priority in recognition to Mem-
bers who have preprinted their amend-
ments in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

The rule allows the Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole to postpone
votes during consideration of the bill
and to reduce to 5 minutes on a post-
poned question if the vote follows a 15-
minute vote.

Finally, the rule provides one motion
to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, it is often said that
small business is the engine that drives
the American economy. Statistics con-
firm this. Small businesses employ 53
percent of the private workforce and
are responsible for 50 percent of the
private gross domestic product.

I am proud of these facts. I am proud
of small businesses and what their em-
ployees produce for America to keep us
strong.
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Small business is a literal power-
house of job creation. They represent
99 percent of all employers and create
80 percent of the new jobs in America.

Small businesses are also more inno-
vative than larger businesses. The air-
plane, audio tape recorder, heart valve,
pacemaker, and the personal computer
are among the important innovations
by small firms in the 20th century.

0O 1030

Looking ahead, we have got to make
sure that small businesses have the
needed resources and capital to move
forward so that America and Ameri-
cans have the best of what small busi-
nesses produce. Looking out for the
family farm, ranch or store on Main
Street is something this Congress
strongly supports.

With this in mind, Republicans in
Congress have focused on scheduling
and passing legislation to further help
and aid small businesses. For example,
Congress passed legislation that would
help small businesses better prepare for
the millennium computer bug. We re-
member that as the Y2K bug. Congress
also passed the Paperwork Elimination
Act of 1999 to minimize burdens of Fed-
eral paperwork on small businesses by
employing new technology such as dig-
ital signatures. Because small busi-
nesses are in dire need for more afford-
able health insurance, Congress passed
legislation to allow small firms to band
together to purchase insurance which
lowers the cost. Small businesses also
stood to benefit a great deal from legis-
lation to repeal the death tax, legisla-
tion that was passed by Congress but
vetoed by President Clinton. Had this
legislation been signed into law, many
small businesses would be able to stay
in the family when the owner dies rath-
er than being sold to pay a debt to the
IRS.

Mr. Speaker, with passage of this
rule, Congress will once again consider
important legislation to help small
business. The underlying legislation,
the Small Business Competition Pres-
ervation Act of 2000, is important to
strengthen existing protections for
small business participating in the
Federal procurement contracting proc-
ess. The Federal Government has failed
in its goal to spend at least 20 percent
of their procurement dollars with small
businesses, in part because of the Fed-
eral agencies’ practice of bundling indi-
vidual contracts into packages that are
too large for small businesses to han-
dle. Federal agencies contend that con-
tract bundling saves taxpayers money
while improving the quality of prod-
ucts and the services provided by the
government. However, none of this has
been substantiated.

The database, analyses, and report-
ing requirements in H.R. 4945 will en-
sure that adequate data exists con-
cerning the benefits of contract bun-
dling, thus allowing Congress to make
better decisions and to better assess
the small business and the needs that
they have. Bundling is one of the most



September 20, 2000

important issues facing small busi-
nesses today. The ultimate cost of bun-
dling is passed on to the taxpayers in
the form of lower quality goods and
services and higher taxes.

Mr. Speaker, the rule before us is a
fair and open rule. It allows any Mem-
ber to offer an amendment at any time.
This rule, which was reported out of
the Committee on Rules last night by a
voice vote, will enable the House to
consider this fair and bipartisan legis-
lation.

I urge my colleagues to support this
rule.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, | thank the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SEsSsIONS) for yielding
me this time and his work on this bill
and certainly on the rule. It is an open
rule. It is the kind of rule that the mi-
nority likes. It will allow consideration
of the Small Business Competition
Preservation Act of 2000.

As my colleague has described, this
rule provides for 1 hour of general de-
bate to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Small Business. The rule permits
amendments under the 5-minute rule,
which is the normal amending process
in the House. All Members on both
sides of the aisle will have the oppor-
tunity to offer germane amendments.

In recent years, the Federal Govern-
ment often bundles together separate
small contracts into one larger con-
tract. This is because in some cases it
might be cheaper and more efficient to
let one larger contract instead of sev-
eral smaller ones. However, there is
some evidence that bundling is not al-
ways the best deal for taxpayers. There
is also some concern that small busi-
nesses are shut out of the process when
contracts are bundled.

The bill requires the Small Business
Administration to collect, analyze and
report information about bundling so
that the administration and Congress
can better evaluate this practice.
Wright Patterson Air Force Base,
which is located partially in my dis-
trict, handles more contracts than any
other Federal agency in the State of
Ohio. Therefore, I am particularly con-
cerned about the efficiency of the proc-
ess and the fairness to small busi-
nesses. The Dayton Area Chamber of
Commerce, which has set up an innova-
tive electronic program that notifies
small businesses which contracts are
available, is also monitoring the ef-
fects of bundling contracts.

Mr. Speaker, it has long been the pol-
icy of the Federal Government to en-
courage small businesses because of
their enormous potential to increase
economic growth. This bill takes an
important step towards protecting
small businesses and improving govern-
ment contracting operations. This is
an open rule. | urge its adoption.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time.
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Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

I would like to echo the words of the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL). His
State not unlike my State of Texas and
not unlike many States around this
country depend upon small businesses
who depend upon employees, good,
hardworking employees to show up for
work every day and produce a product
that makes America stronger and bet-
ter. We concur. This is bipartisan. It is
an opportunity to begin the process so
that we can know the facts and figures
in an orderly process. We believe it is
the right thing to do. I applaud my col-
league for his opportunity to once
again work together.

Mr. Speaker, we believe this is a fair
and open rule and would ask that our
colleagues support this rule.

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

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SEs-
SIONS). Pursuant to House Resolution
582 and rule XVIII, the Chair declares
the House in the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill, H.R.

laid on

4945,
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4945) to
amend the Small Business Act to
strengthen existing protections for
small business participation in the
Federal procurement contracting proc-
ess, and for other purposes, with Mr.
COOKSEY in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. TALENT) and the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms.
VELAZQUEZ) each will control 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. TALENT).

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume. |
want to thank the Committee on Rules
for giving us an hour on a bipartisan
basis under an open rule to discuss a
very important subject, H.R. 4945.

The purpose of the bill, Mr. Chair-
man, is very simple. It is to ensure
that the Small Business Administra-
tion has sufficient information con-
cerning the impact of contract consoli-
dation, or bundling, on small busi-
nesses. H.R. 4945 mandates that the ad-
ministrator of the Small Business Ad-
ministration develop a database of
these consolidated, or bundled, con-
tracts.

Mr. Chairman, contract bundling is
one of the most important issues facing
small business today. The Federal Gov-
ernment spends almost $200 billion a
year procuring goods and services. Con-
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gress has mandated a goal for Federal
agencies to spend at least 20 percent of
those dollars with small businesses. We
do that, both because we believe in
small business as an avenue for oppor-
tunity and economic growth for our
citizens and because we believe that
competition among small businesses is
presumptively to the benefit of the tax-
payer both in terms of cost and qual-
ity. Yet the Federal Government fails
routinely to meet that goal of 20 per-
cent.

At present, Federal procurement
policies evidently place a greater pre-
mium on presumed efficiencies and eas-
ing the workload of contracting offi-
cials than on the goals of including
small business and ensuring a diverse
and competitive industrial base. In this
scenario, the ultimate loser is the tax-
payer who faces the long-term prospect
of their government buying lower-qual-
ity goods and services at higher prices.
Other losers are the small business
community and particularly minority
small businesspeople who are always
disproportionately affected when the
government withdraws business from
small businesses.

How does a contract bundle work,
Mr. Chairman? Here is how it works.
The government takes contracts which
have typically in the past been bid out
on a smaller basis. So, for example, a
base, a military base may need food
services for its mess hall so it bids
those out routinely and typically to
local food service providers which are
typically small businesses and they
win the contract and then go in and
provide the food service. A bundled
contract is a contract that puts a
bunch of those bids together, if you
will, in a bundle; and it could do it on
a geographic basis so it may require
that you be able to provide the service
to a whole region of the United States,
or it may do it on a functional basis, so
that, for example, for a construction
contract that bids out not only elec-
trical services but it bids out electrical
and carpentry services and plumbing
services, and in either case, Mr. Chair-
man, the colleagues can see how this
would eliminate radically small busi-
nesses from participating, because they
cannot deliver the services on a re-
gional basis and they are often orga-
nized along specialized lines, so they
cannot deliver all the different con-
struction trade requirements. And so
only big businesses can bid.

Typically the government will say,
this will lower cost, it will improve
quality. We have found in our hearings
over and over again that quality suf-
fers as one would expect when you
eliminate competition from small busi-
nesses. Even costs are not saved be-
cause when you force out small busi-
nesses from a market and then you
have to rebid these bundled contracts
after a year or two, there is much less
competition and the costs go way up.
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Here is what we want to do. We want
to at least get a handle on how big the
problem is. Under this bill the SBA will
be required to assess whether these
contracts have achieved the savings or
improvements in quality that the pro-
curing agency anticipated when it ini-
tially consolidated the contract. We
want to know whether these bundled
contracts have the savings that the
agencies always claim for them, be-
cause they say they get great savings
and improved quality. Then when we
go back and try to investigate it, they
cannot provide the information. H.R.
4945 will also provide information so
the SBA can effectively negotiate with
Federal agencies and determine wheth-
er they should adjust their procure-
ment strategies in order to meet the
small business participation goals es-
tablished in the Small Business Act,
and then all this information will be
reported to the House and Senate small
business committees so we can do our
job effectively of overseeing these re-
quirements that we have placed into
the law.

Mr. Chairman, | do not want to take
time away from other Members. Let
me just give a couple of examples so
Members can understand what | am
talking about. These are real-life bun-
dles. | expect that Members have been
approached by small business constitu-
ents back home over the last several
years complaining about this. Let me
give Members an example. Right now
military bases when they bid out their
travel agency services typically bid out
the business end of the travel services,
so somebody traveling on business,
that is bid out and bid on by particular
travel agencies and then they sepa-
rately bid out the holiday or the lei-
sure travel, the holiday or the leisure
business, and those two things are bid
separately. The proposal is now to bun-
dle those, so they will bundle together
holiday business and business travel.
Typically small businesses, therefore,
will not be able to bid on the contract
because they are usually organized ei-
ther to handle holiday, personal, lei-
sure travel or business travel, and the
two ends of the business are very dif-
ferent. So the department is proposing
to bundle all these contracts together.

One excuse they often give for bun-
dling is that that way they will ape the
market, they will do what private com-
panies do. Mr. Chairman, private com-
panies do not bundle together business
travel and holiday travel. They do it
separately. That is why travel agencies
are typically organized along those
lines because the two lines of business
are very different. The effect of it
would be to withdraw the $20 to $25 bil-
lion worth of government travel busi-
ness from competition from small busi-
ness, which would increase the costs
and decrease the quality available to
our servicemen and women.

One other example | will give. Right
now in the Marine Corps when they
have a need for food service on a base
or in a commissary, they bid it out to
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local food service businesses. The pro-
posal is to regionalize that so that you
have to be able to bid on all the busi-
ness in a region which will mean only
the big businesses will be able to bid.
Here is how the food will then be pro-
vided in the future. They will cook it
up in central kitchens, they will chill
it, and then they will bring it on base
and heat it up. So now in the name of
efficiency, and we have no idea whether
it will actually save any money in the
long run, we are going to be serving
our servicemen and women, in effect,
airline food rather than bidding this
thing out the way it has traditionally
been done so that small food service
preparation businesses can bid on it.

I could go on and on. I mean that,
Mr. Chairman. As the chairman of the
Committee on Small Business, | have
encountered this over and over and
over again. We have worked with the
agencies to try and do something about
it. The ranking member and | have
worked together on this. We are united
as a committee on this. Members will
see this today in the debate. We are ab-
solutely committed to stopping this
practice or at least requiring that it be
justified. That is the purpose for this
bill.

Let me just say the bill is supported
by all the small business groups, NFIB,
the Chamber, and it is supported by
minority small business groups like
the Black Chamber and the National
Small and Disadvantaged Business As-
sociation. Right now we have no cer-
tain definition of what bundling is, we
have no information about the number
of bundles, we have no information
about whether they are a success even
on their own terms within the agen-
cies.
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Mr. Chairman, that needs to stop for
the sake of small business opportunity,
for the sake of our entrepreneurs for
the sake of advancing participation by
minorities and the economy and for the
sake of the taxpayers, and that is why
this bill is offered. That is why | have
unburdened myself so much on the sub-
ject of it.

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

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

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in support
of H.R. 4945, the Small Business Com-
petition Preservation Act of 2000. Mr.
Chairman, we continue to talk about
what a strong economy we have and
how our Nation’s small businesses are
largely responsible for this. In fact, it
has become almost cliche to say that
small businesses are the backbone of
our Nation’s economy. Everywhere we
turn we see them as the innovators and
cutting edge leaders of every industry
from construction to technology, ev-
erywhere except the Federal Govern-
ment.

Indeed, we are seeing an alarming
downward trend in the number of Fed-
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eral prime contracts awarded to small
businesses. For example, from 1997 to
1999, the number of contracts offered to
small business by the Department of
Defense dropped by over 34 percent. In
response to concerns from small busi-
ness, the Democrats commissioned a
study on the poor state of contracting
for small businesses.

The result was even worse than we
feared. Our results showed the Federal
Government failing small businesses in
every conceivable way, with the worst
offender being the Department of De-
fense. The number of contracts award-
ed to minority-owned firms has de-
creased by over 25 percent, and most
dramatically the number of contracts
awarded to women-owned businesses
has decreased by over 38 percent.

The reality is, that the Federal Gov-
ernment thinks it can put these big
contracts together to reduce costs and
increase quality. Well, Mr. Chairman,
the committee has had a number of
hearings on this issue. There is not one
documented case in which a contract
bundle has actually saved money and
increased quality, not one.

This legislation begins the process of
making common sense changes to the
caring of contract bundling statute
while requiring the SBA to file a report
with Congress which will provide much
more information on the scope of the
bundling issue.

In addition to requiring further infor-
mation on contract bundling, this bill
requires the Small Business Adminis-
tration to develop a database. This
database will provide us the missing
link of information to assist us in
tracking critical information on bun-
dled contracts. We will now be able to
learn what happens to firms who are
displaced by bundling, do these firms
become subcontractors? Do they go out
of business?

One of the most egregious examples
of contract bundling is the Air Force
FAST contract. This bill will help to
provide reliable data on contracts such
as this. In a hearing before the Com-
mittee on Small Business in November
of last year, the Department of Defense
agreed to commission a study of con-
tract bundling. Within 3 months, it be-
came evident that the Department has
no data to conduct an accurate and
comprehensive bundling study. With
the passage of this bill today, agencies
can no longer plead ignorance on the
issue of contract bundling.

We are all aware that Federal agen-
cies are operating in a do-more-with
less environment, and operating an ef-
ficient Federal system. However, we
must also ensure that the Federal mar-
ketplace is inclusive of our country’s
small businesses. We must take steps
right here and right now to ensure that
our small businesses are not stream-
lined out of the process.

I am not opposed to the Federal Gov-
ernment streamlining its processes as
long as small businesses are not left be-
hind in the wake, and as long as the
quality of services remains at least
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equal to what was provided prior to the
bundle. And make no mistake, because
I want this to be clearly understood,
the passage of this bill serves as both a
message and a warning to those who
believe contract bundling is a good
idea.

We are watching you closely.

Let me conclude by commending the
gentleman from Missouri (Chairman
TALENT) for introducing this bill and
providing further protection for our
Nation’s small businesses.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 3 minutes to

the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
first of all, I want to thank the gen-

tleman from Missouri (Chairman TAL-
ENT) and the gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. VELAZQUEZ), the ranking
member, for this very important legis-
lation, as well as for their overall effec-
tiveness and the bipartisan manner in
which this committee has operated
during the last session.

Mr. Chairman, last year the Small
Business Committee conducted hear-
ings on Federal Government procure-
ment policies. In that hearing we found
what many of us already knew, that
small and minority-owned businesses
have serious difficulty contracting
with the Federal Government. As a re-
sult, the Small Business Committee
with the leadership of the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. VELAZQUEZ), our
ranking member, and the gentleman
from Missouri (Chairman TALENT) con-
ducted a study to reveal which agen-
cies were implementing and reaching
their federally mandated goals.

This study known as the scorecard
revealed that because of contract bun-
dling, many agencies conducted little,
if any, business with small and minor-
ity-owned businesses. Mr. Chairman,
contract bundling is disheartening and
devastating to small businesses while
and at the same time showing no meas-
urable savings to the American tax-
payer.

These are now exciting times for
small businesses. On the private side of
business, we are witnessing a revolu-
tion, a complete transformation of how
businesses operate. Today our Nation’s
22 million businesses are using innova-
tive ways to hire, train and create bet-
ter products and make extraordinary
profits.

The easy good ole boy network of
doing business is becoming outdated,
outmoded, and obsolete in the private
sector; therefore, it should be obsolete
in our government. Therefore, for us to
see Departments like Energy, Edu-
cation and Labor to be named the
worst Federal agencies in small busi-
ness procurement, and our Nation’s De-
partment of Defense to have virtually
no 8A goal for minority and small busi-
nesses is an embarrassment.

It is time to change. It is time to in-
novate. No longer should these Depart-
ments be allowed to posture and pose
as friends of small businesses when
their actions show something totally

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

different. It is time for us to work to-
gether to preserve and expand our
small businesses.

H.R. 4945 takes the first step, and |
urge my colleagues to join with me in
passing this greatly needed legislation.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL).

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. VELAZQUEZ) for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to rise
today in support of the passage of H.R.
4945. This important bipartisan legisla-
tion introduced by the gentleman from
Missouri (Chairman TALENT) and the
gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
VELAZQUEZ), our ranking members,
seeks to correct the way many Federal
agencies set their contracting criteria
that excludes small businesses.

If 1 may, Mr. Chairman, I want to
commend both the gentleman from
Missouri (Chairman TALENT) and the
gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
VELAZQUEZ), the ranking member, for
making bipartisanship a reality not
just empty words. That is important in
this House.

The Small Business Committee has
conducted several hearings on the issue
of contract bundling. Bundling is de-
fined simply as the combining of sev-
eral smaller contracts into one large
contract, which is awarded to and per-
formed by a large government con-
tractor.

In recent years, Federal Government
contracting with small businesses has
been falling far short of expectations.
Most Federal agencies have not been
held accountable for contract bundling.
They are just doing whatever they
please. This report, which the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAvVIS) just
referred to, speaks for itself. It grades
every agency in the Federal Govern-
ment as to whether it is responsive to
small businesses or not. Most are not.
The best we could come up with isa C
minus report card. That is not accept-
able to any of us.

In July of last year, this report card
was very clearly presented. Agencies
are giving multiple contracts to one
large contractor at the expense of mil-
lions of small businesses. This report
also showed that the number of con-
tracts being awarded to small busi-
nesses has decreased over the last 3
years by 23 percent.

Minority- and women-owned busi-
nesses have suffered greatly, with near-
ly every Federal agency failing to meet
the negotiated small business goals. We
all know and recognize that small busi-
nesses are the backbone of the Nation.
Every speaker refers to it today.

H.R. 4945 responds to the lack of em-
pirical data available on the impact of
contract bundling we heard the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms.
VELAZQUEZ), the ranking member, talk
about. We cannot even get statistics
because data is not held by each of
these agencies, and obviously for the
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very specific reason, they do not want
us to know. Those of us who have been
elected, those of us who are really on
the front lines, they do not want us to
know how they let those contracts out
there.

But now this legislation will call
them up. It puts everything on top of
the table where it should be. This is
taxpayers’ dollars that are being spent
here. We are trying to protect those
dollars, and we are trying to also pre-
serve the bulk of business in this coun-
try which is small business.

While this bill helps to correct the
problems associated with contract bun-
dling, there is more that must be done
to help these firms succeed in the Fed-
eral procurement arena. It is appro-
priate, Mr. Chairman, for Congress to
require better accountability from
Federal agencies on procurement goals,
that is why | support H.R. 4945 as a
member of the committee, but also as
a good American and a good congress-
man, | hope:

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

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 30 seconds to say that | appre-
ciate the words of the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL). The gen-
tleman is a good American and a good
congressman. He is not overstating the
case. We want Members of Congress to
know what the trends that are going on
here. This is as much a question of
whether the will of this body is to pre-
vail in light of the mandates we have
put in the statutes or whether these
agencies are going to continue going to
do what they want to do regardless of
the will of Congress.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
ENGLISH), my friend, to speak on this
subject.

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Chairman, |
would also like to salute the gentleman
from Missouri (Chairman TALENT) and
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
VELAZQUEZ), the ranking member, of
the Small Business Committee for
bringing forward this legislation now
and on a bipartisan basis.

Mr. Chairman, America’s 23 million
small businesses employ more than 50
percent of the private workforce and
they generate more than half of the
Nation’s gross domestic product. They
are the principal source of new jobs in
the U.S. economy and the primary
source of dynamism in the U.S. econ-
omy. But no matter how they shape
our economy, small businesses in gen-
eral, and notably women-owned busi-
nesses, still face an uphill battle when
it comes to obtaining Federal con-
tracts, that is why I rise in strong sup-
port of this legislation, the Small Busi-
ness Competition Preservation Act of
2000.

Mr. Chairman, small businesses have
an inherent disadvantage of scale be-
cause of their size and resources.
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It is difficult for them to compete in
a procurement landscape dominated by
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big business. Congress has, as the gen-
tleman noted, enacted goals for Fed-
eral agencies that give small busi-
nesses a fighting chance in a playing
field slanted toward the big boys. One
goal calls for small business to be
awarded just 20 percent of Federal con-
tracts; but, Mr. Chairman, not a single
Federal agency, not one, has met that
goal.

Federal agencies, and particularly
the Department of Defense, have ig-
nored these goals and instead insti-
tuted procurement policies more fo-
cused on alleged efficiencies in the pro-
curement system. By consolidating nu-
merous jobs into one contract, Federal
agencies erect a barrier to participa-
tion by small business. Small busi-
nesses have limited resources to draw
on and work at a disadvantage when it
comes to bidding on a bundled Federal
contract.

I have heard from many small busi-
ness and women-owned business owners
who have expressed their concerns and
shared their stories of the quality serv-
ices that they could offer the Federal
Government but are unable to do so be-
cause a Federal agency chooses a bun-
dling process with contracts instead of
a series of small contracts. After all,
how can a small business grow and ex-
pand if the Federal Government con-
sistently penalizes them for their size
by only offering bundled contracts,
which are often too large for a single
small business to handle?

That slants the playing field toward
big business, making it impossible for
smaller players to compete.

I hope my colleagues will join me in
support of H.R. 4945. After all, the Fed-
eral Government should be fostering
the dreams that this Nation was built
on, which is what this legislation is in-
tended to do.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from the Virgin Islands (Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN).

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Chairman,
I rise today to join my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle in support of
H.R. 4945, the Small Business Competi-
tive Preservation Act. During the past
two congressional terms, my col-
leagues and | from the Committee on
Small Business, under the distin-
guished and very effective leadership of
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. TAL-
ENT) and the gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. VELAZQUEZ), the ranking
member, have devoted many hours to
conducting hearings on contract bun-
dling and the negative impact that this
practice has had on small business.

From these hearings, we have clearly
seen that there is no direct evidence
which shows that bundling has saved
the government money or that a higher
quality of product was delivered by
larger companies.

Just before our summer recess, our
ranking member, the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. VELAZQUEZ), and
the Democratic members of the Com-
mittee on Small Business released a
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contracting study, which we have
heard about, known as a ‘‘score card,”’
which showed that a number of Federal
agencies, in particular the Department
of Defense, rely on contract bundling.
This study further showed that
minority- and women-owned businesses
have felt the hardest impact from con-
tract bundling and that nearly every
Federal agency failed to meet the ne-
gotiated small business goals for fiscal
year 1999.

Perhaps the most revealing evidence
that has been produced from the hear-
ings on contract bundling is that there
is no hard data on the impact of this
practice. There is no way to track ex-
actly what is happening or to hold any-
one accountable; most importantly, no
way to develop a remedy.

Mr. Chairman, we have had enough
hearings. Now it is time to act, and we
are doing so in H.R. 4945. H.R. 4945 im-
poses the establishment of a record-
keeping mechanism that would allow
the Small Business Administration to
keep track, among other things, of
whether the measurably substantial
benefits alleged by the Federal agen-
cies in support of contract bundling are
actually achieved. It requires specific
reporting to Congress and it further
closes loopholes which have allowed
this procedure to continue to grow and
to bypass mandates of law.

Mr. Chairman, small businesses and
minority-owned businesses have suf-
fered tremendously under bundling. |
urge my colleagues to preserve the in-
tegrity of the Federal Government and
the survival of small businesses by vot-
ing in support of H.R. 4945.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. KELLY).

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of H.R. 4945, the Small Busi-
ness Competition Preservation Act of
2000. Small businesses are a key factor
in the growth of the American econ-
omy, and women-owned businesses are
a vital element. Nevertheless, there re-
mains one sector of the American econ-
omy in which small businesses in gen-
eral and women-owned businesses face
difficulty entering: the provision of
goods and services to the Federal Gov-
ernment. Congress has enacted goals
for small business participation of 20
percent and for women-owned busi-
nesses 5 percent. Not one Federal agen-
cy has met either of these goals.

Despite the goals, Federal agencies
and, in particular the Department of
Defense, have instituted procurement
policies that are more focused on al-
leged efficiencies in the procurement
system than in meeting the statutory
goals. By putting together and bun-
dling a number of requirements into
one contract, the Federal agencies
erect a barrier to participation by
small businesses.

I have cosponsored H.R. 4945 because
I believe it is a necessary step in elimi-
nating unnecessary contract bundling.
I sat in committee hearings listening
to both Federal bureaucrats and small
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businesses disagree over the impact of
the same contract. Obviously, each side
has their own slant on whether the
contract will benefit or detract from
small businesses; but, of course, intu-
itively it makes sense that the larger
the requirements for a contract the
less likely that a small business will
have the resources to win that con-
tract.

H.R. 4945 provides Congress and the
Federal Government with the nec-
essary data to properly assess contract
bundling. H.R. 4945 requires the SBA to
maintain a database of bundled con-
tracts, determine how many small
businesses are displaced as prime con-
tractors and analyze bundled contracts
to determine whether real savings or
other benefits have accrued to the Fed-
eral Government.

It seems very sensible to me. Even
though the Small Business Reauthor-
ization Act of 1997 requires procuring
agencies to perform such studies, we
all know that the agencies can clearly
bias their analytical information to
support the result they wish it to be, in
a regulation or specific contracting ac-
tion.

In the same way that the Truth in
Regulating Act gives the Government
Accounting Office the authority to pro-
vide Congress with information about
regulations, H.R. 4945 authorizes the
Small Business Administration to pro-
vide unbiased information to Congress
on the effects of contract bundling on
small businesses.

Once we have this data, Congress will
then be able to sensibly consider what
changes are needed to Federal Govern-
ment procurement statutes to ensure
that small businesses, especially
women-owned businesses, are not ex-
cluded from providing goods and serv-
ices to the Federal Government. | urge
the Members to support H.R. 4945 and
bring to light the Federal Govern-
ment’s procurement practices that
hinder small business participation, re-
duce competition and ultimately cost
the American taxpayer.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, 1
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD).

Ms. MILLENDER-McCDONALD. Mr.
Chairman, | would like to thank the
chairman and the ranking member for
their leadership and for bringing this
much-needed legislation to this body.

Mr. Chairman, as the ranking mem-
ber of the Subcommittee on Empower-
ment of the Committee on Small Busi-
ness, | rise in strong support of the
Small Business Competition Preserva-
tion Act. America’s hard-working
small business owners, entrepreneurs
and employees are the bedrock of our
Nation’s unprecedented economic
growth. Small businesses represent
over 99 percent of all employers and
employ 52 percent of the private work-
ers; 61 percent of the private workers
on public assistance; and employ 38
percent of the private workers in high-
tech companies. They provide 51 per-
cent of the private sector output and
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represent 96 percent of all exporters of
goods. These hard-working business-
men and women need us to pass the
Small Business Competition Preserva-
tion Act to assess the effectiveness of
contract bundling, which has domi-
nated the Federal procurement market
for years.

This legislation would require the ad-
ministrator of the SBA to determine
whether bundling contracts actually
achieves the savings that Federal agen-
cies assume. The bill will also require
the administrator to maintain a data-
base that would track the number of
small businesses who are displaced as
prime contractors as a result of con-
tract bundling.

Currently, there is no data available
which shows contract bundling is effec-
tively cutting costs. However, our Fed-
eral agencies have insisted on bundling
most of its procurement contracts.
This has shut out too many qualified
small businesses, especially women-
and minority-owned businesses, which
are growing at the fastest rates. The
number of African American-owned
businesses soared by 46 percent from
1987 to 1992. Hispanic-owned businesses
are among the fastest growing seg-
ments of the U.S. business population,
with 82.9 percent rate of growth during
the same period. Businesses owned by
Asian Americans, American Indians
and other minorities increased by 87.2
percent during this same period.

This same success has been achieved
by women-owned businesses. In 1992,
there were just over 400,000 women-
owned businesses. Today, they total 8.5
million and represent one-third of all
U.S. companies. Women-owned busi-
nesses generate $3.1 trillion in revenue,
an increase of 209 percent between 1987
and 1997 after adjusting for inflation.
This resounding rate of growth has
outpaced all other business growth in
each of the 50 States.

I urge my colleagues, Mr. Chairman,
to join the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. TALENT), the gentlewoman from
New York (Ms. VELAZQUEZ), and me in
voting for America’s small businesses
by voting for the Small Business Com-
petition Preservation Act. We cannot
give them anything less.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Ohio (Mrs. JONES).

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, |
would like to thank the chairman of
the Committee on Small Business, the
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. TALENT),
and my ranking member, the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms.
VELAZQUEZ), for their hard work on the
Committee on Small Business.

During my first term in Congress, |
have had an opportunity to work very
hard with each of them in trying to
preserve the small businesses in our
country. | also succeeded my good col-
league, the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. WYNN), who has been working very
hard on behalf of the Congressional
Black Caucus on this issue of bundling.

I will not be repetitive, Mr. Chair-
man, in my remarks. My colleagues
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have put on the record very important
information about the impact that
bundling has had on small business.
The businesses from the 11th Congres-
sional District of Ohio, which | rep-
resent, which is Cleveland and the sur-
rounding suburbs, have come to me on
more than one occasion saying, this
bundling is keeping us from having an
opportunity to do business with the
United States Government. What can
you do about it? What can you do
about it?

I am pleased to be supportive of my
colleagues on this issue. | kind of think
of it sometimes as an impact of a busi-
ness in my own community, where
they say | have been making this ice
cream for 100 years in my community
but the larger companies keep making
ice cream. My ice cream is as good. It
tastes as good, but | cannot competi-
tively offer the same price. Give me a
chance to get to the table. Give me a
smaller contract where | can do busi-
ness with my people, so the people in
my community can eat, send their kids
to school, live in a nice house. So what
we are just saying is we need the op-
portunity.

What this bill will do will prove what
we are saying. It will show that small
businesses in our country have been
displaced and basically put out of busi-
ness as a result of not having access to
government contracts. The bundling
has killed their opportunity to be com-
petitive, and we want them to be com-
petitive once again.

So | am going to stop at this point
and just say that | am glad to be a part
of a committee, the Committee on
Small Business, that gets to issues,
passes partisanship, and gets to issues
that are important to the small busi-
nesses of our community.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, we do not have any
more speakers over here. | notice the
gentlewoman has some; and if she
needs some extra time, | am more than
happy to yield. | appreciated very
much the comments of the last two
speakers, the gentlewoman from Ohio

(Mrs. JoNES), and the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. MILLENDER-
MCcCDONALD). | appreciate their con-

tribution to the committee on this and
other issues.

The gentlewoman from California
(Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD) made the
point very strongly about the impact
of this bundling on minority participa-
tion in particular, and she is absolutely
correct. The small business growth in
the minority community and among
women is tremendous and we have not
seen that reflected among the agencies,
and bundling is one of the reasons. It
has a disproportionate impact on these
kinds of entrepreneurs; and this is
ironic, given the fact that periodically
we see somebody in one of the agencies
with some huge photo op about how
they are trying to help minority small
businesspeople and then they will bun-
dle contracts which automatically
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yanks away a lot of business from
them.

One of the ways they do this, Mr.
Chairman, is through something they
called IDIQ contracts, which is indefi-
nite delivery, indefinite quantity con-
tracts. So they will take a particular
line of business which they have been
contracting out, maybe ordering paper
for the copier, and they have been con-
tracting that out as just straight con-
tracts. Small businesses have been par-
ticipating in bidding; and usually when
they bid, they win because they are
more efficient and they provide better
quality. So then what they will do is
they will say, oh, no, what we need is
you have to be able to provide as much
paper as we want on a moment’s no-
tice. It is an indefinite delivery and in-
definite quantity.
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Well, this, of course, makes it more
difficult for small business people.
They do not maintain the Kinds of staff
and the kind of reserves that bigger
businesses do, and then they will ex-
pand that and they will say, now it has
to be all office supplies you have to be
able to provide.

Then, when the small businesses
complain and they come to us, as they
came to the gentlewoman from Ohio
and she complains, and the committee
complains, the Committee on Small
Business complains and the Small
Business Administration complains, if
we do it long enough and strong
enough, eventually they will say okay,
well, here, we will set aside a contract,
an IDIQ contract for a minority
businessperson, so yes, we have them
on the schedule now and then they
never order anything from them, or
they do not get any business that way,
either.

As we can see, Mr. Chairman, and as
the House can see, we are tired of it.
We have been living with this on the
committee for several years and it is
time for the agencies and the govern-
ment to pay attention to it.

I will give another example, Mr.
Chairman. The GSA, for years, con-
tracted out elevator repair in Federal
buildings on a building-by-building
basis and then they bundled it into
eight regional contracts. So while be-
fore it used to be on a building basis or
a city-wide basis so that small elevator
repair firms could do it and now they
cannot, and it makes it virtually im-
possible for small businesses to com-
pete logistically or financially. And
then, again and again, the justification
is it helps the taxpayer or we get bet-
ter quality, and then when we inves-
tigate to try and find out how it helps
the taxpayer or to get better quality,
they cannot even justify it on their
own terms. This bill is designed to
make sure that they do at least that.

So | want to thank the gentlewoman
from New York for her leadership on
this issue, as well as her assistance on
this bill.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.
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Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr.WyYNN).

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Chairman, let me
begin by thanking first the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. TALENT), the chair-
man of the Committee on Small Busi-
ness for his keen insight, hard work
and dedication on this issue. He has
worked very hard and | am most im-
pressed, and | thank him for his leader-
ship. | also thank the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. VELAZQUEZ), the
ranking member, for her tenacity and
determination for bringing this bill to
the floor, the result of which is a bipar-
tisan piece of legislation that will help
the small business community in
America.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of this legislation. As we have
heard, small businesses are the engine
of growth in America. Small businesses
are a source of important competition
in America, and small businesses are a
source of diversity in America, as
women-owned businesses, African
American-owned businesses, Hispanic-
owned businesses and Asian-owned
businesses and others are coming to
the American workplace offering their
goods and services to the United States
Government. The sad fact, however, is
that bundling has begun to displace
these businesses, has squeezed many of
these businesses out, and | believe that
is wrong, unfair, and not good for this
country.

In 1995, the White House held a con-
ference on small business and one of
the major recommendations from that
conference was that we limit and re-
strict bundling because it was dis-
placing small business.

Now, the response from the other
side is that we need this bundling be-
cause it is more efficient. The problem
is, they have never been able to prove
that. What has happened, however, is
that big companies have gotten these
contracts to the disadvantage of small
businesses.

Let me tell my colleagues what hap-
pens, and it is really an unfortunate
situation. A contract where we may
have had 10 or 12 competitors com-
peting to offer the government the best
price are now squeezed out because
that contract is now consolidated into
one huge contract. So the big company
with very little or no competition gets
this huge regional contract and then,
with no competition from the little
guys, does not necessarily give the
Government the best price. What they
do, however, is skim off the profit mar-
gin from that contract and then sub-
contract back out the contract to
small businesses, leaving them with no
profitability. That is one of the per-
haps lesser known problems with the
contract bundling.

Unfortunately, bundling is prolifer-
ating. There are currently four major
contracts within DOD alone projected
to surpass $25 billion. The Navy Inter-
net contract, the Air Force FAST con-
tract, the Marine food service contract,
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and the Navy janitorial contract in
San Diego. In each instance, analysis
shows these contracts can be performed
by small businesses, and that there is
no national security threat that would
justify bidding these contracts on a
bundled basis.

What has been the result of this pat-
tern? Well, although DOD procurement
has increased from $109 billion to $116
billion from 1998 to 1999, we have had a
decrease of 34 percent in the number of
small business prime contractors, a de-
crease of 25 percent in the number of
minority-owned firms, and a decrease
of 38 percent in the number of women-
owned businesses.

To be brief, we are losing our small
businesses, they are being squeezed
out, displaced, or they are having their
profitability denied because of the
practice of contract bundling, and we
need to stop it. We need to demand
that if the taxpayers are going to be
served by bundling, that the people
doing the bundling document and prove
it. That is what this bill requires, and
that is why | think it is so important.

One final note. It is important that
small businesses not be just sub-
contractors, that they be prime con-
tractors, because one of the require-
ments of bids is that one has experi-
ence as a prime contract, so not only
does bundling deny small businesses, it
precludes their growing into larger,
more profitable companies. We have an
excellent bill here, it is a bipartisan
bill, it will enable us to find out wheth-
er bundling is good for America or bad
for America, and it will give, ulti-
mately, small businesses a fair chance.

Mr. Chairman, | urge passage of the
bill, and | thank both the chairman
and the ranking member for their lead-
ership.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Before the gentleman from Maryland
leaves, if he would just engage in a lit-
tle colloquy with me on my time, be-
cause he raised a point in closing, and
I know he did not have enough time to
elaborate, but it is an excellent point,
so on my time if the gentleman would
elaborate with me a little bit.

He made the point about how impor-
tant it is that small business people be
prime contractors as well as sub-
contractors, and the gentleman is
right. | wonder if he has had this expe-
rience that | have had.

