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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m.
f

PRAYER
The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P.

Coughlin, offered the following prayer:
Come let us worship God together.
We rejoice and give thanks to our

God who has raised up heroic people in
every age.

The Lord is true to His name and
faithful to His promises. The Lord re-
wards the just and is compassionate to
the brokenhearted.

May we be inspired by those who
have gone before us and are remem-
bered to this very day for their noble
deeds and their lives of dedication to
establish this Nation in a oneness that
brings justice to all.

May God be blessed again today in us
and in our common endeavors to serve
God’s people.

Blessed be God now and forever.
Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

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

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

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

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently 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 313, nays 58,
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 60, as
follows:

NOTICE—OCTOBER 23, 2000

A final issue of the Congressional Record for the 106th Congress, 2d Session, will be published on November 29, 2000,
in order to permit Members to revise and extend their remarks.

All material for insertion must be signed by the Member and delivered to the respective offices of the Official Reporters
of Debates (Room HT–60 or S–123 of the Capitol), Monday through Friday, between the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 3:00
p.m. through November 28. The final issue will be dated November 29, 2000, and will be delivered on Friday, December
1, 2000.

None of the material printed in the final issue of the Congressional Record may contain subject matter, or relate to
any event that occurred after the sine die date.

Senators’ statements should also be submitted electronically, either on a disk to accompany the signed statement, or
by e-mail to the Official Reporters of Debates at ‘‘Records@Reporters’’.

Members of the House of Representatives’ statements may also be submitted electronically by e-mail, to accompany
the signed statement, and formatted according to the instructions for the Extensions of Remarks template at http://
clerkhouse.house.gov. The Official Reporters will transmit to GPO the template formatted electronic file only after receipt
of, and authentication with, the hard copy, signed manuscript. Deliver statements to the Official Reporters in Room HT–
60.

Members of Congress desiring to purchase reprints of material submitted for inclusion in the Congressional Record
may do so by contacting the Congressional Printing Management Division, at the Government Printing Office, on 512–0224,
between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. daily.

By order of the Joint Committee on Printing.
WILLIAM M. THOMAS, Chairman.
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[Roll No. 586]

YEAS—313

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Boswell
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Combest
Cooksey
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dixon
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes

Ford
Fossella
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Larson
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
Meehan

Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas

Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Udall (CO)

Upton
Velazquez
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Weiner

Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weygand
Whitfield
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Young (FL)

NAYS—58

Baird
Becerra
Borski
Brady (PA)
Capuano
Clay
Condit
Costello
Crane
DeFazio
English
Filner
Gejdenson
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hayes
Hefley
Hilliard
Holt

Hooley
Hulshof
Kucinich
LaFalce
Latham
LoBiondo
McDermott
McGovern
McNulty
Menendez
Miller, George
Moran (KS)
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Pallone
Pickett
Ramstad
Rothman

Sabo
Sanchez
Schaffer
Slaughter
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Sweeney
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Udall (NM)
Visclosky
Weller
Wicker
Wu
Wynn

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Tancredo

NOT VOTING—60

Archer
Barcia
Bilbray
Boucher
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Burton
Campbell
Canady
Coburn
Collins
Conyers
Cook
Cox
Danner
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dooley
Dunn
Fowler

Franks (NJ)
Greenwood
Hall (OH)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hill (MT)
Hunter
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Kasich
Kennedy
Klink
Lantos
Lazio
Martinez
McCollum
McCrery
McIntosh
Metcalf
Mica
Mollohan

Ose
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Reyes
Salmon
Scarborough
Scott
Shaw
Shays
Smith (NJ)
Stabenow
Talent
Turner
Waters
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Wexler
Wise
Young (AK)

b 1025

Mr. KUCINICH and Mr. HILLIARD
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to
‘‘nay’’.

Mrs. KELLY changed her vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea’’.

So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Will the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. KILDEE) come forward
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al-
legiance.

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

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

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.J. Res. 122, and that I
might include tabular and extraneous
material.

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

There was no objection.
f

MAKING FURTHER CONTINUING
APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2001
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,

pursuant to the provisions of House
Resolution 662, I call up the joint reso-
lution (H.J. Res. 122) making further
continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 2001, and for other purposes, and
ask for its immediate consideration in
the House.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The text of the House Joint Resolu-
tion 122 is as follows:

H.J. RES. 122
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That Public Law 106–275,
is further amended by striking the date spec-
ified in section 106(c) and inserting ‘‘Novem-
ber 2, 2000’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 662, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG).

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, this is another one of
those 1-day continuing resolutions.
Since the President of the United
States refuses to sign more than a 1-
day continuing resolution, this is
something that we have to do. It is
pure and simple. It is no different than
what we did yesterday and the day be-
fore and the day before and the day be-
fore and the day before.

Mr. Speaker, as I have said so many
times on so many of these CRs that I
am basically through with presenting
this continuing resolution. I will be
prepared to reserve the balance of my
time unless there is some reason that I
need to respond to a situation that we
did not anticipate.

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 11 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, as my colleagues know,
we are stuck here because the major
appropriation bill that is yet to be re-
solved had been brought to a com-
promised conclusion by the conferees
Sunday night; and then when the ma-
jority party leadership reviewed that
compromise on Monday morning, they
said ‘‘No way baby’’.

What blew up the agreement was the
objection of the majority party leader-
ship to the language in the conference
report that would have, after a 10-year
struggle, finally allowed, after yet one
more 6-month delay, for the enforce-
ment of a rule by OSHA to protect
workers from debilitating, career end-
ing workplace injuries caused by repet-
itive motion.
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I want to review for my colleagues
the history of OSHA for those of my
friends on the Republican side who
were not here when OSHA was created.
I was. I want you to know who the
sponsor of the OSHA legislation was. It
was a man by the name of Bill Steiger,
who was my best friend in the House, a
Republican from Wisconsin. We went to
college together. We were in the legis-
lature together. We served here to-
gether. And then he, unfortunately,
died at age 40.

It was always my belief that, if he
had lived, he would have been the first
Republican Speaker. He was a wonder-
ful human being and a very balanced
one, a strong conservative. But he was
the sponsor of the OSHA legislation.
He was the first employer in Wash-
ington for a fellow by the name of Dick
Cheney. So that ought to give you
some idea of Bill’s political philosophy.
I think the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HYDE) served with him. Some of
you will remember Bill.

When OSHA was adopted, the Cham-
ber of Commerce insisted that the
standards that were used by OSHA be
the consensus standards which had
been developed by business advisory
committees and OSHA simply took
those standards and enforced them as
their own.

An article on the business page of
‘‘The Washington Post’’ this morning
points out that ‘‘80 percent of all cur-
rent OSHA health and safety standards
are the same voluntary standards U.S.
businesses were using in the late 1960s
reflecting a long history of business
and political opposition to new OSHA
standards.’’ And that is the case.

The history on this floor after OSHA
was established has been a 2-decade
long effort on the part of the majority
party to resist new protections for
workers. The cotton dust standard.
You fought that for 41⁄2 years and tried
to have it delayed twice by legislative
limitations. The methychloride stand-
ard to prevent leukemia. My brother-
in-law died of leukemia and was always
convinced it was workplace related.
The standard to prevent that exposure
in the workplace was resisted, and sev-
eral times the majority tried to offer
legislative language forbidding OSHA
from proceeding with this standard.

The lead standard. We know what
lead does to brain development. We
know what it does for brain damage.
The majority party tried to stop that
standard. And for a decade they have
been trying to stop the standard on re-
petitive motion injuries so that human
beings do not go around with this kind
of problem.

At first the actions taken by the ma-
jority party in the Committee on Ap-
propriations in the form of an amend-
ment by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BONILLA) centered around denying
OSHA the opportunity to even gather
information about the occurrence and
incidence of repetitive motion damage
in the workplace.

Then after they failed to stop the
gathering of information, then they
switched rationales and said, ‘‘Oh, we
do not have enough information.’’ And
so, no matter how much information
was developed by OSHA, they still said,
‘‘Oh, we need more. We need more. Do
not know enough. Do not know
enough.’’ And so that standard has
been delayed for years and years.

Now, we finally reached, after four
successive delays imposed by this
House and after a promise a year and a
half ago that you would impose no
more delays, the majority leadership is
once again trying to promote delay of
both the implementation and the pro-
mulgation of the standard to protect
people like the woman in this picture.

And so, what happened? We finally
reached agreement after 4 hours of
going word by word over language.
Both sides left the room numerous
times to consult their lawyers. Senator
STEVENS did. The White House people
in the room did. It was scrubbed by lots
of lawyers who were outside the room,
but it was checked repeatedly. We fi-
nally had a deal. As I said last night, it
was even sealed with toasts of Merlot.

And then what happened? Well, what
‘‘The Washington Post’’ reports this
morning that ‘‘Fierce lobbying by pow-
erful corporate groups with consider-
able sway among the GOP leadership
helped kill a deal sealed with the Re-
publican negotiators early Monday.
Led by the U.S. Chamber of Commerce
and the National Association of Manu-
facturers, the industries include groups
representing trucking companies, bak-
eries, soft drink makers, and parcel de-
livery companies.’’

And then it goes on to say, ‘‘Business
leaders have also bankrolled political
ads over the workplace rules. In recent
weeks, the National Association of
Manufacturers has been running radio
ads in key congressional districts.’’ So
on and so forth.

The article ends by quoting a 32-year-
old woman, Heidi Eberhardt, who said,
‘‘I do not know if I will ever be able to
type again. I will always have to be
careful with my hands. If I had had any
kind of ergonomic knowledge back
then, I would not be injured today.’’

What we are trying to do is to pre-
vent that from happening to other
Heidi Eberhardts in the future.

Now, in my view, there is only one
reason for what happened that night. It
was my position, and in that con-
ference, I opposed the conference deal
that the White House cut with the Re-
publican majority because I felt that
after all these years there should be no
further delay, none whatsoever. The
compromise that was cut is that it was
finally agreed to allow a standard to be
promulgated but it could not be en-
forced in any way until after July. So
that, if a new President was elected
who disagreed with that standard, he
would have time to go through the Ad-
ministrative Procedures Act and repeal
it; and he could, incidentally, suspend
it the day he walked into office. We

feel that within 45 days, certainly
within 60, he could shut it off.

I am convinced that the only reason
the majority party leadership is doing
this is because, if their party leader
wins the White House, they want him
to be able to stop that regulation with-
out ever having to publicly stand up
and oppose it.

Now, as we used to hear when there
was a Republican President, we used to
hear there is only one President at a
time. Well, there is only one President
at a time; and in my view, this Presi-
dent, after over 10 years of analysis and
study and review, he has the right to
impose a standard which was called for
for the first time by a Secretary of
Labor by the name of Libby Dole. She
is the one who started this process, and
she is the one who initially said that
this was needed and crucial for the
safety of people in the workplace. I
would urge you to remember, that is
why we are stuck here on the CR.

If the majority party leadership
wants to get out of town, there is only
one thing they have to do. All they
have to do is take the D.C. bill, the
Treasury-Post Office, and the Legisla-
tive appropriations bill and, by ref-
erence in the Labor, HHS bill, put it
together, stick to the original deal on
Labor, HHS, and so far as appropria-
tions are concerned, we could be out of
here in one day. That would leave only
the Commerce, Justice State bill re-
maining.

For the life of me, I do not see how
those differences are going to be
bridged in this short period of time.
But all other appropriations work
could be done. That is what the leader-
ship could do. All it has to do is to
honor the agreement that was reached,
reference those other four bills, and we
could be out of here in a day and a half
going back and reintroducing ourselves
to our constituents.

So that is what I would hope the ma-
jority leadership would do in the inter-
est of ending this session with some de-
gree of comity. But I am afraid that
the same principle that is operating
here to prevent helping this woman in
the picture is the same principle that
had been operating here for months on
other issues. We have been trying to
get prescription drug coverage all year
long. But in the end, the majority
party has decided that a tax cut that
primarily benefits the top 2 percent of
people in this country outweighs the
need for millions of Americans to have
prescription drug coverage. The same
principle.

Who wins in the end? Money. That is
what this is about. It is about money.

Shame.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,

I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to say to my
friend who just spoke in the well in ref-
erence to his statement that the ma-
jority party wants to get out of town,
well, we would all like to get home.
But I want him to know and I want ev-
erybody to know we are here for the
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long haul, we are here to get the job
done, we are here to do the people’s
business however long it takes.

And these 1-day CRs, one after the
other after the other after the other,
use up a lot of time. We could be pro-
ductive in other ways. We are not anx-
ious to get out of town and leave the
business undone. We are anxious to get
out of town when the business is com-
plete, and we are not going until we are
finished and we have done it in a re-
sponsible way.

Now, the gentleman has made a sub-
stantial case about this agreement on
ergonomics. I want to remind the Mem-
bers what I have reminded them of be-
fore when the gentleman makes that
argument. We reached an agreement.
We started Sunday about 4 o’clock and
we finally ended up about 1 o’clock
Monday morning.

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) was there and I was there, Sen-
ator STEVENS and Senator BYRD were
there. Senator HARKIN was there. Jack
Lew from the White House was there.
We negotiated in good faith and we
reached an agreement, and we have not
gone back on that agreement.

Now, the agreement was to allow the
new President adequate time to make a
decision. We do not know for sure how
it is going to go either way regardless
of which Presidential candidate is
elected. But that was the agreement we
reached, and nobody has gone back on
that agreement.

Here is where the difference is. The
difference is the language that was
written that was checked by the White
House lawyers. I do not know that we
left the room. I did not leave the room
to consult with any lawyers. But we
took the word of the White House that
that language did what they said it did.

Now, Senator STEVENS is a lawyer.
The gentleman from Illinois (Chairman
PORTER), the chairman of the sub-
committee, is a lawyer. We wrote the
language at least eight or nine times to
try to make sure that it did what the
agreement said.

Now for someone to suggest that we
are going back on our agreement just
is not accurate. We are not trying to
change the agreement with you one
iota. All we are trying to do is make
sure that the language that is finally
written actually does what the agree-
ment was supposed to do.

Now, what is wrong with that? That,
in my opinion, is being responsible to
make sure that our actions and our
words are the same. Actions speak
louder than words.

b 1045

Actions speak louder than words, and
action should at least be the same as
the words. That is where we have the
disagreement. We are trying to work it
out.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to the
distinguished gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Mrs. JOHNSON).

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, it is my hope that they will

be able to work out the language to re-
flect the agreement that they came to
so that this House could move forward.
But I think it is very important, too,
for the body to think carefully about
what is at stake in these ergonomic
regulations because this controversy
does go to very fundamental principles
and it is true. Those fundamental prin-
ciples are part of the Presidential elec-
tion going on around us. I do not be-
lieve as a Republican, and I am proud
of this but I also know that there are
many Democrat friends of mine who
agree with me, that the Federal Gov-
ernment should mandate on State gov-
ernments that somebody injured as a
result of an ergonomics injury should
get 90 percent of wage replacement and
full benefits when someone working
right beside them but injured by a
piece of steel falling on their foot and
crushing all the bones in that foot gets
the State compensation under work-
men’s comp rules, usually about 75 per-
cent, I believe, in Connecticut. Why
would we mandate inequitable com-
pensation rules? Why would we man-
date compensation rules that depend
on what kind of injury you got?

I have had ergonomic problems. I
have had carpal tunnel syndrome in
both my wrists, and I have had oper-
ations on both my wrists and, thank
you, it worked beautifully. But why
when I was home recovering should I
get 90 percent of wage replacement
when my friend severely injured in a
fall at a construction site would get
the State’s rate which is always in
every case at least below that 90 per-
cent? Why would we mandate inequity
on working people? Why would we do
that?

Furthermore, one of the plants in my
district was a research site for these
ergonomic regulations, and the re-
searchers from the government as well
as the workers as well as the manage-
ment found certain repetitive motion
problems that they could not find a so-
lution for. Yet under these regulations
you do not even have to have a pattern
of problems. You can have one single
incident and then you are mandated by
law to adopt an incredibly costly and
burdensome administrative process and
fix the problem. Now, if we have al-
ready seen problems in the research
process that we do not know the an-
swer to, why would we penalize every
small business in America?

This is going to be extraordinarily
costly, extraordinarily burdensome to
small business. This is not only a very
good example of the difference between
the parties on the issue of local control
and respect for State and local govern-
ment but it is a very good example of
the difference between the parties on
the issue of small business. Small busi-
ness is the engine of America’s econ-
omy. It is the job creator. It is the in-
ventor. It is our strength. Yet we would
lay over it this program that would
begin to suffocate it. I have to say that
this President has been absolutely
blind to the value of small business. He

wanted to go in and inspect your home
office, have the government come in
and inspect your home office to be sure
that you had a correct chair. He has no
respect for privacy, no respect for
small business, and these ergonomic
regulations are about fundamental
principles of the role of the Federal
Government and fairness to working
people in America. They are a big
issue.

Ironically, this President has fought
against riders on appropriations bills.
Riders are legislating on appropria-
tions bills. Often I have agreed with
him on those riders and said, Let’s get
the riders off the appropriations bills.
This is a big issue in environmental
areas. This is a big issue in choice
areas. But now in your areas you want
riders. You not only want this rider,
you want a mammoth health program
that has received not one single hear-
ing and that is going to knock the
stilts out from under private sector
health insurance. Mark my words. Al-
ready employers in my district are be-
ginning to drop family coverage be-
cause now it is $7,000 a year because
their kids can go into our Huskie pro-
gram under CHIP. That is not a bad so-
lution. But not even to have a hearing
on whether your big expansion of CHIP
to all families in all situations, what
impact that is going to have on the pri-
vate insurance system, how much
weight that is going to transfer from
the private sector to a taxpayer-funded
program is grossly irresponsible.