Small businesses come to me and
say, well, okay, they will say, it is
okay because you are a subcontractor,
and | have had a lot of minority small
businesses in particular tell me this, so
that we get listed as a subcontractor
by the prime contractor, and then
when it comes time for the prime con-
tractor to do the contract, they never
give us any business, so they are not a
prime contractor or a subcontractor.

Mr. Chairman, | would ask the gen-
tleman if he has had that experience.

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

Mr. TALENT. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland.
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Mr. WYNN. Mr. Chairman, | abso-
lutely have had that experience, and |
thank the chairman for raising that
point. As a matter of fact, | introduced
legislation, | do not think it is going
anywhere this session, which would say
that if an agency lists a subcontractor,
they have to use that subcontractor or
justify in some legitimate way, for
some legitimate reason, not using that
contractor; otherwise, it is essentially
fraud, it is a fraud on the public, it is
a disservice to the contractor. So |
think the chairman’s point is certainly
very well taken.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman, and | will reclaim my
time and just say, if that bill gets as-
signed to my committee, it is going to
go some place, | will tell my colleague
that.

The problem here, and the House
needs to know this, is that these bills
sometimes get sequential referrals and
get caught up in the process. In this
case we have jurisdiction, so we were
able to get this one out.

I really want to thank the gentleman
for his work and efforts in this area,
and his expertise as well.

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

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ORTIZ).

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

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the Small Business Preser-
vation Competition Act, and thank the
gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
VELAZQUEZ) for her leadership on this
issue that affects so many businesses
across the country, particularly in
rural areas such as the one | represent
in south Texas.

Every time | go home, | see a small
businessman or businesswoman in my
travels around town. They tell me
about how the contracts that were
once part of the healthy competition in
the area are finding more and more
that they are edged out of business by
the mega corporations that can afford
to combine a function and underbid for
a multitude of services.

Many times, to compete for contracts
that are over hundreds of millions of
dollars, small businesses just do not
have the financial resources. Now, they
have the experience, they have the
skills, but it is the financing resources
or bonding capacity to compete for
these contracts. We have to realize, Mr.
Chairman, that the small business
community happens to be the backbone
of our economy. It is small businesses
that are bigger than General Motors,
but slowly and surely, we are leaving
them out of the process.

As a member of the Committee on
Armed Services and the ranking mem-
ber on the Subcommittee on Military
Readiness, | have seen this happen all
the time. | am concerned about one of
the issues that is happening in my dis-
trict about trying to regionalize and
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getting several bases together. Some-
times we are wondering whether they
are doing this because if a small
businessperson comes with a contract
of $700,000 and then there is another
contract more or less similar at the
other base, they combine them, and the
small businessperson cannot compete
for that project.

This is why this is so, so important.

Mr. Chairman, | appreciate the fact
that many of my colleagues are con-
vinced that contracting out services of
the Federal Government would save
money. As a member of the Committee
on Armed Services, in many instances,
I have seen that this is just the oppo-
site. We need to be able to give the
small business people the opportunity
for them to compete, and | favor this
piece of legislation.

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I would like to close by again encour-
aging full support for this very impor-
tant piece of legislation, H.R. 4945.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation, the
Small Business Competition Preserva-
tion Act of 2000, is an excellent start-
ing point for making common sense
changes to the contract bundling stat-
ute. During this Congress and the last,
we have heard a lot of talk about ac-
countability. We have asked account-
ability for everyone from welfare re-
cipients to teachers. It is time also for
Federal agencies to be accountable for
their actions, and that is what this bill
is really about.

As the Committee on Small Business
has so often heard, data is just not cur-
rently being collected on these mega
contracts barring from gauging the
true impact bundling is having on
small businesses who want to do busi-
ness with our government.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 4945 will set up a
database to track not only all bundled
contracts, but also the small busi-
nesses displaced by consolidations. It
also requires analysis and directs the
SBA to file a report with Congress
aimed at providing greater information
about the scope of contract consolida-
tions within the Federal marketplace.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation fo-
cuses on the need for greater equity in
Federal procurement for our Nation’s
small businesses and the adverse effect
of increased contract size. Federal
agencies are relying on combining con-
tracts in an effort to streamline gov-
ernment and increase its efficiency.

While these are laudable goals, in not
one instance has a Federal agency
come before the committee and pointed
to an instance where taxpayer dollars
were saved and the government re-
ceived better quality from a large busi-
ness. They are not proving cost savings
and small businesses are being shut out
of the Federal marketplace. This bill
gives us the ability to collect the one
commodity that will help us make real
changes. That commodity is informa-
tion. That information can then be
turned into common sense solutions to
solve the problem of bundling.
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Mr. Chairman, | strongly encourage
the passage of H.R. 4945.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

In closing, | thank the gentlewoman
for her comments and her leadership on
this issue.

Mr. Chairman, one of the responsibil-
ities of the Committee on Small Busi-
ness is to inform the Members of the
House when its will regarding oppor-
tunity for small business is not being
carried out within the Federal agen-
cies; specifically, as we have heard
today, most predominantly within the
Department of Defense. | appreciated
very much the comments of the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ORTIZ), who
sits on the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices with me and sees this constant
flouting of our will regarding small
business over and over again from that
perspective as well. This is not just
partisanship for small business. | think
that would be appropriate, Mr. Chair-
man. Not only is small business the
backbone of the economy, as Members
have said so eloquently today, but it is
increasingly the backbone of oppor-
tunity.
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It may be the only source of oppor-
tunity for so many people in our coun-
try: for single moms, who will not have
an opportunity to get a postgraduate
education; or for people reentering the
workforce after raising Kids; or people
coming from distressed neighborhoods
or disadvantaged backgrounds. They do
not have the same kind of opportuni-
ties that other people may have, but
they can start a small business. And we
have had evidences of that and testi-
monies of that over and over again be-
fore the Committee on Small Business.

We think the government ought to
favor small business. Certainly it
ought not to disadvantage them. And
that is what is at stake here. This is a
question of fairness for our entre-
preneurs around the country. We have
given numerous examples. We could
give more of them, but | do not think
it is necessary.

This bill simply allows us to find out
what is going on. It has a unitary defi-
nition of bundling. It establishes a
database, instructs the Committee on
Small Business to operate that data-
base and tell us what is going on, and
then analyze whether any of these con-
tracts actually save money, as they
say it will, or produce higher quality,
as they say it will. We have not found
any evidence of that, and we have
looked pretty hard for the last year
and a half.

So it is up to the Members to decide
what they want to do. | am going to
get a rollcall vote on this issue, Mr.
Chairman. | hope Members do not
mind. As the gentlewoman from New
York said, one of the reasons for this
bill is to send a message, if the House
wants to send it, regarding contracting
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and procurement for small businesses.
We just have to decide. Do we want to
vote for opportunity for small business
people, or convenience or the latest
trend in procurement within the Fed-
eral bureaucracy? Do we want to vote
for continued excuses and evasions
when we ask the agencies to justify
what they are doing, or do we want to
vote to enforce and send a message
about the will of this body regarding
opportunities for small entrepreneurs
around this country?

I know how | am going to vote, Mr.

Chairman. | suspect that | know how
the Members of the House are going to
vote.
Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Chairman, | rise today
to help try to right a grievous wrong that
America’s small businesses have suffered far
too long. Time and time again, we talk about
how small businesses are the backbone of
America. Why then, does it seem as if small
businesses are constantly fighting an uphill
battle? Take for example, the issue before us
today, contract bundling. What could be more
unfair? | am glad that as a body, we are tak-
ing a united stand today to try and change this
practice and to hold Federal agencies that fail
to provide a fair and competitive market for
small businesses accountable for their actions.
This is long overdue.

You are going to hear numerous facts from
my colleagues documenting why this practice
is so abhorrent, but the point | want to make
is—wrong is wrong. We should all be starting
from a level playing field. The Federal Govern-
ment took on this responsibility when it prom-
ised small businesses would receive a fair op-
portunity to compete for Federal contracts. It
has fallen short of meeting this promise. How-
ever, we don't know to what degree this has
occurred. We do know that relying on contract
bundling devastates small businesses and
shows no measurable savings to American
taxpayers. We do know that the Government
awarded $200 billion in Federal contracts but
small businesses only received $43 billion in
contract dollars. We do know that this is clear-
ly not a level playing field.

The Small Business Competitive Preserva-
tion Act of 2000 will allow for us to provide the
Small Business Administration with the tools to
right the wrongs of contract bundling. It will
broaden the definition of contract bundling, it
will also require the SBA Administrator to
maintain a contract bundling database, and it
will inform the House Small Business Com-
mittee as to whether or not there are measur-
able and substantial benefits to contract bun-
dling. Through the passage of this legislation,
we will mend the promise broken by meaning-
less words. We will not only claim that small
businesses are the foundation for America’s
continued prosperity, but we will show them
that we mean it.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in support of H.R. 4945, the Small Busi-
ness Competition Preservation Act of 2000
(SBCPA) and urge its adoption.

H.R. 4945 is a response to the lack of em-
pirical data available on the issue of bundling.
This legislation will provide a number of dif-
ferent methods of collecting information on the
how, what, when, where and why of contract
bundling. For example, SBCPA requires the
Small Business Administration (SBA) to de-
velop and maintain a database of these con-
tracts within the federal government. This
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database not only will track agency bundled
contracts but it will also maintains statistical in-
formation on the tangible effects of bundling
on smaller companies and in particular indus-
tries of the small business community.

SBCPA also calls for the SBA to analyze re-
newable bundled to contracts to determine
whether they have achieved the savings and
benefits used to justify consolidation in the first
place. In addition, the SBA would then be re-
quired to evaluate whether those savings and
benefits would continue if the contract remains
bundled. Once this information is fully ana-
lyzed, the SBA Administrator would then be
asked to put together an annual report.

The numbers tell the whole story. The fed-
eral government awarded almost $200 billion
in federal contracts in 1999, yet small busi-
nesses suffered a significant drop in the num-
ber of available contracts. Small businesses
received only 4.9 million contracts which to-
taled $43 billion in total contract dollars. This
represents almost a 23 percent drop in a
three-year period (1997-1999).

Minority and women-owned businesses
have been particularly effected, with nearly
every federal agency failing to meet their ne-
gotiated small business goals. In addition,
some agencies have simply ignored these
goals and declared them “not legally binding.”

| believe this bill takes an important step to-
wards protect contracting opportunities for
small business in the federal marketplace. |
urge my colleagues to support this bill.

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in support of the Small Business
Preservation Competition Act. This important
legislation will keep track of bundled contracts
and their impact on small businesses.

A recent Contracting Study, also known as
the “Scorecard”, released by the House Small
Business Committee shows a number of fed-
eral agencies, particularly the Department of
Defense, are relying on contracting bundling
which is devastating small businesses while
showing no measurable savings to the Amer-
ican taxpayer.

This study also concluded that the federal
government awarded almost $200 billion in
federal contracts in 1999, but small busi-
nesses suffered a significant drop in the num-
ber of available contracts. Of that, small busi-
nesses received only 4.9 million contracts
which totaled $43 billion in total contract dol-
lars. This represents almost a 23 percent drop
in a three-year period (1997-1999).

And with the decreasing number of federal
prime contracts available small businesses
stand to be shut out of a multi-billion dollar
marketplace. Unfortunately, with a lack of
available data, the ability to obtain critical in-
formation about bundled contracts is severely
hampered.

This bill is a response to the lack of empir-
ical data available on the impact of contract
bundling. SBPCA allows Congress to get a
handle on the effects and bring agency jus-
tification for these bundling contracts into pub-
lic view. In addition, the bill calls for agency
accountability of the cost savings of each bun-
dled contract.

We all know that small business provides
the very foundation for America’'s continued
prosperity. And while SBPCA helps to correct
the problems associated with contract bun-
dling, there is more that must be done to help
these firms succeed in the federal procure-
ment arena.
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| urge my colleagues to support this impor-
tant legislation.

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, | yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill is con-
sidered as having been read for amend-
ment under the 5-minute rule.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 4945

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘“*“Small Business Competition Preserva-
tion Act of 2000”.

SEC. 2. DATABASE, ANALYSIS, AND ANNUAL RE-
PORT WITH RESPECT TO BUNDLED
CONTRACTS.

Section 15 of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 644) is amended by adding at the end
the following new subsection:

“(p) DATABASE, ANALYSIS, AND ANNUAL RE-
PORT WITH RESPECT TO BUNDLED CON-
TRACTS.—

““(1) BUNDLED CONTRACT DEFINED.—In this
subsection, the term ‘bundled contract’
includes—

“(A) each contract that meets the defini-
tion set forth in section 3(o) regardless of
whether the contracting agency has con-
ducted a study of the effects of the solicita-
tion for the contract on civilian or military
personnel of the United States; and

‘“(B) each new procurement requirement
that permits the consolidation of 2 or more
procurement requirements.

‘“(2) DATABASE.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of enactment of this sub-
section, the Administrator of the Small
Business Administration shall develop and
shall thereafter maintain a database con-
taining data and information regarding—

‘(i) each bundled contract awarded by a
Federal agency; and

““(if) each small business concern that has
been displaced as a prime contractor as a re-
sult of the award of such a contract.

““(3) ANALYSIS.—For each bundled contract
that is to be recompeted as a bundled con-
tract, the Administrator shall determine—

““(A) the amount of savings and benefits (in
accordance with subsection (e)) achieved
under the bundling of contract requirements;
and

““(B) whether such savings and benefits will
continue to be realized if the contract re-
mains bundled, and whether such savings
and benefits would be greater if the procure-
ment requirements were divided into sepa-
rate solicitations suitable for award to small
business concerns.

‘“(4) ANNUAL REPORT ON CONTRACT BUN-
DLING.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year
after the date of enactment of this para-
graph, and annually in March thereafter, the
Administration shall transmit a report on
contract bundling to the Committees on
Small Business of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate.

‘“(B) CONTENTS.—Each report transmitted
under subparagraph (A) shall include—

‘(i) data on the number, arranged by in-
dustrial classification, of small business con-
cerns displaced as prime contractors as a re-
sult of the award of bundled contracts by
Federal agencies; and

““(ii) a description of the activities with re-
spect to previously bundled contracts of each
Federal agency during the preceding year,
including—
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“(l1) data on the number and total dollar
amount of all contract requirements that
were bundled; and

“(I1) with respect to each bundled con-
tract, data or information on—

‘“‘(aa) the justification for the bundling of
contract requirements;

“‘(bb) the cost savings realized by bundling
the contract requirements over the life of
the contract;

“‘(cc) the extent to which maintaining the
bundled status of contract requirements is
projected to result in continued cost savings;

‘“(dd) the extent to which the bundling of
contract requirements complied with the
contracting agency’s small business subcon-
tracting plan, including the total dollar
value awarded to small business concerns as
subcontractors and the total dollar value
previously awarded to small business con-
cerns as prime contractors; and

““(ee) the impact of the bundling of con-
tract requirements on small business con-
cerns unable to compete as prime contrac-
tors for the consolidated requirements and
on the industries of such small business con-
cerns, including a description of any changes
to the proportion of any such industry that
is composed of small business concerns.”.

The CHAIRMAN. During consider-
ation of the bill for amendment, the
Chair may accord priority in recogni-
tion to a Member offering an amend-
ment that he has printed in the des-
ignated place in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD. Those amendments will be
considered read.

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

Are there any amendments to the
bill?

If not, under the rule, the Committee
rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
LARGENT) having assumed the chair,
Mr. CookseY, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 4945) to amend the Small
Business Act to strengthen existing
protections for small business partici-
pation in the Federal procurement con-
tracting process, and for other pur-
poses, pursuant to House Resolution
582, he reported the bill back to the
House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

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

present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
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Evi-

dently a quorum is not present.
The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 422, nays 0,

not voting 11, as follows:
[Roll No. 482]
YEAS—422

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

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings

Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
DelLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa

Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty

Meehan Ramstad Stearns
Meeks (NY) Rangel Stenholm
Menendez Regula Strickland
Metcalf Reyes Stump
Mica Reynolds Stupak
Millender- Riley Sununu

McDonald Rivers Sweeney
Miller (FL) Rodriguez Talent
Miller, Gary Roemer Tancredo
Miller, George Rogan Tanner
Minge Rogers Tauscher
Mink Rohrabacher Tauzin
Moakley Ros-Lehtinen Taylor (MS)
Mollohan Rothman Taylor (NC)
Moore Roukema Terry
Moran (KS) Roybal-Allard Thomas
Moran (VA) Royce Thompson (CA)
Morella Rush Thompson (MS)
Murtha Ryan (WI) Thornberry
Myrick Ryun (KS) Thune
Nadler Sabo Thurman
Napolitano Salmon Tiahrt
Neal Sanchez Tierney
Ney Sanders Toomey
Northup Sandlin Towns
Norwood Sanford Traficant
Nussle Sawyer Turner
Oberstar Saxton Udall (CO)
Obey Scarborough Udall (NM)
Olver Schaffer Upton
Ortiz Schakowsky Velazquez
Ose Scott Visclosky
Owens Sensenbrenner Vitter
Oxley Serrano Walden
Packard Sessions Walsh
Pallone Shadegg Wamp
Pascrell Shaw Waters
Pastor Shays Watkins
Paul Sherman Watt (NC)
Payne Sherwood Watts (OK)
Pease Shimkus Waxman
Pelosi Shows Weiner
Peterson (MN) Shuster Weldon (FL)
Peterson (PA) Simpson Weldon (PA)
Petri Sisisky Weller
Phelps Skeen Wexler
Pickering Skelton Weygand
Pickett Slaughter Whitfield
Pitts Smith (MI) Wicker
Pombo Smith (NJ) Wilson
Pomeroy Smith (TX) Wolf
Porter Smith (WA) Woolsey
Portman Snyder Wu
Price (NC) Souder Wynn
Pryce (OH) Spence Young (AK)
Quinn Spratt Young (FL)
Radanovich Stabenow
Rahall Stark

NOT VOTING—11
Brady (TX) Klink Nethercutt
Campbell Lazio Vento
Diaz-Balart Mclintosh Wise
Green (WI) Meek (FL)
O 1156

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

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, on
rollcall No. 482, had | been present, | would
have voted “yea.”

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
No. 482, had | been present, | would have
voted “yea.”

CHANDLER PUMPING PLANT
WATER EXCHANGE FEASIBILITY
STUDY

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, | call up House Reso-
lution 581 and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:
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H. REs. 581

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 3986) to provide for
a study of the engineering feasibility of a
water exchange in lieu of electrification of
the Chandler Pumping Plant at Prosser Di-
version Dam, Washington. The bill shall be
considered as read for amendment. The
amendment recommended by the Committee
on Resources now printed in the bill shall be
considered as adopted. The previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill, as
amended, to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one hour of debate
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Resources and one motion to
recommit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOKSEY). The gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. HASTINGS) is recognized for
1 hour.

(Mr. HASTINGS of Washington asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, for the purpose of debate
only, | yield the customary 30 minutes
to the distinguished gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY), the
ranking Democratic member of the
Committee on Rules, pending which I
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.
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Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, H.Res. 581 is a closed rule
waiving all points of order against the
consideration of H.R. 3986, a bill pro-
viding for a study of the engineering
feasibility of a water exchange in lieu
of electrification of the Chandler
Pumping Station at Prosser Diversion
Dam in the State of Washington. The
resolution provides for 1 hour of gen-
eral debate in the House to be equally
divided between the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Resources. The rule further
provides that the Committee on Re-
sources amendment in the nature of a
substitute now printed in the bill shall
be considered as adopted. Finally, the
rule waives all points of order against
the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute and provides one
motion to recommit, with or without
instructions.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3986 passed the
Committee on Resources unanimously
by voice vote on September 13. It was
originally considered by the House yes-
terday under suspension of the rules.
We are bringing this bill before the
House again today because, although
the bill was supported by a majority of
the House Members, it did not receive
the two-thirds support necessary for
passage under suspension of the rules
for reasons completely unrelated to the
substance of the bill.

We were told during debate on H.R.
3986 yesterday that Members who op-
posed the bill did so in order to express
their frustration that more Democrat
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bills have not been considered by the
House under suspension of the rules.
On the surface, Mr. Speaker, that
sounds like a compelling argument and
a legitimate cause for concern. After
all, Members in this body have every
right to expect that they will be treat-
ed fairly regardless of which party is in
the majority.

The problem with the Democrat lead-
ers’ complaint, however, is that it is
completely groundless. When Members
examine the record of bills considered
under suspension of the rules, here is
what they will find: in 1993 and 1994,
the last Congress controlled by the
Democrats, we Republicans were given
11.8 percent of all bills on the suspen-
sion calendar. In contrast, during this
Congress, we have given the Democrats
23.5 percent of the bills under suspen-
sion, which is fully twice as many. Mr.
Speaker, | guess they are right. On this
issue, we have not been fair. Actually
we have been more than fair.

Although we should not have to take
up the House’s time on this bill for the
second day in a row, the partisan tac-
tics of the leadership on the other side
of the aisle has left us with no choice
but to bring this bill back once again.
The resolution before Members pro-
vides for a closed rule on H.R. 3986 only
because we have taken more than
enough of the Members’ and the
House’s time on this measure and be-
cause Members on the other side of the
aisle have indicated in the press that
they would have supported this bill on
its merits without any amendments
had they not decided to make an exam-
ple of us during yesterday’s exercise in
partisan finger pointing.

To summarize, Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3986
is a straightforward and noncontrover-
sial bill. It provides funding for studies
that we believe will ultimately serve
the goal of saving salmon while pro-
tecting water rights, two important
goals shared by people throughout the
Pacific Northwest. That is why H.R.
3986 is supported by environmental
groups as well as irrigators, Indian
tribes and by local governments. Sim-
ply put, this is a common sense meas-
ure that has gotten caught up in the
end-of-the-session partisan bickering
here in the House that is of absolutely
no interest to the citizens or the salm-
on living in my district. Frankly, both
deserve better.

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, | urge my
colleagues to support both the rule on
this bill and H.R. 3986 when it is consid-
ered on the floor of the House, hope-
fully for the last time, in just a few
minutes.

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

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my colleague and my dear friend, the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
HASTINGS), for yielding me the cus-
tomary half-hour, and | yield myself
such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of this
noncontroversial bill by the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. HASTINGS) that
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will simply authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to study the engineering
feasibility of exchanging water from
the Columbia River instead of the
Yakima River to provide electricity to
the Chandler Pumping Plant and
Power Plant. Normally, noncontrover-
sial bills like this come up under sus-
pension, Mr. Speaker; but normally
bills by both Democrats and Repub-
licans come up, also. But for some rea-
son Democratic bills are not coming to
the floor like they used to. Democratic
bills are not even being scheduled for
hearings like they used to.

So this bill by my dear friend from
Washington is a perfectly good bill; it
has been sent to the floor under a rule
as part of a protest of a larger policy of
discrimination against Democratic
bills. We have no controversy with the
bill.

I sincerely hope we can resolve this
issue and get a fair number of Demo-
cratic resources bills to the floor under
suspension. | urge my colleagues to
support my very dear friend’s bill. |
hope they support the rule and support
the bill.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

I would just reiterate again what I
said in my opening remarks. The last
time that my friend’s party controlled
the House, they had provided the Re-
publicans with half as many bills under
suspension as we have this year.

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

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 581, I call up
the bill (H.R. 3986) to provide for a
study of the engineering feasibility of a
water exchange in lieu of electrifica-
tion of the Chandler Pumping Plant at
Prosser Diversion Dam, Washington,
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 581, the bill is considered read for
amendment.

The text of H.R. 3986 is as follows:

H.R. 3986

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

SECTION 1. CHANDLER PUMPING PLANT AND
POWERPLANT  OPERATIONS AT
PROSSER DIVERSION DAM, WASH-
INGTON.

Section 1208 of Public Law 103-434 (108
Stat. 4562) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) in the subsection heading, by inserting
““OR WATER EXCHANGE” after ‘“‘ELECTRIFICA-
TION’;

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (1), (2),
and (3) as subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C), re-
spectively, and indenting appropriately;
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(C) by striking ““In order to’” and inserting
the following:

““(1) ELECTRIFICATION.—In order to’’; and

(D) by adding at the end the following:

““(2) WATER EXCHANGE ALTERNATIVE.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—AS an alternative to the
measures authorized under paragraph (1), the
Secretary may use sums appropriated under
paragraph (1) to study the engineering feasi-
bility of exchanging water from the Colum-
bia River for water historically diverted
from the Yakima River.

““(B) REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying out sub-
paragraph (A), the Secretary, in coordina-
tion with the Kennewick Irrigation District
and the Columbia Irrigation District—

“(i) shall prepare a report that describes
project benefits, contains feasibility level de-
signs and cost estimates;

“(ii) may obtain critical rights-of-way;

“(iii) shall prepare an environmental as-
sessment; and

“(iv) shall conduct such other studies or
investigations as are necessary to develop a
water exchange.”’;

(2) in subsection (b)(1), by inserting ‘‘or
water exchange’ after ‘‘electrification’’; and

(3) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘elec-
trification,” each place it appears and in-
serting ‘‘electrification or water exchange’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
amendment printed in the bill is adopt-
ed.

The text of H.R. 3986, as amended, is
as follows:

H.R. 3986

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

SECTION 1. CHANDLER PUMPING PLANT AND

POWERPLANT OPERATIONS AT
PROSSER DIVERSION DAM, WASH-
INGTON.

Section 1208 of Public Law 103-434 (108 Stat.
4562) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) in the subsection heading, by inserting
““OR WATER EXCHANGE™ after “‘ELECTRIFICA-
TION”;

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (1), (2), and
(3) as subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C), respec-
tively, and indenting appropriately;

(C) by striking ““In order to’” and inserting the
following:

““(1) ELECTRIFICATION.—In order to’’; and

(D) by adding at the end the following:

““(2) WATER EXCHANGE ALTERNATIVE.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—As an alternative to the
measures authorized under paragraph (1) for
electrification, the Secretary is authorized to use
not more than $4,000,000 of sums appropriated
under paragraph (1) to study the engineering
feasibility of exchanging water from the Colum-
bia River for water historically diverted from the
Yakima River.

“(B) REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying out sub-
paragraph (A), the Secretary, in coordination
with the Kennewick Irrigation District and in
consultation with the Bonneville Power Admin-
istration, shall—

“(i) prepare a report that describes project
benefits and contains feasibility level designs
and cost estimates;

““(ii) secure the critical right-of-way areas for
the pipeline alignment;

‘“(iii) prepare an environmental assessment;
and

““(iv) conduct such other studies or investiga-
tions as are necessary to develop a water ex-
change.”’;

(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘or water
exchange’ after ‘“‘electrification’’; and

(B) in the second sentence of paragraph
(2)(A), by inserting ‘“‘or the equivalent of the
rate’’ before the period;
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(3) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘electrifica-
tion,”” each place it appears and inserting “‘elec-
trification or water exchange’’; and

(4) in subsection (d), by strlklng ““of the two”’
and inserting ‘‘thereof”’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from ldaho (Mr. SIMPSON) and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
DooLEY) each will control 30 minutes.

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

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

House Resolution 3986 authorizes the
study of the feasibility of exchanging
water diverted from the Yakima River
for use by two irrigation districts for
water from the Columbia River. The
study would be conducted as part of
the Yakima River Basin Water En-
hancement Project. The legislation
will promote salmon recovery in the
Yakima River without reducing the
amount of water available to
irrigators.

Mr. Speaker, one of the most conten-
tious and divisive issues in the Pacific
Northwest is that of salmon recovery.
The desire to restore salmon runs is
one that is universally shared in the
Pacific Northwest. It is vital to the
historical culture of the region. The
difficulty that arises is one of how best
to go about salmon recovery, taking
into consideration the species, the en-
vironment, local and regional econom-
ics and so forth.

There are some that have been push-
ing for the immediate extreme measure
of removing the four lower Snake River
dams on the Snake River while others,
myself included, believe we should take
some common sense steps toward salm-
on recovery before we consider the ex-
treme measure of removing dams. H.R.
3986 is one of those steps. In itself, it
will not recover salmon. But the study
that it authorizes may be one of the
pieces of the salmon-recovery puzzle.

Mr. Speaker, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. HASTINGS) be allowed to
control the time for the majority.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3986 would simply
authorize a study of a new water pump-
ing plant at the Prosser Diversion Dam
in the State of Washington. According
to the sponsors of the legislation, the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
HASTINGS) and Senator GORTON, the
study would determine if diverting
water for irrigation from the larger Co-
lumbia River instead of the Yakima
River would help save the endangered
fish in the area.

There is no objection to the enact-
ment of H.R. 3986.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume. | rise in strong support
of H.R. 3986, and | want to thank the
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gentleman from Idaho (Mr.
for yielding the time to me.

Mr. Speaker, the preservation of
salmon in the Pacific Northwest is one
of my top priorities in Congress. I am
convinced that we can save this na-
tional treasure while also preserving
the jobs and quality of life in the Pa-
cific Northwest. My legislation is just
one example of the benefits that can be
obtained for salmon by interested par-
ties working together on the local
level.

Yesterday, this legislation received a
majority of the House of Representa-
tives under suspension but failed to
garner the necessary two-thirds nec-
essary for passage. It is my under-
standing, as the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLEY) said, they have no
objections to this legislation that went
through the committee process and
that was reported out by unanimous
vote. However, yesterday the minority
party chose to play politics over salm-
on recovery, and so we are returning
here today to ask my colleagues for
their continued support of this legisla-
tion.

I was pleased, however, to receive
support from three of my Democrat
Members from Washington State, Mr.
Dicks, Mr. INSLEE and Mr. BAIRD, on
the vote yesterday. They chose by
their vote to choose salmon over poli-

SIMPSON)

tics. | appreciate their commitment to
saving salmon in the Pacific North-
west.

Very simply, this legislation author-
izes a study of the feasibility of ex-
changing water diverted from the
Yakima River for wuse by the
Kennewick and Columbia Irrigation
Districts for water from the Columbia
River. The study would be conducted as
part of the Bureau of Reclamation’s
Yakima River Basin Water Enhance-
ment Project, a series of projects au-
thorized by Congress to improve water
quality and quantity in the Yakima
River. These two systems currently
take their water from the lower
Yakima River where flows have al-
ready been decreased because of up-
stream diversions. By taking water
from a much larger volume of the Co-
lumbia River, the impact on threat-
ened and endangered species would be
significantly reduced.

pecifically, this project provides the
opportunity to increase Yakima River
flows at the Prosser Dam during crit-
ical low-flow periods by up as many as
750 cubic feet per second. This approach
will provide over twice as much flow
augmentation as the previously ap-

proved electrification project and
would completely eliminate the
Yakima River diversion for the

Kennewick Irrigation District. The new
pump station and pressure pipeline
from the Columbia River will be the
cornerstone of a more salmon-friendly
Kennewick Irrigation District.

This project Is a winner for both fish
and for water users. It balances the
need to improve habitat for threatened
species while protecting water rights.
Preliminary results from the Ilower
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reach habitat study indicate that these
increased flows would greatly help
salmon and bull trout. In addition, this
proposal would provide substantial
water quality improvements to the
Yakima River.

It is important to note that a change
in the diversion for the Kennewick Irri-
gation District from the Yakima River
to the Columbia River will completely
change the current operational philos-
ophy of the district. It will evolve from
a relatively simple gravity system to
one of significant complexity involving
a major pump station and a pressure
pipeline to the major feeder canals.
This remodeling will have a significant
impact on the existing systems and its
users during construction, start-up and
transition. That is why it is essential
for the Kennewick Irrigation District
to be in a position to develop these fa-
cilities in the way that best fits its
current and future operational goals
and causes the least disruption to the
district water users. That is why this
legislation requires the Bureau of Rec-
lamation to give the Kennewick Irriga-
tion District substantial control over
the planning and design work in this
study with the bureau, of course, hav-
ing final approval. It is an approach
that will continue local improvement
and support which is vital to the suc-
cess of this project and other projects.

This legislation is noncontroversial,
which is somewhat unique when you
are talking about water issues within
the Pacific Northwest. It is supported
by a large coalition of Federal, State
and local agencies and stakeholders.
Amongst those are the National Ma-
rine Fisheries, the U.S. Fish and Wild-
life, the Yakima Nation, the Wash-
ington State Department of Ecology,
the Northwest Power Planning Coun-
cil, the Washington State Water Re-
sources Association, American Rivers,
and the Yakima Basin Board of
Irrigators.

I do want to say, too, Mr. Speaker,
that this legislation highlights the in-
genuity of local stakeholders coming
together for a common purpose of sav-
ing salmon and preserving our way of
life. 1 am pleased to report to the
House that the effort before the com-
mittee today is one of many in my dis-
trict. There are many that are going on
in my district to further this goal. Spe-
cifically, 1 would like to mention my
support for the efforts of the Columbia-
Snake River irrigators who have out-
lined a water management alternative
that will revitalize the salmon recov-
ery efforts by optimizing fish produc-
tion and the effective use of this re-
gion’s financial resources.

0 1215

Their plan accomplishes this by pro-
tecting tribal treaty rights and ensur-
ing their long-term stability. Finally,
the plan recognizes the importance of
State and privately held water rights
to the economy of the Pacific North-
west.
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Another example of the local initia-
tive for salmon recovery is the effort
currently being undertaken by the
Confederated Tribes of the Coleville
Reservation and the Okanogan County
Irrigation District up in the northern
part of my district. These groups have
taken a proactive approach to salmon
recovery by conducting a joint study of
water management efforts along the
Salmon Creek and Okanogan County.
Their joint efforts will result in the im-
provement of the fish passage and the
habitat ensuring the preservation of
salmon while protecting farmers and
irrigators of their water rights.

I would say, Mr. Speaker, this legis-
lation symbolizes what can be done and
what is being done in my district and
in the Northwest to try to ensure salm-
on recovery by recognizing and respect-
ing local people making decisions on a
local level.

I am pleased that this bill is in front
of us again today. | regret that it got
caught up in a bit of bipartisanship
yesterday, but 1 would urge my col-
leagues to support this bill.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 581, the previous question is or-
dered on the bill, as amended.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

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

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

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 418, nays 1,
not voting 14, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 483]
YEAS—418

Abercrombie Berkley Bryant
Ackerman Berman Burr
Aderholt Berry Burton
Allen Biggert Buyer
Andrews Bilbray Callahan
Archer Bilirakis Calvert
Armey Bishop Camp
Baca Blagojevich Canady
Bachus Bliley Cannon
Baird Blumenauer Capps
Baker Blunt Capuano
Baldacci Boehlert Cardin
Baldwin Boehner Carson
Ballenger Bonilla Castle
Barcia Bonior Chabot
Barr Bono Chambliss
Barrett (NE) Borski Chenoweth-Hage
Barrett (W1) Boswell Clayton
Bartlett Boucher Clement
Barton Boyd Clyburn
Bass Brady (PA) Coble
Becerra Brady (TX) Collins
Bentsen Brown (FL) Combest
Bereuter Brown (OH) Condit

Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
DelLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra

Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
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Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Ney
Northup
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz

Ose

Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush

Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MlI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
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Stupak Tiahrt Watt (NC)
Sununu Tierney Watts (OK)
Sweeney Toomey Waxman
Talent Towns Weiner
Tancredo Traficant Weldon (FL)
Tanner Turner Weldon (PA)
Tauscher Udall (CO) Weller
Tauzin Udall (NM) Wexler
Taylor (MS) Upton Weygand
Taylor (NC) Velazquez Whitfield
Terry Visclosky Wicker
Thomas Vitter Wolf
Thompson (CA) Walden Woolsey
Thompson (MS)  Walsh Wu
Thornberry Wamp Wynn
Thune Waters Young (AK)
Thurman Watkins Young (FL)
NAYS—1
Paul
NOT VOTING—14
Campbell Klink Spratt
Clay Lazio Vento
Coburn Mcintosh Wilson
Gephardt Nethercutt Wise
Hutchinson Norwood
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Mr. MARKEY changed his vote from
“nay” to ‘‘yea.”’

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES
ON H.R. 4577, DEPARTMENTS OF
LABOR, HEALTH, AND HUMAN
SERVICES, AND EDUCATION AND
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2001

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | offer a mo-
tion to instruct conferees, pursuant to
clause 7(c) of House rule XXII.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. OBEY moves that the managers on the
part of the House at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the
bill, H.R. 4577, be instructed to insist on the
highest funding level possible for the Depart-
ment of Education; and to insist on dis-
agreeing with provisions in the Senate
amendment which denies the President’s re-
quest for dedicated resources to reduce class
sizes in the early grades and for local school
construction and, instead, broadly expands
the title VI Education Block Grant with lim-
ited accountability in the use of funds.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker,
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois will state his par-
liamentary inquiry.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, under the
House rules, is it permissible to divide
a motion to instruct? Because we
would agree with part of this, that is
the funding level for education, but the
rest of it we do not agree with. Is it
possible to divide a motion of this
type?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Would
the gentleman from Illinois specify
how he would like the question di-
vided?

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | would
suggest that it be divided after the line
4, the word ‘“‘education, semicolon,”

par-
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and so that we would consider the
highest funding level possible in one
segment and then there would be a sep-
arate motion for the rest of it.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would advise the gentleman that
as a 20-day motion under clause 7(c) of
rule XXII, the motion is grammatically
and substantively divisible under the
precedents and that at the end of the
debate the Chair will put the question
on the divisible portions.

Pursuant to the rule, the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. PORTER)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 8 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, we are here on this mo-
tion today in large part because yester-
day a motion to instruct conferees on
this bill was made on that side of the
aisle and | indicated that if we were
going to get into the business of in-
structing conferees then we would have
a significant number of motions on our
own on this side.
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I do not particularly enjoy this proc-
ess, but | do not think we can sit by
while the guns are being fired by only
one side on an issue as important as
education, for instance.

I am also disappointed, frankly, be-
cause | understood that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING), our
good friend, was going to offer a mo-
tion which would have instructed the
House to support the idea of making
major appropriations to Title VI for
the purpose of providing funding to
local school districts, which they could
use with great flexibility. Let me state,
if that motion had been offered, |
would have voted for it.

My position on this, and | think the
vast majority of people on this side of
the aisle feel the same way, is that we
are for all of the money that we can
get into education and get back to
local school districts. We think that is
the number one priority facing the
country. However, we believe that
there ought to be accountability in the
way that money is used, and we believe
that whatever funds are provided from
such a block grant, for instance, should
be provided in addition to the funds
that are provided to meet national pri-
ority needs, not as a substitute for
funds which are provided for those pri-
ority needs.

There is a second reason that we are
here, because | think we need to clarify
what it is that both parties are trying
to do in the conference on the Labor,
Health and Education appropriation
bill. To explain that, | need to put it in
context.

Mr. Speaker, 5 years ago, the major-
ity party, when they took over control
of this House, produced a budget which,
among other things, tried to cut the
Education budget 20 percent below the
budget of the previous year; they tried
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to eliminate the Department of Edu-
cation, and they felt so strongly about
it that they were willing to see the
government shut down in order to force
their budget priorities on the Presi-
dent. They did not exactly win that ar-
gument, and they certainly did not win
the political argument associated with
it. So they slowly but surely have
backed off that proposition, but they
continue at every opportunity to show
their basic antagonism toward initia-
tives made by the President to
strengthen education.

The latest evidence of that is the fact
that in the bill which moved out of the
House, they made very large cuts in
the President’s education budget. They
cut some $400 million out of after-
school funding that the President had
proposed. They cut $1.3 billion out of
school modernization, they cut $1.7 bil-
lion out of the President’s class size
initiative, and instead tried to fold
that money into a block grant arrange-
ment under which a major ability to
achieve accountability is lost. That is
one of the places where we part com-
pany.

The majority now, in conference, has
chosen to add about $5.5 billion of their
priorities back into the Labor, Health,
Education bill, but so far, there ap-
pears to be no room in the inn for our
priorities or the President’s priorities.

I want to make it clear. We do not
believe that providing flexible funding
to school districts is automatically op-
posed to the idea of providing specific
funding for specific purposes to local
districts. We think we ought to do
both; and, in fact, we have provided
that we do both, by supporting signifi-
cant funding for Title VI. But we want
to make it clear. We are for the Presi-
dent’s efforts to provide $1.7 billion for
his class-size reduction program. We
are for the President’s efforts to pro-
vide $1.3 billion in assistance to local
school districts to renovate ancient,
outmoded and dangerous buildings. |
just had one closed in my district last
week by the State Department of Pub-
lic Construction, for instance; and we
are for some other things.

The majority party has increased
funding for special education by a sig-
nificant amount, and yet the bill does
not fully reflect the amount for special
education that this House indicated it
wanted to see when on May 3, it passed
the authorization. So we believe that
there ought to be a substantial in-
crease in special education funding
above the amount provided in the
House bill. We also believe that since
we are providing huge amounts of
money to Colombia for drug interdic-
tion, we also ought to have a signifi-
cant increase of well over $200 million
in funding for drug treatment slots
here at home.

We also believe that we ought to sub-
stantially increase Pell Grant funding
above the amount provided by either
the administration or the majority
party in its budget so far.

Mr. Speaker, | would simply note
that the problem we face is that under
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the newest of proposals raised by the
majority party on how to deal with the
surplus, they indicate that there would
be about $28 billion on the table that
could be used for a variety of purposes.
So far, it appears that they intend to
use $2 billion of that in the Energy and
Water bill; it appears that the interior
bill is going to come back to the House
$3 billion to $4 billion above the level
that it was when it passed the House
originally, yet we are told that none of
that money should be, none of that $28
billion should be devoted to increases
in education above the amount stipu-
lated by the majority party. We do not
agree with that.

Mr. Speaker, we think, therefore,
that this motion is proper in both of its
aspects. We simply ask that the con-
ferees provide the highest funding level
possible for the Department of Edu-
cation, and we also ask that we dis-
agree with the provisions in the Senate
amendment which would fund the flexi-
ble money that goes back to school dis-
tricts in the form of block grants at
the expense of the President’s two ini-
tiatives on school modernization and
on class-size reduction. We are per-
fectly willing to see an increase in
Title VI, provided that we have ade-
quate accountability for those funds,
but not at the expense of the Presi-
dent’s priorities.

Mr. Speaker, we believe this country
is healthy enough and prosperous
enough to fund both the majority par-
ty’s priorities and ours and the Presi-
dent’s, and that is the purpose of this
motion to instruct today.

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

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) very cleverly
writes a motion, the first part of which
says that the House should insist on
the highest funding level possible for
the Department of Education. Cer-
tainly, all of us agree with that, propo-
sition. Then adds the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), adds provisions
that he knows we disagree with dealing
with control by Washington over the
expenditure of funds by local school
districts.

I am pleased that the Chair has told
us that we can divide this question. If
we look at what we have done on edu-
cation in our tentative conference re-
port, and we have completed the con-
ference and have the report but have
not filed it, we are already $600 million
in funding for the Department of Edu-
cation above the President’s budget.
We have $600 million more than the
President committed to providing ade-
quate resources for education. We have
plussed up important accounts, making
a Federal commitment to education
that is far greater than the the Presi-
dent of the United States submitted to
the Congress earlier this year.

Look at the accounts. In education
technology, we are ahead of the Presi-
dent. In education for the disadvan-
taged, a $9 billion account, we are
ahead of the President. Impact Aid: the
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President has attempted every time he
has offered a budget to cut that respon-
sibility of the Federal Government; we
have increased it. We are $258 million
ahead of the President’s request on Im-
pact Aid, which is important in many
school districts impacted by the Fed-
eral presence.

Special education: We have increased
this account. In fact, we have, doubled,
this account in the last 6 years. Our in-
crease this year is $1 billion more than
the President asked for. Education for
the homeless: We are ahead of the
President. Rehabilitation services: We
are ahead of the President. Vocational
and adult education: We are ahead of
the President. Student financial assist-
ance: $300 million ahead of the Presi-
dent, and we have increased Pell
Grants far more than the President
asked for, because we know that young
people in America need this help to get
a higher education. Historically Black
Colleges and Universities: We are sub-
stantially ahead of the President. His-
panic-serving institutions: We are sub-
stantially ahead of the President. The
TRIO program: Another program like
special education and Pell Grants,
where every year we have been sub-
stantially ahead of the President’s
budget, providing more money than he
asked for in this fiscal year. Higher
education: Ahead of the President.

So, Mr. Speaker, in program after
program, especially those programs
that are important to those most at
risk in our society where they need the
resources to get ahead educationally,
we are substantially ahead of the
President of the United States.

So, do we disagree with the first part
of this motion to instruct saying that
we should fund it at the highest pos-
sible level? Absolutely not. We are al-
ready way ahead of the President of
the United States in our commitment
to education.

The second part of the motion deals
with fundamental differences between
the two parties. And here, yes, we defi-
nitely do disagree. Who should be re-
sponsible for making education deci-
sions? Washington, D.C., which is what
they want, or local school districts,
which is what we want. Now, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin talks about
this in terms of accountability. Do not
be fooled. This is not accountability,
this is who controls where the money
is spent. It means accountability to
Washington, not accountability to the
local taxpayers who provide most of
the funding for education in our coun-
try. So do not be fooled by the word ac-
countability; it is controll by Wash-
ington that the gentleman is pro-
posing, and do we disagree with that?
Absolutely, we disagree with that.

On school construction. The con-
ference agreement puts $3.1 billion into
Title VI, the block grant that allows
local school districts the discretion to
spend these funds according to what
they believe are their needs. They may
use it for school construction, reducing
class size, professional development, or
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what their needs are. Should they be
forced to use this money for school
construction when they do not need it?
Of course not. But it should be avail-
able to them for training teachers or
reducing class size or doing other
things that they know very well, much

better than Washington, what the
needs may be.
The President’s approach wants

Washington control, it ignores local
flexibility in favor of a one-size-fits-all
approach dictated by the Federal Gov-
ernment. We think that is wrong. We
think most Members in this body think
that is wrong. We very much oppose
the gentleman’s motion in that part of
it that deals with this philosophical,
difference between Democrats and Re-
publicans.

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

O 1300

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman just said
that obviously all of us on the House
floor agree with the first part of the
motion that asks the conferees to fund
education at the highest possible level.
But, in fact, the conferees yesterday
repeated early and often the fact that
they were not willing to go one dime
above the level now contained in their
bill for the Labor, Health, and Edu-
cation budget.

It is true that our friends have now,
belatedly, after 5 years of trying to
savage the education programs, it is
true that at this point they are above
the President on some aspects of the
education budget. But that is largely
due to the additions in Pell Grants and
the additions in special education, both
of which we support on this side of the
aisle. We have no quarrel with that. We
believe that this country is wealthy
enough that there ought to be room
enough for both Republican priorities
and Democratic priorities when it
comes to education.

When it comes to the disadvantaged,
for instance, the fact is that the major-
ity party is $85 million in total below
the President’s budget for Title I, and
within that reduced number they have
eliminated the President’s request for
$250 million to use to fix schools that
are in the most trouble and are failing.
On vocational education they are above
the President on State grants, but they
are $200 million below the President on
voc-ed tech prep programs. And the list
can go on and on.

When we cut through it all, the fact
is very simple: we are asking the ma-
jority to put at least $3 billion in addi-
tional funding for education into the
Labor-HHS bill. If Members are for
that, then vote for this motion. If my
colleagues are not for it, and they vote
for this motion, they will be walking
both sides of the street. If we are for
adding that $3 billion, then we do not
need any more motions to instruct.
Just bring out the conference report,
and we will have a bill that can fly
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through both Houses, if we deal with
some of the other problems that have
to be fixed in the Labor Department
and in the HHS Department.

So when we cut through it all, in the
end, what counts is whether or not we
will bring to this floor a bill which in
the area of education will provide $3
billion above the level that has been
provided up to this point. That is what
this argument is about, and that is
what we are going to continue to fight
for.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | would
inquire of the Chair how much time re-
mains on each side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). The gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. PORTER) has 24 minutes and the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
has 19 minutes.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4%-
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GOODLING), the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

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

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, what |
learned more than anything else in the
20 years | sat in the minority on the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce, and even | am reminded
today as the chairman of that com-
mittee, the approach that we took all
those years positively did not help chil-
dren, and that is what this is all about.

We sat there year after year after
year and we said, if we just had one
more program, if we just had another
billion dollars, if we could just cover
another 100,000 children, everything
would be better. And what are the re-
sults? Well, the results are that the
achievement gap has grown. It has not
decreased at all. Because over and over
again we said we have the programs,
from Washington, D.C. One size will fit
all. We know better than anybody else.

But, more importantly, what we did
was we took all of the money and di-
vided it up over and over and over
again, because we kept adding new pro-
grams. So now we are down to the
point where they do not have enough
money to do anything worthwhile un-
less they commingle funds. And what
were our auditors doing during this
time? The auditors did not ask whether
it is a quality program; they did not
say is this program succeeding. What
they said was, “If you commingle one
penny, you have had it. Boy, we will be
down your throat.”” So a local district,
who could take a couple small pro-
grams and make them into a worth-
while program, could not do it. So as |
said, the achievement gap just gets
wider.

| pleaded with the President over and
over again to not put the cart before
the horse. When he came up with the
magnificent idea that we need a na-
tional test, | said, ““Mr. President, first
of all you have to set the higher stand-
ards; then you have to prepare the
teacher to teach to the higher stand-
ards; then you have to test the teacher
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to see whether they are ready to teach
to the higher standards; and then, after
they teach the higher standards, then
you test the child. Because before that,
all you will be doing is telling, for $100
million, 50 percent of the youngsters
one more time that they are not doing
well. That is all they have ever heard.”

Then he came up with the sexy eye-
catching idea that we need 100,000
teachers to reduce class size in the
early grades. Well, anybody knows if
we can reduce class size in the early
grades, and we have a competent, qual-
ity teacher in the classroom, that is a
plus. The problem is, as | reminded him
over and over again, if we do not have
a quality teacher to put in that class-
room, then we have done nothing ex-
cept spend money and make it even
worse for the children because now
they do not even have a quality teach-
er.

So we allowed him to have a third of
those. And what happened when we did
that? Thirty-some percent of all of
those first teachers had no qualifica-
tions whatsoever. So now in the place
where we need them the most, real
rural America and center city America,
they ended up having to put someone
in that classroom, and the children
most in need got anything but a qual-
ity teacher. That is a tragedy. And
that is what happens when we dictate
from here.

I kept telling him over and over
again, ““Do you realize that in some of
those districts they may have some
teachers that are fairly good; that if
they had the opportunity to better pre-
pare those teachers, they would have a
quality teacher in the classroom?”
But, no, we had to do something that
appeared sexy. And, of course, when we
look at it, we are looking at 15,000
school districts. We are looking at a
million classrooms, and we are talking
about 100,000 teachers. Again, the cart
before the horse.

When | became the chairman, | said,
we have to do better. These children
are not achieving. We are not closing
the achievement gap. So we said let us
do everything based on seven major
principles: quality; better teaching;
local control; accountability, but the
accountability is to the children, the
accountability is to the parents; more
dollars to the classroom, basic aca-
demics; and more parental involvement
and responsibility.

What we will do if we go this route
that is being suggested, however, is
that now we will backtrack. And now
we will be down to the business where
there is a one-size-fits-all from Wash-
ington, D.C. After all, We know what is
better than anybody else. We will let
the parents out of this whole equation;
we will forget the children in this
whole equation because, as | said, more
programs, more dollars have not closed
that achievement gap. It has been
spread so thinly that we have not been
able to do anything about quality.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 30 seconds.
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The previous speaker just said that
the answer to everything is teacher
quality. If that is the case, | would like
to know why the majority party cut
the President’s teacher quality initia-
tives by $527 million below his request.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. WICKER), a valued member
of the Subcommittee on Labor, Health
and Human Services, and Education of
the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, | urge my
colleagues in the strongest of terms to
reject the Obey approach to education.
And | want to make two quick points
and then a larger point.

The first point | would make is to re-
iterate what my chairman, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. PORTER),
said. When our friends on the Demo-
cratic side say accountability, they
really mean Federal control. They
really mean the absence of local flexi-
bility. And, in my opinion, they mean
the absence of accountability to the
schoolchildren and to the parents. That
is my first point.

The second point, and it needs to be
understood over and over, not only by
the Members in this room but by the
American public, is that we have in-
creased the President’s education budg-
et in this conference report. We are
over $600 million higher than the Presi-
dent’s request on education. Now, that
is point number two.

Point number three comes down to
what we are really talking about. It is
a difference in philosophy between the
two political parties on the very impor-
tant issue of education, and that is the
questsion, do we insist on the Presi-
dent’s request for his program on
school construction?

Now, there is not a soul within the
sound of my voice who would not like
for us to have better schools and better
school buildings and better school fa-
cilities. We are all for that. The ques-
tion is how do we do it. | say we send
Federal education dollars to the local
school districts on programs that we
know will work, that are proven al-
ready to have worked, and we free up
money on the local level for local
schools to do what they have always
done in school construction, and that
is to make school construction deci-
sions themselves. That is the Repub-
lican approach.

The approach that is being urged on
us today is to say that, although the
President has signed seven straight ap-
propriation bills with regard to edu-
cation, in this, the 8th year of his
term, we must insist, before we can
pass the bill, before we can get out of
this town at the end of the fiscal year,
we must insist on a new Federal pro-
gram to build school buildings at the
local level, something that we have
never done.

Now, listen to me. This bill would
provide $1.3 billion in school construc-
tion and start us on the slippery slope
of spending billions and billions and
billions of dollars. There is no telling
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where it would end on school construc-
tion. We are told now that the needs
currently for school construction are
$254 billion. This proposal would fund
less than one-half of 1 percent, approxi-
mately, of the total needs. Ten times
that amount would only give us 5 per-
cent. Where will it end?

My colleagues, please think before
we enter into this vast and expensive
new Federal program.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | again yield
myself 30 seconds.

The gentleman has just denounced
the idea of having a Federal school
construction program. | would point
out the Republican chairman of the au-
thorizing committee has introduced his
own school construction program
which at least matches the President’s
in size. Why can we not simply fund it,
since apparently the need is recognized
on both sides of the aisle?

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker,
much time remains on each side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. PORTER) has
16> minutes and the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) has 18 minutes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 6
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HoYER), a member of the
Subcommittee on Labor, Health and
Human Services, and Education.

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

Mr. Speaker, | have been on this sub-
committee for many years. In 1983,
Terrell Bell, then the Secretary of Edu-
cation, issued a report. That report was
entitled: A Nation at Risk. It said that
we were at risk of becoming a Nation
of mediocrity because our educational
system was not keeping apace. The re-
sponse of the Reagan administration
was to send down a budget which had
the largest cut in education funding at
the national level to that date in his-
tory.

Now, that budget that Ronald
Reagan sent down was not passed. It
was increased substantially. But me
thinks the chairman protests too much
in saying we are all for the first sen-
tence, that we want to spend more for
education. It is useful, | think, to re-
member a little bit of the history of
why we are here and why this motion,
we think, is necessary.

First of all, when we passed the
House bill, we were $3 billion less than
the Senate bill on education, $3 billion
less.

how
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So that, when the House took its ac-
tion, all of this euphoria about spend-
ing more on education was not present.
But we have had a lot of policies, Mr.
Speaker, since then about what the
American public care about. We have
had a lot of debate between the Presi-
dential candidates, and everybody is
falling all over themselves to be for
education.

So what do we see between then and
now, between the passage of a Repub-
lican budget that provided little funds
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for education and today? Well, we see a
$3.7 billion increase, notwithstanding
the fact that we Democrats stood on
the floor when this bill passed and we
opposed its passage, of course, and said
we needed more money.

Oh, no, it is fine. This is just a first
inning in any event. We have been just
at the first inning in about 13 bills,
which is why we are stuck in the mud
because this process has not been real.

Well, my colleagues are starting to
get real. We understand that, because
November 7 footsteps are heard loud in
these Chambers and the American
public’s voice is heard louder as the

days go by.
I rise in support of this motion. | be-
lieve that the gentleman from lllinois

(Mr. PORTER) our distinguished chair-
man who we are going to lament will
not be here next month to help us work
on these issues because he cares about
these issues.

But | think we need this motion be-
cause we need to say we want to go to
those figures in our conference. The
conference has not really been a real
conference. The reason it has not been
a very real conference is because the
dollars that the Republicans say are
available for these bills keeps moving,
it keeps moving as their political an-
tenna quivers. And every time they got
a little quiver, there is a little more
money and they add it to the bills,
which they should have done, of course,
on substance, not on politics, on the
concern that the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GOODLING) says about
children.

Now, the second part of this motion
is a critically important part. | have
had this discussion with one of the
Members of the United States Senate.
He says local control. I am for local
control, but I am for accountability for
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HoYER) when | go home and say, we
took your money and here is how we
spent it, not the school boards spent it,
but this is what | said was a priority,
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER).

I believe that there is a critical need
in this country, as the President be-
lieves, for us to help with school con-
struction. Because we know that
schools are falling down, we know
there are not enough classrooms, we
know that there are some schools that
are not safe for our kids to be in. So
the President of the United States has
proposed, and | support, saying we are
going to give some money for school
construction, not to build new pools in
schools, not to have new football pro-
grams, etcetera, etcetera. That is not
my responsibility. If the locals want to
do it, they spend, as all of us know, 93
percent on education. We spend 7.

But | believe that school construc-
tion is critically important if we are
going to have more classrooms. Be-
cause, in order to have more smaller
classes, we have got to have more
classrooms; and in order to have more
classrooms, we have got to have more
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teachers. So the President proposes
that we have a program for more
teachers, as well.

The Republicans made a deal last
year when they passed the omnibus ap-
propriations bill that they were for
that and they said they were for that.
Now, maybe they were for it because
that is the only way the bill would get
passed, but notwithstanding the fact
we had an agreement that that would
happen. That is what this motion to in-
struct is all about, both ends of it,
more money.

Now, yes, | agree, we seem to be mov-
ing in that direction because they
added not only $3.7 billion from the
House bill, they added $8 billion in
total to the House bill. Eight billion
dollars they have added to the House
bill. We are glad they are getting there
because the children of America, the
families of America need this invest-
ment.

I am prepared it take the responsi-
bility for more classrooms, more teach-
ers, and to assist with school construc-
tion. | think that is my responsibility,
and 1 am prepared to stand up for it
and vote for it.

So when they tell me, Mr. Speaker,
that they want local control, I want
local control. But when they say that
we should not make determinations on
specific needs, | think they are wrong.
That is our responsibility.

I urge passage of this motion to in-
struct.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself 30 seconds just to say to the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER)
that the money for school construction
is in the bill. It is in Title VI. It can be
used, almost all of it, actually a lot
more than the President put, $2.7 bil-
lion of Title VI can be used for school
construction under the bill as it is
drawn.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PORTER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, am | also
correct, | ask the chairman, that not a
penny of it needs to be spent on school
construction?

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, 1 will tell the gentleman
that that is a decision for the local
school boards and he does not respect
it.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE)
the distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Early Childhood, Youth,
and Families of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

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

Mr. Speaker, | would just like to
straighten out a few facts here. It is
correct that the Federal Government
only applies about 7 percent of the
total financing of all K-12 education in
the United States of America. But here
is something else which is a fact. This
is an absolute fact.
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In the first 5 years of the last dec-
ades, while the Democrats were in
charge of the Congress of the United
States of America and there was a Re-
publican President and then a Demo-
cratic President, the increase for fund-
ing in education in the very budget
that we are talking about here was 6
percent per year.

In the last 5 years, not including this
year, while Republicans have been in
charge of the funding mechanism for
education in the United States of
America, the increase has been, on av-
erage, 8.2 percent per year, a difference
of 2.2 percent.

So | just want to put that little argu-
ment to rest. We are also ahead of the
President’s budget as far as this year is
concerned.

The real argument here is not fund-
ing. We could argue, for example, that
we should help our children with dis-
abilities, something that this Congress
has many, many years through Demo-
crats and even a little bit under the
Republicans, but particularly the
Democrats, has ignored, 11 percent of
what should be a 40-percent commit-
ment for example.

We could argue that we need to help
with construction. Indeed, $1.7 billion
on a bill that is probably at least $400
billion, some say 300, some say 500, let
us round it off to $400 billion, does not
even begin to make a dent. That will
still be done at the State and local
level.

So | have no problem with the addi-
tional funding. | have always supported
the Federal role. I have always sup-
ported the Department of Education. |
have always supported the increases in
terms of the funding. But we passed
last year an Education Flexibility Act
to allow our local and State edu-
cational entities to be able to make de-
cisions with respect to Federal funding
and what they were going to do with it.

We clearly demonstrated here, Re-
publicans and Democrats alike | might
add, we demonstrated that we wanted
them to make a decision. We have in
Title VI basically a flexible instru-
ment, if you will, to help with edu-
cation funding. And they can use Title
VI, which truly is a block grant with
very few limitations on it, right in line
with education flexibility, they can use
that for a variety of things.

They can use it to reduce class size.
That is hire more teachers, which the
President wants to do and the Demo-
crats want to do, I want to do, and I
think Republicans want to do on this
side. They can use it for school con-
struction. Maybe that is needed some-
place. Maybe it is not needed other
places. Remember, some places do not
need school construction, they need
other things. Perhaps they need tech-
nology or they want more professional
development of their teachers or they
want to deal with problems of trans-
portation or a variety of problems that
comes with education naturally de-
pending on where they are in the coun-
try. We want to give them that flexi-
bility.
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We are not arguing about the money
here at all on this floor today. We are
arguing about the direction of the
money. Should the Federal Govern-
ment direct it for just class size reduc-
tion and for the issue of construction.

So my view is that we should support
that aspect of it which increases the
funding and we should listen to our
local people because they are the ones
that say that they want the flexibility
to be able to spend the money to help
all children.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, the fact is that in fiscal
year 1996, the Republican majority
tried to cut $5 billion, 19 percent, out of
the President’s education request. The
following year they tried to cut $2.8
billion out of the President’s request,
11 percent. The following year they got
religion and they only tried to cut $191
million, or 1 percent, out of the Presi-
dent’s education budget. The following
year they tried to cut $662 million out
of the President’s budget. Last year
they tried to cut $1.4 billion out of the
President’s education budget. And this
year they have been trying to cut $2.9
billion out of the President’s budget on
the bill that left the House.

Now, the only reason that the final
numbers wind up looking as good as
the gentleman from Delaware (Mr.
CASTLE) has indicated is because the
majority party got beat for 5 straight
years in negotiations and we were able
to get that money restored.

Since they want to brag about how
ineffective they have been, go ahead,
but that does not impress anybody very
much.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. SCHAFFER),
a member of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

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

Mr. Speaker, the fact that education
spending has grown so much under Re-
publican leadership of Congress is a
fact that exercises my Democrat
friends, | know. | want my colleagues
to know that it is a fact that exercises
some of us Republican Members, too.

But what this debate really is about
is just what the maker of the motion
stated in his opening remarks, and that
is that the motion was made because
there was another motion made yester-
day to which he objected and because
that motion was accepted he decided to
offer this one.

As a parent of five children who rely
on public education for hope and oppor-
tunity, that kind of political games-
manship breaks my heart, Mr. Speaker.

I hope that the children of America
and those kids who are in school who
count on us to focus in a serious way
on education can see this silly amend-
ment defeated for its purposes, for its
intent, and for the fallacies that it con-
tains. And there are several. It is a
very confining amendment that re-
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stricts school board members and
States as to how they can spend Fed-
eral education dollars.

So if they are in the business, Mr.
Speaker, of constraining and restrict-
ing and narrowing the scope for these
Federal dollars, then this is an amend-
ment for them. But for the rest of us
who hope that these dollars can be
spent on the priorities that exist in
schools across the country, this would
be an amendment to oppose.

Now, as a member of the Committee
on Education and the Workforce, |
have had the opportunity to travel
around the country and visit schools
from coast to coast. | have visited hun-
dreds of them in my own congressional
district. 1 can tell my colleagues that
every school board member and every
teacher has a hope and a dream for
their children that are in their juris-
diction that they can create schools
that allow these children to thrive and
succeed in an American society.

But the challenges that face each
school is different. In some schools in
my district, transportation is the top
priority need. In others it might be
technology. And in others it might be
teacher pay, it might be class size re-
duction, it might be buying new build-
ings and repairing the buildings that
exist. But it is not the same priority
across the country.

We can all identify districts that
have needs in school construction. But
some districts in America have gone to
their local voters and raised the mill
levy to fix their schools. Some schools
around the country have gone to their
local voters and persuaded them to
spend more through property taxes or
sales taxes or income taxes to reduce
class size.

What does this amendment say to
them? It says that their local efforts to
deal with these responsibilities locally
are going to be ignored because we are
going to now take their income taxes
that come to Washington and we are
going to spend then somewhere else on
other districts that have not identified
school construction as the highest pri-
ority.

We should reject this amendment and
this suggestion because of the con-
fining, restraining nature it entails,
chop out the red tape that accompanies
Federal funds, and provide real liberty
and freedom to American schools.
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER).

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support of
this motion to instruct. I want to asso-
ciate myself with the remarks of the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
and the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER) on this matter. We know very
well why the increased moneys in edu-
cation have been put there, because of
the insistence of the minority in Con-
gress and the insistence of President
Clinton in the negotiations. And each
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and every time they have made these
terribly inadequate bills that have
been reported out of this House better.

But let us understand something.
The Obey amendment is about whether
or not we are going to meet our com-
mitment to the children of this Nation.
Yes, some of the money is targeted, but
how do you think those school build-
ings got in the condition they are in
today? Because of the neglect of the
local school boards and others. What
we are suggesting is that the Federal
Government ought to make an effort,
because the children who are doing the
poorest most likely are in the poorest
condition schools. We ought to try to
target some effort so that those local
communities could fix up those schools
and make them appropriate for the
education of our young children.

To sit here and suggest that somehow
local school superintendents and others
cannot move around Federal money,
then you ought to get yourself a new
superintendent because restraints are
minimal. Most superintendents will
tell you the problem is with the State
Department of Education, not with the
Federal Department of Education.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). The Chair would request
Members from both sides who have
been frequently going over the time
limit to attempt to stay within the
time yielded to them for debate.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | have a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his inquiry.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | had not ex-
pected this many people to want to
participate in debate. | am now getting
a lot of additional requests that we had
not expected. Could | persuade the ma-
jority party to agree to a unanimous
consent request to add 10 minutes to
each side?

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | would
object to the request. We have had
ample notice of the amount of time,
and the gentleman and | have an im-
portant meeting we have to go to as
well.

Mr. OBEY. | would just note that we
had thought that the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) was
going to be offering his motion which
had been noticed, and we had expected
that there would be two hours of de-
bate on it.

Mr. PORTER. | would again inquire
of the Chair the time remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
side has 10 minutes.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. ISAKSON), a distinguished
member of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Illinois not only
for the time he has given me but also
for the great work he and the ranking
member have done in providing more
funds for education in this year’s budg-
et. But | rise specifically to answer

Each
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rhetorical questions that have been
asked and gone unanswered. My good
friend from Wisconsin, with whom we
both share a mutual excellent friend
and our chancellor at our university
system in Georgia, being the man that
I know he is, wants answers to those
questions. | want him to listen closely.

When you say that we cut money out
of teacher training, the truth of the
matter is that last year’s settlement of
the 100,000 teachers was our rec-
ommendation. Yes, we will hire 100,000
teachers if they are certified; and if
they are not, local systems have the
ability to use the money to train
teachers that are already teaching and
are not certified. That is the problem
in America. But the political promise
that we were going to hire 100,000
teachers, which sounds good, is not a
promise on which can be delivered. So
we turned that money into workable
money to train teachers.

The second question, | too am a co-
author of that bill on school construc-
tion. And so everyone knows the clear
difference in our proposal and that
which is proposed by the President, our
proposal was to use a fixed amount of
money to fund the unfunded mandates
of the Federal Government in asbestos
removal, IDA classroom conformity
and things like that which is a finite
number. The President’s $1.3 billion
proposal is less than .3 percent of the
unmet need in classrooms in the
United States of America. It exceeds
the surplus in the fiscal year 2000 budg-
et. And worst of all, it is a promise to
the American people we cannot keep. It
was the President himself who in 1994
and 1995, and | am sorry | do not have
my notes in front of me, struck $200
million in classroom construction be-
cause he said we could never start
funding classrooms in this country.
You pass a bill with the promise that
you are going to build schools in local
districts, and you will never pass an-
other bond issue; and you will never
pass another local sales tax, and Amer-
ica’s needs for schools will skyrocket.

The gentleman from Maryland talked
about wanting to build schools back
home. His State’s unfunded school con-
struction locally exceeds the amount of
money that the President wants to put
in for the entire United States of
America. We Republicans and the
Democrats are for our children. We
want them to have the best of every-
thing. But what we need to do is recog-
nize where our priorities are, and ours
should be in flexibility at the local
level. It should be in accountability,
and it should be giving credit where
credit is due. | give the gentleman from
Wisconsin his credit. He has done a lot
towards education in this country. But
so too has the gentleman from Illinois
and those others of us who are working
to enrich our children without offering
a false political promise that we could
never meet. The good appropriator that
he is would never want to promise
spending more money than the surplus
we have just to make people think we
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are going to build the schools America
needs. Americans are through local
bond issues, through local referendums
and through commitment. We do not
have enough money to do it, and | be-
lieve the gentleman knows it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 15 seconds.

The position of the majority party
has been that while there is $28 billion
in money on the table to allocate under
their budget proposal, that not one ad-
ditional dime should go to education.
That is crazy.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself 15 seconds to simply say to the
gentleman from Wisconsin, he is fight-
ing a battle on a budget which he well
knows as an appropriator does not allo-
cate funds to anything. All it does is
give the overall spending figure. The
rest of it is all advisory, and it means
nothing to anybody. It never has and
he knows it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 15 seconds. Is the gentleman deny-
ing that yesterday Senator SPECTER
told us in conference that your leader-
ship said that we could not go one dime
above the education bill that you had
already put together? Is the gentleman
denying that?

Mr. PORTER. Yes. The gentleman
mistook who said what. | think it was
his leadership that said that to him.

Mr. OBEY. Well, the last time |
looked, his leadership was Republican.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 1 minute to the
distinguished gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. ANDREWS).

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

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the Obey amendment and in
opposition to what appears to be the
Republican education plan that is
going to be put before us because the
Republican plan fails the test of some
common sense conservative ideas. If
you want to reduce crime in this coun-
try, you ought to know that a lot of ju-
venile crime is committed after school.
But the Republican plan would deprive
1.6 million children of after-school pro-
grams. If you want economic growth in
this country, you understand that a
good labor force is the key to economic
growth. Many of our citizens do not
speak English as their primary lan-
guage. But the Republican plan cuts 15
percent from bilingual education.

If you want money for school con-
struction, and it is true that the Re-
publican plan apparently would put $1.3
billion in, but it says to the local dis-
tricts, spend the $1.3 billion as you see
fit. We believe that money should be
spent for the purposes for which it was
intended. And when we put $1.75 billion
forward to hire new quality teachers to
reduce class sizes, we believe the
money should be spent for the purposes
for which it was intended, a common
sense conservative principle.

The watchword of the day is compas-
sionate conservatism. The Republican
plan is neither compassionate nor con-
servative.
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. ROEMER).

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my good friend from the State of Wis-
consin for yielding me this time. It has
been said that, quote, ‘‘Our children
are our message to the future that we
may never see.”” We should not be argu-
ing so much about this spending level
or that spending level rather than the
priority of working in a bipartisan way
to help in education for our children,
to help the quality of teachers, which
is one of the most important issues we
face.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
Davis) and | have a bill in that would
help bring more teachers into the
teaching profession that is nowhere to
be found on the floor today, to try to
help designate smaller class size, local
control but smaller class size so that
teachers are not overwhelmed with 26
kids but may have 16, 17 or 18 kids to
try to again give local control over tar-
geted resources in title I to help the
most vulnerable Kids.

| offered an amendment a year ago
that got 39 Republican votes to in-
crease funds for title I. Where is that
bill today? Where is that money to help
kids today? Our children are our mes-
sage to the future.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. Wu).

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, while we are
debating the great issues of education,
I just want to recall a visit to Reedville
Elementary School in Aloha, Oregon,
where the class size initiative is work-
ing exactly as intended. There were 54
Kids in the first-year class elementary
school. Because of the Federal class
size reduction initiative, instead of two
classes of 27 Kkids, there were three
classes of 18 Kkids. In Reedville in
Aloha, Oregon, this program has made
a difference. Let us keep it alive. Let
us keep it going.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri  (Mr. GEPHARDT), the distin-
guished minority leader.

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, | urge
all Members to support this Obey mo-
tion, and | hope that there will be bi-
partisan support for this motion. We
need to help more local districts deal
with their desire to try to get to small-
er class sizes. That, | think, is a goal
that all of us can agree on. We know
that smaller class size yields better
academic results. We know why small-
er class size works. It works for a sim-
ple reason. Parents spend one-third less
time with children today than they did
20 years ago. Family life has changed
in America. People have more jobs,
more hours, more single-parent fami-
lies, more traffic jams, more time com-
muting, more time away from home.
And even when we are at home with
kids, sometimes we do not commu-
nicate with them the way we once did.
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And the one institution in our society
that has the ability to help families fill
in some of these holes is the schools.

Now, we also know that in today’s
world with children having less time
with parents, it means they need more
supervision and more attention from
teachers.
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But it is one thing to teach 30 kids or
35 kids when | grew up in the 1950s, and
it is a very different thing to be teach-
ing 30 or 35 kids today who have the
chance to spend much less time with
their parents.

Now, frankly, if we could have agreed
on putting more dollars into this effort
and left it kind of flexible as to what
local districts would do, | think we
could work that out. But | hope Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle in a bi-
partisan way will vote for this motion.

It makes sense, because it is reaching
the right goal. The passion of this
House must be helping parents carry
out their most important responsi-
bility, and that is raising our children
to be productive law-abiding citizens.
And class size, we know from experi-
ence, is the best way to do that.

We are willing to talk about other
variations on the theme. We are willing
to talk about flexibility, but we simply
must in this appropriation budget proc-
ess put the right amount of dollars and
the right amount of effort behind
America’s most pressing and important
need, and that is, making sure our
classroom size is consistent with every
child in this society being a productive
law-abiding citizen.

Mr. Speaker, | urge Members on both
sides of the aisle to vote enthusiasti-
cally for the Obey motion.

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

Mr. Speaker, | might say to the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT)
that | think he has just sung our song.
We have the money in the account
under Title VI, the education block
grant, to provide for class size reduc-
tion. We have the money in the ac-
count to provide for school construc-
tion. There is money for teacher train-
ing. There is money for education tech-
nology.

The only difference here is that we do
not make the local school districts
spend it for what Washington thinks it
ought to be spent for, we let local
school districts make this decision be-
cause they know their needs far better
than we do.

The gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
GEPHARDT), the minority leader, just
talked about flexibility, that is exactly
what we are doing. We are providing
the resources and saying to the local
school districts, you make this deci-
sion; we are not going to make it in the
Department of Education down on
Independence Avenue. You are going to
make the decision because you know
best what your needs are.

The commitment for these needs is
there. The flexibility is in the con-
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ference report. The motion would sim-
ply say do not give the local school dis-
tricts flexibility, make sure that the
control remains in Washington. That is
why we ought to oppose this motion.

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 45
seconds to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in support of the Obey motion. The
Labor, HHS Education bill should pro-
vide the highest level of funding pos-
sible for the Department of Education.
We have flexibility under current law
for school districts to do what we want,
what we do not want is to have local
school districts take Federal money
and put Astro turf on the football field
instead of providing for kids in those
classrooms.

My wife is a high school algebra
teacher. | trust my local school dis-
tricts. But | also know that if we tax
folks, we ought to know where the
money is going and not just send a
blank check home. In Texas, 76 percent
of our schools need repairs just to
reach ‘‘good’” condition, 46 percent
need repairs and building features such
as plumbing, air conditioning, heating
and cooling, 60 percent have at least
one environmental problem. That is
why we have need to provide as high a
funding as the Obey motion calls for
the Department of Education.

Over the next decade, we will see our
schools grow even more and more. We
have to provide the funding through
this motion and not just send a blank
check to everybody in the country.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 45
seconds to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. KIND).

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

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, just a couple
of weeks ago, | had an opportunity of
traveling around my congressional dis-
trict visiting many schools and getting
into a lot of technology classrooms
that our kids are using, but | also used
that as an opportunity to release a
study that | had conducted in the con-
gressional district in regards to where
we were on class size reduction. And
the study actually showed that in west-
ern Wisconsin we are doing a pretty
good job and the results are showing
with enhanced student performance.