Mr. Speaker, this is about principle.
It is about the principle of local con-
trol and State responsibility in our so-
ciety. It is about the principle of a
sound legislative practice governing
authorizing of major programs. It is
about the principle that a free market
depends on that allows small business
to be inventive, nimble and strong. I
stand firmly behind our leadership in
negotiating appropriations bills and
not legislating new programs and cre-
ating standards that vary and treat
working people unfairly.

I would call on all of us to move for-
ward. We should have overridden the
President’s veto. We should resolve the
issues on HHS, and we should move for-
ward and go back home and campaign
and let this be fought out on the level
that it should be fought out, on the
Presidential level.

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

Let me say, first of all, I do not be-
lieve it is the role of the Congress to
debate the substance of a rule which is
not yet promulgated, because I think
that this body is primarily influenced
by political decisions rather than on
the basis of merit. It is a political in-
stitution. OSHA does not get campaign
contributions based on how they rule.
A lot of Members of Congress do get
campaign contributions on the basis of
how they vote.

The gentlewoman is mixing apples
and oranges. The fact is that States,
different States have different stand-
ards. Some of them use 75 percent of
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gross pay and others use 90 percent of
net pay. The fact is when OSHA comes
down on the side of using 90 percent of
net pay, that is virtually the same as
using 75 percent of gross pay. The gen-
tlewoman in my view is simply con-
fusing the issue when she tries to sug-
gest that there is a great variance
here.

But what is really at question is this:
in the Washington Post article this
morning, we have a very interesting
quote that answers what the gentle-
woman just said. She said the issue is
whether State or Fed should rule. That
is not the issue here. I want to read
what Harley Shaiken, labor relations
specialist at the University of Cali-
fornia said. He said,

The question is whether the best role in
this field is to have the government essen-
tially set the rules of the game in some cir-
cumstances versus putting a much heavier
reliance on corporations to police them-
selves in an increasingly competitive
globalized economy.

Now, we all know what will happen
to workers if the government does not
serve as an umpire to protect the weak
from the powerful. With all of the pres-
sure that globalization brings on cor-
porations for a profit, with all due re-
spect to my friends on the majority
side of the aisle, I am not about to
trust the self-policing of some of these
industries given the fact that their
self-policing for years has led us to a
situation where we have 600,000 Ameri-
cans who suffer from these injuries
every year.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. KING-
STON), a member of the Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. KINGSTON. I thank the gen-
tleman from Florida for yielding me
this time.

I also appreciate the passion and the
sincerity of the Democratic and the
Republican leadership and the appro-
priators in trying to work out this sit-
uation. I know that you have been hard
at it, and I know that you have worked
hard over the weekend. But as I sat
there listening to you, it was curious
to me. I kept hearing about some
unelected guy, Jack Lew or somebody,
and I kept hearing this vague generic
reference to the White House, but I did
not hear about the President, and I am
concerned. Maybe the gentleman from
Florida could tell me. Was the Presi-
dent of the United States negotiating
with you or not? I will be glad to yield
to the gentleman from Florida or
maybe somebody could help me from
the Democrat side in these very, very
important, high-level negotiations
which the President is keeping Con-
gress in town at the cost of millions of
dollars to the taxpayers that of course
could be going to health care or edu-
cation or worker safety.

What was the President doing? Was
he there Saturday night? He was not

there, was he? Was he there Sunday
night? He was not there again, was he?
Was he there Monday night? He was
not there Monday night. Well, surely
he showed up Tuesday night. No, wait.
He was in Kentucky.

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

Mr. KINGSTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland.

Mr. HOYER. This President, I will
tell you, and I have been here for a
long period of time, has been more en-
gaged in working with Congress than
any of his predecessors. Period. The
gentleman has not been here as long as
some of the rest of us have been, but
this President is more engaged in the
legislative process than any President I
have had the experience of serving
with.

I will tell you further in response to
your observations that the principals
were not in the room. The gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) apparently
was not in the room. That was one of
the problems because he is the one that
after an agreement was reached appar-
ently took the deal back and said, ‘‘I
won’t agree.’’

Mr. KINGSTON. Let me reclaim my
time. The gentleman is right. I have
not been here as long as some of these
in-town government people. I know, for
example, the Vice President is very
proud he has been here 24 years. He
came straight from the hotel room to
the floor of the Congress. But to a lot
of us being in the private sector is a
badge of honor, and I am glad I have
not been here all my life because I am
proud that I have had private sector
experience.

My question was, is the President
who is so engaged, was he here for
these negotiations Saturday, Sunday,
Monday, Tuesday?

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

Mr. KINGSTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
after this deal fell apart and we were
trying to get it back together, and
clearly the President’s help would have
been very essential, the President was
unfortunately engaged in campaigning
in Kentucky in a congressional race
and then in New York. I believe there
is a Senate race there he has some in-
terest in that he was fundraising for.
So the President has not been available
throughout this time for these negotia-
tions.

Mr. KINGSTON. Of course I am say-
ing that I know where the President
was. He was out campaigning. He was
out fundraising. But this is a legiti-
mate question. If it is worth the tax-
payers to pay millions of dollars to
keep the Congress, 435 Members and 100
Members of the Senate, in town to ne-
gotiate, then certainly it is worth his
time to be here. I do not think you are
negotiating in good faith when you are
not here, when everybody else is com-
ing to the bargaining table to try to
work something out but the President

is in New York campaigning, he is in
Kentucky campaigning, he is, I under-
stand, on his way to California cam-
paigning. Now, if he were in the Middle
East, I would say that is understand-
able. If he was in North Korea, I under-
stand that. But, instead, he is cam-
paigning.

Here is where we are on all our bills.
This is the appropriations rundown. We
have come up with levels of spending
for Agriculture, for Commerce, State
and Justice, for Defense, Energy and
Water, Foreign Operations, Interior,
VA–HUD, and we are pretty much
where the President is. I will say some-
times we are up and sometimes we are
down, but this is the chart. It is open
for public record. We are trying to
work things out. But it is not enough.
It is never enough with this President.

I want to quote and close with a
question by 16-year-old Sarah Schleck
from Albert Lea, Minnesota, to why
are we still in town because the Presi-
dent wants to spend more money. She
said, the 16-year-old wisdom, ‘‘Isn’t our
government big enough already?’’ Must
we really stay in town so that we can
spend a couple of more billion to pay
off one constituency group or another?
I do not think we should do that. I
think that this House, the Democrat
and the Republican leadership, ought
to come to its own conclusion, give it
to the President, and then maybe we
can go back home and tell the folks
what we are up to.

b 1100
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self a minute and a half.
Mr. Speaker, the previous gentlemen

has given the most off point speech
that I have heard on this floor since
the last time he addressed this body.

Let me simply say, Mr. Speaker, that
the reason the President was not in the
room is because since the President
stole Mr. Gingrich’s socks the last time
they negotiated together, your leader-
ship has refused to sit down in an om-
nibus meeting with him and put it to-
gether. That is why he was not there.
You very well know you would not
even let the President’s representative
come into the room until 10:00 at night.
You first insisted we negotiate all
other remaining items. The gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON) further
ought to know, even if you do not, you
ought to know there is not a single dol-
lar difference remaining in this issue.
This has nothing to do with how much
we spend. The issue is who we spend it
on and which side are we on. Big busi-
ness, big business or the working peo-
ple of America?

We ought to have a decent balance
between the interests of both, but you
want it all one way for the top dogs in
this society. No way. No way.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. BONIOR), the minority whip.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, ‘‘The New
York Times,’’ considered one of the
most authoritative papers in the coun-
try, even in the entire world, and the
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gentleman over here said oh, right, and
laughed, well, I just want to remind
the gentleman that earlier this year
the Vice Presidential nominee, Mr.
Cheney, even described one of ‘‘The
New York Times’’ reporters as big
time.

Well, today that big time newspaper
has offered its opinion of this Congress,
and I quote, ‘‘the 106th Congress, with
little to show for its 2-year existence,
has all but vanished from public dis-
course on almost every matter of im-
portance: Gun control, patients’ bill of
rights, energy deregulation, Social Se-
curity, Congress has done little or
nothing.’’

Mr. Speaker, it goes on to say, ‘‘if
Congress has done a lousy job for the
public at large, it is doing a fabulous
job feathering its own nest and reward-
ing commercial interests and favored
constituencies with last minute legis-
lative surprises that neither the public
nor most Members of Congress have di-
gested,’’ end of quote.

But, Mr. Speaker, if one asks me, the
story of this Republican Congress is
not only being written by The New
York Times editorial page, listen to
what others are saying around the
country. The Baltimore Sun, ‘‘The Re-
publicans in Congress still cannot get
their act together.’’ Roll Call, ‘‘What a
mess. House leaders have been utterly
uninterested in working with House
Democrats.’’ The Washington Post,
‘‘Gagging the Senate. It has been a
time-serving Congress in which the ma-
jority, having lost control of the agen-
da, has mainly tried to give the impres-
sion of dealing with issues that it sys-
tematically has finessed.’’

‘‘The un-Congress,’’ The Washington
Post, ‘‘the un-Congress continues nei-
ther to work or adjourn. For 2 years, it
has mainly pretended to deal with the
issues that it has systematically avoid-
ed.’’

The Baltimore Sun, ‘‘Republican
Gridlock Again in Congress. Whatever
happened to the fine art of com-
promise,’’ they say. ‘‘It seems to have
vanished from the lexicon of the Re-
publicans on Capitol Hill.’’

The USA Today, just a couple of days
ago, ‘‘This Congress is a monument to
fiscal irresponsibility.’’

The Los Angeles Times today, ‘‘A
Sputtering Finale. It is fitting that as
it sputters toward an end, this Con-
gress is engaged in an unproductive
game of political brinkmanship with
the President. This 106th Congress will
not be missed.’’

Well, those are people who are look-
ing from the outside and judging the
catastrophe that has befallen all of us
here in this Chamber in this Repub-
lican-led Congress. If you want the real
story of the 106th Congress, just talk to
the millions of families that the Re-
publican leadership has turned its back
on. Talk to the older people who des-
perately need prescription drugs. Talk
to young parents who want to send
their kids to safe, modern public
schools. Talk to the men and working

women of this country who work in
restaurants and child care centers and
work to take care of our elderly and
our sick; and the janitorial crews, all
of those folks struggling to earn a de-
cent wage.

Talk to the patients and doctors and
families battling against HMO execu-
tives for their right to quality health
care. That is who is paying the true
price for the failure and the indiffer-
ence of this Republican Congress; not
the K Street lobbyists or the crowd
down at the country club. It is the
American working families, Mr. Speak-
er. That is who we are here to serve,
and I would tell my friends on this side
of the aisle, if the Republican leaders
cannot understand that, it is high time
they step out of the way in favor of us
who do understand it.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 4 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, what I am hearing
today is a lot of political campaigning.
The problem is the minority does not
like the majority. We love them in the
minority, and we hope that they stay
the minority for many, many years.

There is a difference between the par-
ties. There is a reason that one party is
a majority and the other party is a mi-
nority, but here is an interesting point.
We have come together. There are ar-
guments about whether the President
was in the room or not. He was rep-
resented but he was not in the room.
He was busy doing other things. We un-
derstand that. The President is looking
for whatever he is looking for out there
around the country, mostly money for
campaigns, but let me say what the
President thinks about this Congress.

Some heard me read this last night. I
am going to read it again today, in
view of some of the rather strong dia-
tribes that I have heard here. The
President said on Monday in his press
conference, he said, ‘‘Again we have ac-
complished so much in this session of
Congress in a bipartisan fashion. It has
been one of the most productive ses-
sions.’’ Now, if only we could get to the
bipartisanship that he talks about
here. I am glad he feels that way be-
cause on the majority side we have
tried to be bipartisan. We get really ex-
cited when the minority leader comes
to the floor and says, come on guys, we
have to get together. We have to be bi-
partisan and get the work done. But
speaker after speaker after speaker
who followed the minority leader’s ad-
monition brought out their vicious par-
tisan attacks on the majority party.

Well, Mr. Speaker, we are the major-
ity; and we have made a decision on
what we believe is the right thing to
do, and we are satisfied that we agreed
with President Clinton when he said
the era of big government is over,
standing right there in the well of the
House.

The era of big government is over.
We are tired of the government being
everything. There is a responsible role
for the government, but it is not to run
everybody’s life. Whatever the govern-

ment does should be done in a respon-
sible fashion, and not one that meets
the whims of somebody’s political cam-
paign. Political campaigns ought to be
back home on the campaign trail, not
here in the people’s House. It is our job
to get the people’s work done and put
their work ahead of politics. People
above politics, and that is what we are
going to stand for every day. We are
not going to be stampeded by the polit-
ical rhetoric that comes out of the mi-
nority party who is so anxious to be-
come the majority party again.

Well, people of America are going to
make that decision. They are going to
decide whether they want to go back to
the old days of decades of deficit spend-
ing, interest payments on the national
debt that almost exceed the invest-
ment in our national defense; whether
they want to go back to the days of
raiding the Social Security trust fund
to spend for their big spending pro-
grams. We have stopped that. Our ma-
jority party, the Republican Party, has
stopped that. We are not spending
money out of the Social Security trust
fund. We are paying down the debt. We
have balanced the budget, and, oh, we
had a lot of opposition to what we had
to do to accomplish all of these things,
but we stood fast. We are going to con-
tinue to stand fast for what we believe
in, and the ideals that the American
people agreed with when they made us
the majority party.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to my
friend, the gentleman from California
(Mr. THOMAS), who has an interesting
chart that I think will demonstrate
this.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, in an attempt to im-
prove the atmosphere here, I do want
to reach out in a bipartisan way and
indicate to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER) that he has had ex-
tensive legislative experience here in
this body. He has seen a number of
Presidents in terms of the way they
have performed. He has indicated that
this current President has been more
active, more involved than any other
President that he is aware of. So I
guess I am a little confused, and I
would like to reach out because why
would quotes from third parties then
be relied on, the liberal fourth estate
newspaper folk who have not been in
the room, to try to characterize the
way in which we have operated? Why
would the quote from the gentleman
who has been most involved of any
Presidents be relied on?

So instead of looking at what some
editorial writer writes, who has never
been in the room, let us take a look
again at what this President, who has
been the most active President work-
ing with Congress in the minds of peo-
ple who have been here a long time,
and he said, quote, President Clinton,
on October 30, just a couple of days
ago, ‘‘we,’’ we, kind of an encompassing
word, the government, the executive
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branch, the legislative branch, ‘‘we
have accomplished so much in this ses-
sion of Congress in a bipartisan fash-
ion.’’

Now I take him at his word, the guy
who has been more involved than any
other President, we have accomplished
so much in this session of Congress in
a bipartisan fashion.

‘‘It,’’ this Congress, ‘‘has been one of
the most productive sessions.’’

Now I know he has only been around
8 years, and others who have been
around longer can grade how produc-
tive the sessions are, but if this Presi-
dent has been the most active of any
President we have seen, I will accept
his judgment. His judgment is, we have
done a lot in a bipartisan fashion. This
has been one of the most productive
sessions ever. Why rely on third par-
ties? Go to the horse’s mouth.

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

Mr. Speaker, I simply want to con-
gratulate the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMAS), because that is
the largest stretch I have ever seen. I
want to congratulate them. They have
been so desperate to find any way to
suggest that they have accomplished
anything of significance in this session
of Congress that they even have
stretched to rely on their old reliable
friend, President Clinton, the man to
whom they have given so much sub-
stantive support when in a moment of
conciliatory weakness he engaged in a
little bit of rhetorical hyperbole to say
something nice about the majority.

If that is the best that you can find,
be my guest. The people who serve in
this Chamber know what you have ac-
complished. The people waiting for pre-
scription drugs know what you have
accomplished. The people waiting for a
patients’ bill of rights know what you
have accomplished. The people waiting
for a minimum wage bill know what
you have accomplished. On the big
stuff, the result unfortunately is zip.
You passed a lot of stuff through here
that would help the very wealthiest 2
percent on the Tax Code. Outside of
that, you are still dragging behind
about 8-to-0 in terms of meeting your
major responsibilities.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
distinguished minority leader, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT).

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of this continuing resolu-
tion, our twelfth in 5 weeks, to keep
the government operating; but I deeply
regret that we have reached this point
and I am deeply disappointed by what
has happened to America’s education
priorities in the last 72 hours.

On Sunday night, after 3 days of no
negotiations, Republicans met face-to-
face with Democrats on a good faith
basis to resolve our differences on edu-
cation. Democrats asked Republicans
whether they had full authority to ne-
gotiate a final deal and they answered,

yes. In an example of bipartisan com-
promise, both sides came together and
both sides sought common ground. Ne-
gotiators toiled late into the evening.
Each side made concessions, as must be
done in a bipartisan compromise, and
consensus was reached through sen-
sible dialogue. I give great credit to
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG), and I give great credit to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY),
and the Senators who were involved.
The bill that came out of that room
was a bipartisan bill that would have
lifted up every community and every
school in this country. This bill in-
cluded full funding for 100,000 new
teachers, teacher training, after-school
programs and a billion dollars for
school repair and school moderniza-
tion.

Less than 12 hours after the agree-
ment was reached, the leaders of the
Republican Party ripped this deal
apart as a favor to a business lobby.

b 1115

The Republican leadership bowed to
business lobbyists who, according to
the Washington Post, were making,
and I quote, ‘‘urgent calls to the Hill to
try to block this compromise,’’ simply
because they did not like worker safety
provisions that protected workers from
repetitive stress injuries. This Repub-
lican-led Congress scuttled a bipartisan
agreement that would have provided
local districts with the means to hire
new teachers and build new classrooms
so that we could get smaller classroom
sizes, so that our children could be bet-
ter educated.

Mr. Speaker, I guess it is not a sur-
prise, because Republican leaders have
spent the last 6 years frustrating
America’s agenda, a bipartisan agenda,
by giving in to special interests. On
every one of these issues, the Repub-
lican leadership has taken the side of
the special interests over America’s
agenda.

We tried to get an affordable, effec-
tive prescription medicine program; we
forced it on to the agenda with the help
of Republican members, and it was
scuttled in conference; and it is not
going anywhere, because I guess the
pharmaceutical companies did not
want it.

We worked with Republicans to force
on to the agenda of this House an effec-
tive and enforceable Patients’ Bill of
Rights, and it has been stifled in a con-
ference committee because I guess the
insurance companies did not want it.

We could have had targeted tax cuts
for college and long-term care and
child care, but instead we passed huge
tax cuts for the top 1 percent of Ameri-
cans instead of getting something done
in a bipartisan way that we could have
gotten done.

We fought for sensible gun safety leg-
islation, but it is stifled in a conference
committee, I guess as a favor to the
National Rifle Association.

We have tried to get a sensible in-
crease in the minimum wage; but it too

is stifled, even though it has strong bi-
partisan support.

We forced on to the agenda of this
House campaign finance reform, which
is desperately desired by the people of
this country, and it too passed by a bi-
partisan vote in this House, and it has
been stifled in a conference committee.

There is a pattern here, Mr. Speaker.
There is a pattern. Bipartisan efforts,
which even passed by bipartisan votes
on the floor, are being held hostage by
the special interests of this country
and by the Republican leadership that
is running this Congress.

The Speaker said 2 years ago that the
trains were going to run on time and
that we would finish our budget in reg-
ular order. Well, it is 4 weeks into the
fiscal year, we are 6 days away from a
general election, and we have not got-
ten the work done that we could have
gotten done if the leadership of this
Congress would have simply let the bi-
partisan majority that was trying to
break out and do these things to be
able to do them. And as a result, we
have a dysfunctional Congress; we have
an ineffectual Congress.

Education is our most important pri-
ority. We have schools with cracked
walls and no air-conditioning and
leaky windows. We have cornices fall-
ing off of buildings. We have kids in
temporary structures, in movable
classrooms, in inadequate facilities in
the wealthiest Nation on Earth. Our
children deserve our help in getting
them the world-class education that
every child in this country deserves.

Let us pass this resolution, let us
stay here in these next days, and let us
get the job done for America’s children.
We may not be able to do the health
issues, campaign reform, gun safety or
the minimum wage; but in the name of
common sense, let us get done some-
thing in these last 2 or 3 days for the
children of this country. Let us get
them better classrooms, let us get
them more teachers, let us get them a
better education.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I would just like Mem-
bers to know that I have a great re-
spect for the minority leader who just
spoke, but some of the things that he
said I do not disagree with. I think
there is either a misunderstanding
about what the situation is, or there is
misrepresentation of the situation.
Now, the items that the minority lead-
er just talked about that were in this
package that we negotiated until the
wee hours of Monday morning, the
good things that were in that package,
they are still there. To try to imply
that they are not there is just not ac-
curate, and it is not fair, because the
good things that he said were in there
are still there.

What is the major change? We have
gone over it and over it and over it. We
will go over it again. The major change
was on the ergonomics language. We
reached an agreement. We continue to
this minute to have that same agree-
ment. The difference is, we are trying
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to make sure that the language actu-
ally does what the agreement says. But
as far as the other items that the mi-
nority leader said got blown apart,
that is not true. They did not get
blown apart. They are still in the pack-
age. So either it is being misunder-
stood, or it is being misrepresented.
Misunderstanding, we can understand
that; but misrepresenting, we are not
prepared to accept that.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, maybe
the gentleman can help me understand
something.

Sunday night, you ostensibly had an
agreement, and now the gentleman
tells me it is just some legal language.
I practiced for about 22 years, most of
it in business law, contracts, things of
that nature, as well as others. So I
guess what the gentleman is telling us
is that all night Monday, all day Tues-
day, all night Tuesday, and then on
Wednesday, the gentleman’s lawyers
have yet to come up with language
that would be acceptable to accomplish
the purposes that are wanted, so there-
fore, we are still here, and we are going
on and on. Is that what I understand to
be the case?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
let me suggest to the gentleman that
their own lawyers at the White House
either misunderstood or misrepre-
sented. The lawyers from the White
House that were checking, because
Jack Lew called his lawyers, at least
he told us he called his lawyers, and
they said, yes, this language does what
the agreement says. Now, if their law-
yers cannot figure it out, and our law-
yers did not figure it out, maybe we
ought to take a little bit of time to do
it and to do it right.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr. GARY
MILLER).

Mr. GARY MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, this is an interesting debate
today. The gentleman from Georgia, a
good friend of mine, stood up and asked
a simple question: Was the President of
the United States in the meeting, and
he was attacked when he left the po-
dium, because that is an unreasonable
question to ask. Then the gentleman
from California, good friend of mine,
comes before this honorable body and
puts a quote before us about what the
President of the United States said,
and he was attacked. I would never
stand on this floor and accuse the
President of the United States of being
a liar. Yet, members of his own party
did that, because they said he did not
mean what he said. Obviously, we
would never impugn what the Presi-
dent said in that fashion.

Then, the Republican leadership was
attacked because they are running this
House. Well, let me read to my col-
leagues from the Hill newspaper, what
the Hill newspaper says today: ‘‘De-
spite President Clinton’s pledge to stay

here with you and fight for his legisla-
tive priorities, not one House Demo-
crat leader was present last weekend
for all 7 votes taken on session-ending
procedural matters.’’

My Democrat colleagues might at-
tack the Republican leadership, they
might impugn the Republican leader-
ship; but if it were not for the Repub-
lican leadership on this floor, there
would be no leadership at all.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to lower the tenor of the de-
bate and accept a couple of offers, cor-
rect one statement, and accept one
offer today to see if we might find a
way to take this restless herd and not
start a stampede, but start it in a slow
walk to a solution.

The first thing I hope everybody will
understand and stop bringing the post-
ers to the floor saying how much is
enough when we all should know by
now, $645 billion is enough. We are not
talking about money. Anybody that
proposes spending more money is going
to have to find it somewhere else, be-
cause the appropriators have got their
orders. I think the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. YOUNG), as chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations, is
doing a good job. My fuss is not with
him, but it is with the leadership of the
House that seems to not be willing to
bring this thing to a culmination.

Now, it seems to me, and I have lis-
tened today, there is an agreement
within reach on ergonomics, there is an
agreement within reach on school con-
struction, in the appropriate places by
the appropriate leaders. There is an
agreement in place on immigration, if
we can just find that appropriate place.
The one area that we do not have an
agreement though, and it seems from
what I have heard said, is in the area of
Medicare and the BBA fix. That is what
we are saying.

To the gentleman from California,
the chairman of the committee that
made the speech a moment ago, there
is a willingness on this side to reopen
that particular part of the tax bill and
do a little better job for our hospitals,
our rural hospitals, our nursing homes,
and others. There is some additional
knowledge in this House, other than
the chairman of the committee, the
same man that wrote the BBA fix in
the first place in 1997, that had to be
convinced to do more at that time, and
I see the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
NUSSLE) on the floor who has been a
tremendous leader in the Rural Health
Care Coalition. We know this. We can
have a better agreement, and that is
one that we must get done, or we will
not finish by the election, or by Janu-
ary 1, unless we can do more.

So in the spirit of bipartisanship,
there is a large number of Democrats;
in fact, there are 137 on my side of the
aisle that said we should not spend $645
billion this year, we should only spend
$633 billion.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I reserve the balance of my time for a
closing statement.

Mr. OBEY. I yield myself the remain-
ing time.

Mr. Speaker, when we are in negotia-
tions, the only way that we can reach
agreement is to reduce those agree-
ments to writing, and that is what we
did. It took 4 hours to get the language
right for both sides, because the law-
yers who were in and out of the room
talked to each other, and this was the
language that they came up with. The
only thing that changed was the
amount of heat that the majority
party leadership took from the big
business lobbyists in this country.
That is the only thing that changed.

It has been clear to me from the be-
ginning that the majority leadership
did not ever want us to conclude action
on this bill, and what is going on now
to me is very clear. This session is
over. This session is over. The leader-
ship is going through the pretense that
something else is likely to happen, but
behind the scenes, what they are trying
to do is to get negotiated a longer-term
CR so that they can get out of here,
leaving undone this issue, so that they
do not have to face the issue of edu-
cation funding before the election, and
they do not have to ever vote on scut-
tling the deal on protecting workers’
health, which we had in this bill.

So what they may do is to send up
some meaningless let-us-pretend com-
promise language to the White House,
language that has probably already
been rejected. But the fact is, they
want to slip out of town. If they cannot
do that, then the next best thing to do
is to pretend that they expect some-
thing to happen in the future. It is
clear to me that the majority party
leadership will not let anything further
happen on this bill if it means antago-
nizing their big business lobbyist
friends. That is the problem.

The solution on this issue that we
had in the conference was a balanced
one. It said, the rule could be promul-
gated to protect workers from repet-
itive motion injury, but that the future
President, if he wanted, would have 6
months to repeal it. That was the bal-
ance between the interests of business
and the interests of workers who have
no one to rely upon but us. It is clear
the leadership pulled the plug on the
deal because they do not want that,
and they do not want this bill to go for-
ward. That is sad.

b 1130
So we will wind up not only with the

workers not being protected, but we
will wind up without the education
achievements that we could have had
in this bill, without the health re-
search achievements we could have had
in this bill, without the worker protec-
tions we could have had in this bill.

This could have been a bipartisan
closure for the Congress. Thanks to the
leadership’s genuflecting to special in-
terests, it will now not be. That is the
saddest thing of all about this session.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance

of my time.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,

I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, with all of the rhetoric
we have heard here this morning, the
truth of the matter is that it all re-
volved around one issue. That is the
issue of the language trying to comply
with the agreement that we reached
early Monday morning, on the issue of
the language relative to ergonomics.

Now, the only reference in that nego-
tiating session to having checked with
a lawyer is from the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget. They are rep-
resenting the President, who suggested
that he had checked with his lawyers
and that they decided that the lan-
guage actually did what the agreement
supposedly did.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I would tell
the gentleman, I am sorry but that is
just not true. Both Mr. STEVENS and
the White House left the room on at
least two occasions to check the lan-
guage with their legal experts. The
gentleman knows that.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I do not know
that. I do not know that the Senator
checked with his lawyers. I do not
know that.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. STEVENS said he did. I
take his word for it.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I might have been talking to the gen-
tleman at the time. I did not hear him
say that.

I did hear the Director of OMB say
that he checked with his lawyers and
that this was their understanding. Mis-
understanding is one thing and mis-
representing is something entirely dif-
ferent.

On the issue of ergonomics, just let
me suggest one thing. I asked the staff
of the Committee to give me a dic-
tionary description of the word
‘‘ergonomics.’’ It goes something like
this: ‘‘The science of doing the same
thing over and over until the simple
act of repetition causes bodily harm.’’

That is what we have been doing here
in the House for the last couple of
weeks, over and over again, continuing
resolution after continuing resolution,
the same arguments over and over
again, most of which do not have any-
thing at all to do with this continuing
resolution.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield for the last time on
that, that is a great line. The dif-
ference is that, for the workers we are
trying to protect, it is no laughing
matter because it is their livelihood.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. The gen-
tleman and I, as he knows, while we
tend to be good friends and I have
every confidence in his trust-
worthiness, when he tells me some-
thing I know that I can believe it, and
I think that he feels that he can be-

lieve what I say to him, but we have
some strong disagreements, general
philosophical disagreements.

He knows that and I know that. That
is why we have the two political par-
ties, rather than just one.

But anyway, the deal, as the minor-
ity leader referred to it as ‘‘the deal,’’
and I refer to it as a conference report,
the conference report continues to con-
tain all of the items that the minority
leader talked about that were in that
deal that were so good that fell apart.
They did not fall apart, they are still
there. They are still in the package.
They are still part of the conference re-
port.

Mr. Speaker, I have just 2 minutes
left, and I do not know if we are going
to have this argument again tomorrow,
though we probably will. But some-
thing offended me yesterday that I did
not really have the time to respond to
in the way that I wanted to. That was
when one of the speakers on the minor-
ity side accused and referred to our
leadership as legislative terrorists.

I thought about that overnight and I
really got upset about that, Mr. Speak-
er. Our leadership are not legislative
terrorists. They are firm, they are
strong, they have their commitments,
and they have their convictions.

I want to tell Members about the
Speaker of the House, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT). He is a
very strong man of great integrity. He
leads this House the best that he can,
realizing that he has one of the small-
est majorities that has ever existed in
this House in its entire history.

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HASTERT) is not a legislative terrorist,
by any means. The gentleman from Il-
linois has done everything that he
could to keep this House together, to
keep it moving, to get our job done,
while remaining true to the principles
upon which the majority of this House
was elected.

So I did take offense at that. I try to
ignore most of the offensive things
that I hear in these debates, but I could
not let this go without having made
some comment about this suggestion
that our leaders were legislative ter-
rorists.

They are strong and they are deter-
mined. They have tremendous convic-
tion. They are committed. They are
going to do their job regardless of the
accusations and the rhetoric that
comes from their opposition.

I say amen to that, because that is
why we are here. We are here to do a
job for the people of America. We are
here to put people above politics. We
are here to do our job and then go
home and do our campaigning on the
campaign trail, not in the House of
Representatives, where all of the peo-
ple should be represented here.

So Mr. Speaker, I just hope that the
House will pass this continuing resolu-
tion. I hope that we can find a way to
get this business completed without
having to spend hours and hours every
day just on one more CR because the

President of the United States refuses
to be realistic and sign more than a 1-
day continuing resolution.

Mr. Speaker, we are here to cooper-
ate, we are here to serve in a bipartisan
fashion, but we are not here to yield or
compromise on our principles.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). All time for debate has
expired.

The joint resolution is considered as
having been read for amendment.

Pursuant to House Resolution 662,
the previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the joint resolu-
tion.

The joint resolution 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 joint
resolution.

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I 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. 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 371, nays 13,
not voting 49, as follows:

[Roll No. 587]

YEAS—371

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp

Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dixon
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English

Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
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Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaHood
Lampson
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)
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan

Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
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
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin

Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—13

Baird
Barton
Capuano
Costello
DeFazio

Ford
Hilliard
LaFalce
Miller, George
Phelps

Stupak
Thompson (MS)
Visclosky

NOT VOTING—49

Archer
Bilbray
Boucher
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Canady
Collins
Conyers
Danner
Delahunt
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell

Dooley
Dunn
Evans
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Greenwood
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hill (MT)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Kasich
Kennedy
Klink

Lantos
Lazio
McCollum
McCrery
McIntosh
Mica
Mollohan
Moore
Neal
Ose
Salmon
Scarborough
Scott
Shaw

Shays
Talent
Turner

Waters
Watts (OK)
Waxman

Wexler
Wise

b 1159

So the joint resolution was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Ms. Wanda
Evans, one of his secretaries.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed
with amendments in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested, a bill
and a joint resolution of the House of
the following titles:

H.R. 4986. An act to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal the provisions
relating to foreign sales corporations (FSCs)
and to exclude extraterritorial income from
gross income.

H.J. Res. 84. Joint resolution making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 2000, and for other purposes.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BOYD. Mr. Speaker, I was un-
avoidably detained on rollcall vote 580
and rollcall vote 581.

Mr. Speaker, had I been present, I
would have voted no on rollcall vote
580 and no on rollcall vote 581.

f

b 1200

‘‘THE LONG PARLIAMENT″
(Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts asked

and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, sometimes we can get wisdom
from the ages. I am not a fan of Oliver
Cromwell. His semi-genocidal attacks
on the Irish was certainly one of the
low points in history. But even he oc-
casionally got something right.

During the 1650s, there was a Par-
liament in England which could not
seem to find a way to leave London.
Oliver Cromwell decided they needed
some encouragement. Some of what he
said in his gentle way, waiving a sword
seems to me to be not entirely inappro-
priate. So I would, therefore, like to
read some excerpts from Oliver
Cromwell’s speech to what was called
‘‘The Long Parliament.’’

It is high time for me to put an end to your
sitting in this place . . .

‘‘Ye are grown intolerably odious to
the whole nation. You were deputed
here to get grievances redressed; are
not yourselves become the greatest the
grievance? Your country therefore
calls upon me to cleanse the Augean
stable by putting a final period to your

. . . proceedings in this house and
which by God’s help and the strength
he has given me I am now come to do.
I commend ye therefore upon the peril
of your lives to depart immediately out
of this place. . . Go and get out, make
haste ye venal slaves be gone. So take
away that shining bauble there and
lock up the doors.

f

HOUR OF MEETING ON THURSDAY,
NOVEMBER 2, 2000

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
move that when the House adjourns
today, it adjourn to meet at 6 p.m. to-
morrow.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG).