But as | talked to the administrators
and teachers and parents, they were
asking for the creation of more part-
nerships and more dedicated revenue
streams for class size reduction. In
Wisconsin, we have something called
revenue caps that prevents our local
school districts from increasing rev-
enue spending on priority areas and
education.

One of the sources of funding that
they are looking to more and more as
a result of this policy is a revenue
stream from Washington, and that is
why | think the Obey amendment being
offered here today is very important,
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and | encourage my colleagues to sup-
port it.

Schools throughout my home-State of Wis-
consin are tapping every resource available to
reduce class size. School districts are also
struggling to maintain and build the facilities
necessary to offer a quality learning environ-
ment.

Class size reduction efforts at the local,
State and Federal levels are proving effective
at improving academic achievement. Schools
across Wisconsin have been taking advantage
of both the State class size reduction program,
known as SAGE, and the Federal Class Size
Reduction program to hire new teachers and
provide professional development opportuni-
ties for their staffs.

We in Congress must remain committed to
these priorities to ensure that all of our stu-
dents benefit from the enhanced learning envi-
ronment smaller classes and modern buildings
offer. These efforts must not be considered
short-term fixes, but long-term commitments.

But we should be committed to providing
critical resources to particular areas and stu-
dents in need. The role of Federal Govern-
ment in education has always been to help
those children with the most need and to ad-
dress problems of national significance. At this
point in time, simply increasing Federal block
grants at the expense of proven, needed pro-
grams does away with that focus and simply
reduces the role of the Federal Government to
that of a new stream of revenue for Governors
unwilling to tackle education issues directly
through State funding.

Everyone's talking about education this
election season. And | believe | hear can-
didates from both the Democratic and Repub-
lican parties talking about the need for greater
accountability. Yet, more open-ended block
grants are not going to advance accountability.

I'm all for local control of schools, but let's
be honest; the level of funding we provide,
while critical to many individual students and
local schools in need, does not circumvent
local control over their schools. But by tar-
geting funds to those most in need and
projects of most critical need we will continue
the commitment to education we all claim to
have.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, how much
time is remaining on each side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. PORTER) has 5
minutes, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) has 2 minutes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | have only
1 remaining speaker, and | understand
I have the right to close.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is correct.

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

Mr. Speaker, | just want to reiterate
that the issue here is not about money.
We are substantially above the Presi-
dent in most education accounts. We
are, overall, $600 million ahead of the
President’s requests for the Depart-
ment of Education’s funding in the
conference report. We are substantially
ahead of the President, a billion dollars
ahead of the President, in special edu-
cation. We are ahead of the President
in student financial assistance. We are
ahead in Pell Grants. We are ahead in
TRIO, higher education, Historically
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Black Colleges and Universities, His-
panic-serving institutions, education
technology, education for the disadvan-
taged, impact aid, education for home-
less, rehabilitation services.

We are ahead of the President in
many of the important educational ac-
counts, and overall we are over half a
billion dollars ahead of the President
in our commitment to funding of edu-
cation. The real argument here is on
flexibility or control.

Republicans insist that the local
school districts that are in our society
be charged with the responsibility for
educating our Kids, together with the
States, 95 percent of the expenditures
are State and local money, they ought
to control how the money is spent. The
Democrats on the other hand insist
that Washington can make that deci-
sion for them and not want account-
ability. That is a nice word, it is con-
trol.

It is saying Washington is going to
tell you how this money is going to be
spent and you have to spend it that
way. We put the money in; the money
is there. It is there for class size reduc-
tion. It is there for school construc-
tion. It is there for teacher training,
but the control is not there, the con-
trol is left where it should be with
those who are accountable for edu-
cating our Kkids, the local school dis-
tricts.

Mr. Speaker, we think that is the
way to go. There is a profound philo-
sophical difference here, and this mo-
tion does define that difference. If
Members want local control, vote
against the motion. If Members want
local control, vote against the motion.
If Members want control by Wash-
ington, vote for it. 1 would urge Mem-
bers to vote no.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, no one is against dis-
tricts having flexibility, but | would
point out that under Title VI, which
they want to expend without any
strings whatsoever, audits discovered
that one State used those funds to pur-
chase an automobile for the State de-
partment of education; another State
used it to pay their entire State edu-
cation printing bill at the expense of
the Federal Government; a third State
used these funds for a banquet related
to an entirely different program; an-
other State used them for graduate
classes taken by an employee of the
State education agency. That points
out for the need for accountability.

Mr. Speaker, 93 percent of the money
spent at the local level is under control
of local, State, or local and State
school agencies; that will remain under
local control. We are talking about
whether we ought to have some ability
to target the remaining 7 percent
which comes from the Federal Govern-
ment. We think we should.

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
PORTER) says this is not about money.
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That is absolutely not true. We want at
least $3 billion more in that bill for
education, for school modernization,
for class size reduction, for afterschool
programs, for Pell Grant increases, for
special education increases and a num-
ber of others that we outlined.

This asks two things: It asks, first of
all, that we fund education at the high-
est possible level. It means we should
take some of that $28 billion in new
money on the table and use it for edu-
cation.

The majority party has told us in
conference we cannot use a dime of
that additional money for education;
that puts education last rather than
first as a national priority. That is
backwards. The second thing we say is
whatever amount of money you provide
for local flexibility, do not use it as an
excuse to gut our efforts to strengthen
efforts to provide modern school build-
ings and smaller class size.

This country is wise enough and
wealthy enough to do both.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of
Mr. OBEY’s motion because it seeks to ensure
that H.R. 4577 includes dedicated funding to
address two critical needs of our public
schools.

First, the motion seeks to preserve the Clin-
ton/Clay class size reduction initiative, which is
intended to eliminate overcrowded classrooms
and boost student achievement.

Thus far, the class size initiative has en-
abled communities to hire nearly 30,000
teachers for the current school year, providing
smaller classes in the early grades to an esti-
mated 1.7 million children. President Clinton
has proposed spending an additional $1.75
billion in FY 2001, which would allow support
for almost 50,000 teachers.

We should fully fund the President's re-
quest, and also provide a long-term authoriza-
tion to ensure that the benefits of smaller
classes, led by highly qualified teachers, are
extended to even more school districts and
students.

Mr. Speaker, | also support Mr. OBEY’S mo-
tion because it would ensure H.R. 4577 in-
cludes funding to build and modernize 6,000
schools nationwide.

Today, over 28,000 public schools, have in-
adequate heating and cooling systems. Over
23,000 have inadequate plumbing, and more
than 20,000 schools have leaking roofs. In ad-
dition, 2,400 new public schools will be need-
ed by the year 2003 to accommodate rising
enrollments and relieve overcrowding.

Mr. Speaker, if we fail to invest sufficient
Federal resources in reducing class sizes and
building better public schools, we will fail to
give the help that is most needed to the stu-
dents they serve.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. Speaker,
| rise in support of Mr. OBEY’s motion to in-
struct conferees to provide the “highest fund-
ing level possible” for the Education Depart-
ment which is embodied in H.R. 4577, the
Labor, Health, Human Services, and Edu-
cation Appropriations Bill. The education of
our nation’s children is an issue of paramount
concern. As Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives we need to be committed to en-
suring that all children are being educated in
a safe and clean environment that is condu-
cive to learning. We know, however, that in
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many school districts all across the country
this is not the case. Students are being edu-
cated in dilapidated school facilities with se-
verely overcrowded classrooms. We should
support the Administration’s request for dedi-
cated funds to reduce class sizes in early
grades and for local school construction.

Research and common sense suggest that
smaller classes offer teachers the chance to
devote more time to each student which im-
proves their ability to learn. A 1998 U.S. De-
partment of Education report, “Reducing Class
Size: What Do We Know?” indicates that re-
ducing class size is related to increased stu-
dent learning. Other studies have shown that
smaller class sizes result in increased student
achievement, a reduction in discipline prob-
lems and increased instructional time for
teachers. In addition, smaller classes have
been shown to be most important in early
grades, and for disadvantaged and minority
students.

Under the leadership of the Administration’s
Class-Size Reduction Initiative, a number of
states have already implemented class size
reduction programs. The state of California,
which | represent, began its Class Size Re-
duction Program in 1996, giving money to
school districts for the purpose of reducing the
student/teacher ratio to 20 to 1 in kindergarten
through third grade. The goal of the K-3 Class
Size Reduction Program was to increase stu-
dent achievement, particularly in reading and
mathematics, by decreasing the class size to
20 or fewer students per certified teacher. The
program has been a great success as over 90
percent of the state’s schools are participating
in the class-size reduction program, academic
achievement is up and the state has dedicated
a record amount of money for teacher recruit-
ment and school construction. Similar results
are being experienced all across the country
and serve as a testament to the importance of
promoting smaller class sizes.

Smaller classes require larger, modern fa-
cilities. The motion to instruct conferees of-
fered by my colleague, Congressman OBEY,
recognizes that federal funds need to be tar-
geted toward school construction if we are to
meet the needs of students across the nation.
Communities across the country are struggling
to address critical needs to renovate exiting
schools and build new ones, School construc-
tion and modernization are necessary to ac-
commodate rising student enrollments, to help
reduce class sizes and to make sure schools
are accessible to all students. According to the
General Accounting Office, two-thirds of Amer-
ica’'s schools are in need of extensive repair
and replacement of major structures. The
state of California has estimated $22 billion in
school infrastructure and modernization needs.
I have walked through school facilities with
leaking roofs, splintered chairs, and walls with
severe water damage. This is unacceptable.
America’s students deserve better, and | con-
gratulate Mr. OBEY for working diligently to en-
sure that they get better.

| strongly support Mr. OBEY's motion to in-
struct because it focuses on the need to pro-
vide students with the best possible learning
environment which consists of smaller classes
in safe school buildings, that are conductive to
learning.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered.
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There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A divi-
sion of the question has been de-
manded.

The Chair will first put the question
on the portion of the motion through
the semicolon. The Chair will then put
the question on the remaining portion.

Without objection, an electronic vote
on the second portion may be a 5-
minute vote, if following a 15-minute
vote on the first portion.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the first portion of
the divided question.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. OBEY moves that the managers on the
part of the House at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the
bill, H.R. 4577, be instructed to insist on the
highest funding level possible for the Depart-
ment of Education;

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the first portion of the
divided motion offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

The first portion of the motion was
agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the second portion of
the divided question.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. OBEY moves that the managers on the
part of the House at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the
bill, H.R. 4577, be instructed to insist on dis-
agreeing with provisions in the Senate
amendment which denies the President’s re-
quest for dedicated resources to reduce class
sizes in the early grades and for local school
construction and, instead, broadly expands
the Title VI Education Block Grant with
limited accountability in the use of funds.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the second portion of the
divided motion offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

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

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

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 222, nays
201, not voting 10, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 484]
YEAS—222

Abercrombie Blumenauer Conyers
Ackerman Bonior Costello
Aderholt Borski Coyne
Allen Boswell Cramer
Andrews Boucher Crowley
Baca Boyd Cummings
Baird Brady (PA) Danner
Baldacci Brown (FL) Davis (FL)
Baldwin Brown (OH) Davis (IL)
Barcia Capps DeFazio
Barrett (WI) Capuano DeGette
Becerra Cardin Delahunt
Bentsen Carson Delauro
Berkley Clay Deutsch
Berman Clayton Dicks
Berry Clement Dingell
Bishop Clyburn Dixon
Blagojevich Condit Doggett

Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin

Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
Mclnnis
Mclintyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Ney
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad

NAYS—201

Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal

DelLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
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Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Shaw
Sherman
Sherwood
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu

Wynn

Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger

Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Martinez
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
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McKeon Rogan Sweeney
Metcalf Rogers Talent
Mica Rohrabacher Tancredo
Miller (FL) Ros-Lehtinen Tauzin
Miller, Gary Roukema Taylor (NC)
Moran (KS) Royce Terry
Myrick Ryan (WI) Thomas
Northup Ryun (KS) Thornberry
Norwood Sanford Thune
Nussle Saxton Tiahrt
Ose Scarborough Toomey
Oxley Schaffer Traficant
Packard Sensenbrenner Vitter
Paul Sessions Walden
Pease Shadegg Walsh
Peterson (PA) Shays Wamp
Petri Shimkus Watkins
Pickering Shuster Watts (OK)
Pitts Simpson Weldon (FL)
Pombo Skeen Weldon (PA)
Porter Smith (MI) Weller
Portman Smith (TX) Whitfield
Pryce (OH) Souder Wicker
Radanovich Spence Wilson
Regula Stearns Wolf
Reynolds Stump Young (AK)
Riley Sununu Young (FL)
NOT VOTING—10
Burton Klink Sabo
Campbell Lazio Vento
Hilliard Mclintosh
Jones (OH) Nethercutt
0 1421
Messrs. CHABOT, GUTKNECHT,

GILCHREST, PICKERING, WELLER,
YOUNG of Alaska and METCALF
changed their vote from ‘‘yea” to
“nay.”

Messrs. SNYDER, GILMAN, BARCIA,
GALLEGLY and ADERHOLT changed
their vote from ““nay”” to “‘yea.”

So the second portion of the divided
motion to instruct was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). Without objection, two mo-
tions to reconsider are laid on the
table.

There was no objection.

LISTEN TO SCIENTIFIC EXPERTS;
NOT FEAR PROFITEERS

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

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, the American taxpayer is making a
considerable investment in research
through the spending of Congress and
the President. Part of the research
that | am particularly interested in is
the basic plant genome research.

Current sequencing efforts on the
Arabidopsis plant has allowed us to un-
derstand the plant gene and our ability
to modify plants, with the potential of
tremendously helping mankind
throughout the world. We now have the
ability to select one or two or a few
genes, whose characteristics have been
determined, and incorporate those
genes into another plant to improve
the nutrient digestibility, to improve
the vitamins, to improve the needed
minerals, to create the desease immu-
nization values of that particular food
product.

We are now faced with what | call
fear profiteers that are spreading the
word of fear to stymie research. My
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message this morning is that we have
to rely on scientific information as we
pursue our scientific endeavors and not
allow emotion and fear profiteers to
determine the destiny of research and
scientific achievement in this country.

Mr. Speaker, the payoffs from plant genome
research will depend in large part on our abil-
ity to capture and apply the benefits from it.
Congress should support the goals of the
plant genome research. The National Plant
Genome |Initiative is a well-managed public
asset that represents a wise use of taxpayer
dollars.

Current sequencing efforts on Arabidopsis
thaliana have improved immeasurably our un-
derstanding of the genomics of a typical flow-
ering plant. The shift in emphasis from gene
sequencing to functional genomics is the log-
ical next step that should provide the intellec-
tual basis for new varieties of commercially-
important crops and other plants.

NSF, the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA), and the other participants in the plant
genome program have done a credible job of
making the results of the research it funds
available to other researchers and the private
sector. Partnerships among universities partici-
pating in the program, agricultural experiment
stations, and private-sector companies also
have been developed.

These efforts should be encouraged further,
and more formal structures concentrating re-
search efforts in plant genomics, plant breed-
ing, and agricultural extension should be con-
sidered to attract increased private sector par-
ticipation and get new varieties to the field
sooner. To that end, | would hope that the
plant genome and gene expression centers
pilot program authorized in H.R. 3500, through
its matching-funds requirement, will be used
by NSF to encourage greater participation of
other federal agencies, particularly USDA, and
the private sector in accelerating the develop-
ment of enhanced food crops, particularly
those that provide nutritional or health benefits
to consumers, and for alternative uses of agri-
cultural crops.

Please join me this Thursday at a press and
staff briefing on biotechnology and “Fear Prof-
iteers.” A timely discussion of the importance
of sound science in policy approaches to bio-
technology, other areas of science and case
studies of organizations and businesses that
sow health scares to reap membership and/or
monetary gain. September 21, 2000, 11:30-
12:30 p.m., 1302 Longworth Building, Rep-
resentative NICK SMITH (R-MI); Fred Smith,
Competitive  Enterprise Institute;  Bonner
Cohen, Ph.D., Lexington Institute; Alex Avery,
Hudson Institute; Emceed by Steve Milloy,
Publisher of junkscience.com.

PERMANENT NORMAL TRADE
RELATIONS WITH CHINA

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

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, | rise
to express my deep disappointment
that the Senate has approved perma-

nent normal trade relations with
China, which the President will soon
sign.

Contrary to the cheers heard from
private industry, this is not a moment
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of celebration for millions of hard-
working American men and women. In
fact, American workers in specific in-
dustries are watching their jobs dis-
appear. We have sacrificed their liveli-
hood on the alter of trade with China.
These are working people who will soon
see their jobs exported overseas. In
New Jersey, we will lose 22,000 jobs
over the next 10 years.

Upon enactment of PNTR, the United
States is caving in to pressure from
private industry and turning a blind
eye to the Chinese Government’s fla-
grant shortcomings. | did not vote for
PNTR when it was considered in the
House because an affirmative vote was
one that would legitimize the actions
of a government known for terrorizing
its citizens, disallowing free speech and
religion, and for breaking every trade
agreement they have made with the
United States.

Increased trade with China will not
force the reform and democracy in
their deeply flawed government. We
have given them a pink slip, our work-
ers, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, | rise to express my deep con-
cern and disappointment that the Senate has
approved Permanent Normal Trade Relations
with China, which the President will soon sign
into law.

Contrary to the cheers heard from private
industry, this is not a moment of celebration
for millions of hard working American men and
women who will get the short end of the stick.
PNTR is a bad deal for the United States and
its people.

| am ashamed to tell the men and women
in my district, the Eighth Congressional District
of New Jersey, that this bill passed Congress.
These are working people, who will soon see
their jobs exported overseas. New Jersey will
lose over 22 thousand jobs over the next ten
years upon enactment of this bill.

Furthermore, upon enactment of PNTR, the
United States is caving in to pressure from pri-
vate industry and turning a blind eye to the
Chinese government’s flagrant shortcomings.

| did not vote for China PNTR when it was
considered in the House because an affirma-
tive vote was one that would legitimize the ac-
tions of a government known for terrorizing its
citizens, disallowing free speech and religion,
and for breaking every trade agreement with
the United States.

Increased trade with China will not foster re-
form and democracy in their deeply flawed
government. Instead, it will lead America into
trade deficits, as has been proven in normal
trade relations agreements in the past. Most
importantly, | am disappointed that the Amer-
ican worker was not well represented in this
Congress.

Instead of ensuring that hard working Amer-
ican families are secure in their jobs so that
they can put food on their table, clothes on
their backs, and pay their mortgage, the Con-
gress has just handed them a pink slip.

| applaud the attempts of some of my col-
leagues in the Senate who tried to offer rem-
edies to this flawed bill, but were rebuffed with
each and every attempt. | was disappointed
that constructive amendments—amendments
dealing with labor standards, human rights,
weapons technology and policy toward Tai-
wan—were rejected. | try to remain optimistic
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about the prospects for our future. But | am
continually discouraged from optimism when |
watch the textile industry in my district vanish
before my very eyes.

How can the workers in my District be opti-
mistic when they are looking for work in trades
that will no longer be based in the United
States? Right before the House took the vote
on China PNTR, workers in my district held a
rally against passage. The site? A textile com-
pany that had closed down because jobs have
been exported overseas slowly, but surely.

Workers, businessmen, students and vet-
erans were all in attendance at the rally,
united against this trade policy that will be en-
acted soon after | speak here today. The op-
position | stood with that day was a broad co-
alition of patriots. They would like us to export
our values before our jobs.

This trade agreement is nothing more than
corporate welfare. We are paving the way for
multinational corporations to exploit low-wage
workers without fear of human rights violations
for working conditions.

After all, workers in China are not protected
by their government. There are no unions, no
freedoms, no whistle-blowing, no legal re-
course for inhumane conditions, no freedom of
speech . . . the list goes on and on.

I will never surrender my moral compass,
and that the only thing | want to be permanent
between the United States and China is a
commitment to freedom. | vehemently oppose
the passage of China PNTR, and will continue
to fight on behalf of American laborers in the
future. God bless America.

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, and
under a previous order of the House,
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 Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

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

(Mr. METCALF 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 Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. STRICKLAND addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

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

(Mr. CANADY of Florida addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
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hereafter
marks.)

in the Extensions of Re-

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

EDUCATION FUNDING PRIORITIES

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

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker | would
like to take some time here this after-
noon to talk about education in fur-
therance of the discussion we just had
and the votes we have just had on the
floor of the House of Representatives.

In a time when education has risen to
be the number one issue in all of the
polls that we see across America, ev-
eryone is trying to take credit for what
is happening in education, or to blame
others. In reality, | do not think there
is a man or woman on either side of
this Chamber who would not want to,
in some way, be able to help young peo-
ple with education.

Mr. Speaker, | like to believe very
strongly that we on the Republican
side have worked very, very hard to
further this purpose, just as we did on
the last vote, trying to take the same
amount of money and giving flexibility
to the States and local districts to
make the decision about how to use the
money and not mandate just school
construction or just reduced class size.

Similarly, we have been working
very hard on the funding aspects of
education. Indeed, as | indicated in our
discussion earlier today, in the first 5
years of the last decade, with the
Democrats in charge of the House of
Representatives, the increase in fund-
ing for education was 6 percent per
year. Basically, it was 6 percent in the
5 years the Democrats were in charge
of the House, and when the Repub-
licans took over, the increase has been
8.2 percent a year. Anyone who knows
anything about mathematics and takes
that 2.2 percent additional increase
each year realizes how many dollars
that amounts to. So there has been no
shirking of the responsibility of Repub-
licans with respect to education.

But | think just as important have
been some of the issues that underlie
this. We have been very determined to
help children with disabilities, to help
with IDEA, the individuals with dis-
abilities education act. They need par-
ticular help because, in some cases, it
is particularly expensive to help those
young people be educated.

We have been concerned about qual-
ity. We have talked about quality ef-
fectiveness and results in education.
We have talked about better teaching.
In our classrooms today, particularly
today with the technology and some of
the problems in society, we need teach-
ers who are competent and who are

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

well trained and, in particular, who
know their subject matter. We need ac-
countability. As we are deregulating
more Federal education programs and
providing more flexibility, which we
have been doing, we must ensure that
Federal education programs produce

real accountable results. .
We believe in local control. Ulti-

mately, we have to make that decision,
be it Washington State or Washington,
D.C. or Wilmington, Delaware or some
place around the United States of
America, we need to give them the
flexibility to do what they have to do
in order to educate. We need to get dol-
lars to the classroom. We have been
pushing very hard to make sure that
the appropriations which are done here
go into the classrooms to help the

young people get educated.
Basic academics is important. No

more fads or self-esteem approaches,
perhaps new math, open classrooms,
some of the things which have failed
over the years. We need the basic aca-
demics, and we do need parental in-
volvement and responsibility. 1 think
all of us are aware that parents are
often out of the house more because of
the need for income, jobs, matters like
that, but the bottom line is that we
need to get parents as involved as we
possibly can.
O 1430

We have been working very hard in
order to get that done, and we have
been providing the funding for this, and
| think that is a significant point that
needs to be made.

There are a lot of areas we have been
involved in: the Charter School Expan-
sion Act; some real opportunities to
educate differently, perhaps better;
prohibiting new Federal taxes, for ex-
ample; dealing with the Teacher Em-
powerment Act and the Student Result
Act. These are all areas of building for
education for young people across
America.

But there are other areas as well, and
some are not necessarily connected to
what Republicans do. One is called
Head Start. Head Start is a very sig-
nificant program that helps young peo-
ple who may need a particular start in
education to get up to the starting line
equal. | like to believe that every kid
in kindergarten at the age of 5 is going
to be equal at that point if we can pos-
sibly help with that.

And Republicans have been leading
the way over the last few years with
Head Start. Funding for this program
has expanded by 106 percent since 1995.
That is a tremendous increase. That is
a real commitment, to take all of those
children who may come from families
or circumstances where they need some
extra help and provide that extra help

to them.
At the same time, we are talking

again about quality and not just quan-
tity, and we are saying that those peo-
ple who are in these Head Start pro-
grams, that is teaching and running
them, should have the background to
do that. Hopefully, they will be teach-
ers or people on their way to a teach-
ing degree so that they will have the
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advantages of knowing exactly how
they can handle children. So we are
working on that. And now half the peo-
ple teaching in Head Start have a col-
lege degree. There is a balance, | think,
between quality and expansion, which
is going on here; and we think that is
important as well.

We think quality child care is impor-
tant also. A great sum of money has
been spent with respect to the area of
helping with our children. Again, chil-
dren are the future. Children are a pre-
cious commodity that we have to pay a
great deal of attention to as Members
of the Congress of the United States of
America.

Literacy is also important. And
under the tutelage of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING), the
retiring but extraordinarily talented
chairman of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, we have also
addressed these issues. So there are
many, many things which we have
done with respect to education for
which the Republican Party may take
credit, as well as some Democrats may
take credit.

The bottom line is that we care a
great deal about education. We have
funded education and we want to make
sure all those children have every op-
portunity possible.

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

(Mr. UNDERWOOD addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

PRESCRIPTION DRUG COVERAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Michigan (Ms. STABENOW)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Speaker, on April 12,
| led an hour of debate on the topic of pre-
scription drug coverage for senior citizens. |
read three letters from around the state from
seniors who shared their personal stories. On
the 12th, | made a commitment to continue to
read a different letter every week until the
House enacts reform. That was five months
ago. Although the House passed a prescrip-
tion drug bill this summer, | believe it will not
help most seniors. So, | will continue to submit
letters until Congress enacts a real Medicare
prescription drug benefit. This week, | will sub-
mit a letter from Virginia Langell of Chippewa
Lake, Michigan.

At most, there are only three weeks left for
Congress to enact a meaningful prescription
drug benefit. It is critical that we do so before
Congress adjourns.

This week, Newsweek magazine has de-
voted its cover story to the issue of prescrip-
tion drugs. It is the same story that | have
been sharing on the House floor since April.
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Seniors are paying too much for their prescrip-
tion drugs.

According to Newsweek, the cost of pre-
scription drugs is rising at an alarming rate, at
least twice as fast as the rate of inflation. As
a result of these increases, pharmaceutical
companies are the most profitable in the na-
tion, with an 18.6 percent profit margin in
1999.

The issue of Newsweek also clarifies that
the most visible and loudest opponent of cre-
ating a Medical prescription drug benefit, the
“Citizens for Better Medicare,” a so-called
grass-roots organization, is funded primarily by
the pharmaceutical industry. In fact, the indus-
try has spent an estimated $65 million on tele-
vision advertising to persuade senior citizens
that a prescription drug benefit is not in their
best interest.

Well, | disagree. | have met with too many
seniors, read too many letters, visited with too
many families in Michigan who are struggling
to buy the prescriptions they need. Too many
are forced to make a decision between their
prescription medication or buying food or heat-
ing their homes. We cannot and should not
wait one more day. Congress must enact a
voluntary, defined Medicare prescription drug
benefit plan.

Following is a letter from Virginia Langell.

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN DEBBIE STABENOW:
here are my receipts for 1998. Also, | would
like to have you take a look at these two
drugs that jumped up in the past few
months:

Furosemide: [from] $7.59 [to] $8.79—a jump
of $1.20

Adalat: [from] $73.99 [to] $82.99—a jump of
$9.00

The prices are ridiculous. It’s about time
something is done for the seniors.

I live on Social Security. | get $735.00 a
month. | have 5 prescriptions filled every
month, also eye drop prescriptions every two
or three months.

It costs me $135.00 to $150.00 every month
just for drug prescriptions. | would like to
see the law makers in Washington live on
this kind of income. | have no co-pay for
drug prescriptions and also there are the
“‘over-the-counter[s]” like aspirin, Ben Gay,
etc.

I hope you can fight for us and see what
can be done.

Yours truly,
VIRGINIA LANGELL.

Assuming that Ms. Langell pays $135/mo
for her medication, she pays a total of
$1,620.00 per year.

Under the Democratic plan, she would save:
$611.25.

Under the Republican plan, she would only
save: $385.00.

In other words, Virginia would save more
with the Democratic plan: $226.25.

That is the difference between eating two or
three meals a day. That is the cost of heating
a small home during the coldest winter
months. That is the difference between being
able to fill your car with gasoline for trips to
and from the doctor’s office. It is clear that we
must enact a real prescription drug plan now.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. MORELLA addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)
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BALANCED BUDGET REFINEMENT
BILL

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to talk about the Balanced Budg-
et Act of 1997, or BBA, and the efforts
in this body to provide some relief
through another Balanced Budget Re-
finement Bill.

I voted against the Balanced Budget
Act of 1997 because it was designed to
cut $116 billion from Medicare. | be-
lieved these cuts were too drastic and
would severely harm our health care
delivery system. Unfortunately, | was
right. Three years later, the Congres-
sional Budget Office has projected that
Medicare will be cut by more than $250
billion, more than double what was
originally expected.

Our hospitals, medical device compa-
nies, nursing homes, health centers,
and home health agencies all need re-
lief from these drastic cuts. That is
why | am here today advocating for a
comprehensive and significant BBA re-
lief package.

A BBA package will help the teach-
ing hospitals throughout the country,
like the University of Massachusetts
Medical Center, located in my district.
A BBA package will help HMOs stay in
Medicare+Choice. We know that HMOs
are pulling out of Medicare+Choice be-
cause they cannot afford to treat Medi-
care patients with the reimbursement
levels currently set in the BBA.

While | support BBA relief for teach-
ing hospitals and nursing homes, as
well as efforts to keep HMOs partici-
pating in Medicare+Choice, | want to
focus on three areas that are not re-
ceiving the attention they deserve in
discussions on the Balanced Budget
Act refinement package. Specifically, |
want to talk about medical devices,
health centers and rural clinics, and
last, but not least, home health care.

First, | want to express my support
for H.R. 4395, the Medicare Patient Ac-
cess to Technology Act. This bill will
help speed the delivery of new medical
technologies to Medicare beneficiaries
and health care providers.

Mr. Speaker, medical devices and
other technologies must undergo a rig-
orous review at the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration before that medical tech-
nology is made available. This process
is followed by a review of the Health
Care Financing Administration, or
HCFA, before it is finally approved for
reimbursement under the Medicare
program. However, HCFA can take up
to 4 years to approve coverage, assign
the product a code, and establish a pay-
ment level. This lengthy process denies
our seniors access to devices, therapies
and products that effectively treat dis-
ease, improve the quality of life and,
indeed, save lives.

H.R. 4395 provides reforms to make
these technologies available safely and
quickly so that Medicare recipients
will have the access and the latest
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medical technologies, and | urge their
inclusion in any BBA relief package.

Second, | want to express my strong
support for H.R. 2341, the Safety Net
Preservation Act. This bill ensures
that community health centers and
rural health clinics can continue to
provide health care services to unin-
sured Americans who have nowhere
else to turn for the care they need.

There are more than 44 million peo-
ple in this country who do not have
health insurance and millions more are
underinsured. Community health cen-
ters and rural health clinics are the
safety net for these people; yet these
centers cannot survive if they are
forced to operate under fiscal deficits.

H.R. 2341 allows organizations like
the Great Brook Valley Health Center
and the Family Health Center in
Worcester, Massachusetts, to continue
doing the good work they are doing
today.

Finally, | want to express my strong
support for home health care and for
H.R. 5163, the Home Health Care Re-
finement Amendments of 2000. | intro-
duced this bill, along with the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PETER-
SON) and others because the home
health industry has been decimated by
the Balanced Budget Act. Instead of
being cut by $15 billion, as was in-
tended in 1997, home health care has
been cut by $69 billion over 5 years.
And next year home health care spend-
ing will be cut by another 15 percent.
This has to stop.

My bill will eliminate this unneces-
sary and dangerous cut, as well as pro-
vide relief for the most costly patients
and for rural providers. My bill also
changes the billing procedure for non-
routine medical supplies and opens the
door for telemedicine.

Last week, | sat down with the chief
White House health care policy advi-
sor. We agreed that home health care
deserves relief and that it is a priority
in the upcoming BBA relief bill. | trust
he will fight for home health care, and
I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this legislation as the com-
prehensive home health care BBA re-
lief package.

Mr. Speaker, providing Medicare re-
lief from the BBA is vital. The pro-
posals currently advocated by the ma-
jority and the administration are inad-
equate. We must provide at the very
least $40 billion over 5 years to address
the needs of medical devices, commu-
nity health centers and home health
care, as well as many other more well-
known areas, like teaching hospitals,
Medicare+Choice, and nursing homes.

| urge everyone to work to provide a
comprehensive and significant relief
that is absolutely necessary this year.
We cannot adjourn from this Congress
without addressing the issue of the
Balanced Budget Act cuts in Medicare.
We can do much better. Our constitu-
ents are counting on us. | hope that we
are all up to the challenge.



September 20, 2000

VICE PRESIDENT SHOULD STICK
TO FACTS WHEN CAMPAIGNING

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

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, the Vice
President last week in my home State
in Tallahassee decided that he needed
to make an example of the high cost of
prescription drugs. The Vice President
used statistics compiled by the Demo-
cratic National Committee relative to
cost for either human consumption or
animal consumption. But the Vice
President did not just stop there. He
decided to embellish the story. It has
been in all the major papers. He de-
cided to create a story about his moth-
er-in-law and his pet. He went on to de-
scribe how they are taking arthritis
medication for their conditions and
how the disparity of price between
what the dog takes and what the moth-
er-in-law takes was so startling and so
outrageous.

Now, of course, in Florida we have a
lot of seniors. In fact, | am probably
the seventh oldest Medicare district in
America. So when it comes to prescrip-
tion drugs, a subject I know something
about that we have been working on in
the Committee on Ways and Means, |
take strong offense to the fact that he
would not only create false statements
and mislead the public, not only embel-
lish the story, but create it out of
sheer nonsense. And so my seniors, who
are waiting for some relief from the
high cost of prescription drugs,
scratched their heads and wondered
why somebody who has been in office
so long would not just stick to the
facts. Why would they have to create
stories involving their own family?

During the same week, the Vice
President was saying that we need
medical privacy; that the United
States Congress should strive to make
certain that every person’s medical
record is protected; that they cannot
be exposed to public scrutiny; that
they cannot be used against them. But
we might want to ask him a little more
about that privacy issue before we re-
lease any of our details to the govern-
ment, because he seems to relate a lot
of private medical information for the
sheer sake of politics. His mother-in-
law now has all her neighbors knowing
what medications she takes. She may
or may not have agreed to that release;
we just do not know. We do not even
know if she takes the medication to
this date. They have not been forth-
coming with the facts.

I think the Vice President owes the
American public an explanation. Does
his dog take the medication? Do the
Federal taxpayers pay for his dog’s
medication? Does Mrs. Gore or the Vice
President drive to the veterinarian and
get the prescription or is its supplied
by somebody there at the Naval Ob-
servatory?

We have also heard over the recent
weeks about his condemnation of Hol-
lywood and the movie industry. Yet
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just last night he is there saying to ev-
erybody, ‘““Don’t worry, | am only mak-
ing statements. | don’t want to alarm
you. | still want your campaign con-
tributions. | still want to be your
friend, but 1 am going to blast you in
public and make sinners of all of you.”
He takes the money; throws darts.
Takes the money; makes accusations.

“l created the Internet.” That was a
statement he made a few weeks ago, or
a few months ago. He discovered Love
Canal; he was the subject of Love
Story. Yet today he is virtually absent
when we are talking about high energy
prices.

We talked about the soccer moms in
the 1996 election and how important
they are. And | hope they will all re-
flect when they fill up their Chrysler
minivans or SUVs that the cost of fuel
is now about $1.75, the highest it has
been in 10 years, and certainly the
highest it has been during this admin-
istration. So filling up the minivan is
now a costly chore for mothers and fa-
thers as they proceed to work and take
their kids to soccer practice. But there
is no one there taking credit for the oil
policy of this administration.

Today, the stock market is down 200
points, largely because of energy
prices; and | do not hear anybody tak-
ing credit for that. The administration
has the Energy Department. One would
think they would figure out a response.
Yet they can only accuse the other side
of the aisle and our presidential nomi-
nee, that they are tied to big oil.
Maybe they should stand up and say at
least we can figure out an energy pol-
icy that will be good for America; that
may bring down the cost of fuel for the
consumers of America.

This robust economy that we under-
stand that they have taken full credit
for for the last 8 years may in fact be
in a decline because of energy prices. It
is insidious. It affects transportation;
it affects heating bills. Wait until this
winter, when we talk about the polit-
ical dynamics of choosing food and
medicine. We now have to choose be-
tween food, medicine and fuel, heating
oil for our homes.

So | would just like it, if we are
going to start embellishing rhetoric,
creating facts, making up names, in-
serting foot in mouth, that at least
somebody come to this floor and ad-
dress the voters and taxpayers of this
Nation as to where we are going with
our energy policy. It is getting very
difficult because those who are making
the energy policy do not fill up their
own tanks, so they do not feel the pain.
They do not feel the pain when we
reach into our wallets each week and
pull out those precious dollars in order
to keep our lives going forward and fill-
ing our vehicles with gasoline.

So, today, as we proceed to continue
discussing appropriations items and
the future of this Congress and the di-
rection of our Nation, | do again urge
the Vice President to please at least
stick to the script and stick to the
straight facts. | would hope he would
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not create and embellish names and
drugs that are being taken by his fam-
ily, which may or may not be true.

The American public deserves the
truth. They deserve to know the facts.
They need to know exactly where we
are going on a prescription drug policy.
We do not need to bring in Fido and the
rest of the family to make a point. It
was fraudulent, it was false, it was de-
meaning, it was misleading, and it was
done in Florida, in a State where sen-
iors are looking for honesty and deci-
sions rather than fraudulent state-
ments.

BORN ALIVE INFANTS
PROTECTION ACT

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

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, it was not
long ago we were all scratching our
heads wondering how anyone could ask
what the meaning of ““is” is.

Words have plain meanings, or at
least they used to. And while many of
us laughed about the President’s confu-
sion, this kind of semantic game has
become a matter of life and death for
many newborns because many in the
abortion industry are trying to con-
vince us that even after a child is born,
even if he or she is born healthy, the
child is not really a person. They claim
the baby has no rights or legal protec-
tions, or even the right to live. The
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Third
District has gone so far as to rule in
favor of this outrageous position.