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

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Speaker, I 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. 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 239, nays
130, not voting 63, as follows:

[Roll No. 588]

YEAS—239

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Berman
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Cramer

Crane
Cubin
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dixon
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson

Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holt
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Martinez
McHugh
McInnis
McKinney
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moore
Moran (KS)
Morella

VerDate 01-NOV-2000 01:06 Nov 02, 2000 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00010 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A01NO7.006 pfrm01 PsN: H01PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H11727November 1, 2000
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema

Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stump
Stupak

Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Udall (NM)
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Wu
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—130

Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berry
Blumenauer
Bonior
Capuano
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Costello
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Cunningham
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
Deutsch
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hill (IN)

Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jefferson
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Larson
Lee
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNulty
Menendez
Metcalf
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moran (VA)
Nadler
Napolitano
Oberstar
Obey

Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickett
Price (NC)
Rahall
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Schakowsky
Sherman
Slaughter
Spratt
Stenholm
Strickland
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Watt (NC)
Weiner
Weygand
Woolsey
Wynn

NOT VOTING—63

Archer
Baird
Bilbray
Boucher
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Burton
Campbell
Canady
Collins
Conyers
Cox
Danner
Davis (FL)
Delahunt
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dooley
Dunn

Emerson
Forbes
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Greenwood
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hill (MT)
Hinojosa
Hulshof
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
Jones (OH)
Kasich
Kennedy
Klink
Lantos
Lazio
Markey

McCollum
McCrery
McIntosh
McKeon
Meek (FL)
Mica
Mollohan
Neal
Nussle
Ose
Peterson (PA)
Salmon
Scarborough
Scott
Shaw
Shays
Smith (WA)
Talent

Turner
Waters

Watts (OK)
Waxman

Wexler
Wise

b 1220

Messrs. MORAN of Virginia, OLVER,
DEUTSCH, OWENS, and FARR of Cali-
fornia changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’
to ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. WU changed his vote from ‘‘nay’’
to ‘‘yea.’’

So the motion was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES
CONTEMPT RESOLUTION

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.)

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise again in strong opposition to
this Contempt of Congress resolution.

When there are so many important issues
such as energy and health care and education
policy which have languished in this Congress,
it is ridiculous that this vendetta is taking the
time of the House.

The crime charged in this resolution is the
refusal of three witnesses to answer certain
questions from Republican members of the
Committee on Resources.

Let’s be clear: these three individuals have
worked to assure that the taxpayers receive a
fair share of the royalties from oil companies
drilling on public lands.

Those same oil companies, who have never
received a Republican subpoena, have short-
changed the taxpayers by billions of dollars in
royalty under payments, as most recently evi-
denced by a total of $438 million in settlement
payments in litigation which inspired the com-
mittee’s investigation.

We should be spending our time and re-
sources in Congress on issues that really mat-
ter to the American people.

We should not use the vast powers of Con-
gress to punish those who helped to blow the
whistle on the oil company rip-offs and who,
understandably, refused to cooperate with a
rogue committee operating without regard to
the House rules.

And we should not be burdening the U.S.
Attorney, who has plenty of work to do com-
bating serious crimes, with an ill-conceived
contempt resolution based on an investigation
so procedurally flawed that the criminal
charges would not survive judicial review.

Let’s start by making it clear what this con-
tempt resolution is not about.

The question before the House is not
whether the arrangement between the project
on Government Oversight and two Federal
employees to share royalty underpayment liti-
gation awards was illegal or even improper.

Federal employees have been allowed,
under certain circumstances, to participate as
whistle blowers in False Claims Act litigation.
In this case, the POGO arrangement is under
active investigation by the Department of Jus-
tice.

But no one has been indicted, no one has
been tried, and certainly no one has been
convicted. For Congress to prejudice that
process with premature conclusions of ille-
gality would be irresponsible.

So, let us be clear what this resolution is
about.

The real question before the House is
whether three individuals who were subpoe-
naed as witnesses by the Committee on Re-
sources should serve up to a year in prison for
violating a Federal criminal statute.

As is the case with all criminal statutes, the
three individuals cannot be convicted of Con-
tempt of Congress unless guilt is proven be-
yond a reasonable doubt in a court of law.

Before we consider a resolution that could
subject three citizens to criminal jeopardy, let’s
look carefully at the case the committee has
brought before the House.

The courts have held the congressional
process in strict scrutiny, and in 1983 acquit-
ted the last person charged by the House with
contempt.

In this investigation, the Committee Repub-
licans have repeatedly failed to follow the
House Rules. For over a year, they ignored
House Rule XI governing investigations de-
spite Democratic objections. They further vio-
lated House Rules by curbing the rights of
Democratic members to question witnesses at
hearings.

They abused those witnesses by, among
other things, not allowing them to make open-
ing statements at hearings, despite Demo-
cratic objections.

One Republican member called the Depart-
ment of the Interior employee a ‘‘common
thief’’ prior to his appearance before the com-
mittee.

In short, as we detail in the Dissenting
Views, this partisan investigation has been bi-
ased, unfair, and was a rogue operation that
violated the Rules of the House and of the
committee.

Moreover, the committee Republicans failed
to demonstrate—either to the witnesses or the
Democratic members—a clear nexus between
the questions and the purpose of the inves-
tigation. Specifically, they failed to establish a
foundation for the questions that make them
‘‘pertinent’’ for purposes of applying the con-
tempt statute to refusals to answer.

And the courts have insisted that questions
must be ‘‘pertinent’’ at the time they are asked
of a witness at a hearing. After the fact ration-
ale is not sufficient.

My point in mentioning the procedural flaws
in the committee’ investigation is to show that
there are many reasons for members to be
very cautious before concluding that these
three citizens are guilty of Contempt of Con-
gress.

And unless members are convinced that the
committee’s process can withstand judicial
scrutiny and the statutory elements of con-
tempt have been proven beyond a reasonable
doubt, then they should not vote for this reso-
lution.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, October 31, 2000.

STOP THE POGO PERSECUTION

DEAR COLLEAGUE: Today the House will un-
wisely reconsider the resolution (brought up
on the floor last Friday and withdrawn by its
sponsor) that charged three individuals with
the crime of Contempt of Congress for failing
to cooperate with a Committee on Resources
investigation. This rare exercise of congres-
sional power could subject these individuals
to criminal prosecution and up to one year
in jail.

This charge was prompted by the Project
on Government Oversight’s (POGO) decision
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to share $767,200 of a $1.2 million False
Claims Act settlement with two federal em-
ployees who had long worked to curb under-
payments of royalties owed to the United
States by oil companies. Faced with multi-
billion dollar allegations of royalty rip-offs,
15 oil companies have reached settlements
with the Department of Justice totaling $438
million.

The Department of Justice is investigating
whether the payments by POGO were inap-
propriate or illegal actions. Despite that re-
view, the Resources Committee Majority has
duplicated DOJ’s effort and issued dozens of
subpoenas, held multiple hearings, and con-
sumed nearly two years and many tens of
thousands of dollars searching for additional
evidence of wrongdoing by POGO and its as-
sociates while proclaiming their alleged
guilt.

And what about the oil companies who
have paid $438 million in settlement for
cheating the American people—and espe-
cially children whose schools utilize royalty
payments—out of the money they are owed?
The Committee Majority has let the oil com-
pany misconduct go scot free:

ZERO—Hearings on oil royalty underpay-
ments;

ZERO—Investigations of oil royalty under-
payments;

ZERO—Subpoenas issued to oil companies.
ZERO—Condemnation of oil company roy-

alty rip-offs.
To bring the full power of the committee

down upon three individuals who have
worked to curb oil company fraud without
any effort to address billions of dollars in
fraudulent underpayments is a blatant mis-
use of the Committee’s resources and the
Congress’ time. For the House to further
condemn these individuals because they de-
clined on advice of counsel to respond to
questions which were not pertinent in an
abusive investigation which was not con-
ducted in compliance with House rules, is be-
neath the standard Congress should use when
employing the weighty hand of criminal con-
tempt.

If the Majority insists on further discus-
sion and votes on the Contempt resolution,
we strongly advise you to vote ‘‘No’’ and pro-
tect private citizens and whistleblowers from
such misuse of Congress’ prosecutorial au-
thority.

Sincerely,
George Miller, Edward Markey, Earl

Blumenauer, Peter DeFazio, Bob Fil-
ner, Carolyn Maloney, Robert Under-
wood, Jay Inslee, Janice Schakowsky.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES,

Washington, DC, October 31, 2000.
THE POGO INVESTIGATION: CONTEMPT FOR
INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS AND THE HOUSE RULES

DEAR COLLEAGUE: The Committee on Re-
sources’ Majority is asking you to vote for a
resolution which charges three citizens with
the statutory crime of contempt of Congress.
Those three individuals, associated with the
Project on Government Oversight (POGO),
would be subject to criminal prosecution and
up to one year in prison. The contempt reso-
lution, which will come up again on the floor
tonight, is a substitute for much broader
charges of contempt reported by the com-
mittee.

Before you vote to send three people
you’ve never ever seen to jail, consider
whether you can rely on a rogue committee
investigation that has abused the rights of
witnesses and Members and failed to adhere
to the House rules. In applying the criminal
contempt statutes, the Supreme Court has
required that a committee strictly follow its
own rules and those of the House. Yellin v.

United States, 374 U.S. 109 (1962). Yet the con-
duct of the Committee on Resources’ inves-
tigation related to the pending contempt res-
olution is so egregious that it would dis-
honor the House to subject it to judicial re-
view Among the many procedural defi-
ciencies are the following:

(1) Failure to conduct the investigation
within the jurisdiction of the committee
under House Rule X, Clause 1. The Majority
has not maintained a consistent purpose for
its investigation within the scope of the
committee’s authority as delegated by the
House. The Supreme Court has held that a
clear line of authority for the committee and
the ‘‘connective reasoning’’ to its questions
is necessary to prove pertinency in statutory
contempt. Gojack v. United States, 384 U.S. 702
(1966). Instead, the Majority has constantly
shifted their explanations of what they are
investigating and why. For example, on
March 6, 2000, Chairman Young wrote to
POGO’s attorney to explain that broad sub-
poenas were necessary ‘‘to begin weighing
the merits of those conflicting statements’’
made in civil litigation. How a probe of po-
tential perjury in a lawsuit relates to the
committee’s legislative jurisdiction over oil
royalty management laws and policies was
not clear at the time to witnesses—who de-
clined to answer questions which were not
pertinent—and remains unclear to Demo-
cratic Members.

(2) Failure to follow House Rule XI, Clause
2(k) applicable to investigative hearing pro-
cedures. It was not until June 27, 2000—over
a year after subpoenas were issued—that
Chairman Young authorized Subcommittee
Chairman Cubin to ‘‘begin an investigation
to complement the oversight inquiry under-
way.’’ This is a meaningless effort to draw a
distinction between ‘‘oversight’’ and an ‘‘in-
vestigation’’ when no such distinction exists
for purposes of House Rule XI, Clause 2. Ac-
cordingly, over the protests of Democratic
Members, the Majority failed to follow
House Rues applicable to the rights of wit-
nesses in Subcommittee hearings held May 4,
and May 18, 2000. These flaws range from the
failure to provide witnesses with the com-
mittee and House Rules prior to their testi-
mony, to the failure to go into executive ses-
sion.

(3) Failure to allow Members to question
witnesses under House Rule XI, Clause 2(j).
On multiple occasions, the Subcommittee
Chair prevented Democratic Members from
exercising their rights to question witnesses,
either under the five-minute rule or time al-
located to the Minority under clause 2(j)(B).

(4) Failure to have a proper quorum under
committee Rule 3(d). The Committee rules
require a quorum of members, yet no such
quorum was present during the hearings at
the times of votes on sustaining the Sub-
committee Chairman’s rulings on whether
questions were ‘‘pertinent.’’

(5) Failure to allow subpoenaed witnesses
to make an opening statement under com-
mittee Rule 4(b). This rules states, ‘‘Each
witness shall limit his or her oral presen-
tation to a five-minute summary of the writ-
ten statement, unless the Chairman, in con-
junction with the Ranking Minority Mem-
ber, extends this time period.’’ In contraven-
tion of this rule and longstanding committee
practice, the Chair refused to grant hearing
witnesses the opportunity to make opening
statements. Democratic objections were
overruled.

(6) Failure to hold a hearing on the con-
tempt issues. It is fundamentally unfair not
to allow the parties charged with contempt
an opportunity to explain their legal argu-
ments for declining to answer questions or
supply specific documents in contention. The
Chair repeatedly refused the efforts of Demo-
cratic Members to recognize legal counsel to

address the Subcommittee on these issues.
The failure to provide due process in a hear-
ing to those accused of violating a criminal
statute further weakens the Majority’s case.

(7) Failure to fully inform Members of the
committee. At the July 19th committee
markup of the contempt resolution, the Ma-
jority failed to provide Members with the
language of the contempt statutes. They
cited no judicial standards or precedents of
the House for applying those criminal stat-
utes in a contempt proceeding. They did not
adequately explain or refute the legal ration-
ale that the subpoenaed parties, based on ad-
vice from counsel, had asserted when they
declined to answer specific questions which
were not pertinent to the investigation. And
they neglected to explain to Members that
the witnesses had appeared at hearings and
produced thousands of pages of documents in
compliance with multiple subpoenas.

No matter what wrongdoing may be al-
leged, all citizens of the United States have
the right to expect that they be given fair
treatment and due process in compliance
with the rules. The real threat to the integ-
rity of the House of Representatives stems
from the abusive and irresponsible manner in
which the Committee on Resources inves-
tigation was conducted. To subject this
record to judicial review—in what would be
the first contempt of Congress referral since
1983—could threaten to undermine the pow-
ers of the House to conduct legitimate over-
sight and investigations in the future.

By offering a substitute for the original
resolution, the sponsors have tacitly ac-
knowledged that the broad contempt charges
of contempt reported by the committee were
unsustainable. Especially when considered in
the context of the myriad procedural defi-
ciencies in this investigation, this latest
change of direction ought to give Members
ample reason to vote ‘‘NO’’ on the contempt
charges.

Sincerely,
GEORGE MILLER,

Senior Democratic Member.

f

POSTPONING CONSIDERATION OF
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES CON-
TEMPT RESOLUTION
(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
as many of my colleagues know, we
were going to take up the contempt re-
port following this vote. We have de-
cided not to do that until a later time.
It is not because of the issue. It is be-
cause of the number of people that saw
fit to leave this body on both sides of
the aisle to return to their homes. It
will be considered next time.
f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON S. 2796,
WATER RESOURCES DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 2000
Mr. GOSS, from the Committee on

Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 106–1022) on the resolution
(H. Res. 665) waiving points of order
against the conference report to ac-
company the Senate bill (S. 2796) to
provide for the conservation and devel-
opment of water and related resources,
to authorize the Secretary of the Army
to construct various projects for im-
provements to rivers and harbors of the
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United States, and for other purposes,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

f

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON TODAY

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with today.

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

There was no objection.

f

VOICING CONCERN ABOUT SERI-
OUS VIOLATIONS OF HUMAN
RIGHTS AND FUNDAMENTAL
FREEDOMS IN MOST STATES OF
CENTRAL ASIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to the
concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res. 397,
as amended.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BE-
REUTER) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 397, as amended, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 362, nays 3,
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 66, as
follows:

[Roll No. 589]

YEAS—362

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer

Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dixon
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier

Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)

Hall (TX)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kildee
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
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)
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis

McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
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
Sanders
Sandlin

Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Weiner
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—3

Chenoweth-Hage Metcalf Paul

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Kucinich

NOT VOTING—66

Archer
Bilbray
Bliley
Boehlert
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Canady
Chambliss
Collins
Conyers
Cunningham

Danner
Delahunt
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dooley
Dunn
Emerson
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Greenwood
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hayes

Hill (MT)
Hinojosa
Hutchinson
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jones (OH)
Kasich
Kennedy
Kilpatrick
Klink
Lantos
Larson
Lazio

McCollum
McIntosh
McKeon
Meek (FL)
Mica
Mollohan
Neal
Nussle
Ose

Pitts
Salmon
Sanchez
Scarborough
Scott
Shaw
Shays
Talent
Turner

Velazquez
Waters
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Wexler
Wise
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the concurrent resolution, as amended,
was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Mr. Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed a
concurrent resolution of the following
title in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. Con. Res. 159. Concurrent resolution pro-
viding for a conditional adjournment or re-
cess of the Senate and a conditional adjourn-
ment of the House of Representatives.

f

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. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The Clerk will report the mo-
tion.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. HOLT 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 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. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) and the gen-
tleman from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE)
each will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT).

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

I would like to speak today on why
we are still in session in November and
why we may have a lame duck session
in front of us. In fact, I would like to
speak about work not done. And I am
not talking about the Patients’ Bill of
Rights or gun safety legislation or
campaign finance reform or minimum
wage legislation or workplace safety
legislation or prescription medicine
coverage under Medicare.