This is yet another example of a
group of radical judges turning kooky
ideas into law through a fiat that the
Constitution does not entitle them to.
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In the case of Planned Parenthood of
Central New Jersey v. Farmer, the
court ruled that it was ‘‘nonsensical
for a State legislature to conclude that
an infant’s location in or outside the
mother’s womb has any relevance in
deciding if the child may be killed. The
Court decided that all that matters is
whether or not the mother intended to
have an abortion, even if it was a par-
tial-birth abortion, which most Ameri-
cans think is murder.”

In other words, if a child is born alive
because a doctor has induced labor as
part of an abortion procedure, regard-
less of how late in the pregnancy, the
child still may be Kkilled. It does not
matter how healthy the baby is or how
loudly it cries. Once the mother de-
cides to abort her child, it makes no
difference how the baby exits the
womb, we may still kill the child with
impunity.

Mr. Speaker, how on Earth can we
claim to be a civilized nation when we
are Kkilling living, breathing children
and calling it legal?

I would like to read a portion of the
testimony Jill Stanek gave back in
July during the hearings on the Born
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Alive Infants Protection Act. Jill is a
nurse that worked in a hospital in Oak

Lawn, Illinois. Her hospital, which, 1
am embarrassed to say, is called Christ
Hospital, performs abortions for

women even in their second and third
trimester.

Jill says that babies at that hospital
sometimes survive the abortion proce-
dure. These babies want to live, but the
hospital lets them die anyway. Here is
a little bit of her story.

“In the event that a baby is aborted
alive, he or she receives no medical as-
sessments or care but is only given
what my hospital calls ‘comfort care.’
‘Comfort care’ is defined as keeping the
baby warm in a blanket until he or she
dies, although even this minimal com-
passion is not always provided. It is
not required that these babies be held
during their short lives.

““One night, a nursing coworker was
taking an aborted Down’s syndrome
baby who was born alive to our Soiled
Utility Room because his parents did
not want to hold him, and she did not
have time to hold him. | could not bear
the thought of this suffering child
dying alone in a Soiled Utility Room,
so | cradled and rocked him for the 45
minutes that he lived. He was 21 to 22
weeks old, weighed a half pound, and
was about 10 inches long. He was too
weak to move very much, expending
any energy he had trying to breathe.
Toward the end he was so quiet that |
could not tell if he was still alive un-
less | held him up to the light to see if
his heart was still beating through his
chest wall. After he was pronounced
dead, we folded his little arms across
his chest, wrapped him in a tiny
shroud, carried him to the hospital
morgue where all of our dead patients
are taken.

“Other co-workers have told me
many upsetting stories about live
aborted babies whom they have cared
for.”

And there is much more.

Jill’s story should horrify every
American. We must decide are we a
civilized nation or will barbaric prac-
tices like this continue.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Born Alive Victims Protection Act. Let
the American people know that we still
know what decency means.

CARIBBEAN AMNESTY AND
RELIEF ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. ENGEL) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, | want to
announce that | have introduced H.R.
5032, which is the Caribbean Amnesty
and Relief Act.

The act originally applied to people
from the English-speaking Caribbean
nations, but we have now expanded it
to apply to people from all nations in
the Caribbean.

Because of the close proximity of the
Caribbean to the United States, there
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really is indeed a special relationship
between our country and the Carib-
bean. And we have many, many people
who have come to our shores and who
want to come to our shores who immi-
grate to this country for the same rea-
sons that my grandparents immigrated
at the turn of the last century many,
many years ago, wanting a better life
for themselves and wanting a better
life for their families; and, in doing so,
they create a better life for all Ameri-
cans.

Let us look at the kind of American
who immigrates to this country. It is
not a lazy person. It is not someone
who wants something for nothing. It is
an industrious person, someone who
leaves behind the old country, family,
friends, culture, and comes to this
country. It is a special person. Indeed
we are by and large a nation of immi-
grants, and the reason why our country
has grown and flourished and prospered
is because of the industriousness of our
immigrants.

And so, | believe that immigration is
a good thing for this country. Some
may disagree. | think they are wrong.
I think immigration is good for this
country and it is certainly the right
thing to do in terms of helping indus-
trious people become new Americans.

We have a problem, however. It is a
problem in my district. It is a problem
in other districts in that we have fami-
lies who are stuck. Some of the fami-
lies are stuck in the old country. Some
of the families are in this country.

What my bill, H.R. 5032, attempts to
do is to have family reunification as its
core. Mothers and fathers and sons and
daughters and sisters and brothers
ought to be able to live together.

I can tell my colleagues that in my
district | have heard horror stories
where families are stuck in the Carib-
bean, some are in this country, and it
is impossible to get them over here.

Now, some may use the term “ille-
gal.” And we have to have a cohesive
policy with immigration. But | use the
term ‘‘undocumented’ because some-
times the difference between people
who are undocumented and docu-
mented in this country is very capri-
cious and arbitrary. And | can tell my
colleagues stories of suffering of fami-
lies again who only want the best.

So my bill would help families. What
my bill would do is it would be an ad-
justment to permanent resident alien
status, in other words, allow people to
get green cards if they have been in
this country since 1996 and ultimately,
after a certain amount of years, allow
them to become citizens of this coun-
try.

It would also allow them to have
work authorization while their applica-
tion is pending and would also create a
visa fairness commission to collect
data on economic and racial profiling.
Because, again, | have heard many,
many horror stories of arbitrary deci-
sions involving immigration.

So, Mr. Speaker, | would urge my
colleagues to support this bill. | think
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that this bill ought to be a crusade,
and it will be a crusade of mine. | think
people of all goodwill want to do what
is best for this country and what is
best for people. We are not talking
about names that have no significance.
We are talking about people’s lives.
And this affects people’s lives. There is
no reason again why if people want to
come to this country why we should
not have a cohesive policy of immigra-
tion in this country, one that would
help families and not divide them.

So, again, the people of the Carib-
bean Basin have always been loyal
friends of the United States. At the
height of the Cold War, the United
States looked to the Caribbean na-
tions. And, as a result, a lot of the Car-
ibbean countries have suffered political
upheaval.

So let us talk about family reunifica-
tion. Let us talk about doing what is
right. Let us talk about a cohesive im-
migration policy that does not penalize
people. Let us upgrade the very special
relationship that this country ought to
have with the nations of the Caribbean.
But most importantly, let us have fam-
ily reunification. Let us do what is
right for those families. And let us do
what is right for America.

PRESCRIPTION DRUG PLANS

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

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to spend a little time this after-
noon on a subject that we hear across
all the airways and we read in all the
newspapers and it is what all the poli-
ticians in the country are running
around talking about. It is called pre-
scription drug plans.

It is amazing how interested we are
in this now that we have gotten into an
election year. But the problem has
been occurring for the last 3 years es-
sentially.

There is no question in this country
that, as the percentage of health care
costs rise, an increasing proportion of
that is prescription drugs. And there is
no question that in our country, all of
us, seniors, people in insured plans,
people with no insurance, people on
Medicaid, are having a more and more
difficult time accessing the pharma-
ceuticals that we need to both succeed
in treating the illnesses that we face
and prevent illnesses that we could
face.

My experience is | have been a physi-
cian for almost 20 years. | continue to
practice on the weekends and on Fri-
days when we are not in session and on
Monday mornings.

What | want to spend time today
talking about is the direction of the
Congress with this issue. | want to
compare what we have heard President
Clinton say and Vice President GORE
say about their solution for this prob-
lem.
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I have 18,000 square miles in Okla-
homa that I am fortunate enough to
represent. | will be going home when
this session of Congress is over, and |
will not be returning because | chose to
limit my terms. But as we travel
around and | talk to seniors, which
have been the major topic that we have
seen discussed in this potential to
began a political advantage, this bid-
ding war on prescription drugs, if we
ask the question, do you need help with
prescription drugs, many will say yes.
There is no question.

But if we ask the question putting
with it the caveat of who is going to
pay for it, the answers are totally dif-
ferent. If we ask seniors, do you want a
prescription drug plan and do you want
one that is going to lower the standard
of living of your grandchildren, we
never ask that, but that is implied in
the question.

For historical purposes, when Medi-
care began, the estimated cost for
Medicare in 1990 was $12 billion in 1990.
That is what the best accountants, the
best people that we could have said
that is what it was going to cost. And
there are a couple of reasons why they
missed it a thousand percent. It cost
$120 billion in 1990. There are two rea-
sons they missed it.

Number one is it is hard to estimate;
and number two, the politicians in
Washington, if they do not have to be
responsible for the cost of it, are going
to add an additional benefit. That is a
natural human response, whether one
is a politician or otherwise, is to give
somebody else’s money away if in fact
it helps them accomplish their purpose.

Well, we now have a drug proposal
before us that is supposed to cost about
$100 billion over 10 years. And if we
think about the track record for the
Health Care Financing Administration
and the CBO, the Congressional Budget
Office, and the Government Accounting
Office, all of which totally missed the
cost to Medicare, what it is really
going to cost is probably a trillion dol-
lars over the next 10 years. That is
where we are at.

Now, where are we going to get
money to pay for that? We are going to
delay the funding of it. We are going to
borrow it. And we are going to eventu-
ally ask our children to pay for it and
our grandchildren.

There is a lot of baby boomers out
there, which I am one of them. There
are 77 million of us that are baby
boomers, and it will not be long that
we will be eligible for the benefits
under Medicare. And as we become eli-
gible, the one thing we do know is that
the cost of the Medicare program is
going to skyrocket.

The second point that 1 want to
make is, what is the real problem in
our country in terms of people being
able to get prescription drugs? What is
the difficulty? It is not the quality of
the drug. It is not the availability of
the drug. It is not the research that
brings the drugs forward. What is the
real problem? The problem is price.
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If we do not address the competitive
issue in this solution to this problem,
then all we are going to do is lower the
cost for some seniors and transfer it to
everybody else in the country. Unless
we establish and make sure that that
marketplace is as efficient as it can be,
we will do wonders for seniors and
harm to everybody else, let alone the
cost.

I have one chart | would like to spend
some time on. This chart is actually
Social Security. But if we move it over
to 2011, the numbers are exactly the
same in terms of the ratio of positive
cash flow into the Social Security or
Medicare fund versus outflow.
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In 2011 under the spending we have
now without a drug program, Medicare
starts running a negative cash flow. It
would not do that well if we had not
taken two or three components out of
the Medicare trust fund and put them
to the regular budget. So we essen-
tially have improved the life of Medi-
care both by manipulations here and
the fact that we have had a wonderful
economy with a lot of people paying in
a lot of money on Medicare.

But what is going to happen, starting
in 2011, is we are going to have to run
this tremendous deficit, without a pre-
scription drug benefit. So if we decide
that a big government program is the
answer and that the President and Vice
President GORE is the answer, then
what you need to do is just about dou-
ble or triple the red on this chart. The
implication being, is that your children
and your grandchildren because we are
going to fix the wrong problem, lack of
competition, are going to have a much
lower standard of living.

I have a chart that compares FICA
earnings and estimated taxes just on
Social Security. The reason | want to
use Social Security is because the
same numbers reflect on Social Secu-
rity the baby boomers. What you can
see is right now we all pay about 6 per-
cent of every dollar we earn in a FICA
tax and our employer matches that.
But | want you to notice this graph.
That does not have anything to do with
the 1.45 percent that you pay in Medi-
care and that your employer pays. But
if you just follow this graph in terms of
the introduction of the new people
coming into Medicare and Social Secu-
rity, what you can see is the tax rate
just to meet the cash flow require-
ments, without a prescription drug
benefit, goes up to almost 20 percent. If
you extrapolate that same rate from
Social Security to Medicare, instead of
1.45 percent, we are going to be paying
3 percent individually and 3 percent by
your employer. So we are going to dou-
ble the cost of the tax when you work
just to cover the Clinton-Gore drug
plan.

I am not known as a partisan, and I
was not real happy with the Repub-
licans’ drug plan, either; but what | do
know is that the plan that is outlined
by the President and Vice President
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Gore concentrates more power in
Washington, concentrates more deci-
sion-making in Washington, and con-
centrates bankruptcy for Medicare in
the future.

| yield to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ARMEY), the majority leader in
the House.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | want to
thank the gentleman from Oklahoma
for recognizing me. I want to thank
also the gentleman from Oklahoma for
taking this special order on this special
topic. It is a matter that of course is of
great interest and, frankly, consider-
able concern to the American people. |
am proud to be included in his special
order.

Mr. Speaker, | have worked very hard
on these comments, and | will read my
comments because this is a complex
subject, and we want to make sure we
get it exactly right.

I would like to take a moment just to
discuss the prescription drug issue.
Vice President GORE and Governor
Bush are engaged in a heated debate
over this matter and how best to help
seniors afford drugs.

Everyone agrees that Medicare cov-
erage has failed to keep up with med-
ical progress and that one-third of sen-
iors today lack drug coverage and need
immediate help to better afford the
medications they need and upon which
they rely. But as with anything, there
is a right way and a wrong way to go
about doing it. I might say, if this is
worth doing, and | believe it is, it is
worth doing right. Sadly, Mr. Speaker,
the Vice President has chosen the
wrong way.

Six years ago, he and President Clin-
ton tried to force all Americans into a
government-run health care plan.
Thankfully their plan was rejected by
the public and by Congress. | am proud
to have been a part of the effort to de-
feat the Clinton-Gore health care plan.
I thought forcing people into govern-
ment-run, government-chosen HMOs
was wrong then; and, Mr. Speaker, I
think it is wrong now. Back then, to il-
lustrate what the Clinton care plan
really entailed, | drew up a chart show-
ing all its amazing complexities and
absurdities. | called that chart “Sim-
plicity Defined.” It looks an awful lot
like this chart we are seeing right here.
This one | call ‘““Nightmare on Gore
Street.” You see, this risky big-govern-
ment drug scheme of the Vice Presi-
dent’s is really the sequel to that 1994
horror film we had hoped we would
never see again, the one called ““Clin-
ton Care.”

Alas, like the unrepentant Freddy
Krueger, Mr. GORE is back trying to do
for drugs what he failed to do for
health care, put the government in
charge of all of it. Ira Magaziner and
Rube Goldberg would be hard pressed
to devise so nightmarish a scheme.
This frightening tangle of chutes and
ladders is the product of no less than
412 new government mandates con-
tained in the Gore plan.

If this horrifying picture is not
enough, allow me to recount just a few
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of the reasons why the Gore govern-
ment-run drug plan is bad for seniors
and all other Americans as well.

First, it forces all seniors into a gov-
ernment-chosen HMO for drugs. If you
do not like the plan the bureaucrats
put you in, it is just too bad. You have
no other options.

Second, it is not really voluntary as
Mr. GoORE claims. You will have just
one chance to buy into it at the age of
64%2. If you do not want to join at that
time or change your mind later, you
are out of luck. It is the Gore plan. Life
his way or nothing at all.

Mr. Speaker, | must say, that bothers
me especially because it sounds like an
ultimatum. Just at that time in your
life when you come to terms with the
things that you do, retiring from your
job, starting to contemplate a new life,
worrying through what might be my
options, how might I provide for myself
and my family in this critical area of
health care, Vice President GORE says,
“We will give you an ultimatum. Make
up your mind, right now. Do it my way
or not at all.”” That is not right, and
even worse, it is not fair. If you do not
believe me, just look at today’s part B
of Medicare. That part is called vol-
untary, too. Just try escaping it. | dare
you.

Third, government bureaucrats will
decide which drugs are and are not cov-
ered. If they decide the drug you need
is too expensive, they can force you to
switch to a cheaper, less effective one.

Fourth, seniors will lose their exist-
ing private sector coverage whether
they participate or not. Experience
shows employers drop coverage as soon
as the government begins providing it.
So if you are one of the two-thirds of
seniors who enjoy private sector drug
coverage today, prepare to Kiss it good-
bye.

Fifth, no one will get the drug ben-
efit until the year 2008, 8 years from
now.

Sixth, it is a bad deal for most sen-
iors. The average senior will get just 13
cents a day of actual benefit. And if
you are one of the majority of seniors
who use less than $576 in prescription
drugs each year, you actually lose
under the Gore plan. The combination
of additional and a high copay force
you to pay more than you would get
back in benefits. For example, if you
were to incur $500 in drug costs, under
GORE’s plan you would have to pay $550
for that privilege. That is because $300
in premiums plus $250 in copayments
equals $550, more than the benefit is
worth. Incidentally, these costs are on
top of your existing part A, part B, and
supplemental coverage costs. And the
premiums for the drug coverage plan?
They come directly out of your Social
Security check, whether you want to
pay that way or not.

Seventh, the Gore plan threatens the
physical health not just of every senior
but of every single American. Despite
Mr. GORE’s strenuous denials, his plan
must and does rely on government
price controls to control its massive
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costs. These price controls will make it
unprofitable to develop new miracle
drugs, and this will Kkill innovation.
Right now there are about 7,500 new
drugs just for seniors in the research
pipeline. Some of them could be cures
for Alzheimer’s, Parkinson’s, diabetes
or cancer. If the Gore plan is enacted,
these innovations may never make it
to the market.

The eighth problem with the Gore
plan is that it relies on that old Demo-
crat Party favorite, bureaucracy.
Those few drugs that do get invented
and make it through the FDA bureauc-
racy will under the Gore plan have to
wind their way through the Medicare
bureaucracy as well. It currently takes
Medicare 15 months to 5 years to pro-
vide a new medical device or tech-
nology. For instance, Medicare still
does not cover the tumor-detecting
PET scan technology that has been
covered by private health insurance for
10 years. Medicare regulations cur-
rently fill 132,000 pages, more than the
tax code. Imagine how many pages of
regulations will stand between seniors
and new miracle drug cures under the
risky Gore drug scheme.

Finally, the Gore plan actually en-
dangers the Medicare program. As ev-
eryone knows, Medicare is insolvent,
heading toward bankruptcy in the year
2025, possibly sooner. The Gore plan
would pile a huge new government en-
titlement on top of the existing, rick-
ety Medicare with absolutely no mod-
ernization. That is dangerous and irre-
sponsible, like adding a second story to
your house when the foundation is
cracked. And it is a terrible disservice
to seniors.

Mr. Speaker, let us not be discour-
aged. There is a better way. Americans
want and deserve and we Republicans
are working hard to pass a Medicare
drug plan that keeps Washington out of
your medicine cabinets and puts choice
and control in the hands of our own
seniors. Last July, we in the House
passed such a plan. It was drafted by a
task force of Members led by our col-
leagues, the gentleman from California
(Mr. THOMAS), the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. BURR), and chaired
by the Speaker. It is a good plan that
shows seniors enough respect to give
them choices.

I am proud that Governor Bush has
proposed a plan similar to our congres-
sional plan, based on the same prin-
ciples. Like our plan, the Bush plan is
truly voluntary. You decide whether or
not to participate. It lets you keep
your existing private sector coverage if
you want to. It does not let bureau-
crats restrict your access to drugs. It
lets you pick your own plan and tailor
the benefits to suit your own needs. It
holds down drug costs by helping sen-
iors band together in groups to bargain
for better prices, not through innova-
tion-killing government price controls.
And it modernizes, improves and
strengthens Medicare for the long
term. And one more thing: the Bush
plan takes effect right away, next year,
not the year 2008 like the Gore plan.
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Mr. Speaker, here is the issue. The
Gore plan puts choice and control in
the hands of the government and it en-
dangers Medicare. The Republican plan
puts choice and control in the hands of
seniors and strengthens Medicare. That
is the whole choice before us in this
election. | think when the American
people understand the profound dif-
ferences between these two approaches,
they will overwhelmingly favor our ap-
proach and oppose the Democrats’
risky big-government scheme, just as
they did in 1994.

Mr. Speaker, | am going to ask that
we put that original chart up here for
just a moment. Take a look at this
chart. Each and every one of these
dots, segments in this snaky chart, is a
separate government mandate. Why
does it have to be so complex? Because
we have to cut all the bureaucrats in
on the deal. Why does it take till the
year 2008 to implement it? It will take
them till the year 2008 for them to de-
cide what they want you to have.
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Why can Governor Bush implement
his right away? Because he knows we
already know what we would like to
have, and we do not have to have 8
years for a decision regarding some-
body else’s business.

If we think the government can get
this right better than you can, Mr.
Speaker, when was the last time the
gentleman bought his wife the right
Christmas present?

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY), the majority leader.

I would make one other comment,
HCFA, which stands for the Health
Care Financing Administration, in the
words, their own director says nobody
in HCFA understands the details of
HCFA. It is so convoluted. And having
practiced in the medical field, under-
standing the regulations, under-
standing the results, understanding the
lack of common sense that comes out
of this organization in terms of how we
impact with our patients and how our
patients are cared for, to take $300 bil-
lion swiped out of Medicare over 10
years and let those people handle it is
the last thing we should do.

Mr. Speaker, there should not be an
expansion of the responsibility within
the Health Care Financing Administra-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, | yield to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS).

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
CoBURN) for not only securing this time
from the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY), the majority leader, but also
for joining with the gentleman from
Texas, the majority leader, today to
talk about this important issue.

Each Member of Congress is con-
fronted not only in Washington, D.C.,
but around our own tables, in talking
to our own parents, and certainly back
home where we talk about how impor-
tant it is for us to address the impor-
tant public policy issue of prescription
drugs.
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What | would like to do is to spend
my brief minutes here today in talking
about the importance of not only what
the Republican party is doing and our
plan that my colleagues have heard the
gentleman from Texas, the leader talk
about, George Bush’s plan, but also to
go back and to talk with my colleagues
about the importance of what we have
already done.

We had an opportunity in this Con-
gress back in July to pass a prescrip-
tion drug plan, and we had the oppor-
tunity to look at several plans that
were presented and certainly there was
vigorous debate on the floor of the
House of Representatives. And what
happened was there was one plan that
was raised and supported by the Demo-
cratic party, which would have arbi-
trarily been a decision that would be
taken over by the Federal Government
by Medicare, to make a decision about
every single part of what a senior’s
health care would be decided by with
prescription drugs by the Federal Gov-
ernment. | call it the same or similar
to what we have known as Hillary Care
for Health Care, the same thing is true
for prescription drugs.

The second thing is, it would have re-
quired participation by every single
senior. Every single senior would have
to make the decision are you getting in
or are you getting out?

Thirdly, it would be a decision about
whether you were going to have a pre-
scription drug plan that would really
begin kicking in in 2005, now we have
heard 2008.

The decision that this body made was
overwhelming, and it was over-
whelming because it was a bipartisan
support, and pro-business Democrats
made a decision that they would vote
against the Democrat plan.

They did not want to take over the
prescription drug industry. They did
want price controls on the prescription
drug industry, because they recognize
that in a free enterprise system that
we have here in America that we want
these drug companies to keep devel-
oping, not only newer and more inno-
vative prescription drugs, but the op-
portunity for us to continue what we
have today, provide them to all of our
senior citizens.

That plan failed, the Democrat party
could not even pass their own plan, not
because of the Republican party, but
because they could not get enough
Democrats to vote for the Democrat
plan. And so Republicans were joined
by about 10 pro-business Democrats.
And we passed a prescription drug plan
here in the House of Representatives
that aims directly at the problem.

The problem is not every senior cit-
izen, about two-thirds of our seniors,
two-thirds of our seniors are without a
prescription drug coverage or a plan
today, and so that is why we aimed it
at that.

We, our plan, the Republican plan,
that has passed this House of Rep-
resentatives would find that those that
are at 135 percent or less of poverty,
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which equals 11,124 for a single person,
that they would have an opportunity to
receive without any cost any prescrip-
tion drug that their physician decided
that they needed.

Now, why is this important? | receive
questions across my district all the
time. Why would we want the Federal
Government to begin imposing this
plan for senior citizens? Well, it is sim-
ple. The fact of the matter is, is that
Medicare today offers the coverage for
health care for senior citizens.

Prescription drugs today can cure
many, many more ills than it used to
just a year ago, and in the future it
will cure many more ills in the future,
but doctors, when they write a pre-
scription or when they utilize prescrip-
tion drugs, they need that as part of
the medical treatment for patients,
putting a patient in the hospital is not
always the answer.

Sometimes it is a prescription drug,
so people who make less than $11,124,
and it is on a sliding scale with a slight
copay above that, they would receive
exactly what the prescription was that
the doctor ordered, exactly the way the
doctor wrote it. They would be given
this at no cost.

We are aiming at the poorest Ameri-
cans. We are trying to help those that
need help the most. That is what this
prescription drug plan did.

Now, the question is in Washington,
as it always has been, not only about
prescription drugs or about health
care, about taxes, about the things we
do, why would we want the government
to be involved? We have done this to
help senior citizens. The Democrat
plan on the other hand is one that we
oppose, because we recognize that
money equals power.

It always has, and unfortunately
probably always will, money equals
power. And they want to control the
lives and the prescriptions that are
written by the individual doctor, be-
cause they want to make decisions.

| became very interested in an article
that appeared in the Dallas Morning
News, which is a paper of high stand-
ing, my local newspaper in Dallas,
Texas, and it is dated September the
9th, just a few weeks ago and it says
“administration halts plan to cut
Medicare payments for cancer drugs.”’

Mr. Speaker, it is this bureaucrat,
the government, that is making a deci-
sion about live-saving drugs for many
times our parents and grandparents,
and based upon a number of Members
of Congress, they state in here, at least
121 Members of Congress, 70 Repub-
licans and at least 51 Democrats,
signed a letter to Donna Shalala, head
of the Health and Human Services,
please do not cut Medicare payments.
You already control seniors health
care. Let me state the administration
backed off cutting that.

Further, in the article it says, and |
quote from the Dallas Morning News,
September 9, Terry S. Coleman, former
chief counsel of the Medicare program
said, ‘““the reimbursement methodology
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is so complicated, you can’t just go in
and adjust a few billing codes. The
same methodology is used for all physi-
cian specialties, not just oncology.”’

Well, | would suggest that the major-
ity leader is right. We should not allow
this government to control the deci-
sion that is made by physicians on our
prescription drugs. It even gets better,
and | quote further, ‘““‘while putting off
cuts in payment for cancer drugs,
Medicare officials said they would cut
payments for drugs used at kidney di-
alysis centers and in the treatment of
emphysema and other lung diseases
starting January 1.”’

Mr. Speaker, | would suggest that
not only is money power, but the ulti-
mate power through rules and regula-
tions, where we are required by the
Federal Government to have Medicare
to be the final decision-maker for pre-
scription drugs in this country is not
only a bad program and one that would
not start with a Democrat plan until
we find that kick in 2008 but, in fact,
would control our lives and our free-
dom.

The reason why the Republican party
and these Members are standing up
here today is to make sure that all the
Members are fully aware of what this
debate is about and what the ramifica-
tions are.

It is about whether we will once
against give up, as the debate in this
country was in 1994, whether we will
give up on the prescription drug indus-
try and say we do not trust the free
market, we want somebody else to do
it for us, and when we do that, we lose
pieces of our freedom, the opportunity
for us to make a decision about the
prescription drugs that we will put and
count on for our health.

We need a plan where we empower
the physician and the patient to make
a decision. We need to make sure that
prescription drugs are not only avail-
able, but that they are what the doctor
ordered. And | will tell my colleagues
that the plan that we have voted for is
exactly what the doctor ordered.

Mr. Speaker, | appreciate the oppor-
tunity to be here with the gentleman
today. | applaud what the gentleman
has done; what the gentleman from Ar-
izona (Mr. SHADEGG) is doing; the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY), the
majority leader; and also the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GuUT-
KNECHT) to make sure that our col-
leagues are not only updated on this
issue, but that we continue to talk
about the importance of allowing phy-
sicians and patients to decide their
own future.

See money is not only power, but
freedom is power, too.

Mr. COBURN. | thank the gentleman.
I want to make two points just for the
RECORD to those that might be watch-
ing this. Medicare did a prescription
drug benefit in 1988. The estimated cost
was $4.7 billion. The actual costs, the 1
year that that was in place was $11.7
billion; that is how well we estimated
the costs.
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So when we saw up here a cost of $353
billion over 10 years, we know at least
it is double that, just by the track
records.

The other thing that | would make is
the GAO has already stated, our ac-
counting agency, that Medicare is not
going to make it, unless we do some
significant changes in terms of incen-
tives and payments. How do we do
that? We do not do that by adding sig-
nificantly more costs to an already
bankrupt program.

Mr. Speaker, | yield to the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG), a close
friend of mine and somebody | respect
a great deal.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
CoBURN) for yielding to me, and | ap-
preciate the opportunity to participate
in this debate.

Mr. Speaker, | actually would like to
engage the gentleman in a colloquy
about a number of the aspects of the
Clinton-Gore plan that | think are of
concern and that may need to be re-
peated here so they understand.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to make a parliamentary inquiry.
One of our colleagues, | think it was
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY), our majority leader, just re-
ferred to the fact that it is very impor-
tant to be accurate in the facts in this
debate, and that as we debate this
critically important issue, we should
be precise, and | believe the gentleman
said that he, in fact, would read his
statement so that he could be precise
about, for example, the number of bu-
reaucratic steps on the chart.

I believe in the remarks of the gen-
tleman, he indicated that it was very
important in this complicated debate
that we be precise in what we say and
in the facts we use and marshal in sup-
port of our position in this debate.

The question | want to ask is, is it
true that under the rules of the House,
I cannot refer to the fact that the Vice
President in a speech in Florida on this
issue, just a week or two ago, made up
certain facts about the costs of pre-
scription drugs imposed upon his moth-
er-in-law, that those were not, in fact,
the actual costs, that he made up some
facts regarding the dosage of the drug
taken by his mother-in-law and the
dosage of the drug taken by his dog,
and that he also made up the facts with
regard to the overall costs of these pre-
scriptions to his family? Am | correct
that that cannot be referred to on the
floor of the House?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILCHREST). The general rule is that
the gentleman cannot engage in per-
sonality attacks against the Vice
President, but the gentleman can criti-
cize the Vice President’s policies and
his candidacy.
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Mr. SHADEGG. Let me ask for a fur-
ther clarification, if I might. On the
screen here on the board, there are two
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stories, one from the Boston Globe and
one from the Washington Times. |
know the Times story appeared yester-
day. The Boston Globe story, | believe,
appeared the day before yesterday.

Mr. COBURN. Monday.

Mr. SHADEGG. It appeared Monday.
Both of those stories report that, in
fact, the Vice President did make up
these facts; the cost of the drug that
his mother-in-law allegedly paid, the
dosages taken by his mother-in-law
versus the dosages taken by his dog.
He, in fact, made up also the overall
cost and did not relate whether or not
his mother-in-law was paying for these
drugs or whether they were, in fact,
paid for by insurance and that now the
Gore campaign will not relate whether
or not she is insured or not.

My question is, is it also true that
that cannot be referred to and those ar-
ticles cannot be read here on the floor?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILCHREST). The gentleman can criti-
cize the Vice President in his actions
as a candidate, but the gentleman can-
not get personal in his criticism of the
Vice President.

Mr. SHADEGG. | have no desire to be
personal. | do think, as | stated and as
| believe the majority leader stated
and as the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. COBURN) stated at the outset of
this debate, that if we are going to de-
bate important public policy, it is crit-
ical that we all be accurate; and |
would commend to my colleagues here
in the Congress both of these articles
which relate that, in fact, facts were
fabricated by the Vice President in the
course of his campaign to win support
on this issue.

I would urge my colleagues that it is
critical that we be truthful. It is crit-
ical that in this kind of important de-
bate before the public that we do not
make up facts or figures; that we do
not mislead the American public on
these issues; that we do not relate al-
legedly truthful stories about this
issue, about family members, when we
ought to know the facts, in a way
which is untruthful, and that that is a
discredit to this institution and a dis-
credit to the campaign.

I think it is also important that we,
in the course of this debate, not allow
the ends, in this case winning the de-
bate over how do we best take care of
these serious prescription drug needs of
America’s elderly population, we do
not allow the end of winning that de-
bate to justify means which are clearly
improper, such as making up facts
which are not true; being untruthful;
or in other ways telling stories which
are not accurate and honest with the
America people, just to win support for
our position in the debate. | think that
is a point that is truly worth stressing.

I would like to just go over with the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
CoBURN), if we might, in a dialogue
form some of the points that have been
made already here to make sure that
we understand. First, | want to ask the
gentleman, is it his understanding of
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what is being proposed by the other
side on this issue, by our Democratic
colleagues, by the Clinton-Gore admin-
istration, that that plan would, for ex-
ample, provide a subsidy for prescrip-
tion drugs for people regardless of their
income and therefore would provide a
subsidy to perhaps Ross Perot, Donald
Trump or anyone else in that income
bracket?

Mr. COBURN. That is the same prin-
ciple as we have today in Medicare.
There is no choice; if one is over a cer-
tain age, they will participate, unless
one chooses not to participate at 64.5
years. Once they choose not to partici-
pate, they will never be eligible.

Mr. SHADEGG. The gentleman used
the word ‘“‘choice” and talked about
once one chooses not to participate or
to participate. | think that is impor-
tant. As the gentleman understands
the proposal being offered by Repub-
licans, one of the key features is
choice. That is, we allow people to pick
from amongst a variety of plans that
meet their own needs; and in addition
at least it is my understanding that as
the bill we passed and the legislation
we are proposing and indeed the legis-
lation being proposed by Governor
Bush would give seniors the right to
not only choose amongst various plans
when they join but to make choices
again down the line. If they are un-
happy with the plan they pick, they
could make a choice at a later point to
switch plans. Is that not a feature?

Mr. COBURN. That is accurate. |
think the other thing to remember is
one of our problems in health care in
this country, especially in terms re-
lated to HMOs, is that we have lost a
considerable amount of freedom. When
one does not have the right to choose
their doctor in this country, they have
lost a significant amount of freedom.
Now what we are going to see is you
are not going to have the right to
choose whether you get the best drug
for you or one that a bureaucrat in
Washington has decided is the cheapest
and least expensive and may not be as
effective, you are not going to get to
make that choice. So it is a great polit-
ical tool to say we are going to have
something for everybody, even though
our grandchildren are going to have to
pay for it and have a lower standard of
living; but to not be honest about the
loss of freedom associated with that |
think is disingenuous.

Mr. SHADEGG. | think you just
touched upon another key point that |
wanted to bring out at least in part of
this important discussion. Arizona has
many senior citizens. It is a great place
to retire to. | hope more people retire
there. But | think one of the keys that
the gentleman just mentioned is we
often talk about choice in the abstract.
It is important, | think, for people to
understand that not only under the
Clinton-Gore plan do you make one
choice at the outset, you either opt in
or opt out and that decision is binding
for life, but the second point is the one
that you just mentioned and that is
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that if you choose to participate in the
plan which the Clinton-Gore team is
proposing, you are, in fact, giving away
your choice, your right to choose the
drug that is best for you, to a Federal
bureaucrat.

I know many people that work as
government employees. | worked as a
government employee in the past part
of my life in an unelected capacity. |
think they are genuine, honest and sin-
cere; but under the Gore plan the
schedule of committed drugs would be
decided by someone deep in the bowels
of the Federal bureaucracy. It would
take choice about which drug is right
for you, which drug is right for your
wife or your father or your mother or
your grandfather or grandmother, it
would take that choice away from
them as individuals and vest it in a
group of, quite frankly, Federal bu-
reaucrats who would decide which
drugs are appropriate and which drugs
are not, taking that power not only
away from you but away from your
doctor as well. Is not that correct?

Mr. COBURN. There is a good exam-
ple. There is a drug on the market
known as Trazadone. The brand name
is Desyrel. | use that drug a lot. | use
the generic as a sleep-inducing aid for
senior citizens, but | never use the ge-
neric for an antidepressant because it
is not as effective. If we have this sys-
tem, 1 will not be able to do that. So |
will not be able to use a drug that
there is significant difference in effi-
cacy for treating depression, | will not
be able to use that because we are
going to use the generic. So, therefore,
I will not be able to use that so I will
not be able to give the care and nor
will | have the confidence that my pa-
tient is going to get what they want.

So the loss of choice is an implied
loss of freedom, but it is also a decline
in care.

Mr. SHADEGG. Ultimately, as a
medical doctor trying to tailor the best
care for your patient, you would be at
the mercy of a Federal bureaucrat who
would decide which drugs can be used
for which purposes.

Let me ask this question: let us say
someone is sitting home and saying we
have to make certain trade-offs. Maybe
that has to happen. Somebody has to
ultimately decide. Maybe we cannot af-
ford to allow patients to consult with
their doctors and decide which drug is
right.

Do we have any assurance, if the gen-
tleman knows the answer to this ques-
tion, do we have any assurance that
under the Clinton-Gore plan that at
least it would be medical doctors as op-
posed to nondoctor personnel that
would be deciding these issues under
the Gore plan?

Mr. COBURN. | cannot answer that. |
do not know, but | can say in other
government-run health programs, title
X clinics, title XI clinics, it is not doc-
tors that make decisions. It is an ex-
tension of the doctors, somebody that
is abstract making those decisions.
That is felt to be efficient, even though
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the care sometimes might be sub-
standard.

Mr. SHADEGG. The gentleman and |
have worked on health care reform a
great deal over the last 6 years, and
particularly over the last 2 years. |
hope that the medical profession is
aware that this results in a surren-
dering of their ability to pick the right
prescription drug for their patient and
a tremendous loss of choice, not just
for patients but for doctors and a dimi-
nution in the quality of care.

Mr. COBURN. | would like for us to
ask the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. GUTKNECHT) to stand up and join
with us, because one of the issues that
we raised, that this whole plan totally
ignores, is enhancing of competition.
What the Gore plan will do is cost shift
the cost savings that might come
about through Medicare on to the pri-
vate sector, which will then raise ev-
erybody else’s costs for prescription
drugs. It will raise the State’s cost in
terms of Medicaid. It will raise the
company’s cost that pays for your in-
surance. If you pay your insurance
yourself, it will raise. If you have no
insurance, it will raise.

The problem that we have today, the
reason we are even addressing this
issue, is because price has become pre-
dominant. We had a 17.4 percent rise in
the cost of prescription drugs in this
country last year, when inflation was
under 3 percent. There has to be some-
thing wrong here, and | think the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GuUT-
KNECHT) has a solution to that and has
been very vocal on how we enhance
competition in this country, and |
would welcome him to the debate.

Mr. SHADEGG. Just let me stress the
point of everyone is concerned about
the cost of prescription drugs. | have,
as | said, many seniors in Arizona that
I am deeply concerned about. My ques-
tion is: How do we solve the problem,
and how do we do it in a way that helps
people rather than hurts them? | wel-
come the gentleman to the debate.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. | would like to
thank my colleagues, and particularly
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
COBURN), and let me just say publicly
we are going to miss him a lot in the
next Congress. He has been a fearless
advocate for real reform of our health
care delivery system.

I would just like to mention before
we get into the price, people need to
understand and they do not have to
take our word for it and | want to
thank my colleague, the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG), for bring-
ing up this whole issue about, let us at
least deal with the facts, and every-
thing | am going to say today | do not
want people to take my word for it.
The first thing | am going to say is
anyone who believes that we ought to
make the Health Care Financing Ad-
ministration even bigger and stronger,
just pick up the phone and call your
local nursing home, call a registered
nurse who happens to work in that
nursing home.
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Mr. COBURN. Call a doctor.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Call anybody; call
your doctor.

Mr. COBURN. Or call your hospital.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Call anybody who
is involved with hospital administra-
tion. Just go ahead and ask them do
you think it is a good idea to make the
Health Care Financing Administration
even bigger and stronger?

Mr. COBURN. More powerful.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Now, you might
want to hold the phone back aways be-
cause you are going to get an earful of
how the cow ate the cabbage. | mean,
the people who deal with this powerful
bureaucracy today will say the last
thing they want to do is make it even
more powerful.

The other thing | want to say about
this, and again do not take my word for
it, do a little research, | think the best
thing about the program that we are
offering, and | am not going to say it is
perfect, but there are three very impor-
tant principles about our program that
everyone needs to understand. First of
all, it is going to be available to all.
Secondly, it is going to be affordable
for all. But, third, and | think the most
important ingredient, is that it is
going to be voluntary.

Now, | am very fortunate. My parents
are both on Medicare and because of
the company that my dad worked for
and the union contract that they had,
he qualifies for a medical benefit now.
So in many respects, they are in great
shape. But if you ask the people who
currently have coverage like that do
you want to give it up for a program
that is run by the Federal bureaucracy,
the answer from most of those people is
no. They like the program that they
have today, and under the Clinton-Gore
proposal they would lose the ability to
choose the program that they cur-
rently have.

I do want to talk about price, be-
cause many of us have been having a
lot of town hall meetings over the last
several years. | was first alerted to this
problem a couple of years ago at a
town hall meeting in Faribault, Min-
nesota. Some of the seniors stood up
and they started talking about the dif-
ferences between what they pay for
drugs here in the United States as op-
posed to what people can buy those
same drugs for, whether it is Canada or
Mexico or Europe.

I sometimes feel like that little boy
who came in and asked his mother a
question and his mother was kind of
busy and she said, go ask your dad, and
the little boy said well, | did not want
to know that much about it. | feel a
little bit like that little boy because
the more | learn about this, sometimes
I just say to myself | did not want to
know that much about it.

Let me just show this chart. Every-
where | have gone, and we have taken
this to county fairs and town hall
meetings, and the people who have seen
this bear out these facts. Now, inter-
esting, this chart now is about a year
and a half old, and this is not just Can-
ada or Mexico. This is about Europe.
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Again, | will come back to my father,
83 years old, he takes a drug called
Coumadin. Now, he has prescription
drug coverage. He does not pay full re-
tail, but the truth of the matter is the
average price for that Coumadin, itis a
very commonly prescribed blood thin-
ner, the average price about a year and
a half ago in the United States for a 30-
day supply of Coumadin was $30.25.
That same drug, made in the same
plant under the same FDA approval,
was selling in Switzerland for $2.85.
Now, one sweet lady at one of my
town hall meetings came up to me and
she said, if you think drugs are expen-
sive today, just wait until the govern-
ment provides for them free. And we
need to think about that, because the
answer to our problem, and let us go
back to the big problem, and | think
this was alluded to, the big problem is
affordability. For an awful lot of sen-
iors, if they could buy Prilosec, for ex-
ample, instead at the average price in
the United States which | now under-
stand has gone up dramatically from
this $109 figure for a 30-day supply, the
average price in Europe at the time
this chart was put together was about
$39, 1 am told that even today you can
buy it in Mexico, again the same drug
made by the same company, for less
than $20. Now, if seniors had access to
some of these world market prices, it
would go a long ways to solving this
problem because seniors who are tak-
ing two or three prescriptions they
might be able to afford easily $30 or $40
per month, but when that same pre-
scription, that same drug, sells in the
United States for say $200, as a matter
of fact we had a gentleman at one of
my town hall meetings in Winona, he
came up to this chart, he pointed at
two drugs and it added up to $149; and
he said if | could buy those drugs at
European prices, and he said that was
about what | pay, but he said if | could
buy them in Europe it is less than $50.
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Now, he said, $150 really stretches my
retirement and Social Security budget.
But $50 | could probably afford that a
whole lot more.

The real issue, though, that we need
to talk about is what do we need to do
to bring down prescription drug prices
to a world market level. The answer, |
want to make it clear, | do not support
price controls, and it is honest to say
some countries in Europe and the Ca-
nadians and the other countries do em-
ploy various forms of price controls.

Mr. Speaker, | have wrestled with
this question. In some respects, some
people say if you go to an open market
system and you allow people, particu-
larly our local pharmacists to buy from
other countries, are you not just im-
porting price controls? | have to admit,
to some degree, that is correct. But we
also have to step back and say, wait a
second. These are the same drugs. We
are the world’s best customers. We
should not be required to pay the
world’s highest prices.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, let me
interject with the gentleman if I could
for a minute. | think it is important
for people to know that essentially
Americans are subsidizing the drugs of
everybody else in the world, number
one, through our research, through the
National Institutes of Health; and
number two, through the prices that
we pay. In fact, even if the gentleman’s
statement about reimporting price con-
trols were true, what that would do is
put a higher pressure on the negotiated
price to the other countries and, there-
fore, Americans would not shoulder the
absolute high cost of drugs compared
to everybody else, and we would see a
shift of that cost, an appropriate shift
of that cost, to the others. Remember,
these are all made in the same plants,
shipped all over the world, and charged
at significantly different prices. It is
important to note that one way to do
that is to allow reimportation at the
wholesale pharmacy and at the phar-
macy level of the identical drug from
other countries. If we do that, we will
drive some prices.

The other point that I think is im-
portant that ought to be made is that
this year $6 billion out of a $115 billion
market for prescription drugs is going
to be associated with television adver-
tising for drugs that one cannot get un-
less a physician writes a prescription.
The average consumer sees 10 of those
ads a day. Now, who is paying for that?
We are going to pay in America an
extra $6 billion so we can see a com-
mercial to tell us to go ask a doctor for
a medicine when, in fact, what we
should be saying is, Doctor, here is the
problem | have, what is the best medi-
cine? One of the subtle things that peo-
ple do not realize is that when some-
body comes to me thinking they need a
certain medicine, it increases the cost
of care, because if they do not really
need that medicine, not only do | have
to take their history and examine
them, then | have to spend time ex-
plaining why they do not need the med-
icine that the ad just sold them and
why they need this medicine that is
cheaper, better and more effective. So,
in essence, it is raising the total cost of
medicine far beyond the $6 billion this
year, the $9 billion that they are plan-
ning on spending next year, just on tel-
evision advertising.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, | just want to
make sure that the American public
and that our colleagues understand
that point. This is demand? Is there a
technical term?

Mr. COBURN. It is called poll
through demand.
Mr. SHADEGG. Poll through de-

mand. We advertise to the American
public a prescription drug, a drug that
they can only get with a prescription,
the goal being those of us sitting at
home feeling some of those conditions
will go to our doctor and demand that
particular drug, and we see these ad-
vertisements all the time. The gen-
tleman and | are paying for the cost of
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that advertising, we are paying for the
cost of that doctor’s visit, and we are
paying for the doctor to say to us, no,
you really do not need that drug, it is
not right for your condition.

Mr. COBURN. And, we are the only
country in the world that allows it.

Mr. SHADEGG. The only country in
the world that allows demand driven
advertising.

Mr. COBURN. Through television.

Mr. SHADEGG. Through television.

Mr. Speaker, | would also like to ask
my colleague from Minnesota who is,
in fact, one of the experts in the Con-
gress on this issue; his State borders
Canada, my State borders Mexico. We
have the same problem. | have people
in my State of Arizona who go across
the border into Mexico and get their
prescription drugs at a fraction of the
cost in the United States. It is shame-
ful that they have to do that. It is par-
ticularly true that they have to do that
in rural Arizona where they cannot
take advantage of Medicare+Choice,
where they get a drug benefit.

I think it is important, and the gen-
tleman deserves to be complimented
for the work he has done to stop the
FDA from sending threatening letters
to these people. 1 would like the gen-
tleman to explain that. | would also
like the gentleman to address the issue
of how will government subsidization
of all drug prices in America, including
the drugs for Ross Perot, for example,
or Donald Trump, how will that some-
how bring down the cost of drugs for
the rest of us, or even for seniors?

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, |
think it will only make matters worse.
If we were to pursue the Clinton-Gore
formula, 1 think long term, it would
drive the price of drugs even higher,
even though they are trying to impose
a modified form of price controls.

| think the gentleman’s question is a
good one. We have been aware of this
for several years now, that there are
huge differences between Canada and
Mexico, Europe, Japan, and what we
pay in the United States.

Now, | want to come back to some-
thing that the good doctor said. He
said, we subsidize the pharmaceutical
industry in several ways. One, through
what we do with the NIH, the National
Institutes of Health. We spend about
$18 billion a year in basic research,
much of which ultimately benefits the
pharmaceutical industry. We also sub-
sidize them through the price that we
pay for those drugs. But there is a very
important component that we some-
times forget. We also subsidize basic
research through the pharmaceutical
industries with a very generous re-
search and development tax credit. So
they are really getting subsidies three
different ways from the American con-
sumers.

Mr. Speaker, | am not here to beat up
on the pharmaceutical industry. They
have provided us with miracle drugs.
We in the United States and people
around the world live better and longer
because of the pharmaceutical indus-
try.
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Mr. SHADEGG. But it is fair to ask,
is one more subsidy going to solve the
problem.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Right. I think we
want to come back to this. We have
known for a long time, and certainly
the FDA has known for a long time,
that there are differentials, so what
consumers have done to try and save
some money, and sometimes we are
talking about thousands of dollars,
they have gone to other countries.

So what has this administration done
about it? Well, they have done two
things, and both of them, in my opin-
ion, have made a bad situation worse.
First, they have allowed some of the
large pharmaceutical companies, Glaxo
and Wellcome, used to be two very
large pharmaceutical companies, today
they are one. They have allowed these
mergers to go on basically unabated.

Mr. COBURN. If the gentleman will
yield, they are just about to become
GlaxoWellcome SmithKline Beecham.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. We will have
taken four huge pharmaceutical com-
panies, and now we will have one. The
net result is they will have greater
control over markets and products, and
we will see even higher prices. They
have made a bad situation worse.

Mr. Speaker, let me just talk about
these letters. This is a threatening let-
ter. They have sent literally thou-
sands, | have heard estimates as high
as 300,000 of these letters have gone to
seniors who are threatening them
through their own FDA because they
tried to save a few bucks by going to
Canada or Mexico or Europe to buy
prescription drugs.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, we are
just about out of time and | want to
make just kind of a summary state-
ment. The best way to allocate any re-
source in this country, any resource, is
competition. | see the gentleman from
New York (Mr. CROWLEY), very influen-
tial in our ability to try to reimport
wholesale prescription drugs into this
country. He understands that. The idea
is to allocate resources with competi-
tion. That is one of the things we need
to do.

The last thing we need is another
mandatory, government-run health
care program that is already proving to
be inefficient, has been tried once and
was so expensive they dropped it; and
number three, will discourage research,
will discourage new drugs, and will
cost-shift, and does no benefit for any-
body except a senior. Everybody else is
going to have a lower benefit, less ac-
cess to health care through that plan.

| yield the balance of the time to the
gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, | sim-
ply want to thank my colleagues for
participating in this debate. The let-
ters that my colleague from Minnesota
has pointed out have gone to people in
my home State of Arizona for just hav-
ing the temerity to cross the border
into Mexico and buy drugs at a fraction
of the cost here in the United States.

I think we need to force competition
on the drug companies, | think we need
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to put them in a position where we
force them to bring down the prices. |
think we need to force them to quit
forcing us to subsidize drugs in other
countries. | certainly do not believe,
and | compliment the gentleman for
the facts that he has brought to this
debate, | do not believe we should
make up facts, | do not believe we
should use false information, but | do
believe that we should make it clear
that a government subsidy, a program
the likes of which is being proposed by
the Clinton-Gore administration which
says you get one chance to opt in or
opt out and that is binding on you for
a lifetime, and you hand over, by opt-
ing in, the right to choose your drugs
to a bureaucrat, not a doctor; take it
away from yourself, take it away from
your family, take it away from your
physician and give it to a bureaucrat. |
cannot believe that is the best public
policy Congress can come up with. |
think there are better plans out there.
I think the plan that we voted on,
while not perfect, is a step in the right
direction.

Mr. Speaker, perhaps we should con-
clude by pointing out that this is an
issue that is important and we will not
rest until we address this problem for
the American people.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my colleagues for participating in this
special order with me.

DEMOCRATS’ PRESCRIPTION DRUG
PLAN BEST FOR AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILCHREST). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. CROw-
LEY) is recognized for 60 minutes as the
designee of the minority leader.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, | could
not think it more apt that we Demo-
crats begin our special order on pre-
scription drugs just after hearing the
Republicans finish their remarks on
the very same subject of prescription
drugs.

I was most interested to listen to the
remarks of the Republican House ma-

jority leader, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARMEY), who ridiculed
Democrats like AL GoORE and JOE

LIEBERMAN for being out in so many
words to deprive seniors of prescription
drug coverage. This is laughable, and |
hope everyone at home will stay tuned
and listen. | can think of no better
message than letting Americans com-
pare the thoughts of the Republicans
on prescription drug coverage for sen-
iors, those of allowing the private sec-
tor and the HMOs to continue to drop
seniors and let prices for drugs sky-
rocket, versus the opinions of the
Democrats like myself who are work-
ing to strengthen Medicare with a drug
benefit and work to immediately lower
the cost of prescription drugs.

The GOP believes lowering the cost
of drugs is wrong and the destruction
of Medicare is good. | believe lowering
drug prices is the right thing to do for
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Americans. | hope Americans enjoy
this debate and the debates by Mr.
Bush and Mr. Cheney and Mr. GORE and
Mr. LIEBERMAN over the next 7 weeks.
We Democrats gather here to discuss
an important issue with regard to low-
ering prescription drug costs and pro-
viding greater access to medications to
every American who needs those medi-
cations.

As Democrats, we have continually
championed the addition of a prescrip-
tion drug benefit under Medicare, but
the Republican majority opposed that
plan, believing Medicare has been a
failure. We Democrats disagree and be-
lieve that Medicare has been an over-
whelming success story in the United
States.

As Democrats, we have continually
come out in support of the Prescription
Drug Fairness for Seniors Act spon-
sored by the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. ALLEN). This would pass along to
Seniors the same discounts given by
the pharmaceutical industry that they
give to the Federal Government and
HMOs. Under his bill, they would also
have to give those same benefits to
pharmacies. In turn, they could pass
these savings on to their customers.
Again, the Republican leadership op-
posed that. The Republicans appar-
ently believe that seniors are not pay-
ing enough for their prescription drugs.
Well, my constituents, quite frankly,
tell me otherwise.

Now, we Democrats are working to
change the Federal law which prohibits
the reimportation of safe FDA-ap-
proved drugs from countries like Can-
ada back into the United States. We
think it is unfair that seniors pay
twice as much, on average, for their
medications than their counterparts in
places like Canada and Mexico. The Re-
publican leadership thinks it is okay to
send seniors to jail for trying to obtain
more affordable drugs from other coun-
tries to improve the quality of their
lives.

This chart demonstrates the real
price gouging going on in the drug in-
dustry here in America. Here | have
three of the most popular drugs used
by seniors in America.

O 1600

We see that seniors right here in
America, and in my case in Queens
County and Bronx County in New York
City, pay hundreds of dollars more a
year than seniors in Canada for the
same FDA approved drugs. Seniors pay
$359.93 more annually than their
friends in Canada for Zoloft; $793.20
more than their friends in Canada for
Prilosec; and $369.42 than their friends
in Canada for Zocor.

In fact, 1 have received many letters
from my constituents. | had a letter
from a constituent from Jackson
Heights who pays $409 for a 3-month
supply of Prilosec for his wife. The
same drug, the same manufacturer, the
same everything costs $184 for the
exact same drug in Canada. And why is
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this? Because the American pharma-
ceutical industry is gouging Ameri-
cans. This is wrong, and we are here to
stop it.

Congress has a great opportunity to
stop it now. While the GOP has pre-
vented any real action on a drug ben-
efit under Medicare, or the opportunity
to pass along discounts to seniors on
drugs, we are now working to allow
Americans to reimport prescription
drugs once they have been exported out
of America. Essentially drugs that are
researched, patented and made in
America oftentimes cost twice as much
here in the States than they do when
they travel abroad to places like Can-
ada and Mexico. It is like a reverse tar-
iff. Once that drug crosses the inter-
national lines, the price for it is dras-
tically reduced.

The drug manufacturers say that
Americans’ standard of living, our
standard of living, is one of the chief
reasons for this increase and that
America should subsidize international
sales of their drugs. | think putting the
price burden on American seniors is
wrong, and we Democrats are here to
say enough is enough to the drug in-
dustry.

Right now, even though drug prices
are half as much in Canada and Mexico,
the only way Americans can take ad-
vantage of this is if they slip over the
border in the dark of night and sneak
some medications over for their own
personal use. We should not be making
criminals out of our seniors. Therefore,
during House debate on the agricul-
tural appropriations act, | offered an
amendment to allow for the reimporta-
tion of prescription drugs into the U.S.
I was pleased that this amendment
passed the House with overwhelming
support.

Since then, the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. BERRY), a trained phar-
macist, the gentleman from Vermont
(Mr. SANDERS) as well as Republicans
like to Jo ANN EMERSON, ToM COBURN,
a medical doctor; and GIL GUTKNECHT)
and | have been working together to
allow not only individuals to travel
across the border to get less expensive
FDA-approved drugs of the same qual-
ity but also to allow pharmacists and
wholesalers to do so as well. This way
they can pass on these savings to their
customers, ease the financial burden on
seniors who must take one or more of
these prescriptions on a regular basis,
lower drug prices by anywhere from 30
to 50 percent overnight, all without
costing the taxpayers a single dime. It
is safe. Any change would mandate
strict safety standards equal to those
we enjoy here in the United States.

Reimportation enjoys the support of
groups as diverse as the National Com-
munity Pharmacists, AIDS Action, the
American Medical Association, former
FDA Commissioner David Kessler, and
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices Donna Shalala. I urge my col-
leagues to ignore the misleading ad
campaigns of fear and distortion lead
by the Pharmaceutical Research Manu-
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facturers of America, known as
PhRMA. By allowing our Nation’s citi-
zens, trusted local pharmacists, and
certified wholesalers to reimport FDA
approved drugs, we can drastically
lower the cost of drugs for all Ameri-
cans who need prescription drug cov-
erage.

Mr. Speaker, at this time, | would
yield as much time as he would con-
sume to the minority leader, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT).

Mr. GEPHARDT. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding to me, and | thank
the gentleman from Vermont for set-
ting up this special order. | am happy
to come to the floor today to make a
few comments about this reimporta-
tion issue and other issues that | think
are related to it.

Let me first cite the fact that we
have not passed in this Congress, and |
believe we should have passed, an agen-
da that really puts families first; an
agenda that is supported by the major-
ity of our people; an agenda that in-
cludes a patients’ bill of rights, which
is desperately needed by many fami-
lies; an agenda that includes reducing
class size, as we spoke today on the
education bills and hiring for teachers;
an agenda that includes a real Medi-
care prescription medicine benefit, a
benefit that will work, a benefit that
will be there when people need it, that
will make a real difference in the lives
of millions of Americans. That agenda,
in my view, has been blocked in every
way in the name of special interests.

The patients’ bill of rights, as far as
I can tell, has been blocked to protect
HMOs and insurance companies. The
middle-class tax cuts have been
blocked in the name of huge tax cuts to
the wealthy. Debt reduction has been
blocked in the same name, huge tax
cuts for the wealthy. Minimum wage
has been blocked as a favor to some
businesses that do not want it. Edu-
cation incentives to modernize our
schools and hire new teachers has been
blocked for other ideas for private
schools. The Medicare drug benefit has
been blocked at the behest of the phar-
maceutical industry. We need an af-
fordable, meaningful prescription ben-
efit in the reliable world of Medicare, a
benefit that guarantees our seniors will
have benefits when they need them,
and real relief on reducing the cost of
drugs.

The special interests have frankly
stopped a reliable Medicare prescrip-
tion medicine benefit. We have squan-
dered every opportunity we have had in
this Congress to get this done. But
right now we have still in this Congress
the ability to do something on price for
all of our citizens, not just our senior
citizens. | want to remind all of us that
the reimportation issue has passed
both Houses of the Congress. On the
Medicare prescription medicine ben-
efit, we did pass something here. It was
not the right bill, but at least we
passed something. Nothing has even
been brought up or passed in the Sen-
ate. But on reimportation we have
passed something in both Houses.
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What we passed in both Houses would
lower the cost of drugs in the United
States by between 30 and 50 percent.
This is a dramatic reduction. It could
affect every American family right
now. It would allow the pharma-
ceutical industry to buy FDA-approved
drugs abroad at reduced rates and con-
sumers could realize the savings, at
least with the Senate-passed version of
this bill. And, remember, we probably
could have passed that better version if
the rules here had allowed us to do it,
but it did not.

But we have in the Senate, in con-
ference, the right provision. It would
mean that millions of seniors could
buy drugs at a fraction of the current
cost. It is sensible, it has bipartisan
support in both bodies, it sailed
through the Congress, and the Amer-
ican people are for it. It would help
seniors and other citizens now, this
year. Even the month after we would
pass it, people could begin buying
drugs at dramatically lower prices.

Now, the reality is the leadership has
not allowed this measure to go to con-
ference. It is bottled up in the Ag con-
ference committee. It is languishing. It
should not be languishing. Now, what
are we doing? Why are we waiting until
adjournment comes and we cannot
take this up? Why has the measure not
gone to conference? Why are we not
doing something about this?

It seems to me, and | address this to
the gentleman from Vermont, that we
have in these remaining weeks the
ability to get this up in conference, to
decide this in favor of the Senate provi-
sion, which gives people the greatest
reduction in price and allows compa-
nies to actually reimport these prod-
ucts into the United States and get a
broader price reduction for more Amer-
icans. | would simply ask the gen-
tleman, and the gentleman from New
York, who has sponsored the only thing
that he could in the House, which was
very positive but not as good as he
wanted it to be, what we can do in the
remaining days to get this done for the
American people?

Mr. SANDERS. Well, | just want to
thank the minority leader for his very
eloquent statement and for his very
strong support of legislation that, if
passed today, would lower the cost of
prescription drugs by between 30 and 50
percent for every man, woman and
child in this country. And the fact that
the minority leader has now come
strongly on board, this legislation
makes me more confident that we are
going to pass it.

But here is the story, and let us be
very clear about it. The pharma-
ceutical industry is the most powerful
industry in this country. Last year it
made $27 billion in profits, $27 billion
in profits while charging the American
people, by far, the highest cost for pre-
scription drugs than any other country
in the world.

I live in the State of Vermont. We
border on Canada. Last year, | made
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two trips over the border with
Vermonters to purchase prescription
drugs in Canada, and | want to relay
one aspect of our trip. We had with us
a number of women who are struggling
against breast cancer, struggling for
their lives, and they take a widely pre-
scribed prescription drug called
Tamoxiphen. What we found when we
went over the border is that the cost of
Tamoxiphen, which saves the lives of
women who are struggling with breast
cancer, was one-tenth the price than in
the United States of America.

Imagine that, women struggling for
their lives are paying ten times more
for the same exact product in this
country than a few minutes away over
the border. Now, as the minority leader
has indicated, we have strong bipar-
tisan support for this legislation. In
my view, if that bill that was passed in
the Senate were brought to the House
and Senate today, it would pass over-
whelmingly. It would not be close. The
problem that we are having now is that
the pharmaceutical industry is exert-
ing enormous pressure on the Repub-
lican leadership. And those of us in
Congress and all over America are
watching day by day to see if the Re-
publican leadership has the courage to
bring this bill on to the floor, which
has widespread bipartisan support.

Many Democrats and Republicans,
like the gentlewoman from Missouri
(Mrs. EMERSON) and the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. COoBURN) and oth-
ers, are fighting the right fight. The
American people are sick and tired of
being played the fool and paying by far
higher prices than anyone else. As the
gentleman from New York (Mr. CROwW-
LEY) indicated a moment ago, the phar-
maceutical industry is spending mil-
lions and millions of dollars on radio
ads, on television ads, on newspaper
ads which are dishonest and mis-
leading.

So | would say to the minority leader
that the $64 million question is: Does
the Republican leadership have the
guts to stand up to the pharmaceutical
industry and allow us to pass bipar-
tisan legislation that would over-
whelmingly sail through both bodies
and lower the cost of prescription
drugs by 30 to 50 percent?

And | want to thank the gentleman
very much for his active role now in
seeing that the legislation is passed.

Mr. GEPHARDT. | thank the gen-
tleman for his eloquent statement, and
I hope in a bipartisan way we can do
something that will be very, very posi-
tive and important for the American
people, who are struggling to keep
their health and need to have these
products at a reasonable price and are
happy to pay a reasonable price to be
able to get these substances to keep
their health.

I thank the gentleman for his hard
work and the gentleman from New
York and the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut.

Mr. CROWLEY. | thank the minority
leader for joining us.
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Mr. Speaker, | now would like to
yield to the gentleman from Vermont
(Mr. SANDERS).

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, when
we look at the health care crisis in
America, there are many dimensions to
it, but clearly one of the dimensions is
that in my State of Vermont and all
over this country physicians are writ-
ing out prescriptions to their patients,
but they are saying, what is the sense
of me writing out a prescription if my
patient cannot afford to get it filled?

So what we are finding is that senior
citizens and many, many other people
are simply unable to take the prescrip-
tion drugs that they need, or they are
dividing their dosages in half, or they
are taking their prescription drugs
once every other day.
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We hear from pharmacists that our
legislation is supported by the Commu-
nity Pharmacists of America. They
stand behind their desks, behind their
counters and their hearts are broken
when senior citizens cannot afford the
products that their doctors are pre-
scribing, when people are dying and
when people are suffering and we have
the cure right in front of us.

So some of us in this Congress well
over a year ago, the gentleman from
Arkansas (Mr. BERRY) who is right
here, the gentlewoman from Missouri
(Mrs. EMERSON), and | introduced legis-
lation which was a very, very simple
piece legislation.

What we said is that we are living in
an increasingly globalized economy. I
must tell my colleagues, 1 have many
problems with the globalized economy.
But we are living in that economy. And
if we go to a shoe store, the shoe com-
pany is able to purchase shoes anyplace
in the world. If we go to a pant store,
a haberdashery, they purchase their
product anywhere in the world.

So we are asking a very simple ques-
tion. If a prescription drug is FDA safe-
ty approved, why cannot a prescription
drug distributor or a pharmacist pur-
chase that product anyplace in the
world at a significantly lower price
than the pharmaceutical industry is
selling it to him in the United States
right now? Why cannot competition
exist, free market exist, global econ-
omy exist when we are talking about
prescription drugs which are FDA safe-
ty approved?

Now, if that legislation were passed
today, what we would have is prescrip-
tion drug distributors testing the mar-
ket in Canada, they would buy
tamoxifen for one-tenth the price they
would buy other drugs for 50 percent
the price, they would be able to resell
it to American consumers for signifi-
cantly lower prices than we are cur-
rently paying.

Now, what is wrong with that legisla-
tion?

Nothing is wrong with that legisla-
tion. What that legislation would do is
lower prescription drug costs in this
country from between 30 to 50 percent
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at almost zero expense to the American
taxpayer. It would allow American
business people who import drugs to
take advantage of the best prices that
are available all over the world.

Now, our friends in the pharma-
ceutical industry who last year made
$27 billion in profit, our friends in the
pharmaceutical industry who are con-
tributing millions and millions of dol-
lars to both political parties, our
friends in the pharmaceutical industry
who, if my colleagues can believe it,
have 300 paid lobbyists here in Wash-
ington, D.C., our friends in the pharma-
ceutical industry who spent $65 million
on advertising last year trying to de-
feat any legislation that would lower
the cost of prescription drugs, well, let
me tell my colleagues they are fighting
back vigorously. They are putting on
dishonest, misleading ads on radio, TV,
and in the newspapers and they are
saying Members of Congress want to
import unsafe, adulterated drugs.

What a horrible, terrible thing to say
about Members of Congress who are
fighting so that their constituents can
afford the prescription drugs that they
need. What a disgraceful thing to say
about Members of Congress that we
would want to see an unhealthy pre-
scription drug come into this country.
It is simply untrue.

The legislation that passed in the
Senate is very clear. There are strong
safety conditions attached to it. The
FDA has said that, if they have $23 mil-
lion to increase their capabilities, they
will guarantee that the products com-
ing into this country are safe.

This is not rocket science. It is easily
done. The problem is not unsafe drugs
that will come in if our legislation is
passed. The problem is that today
Americans are dying, Americans are
suffering because they cannot afford
the outrageously high cost of prescrip-
tion drugs. That is the problem.

And the pharmaceutical industry,
which is every day showing the Amer-
ican people how outrageously greedy
they are, apparently $27 billion in prof-
its last year is not enough. | guess they
need more than that. Apparently,
charging Americans 10 times more
than Canadians for certain drugs is not
high enough prices, they need more
than that.

Well, all over this country the Amer-
ican people are saying, enough Iis
enough. Let us lower the cost of pre-
scription drugs. Let us not continue
the rip-off of the American people so
that our people are paying so much
more than the people in Europe, the
people in Mexico, the people in Canada.

That is what this legislation is
about. Do not believe the dishonest ads
that the pharmaceutical industry is
publishing.

As | mentioned a moment ago, over a
year ago, legislation introduced by the
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. BERRY),
the gentlewoman from Missouri (Mrs.
EMERSON), and myself set the ground
work, started the process for this. And
we are making real progress. If that
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legislation were put on the floor today,
we would have overwhelming bipar-
tisan support.

I challenge the Republican leadership
to show the American people that they
have the guts to stand up to the phar-
maceutical industry, that they will
allow the House and the Senate to vote
on this legislation.

If they allow us to do it, it will win,
we will lower prescription drug prices
in this country, and we will have done
something that the American people
will be very proud of us for doing.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Vermont (Mr.
SANDERS) for his comments. He and |
share border States with Canada.
Something | have been saying over and
over again, it is time that Americans
do not have to go to Canada and Mex-
ico to be treated like Americans when
it comes to the cost of prescription
drugs. And it is something we do deal
with even in the Bronx. There has been
a bus that goes from the Bronx to Can-
ada for solely the same point that the
gentleman does and he has taken con-
stituents on.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, it is
an outrage, as my friend indicates,
that the American people have to flee
their own country to purchase pre-
scription drugs manufactured in the
United States.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, | want
to thank my friend from Vermont for
his words and his leadership on this
issue, as well.

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

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from New York for
yielding to me. | want to congratulate
him for pulling several of us together
this afternoon to talk about what is
probably one of the most critical issues
that the American public is facing. So
to the gentleman from New York (Mr.
CROWLEY), the gentleman from
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), the gentleman
from Arkansas (Mr. BERRY), the gentle-
woman from Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN)
and the gentlewoman from Florida
(Mrs. THURMAN), who are here on the
floor this afternoon, we will continue
to be on the floor of this House for as
long as it takes to be able to bring
some relief to the crushing cost of pre-
scription drugs that people are facing
in this country today.

Let me just make one comment,
which is that we need to have a pre-
scription drug benefit that is vol-
untary, that is universal and universal
in the sense that it covers all seniors
and that, in fact, it ought to be done
under the Medicare program that will
reach all seniors and provide the oppor-
tunity to, in the best way, allow for
doctors and their patients, our seniors,
to be able to prescribe the drugs that
are needed for people to survive and for
seniors to be able to get them and not
be at the mercy of an insurance com-
pany or an HMO to be able to get that
prescription drug.
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That being said, it is unlikely, sadly
enough, that in this House and in this
Congress we will be unable to pass a
prescription drug benefit through
Medicare before we leave this body in
the next few weeks.

So what we need to do in these final
weeks of the Congress is we have an op-
portunity to pass this prescription
drug reimportation legislation, and we
need not to have this legislation slip
through our fingers.

It has been stated quite eloquently
that we have FDA regulations today
that only the manufacturer of a drug
can import into the United States.
Therefore, the pharmaceutical compa-
nies have unfairly used these regula-
tions to control prescription drug dis-
tribution in the United States at the
expense of seniors.

We have in the United States Senate
the agricultural appropriations bill
which allows the wholesalers and the
pharmacists to reimport or import
FDA approved prescription drugs. The
bill that we passed in the House, |
might add, is not as strong as the one
that was passed in the Senate because
in the Senate language that protects
against the import of counterfeit, mis-
labeled, or adulterated drugs, and we
need to protect this language. It is
critical. We are here for the good and
not the harm of the American people.
We must work together to allocate the
$23 million to get this effort started on
the right foot.

Let me just tell my colleagues, to
make this very simple, we all know and
our seniors specifically know that in
other countries people pay 20, 30, and
even 50 percent less than their pre-
scription drugs. The same medication
that costs $1 in America costs 64 cents
in Canada, 57 cents in France and 51
cents in Italy.

Let me make the point clearly. Con-
sider Zantac, which is made by
GlaxcoWellcome in the United King-
dom. GlaxcoWellcome is based in the
United Kingdom.

What we are asking is just the same
price that they would sell Zantac to
Brits, sell that at the same cost to peo-
ple in the United States. With regard
to Zantac, it is marked up by 58 per-
cent when it is sold in the United
States, 58 percent.

Why? Our seniors deserve better.
They deserve to have the same medica-
tion at the same price.

That is what this bill would allow,
pharmacists and wholesalers to pur-
chase medication at the same low
prices that people pay in other coun-
tries, pass that savings on to America’s
seniors. It is common sense and it
makes the world of difference to people
who are struggling. And they are mak-
ing those awful choices between pre-
scription medications that they need
to survive and groceries and heating
bills and rent and everything else.

My colleagues have said this. | will
mention it briefly. There is an awful
disinformation campaign on our air-
waves, and people should act more re-
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sponsibly. They have bought millions
and millions of dollars of advertising to
sell the American public a bill of
goods.

I have done this in my district. |
have gone literally from center to cen-
ter, senior center to senior center, with
the ad and pointed out the lies in these
ads. The public has got to know the
truth. The campaign implies that the
importation of pharmaceuticals is un-
safe, and nothing can be further from
the truth.

Let me just say this to my colleagues
today that the pharmaceutical indus-
try already imports 80 percent of the
ingredients it uses in the prescription
medicines that it sells in the United
States, and 20 percent of the medicines
it sells in the United States are manu-
factured abroad. No matter where they
are made, all of these drugs are tested
by the FDA.

Let me say to my colleagues that we
need to call on the pharmaceutical in-
dustry. And | will just say straight out,
I represent the pharmaceutical indus-
try in my district in Connecticut and |
have said plainly to them, take the ads
off the air. Reasonable people can come
to a table and discuss an issue. They do
a wonderful job. And if a lot of it is
taxpayer research that we pay for, I am
a survivor of ovarian cancer, | under-
stand the benefits of biomedical re-
search and pharmaceutical drugs. They
do a good job of producing those. But it
does us no good if people cannot afford
to get the benefit of this taxpayer re-
search and the work that they did.

Let us come together. Let us make it
possible for people to afford the pre-
scription drugs.

I will say, since that has not hap-
pened, then we have an obligation to
pass this reimportation legislation be-
fore we leave this institution in the
next 2 or 3 weeks.

| thank my colleague for putting this
effort together today.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentlewoman for her moving re-
marks and for all her work and leader-
ship on this issue and thank her for
being here today.

Let me point out, if | may briefly be-
fore | turn the microphone over to the
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. BERRY),
that the drug industry’s scare tactics
are ironic. Because, since 1992, pharma-
ceutical firms’ importation of drugs for
consumer consumption have increased
by 350 percent, totaling $13.8 billion
last year, imports from Canada have
grown by 400 percent, and those from
Mexico by 800 percent according to the
National Community Pharmacists As-
sociation.

Here is one of those ads my colleague
was talking about. This was in one of
the trade magazines down here. It says
that 11 former FDA commissioners
think all Americans deserve to be pro-
tected. Well, we found out that well
over the majority, some seven former
FDA commissioners now find them-
selves being employed by the pharma-
ceutical industry.
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Do we expect any other answer but
this answer?

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, one
of those FDA directors, Dr. David
Kesler, former director of the FDA,
now dean of the Yale Medical School in
New Haven, Connecticut, has written a
statement that, in fact, that is inac-
curate. He has been very clear.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker,
just adds more weight to my point.

Mr. Speaker, | yield to the gentleman
from Arkansas (Mr. BERRY) who him-
self is a pharmacist.
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Mr. BERRY. | thank the distin-
guished gentleman from New York (Mr.
CROWLEY) for his leadership in this
matter, and the Democratic leadership
for providing this hour for us to discuss
this important issue. | appreciate my
colleagues from around the country
being here this evening to talk about
this issue. | also want to thank the
many Republicans that have provided
leadership on this issue: the gentle-
woman from Missouri (Mrs. EMERSON),
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
GUTKNECHT), the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. CoBURN), and of course the
gentleman from Vermont (Mr. SAND-
ERS), who has worked so hard to see
that the American people get treated
fairly as prescription drug prices are
too high and we try to bring them
down. They have done a great job in
providing leadership for this issue. We
want the prescription drug manufac-
turers in this country to be successful.
We want them to continue to be profit-
able. But there is something wrong
when we allow Americans to have to
pay 30 to 40, 50, 60 percent more for
their medicine than any other country
in the world.