Yes, that is some of the work that is
not done. But in particular I would like
to talk about overcrowding in our
schools and the need to provide ade-
quate classrooms for our students so
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that we may educate them for the 21st
century.

b 1245

I have visited nearly 100 schools in
my district, and everywhere I go I hear
from parents and teachers and adminis-
trators and students about the prob-
lems of overcrowding. It is no wonder.
The number of school children is grow-
ing at a record pace. In the last 11
years, the student population of South
Brunswick in my district has doubled
from 3,500 to 7,000 students. In Mont-
gomery, total enrollment has more
than doubled in the past 6 years from
1,500 students to more than 4,000 stu-
dents.

In some of my school districts, the
number of children in kindergarten
outnumbers the number of students in
grade 12. One does not need higher
mathematics to understand the impli-
cations of these numbers.

Our classrooms are overcrowded. To
alleviate this crowding, many of the
schools in my district are installing
trailers. Now, while trailers may be a
temporary solution, they are ill-suited
for classroom use. Not only are they
expensive to install and maintain, but
their long, narrow floor plan creates an
awkward learning environment.

Moreover, in many cases they are not
connected to the Internet; and of
course, students get wet when it rains
and they have to go to the main build-
ing. Many schools do not have a choice
about whether or not to use trailers.
With the cost of a new school at tens of
millions of dollars, our property tax-
payers can no longer afford to shoulder
this financial burden alone. This is evi-
dent in the fact that a number of the
school construction referenda in my
district have had very close votes,
some of them resulting in turning
down the referendum and the inability
of the school district to proceed with
the construction.

New Jersey communities, as in many
other parts of the country, need assist-
ance in building new classrooms and
schools. A recent report issued by the
National Education Association esti-
mates that $322 billion is needed to re-
pair and modernize America’s public
schools and to construct new class-
rooms. Last month, the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education issued its annual
baby boom echo report that documents
not only the record 53 million children
in our Nation’s schools today but
projects explosive enrollment growth
over the next 10 years. We cannot con-
tinue to delay on this issue. We should
take care of this issue before we leave
Washington.

It is time we stopped talking about
improving education and actually act
on it. We have bipartisan legislation
that the Republican leadership has re-
fused to act on. The President’s pro-
posal, as introduced by Representative
JOHNSON and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL) would provide $25
billion in new tax credit bonds to help
build and modernize 6,000 schools. This

new type of bond would provide inter-
est-free financing to help State and
local governments pay for school con-
struction and renovation. There would
be no Federal involvement in the selec-
tion, in the design, in the implementa-
tion of school modernization projects.
The only Federal role would be in pro-
viding tax-subsidized financing under
the same procedures that are currently
utilized for tax exempt bonds.

In addition, the President has pro-
posed $1.3 billion in loans and grants to
fund 8,300 emergency renovation and
repair projects in America’s schools.
This is for schools where there is a
critical, immediate need such as dan-
gerous electrical plumbing or asbestos
problems.

Now, this part of what I am talking
about was in the agreement for the
Labor-HHS, Education appropriations
agreement that fell apart after the lob-
byists for special interests forced the
leadership to drop it over the issue of
worker safety.

Our schools should not be lost in the
last-minute wrangling over these ap-
propriations bills. Our schools must be
made safe for our children. There is no
logic in refusing to act on these impor-
tant proposals. The Federal Govern-
ment assists the States in other areas
of local need. We give millions of dol-
lars at the local level to help them
build roads and bridges. We respond to
emergencies.

All of these are important areas of
assistance but so are our children. We
have a responsibility to ensure that
our children are receiving the best edu-
cation possible for all children and that
our students are not falling over one
another in crowded hallways and class-
rooms.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this motion to instruct con-
ferees.

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

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me just say that I
have watched this debate taking place
on the floor. This certainly is deja vu.
This is about at least, I guess, the third
time that we have had the exact same
debate on the same issues. There are a
couple of points that are very clear to
me. One is that there are, I think,
enormous problems with respect to
school repairs, school construction
across the United States of America.
We have a growing population of
school-age youth in our country, and I
think we do need to address that. As a
matter of fact, I think Republicans and
Democrats agree on that. As a matter
of fact, I think in terms of the dollars
that are being allocated to this, there
is agreement as well, particularly on
the grant side of it, of the $1.3 billion.

The basic difference is how is that
going to be done. Is it given to the
local districts for flexibility, which is
what the Republicans believe? Or
should it be given directly from the
Federal Government to wherever the

schools are, which is what the Demo-
crats believe?

There is not that much disagree-
ment.

The other point is this: when we talk
about that extent of money, we are
talking about a very small percentage,
less than one half of 1 percent, I think
about a third of 1 percent of the total
needs which are out there, even by the
most minimal standards. So I think it
is somewhat unfair for any of us to
stand here or for the President, for all
that matters, to stand before the peo-
ple of America and say that this is
going to solve the problems of school
construction.

Hopefully, we can work something
out eventually, and it is being worked
on. It is in the language of the Labor-
HHS Education bill that may come
back before us; and when we do, we can
help with the problem. But it is a fairly
small contribution to the solution of
the problem. I think it is something
that we should do. The agreement is
relatively sound. The disagreements
are relatively minor, and we should go
forward.

I guess until that time we will play
politics with it and continue ahead.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOOD-
LING), the chairman of the House Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force.

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

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Delaware
(Mr. CASTLE) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I am amused by this
performance again today. I am amused
because, of course, our constituents, if
any of them are watching, I think in
New Jersey they probably have already
gone back from their lunch break and
in Oregon they have not gone to their
lunch break yet, so I do not know if
anybody is watching; but if they are,
they are very fortunate because they
get to see the same play that was put
on on the same stage Saturday after-
noon. The only difference is, they re-
placed the leading ladies with the lead-
ing men. So that is the only difference
today. Of course, the same thing is true
today that was true on Saturday. We
have settled this issue. We spent days
and nights with the administration,
Saturdays and Sundays, to settle this
very issue.

We have an agreement. They know
on the other side that we have an
agreement. We have an agreement on
class size. They know that. So here we
go through this same charade one more
time. As I said, it is a replay of Satur-
day.

Well, I always have to laugh when
somebody mentions roads and bridges.
Of course that is an interstate problem.
That is also a dedicated tax problem.
So it has nothing relevant to do with
this; but again, time and time again, I
have tried to tell, particularly center
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city representatives for 26 years, as a
matter of fact, if they would just do
something about their mandate, the
special ed, can one imagine what local
school districts would have been able
to do with class size reduction? Can
one imagine what local school districts
could have done with preventative
maintenance and remodeling? Well, of
course, if we just look at the facts, we
know. We know that Los Angeles, for
instance, would get an additional $100
million every year. Multiply that by 25,
and that sounds like pretty big money;
New York City, $170 million extra
every year. That is big bucks. Even
Newark would get $7 million or $8 mil-
lion, $9 million every year to do all the
kind of things that they would do if
they did not have to fund the Federal
mandate.

When I became chairman after all of
those years of sitting there on the mi-
nority trying to encourage them along
with the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. KILDEE) to do something about the
unfunded special ed mandate, they
were only up to 6 percent. I am happy
to say at the end of this year we will
probably be up to 15 percent and that is
a long, long way.

It is also interesting that this issue
comes up again this particular year.
Why is that interesting? Well, the
former majority decided that in 1995
that they would pass the School Facili-
ties Infrastructure Improvement Act.
Now that is a big title. It sounds very
interesting. That was passed in 1995,
and the appropriators put $100 million
in at that particular time. Guess what?
Somebody brought about a recession to
that effort. Now, who was that some-
body? Somebody sent us a notice and
they said, and I quote, ‘‘The construc-
tion and renovation of school facilities
has traditionally been the responsi-
bility of State and local governments,
financed primarily by local taxpayers.
We are opposed to the creation of a new
Federal grant program for school con-
struction. No funds are requested for
this program in 1996. For the reason ex-
plained above, the administration op-
poses the creation of a new Federal
grant program for school construc-
tion.’’

Is that not interesting in this same
administration who is now seeking for
something else?

Let me again close by simply saying,
I know there must be political purposes
for this. There has to be some reason
for it, but it has already been con-
cluded. After lengthy negotiations, it
has already been completed and agreed
to by those of us who were negotiating
and by the White House, as was and is
the class size reduction legislation.

So again it is just an exercise in fu-
tility. I do not know what it is, as a
matter of fact; but obviously, as I said,
not too many people in New Jersey and
Oregon will be watching this debate,
and that is unfortunate because they
will not get to hear, if they did not
hear it Saturday, the same repeat of
what we did on Saturday.

Mr. Speaker, negotiators have made sub-
stantial progress on the issue of school con-
struction, and I am optimistic that we will soon
be able to reach agreement on this issue.

I have made it clear to the administration
that state and local flexibility must be a com-
ponent of federal funding for classroom mod-
ernization and renovation. I would like to see
a substantial portion of the funding available
for other pressing needs, such as activities re-
lated to the Individuals with Disabilities Act.

I am not doing this to be stubborn. School
districts across America are clamoring for help
with the additional costs of educating special
needs children. When Congress passed the
law requiring public schools to provide edu-
cational services to these children, we prom-
ised that the federal government would help
with the increased costs.

We promised to provide 40 percent of the
national average per pupil expenditure. Here
we are, 25 years later, and we are only at 13
percent—significantly less than what we prom-
ised. And we’ve only reached that under the
Republican Congress, because that 13 per-
cent represents a doubling of what the federal
government was providing when we became
the Majority.

The result of our failure to provide the prom-
ised funds is that school districts are using
their own money to make up the shortfall.
These are funds which could otherwise be
used for school maintenance costs and other
local needs. If the federal government were
actually providing the 40 percent we promised,
school districts across the country would re-
ceive significant funding:

New York would receive an increase of
more than $170 million;

Los Angles would receive nearly $100 mil-
lion more:

Chicago would get an additional $76 million;
Miami would receive an increase of $45 mil-

lion; and
Newark would receive an increase of $8 mil-

lion.
The primary responsibility for school con-

struction should remain at the state and local
levels. However, the federal government can
provide assistance to help states and localities
comply with federal laws that mandate school
building modernization.

The Administration has switched positions
on whether the federal government has a role
in school construction over time.

The Congress under Democrat control ap-
propriated $100 million for Fiscal Year 1995
for the School Facilities Infrastructure Improve-
ment Act. But the President rescinded this,
and subsequently, the program has received
no funding.

Following the rescission of funds for FY
1995, the President’s FY 1996 budget request
did not include any money for the ‘‘Education
Infrastructure Act.’’ In fact, Department of Edu-
cation budget documents stated:

The construction and renovation of school
facilities has traditionally been the responsi-
bility of State and local governments, fi-
nanced primarily by local taxpayers; we are
opposed to the creation of a new Federal
grant program for school construction. . . .
No funds are requested for this program in
1996. For the reason explained above, the Ad-
ministration opposes the creation of a new
Federal grant program for school construc-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I again point out that this mo-
tion to instruct conferees is irrelevant given

our current negotiations on the Labor/HHS/
Education appropriation’s legislation. As such,
I oppose the gentleman’s motion.

MEETING THE FEDERAL IDEA MANDATE
[Selected Cities]

City Funds re-
ceived 1

If 40% man-
date met

Additional
funds needed
to meet com-
mitment of

States

New York .............................. $41,435,700 $212,316,300 $170,880,600
Los Angeles .......................... 23,145,989 118,600,048 95,454,000
Chicago ................................ 18,438,243 94,477,557 76,039,400
Miami ................................... 10,873,800 55,717,300 44,843,500
Philadelphia ......................... 7,501,863 38,439,546 30,937,600
Jacksonville .......................... 7,305,504 37,433,402 30,127,900
Houston ................................ 5,738,851 29,405,873 23,667,000
Dallas ................................... 3,881,900 19,890,700 16,008,800
Washington, DC .................... 3,047,500 15,615,500 12,568,000
St. Louis ............................... 2,032,800 10,416,100 8,383,300
Newark .................................. 1,932,760 9,903,462 7,970,700
Pittsburgh ............................. 1,514,077 7,758,131 6,244,000

1 1995 data (most recent available).

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
ETHERIDGE), one of the leading men in
this debate on school construction and
classroom construction, who will ex-
plain why this has not yet been settled
and why it is necessary for us to bring
this up yet again today.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of the Holt motion. I
thank the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. HOLT) for his leadership on this
important issue because my friend, the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
HOLT), has not only been a Member
representing his people but he has only
been here about 2 years and he has al-
ready made a tremendous difference for
his district and for this country on the
issue of children.

Let me say to my friend, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOOD-
LING), who said he was amused, I want
everybody to understand that I am not
amused. I do not get amused one little
bit when we are talking about issues
that affect children. I was the State su-
perintendent of my school system in
North Carolina for 8 years, an office to
which the people elected me twice. I do
not get amused when we are talking
about the needs of children. I know we
talk about rhetoric, and is this a polit-
ical issue? Darn right, it is a political
issue. Everything we do in this body is
about politics. But this is the kind of
politics we ought to be dealing with for
the children of this country, because
they cannot vote; they cannot sit in
this body. If we cannot do it, then who
does it?

Yes, I recognize only 7 percent of the
money comes through the Federal Gov-
ernment, but there are places in this
country where they are hurting, and
they have great needs today, and we
have a responsibility. Yes, we do pro-
vide money for roads; and, yes, we do
provide money for prisons and a num-
ber of other things. And to say it is
interstate money, the answer is, yes, it
is dedicated; but there was a time when
there was no money dedicated and
there were those that said we ought
not to be putting it in. I happen to read
history, and I remember that. We can
do it for our children, too, Mr. Speaker.
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Let me just share a couple of quick

statistics before my time runs out. In
my home district, there are a number
of areas, and I am in a district where
we have spent a lot of money and we
have raised taxes to build schools. We
have 55 trailers in the small county of
Franklin that is struggling now to
meet their needs; 16 in Granville; 41 in
my home county of Harnett; 98 in Lee;
40 in Nash County; 162 in Sampson; 76
in Wilson; a total of 530 in our capital
county, and they are working hard.
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Yes, this is an issue we ought to deal
with; and yes, this Congress ought to
act. I ran for this office 4 years ago be-
cause I was tired of the Republican
leadership in this Congress at that
time who wanted to close down the De-
partment of Education, close school
lunch programs. It was cynical against
education. We have changed our rhet-
oric, yes; we have changed it, but there
is still a deep resistance to helping
public education. We should come to-
gether. We should not be here arguing
about these issues. Children are not
Democrats nor Republicans. They are
children. And we can help. We have the
resources to do it. Now is the time to
act. We do not need to put it off until
next year. We should not put it off
until next year because if we put it off
until next year, there are going to be
children in cramped quarters; and we
will not be able to reduce the class
sizes the way we ought to to teach
them properly, and I am here to tell
my colleagues that children know the
difference between a quality facility
and a poor one.

How do we tell a child that quality
education is important, and we then
send them to a run-down school? They
know better. No, it is not our total re-
sponsibility, but we can sure help. We
can provide the leadership and show
the way, and I think this Congress
ought to do it. I am willing to do my
part, and I ask all of my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to do the same.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON).

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished gentleman from
Delaware (Mr. CASTLE), the former gov-
ernor of Delaware and now standing
Congressman, for yielding me this
time.

I too share the same passion the gen-
tleman from North Carolina does about
education. He was an elected super-
intendent; I was a State board chair-
man in neighboring States in the
South. I respect the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) and his com-
ments about helping public schools,
and I am sure the comments that are
to come. I am not amused in one way,
but I share amusement in another way
with the chairman, because we are re-
peating a debate we did Saturday after-
noon.

But just for the sake of facts, I want
to take the comments we have heard

from the other side so far and place
them in perspective.

First of all, the conferees have agreed
on $1.3 billion. The disagreement is
over whether it is done one way or an-
other way, and I will get into that in a
minute. On Saturday when we had the
debate, everyone agreed the unfunded
school construction in the United
States of America is $303 billion. The
public should listen to this, that if we
do $1.3 billion a year, then in 300 years
we would have solved the problem.
Well, that is not going to happen and
that is ridiculous. As the gentleman
from North Carolina said, we cannot do
it all, but we can help, and therein is
why everybody needs to understand the
basic agreement that exists between
the parties today is to do exactly that.
Mr. Speaker, $1.3 billion, in which
school systems can make the decision
as to where best within certain param-
eters the Federal Government can help.
Maybe it is asbestos removal, maybe it
is ADA improvements, maybe it is the
satisfaction of any number of Federal
mandates.

But we must be clear. We cannot mis-
lead the American people to believe
that there is enough money in Wash-
ington to build the schools needed in
the United States of America. The un-
funded need in American schools today
exceeds the budget surplus projected
for the next year. So should we spend it
all and not save Social Security and
not save Medicare which are our re-
sponsibilities? No. Although I would
love to do anything I could to relieve
the property tax in my home district,
the fact of the matter is that the
United States of America, the dedi-
cated tax for public education is the
property tax in our local areas, because
people get to vote on it. Therefore,
they can have schools that are ac-
countable. Therefore, they can spend
the money wisely. If there was a pot in
Washington and the belief that we
would build all of their schools, New
Jersey would never pass a new bond
referendum to build schools; and we
would have failed on a false promise,
because we do not have the money.

Mr. Speaker, I respect every Member
of this House, and I love children; and
I support public education with all of
my heart. But I do not believe, and we
are on the momentary cusp of settling
what is already settled in making a $1.3
billion contribution to local schools,
Democrats and Republicans alike. We
should not leave Washington or leave
this House with the misperception that
there is enough money for us to build
the schools that are needed in America,
that Congress can reduce local prop-
erty taxes for schools. If we do that, we
have offered false hope and false prom-
ise.

Instead, what we should say is we are
willing to do our part on that which we
have mandated; we are willing to give
local schools flexibility, and we have
joined together in a bipartisan effort to
do that. But to leave any other false
promise out there is wrong for chil-

dren, it is wrong for America, and it is
wrong for public education.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. CROWLEY), my col-
league, a freshman Member of Congress
and an outstanding member of our
freshman class, who will explain that
indeed, $1.3 billion is not enough, but
why we should do it and we must do it
now.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New Jersey for
yielding me this time to speak on an
issue of grave importance to my con-
stituency. I say that because I rep-
resent a district that has the most
overcrowded school district in the City
of New York, School District 24, which
right now is operating at 119 percent.
In the year 2007, I will have three of the
most overcrowded school districts,
three of the top five in New York City,
School Districts 24, 30, and 11, which
will be operating, right now are oper-
ating at 119 percent, 109 and 107 respec-
tively. In my district in the year 2007,
every school district in my district will
be operating at or above capacity. If
that is not an emergency, I do not
know what is.

I have a very diverse district, a dis-
trict made up of many different cul-
tures and ethnic groups. But what real-
ly, I think, New York is known for,
really a melting pot, if there was ever
such a thing as a melting pot, my dis-
trict is it. But my children and our
schools are at a severe disadvantage.

Mr. Speaker, the average school age
in my district is 55 years of age. One
out of every school in New York City is
over 75 years of age. We still have
schools in my district that are being
heated by coal, heated by coal in my
district.

Mr. Speaker, I support the Rangel-
Johnson bill, sending $25 billion around
this country to construct and mod-
ernize schools. The $1.3 billion is not
enough, but if we have the $1.3 billion,
where is it? We have not voted on this
floor yet.

Maybe I will agree with the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania. Maybe this
is a waste of time. Maybe this is all a
song and dance. Maybe we have been
through this 100 times before. But it
seems as though everything we have
done here lately has been a song and
dance. Committees come together and
bipartisanly agree on budget bills, and
then the leadership of the House deter-
mines that the bill is no good, we have
to go back to the drawing board again.
So it seems as though song and dance
is the name of the game here lately.

Mr. Speaker, I do not think $1.3 bil-
lion is enough; but it is something, it is
a start, but I would like to see it on the
floor. I would like to see the $1.3 billion
brought to the floor and acted on.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GOODLING), the chairman
of the committee.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to again remind Members that for
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instance, as I said, New York City
would get an additional $170,880,600, if I
would have gotten some help, other
than from the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. KILDEE), to get that 40 percent
back there. Again, I repeat, we have
agreed, through bipartisan negotia-
tions with the White House, we have
agreed on the $1.3; we have agreed how
it should be spent and how it should be
distributed. That has all been done. If
we can wrap up ergonomics, it is all
over.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I just would like to put
all of this in perspective. First, this is
the fourth time that we have argued al-
most the exact same language on this
floor. It is one of these situations in
which it has all been said; but not ev-
erybody has said it, except that every-
one is saying it more than one time at
this point now as well. That is fine. I
think it is a very important discussion.
I do not mind that particularly, except
that we are sort of plowing ground that
has already been plowed.

There are certain basic facts that
need to be pointed out, and I pointed
out some of those at the beginning; but
I just want to reiterate these facts. One
is that the amount of money that we
are talking about in this particular
motion to instruct conferees is the
grand total of $1.3 billion, a very large
sum of public money that we have in
the Federal Government to expend on
this problem. But in conjunction with
how much it would take in order to
solve all of the problems of school re-
pairs and construction, which is a min-
imum $300 billion today, and I have
seen estimates as high as $500 billion,
$1.3 billion is not very much. At the
most, it is a little more than one-third
of 1 percent, and if the numbers are
higher than we think it is at $300 bil-
lion, it drops substantially below that.
So we are talking about a fairly small
contribution to the solution in this,
setting aside of course the Rangel-
Johnson thing which, hopefully, also
will be resolved at some point.

Now, we in the Federal Government
only put in about 6 or 7 percent of all
of the dollars that go into public edu-
cation in this country, and most of the
money which we put in goes to specific
areas that we have carved out, such as
educating or helping to educate chil-
dren with disabilities, for example, or
individuals who are from poorer back-
grounds and need additional help in a
program called Title 1. That is what we
do. We have not in the past really done
a lot with respect to construction. But
I think we agree, certainly we as Re-
publicans agree, we have put it in the
Labor-HHS-Education appropriation
bill the same amount that we are talk-
ing about here today, so there is agree-
ment on that.

A couple of other facts, for whatever
they are worth. In the last 5 years,
under the tutelage of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) and
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. POR-

TER) in the Committee on Appropria-
tions, the contribution to education by
the Federal Government in the budget
has been 8.2 percent, on average. In the
5 years before that which was under the
control of the Democrats, it was 6 per-
cent per year, not the 8.2 percent it is
now. In this year’s appropriation bill,
which is a key appropriation bill that
we are all waiting for around here and
the reason that we debate this every
afternoon, this particular issue, be-
cause it is not done, the increase for
this year is 20 percent, which is a rec-
ognition I think that everyone is be-
coming more in tune to the fact that
this is the number one issue as far as
the country is concerned, a grand total
for K through 12 of about $45 billion, a
substantial donation to local and State
governments.

So we are not talking about any dif-
ferences in dollars, and we are not
talking about the ability to fix up all
of the problems of all of the schools of
all of us who are going to stand up and
say our schools have problems. That is
a recognized fact. We have many good
educators here, starting with the chair-
man, who was a superintendent, and
two gentlemen here have spoken,
North Carolina and Georgia, who were
the heads of education in their States.
I was a governor of my State and I saw
the same thing. I went into every sin-
gle school in my district as well, but I
also fought to get some referenda
passed and did other things, because I
think we have to do it on a local basis.

There are slight differences, not in
dollars, but in how the money would be
used. In the appropriation bill which
we are discussing now, before we get to
the motion to instruct conferees, we as
Republicans have said, let us give flexi-
bility with respect to this money in
terms of what they are going to be able
to do with it. Let the local and the
State people be able to make the deci-
sion. And within the Democrat pro-
posal that is in the motion to instruct
conferees, I would describe it, and some
may disagree with this, but I would de-
scribe it as being more rigid in terms of
how that money would be used without
as much flexibility.

There are schools in this country,
and I just was to two of them in the
last few months in Delaware, two
brand-new schools. They do not need
construction money or repair money,
they do not even need to reduce class
size, but they would like to prepare
their teachers better if they could, so
perhaps they would like to use the
money otherwise. My own view point of
that is if we could put money in title
VI, which is the flexibility of a block
grant, we should do that as often as we
can here in Washington, because I
think it gives our local districts the
flexibility in turn to be able to make
the decisions to help with the edu-
cation there.

So that is a difference perhaps in phi-
losophy, but I am afraid that what we
are talking about here on the floor of
the House of Representatives is unfor-

tunately the politics of all of this; and
to me, there is not a lot of difference
between the politics of it; It is just a
slight philosophical difference, as we
have here. I hope it gets worked out. I
hope it gets worked out in the Labor-
HHS-Education appropriation bill and
maybe eventually in this tax bill as far
as the Rangel-Johnson proposal is con-
cerned.
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But the bottom line is that we are ar-

guing about something which hopefully
would be helpful but cannot go as far
as some people would like in terms of
what we would do with respect to our
schools.

Also, I do not think the Federal gov-
ernment could afford to get into $300 or
$400 billion dollars. I think it is very
wrong for us to stand up and suggest
that we are going to solve the problems
of the schools. Where there are trailers
now, there are probably going to be
trailers later. Unfortunately, when
there are schools not in good repair,
maybe they will still stay not in good
repair. But I think we can help in some
way so maybe we can move in that di-
rection.

That is where we are. It is a rel-
atively minor circumstance we are
dealing with here, but it is a major
problem out there in terms of what has
to be done.

What I really hope is this, that we do
pass something. I do not really care if
Republicans or Democrats get credit
for it. I hope we pass something. I hope
we can use that as the initiation or the
instigation of additional local and
State money being put into schools to
fix up schools for our children, because
I think we all agree that educating our
children is as important as anything
we can do in this country. Obviously,
we need good facilities if we are going
to do that.

I just wanted to make those basic
points as we go through and continue
with this argument.

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

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentlewoman from Ohio (Mrs. JONES),
who will explain why it is necessary for
us to plow this field again, if I may use
a rural metaphor for a gentlewoman
from an urban district, because we do
not yet have it. There may be an agree-
ment, as the gentleman from the other
side said, but show us the vote.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague, the gentleman
from New Jersey, for yielding time to
me and for the opportunity to address
this body.

Mr. Speaker, I wish, as the gen-
tleman is seated there, that he would
tell me how much money is allocated
for Ohio schools in the proposal that he
says is about to come to the floor. I
will walk over and get that informa-
tion from the gentleman when we get
done.

But I was a prosecutor and I was a
judge. I saw what poor education can
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do for children. I saw more money allo-
cated to build prisons in Ohio and
across this country than to build
schools.

If we are serious about school con-
struction, why do we not take that $4
billion that we gave the Defense De-
partment that they did not need and
build some more schools in this coun-
try? Overcrowding, aging, is a signifi-
cant issue for schools in our country.

I have a specific example. In the city
of Cleveland, just less than a month
ago a high school roof fell in on the
public school. To fix that roof, it cost
$2 million. We need money in our sys-
tems to fix schools, modernize all these
aging buildings where we are sending
our children.

We work on modernizing our cars for
emissions standards. We deal with
issues of smoke detectors, checking
toys for children, all kinds of other
things. We know our schools are in a
hazardous condition. We have children
who are suffering from asthma from
problems within those schools. We need
to fix it.

Right now we are in one of the best
economic times we have ever been in,
and our children ought to reap the ben-
efit. They should not have to wait until
they are adults and seniors to reap the
benefit, they should reap it now, be-
cause we will reap the benefit. Having
smart children who grow into smart
adults who grow into smart grand-
parents will make a difference in our
country.

I say, Mr. Speaker, let us get the
money on the table. Fund our schools,
stop funding prisons. Fund our schools,
stop funding the defense at the level it
is.

I want to support the defense and I
want the military to be ready, but give
me that $4 billion and put it in public
schools.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me,
and for his leadership in presenting
this motion to instruct.

Mr. Speaker, I listened with great in-
terest as our distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GOODLING), was talking about what is
in this bill.

Indeed, there are many good things
in it for education. That is why the
Democratic negotiators, with the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
leading our side, on the House side,
were willing to agree to the com-
promise bill.

In recognizing all of the good provi-
sions for education that are in the bill,
it makes one wonder why the Repub-
lican leadership would pull the rug
from under its own negotiators, make
their words worthless in reaching an
agreement, when so many good provi-
sions are in there for education.

Of course, the reason is that they
were beholden to the extreme elements

in the business community who would
not accept a compromise on workplace
safety.

Mr. Speaker, I have five children,
four grandchildren. I am glad we want
smart grandparents, too. We have an
expression: The children can hear us.

Children are very smart. We tell chil-
dren that their education is very im-
portant to their self-fulfillment, to
their ability to earn a living, and also
to the competitiveness of our great
country.

Yet, we send children another mes-
sage when we say to them, now, you go
to school in a place that is dilapidated,
that is leaking, that is not wired for
the future. When we say that to kids,
they see the hypocrisy of it, the incon-
sistency of it.

The strongest message we can send
children about the value of education
is to send them to a place that is ap-
propriate for them where children can
learn, where teachers can teach, and
where parents can participate.

So it is really quite sad that when
this compromise was reached, the lead-
ership did not respect the word of its
own negotiators on the Republican
side. That is what has made the motion
to recommit by the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) so necessary. If
it is not going to be a compromise, we
want the original provisions that the
Democrats had been advocating for
smaller classes and more modern
schools for our children.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, first of all, let me just
make very clear with respect to what
we have just heard that the whole rea-
son that the deal fell apart with re-
spect to the labor-HHS-education bill
had nothing to do with the education
dollars.

Let me make it also clear again what
I have said about three times already
today, but it does not seem to sink in.
That is that the amount of money that
is in this legislation, the $1.3 billion, is
the exact same amount that is being
talked about on the other side of the
aisle.

Let me make it finally very clear, to
the gentlewoman from Ohio as well as
others, that the increase in education
funding in the appropriation bill that
funds K through 12 education this year
is 20 percent, 20 percent, which is prob-
ably the highest percentage increase
education has ever received in the
United States of America.

That has been a combination of Re-
publicans and Democrats. I am not say-
ing Republicans deserve sole credit for
that.

Let me just repeat, finally, over the
last 5 years that increase has been 8.2
percent. The school construction pro-
gram was never discussed before, but it
is actually in the Republican labor-
HHS-education bill. There is no ignor-
ing education on this side of the aisle
in any way whatsoever.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to yield 2 minutes to my colleague, the

gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
MENENDEZ), a champion for education
and adequate school facilities.

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

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I want
to congratulate my colleague, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT),
for his leadership in offering this mo-
tion, a motion that recognizes that the
Nation’s competitive future in a global
marketplace depends on how well this
and the next generation are educated.
Since the Nation’s competitive future
is at stake, there is clearly a Federal
role to play, and a defined Federal role.

We Democrats are not as pessimistic
as the view that many of our Repub-
lican colleagues have expressed here.
No, this may not be all of the money
necessary to rebuild all of our schools,
but it is a beginning to use as a lever-
age for States, municipalities, school
districts to join in that effort and to
stimulate local resources in that re-
gard.

Since we are talking in terms of our
competitive future at stake in terms of
education, it is appropriate that the
Federal government say, ‘‘We want
these monies used for these purposes in
order to stimulate schools and munici-
palities to follow in that effort.’’ If we
leave it wide open to discretion, they
may not very well use it for school con-
struction.

Across the country we tell children
education is a value, and then we send
them to schools that speak of a totally
different value, like the South Street
School in my district, a school built 115
years ago as a factory, a school that
today is a school, a school that has no
hallways. One walks up a flight of
stairs, goes into one classroom off the
landing on one side, the other on the
other side. There are no technology
connections to the future, no black-
boards we can read. There are tem-
porary units, 20 years ago they were
temporary, still being used today. How
do we educate a child under that set of
circumstances?

What the gentleman from New Jersey
is trying to say is since the Nation’s
competitive future is at stake by how
well educated these kids are, we need
to be able to have a defined Federal
purpose.

Lastly, I keep hearing we have an
agreement. We keep having Members
say, ‘‘We do not agree on Davis-Bacon,
we do not agree on flexibility.’’ That is
not an agreement.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the motion offered by
my friend, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. HOLT).

The fact is that our economy has
changed and education may have
changed, but the connection between
education and success and opportunity
for the future has never changed. It is
stronger now than ever. We need to
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provide our youngsters with that com-
petitive advantage that my colleague
just talked about, and we do that
through education.

Mr. Speaker, after years of waiting,
we came to a bipartisan agreement, bi-
partisan. Republicans and Democrats
agreed that we would deal with the
needs of America’s schools in the edu-
cation spending bill.

We did it. The gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), two leaders
that I have a great deal of respect for,
sat down in good faith. They hammered
out a bipartisan bill.

It would have made one of the great-
est investments in public education in
a generation. Congress would have
passed that bill with bipartisan support
and the President would have signed it.

But let us take a look at what hap-
pened instead. I quote today’s Wash-
ington Post:

‘‘Fierce lobbying by powerful cor-
porate groups with considerable sway
among the GOP leadership helped kill
a deal sealed with Republican nego-
tiators early Monday, led by the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce and the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers.
Business leaders have also bankrolled
political ads over the issue that they
disagreed on.’’

That is what happened. We worked to
get this agreement, the special inter-
ests weighed in with the Republican
leadership, and they blew up the deal.
Why? Because big business did not like
a part of the bill that protects the
health and safety of workers from crip-
pling repetitive stress injuries.

So big business said, ‘‘Jump,’’ and
the Republican leadership said, ‘‘How
high?’’ And jump they did. They scut-
tled the bipartisan agreement. They
put the whole investment in education
in serious jeopardy.

The Republican leadership is telling
America’s schoolchildren, ‘‘Wait, be-
cause the special interests must be
served.’’ That is wrong. It is wrong. It
is unfair. It is an affront to the values
of American families, who want their
kids to be able to go to a first-class
school.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, a couple of points. One
is, again, we have in the basic appro-
priation bill that is going through,
that will pass here eventually, the $1.3
billion for construction.

Secondly, it is a 20 percent increase
in education for this year.

I want to look at the history of this
for a moment. This is very important,
because we are only talking about 5
years ago.

The Congress, under Democrat con-
trol, appropriated $100 million for fis-
cal year 1995 for the School Facilities
Infrastructure Improvement Act. But
the President rescinded this, and subse-
quently the program has received no
funding.

Following that rescission of funds for
fiscal year 1995, the President’s fiscal

year 1996 budget request did not in-
clude any money for the Education In-
frastructure Act.