The pharmaceutical manufacturers
have engaged in what we try to chari-
tably call a misleading campaign. The
fact is the ads that they are running
and millions and millions of dollars
worth of them that they are running
every day now all over the country try-
ing to convince the American people
that their safety is threatened, their
health is threatened if we import these
medicines at the same price that other
countries buy them, the fact is that
calling them “misleading” is being
very kind. It is just simply a lie. These
companies are simply willing to do
anything to continue to be able to rob
the American people.

As has already been mentioned,
former FDA Commissioner David
Kessler who served under both Presi-
dents Bush and Clinton has said in a
letter, ‘‘I believe the importation of
these products could be done without
causing a greater health risk to Ameri-
cans than currently exists.” The truth
is Secretary Shalala has called the
Senate amendment promising and does
not oppose it. All Americans need to be
protected from outrageously high pre-
scription drug prices. There is no need
to allow the pharmaceutical companies

that
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to continue to rob the American peo-
ple.

In June, | was in Cuba to visit with
the Cubans primarily to talk to them
about buying some of our agricultural
products. We had a great discussion.
They are certainly willing and inter-
ested and desirous of buying our agri-
cultural products. As we concluded our
discussions, | said to them, *‘“‘We’ve
talked about food, about agricultural
products. What about pharmaceuticals?
Do you not want to buy our pharma-
ceuticals?”” And they laughed. These
are very nice people. They did not want
to do anything to offend us, but they
laughed. And they said, ‘“Why would we
want to buy your pharmaceuticals? We
can buy your pharmaceuticals any-
where in the world. We can buy them
in Canada, we can buy them in Pan-
ama, we can buy them in Mexico for
half what you’re paying for them. Why
would we want in on a deal like that?”’

And then they asked a question that
I could not answer and it is unbeliev-
able to me today that we stand here in
an empty House at 4:30 in the afternoon
and still we have not answered the
question, “Why do you do that to your
people?”” they said. | could not answer
that question. There is absolutely no
reason why the Congress should not
follow through this year and enact this
provision that will clearly lower the
price of prescription medicine to Amer-
icans.

I was disappointed to read yesterday
that some powerful Republican Mem-
bers may try to have this provision re-
moved from the agricultural appropria-
tions bill. They will try to disguise an
appropriations bill in some way where
we will not be able to tell that it has
been removed until the bill has passed.
Countries in the EU, the European
Union, benefit from international price
competition for our pharmaceuticals.
They have been doing this for years,
and they suffer no ill effects from it.
This whole idea that the pharma-
ceutical manufacturers continue to try
to promote that it is unsafe is abso-
lutely ridiculous.

Our senior citizens are crossing our
borders en masse to buy prescription
drugs they need from Canada and Mex-
ico. The solution we support would give
all Americans access to safe and effec-
tive FDA-approved drugs made in FDA-
approved facilities at international
prices and give FDA the oversight it
needs to know imported drugs are safe
through the use of testing and other
means.

It is very deceptive and manipulative
for the pharmaceutical industry to
claim proposals which require docu-
ments, labeling and testing put Amer-
ican patients at risk. That is just sim-
ply not true.

From 1991 to 1997, the amount of
drugs imported for consumption by
global drug makers jumped from $6.1
billion to $12.8 billion. All evidence in-
dicates that these imports have contin-
ued to climb. For the drugs we support
allowing the importation of, the new
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standards will be more stringent than
those that apply to the billions of dol-
lars’ worth of foreign drugs that manu-
facturers are bringing into this coun-
try today.

Another point that is important to
remember is that the effect of our leg-
islation is not only to facilitate the im-
portation of reasonably priced medi-
cine; but once U.S. manufacturers are
no longer shielded from international
price competition, the free market will
absolutely demand that these prices go
down. Interestingly enough, the same
people that talk about a free market, a
free market situation day after day on
the other side of the aisle, are the very
people today that do not want a free
market situation. They want to pro-
tect these drug companies that have
contributed millions and millions of
dollars to their campaigns.

Dr. Christopher Rhodes, a University
of Rhode Island expert in the field of
applied pharmaceutical research, re-
cently testified before the Senate
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions Committee on the issue of safety.
He testified that by implementing a
system which requires documentation
and testing, it was his ‘“‘considered pro-
fessional opinion that the process of
using reimported prescription medicine
in the United States need not place the
American public at any increased risk
of ineffective or dangerous products.”’

Dr. Sidney Wolfe, a health and safety
expert at Public Citizen said, “It is
ironic how PhRMA worries about safe-
ty when lower prices are involved. The
Prescription Drug Parity Act requires
safety precautions above and beyond
the FDA requirements and consumer
protections Americans rely on when
purchasing pharmaceuticals made in
foreign countries.”

I would ask you today, where is this
House? There is a lot of daylight left
today and there is nobody here. Why is
the House not here on the floor today?
Because we need this legislation today.
We have got Americans all over this
country paying too much for their
medicine, many senior citizens; but all
of our citizens are paying more than
they should have to pay. It is abso-
lutely outrageous that this Congress
allows this to go on and the Republican
leadership just simply does not do any-
thing about it.

Ms. KAPTUR. Will
yield on that point?

Mr. BERRY. | will certainly yield to
the gentlewoman from Ohio.

Ms. KAPTUR. | would agree with the
gentleman that we came here to Wash-
ington this week to do the people’s
work and already we are finished with
the day’s business, so to speak; and to-
morrow | am told there may be one
vote, maybe not more than one vote.
Meanwhile, the very bill that this issue
is in is stalled. We passed it weeks ago,
months ago here in the House; and it
went over to the Senate. The leader-
ship of this institution could bring that
bill up here so we could vote on this
whole prescription drug issue and

the gentleman
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whether our people can bring these
pharmaceuticals in from other coun-
tries like Canada if they are safe and of
similar quality. Where is the bill? Even
the conferees, the people here in the
House who are supposed to sit down
with the Members of the Senate to go
over this provision, have not been ap-
pointed, even though the bill was
passed here and it has been passed
there. We have got plenty of time
today. We have got all day tomorrow.
We should have done it weeks ago. We
wasted yesterday; we wasted the day
before yesterday. | just wanted to af-
firm what the gentleman is saying and
as ranking member on the sub-
committee that has jurisdiction over
the Food and Drug Administration, we
are waiting. We are waiting for this Re-
publican leadership to do its work.

Mr. BERRY. The gentlewoman from
Ohio, who has provided great leader-
ship in the Committee on Appropria-
tions on this matter, is absolutely
right. It is unforgivable for the Repub-
lican leadership to let our senior citi-
zens continue to be robbed on a daily
basis while we do nothing. We are gone.
No one is here. We should be here
working on this legislation and passing
it.

I come from a small town in Arkan-
sas. We do not lock the doors or take
the keys out of our cars. Everybody
knows everyone else. If we had some-
one going around robbing our citizens,
and especially our senior citizens in
that community, we would put a stop
to it and we would put a stop to it
right away. We would not wait until
tomorrow or the next day. We would do
something about it today. These com-
panies are robbing the American peo-
ple, and they are robbing our senior
citizens. You do not have to assault
someone to rob them. These people
have figured out a way to rob someone
without going into their home or as-
saulting them.

Ms. KAPTUR. If the gentleman will
be kind enough to yield to me again,
when he said that there might be a de-
ception and maybe this bill might not
come to us in a form that we could
even vote on, | have really wondered
whether our bill will ever get to this
floor again which is under regular
order, or whether these provisions and
others are being worked on behind
closed doors here with no public scru-
tiny and some of these lobby groups
coming in and having an influence
when we do not have the ability to
bring the influence of our constituents
to bear on this important question of
prescription drugs, the cost of prescrip-
tion drugs. | would hope that the lead-
ership of this institution does not pull
something like that and allows our
Members a vote. The gentleman from
New York (Mr. CROWLEY), one of our
outstanding new Members of this
House, the gentleman from Vermont
(Mr. SANDERS), who has been a cham-
pion on senior issues, certainly in the
other body Senator JiM JEFFORDS, who
tried to work with the administration
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on the safety provisions to make sure
that we have Ilike product being
brought in here, all these fine Members
need to be heard. And we need to bring
the weight of their influence and intel-
ligence to bear on a free vote on this
floor, not have it buried or altered in
some committee room here that none
of us have access to.

I would hope that the leadership of
the institution hears us and gives us an
opportunity to bring these prescription
drugs to the American people at afford-
able prices. | will just tell the gen-
tleman last week when | was doing
food shopping at my local super-
market, the cashout clerk told me that
every week she has people that come
by there and they have to separate out
their prescription drugs from their
food, and they have to put food back on
the counter because they cannot afford
to buy both. This should not be hap-
pening in the United States of Amer-
ica.

Mr. BERRY. | thank the gentle-
woman from Ohio again for her leader-
ship and certainly agree with her com-
ments. | would just make one more
plea to the leadership of this House.
Back in 1995 and 1996, we had lobbyists
in the back rooms here writing legisla-
tion. That is absolutely unforgivable.
We should not allow this to happen. |
hope the American people realize that
the leadership in this House today is
simply ignoring the great need that we
have out there to deal with the pre-
scription drug issue and provide lower-
priced prescription drugs and provide a
good prescription drug benefit plan for
our Medicare recipients.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
BERRY). | also want to thank the rank-
ing member of the Subcommittee on
Agriculture of the Committee on Ap-
propriations, the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR), for her comments
as well.

Mr. Speaker, | yield to the gentle-

woman from Michigan (Ms. KiL-
PATRICK).
Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, |

thank the gentleman from New York
for yielding.

I first want to say that | support the
pharmaceutical industry and all that
they have done in America over all of
these 200-plus years. We have second to
none the strongest companies who rep-
resent and who bring forth medicines
that have taken care of America for a
long time. | commend them for that.
We support them. We want them to
grow. We want them to hire American
citizens. And we want them to treat
Americans who need and must have
their products to live. At the same
time, we want the product to be afford-
able. There is no reason that pharma-
ceutical companies must make 20, 30
percent profit on their medicines when
the average Fortune 500 companies
make 5 to 10 percent and consider that
to be a formidable profit.

The pharmaceutical industry is a
strong one, and we want it to remain
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that. But | come from the State of
Michigan. My district borders, the De-
troit River borders on the country of
Canada. Many of my constituents, sen-
iors, take between four to eight medi-
cines a day. After doing the research,
those medicines cost anywhere from
$20 to $500 per prescription. Many of
them live on fixed incomes. They have
to literally choose between eating and
getting their medicines. They have to
choose between paying their rent or
getting their medicines. These are sen-
iors who have built America and, yes,
who have built pharmaceutical compa-
nies.
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We must know that much of the re-
search and development that pharma-
ceutical companies do are at the tax-
payers’ expense, and that is one of the
great things of our country. We want
them to do the R&D necessary so that
we can live healthier lives as American
citizens.

At the same time that we use our tax
dollars to assist private companies to
bring product to the market, we want
to make sure that those people, seniors
or not, disabled maybe sometimes, who
must have medicines to survive are
able, are able, are able to get them and
are affordable.

Mr. Speaker, living on the border of
Michigan and Canada, many of my con-
stituents can go across the river in a
half hour or less drive and pay one
third the cost that prescriptions are
being charged here in the country. Why
is that? These are, many times, Amer-
ican companies. It has already been
stated, that 80 percent of the ingredi-
ents in those drugs are imported, that
is 20 percent of the drugs are manufac-
tured in other countries. So the whole
issue of reimportation, it is already
happening.

Mr. Speaker, | would hope we would
bring the Ag bill to the floor with the
provision of reimportation in the bill.
It is the proper thing to do. We hope
and we have heard some debate that
there is not a backroom going on as we
speak with six or eight people deciding
what that agricultural bill will look
like and whether yea or nay that re-
importation provision will be in the
bill, we have a responsibility, all 435 of
us elected by over 600,000 people in our
districts to represent, to speak out,
prescription drug access, affordable
medicines remain one of the top prior-
ities of those that we represent.

Mr. Speaker, | strongly support the
reimportation provision in the agri-
culture bill. 1 urge the Republican
leadership of this House to bring the
issue to the floor. Let us debate it. We
want to have our pharmaceutical com-
panies remain strong, but we also want
to take care of those many Americans
who live from day to day based on the
medicines that they must have.

Michigan, Canada, our border, Can-
ada, Michigan, our border, do not make
my constituents go over the border,
U.S. citizens, tax-paying citizens, rais-
ing-family citizens to another country
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to get those medicines that their doc-
tor has prescribed for them and that
they duly need, and we have a responsi-
bility to see that they get it.

Mr. Speaker, let us work to make
sure that we can debate this on an open
floor. Let us make sure that the Re-
publican leadership brings this to the
floor. Prescription drugs are a neces-
sity. We have to see that they become
available to those who need them.

Mr. CROWLEY. | thank the gentle-
woman from Michigan (Ms. KiL-
PATRICK) from the Committee on Ap-
propriations for her kind remarks.

Mr. Speaker, | yield to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, |
want to thank the gentleman from New
York (Mr. CROWLEY) for yielding to me
and putting together this special order.

It is frustrating here we are at al-
most 5 o’clock on Eastern Time, 4
o’clock Central Time, and the House is
not working on this legislation. We are
spending an hour talking about it. It is
amazing too that our seniors who work
very hard to make this country pros-
perous and successful do not have ac-
cess to affordable drugs.

H.R. 1885, the International Prescrip-
tion Drug Parity Act is one way that
we can make it available to them by fi-
nancial relief so they can buy the
medication they need to maintain their
health.

It is widely reported that prescrip-
tion drug prices are lower in foreign
countries. In fact, studies in my own
district show from Houston, Texas, we
can go down to Mexico and get the
same drug for lower costs; in fact, half
the price.

Mr. Speaker, | know that myself, be-
cause | have done that myself. When 1|
have been traveling in Latin America,
Mexico, Costa Rica, | can buy the same
drugs that | buy in the United States
for significantly less.

While | would have hoped that by
now we would have passed a prescrip-
tion drug plan that works, why not let
us reimport these drugs. My colleagues
on the other side of the aisle say that
it is unsafe to bring these drugs from
other countries. Well, that is jut out-
rageous, because, frankly, these drugs
are made and under FDA standards,
and we imported $12.8 billion worth of
drugs in the United States in 1997.

Mr. Speaker, that is not about safe-
ty, it is about profits and what we need
to do is make sure that pharma-
ceuticals who are opposing this bill
know that either they need to support
a real prescription drug benefit for our
seniors as part of Medicare or we are
going to find a way to get cheaper pre-
scriptions for our seniors, including
bringing drugs in from other countries
that meet FDA approval.

It is not fair that countries in Europe
and Japan and other parts of the world
have so many more cheaper drugs than
our own seniors and yet they have the
same standard of living.

If 1 go to Mexico, because Mexico
does not have the standard of living we
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do, so the prescription drugs are cheap-
er, but if we go to Europe, who has the
same standard of living, or Japan,
there the drugs are so much cheaper. |
would hope, Mr. Speaker, that we
would see that we would have a real
prescription drug benefit passed, other-
wise we need to support the Inter-
national Prescription Drug Parity Act
so we can have these pharmaceuticals
reimported in our country for our sen-
iors.

I'd like to thank Congressman CROWLEY for
putting together this special order. It amazes
me that our seniors, who worked very hard to
make this country prosperous and successful,
do not have access to affordable drugs.

H.R. 1885, The International Prescription
Drug Parity Act is one way that we may be
able to provide them financial relief so that
they can buy the medication they need to
maintain their health.

It has been widely reported that prescription
drug prices are lower in many foreign coun-
tries than in the United States. Studies con-
ducted in my district confirm that seniors can
buy the same drug in Mexico at a lower cost.
However, | didn't need a study to tell me that.

I've talked to the seniors in my district who
travel to Mexico and I've been to Mexico my-
self and know that the same drugs were sig-
nificantly cheaper in Mexico.

While | would have hoped that by now we
would have passed a prescription drug plan
that works, why not let us reimport those
drugs, that patients from all over can buy at
lower cost.

My colleagues on the other side of the aisle
claim that it is unsafe to bring drugs from
other countries and that this legislation will
pose a safety risk to consumers.

This is false. These FDA-approved drugs,
manufactured in FDA facilities.

Under H.R. 1885, pharmacies and whole-
salers importing drugs would still have to meet
the same standards set by FDA, which al-
lowed 12.8 billion dollars’ worth of drugs to be
imported into the United States by manufactur-
ers in 1997. This is not about safety—its about
profits and helping special interest groups.
Pharmaceuticals are pressuring them not to
allow this because they know that they will
lose business very soon.

It is not fair that pharmaceutical companies
continue to discriminate against American pa-
tients.

It is not fair that countries in Europe and
across the world benefit from international
price competition for pharmaceuticals. Many of
these drugs were researched in the United
States and funded by our Federal dollars.

This summer, the Republican leadership
forced a prescription drug bill that provides
more political cover than insurance coverage
for our Nation’s seniors. The legislation was
designed to benefit the companies who make
prescription drugs—not seniors. Instead, they
passed a flawed piece of legislation which will
cost seniors more each year, but it gives them
less.

| have met with many seniors in my district
who are in serious financial hardship due to
the high costs of their prescription drugs. They
have shown me their prescription drug bills
and let me tell you, | don't see how they can
survive. Seniors are having to chose between
paying their bills or buying their medication.
Some skip their medication to make it last
longer.
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We should be putting benefits into the
hands of senior citizens, not pharmaceutical
manufacturers. We should be providing a se-
cure, stable, and reliable benefit—instead of
watered down legislation that does nothing to
address the problem. We should be building
Medicare up, not trying to tear it down.

| hope this Congress will work across party
lines and develop a bipartisan bill that ensures
an affordable, available, and meaningful Medi-
care prescription drug benefit option for all
seniors.

In the meantime, lets support the Inter-
national Prescription Drug Parity Act, to level
the playing field for American patients as well
as businesses who are struggling to continue
providing employees and retirees with quality,
private sector coverage for prescription drugs.

This is about fairness and common sense.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
to the gentlewoman from North Caro-
lina (Mrs. CLAYTON).

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from New York
(Mr. CROWLEY) for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, indeed we are talking
about something very basic. We are
talking about the health care of sen-
iors. We are talking about equity. We
are talking about providing opportuni-
ties for people to have access to afford-
able prescription drug.

I come from rural North Carolina ba-
sically where the income is not as high
as in most areas and also where the
senior citizens outnumber in propor-
tion our population and the age factor
is greater, so we have a lot of senior
citizens living at a lower income, and
they are making the election between
three basics, shelter, food and prescrip-
tion.

Yet, we here in the Congress have an
opportunity to do something about it,
and we are resisting that. We are re-
sisting that. We say because we want
safe drugs we want to make sure that
the pharmaceutical companies can in-
deed afford to provide that. Well, | sup-
port my pharmaceuticals. | am not
against them, but | am also thinking
that corporate America can do good
and do well, not at the expense of sen-
ior citizens.

The bill that the gentleman from
New York (Mr. CROWLEY) has intro-
duced, that has passed the House, has
been improved in the Senate, so there
is no reason to even fear the safety of
those drugs.

Mr. Speaker, | just saw a magazine
article, already the pharmaceutical
companies are attacking the possi-
bility that these drugs will be unsafe,
that is a bogus, bogus, bogus claim. No
one wants to have unsafe medicine. |
urge this House to do the right thing,
pass this bill so our seniors indeed can
have affordable drugs.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
to the gentlewoman from Wisconsin
(Ms. BALDWIN).

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, | want
to thank the gentleman from New
York (Mr. CROWLEY), for his incredible
leadership on the issue of reimporta-
tion and getting a fair price for our
seniors for prescription drugs; all peo-
ple frankly. | wanted to come down to
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the floor today on behalf of my con-
stituents, my constituents in Portage,
Monroe, and Stoughton, Wisconsin and,
all the other cities and towns and rural
areas in my district who demand and
need affordable, comprehensive pre-
scription drug coverage.

Mr. Speaker, we are playing election-
year politics with the health of our
grandparents, our parents, aunts and
uncles. We are ignoring the voice of the
many constituents who have written
us, me and all of my colleagues show-
ing us in vivid detail their out-
rageously high prescription drug bills.

Our seniors need prescription drug
coverage now. They need the passage of
the bill of the gentleman from New
York (Mr. CROWLEY). They need afford-
able drug coverage now. So no matter
who you are, where you are or how sick
you are, you will have the health care
you need.

Mr. CROWLEY. | thank the gentle-
woman from Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN)
for the remarks. | appreciate that very,
very much.

Mr. Speaker, in closing | want to
thank you for the patience and your
steadfastness, and | appreciate all of
the speakers who gave their time this
afternoon on the issue of prescription
drugs.

Mr. Speaker, | just want to mention
that this is not only on one side, there
are Members on the other side who I
am working with, the gentlewoman
from Missouri (Mrs. EMERSON), the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN),
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
GUTKNECHT), as well as members in the
other House. We are all working to-
gether to try to get this amendment
that has passed here in the House
passed in the Senate. It was improved
in the Senate, approved in the con-
ference committees, we have to do it
now, we do not have much time left.

We are told we will be out of here in
a couple of weeks. We need to pass this
amendment so that seniors can get the
prescription drugs that they need at a
rate of 30 percent to 50 percent less
than they are paying right now. We
need to pass a patients’ bill of rights,
and we need to improve upon the Medi-
care coverage that this country pro-
vides to seniors throughout this land.

REFLECTING ON EXPERIENCES IN
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CANNON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. McCoL-
LUM) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, | lis-
tened intently to what was just being
debated, and | have an 85-year-old fa-
ther, 1 have my in-laws in their 80s.
And | am very much dedicated and un-
derstand very much the importance of
providing Medicare coverage and pre-
scription drugs. | certainly favor a pa-
tients’ bill of rights.

Mr. Speaker, rather than talking
about those issues today, | have taken
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my 60 minutes of time, which | do not
get an opportunity to do very often,
and | will not probably have another
opportunity ever in this House of Rep-
resentatives, to reflect for a few min-
utes on this institution and on the ex-
periences that | have had here over the
years that | have had the privilege to
serve, because I am leaving this body
at the end of this session of Congress
after 20 years in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

This is my last chance to reflect for
a few minutes to my colleagues. | am
very much aware of the great impor-
tance of the House of Representatives,
the People’s body.

I read a book recently on the life of
John Quincy Adams, and | know that
having been the President of the
United States, having been a United
States Senator, John Quincy Adams,
who finished his life in this body as a
House Member, always thought of the
House of Representatives as his great-
est experience, most rewarding experi-
ence.

I can assure anybody that this has
been a very rewarding experience for
me in many ways, satisfying prin-
cipally because | have been given an
opportunity very few people have to
serve in public office in the highest po-
sitions in this Nation, to make laws, to
make life better for our children and
our grandchildren, and to do things
that many people would like an oppor-
tunity to do but very few people have
the privilege.

| thank the voters of Central Florida
who have given me that opportunity in
election after election over the last
several years. It has been something to
reflect upon the young people that |
have come in contact with in those
years. It is my observation that while
we often talk about our troubled youth
that most of America’s youth are
bright and wanting to learn and very
capable and that, contrary to a lot of
opinions, the future is bright for this
country, because we are the greatest
free Nation in the history of the world.
Because despite our weaknesses hither
and yon, we have the greatest institu-
tions of education and family that
exist anywhere.

We need to make them better, but we
need to recognize that our children not
only are our hope for the future, but we
have many who are doing very well,
who are even living with single parents
at some point, either a mother or a fa-
ther, and despite all of the difficulties
that there may be in that setting, even
in the urban areas, in some of the
worst living conditions in the country,
young people are succeeding. They are
learning. They are passing their
courses. They are getting into posi-
tions of authority later in life. They
are making their parents very proud,
and | think they should be.

But | have seen quite a number of
young people who have come here in
this Congress to visit, either working
in my office as a staff member, work-
ing in the office as a volunteer, as an
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intern, coming in on a high school in-
tern program, making it to Washington
because they have done an artwork for
which they are being given some deco-
ration, and in those faces, | have taken
the most satisfaction, of knowing we
are transferring to each generation a
better knowledge of democracy and
how it works and handing over to them
a lot more of the keys to keeping this
country the great free Nation that it
is.
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We often do not reflect on how much
Congressmen do to further that cause
and our staffs do to further that cause.
Every year, since | have come to Con-
gress, | have, with one exception, I
think, the first year perhaps, | have
had a high school intern program
where one high school junior from
every high school in my congressional
district has come to Washington and
has spent a week here, has spent a
week meeting with my colleagues,
meeting with various executive branch
officials, having an opportunity to
really learn what the United States
House of Representatives and Senate
and our government is all about.

I look back on many of those, and |
occasionally run into them and know
each one of them not only learned a
great deal here but went back to their
high school and shared that with their
friends, shared it with their family,
have actually shared much of what
they learned here with them in many
ways and will forever carry with them
what they learned here in that brief
week. | also have sponsored a couple of
pages here on the floor of the House.
They have been here, some of them for
the summer, a couple of them for an
entire academic year.

I know from observing those young
people and what they have learned how
valuable it will be going back into
whatever walk of life in the future they
are involved with, in school, in college,
and in business or whatever, and serve
their communities better because of
what they have learned here.

We also have had a congressional art
program for many years that Congress
has sponsored; and in my congressional
district we have selected, through a
judging process, the art work of many
of the high schools. That art work is
something to behold. | encourage any-
one to go to any congressional district
art competition when it is held annu-
ally, as it is in most congressional dis-
tricts, and look at what the young peo-
ple are producing, what wonderful tal-
ent they possess.

The only thing we are able to do with
our congressional effort is to encourage
that. Encourage it we do, legislatively
in certain ways; but we particularly
encourage it with our competition,
where we take one high school art
work out of each congressional district
where this competition is held, and
bring it to Washington every year as
the outstanding work and put it on dis-
play in this Capitol so that the entire
Nation can see it for a whole year.
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There are many of those works today
on display in this Capitol by young
people from the last competition last
summer, this past summer.

Each one of those students who has
gone through the experience not only
of winning and coming here but par-
ticipating in one of those competitions
is encouraged in terms of their artistic
endeavors and encouraged to succeed in
life and encouraged, in my judgment,
with those things that are most valu-
able for a young person to have, and
those are the tools of discipline, self-
discipline, and confidence that they
can succeed in whatever they try and
they work at and really try hard
enough to do.

That brings me to the basic point of
my thoughts today, and that is we are
a land of opportunity. We are a land of
opportunity because our Founding Fa-
thers gave us a great Constitution and
a Bill of Rights and the checks and bal-
ances that go with it; and part of that
checks and balance system is this elec-
tive body, the 435 Members of the U.S.
House of Representatives.

In the process of being this great Na-
tion and land of opportunity, our role
as legislators is to further the work of
our Founding Fathers and those who
came before us, in making sure that we
properly oversee our government in its
many facets; that the laws that are
passed in this Nation ever increase op-
portunities for everybody, equal oppor-
tunities for everybody of all races, reli-
gions, colors, national origins, to be
able to succeed if they have the kind of
self-discipline to go forward, give them
the opportunity, give them the chance,
encourage them, provide the right en-
vironment for it.

Now, that may sound broad and we
deal with specifics out here every day;
but that is what we are about, making
life better for the future, providing an
opportunity for other people to suc-
ceed.

I have had a lot of experiences here
with legislation. | have been involved
with issues concerning the immigra-
tion questions that were greatly trou-
bling our Nation, particularly in the
mid-1980s. | participated in those de-
bates thoroughly. | am a very big be-
liever, having served on the Sub-
committee on Immigration and Claims,
in legal immigration. | think that the
foundation of this Nation is our immi-
grants. We all, in the broadest sense,
came from somewhere, our ancestors
did, to this country; and we are truly a
melting pot, and we need to always re-
member that.

We need to encourage legal immi-
grants to come here, to contribute, to
participate, and do it in an orderly
fashion.

I am also a big opponent of illegal
immigration. | think that undermines
a lot of the values of this Nation and
potentially undermines, of course,
what we strive to do for those who
come here legally to have a better life
to contribute to our society.

| did participate in some very tough
debates over the years, and | am sure
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those debates will continue to go on be-
cause immigration is the heart of this
Nation. It is a critical centerpiece of
what has made this Nation great and
will always make this Nation great. We
must keep our doors open. We must
never close those doors. We must al-
ways encourage those who come here
and give them an opportunity to con-
tribute, and many, many do every day,
to making this a greater country.

At the same time, we have to have
the restrictions on those who would
come here because the world is not al-
ways the nice place that we like it to
be, because the economies of the rest of
the world are not as great as ours and
to take advantage of it in numbers
that we could not absorb and assimi-
late properly. It is a balance question;
it is a question of fairness.

There are many, many things that I
have participated in debate over the
years. | have also had a lot to do with
issues involving the drug wars that
have gone on. A lot of people have put
that issue aside, though | know a num-
ber of our colleagues have discussed
that from time to time here on the
floor. 1 do not think for one minute
that things are satisfactory the way
they are. Too many young people are
using drugs today in alarming num-
bers, cocaine, heroin, ecstasy, a drug
that is so common in Central Florida
today on the rave scene that is im-
ported and fabricated. | believe in a
balanced approach to the efforts to
stop and discourage the use of drugs. |
believe deeply that we have to have
education of our young people; that we
have to have drug treatment for those
who get involved to get them away
from their addiction. But we also have
to give encouragement to our local
communities and local law enforce-
ment and what they do; and not the
least, we must be prepared to put a
blockade up to stop drugs from coming
in here from foreign countries that
come in by the tons every year and in-
vade our Nation.

Now, there are those who will say
that indeed, in fact, we can never stop
the flow of drugs into this country and
that we should legalize drugs. | will
say, from having been chairman of the
Subcommittee on Crime and been in-
volved with this issue a number of
years, that it is not in the best interest
of our young people to have that hap-
pen. The youth of this Nation would be
ill served because the studies show in
those countries where that has been
tried the number of young people who
are and do become addicted to drugs
has roughly doubled, maybe even tri-
pled. I find that totally unacceptable.
So while we may pay a price and may
have to continue to work at it and may
not always be successful, it is impor-
tant that we continue that work and
that we do everything we can to do
things like the Western Hemisphere
Drug Elimination Act that | was proud
to have authored in the House a couple
of years ago to provide the resources to
discourage the drugs from coming in

H7917

here and to try to do what that bill did
and set a goal of reducing dramatically
by 80 percent or more the drugs that
come here from Latin America, in par-
ticular, but from anywhere in the
world, because we are flooded with too
much of that today.

So | am not leaving this body un-
aware that there are still many prob-
lems unresolved. The juvenile crime
bill that | worked on a long time, it
does not appear as though it will come
out of this Congress in a fashion that
gets enacted into law this time. | am
sorry for that. It is caught up with
other issues that it really unfortu-
nately should not be, but it is. It was a
bipartisan product, took many years of
work; but the problem that underlies
that bill is still here with us today.

Despite all the good things | have
said about young people today, | know
there are many troubled youth out
there and we need to do something
about that. Juvenile crime is a problem
for a lot of reasons; but it is a bigger
problem than it needs to be because
today our juvenile court systems are
not working as well as they should be,
and we need to come to grips with that
fact around the Nation in the State
legislatures, as well as here in Wash-
ington.

The legislation that | have worked
on, and hope that in the next Congress
successors will succeed in putting
through, would be something that pro-
vides a grant program to the States so
that they can provide additional assist-
ance to get more judges into the juve-
nile court system, to have more proba-
tion officers, to have more diversion
programs, to do the things that are
necessary to remedy our overworked
juvenile court system.

Why is that so important? Well, we
find in the juvenile crime area that
many young people who commit these
crimes do it because they really do not
think they are going to get punished. A
lot of that goes back to a basic system,
a lack of discipline at home or at
school or wherever else for a number of
these young people. They do not see
that if they do something wrong that
they are going to receive something in
return that is not very nice.

Now, much of the time in juvenile
law, the punishment is nothing more
than probation with a requirement
that they do community service; but
whenever somebody as a juvenile and
they commit a misdemeanor crime, |
am absolutely convinced that every ju-
venile who commits that crime should
receive some form of punishment, some
form of knowledge that they are going
to suffer a consequence for doing it.
That means when this bill is finally
passed and becomes law, that it must
contain, for the grant money to be ef-
fective, a provision that says that
every State who receives the money
will at the very least require every ju-
venile that is guilty of a misdemeanor
crime to receive some punishment in
the juvenile system.

| think that is very important, and it
was a bipartisan product when it came
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out of this body this last time; and |
think that it should be a bipartisan
product when it finally becomes law.

One other subject in that realm that
is unfinished, that troubles me, is in
the area of our prisons and prison in-
dustries. 1 have worked on this subject
for a number of years. I remember
when | first came to Washington, being
invited by the late Chief Justice War-
ren Berger to serve on a commission
that was looking into factories behind
fences, an effort to try to bring our
businesses into the prisons of this
country, State and Federal; to employ
more prisoners, to gainfully employ
them in a way that they could learn
the skills that so when they ultimately
left jail, ultimately left prison, that
they would have something they could
go out into the workplace with and do
a job and earn a living and not come
back into the prison system again with
a high rate of return, which today un-
fortunately exists for virtually the
vast majority of prisoners who leave
prison in our Federal and State sys-
tems if they have not gone through
some kind of prison industry work.

The sad story is that only about 20
percent of all Federal prisoners and
about 7 percent or so of State prisoners
are engaged in prison industries today.
We have a huge debate going on in this
body, and we will continue to have over
the next few months, in all probability,
over the question of what they call
mandatory source preferences given to
prison-made goods at the Federal level
where the Federal Government agen-
cies have to give some preference or
priority to the prison goods that are
made in the Federal prison system in
terms of purchase. Now, | personally
think we ought to phase that out. That
should not be. On the other hand, there
is a law that exists that says that no
goods made in our prison systems in
this country can be sold across State
lines. That law has been around since
the 1930s or so.

What | envision some day seeing is
for businesses to come into the prisons,
not having the prisoners under the
prison system make goods and compete
with the private marketplace, but
rather have the private marketplace
come into the prison, utilize the prison
labor, paying a prevailing wage, paying
a reasonable wage, providing that a
good portion of that wage goes to pay
the room and the board to save the tax-
payers money and at the same time
training the worker, the prisoner in
this case, with real job skills that they
can go out in the real world when they
get out of prison and utilize and allow,
of course, the business that comes into
the prison to be able to market the
goods that they make or the services
they provide just as they would if they
were using any other labor.

We need to get away from the view
that some seem to hold that somehow
a prisoner should not work, is not an
employee, is not a part of the labor
force. In my judgment, we should re-
turn all prisoners, even while they are
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in prison, to the degree practical, to
the workforce and it is one of the great
weaknesses of our society that we fail
to do that. In the process of failing to
do that, we have also contributed to a
lot more crime because people who get
out of prison without those skKills,
without ever having learned the dis-
cipline of a real job, do not go out and
find a job and keep it. They wind up,
instead, coming back to prison.

In fact, most of the prisoners today
in our prison system have never held a
real job. They are young people who
have been committing lives of crime
from the very beginning, and we need
to deal with that.

So that is one of the areas that over
the years | have been concerned that
has not been resolved, and | know that
as | leave this body | wish my col-
leagues well in being able to complete
that action in a fair and reasonable
manner.

I want to reflect for a moment on a
couple of things that have been well re-
solved, things that | have had great ex-
periences with in my tenure here, and
comment as well on what | think
young people should take away from
their observations and their studies
about this body. For one thing, not ev-
erything here is highly partisan. The
bill 1 just talked about, the juvenile
crime bill, although some amendments
made it into a controversy, was a to-
tally bipartisan bill, as I mentioned. It
came out of my Subcommittee on
Crime with every Republican and every
Democrat voting for it, and it would
have gone through both bodies had
there not been some unforeseen cir-
cumstances at a place out in Colorado
with a shooting that got it caught up
with a gun issue.
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The reality is that we have lots of
other bills that are not at all even this
size where we work together and we do
not debate much out here on the floor
of the House because we come to reso-
lutions on them in our own way and
they come here and they get voted on
as suspension bills or they are voted on
with limited debate. Those are bills
that are often very important.

One bill that is on its way to becom-
ing law now that affects just my dis-
trict and, in some ways, affects the
whole State of Florida, the bill that
makes the Wakulla River in Florida a
wild and scenic river under our na-
tional system, only the second river in
our State. In the Florida delegation,
we often work together, Democrat and
Republican alike, on bills and legisla-
tion and over the years | have been
here that are important to our State,
and those pieces of legislation very fre-
quently are enacted and are enacted
without, again, controversy and cer-
tainly not partisanship and get a lot
less notice than they probably should.
It is day in and day out that those
things are done.

For example, every member of my
delegation from Florida has been
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united over the years in wanting to re-
store the Everglades; fighting right
now together for the resources to share
a partnership, the State and Federal
Government, to restore the Florida Ev-
erglades to its natural beauty and to
protect our environment. Every Mem-
ber since | have been in this Congress
in these years of both Democrat and
Republican from my State have op-
posed offshore oil drilling off our coast
because we collectively know the value
of that pristine beach we have and that
wonderful water that we have and we
do not want to destroy the ecosystems
or to put them at risk.

Mr. Speaker, | could go on and on
with lists peculiar to Florida, but |
could also go on with lists of those
pieces of legislation where we have
worked together jointly to accomplish
good that was not partisan.

I can remember a bill, one that bore
my name, back in 1986 that | managed
to get a challenge from my then chair-
man, Ron Mazzoli, to be able to
produce in the waning days of the Con-
gress on marriage fraud and immigra-
tion in a way that would not require
any vote, because it was too late in the
session. It looked to him, | suspect, as
though it would be very controversial.
| was a Republican; he was a Democrat.
We were the minority in those days. He
was the chairman of the Subcommittee
on Immigration, and | knew he favored
what | wanted to do, but he did not be-
lieve probably that we could accom-
plish the refinement of a fairly com-
prehensive piece of legislation.

It dealt with the fact that we had a
lot of people coming to this country
under false pretenses, coming and
marrying an American citizen just to
get here; not because they were really
in love with them, though obviously
the American citizen thought other-
wise. As soon as they came here and
had been married, they became a cit-
izen because of that marriage, and then
they immediately separated, and the
person who had been defrauded never
saw them again, and the person, of
course, who came here under those
false pretenses, once they became a cit-
izen, could stay. It was very difficult to
ever remove them.