In fact, the Department of Education
budget documents stated: ‘‘The con-
struction and renovation of school fa-
cilities has traditionally been the re-
sponsibility of State and local govern-
ments, financed primarily by local tax-
payers. We are opposed to the creation
of a new Federal grant program for
school construction. No funds are re-
quested for this program in 1996. For
the reasons explained above, the ad-
ministration opposes the creation of a
new Federal grant program for school
construction.’’

That was the last year that the
Democrats had control of the House of
Representatives here, and they refused
to do anything about school construc-
tion in conjunction with the President.

Now that it is a popular issue politi-
cally out there, everyone is talking
about it. I do not have a great problem
with that because I think we should be
doing that, but it is the Republicans
who have led the charge for expending
more money and making sure we are
helping our schools.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I am happy
to yield 15 seconds to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. OWENS).

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I wanted
the gentleman to clarify his remarks
about the President rescinding money
for infrastructure. It was a Republican-
controlled Congress that rescinded the
money. They came in just after that
bill was passed. It was the Senator
from Illinois that led that and got $100
million into the budget, and it was a
Republican-controlled Congress who
rescinded that.
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Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. OLVER), another cham-
pion for excellent education.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to support the
motion to instruct conferees to put our
children’s education first by giving
them modern, safe schools, and smaller
class sizes.

We, as Members of the 106th Congress
from both parties, could not find a
more legitimate, nor a more timely,
use of a proportion of our surplus than
to help our communities build new
schools and equip those schools with
up-to-date technology. All of our public
school kids deserve an equal oppor-
tunity for a good education, including
those who come from communities
with the highest property tax burdens
who therefore cannot afford to build
and repair their schools.

Mr. Speaker, the average age of our
public schools is now 42 years, a third
of them are in bad need of repair or
complete replacement.

As only one example, in my district
in Greenfield, Massachusetts, a town of
20,000 people, the middle school was

closed because the walls were literally
crumbling, threatening the safety of
the students. Now the middle school
students are crammed into the town’s
overcrowded high school which has a
leaking roof.

Mr. Speaker, last week, the majority
passed the flawed $21⁄2 billion school
construction bond program in their tax
bill. In that same bill, they gave $18
billion, seven times as much in a vari-
ety of business tax breaks, including,
of all things, additional tax deduction
for business meals and the repeal of
taxes for producers and marketers of
alcoholic beverages.

Remember the three martini
lunches?

Those are simply wrong priorities.
We should not put tax breaks for busi-
ness ahead of our schools and our chil-
dren’s education.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
accept this motion and thereby im-
prove the Labor-HHS bill.

Mr. Speaker, if, as the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, (Mr. GOODLING) has
said, this issue is all agreed, then bring
the negotiated Labor, Health and Edu-
cation agreement to the floor, and we
will take a long step toward com-
pleting our work.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GOODLING), the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Education and the Workforce, we prob-
ably said this about 10 times, we keep
thinking this is the last time he is
going to be on the floor, but we keep
coming back. This is truly a friend of
education in the United States.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to take a couple of minutes, be-
cause I do not think most people know
what is in the agreement when I sit
here listening to the discussion.

First of all, please do not use the
word construction. We are not talking
about construction at all. The $1.3 bil-
lion has nothing to do with construc-
tion. The $1.3 billion is renovation,
modernization. The whole thing is ren-
ovation and repair, that is what the
$1.3 billion is all about.

Do not get people out there thinking
that somehow or another with $1.3 bil-
lion we are going to do some construc-
tion. Obviously, you cannot construct
two classrooms or three classrooms
with $1.3 billion, so let us make sure we
have our terminology correct.

That construction business they are
talking about over on bond issues and
so on, but not $1.3 billion.

First of all, under the proposal, ev-
erybody understands we are talking
about $1.3 billion. It does not matter
whether you are the White House,
whether you are Republicans or Demo-
crats. It is $1.3 billion.

Under this proposal, we say 75 per-
cent would be allocated to school dis-
tricts for one-time competitive grants
for classroom renovation and repair. A
portion of the funds would be targeted
to high-poverty schools and rural
schools.
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School districts would receive 25 per-

cent of the funds through competitive
grants for use under the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act or
school technology, discretion of the
local agency. It goes out based on title
I formula to the States, and then those
grants go from that point on.

Criteria for awarding renovation
grants to school districts would include
the percentage of school children
counted for title I grants, the need for
renovation, the district’s fiscal capac-
ity to fund renovation repairs without
assistance, a charter schools ability to
access public financing and the dis-
trict’s ability to maintain the facilities
if renovated.

Funds for renovation repair could be
used for emergency repairs for health
and safety, compliance with the Ameri-
cans with Disabilities Act, access and
accommodations provisions for the Re-
habilitation Act, and asbestos. No new
construction would be allowed, except
in connection with Native American
schools. The 25 percent would be dis-
tributed to school districts through
competitive grants.

Under the $25 million, they could use
that for charter school demonstration
projects to determine in public schools
what is the best means for leveraging
the money.

Again, I want to make sure we under-
stand what it is that the Democrats
have agreed to, the Republicans have
agreed to, and the White House has
agreed to.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. PRICE), my distinguished
colleague who will explain that we do
indeed understand what is stated here.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I want to commend the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT),
my colleague, for this motion to in-
struct. On this Labor HHS appropria-
tions bill or on another pending bill, we
must address this issue of school con-
struction. The gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL) and Representative
JOHNSON have offered a very positive
proposal, as has the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. ETHERIDGE), my
colleague, with his particular focus on
high-growth areas.

Mr. Speaker, I come from one of
those high-growth areas, where thou-
sands of students are going to school in
hundreds of trailers, and we have to do
something about it.

Some have portrayed this as some
kind of grab for Federal control; that
could not be more inaccurate. The de-
cision about when and how and if to
build would remain with local authori-
ties, but the Federal Government
would be a partner, using tax credits
for bond holders to lessen the interest
burden on local communities, to
stretch those bond dollars further, and
to relieve pressures on the local prop-
erty tax.

A survey in my district recently
showed that over 90 percent of our stu-
dents grades K through 3 were going to

school in classes of over 18. Almost
one-third of the students were going to
school in classes of 25 or more. We need
to do better than that.

I fully expect us to approve a bond
issue next Tuesday that will help in my
district’s largest county, but we have
to stay with this challenge.

We need to recruit more well-trained
teachers, and we need to build and
modernize school facilities so that
those teachers and their students can
do their best work.

Vote for this motion to instruct. This
Congress should not adjourn before we
have addressed the pressing needs in
our communities for school construc-
tion.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GOODLING), the chairman
of the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, again,
I just want to repeat. We are not talk-
ing about school construction in this
one $1.3 billion so everybody under-
stands that.

But I do want to correct the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO), she made a statement that
it fell apart because of the Repub-
licans. It did not fall apart because of
the Republicans. It did not fall apart
because of the Democrats. It did not
fall apart because of the White House,
although I think the White House may
have known that what they agreed to
was not the language that was written.

As soon as we saw the language, it
was obvious what they thought they
were doing they were not doing, and
that all deals with ergonomics. I am
sure that will be repaired. It was not
Republicans. It was not Democrats. It
is was not the White House. It was the
language.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BACA).

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
thank the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. HOLT) for bringing up this impor-
tant issue of not only construction but
modernization, which we need both. It
is not one issue, but it is both issues. I
think it is important that we look at
it.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to address
this from California’s perspective. By
the year 2003, California will have to
provide more new schools than the en-
tire number of schools that exist in Ne-
braska. This is in the whole State of
Nebraska, California will need more
than the whole State, it will cost ap-
proximately $6 million to provide new
buildings.

Our existing schools need to be mod-
ernized and repaired at a cost of over
$10 million, and 60 percent of our public
schools in California are more than 25
years old.

It is important that we look and put
a high priority in education. Education
is the number one priority. If we do not
invest in education, we are failing
America. We need to invest in our fu-

ture. We need to look at our children
to make sure that we create an atmos-
phere that is good for them. That
means that they have to have the con-
struction in the schools there.

In California, alone, we have more
portable trailers than we do anything
else. When we look at safety, it is im-
portant that we provide a safety envi-
ronment for our children as well. If we
do not have, what is going to happen to
America? We need to invest in edu-
cation. This is the beginning.

We need to invest both in moderniza-
tion and school construction, if we
need to meet the demands of our future
as well. We want to make sure our chil-
dren have an opportunity to learn, an
opportunity and environment that is
conducive like anyone else.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, after the funds for con-
struction or renovation were taken
away in fiscal year 1995—we are talking
about 5 years ago now—the President’s
fiscal year 1996 budget request did not
include any money for the Education
Infrastructure Act.

I think it is important, and I did this
earlier, but I want to put this in, this
is exact quotes from what the Depart-
ment of Education budget documents
stated, this is President Clinton, ‘‘the
construction and renovation of school
facilities has traditionally been the re-
sponsibility of State and local govern-
ments financed primarily by local tax-
payers. We are opposed to the creation
of a new Federal grant program for
school construction. No funds are re-
quested for this program in 1996. For
the reason explained above, the admin-
istration opposes the creation of a new
Federal grant program for school con-
struction.’’

It is now 5 years later the tea leaves
are reading a little differently. People
seem to favor education and all of a
sudden we have a reversal of fortune as
far as school construction is concerned
from the administration and obviously
from some of the people who have spo-
ken here.

Mr. Speaker, I would just say that on
this side of the aisle, we have met the
needs of education from the Federal
point of view, as well as we could, hav-
ing higher percentages of increases, 8.2
percent for the last 5 years versus 6
percent for the 5 years before that
under the Democrats. This year, in par-
ticular, the increase, Mr. Speaker, is 20
percent from last year to this year. It
meets all of the requests as far as con-
struction is concerned of $1.3 billion
that the President has made.

I do not know what the arguments
are, but they are relatively small time
as far as any differences that can be
picked upon that the Republicans have
proposed to try to help with these
problems and the problems of edu-
cation.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WOOLSEY) a champion for
education for all.
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(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given

permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the Holt motion to
instruct on H.R. 4577, because we can-
not expect our children to get a first-
rate education in second-rate and
third-rate school buildings. A recent
GAO study on the condition of Amer-
ica’s schools found that 60 percent of
schools in America need at least one
major repair or they need renovation.

On top of that, and we have said it
today, even though it is not part of
this, on top of repairs and renovation,
we also have a great need for new
schools, in my home State alone, in
California, more than 30,000 additional
classrooms will be needed in the next 8
years.

What is the message that we are
sending our young children, when their
communities boast new, shiny shop-
ping malls and new sports stadiums,
while we tell them that they must try
to learn in overcrowded, crumbling
schools?

This is the time, Mr. Speaker, for us
to show our children that they are ab-
solutely as important as a new mall or
a new stadium.

A vote for the Holt motion is a vote
for this Nation’s most precious re-
source, our children. Our children are
25 percent of our population. Our chil-
dren are 100 percent of the future of our
Nation.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄4
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, I have no doubt that
both sides care about education. I
think that from the bottom of my
heart. But the way we get there is dif-
ferent. My colleagues on the other side
have their interests. We have ours.

When my colleagues on the other side
talk about school construction, for ex-
ample, my colleagues on the other side
want it to fall under Davis-Bacon
which costs 35 percent more. We want
to let the schools keep the money. My
colleagues on the other side want it to
go to the unions.

The only interests that both sides
should have here is the school children,
not the unions. I had a hearing when I
was chairman of the Authorization
Committee, some of my colleagues
were here at that hearing.
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We had 16 people from all over the
country. They said they had the abso-
lute best program in the entire world.
At the end of the hearing, as chairman,
I said; Which one of you have any one
of the other 15 in your district? Of
course, none.

We said that is the whole idea. We
want to send you the money directly to
the school where the parents, the
teachers, the community can make
those decisions on spending education

dollars, not Washington bureaucrats.
That way, you get more effective re-
sults.

In my opinion, that is a lot of the
reason why Head Start and some of the
other education programs do not work.
They are underfunded, because there
are too many other bureaucracies that
eat up the money, and one gets very
little money down to the classroom in
the Federal program.

Federal education spending is only
about 7 percent, yet it ties up a lot of
the money at the local level. We think
that is wrong. So when one talks about
children, we want the money to get
down to children, not the unions, not
the liberal trial lawyers and special
education administrators, not the bu-
reaucracy back here in Washington;
but to children, to teachers, to the
community.

I would say to my colleagues, we care
about education, and I believe you do.
But let us both come together and get
the maximum amount of dollars to the
schools, not the special interests.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, how much
time is remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentleman from New
Jersey has 41⁄4 minutes remaining.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 30 seconds just to address the com-
ment there, because here we go again.
This has been held up. The agreement
has been held up over worker safety.
We have failed to get the minimum
wage.

I have to remind the gentleman from
California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) who just
spoke that Davis and Bacon were two
Republicans who thought that it was
really unfair to have outside workers
come in and, not just undercut wages,
but undercut working standards. That
is what we are trying to preserve here.

As I understood from the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) and
the gentleman from Delaware (Mr.
CASTLE), this was in fact agreed upon.
Davis-Bacon is not the issue here.

Mr. Speaker, I am now pleased to
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from New York (Mr.
OWENS), a member of the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

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

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, there are
two very good academic studies that
have been done that show that Davis-
Bacon does not increase the cost of
schools. In fact, the best schools and
the best buildings are put up by Davis-
Bacon contractors, so much so that the
Fortune 500 corporations have recently
decided that they prefer to hire Davis-
Bacon contractors because they get the
best work done in the final analysis.

We have all kinds of impediments
being thrown in the way of the use of
Federal dollars to solve a basic prob-
lem. In the context of a $230 billion sur-
plus, why are we quibbling about $1.3
billion for school renovations, repair,
construction, whatever one wants to

say? If a coal burning furnace in the
school is removed, are we going to call
that renovation or repair? I do not
care. Let us get the deadly fumes and
the pollution of the coal burning fur-
nace out of the schools.

We have more than 100 schools in
New York that still have coal burning
furnaces. Do we have to have the Fed-
eral Government do this? Obviously we
do since the States are lagging so far
behind. Or perhaps the Federal Govern-
ment can serve as a stimulus, and by
providing some of the money, stimu-
late and embarrass the States and the
local governments into doing far more.

The estimate is that we need about
$320 billion just to take care of infra-
structure needs for the current enroll-
ment, without projecting future enroll-
ment. That is the estimate of the Na-
tional Education Association. One
might say they are a teacher organiza-
tion, they are biased.

Well, the education commissioner re-
cently came up with a statement that
$127 billion is needed. Some years ago,
1994, the General Accounting Office
said we needed $110 billion then.

The need is great. We are going to
improve education. The least we can do
is take care of the highly-visible infra-
structure problems. It does not require
the Federal Government getting in-
volved with decision making. It is a
capital expenditure.

You go in; you give help; you get out.
It is the best way to spend Federal dol-
lars, most efficient way to spend Fed-
eral dollars. Let us do it today.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Florida (Mr. FOLEY).

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, the other
side of the aisle spent a lot of time
talking about two deceased Republican
Members of Congress, Davis and Bacon.
We on this side are talking about the
future of the children of our commu-
nities.

My father taught all his life in public
schools. He retired as a principal. Of-
tentimes he and many of his fellow
educators would tell me, please, get rid
of the burden imposed upon us by the
Federal Government. Let us teach the
kids. Give us the resources to do it.

In this bill we have the resources. We
have spent 20 percent more than last
year on education. Our construction
dollars are identical to what the de-
mands of the minority are. We are
meeting in the middle to try and solve
the problems for children.

The rhetoric should stop. The actions
should start. The children will be able
to learn if we pass this bill without
some of the sentiment attached.

I can just tell my colleagues, going
to classrooms every time I am in Flor-
ida, I find kids eager to learn. Yes, the
conditions are poor. But I was in a
portable in 1973 in high school. I was in
the same conditions then, and that is
when the Democrats ran this place. For
40 years, they ran it; and, finally, edu-
cation is getting better, thanks to the
majority party today.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Each

side has 13⁄4 minutes remaining. The
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT)
has the right to close.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the balance of our time to the distin-
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. GOODLING), chairman of the Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, I have not been able to
make the point, I do not believe, for
the membership of the Congress that
we are not talking about school con-
struction. So I guess I will now address
everyone who is sitting up here and ev-
eryone who might be watching it,
please do not get the idea that we are
talking about school construction.

We are talking about $1.3 billion that
the President asked for for renovation
and repairs, $1.3 billion. That is what
the President asked for. That is what
the Democrat-Republican group on the
Committee on Appropriations said he
gets. That is what those of us who ne-
gotiated how the money goes out said,
here is your $1.3 billion. Renovation
and repair. A done deal.

Let me once again say, under this
proposal $1.3 billion would be distrib-
uted to States under the title I for-
mula, with a set-aside for small States.
Seventy-five percent would be allo-
cated to school districts for one-time
competitive grants for classroom ren-
ovation and repair.

A portion of the funds would be tar-
geted to high-poverty schools and rural
schools. School districts would receive
25 percent of the funds through com-
petitive grants from the State for use
under the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act and school technology.
That is what we have negotiated. That
is what the President has asked for.
That is what everybody has agreed will
happen.

The legislation we are discussing now
has not been sidetracked, as I said be-
fore, because of Republicans. It is side-
tracked because, at midnight or after
midnight, they thought they had lan-
guage that they, the Republicans,
Democrats and the White House,
agreed to in relationship to
ergonomics. They discovered after re-
reading it that it did not do what they
said at all. We now have new language,
hopefully, that will go forward. But it
is a done deal.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to address their com-
ments to the Chair.