We did work out some provisions in
the law that provided some remedies
for this, to give a time delay, a period
of time where the couple had to stay
together after they were married and
demonstrate that their marriage was
viable; a lot of technical details. But
that was worked out in a very accom-
modating fashion. I remember working
with members of the other body of both
parties; 1 remember working with the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK) to make sure that this was
worked right and the language was
done.

Then, disbelieving to many, we
brought that through the committee
process by a voice vote; we brought it
to the floor of the House and we passed
it without a single dissent. We got it
passed in the other body, and we man-
aged to get it to the President’s desk
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and get it signed into law in the last
few days of the Congress, even though
it was potentially a very controversial
bill. It was very bipartisan and done in
a very accommodating fashion, got no
real headlines. They later made a
movie about some of the problems that
one could see from that bill if one did
not agree with it completely, and | cer-
tainly did for reasons of policy | stated,
called Green Card.

I am proud of that bill, not just be-
cause it was a bill that | passed with
my name on it, but because it rep-
resents the kind of bipartisan work
that goes on every day here in this
House of Representatives that many in
the public never see, because they are
focused on the big debates about the
budget, about health care, about things
that we do have partisan differences
on, because some of us in each of our
parties come from a different perspec-
tive on the role of government. | will
address that in a moment as well.

Having said that, 1 want young peo-
ple to look at this body and look at the
tenure of service and hopefully be en-
couraged to participate. They need to
study history, they need to learn their
courses in school, and then as many as
we can possibly get to be involved, we
need to get them involved; not just to
run for public office, not just to be a
Congressman, though | hope many of
them would do that some day, or try to
do that, but because we need them in-
volved in the communities, in the
clubs, in the churches, in the commu-
nity organizations, in helping other
people who might run for the school
board or other offices, and just by
being a good citizen in whatever busi-
ness or whatever they do in life by pay-
ing attention to the debates that go on
and in making educated value judg-
ments about those things that are im-
portant to making this Nation the
great Nation it is today and keeping it
that way.

It is, 1 am convinced, the word of
mouth of those who really do pay at-
tention that makes a difference in the
elections and in the process of free gov-
ernment we have every year. All too
few actually become educated in that
sense. We need to encourage a whole
lot more. And, in that process, | am re-
minded of having seen an editorial re-
cently in the Tampa Tribune news-
paper about a test that was given a few
years ago in Salina, Kansas, 1995, if my
recollection is correct, to eighth grad-
ers. They had to pass 44 questions in
order to go from the eighth grade to
the ninth grade. There were only 20 of
them reproduced in the paper. | am not
going to recite all of them today, but
several of those questions dealt with
specific dates in American history,
dealt with being able to identify what
happened on that date that was impor-
tant, dealt with things in history, dealt
with things in the English language
which today, seemingly, is lost in
many of our schools and among many
of our children and young people that |
come in contact with.
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Mr. Speaker, we need to revisit that.
We need not only to have the sciences
do well and all of our schools be im-
proved around this country for pur-
poses of continuing the great revolu-
tion in industry and high technology
we have, but we need young people to
also study the arts and literature and
know the language and know history
and know it well, because history does,
as many have said, repeat itself. If one
does not know the pitfalls of history,
one will make those mistakes over
again in the next generation or the
generation after that.

History is not something well known.
There are many other examples of that
in current media reports about history
tests that college students do not pass
or could not pass on very simple, basic
knowledge of American history, let
alone world history.

Mr. Speaker, when | think about
young people, | do not just think about
the need for more history, | also think
about the fact that when | have seen
them come here to work, all too fre-
quently for many years, they have not
had the skills in the English language
that we need, or that they really need.
And as we live in a computer age, it is
all too easy to use ‘“‘spell check’ and
not actually know how to spell the
word, or to leave it to somebody else
while you are doing creative writing
and not know punctuation. It is impor-
tant when one comes to be a legislative
aide and in many other endeavors in
life to be able to write a letter, to be
able to write a paragraph, to have the
analytical skills to be able to under-
stand what you are reading, and to
then interpret it and put it on paper in
some simplified form. That is very im-
portant in our government, and it is
certainly important still today in
many businesses.

That is not a skill that many young
people are learning today, unfortu-
nately. | would suggest that the best
education that any young person can
have for coming to work in a congres-
sional office today is an English lit-
erature degree or a degree in jour-
nalism; in those subject matters where
they have an intense exposure to learn-
ing writing skills, verbal skills, and the
ability to communicate, and analytical
skills that go with that. One does not
have to be a lawyer to be a Congress-
man, one can certainly be a doctor, and
we have several who are. One can be
anything in the walk of life, which is
the beauty of our Nation. So | am not
suggesting that everybody have an
English degree or everybody have a
journalism degree that comes to Con-
gress or works here, but I am sug-
gesting that whether one gets a degree
in it or not that you learn it as young
people, that you really work at it, that
you do not take it for granted that we
do not pass by it because your teachers
may not have emphasized it the same
way they would have years ago, espe-
cially grammar and how you write
paragraphs and you analyze and write
whole compositions.
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It is far more important than many
seem to think it is today. As a skill, if
we have lost it, and we need it every
day, it seems to me that we can never
fully make up, and it is affecting us in
ways that are harder to describe or to
discern than sometimes measuring the
lack of a particular skill for doing a

scientific job or a particular work
place skill.
So that is an observation that |

would like to leave with my colleagues
as they encourage young people in the
future, and as | am doing and have
done in the years that | have been here
in their interest in government to be
involved. Be involved with history, be
involved in studying, learning about
everything you can. One of the greatest
attributes for anybody serving here is a
general knowledge and an interest in
everything. 1 know | have that. I am
curious. | am always curious about
something. | want to know the answer
to this or the answer to that. I cannot
know everything; | am very dependent
on my staff. | do not know always the
answers to everything, but I learn, and
I work very hard at it. But | need those
skills and | need my staff to have the
skills to be able to discern these things
and to discern the answers as best as
we possibly can quickly, accurately,
and to be able to communicate them.

When it comes to the matters of pub-
lic life too, | know that a lot of people
think people around here make deals
all the time, and | suppose there are
some. But the other part of govern-
ment that is so impressive to me at the
House of Representatives is how many
honorable people serve here, how many
very dedicated people there are here.
We always hear about the exceptions,
and | guess that gets publicized, and
occasionally someone writes an article
about just that, that there are very few
of those in comparison to the 435 House
Members and 100 of the other body, but
I can say that it is a high degree of
competence that is here and some very
fine people that are the rule and that
are the norm.

In that process, we have worked to-
gether on the legislative side of this,
but it also makes for a body that we
call collegial, and that simply means
that we get along really better than
people imagine. We have had great de-
bates, like over the impeachment of
the President of the United States.

People often wonder, are you really
angry at the other fellow? You are hav-
ing a big argument over it. The answer
is no. After the debate is finished, |
know of rare instances, extraordinarily
rare instances where that anger carries
over. Individuals get along amongst
themselves in professional ways, and
we learn to disagree agreeably, and we
do have to do that. That is an impor-
tant skill to have in life, to be able to
make the argument, to be able to make
the case. Above all else, you do not
compromise principle, integrity, char-
acter; principle, must be there. It is
important that our leaders possess
those qualities and that our young peo-
ple carry that forward.
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Those were the qualities of our
Founding Fathers. Those are the quali-
ties necessary for a republic to succeed.
A representative government is very
dependent on those qualities. As we
look at all of those things that we ad-
mire in people, | would suggest one of
those that we admire the most is peo-
ple who are of independent judgment;
who, while we might not always agree
with them, we do know where they
stand, and we know that they mean
what they say and they say what they
mean. | think those are qualities that
those who possess them serve the pub-
lic better than otherwise would be, and
you would find it remarkable how
many people actually possess those
qualities that serve here, but often are
not recognized for one reason or an-
other.

In speaking of this body too, | cannot
help but reflect on ways other than leg-
islative that this body can accomplish
many good things. | know that all of us
in our districts are involved with help-
ing people every day through our case-
work staff, helping them to resolve
matters of great concern with the Fed-
eral Government. | mentioned on the
floor of this body a few days ago my
personal staff, and | pay tribute to
them who served with me and have
been employees over the years, because
so many of them have helped people
with immigration matters, with prob-
lems with the Veterans Administra-
tion, with problems relative to things
like the tax laws or Social Security or
Medicare, and because government is
complicated and the forms are com-
plicated, and | personally would like to
see them a lot simpler, but because
they are, there is a need for that serv-
ice. So we do a lot more than legislate
in that sense, and we do it through our
staffs and individually every day.

We also get involved in helping re-
solve issues and matters that are
greatly important to our districts in
terms of those things that may not be
legislative, but are important in public
policy and in our communities. We are
looked to to do that as leaders.

We also have a role in our commit-
tees in particular to oversee the Fed-
eral agencies and the arms of the Fed-
eral Government on the executive
branch. As we know, our government is
divided into the legislative, executive
and judicial branches. We actually
have some role in the judicial, al-
though they are an independent group
and they ought to be. But we oversee
and we have a duty to question and to
interrogate, to make sure that the laws
are being carried out the way Congress
intended, and that we do not have
fraud and abuse, and that we have peo-
ple who are held accountable.
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I mentioned earlier juveniles in the
juvenile court system. It is account-
ability that is important there, as it is
here. It is accountability that is impor-
tant in every agency. Everybody who is
involved needs to understand there is
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going to be accountability. We cannot
be the policeman every time, but we
certainly have a public obligation to do
that job.

Then there is one other aspect that
has been especially appealing to me as
I have served in this body. | have been
able, from time to time, to do some-
thing that made this a very rewarding
place, that went far down a different
trail than legislative or committee
oversight or helping my constituents
on a daily basis. | got involved in this
endeavor that | think of as the most
rewarding of my entire tenure here be-
cause | served on the immigration sub-
committee in 1984. | went to Latin
America, to Central America, when we
were having a lot of civil disturbances
there. We had the Contras in Nica-
ragua; we had a Civil War going on in
El Salvador.

We think about that as many years
ago, and it was quite a while ago; but
the Cold War was still on, the former
Soviet Union was engaged in trying to
make the countries south of us become
Communists in their doctrine and the
controlling powers in some of those
governments, and we were very dis-
turbed as a Nation about a lot of those
things that were happening. | went
down in part because of the refugee
problems flowing into Florida and the
rest of this country as those disturb-
ances occurred. We had a flow of people
coming here.

While | was in El Salvador, a little
tiny country in Latin America and
Central America, | had an occasion to
observe what they call the desplazados.
Those are the displaced people, In
Spanish, who were displaced off the
farms. They were not technically refu-
gees because they had not gone to an-
other country; and, therefore, they
were not treated by the United Nations
as refugees and there was no aid or as-
sistance coming to them in the inter-
national world.

So | saw these camps with hundreds
of thousands of Salvadorans in them,
and children that had distended bellies
and diseases and things that we would
not expect in a modern world, espe-
cially not so close to the United
States. And | asked the folks at our
embassy in El Salvador what was the
problem here. One of the principal
problems was there were no antibiotics
in the country and no way to distribute
them. In fact, they even had a shortage
of antibiotics in the embassy for our
own personnel.

So | came home, not having a lot of
knowledge about how to do anything
on that subject, but | remembered that
during the Vietnam War there had been
an effort to get drugs, donated by phar-
maceutical companies, over to Viet-
nam and to the surrounding area. |
called and inquired of a friend with one
of those companies and asked if it
would be possible for the pharma-
ceutical industry to donate free medi-
cines for this purpose into this small
country.

I was told that that was something
that would be very difficult to do. Of
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course, it was possible; but it would re-
quire first and foremost that there be a
security of the pharmaceuticals, the
drugs, when they got in-country. And
in a war zone, which El Salvador was
considered, that was difficult to
achieve; and he said, | do not know how
you would do that, but you would have
to do that. Second, there would have to
be a distribution system that would en-
sure that these drugs were going to get
to these kids and not be put on the
black market or sent off somewhere
else, and | do not know how you would
do that. And, third, as a practical mat-
ter, these pharmaceutical companies,
like any business, will want tax write-
offs. They will have to have a 501(c)(3)
or some other organization that will be
tax deductible for them to make a con-
tribution, and | do not know how you
would do that, he said.

Well, I did not know either, but I re-
membered there was a Kissinger Com-
mission going on at the time and Dr.
Walsh, who was the head of Project
Hope, was the head of that. The Kis-
singer Commission was involved in
Latin America trying to resolve some
of these differences and had been at
work for some time. | did not know Dr.
Walsh, but | called him and asked him
if maybe Project Hope could do this. He
was very famous for that. And he said,
well, 1 wish | could, but we are spread
too thin now and | really cannot do
that. But if you come up with some
ideas about how you can accomplish
the goals and meet the criteria that
the pharmaceutical companies have
suggested, then | would be willing to
allow you to have a facility here at
Project Hope so they could get the tax-
free benefit of their donations and
maybe assist you in other ways.

Well, | did not know what | was going
to do then; but | thought this was
something of a light, a little hope, and
I called a fellow who had given me a
card in El Salvador who | had met at
an embassy function while | was there
for a day or two. He was a businessman
there who had migrated to El Salvador
many years before. | called and asked
him, because | had his card, and | said
what thoughts do you have about this?
And he said well, Congressman McCoL-
LUM, | was the International Harvester
distributor in El Salvador. But with
this civil war going on, there are not
any needs for my business, I am not
selling anything, and | have a ware-
house at the military airport and that
warehouse would be something under
lock and key that would be absolutely
secure. So if you bring some drugs
down here for these Kkids, we could
store them there.

Then he told me that he was a Knight
of Malta. Well, | did not know what a
Knight of Malta was. | am not Catho-
lic, and | did not know what it was; but
he quickly told me that they are one of
the most famous charitable arms of the
Catholic Church, and they are busi-
nessmen particularly all over the world
who get involved in charitable causes.
He said in many Latin American coun-
tries, and in El Salvador, there are
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clinics with nurses, not doctors, all
over the countryside that the Knights
of Malta and the Catholic Church oper-
ate; and if you could get us some as-
sistance and get those drugs here, we
could get them distributed and we
could assure that those drugs would be
brought to those children to use them.

Well, | thought, wow, this might
really be doable. So | called Dr. Walsh
back on the phone, said I am excited
about this. I am not sure what the
drugs ought to be, but we can do this.
He said, if you are going to pursue this,
I will send a doctor over from Hon-
duras. He will analyze what is needed,
and we will get that to you right away.
Not only that, but here is how you go
about this. Ask the pharmaceutical
companies if they will donate the drugs
to a central location, perhaps to your
city of Orlando; I will donate the boxes
and how to package it; I will even send
my son down to help you package it if
you find the transportation system.

Well, one thing led to another and,
by golly, we did that. We actually
within 4 days, which does not seem pos-
sible, had gone out with a letter to the
pharmaceutical companies all over the
country asking for them to make this
donation, explaining the program that
we had put in place, got some local
business people to donate the cost of an
old DC-3 aircraft we had to charter;
and within a week, or 10 days at the
latest, of the time | had been in EIl Sal-
vador, we had a plane flying to El Sal-
vador loaded with medicines and med-
ical supplies donated free of charge to
those children in El Salvador, those
desplazados.

That actually grew into about a $4
million program over several years. |
got an award from the Catholic
Church, that | believe is the highest
honor they can give to a non-Catholic
for humanitarian service, that I am
very proud of. But even more than
that, it led to what was later known as
the McCollum airlift, when we got in-
volved in the Afghanistan period, when
they had a civil war. And somebody
said, well, you did that in El Salvador
and the State Department knew about
it. Can you do that over here for the
refugees from Afghanistan who are now
in Pakistan? | said, well, | do not think
I can do that. That is a huge number
over there, and you have a long way to

o.
9 But working together, Democrat and
Republican, | offered an amendment,
adopted here one day on the floor of
the House, to a defense bill that pro-
vided $10 million to provide airlifts all
over the world to military bases to ac-
quire nonlethal excess military sup-
plies and fly to Pakistan for the benefit
of the Afghan refugees. There were
over 100 of those McCollum airlift
flights over a period of the years from
about 1986 to 1990, and many of those
flights had returns to the United
States with young children on those
flights who had been injured in land
mines inside Afghanistan, who had
come out. We had doctors who donated
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all over this country their time, plastic
surgeons in particular, to repair many
of these wounds to make them
cosmetically presentable again to give
new life and new hope to those chil-
dren.

Now, that went on and it is past his-
tory, it is not today; but it is some-
thing that I am prouder of than any-
thing else that | have done as an indi-
vidual Congressman since | have been
here in this body. And | will never for-
get the opportunity that being a Con-
gressman gave me to do that, to be in-
volved in El Salvador and Afghanistan
and in other ways. Those are things
that Congressmen can do, that Mem-
bers of this House can make a dif-
ference with.

I know others who are here who have
done that as well. | will not start nam-
ing them, but | know there are many
who have great humanitarian spirits
who are in this body and when given
the opportunity, whether in the minor-
ity or in the majority, makes no dif-
ference, you have the opportunity to do
things with your public office that you
just simply would not have if you did
not take advantage of it and you were
not in this position.

So | leave those thoughts with my
colleagues about the office itself, of
being a Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives. It is an awesome respon-
sibility you are delegated. You are
elected to represent the people, prob-
ably 600,000 or so people in the United
States, to come here and devote, but to
do so many other things. And in that
process, one who is a House Member
has an obligation, not a privilege but
an obligation to the public and to fu-
ture generations not only to conduct
him or herself honorably, and to vote
on legislation wisely and in the best in-
terests that you can possibly think of
for the public as a whole, not some spe-
cial interest group, to vote even on the
tough votes when you know you are
right but they may not be popular; but
you also have an obligation, it seems
to me, to use the office to further good
causes. And opportunities do come
along to do that, both at home in your
district and in many ways it could even
be abroad.

These opportunities | challenge each
of my colleagues to do who will succeed
me. And those who serve now, | know
many of them are doing things like
that. And | ask young people who study
history, who study this body, to reflect
on the potential that is here for good
public service of any persuasion you
might be.

Now, | want to close by commenting
a little bit about the present. I know
that we are in the waning days of this
session of Congress; that when we have
an election in a presidential year that
we have difficulties passing good legis-
lation at the end; mostly getting a
spending bill or two out and negoti-
ating a big end-of-the-year spending
bill; but I am still hopeful that in this
Congress we will produce some of the
substantive legislation that is long
overdue.
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We have the opportunity still, if we
get together and work hard, to produce
a bankruptcy bill. It is in conference.
There are some disagreements, but we
should produce one and we should
produce the right one and have the
President given it to sign.

We have a chance to produce hate
crimes legislation. I know that some
on my side of the aisle do not agree
with me on this, but | strongly believe
that anybody who commits a crime, a
crime based solely or principally upon
the race or the religion or the sexual
orientation of another person, should
receive an extra enhanced sentence,
just like somebody who commits a
crime with a gun should receive extra
punishment simply because of that
crime on top of and in addition to the
punishment they are going to receive
for the underlying crime. Obviously, if
somebody gets the death penalty for
murdering somebody, that will be the
ultimate punishment regardless of
whether it is committed with a gun or
knife or hate crime or otherwise.

I find hate crimes particularly egre-
gious because they are crimes not com-
mitted just against an individual; they
are committed against a class of peo-
ple. They are committed against those
who are of a certain status. And they
are done in a way that tears at the fab-
ric of America, that tears at the very
basic principles of our Nation.

And | do not think the issue, as some
have framed it, is an issue about gay
rights or racial rights or religious
rights. It is about our responsibility to
discourage and deter crimes that are
crimes of violence based on bigotry.
That is what it is about. And whatever
your views on other issues related to
the hard and volatile subjects that are
conducted to this, it seems to me to be
a common bond that we should all have
that we pledge ourselves and find a way
in these waning days to pass that legis-
lation and put into enactment a Fed-
eral provision in law that enables every
offense of that nature throughout this
Nation to be prosecuted and punish-
ment to be meted out in an extra fash-
ion that those proposals would allow.

I also would like to believe somehow
that the juvenile crime bill that | men-
tioned earlier could be resolved. I am
one of those who believe in closing the
gun show loophole. 1 have always be-
lieved in that. | brought a bill out here
on the floor of the House to do that
once connected with the juvenile crime
bill, unfortunately. | say that, because
I know were it not for that issue, we
would have had that bill passed long
ago.

That bill that | proposed was a very
simple thing that said, look, in the 25
States or so that have a provision in
law that provides for the accounting of
the results of somebody who has been
convicted of a felony, in those cases,
whether they were convicted or they
were acquitted, if their name pops up
on a computer check, which should be
done anytime anybody goes to buy a
gun because | do not think anybody
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who is a convicted felon should be al-
lowed to buy a gun, then in those
States an instant check could be done
at a gun show, just like at a gun dealer
and resolve the question right there.

In the other 25 States or so that do
not have those results, they simply
have a name pop up, you have the
record and the FBI files in the com-
puter that the person was indeed ar-
rested for a felony, you have to wait
till the courthouse opens on Monday
morning, or Tuesday morning after a 3-
day weekend, and then you call the
courthouse and find out was it plea
bargained, were the charges dropped,
was he convicted, and you will know.
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So | proposed a 72-hour waiting pe-
riod. Three business days is fine with
me. We did not resolve it that way. We
had a big battle on the floor over two
different amendments that had dif-
ferent viewpoints to them completely.
One of them prevailed and they are
still fighting in the conference com-
mittee over that. | wish somebody
would get together and just do the
common sense thing and let us have
that bill.

There are others like that that are
out here facing us, the Medicare pre-
scription drug issue that is so volatile
right now and people are debating it,
and the issue over the patients’ bill of
rights. We should have legislation on
those before we go home.

Those who are our senior citizens,
and 1 mentioned earlier at the begin-
ning, | have an 85-year-old dad, | have
my in-laws that are in their 80s, | know
the importance of making sure that
Medicare and Social Security are pre-
served and protected for everybody who
is retired or approaching retirement
just as it is today. And for those in-
volved with retirement who cannot af-
ford, which no one who is retired really
can afford today, prescription drugs we
need to provide a subsidy through
Medicare. | do favor Medicare prescrip-
tion drug coverage.

There is huge debate over the details
of how we do it. There are several op-
tions on the table about it. | voted for
one out here a few weeks ago. | think
that is a good proposal. There may be
other alternatives that may be good,
too. We need to resolve that. We need
to provide that coverage. We need to do
that in this Congress. We need to do it
now. And then we need to come back
after this election after the politics
wanes and the rhetoric dies down. And
we need to remember that money alone
will not solve all the problems, that
bigger government is not the answer,
better government is the answer, that
we can do better with this huge his-
toric surplus that we have with Medi-
care and Social Security and other
things that we have.

If we have a $4.5 trillion or so surplus
over the next 10 years, as many are
projecting, we should take two-thirds
of that, use it to pay down the debt of
this Nation so our children and grand-
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children will not have the high interest
payments that they have to pay. We
should at the same time preserve and
protect Social Security and Medicare
and reform them in the sense of mak-
ing them viable for future generations.

We should take the other third of
that huge sum of money, it is hard to
believe we will have that large a sur-
plus but that is what is projected, take
that other third, take a substantial
part of it, not half of it, not a third of
it, but a substantial part of it and use
it to rebuild our military that has been
built down way too far. And the bal-
ance of it we should use to give back to
the taxpayers who paid it in in the
form of across-the-board cuts and mar-
ginal tax rates and in the form of mak-
ing a change to completely reform our
Tax Code to make a real difference.

I am convinced that we can have a
simpler, fairer Tax Code and that some
day, whether it is a flat rate income
tax or national sales tax, keeping the
home mortgage deduction, the chari-
table deduction or some variation of it,
we can actually have a code where we
can fill out our taxes every year as
citizens on a single sheet of paper and
send it in and do away with the Inter-
nal Revenue Service as we know it
today altogether.

We have that historic opportunity
now and particularly after this election
to do that. It is important for this body
to consider the ways of doing it.

If it comes to the debt, we have about
a $5.5 billion total debt. There is a divi-
sion between public and private debt
and so on. But the interest on all of
this, however it is defined, is enormous
for our children and our grandchildren.

So while we have the opportunity to
pay down that debt with no magic and
a particular date to pay it down, we
need to pay it down so they will not
have to pay that interest. And we
should let them keep the savings from
that interest. There are those that
would propose using that savings to
put it into some other Government
program.

Let me tell my colleagues, that is tax
dollars for our children. That is inter-
est they should not have to pay. That
is why we want the debt paid down. So
we should make sure that when we pay
the debt down that the interest that
the children of this country will not
have to pay in the future goes back to
them so they can use it as they want
and not as the Government decides.

When it comes to Social Security, |
have said | have had my dad who is up
in years and my in-laws and | want to
preserve it today for anybody who is
retired or approaching retirement, but
I have a 19-year-old, a 25-year-old, a 28-
year-old son and | want to see the day
when they have a better retirement
system, when they have one where
they do not have the small amount
that many have to live on or almost
have to live on, and in both cases,
those who are fortunate enough to
have supplemental other income retire-
ment, it is great, but | want my young
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sons to be able some day and my col-
leagues’ too to have a system where
they have savings accounts where they
can take 2 percent or 4 percent of the
payroll taxes, set it aside, let it be in-
vested in a conservative investment
and grow for 30, 40 or 50 years so they
will have a larger retirement to retire
on and have a better Social Security. |
do not know any grandparent who does
not want that for their grandchild.

The same is true with all of health
care. We need choices. Every patient
should have a choice of a doctor, every
doctor a choice of the treatment for
their patient; and everybody in this
country should have a choice of health
care plans, whether it is under Medi-
care or whether it is out in the rest of
the world. We have an enormous task
to undertake in the next Congress to
assure that is so. And money pumped
into ever bigger government programs
is not the answer. We have got to find
a way to bring competition into the
system and choices above all for all
Americans.

When it comes to defense, | served 4
years on active duty, 20 more years in
the Reserves in the Navy as a judge ad-
vocate general, a JAG officer. | then
have spent the last 6 years on the
House Committee on Intelligence. And
at no time since | first went on active
duty in 1969 have | seen the morale
among active duty personnel as low as
it is today. We need to do something
about that. There are those that think
it is not so, but it is.

We have built down our military too
far in the last 8 years. We have gone
from a Navy that had about 540 ships to
320. We have gone from 18 Army divi-
sions to 10. We have fewer men and
women in uniform today than we did at
the time of Pearl Harbor, and we
spread them all over the world in more
operational events in the last 8 years
than at any comparable 8-year period
in history.

Is it any wonder morale is low? And
we are not paying them enough.

We should never again have a family
in the military on food stamps. We
should pay them well. We should put
the resources we need to rebuild prop-
erly and modernize not all the way
back up to the Cold War level strength,
we do not need do that, but we need to
make it better. We need to improve and
modernize our service.

I would challenge anybody to ask
anybody today they know who is on ac-
tive duty or has a child or relative on
active duty or any retiree or veteran
who follows these issues if I am not
wrong. This is an all-time low in mod-
ern time since the Vietnam War of mo-
rale in our services, and we need to ad-
dress that problem. And we need to
have a missile defense system.

And then, with the rest of the ques-
tions on tax law | mentioned earlier,
there is no reason we cannot have the
tax laws of this Nation reformed in a
way that is much simpler than we have
today and still provide the revenues.

It strikes me that the first place to
start is to remember that a few years
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ago, under Ronald Reagan, we had mar-
ginal tax rates that everybody who
pays taxes paid that were much lower
than they are today, and that if we
adopted a cut in all the marginal rates
across the board and lowered
everybody’s income tax rates, then we
would be benefiting mostly those who
are lower and middle income. They get
the biggest benefit, not the wealthy
people, under that proposal but the
lower-income people who pay the bulk
of the taxes. That is the first step.

The second step, then, is to do the
things we need to do like repeal the es-
tate and death tax once and for all that
is unfair to small businesses or to
those who want to carry on and let the
children inherit the property that they
worked so hard in their life to do. It is
almost un-American to have this tax
the way it is today. And to end the
marriage penalty.

Those are things that are simple, we
all ought to be able to agree on it, end
the tax on Social Security earnings
that makes no sense. And | think ulti-
mately to encourage savings and in-
vestment, we should end the tax on
capital gains and the tax on earned in-
terest and the double taxation on divi-
dends. And the easiest way to do that
when we have this huge surplus, and we
have plenty to do what we need to do,
is to be reforming the whole code and
go to that simpler code, a flat rate or
a sales tax or something simple by
sunsetting the code, getting a commis-
sion, coming to some common under-
standing. That is a challenge for the
next Congress.

I would like to close by saying a cou-
ple of things about the overall picture.
We are a Nation of laws. Big govern-
ment is not what it is all about. We are
a Nation of better government, and we
should be.

I have a friend who used to talk
about less taxes, less spending, less
government, and more freedom. Our
Nation was founded on the principle
that government’s best is closest to the
people. The school board is where edu-
cational decisions should be made. We
have a role to play. But categorical and
targeted grants are not a good idea in
many of these cases because they are
too restrictive whether it is in edu-
cation or other areas.

We should look forward to days when
laws are in place where money that
comes from the Federal Government
like the 6 or 7 percent of education dol-
lars are given back in accountability
grants where improvement of our
schools and education academic per-
formance is required, but where those
local school boards and the parents and
the teachers make the decisions about
what they do with the money and not
have to apply for a grant for more
teachers or a grant for school construc-
tion or whatever and have to follow all
the rules and the regs.

We need to simplify Government. We
need to come down with those rules.
And we need to get back to basics and
let local government do most of this,
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county commissioners make decisions,
school board members make the deci-
sions they can, city commissioners
they can, State governments where
they have to, and go back to the prin-
ciples that were so important to our
Founding Fathers that leave only to
Congress and the Federal Government
those things that the States and the
local governments truly cannot do.

And that plate is big enough. We do
not need to add to it. Government is
big enough. We do not need bigger gov-
ernment. We need better government.
That is the message | would like to
leave with this body.

My tenure here has been a wonderful
experience. | have had the great pleas-
ure of knowing many of my colleagues
and others who preceded us very well. |
have enjoyed my companionship, the
relationships, the camaraderie, the
many events | got to attend, the expe-
riences, the things | have learned, the
chance to learn so much about so many
things. But most of all, | have enjoyed
being able to be part of a body that has
given me the opportunity to really and
truly contribute to making the life in
this country and this great Nation bet-
ter for our children and our grand-
children.

This is the greatest free nation in the
history of the world. If we keep it
there, and we certainly can, it will be
because people like those who served
with me in this body today continue to
be vigilant and because the children
and the grandchildren who do study
will learn history, do learn English, do
their homework in all other areas, and
continue what they are doing today,
and that is being the wonderful Kkids
that we all know that they are and the
inheritors of this great Constitution,
Bill of Rights, and greatest free nation
in the history of the world.

I thank my colleagues so much for
letting me serve.

QUALITY OF LIFE IN OUR
ENVIRONMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CANNON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER) is recognized for 60 min-
utes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, |
certainly join my colleagues in wishing
our friend the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. McCoLLum) well.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to spend a
few moments this evening discussing
elements that deal with our quality of
life in our environment.

After a seemingly interminable and
preliminary process which has been
seemingly going on since the last elec-
tions 2 years ago, we are now entering
into the political home stretch.

As the candidates move past the de-
bate on debate and the skirmishing
that occurs here on Capitol Hill about
budgets and health care, there is an
overarching theme that is yet to be
comprehensively addressed, the liv-
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ability of our communities and the role
the Federal Government can play in
making our families safe, healthy, and
economically secure.

The long-term implications for the
environment have raised many areas of
concern for citizens across the country.
I find that it is interesting that it is
not just a concern for college towns or
for traditional urban centers. We find
that these are very significant issues in
areas like the mountain States of Colo-
rado and Arizona and Utah.

People have been facing development
and fear the situation is going to dete-
riorate overtime. | would like to take
this opportunity this evening to dis-
cuss some of those items in greater de-
tail.

But | would like to begin, if | may,
by yielding to the gentlewoman from
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON),
the delegate from the District of Co-
lumbia. She, | think, has perhaps one
of the most difficult challenges that
any of us face, representing the Dis-
trict without a vote, without Senate
colleagues, and facing some of the very
difficult environmental and develop-
ment issues.

Mr. Speaker, | yield to the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) to elaborate on some of
her concerns.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER) for yielding to me.

That is a most generous gesture and
in keeping with the special attention
he has devoted to the capital of the
United States. He joins us in so many
activities that we share in common
with his own constituents.

| want to particularly thank him for
joining our bike ride just the other day
where we are trying to work with his
livability caucus to make the Nation’s
capital more livable for people who
walk and ride and run.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, | cannot let the oc-
casion pass without congratulating the
gentlewoman on leading the pack of
some 3,500 cyclists just 2 weekends ago
and a marvelous experience for so
many people from the Metropolitan
area, not just from the District of Co-
lumbia.

I did want to point out that tomor-
row morning, again with the coopera-
tion of the office of the gentlewoman,
the bicycle caucus is going to have a
tour of the south waterfront redevelop-
ment and we will be leaving at 7:30
from the Rayburn horseshoe to be able
to combine some bicycle work with un-
derstanding some of the development
challenges that are being faced by the
District.
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Ms. NORTON. Indeed so. We invite
Members to join us. | will be riding in
my skirt because | have a hearing right
afterwards. | thank the gentleman for
helping us show off our waterfront
which we are trying to get in better
shape.
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I thought | would come to the floor,
and | appreciate the opportunity that
the gentleman from Oregon has given
me, to give a status report to Members
on important developments in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. I try to give a status
report every so often. This is an impor-
tant time to do so because it is the ap-
propriation period.

There are new Members here who
perhaps think they have been having
an out-of-body experience because they
have had to vote on the floor on a local
city’s budget, on a budget raised in the
District of Columbia. No, that is the
way they do it here. They should not
do it anywhere. Some of you have been
local legislators. You would never
abide that in your district. If | could
get out of it, | would. | think that
there is going to come a time very soon
when there will be ways to modify the
present system.

I wanted, though, to begin by thank-
ing the chairman of the District sub-
committee, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. DAvIS), and the vice chair,
the gentlewoman from Maryland (Mrs.
MORELLA), for going with me to the
Committee on Rules last week to ask
for the return of the vote to the Dis-
trict of Columbia that was retracted
along with the votes of the other dele-
gates when the Republicans took the
majority. As a constitutional lawyer, |
had written a memorandum that
showed that even as | had the full vote
in committees, | could have it in the
Committee of the Whole, the creation
of the rules of the House, the Demo-
crats were in power then, by a vote |
had won it. The Republicans sued us
and both the District Court and the
Court of Appeals indicated that this
was constitutional.

When the vote was retracted through
the rules, there were a considerable
number of Republicans who came up to
me and said that at least for the Dis-
trict of Columbia, which is third per
capita in Federal income taxes, if we
had been severed, they would have
voted to retain the vote of the District.
The fact that Chairman DAvIs and Vice
Chair MORELLA went with me to plead
for the return of the vote for the Dis-
trict | think indicates that we are deal-
ing here with a matter above political
considerations, not bipartisan but non-
partisan; but because we are talking
about the vote, my single vote cannot
make a difference, particularly since
the rules require a revote if the dele-
gate’s vote makes the difference. Of
course no one vote makes the dif-
ference very often. There cannot be
half a dozen times in the session when
that occurs. Nothing is lost by the Re-
publican majority should they retain
the majority. Everything is gained for
my residents who still are smarting
under the notion that anybody would
take the vote while accepting their
Federal income taxes.

There are other reasons as well.
Uniquely, this body assumes the privi-
lege of voting on my local budget; yet
I have to stand there with no vote on
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the amendments as | had when | had
the vote in the Committee of the
Whole, and of course there is the
unique requirement that every law
passed by the local city council come
here to lay over and perhaps to be over-
turned. So in the name of the half mil-
lion tax-paying Americans | represent,
I ask that my vote be retained, and I
appreciate the bipartisan support |
have for that proposition.

Let me say just a word about the Dis-
trict itself. Its basic health needs to be
reported to this body because this body
saw the District go down in 1995. Since
then, there have been 4 years of bal-
anced budgets plus surpluses. The Dis-
trict came into balance 2 years ahead
of the congressional mandate. The con-
trol board is sunsetting. Next year’s
CAFR will report a balanced budget.
That signals the end of the control
board. At the same time the city coun-
cil has revived its oversight functions
so that it is now a full functioning city
council with all of the vigilance that
this body, for example, has over Fed-
eral agencies, keeping the new reform
mayor on the reform path.

Finally, the school board, which is
perhaps where the Congress has had its
greatest concern, has itself also been
reformed by vote of the residents of the
District. We have a new superintendent
that was superintendent in Mont-
gomery County, one of the leading
school districts in the country, who is
now our superintendent. The former
superintendent, Arlene Ackerman, did
so well in the District that she was re-
cruited away by San Francisco. She
took our scores up 2 years running, in-
stituted all manner of reforms includ-
ing a summer program not only for re-
mediation but to help students get
ahead. Our police department is doing
extraordinarily well in what has been a
particularly high crime city. We have
had double-digit drops in crime for 2
years now.

Most of my colleagues know and have
enormous respect for our management-
oriented mayor, the new mayor of the
District of Columbia, Anthony Wil-
liams. You have perhaps read of the
management plans he has in place
which holds managers to goals which
are publicized to the entire city so that
people can see whether or not these
managers are meeting their goals.

One agency has been in the paper re-
cently, the foster care agency. | am
pleased that the majority whip, Tom
DELAY, a national advocate for chil-
dren, himself a foster parent, was con-
cerned about the fact that the foster
care agency is in disarray. Note,
though, that that agency is in receiver-
ship. Mr. DELAY has joined Chairman
Tom DAvIs and me in calling for the re-
turn of that agency from the Federal
courts to the mayor of the District of
Columbia because he has shown that he
knows how to reform an agency and
the receivership has not done the job.

Finally, I want to thank the Con-
gress for the tax credits and incentives
that it voted in 1997, which are already
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having an enormous effect in reviving
the economy of the District of Colum-
bia. Just today, Senator CONNIE MACK
and | have an op-ed piece in the Wash-
ington Post where we call upon the
Senate and the House to make citywide
these D.C.-only tax credits and incen-
tives which are reviving the private
economy of the District of Columbia
and have contributed invaluably to the
revival of the District itself. Because
the District has no State 