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

Mr. Speaker, I think the speakers
here have made it clear why it is nec-
essary to instruct the conferees to de-
part from the Senate amendment,
which denies the President’s request
for dedicated resources for local school
construction and instead broadly ex-
pands block grants.

The other side has said we are plow-
ing the same ground. Any farmer in my
district will tell us that one can plow
ground again and again. Until one
plants, one cannot reap.

We want to make sure that we actu-
ally get some benefits, that the stu-
dents of America can reap the benefits
here. Talk is cheap. We have yet to
have a vote on this. That is why it is
necessary to instruct conferees so we
can bring to the floor legislation that
will take care of the decrepit and
crumbling schools and the pressing
need for construction of new class-
rooms.

We are not here to refight partisan
squabbles of 1995 and 1996 the other side
seems to want to do, about who killed
what and who rescinded what. That is
not the point. The point is that, today,
we have a multi-hundred billion dollar
need in the schools of America to pro-
vide adequate facilities so students can
learn for the 21st century.

That is why it is necessary to in-
struct the conferees to depart from the
Senate language so that we can actu-
ally, not just talk about providing
these facilities for the students of
America, but vote on it and see that it
is done.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today in support of the motion to instruct
Labor–HHS Appropriations Conferees to insist
on dedicating funding for school construction.

Right now, three-quarters of the nation’s
schools need funding to bring their buildings
into a ‘‘good overall condition.’’

Right now, the average age of a public
school building is 42 years, an age when
schools tend to deteriorate.

How can a child learn when she has to
cross a courtyard to get to a temporary trailor
for one of her classes?

How can a child learn when her classes are
held in janitor closets?

How can a child learn when her school
needs emergency repairs?

How can a child learn when her class meets
in a hallway?

How can a child learn when the school is
crumbling around her?

We have an obligation to do something
about this problem. And our children should
not have to wait.

Two hundred and thirty Members of Con-
gress support the Johnson-Rangel school con-
struction measure.

This bipartisan bill helps communities to
modernize their current schools and construct
new facilities so our children will learn in the
finest facilities possible.

Mr. Speaker, it is unconscionable that while
the Republican leadership can’t set aside $25
billion for modernization and construction of
new schools, it has no problem giving $28 bil-
lion in tax breaks to big businesses, HMOs,
and insurance companies.

It is unfortunate that we are at the end of
the appropriations process and the education
priorities are still not taken care of.

Our number one priority must be education.
And school construction funding must happen
this year.

Our children are counting on us.
Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I yield back

the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. HOLT).

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

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I 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. 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 176, nays
183, not voting 73, as follows:

[Roll No. 590]

YEAS—176

Abercrombie
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frost
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey

Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kildee
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Ney

Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Phelps
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quinn
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Stabenow
Stark
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Watt (NC)
Weiner
Weygand
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NAYS—183

Aderholt
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)

Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bliley

Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Bryant
Burr
Burton
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Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chenoweth-Hage
Coble
Coburn
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Ehrlich
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley

Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Manzullo
Martinez
McCrery
McInnis
Metcalf
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Radanovich

Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sanford
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Watkins
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—73

Ackerman
Archer
Bilbray
Bishop
Boehlert
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Chambliss
Clay
Collins
Conyers
Danner
Davis (FL)
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dooley
Dunn
Emerson
Forbes
Ford

Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Gejdenson
Gibbons
Greenwood
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hayes
Hill (MT)
Hinojosa
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Kasich
Kennedy
Kilpatrick
Klink
Lantos
Lazio
Lucas (OK)
McCollum
McIntosh
McKeon

Mica
Mollohan
Neal
Northup
Ose
Peterson (PA)
Pickett
Sabo
Salmon
Saxton
Scarborough
Scott
Shaw
Shays
Spratt
Talent
Turner
Wamp
Waters
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Wexler
Wise

b 1416

Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mrs.
WILSON, Mr. EHLERS, Mrs. ROU-
KEMA, and Mr. PORTMAN changed
their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. NEY changed his vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the motion to instruct was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

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

Stated against:
Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid-

ably detained and missed House rollcall Vote
No. 590. Had I been present, I would have
voted ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. SOUDER. I erroneously voted in favor
of rollcall vote No. 590, the Holt Motion to In-
struct Conferees on H.R. 4577, the Depart-
ments of Labor, Health, and Human Services,
and Education and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act for fiscal year 2001. I intended to
vote ‘‘nay’’ on that rollcall vote.
f

NATIONAL RECORDING
PRESERVATION ACT OF 2000

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 4846) to
establish the National Recording Reg-
istry in the Library of Congress to
maintain and preserve sound record-
ings that are culturally, historically,
or aesthetically significant, and for
other purposes, with Senate amend-
ments thereto, and disagree to the Sen-
ate amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The Clerk read the Senate amend-

ments, as follows:
Senate amendments:
Page 2, line 13, after ‘‘recordings’’ insert

‘‘and collections of sound recordings’’.
Page 2, line 20, after ‘‘recordings’’ insert

‘‘and collections of sound recordings’’.
Page 2, line 23, strike out ‘‘10’’ and insert

‘‘25’’.
Page 3, line 4, after ‘‘recordings’’ insert

‘‘and collections of sound recordings’’.
Page 3, line 10, after ‘‘recording’’ insert ‘‘or

collection of sound recordings’’.
Page 3, line 14, after ‘‘recording’’ insert ‘‘or

collection of sound recordings’’.
Page 3, line 22, after ‘‘recording’’ insert ‘‘or

collection of sound recordings’’.
Page 4, line 11, after ‘‘recording’’ insert ‘‘or

collection of sound recordings’’.
Page 4, line 20, after ‘‘recording’’ insert ‘‘or

collection of sound recordings’’.
Page 4, line 22, strike out ‘‘recording,’’ and

insert ‘‘recording or collection,’’.
Page 6, line 21, after ‘‘access’’ insert ‘‘(in-

cluding electronic access)’’.
Page 11, line 21, after ‘‘TION’’ insert ‘‘OR OR-

GANIZATION’’.
Page 13, line 5, after ‘‘recordings’’ insert

‘‘and collections of sound recordings’’.
Page 14, after line 21, insert:
(c) ENCOURAGING ACCESSIBILITY TO REG-

ISTRY AND OUT OF PRINT RECORDINGS.—The
Board shall encourage the owners of record-
ings and collections of recordings included in
the National Recording Registry and the
owners of out of print recordings to permit
digital access to such recordings through the
National Audio-Visual Conservation Center
at Culpeper, Virginia, in order to reduce the
portion of the Nation’s recorded cultural leg-
acy which is inaccessible to students, edu-
cators, and others, and may suggest such
other measures as it considers reasonable
and appropriate to increase public accessi-
bility to such recordings.

Page 15, after line 7, insert:
SEC. 126. ESTABLISHMENT OF BYLAWS BY LI-

BRARIAN.
The Librarian may establish such bylaws

(consistent with this subtitle) as the Librar-
ian considers appropriate to govern the orga-
nization and operation of the Board, includ-

ing bylaws relating to appointments and re-
movals of members or organizations de-
scribed in section 122(a)(2) which may be re-
quired as a result of changes in the title,
membership, or nature of such organizations
occurring after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

Page 16, after line 18, insert:
SEC. 133. ENCOURAGING ACTIVITIES TO FOCUS

ON RARE AND ENDANGERED RE-
CORDINGS.

Congress encourages the Librarian and the
Board, in carrying out their duties under
this Act, to undertake activities designed to
preserve and bring attention to sound re-
cordings which are rare and sound recordings
and collections of recordings which are in
danger of becoming lost due to deterioration.

Page 16, line 19, strike out ‘‘133’’ and insert
‘‘134’’.

Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘An Act to
establish the National Recording Registry in
the Library of Congress to maintain and pre-
serve sound recordings and collections of
sound recordings that are culturally, histori-
cally, or aesthetically significant, and for
other purposes.’’.

Mr. THOMAS (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate amendments be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman
from California?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there

objection to the original request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

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. WU. Mr. Speaker, I rise to offer
the motion to instruct that I presented
yesterday pursuant to clause 7(c) of
rule XXII.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. WU 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
size in the early grades and instead, broadly
expands the Title VI Education Block Grant
with limited accountability in the use of
funds.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. WU) and the gentleman from
Delaware (Mr. CASTLE) each will be
recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. WU).

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, today I urge the leader-
ship to keep our promise to the Na-
tion’s school children by continuing
the program to reduce class size in the
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early grades. For the past 2 years, this
Congress has provided funds through
the class size reduction initiative to re-
duce class size in the early grades to a
size of students of 18 or less.

I have seen this program work in my
home State of Oregon. At Reedville El-
ementary School in Aloha, Oregon,
there was an extraordinarily large in-
coming class of first graders of 54 stu-
dents. Instead of the two first grade
teachers that they did have, the class
size reduction initiative permitted
Reedville Elementary School to hire an
additional first grade teacher, and be-
cause of this program, working exactly
as intended, Reedville Elementary
School has three classes of 18 first
graders instead of two classes of 27 first
graders. Something similar has been
happening at William Walker Elemen-
tary School in Beaverton, Oregon,
where class size in first grade was re-
duced from an average of 25 to 22. It
would have been reduced more if not
for significant and unexpected popu-
lation growth.

This program is working. It has
worked for the past 2 years. We should
keep our agreement with each other
across this aisle, but, more impor-
tantly, our agreement with the school
children of Oregon and America and
work as hard as we can before this ses-
sion ends to reduce class size in the
early grades.

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

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I do rise in opposition
to the specifics of the motion to in-
struct conferees presented by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Oregon; but
in the principle of what he is saying, I
reach full accord and agreement, and I
think frankly most Members here prob-
ably do and most people involved with
education probably do.

I have been worried about education
for many, many decades now in my
State of Delaware. I have visited all of
the public schools in Delaware at one
time or another. I have been in those
classes, and I have watched what hap-
pens as you get smaller class sizes, par-
ticularly with the younger ages, with
the use of teachers or teacher aides
who can achieve the level of being able
to teach at a teacher’s level, and I have
seen the benefits that come from that.
That is something that we in my State
have done. With legislation we have
mandated, particularly in the lower
class sizes, the lower ages and we think
that has made a difference as far as all
this is concerned.

I think we as Republicans have rec-
ognized that fully in the Congress of
the United States. As a matter of fact,
I think it is very important to point
out, and to me this is the crux of this
whole discussion we are having right
here, and, that is, that what is con-
spicuously absent from this motion to
instruct is language requesting further
increases in education spending.

The Republican Congress has pro-
vided dramatic education spending in-

creases in recent years. In the 5 years
before this, we have increased spending
for education by 8.2 percent a year,
well above the cost of inflation and
well above the 6 percent a year in the
5 years before that when the Demo-
crats were in control of the Congress of
the United States of America. As I
have said in the previous discussion,
the increases for this year in the
Labor-HHS-Education bill for K–12, and
there is no argument with this, there
are arguments with another part of
that bill right now, are 20 percent
which is a dramatic commitment to
education. We in the majority side, of
course, are very proud of that.

That having been said, we need to
deal with this particular issue. Again
we are not dealing with numbers. We
are dealing with flexibility and how
one is going to spend money. We are
willing to expend the money, but we
have indicated that, of the $1.7 billion
request, that three-quarters of it
should go to class size and a quarter of
it should go for teacher training, un-
less you have more than 10 percent who
are not qualified to teach a course, in
which case 100 percent would go for
class size.

Why do it that way? It is very sim-
ple, Mr. Speaker. As you go across the
United States of America, you are
going to find that there are 15,000
school districts with over a million
classrooms. You are going to find class-
rooms that have a large number of stu-
dents in them, with good teachers, who
have the ability to handle those chil-
dren and teach them well. You are
going to find other circumstances in
which you have a classroom with some-
body who could be a good teacher but
needs some sort of training in order to
become better. You are going to have a
variety of situations with teachers and
aides where they are able to make it
all come together and teach kids as
well as possible, all driving at the pur-
pose of the motion to instruct con-
ferees, that is, to reduce class size but,
more importantly, to make sure that
we are teaching those children as well
as we possibly can.

We say give them that flexibility,
give them some flexibility in some in-
stances to be able to train teachers
better. There are too many teachers,
frankly, who are teaching courses for
which they are ill prepared. Perhaps
they did not study that as a sub-
stantive course when they prepared to
be a teacher; perhaps they just do not
have the knowledge. Perhaps they do
not have teaching skills. We say that
we need to address that.

But that is not what is really impor-
tant. What is important is we are say-
ing, Let’s put some flexibility into the
program. The decision should not be
made here in Washington at the De-
partment of Education or at the White
House. It should be made back in Or-
egon, Delaware, Pennsylvania, or wher-
ever it may be, or done in the various
towns and school districts within our
States as they make the decision as to

what is in the best interests of those
children for their education.

Those are the differences. The dif-
ferences are not great, but they are im-
portant and they are distinguishable
differences. I happen to believe the
flexibility side of it is the side which is
right. Obviously, the gentleman from
Oregon feels differently; but my view is
that we have put the money in, we
have provided the necessary flexibility,
we are trying to help with more teach-
ers and help teachers prepare better. If
we do that, then we have taken the
right steps to help all of our children
with their education.

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

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
1 minute.

I thank the gentleman from Dela-
ware. The gentleman must recall that
we worked closely together on the Edu-
cation Flexibility Partnership Act. We
both believe in flexibility. We both be-
lieve in local control. In the funding
for the class size reduction program,
last year we negotiated additional
flexibility for the use of these funds.
We negotiated an increase in flexibility
in using the funds for teacher training
from 15 percent going up to 25 percent.

I must point out to the gentleman
that local school authorities are using
only 8 percent of those funds for teach-
er training. The rest they are using for
class size reduction as was originally
intended. The gentleman and I share
our interest in flexibility. However, it
appears to me that local school au-
thorities are using the funds for class
size reduction the way that we think
they would.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to
the distinguished gentlewoman from
Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the motion offered by
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. WU).
Every parent wants to send their child
to a public school with the best quali-
fied teachers, high standards that chal-
lenge students, and that provides the
kind of discipline that our youngsters
need. That means an investment in
teacher training, a commitment to
turning around failing schools and
helping schools with the cost of special
education, helping school districts
build and modernize 6,000 crumbling
schools.

But at the center of every quality
school are high-quality teachers. There
is a serious teacher shortage on the ho-
rizon. Class sizes are already exploding,
making it more difficult for teachers
to reach every student and to be able
to inspire them. Studies clearly show
that reducing class size makes a tre-
mendous difference. By keeping class
size down, classrooms can become
again a place of learning, of discipline,
where teachers can teach and children
can learn.

This is not about numbers. It is
about an educational environment. We
ought to be able to do that for Amer-
ica’s families and for America’s chil-
dren.
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Despite what my colleagues say on

the other side of the aisle, this issue is
not settled and that is for one specific
reason: the Republican leadership of
this House went back on their word.
They wrecked a bipartisan agreement
that would have made this investment
in schools. And they did it all because
of an issue that was totally unrelated
to education, but an issue that the spe-
cial interests could not abide. So the
Republican leadership faced the choice.
They could side with public school chil-
dren or they could side with the special
interests. The choice that they made
speaks volumes about their priorities
and their values. They stood with the
special interests.

Let me quote the Washington Post
today: ‘‘Fierce lobbying by powerful
corporate groups with considerable
sway among the GOP leadership helped
kill a deal sealed with Republican ne-
gotiators early Monday, led by the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce and the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers.’’

They stood with the special interests.
That is why we are here today. That is
why we are fighting to make this edu-
cation investment happen. We cannot
trust the Republican leadership to keep
their word and invest in schools unless
we keep their feet to the fire. We have
got to speak up for America’s public
schools, to make sure that the voices
of America’s public schools and the
children that rely on them are heard in
this House. Ninety percent of our
youngsters are in public schools today.
We should not be here for the special
interests, but because of America’s
children.

Pass this motion. Let us do some-
thing positive for America’s children
and for America’s families today. That
is what our values dictate that we do
in this body.

b 1430

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
distinguished gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GOODLING), 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, as I
said at the beginning of the last discus-
sion on school renovation, how lucky
people are if they did not get to see it
on Saturday, they now get to see the
same production on the same stage
today. They get to see it twice in a
couple of days. The only difference is
that the leading players were leading
ladies on Saturday. Today the leading
players are leading men. That is the
only difference in the debate and the
discussion.

Of course, again, we are talking
about something that is already a done
deal. Last year, we tried to make it
very clear to the President that every-
body understands that class size reduc-
tion in early grades is very, very im-
portant if, if there is a quality teacher

to put in the classroom. I could not get
him to talk about quality, but I am so
happy that the last year and a half
that is all he has been talking about.
So I made some progress.

When we were negotiating last year,
fortunately one of the largest school
districts of the newspaper that covers
that area had the entire front page
said, parents, do you understand that
50 percent of the teachers that are
teaching your children are not quali-
fied? So every time I would talk about
flexibility, I would open this up. We
were not talking about flexibility to do
anything you want under the sun. We
were saying, wait a minute. If they
have 50 percent of unqualified teachers
in that classroom now, should we not
be allowing them to use some of this;
perhaps they have some potentially
very good teachers, that, with some ad-
ditional instruction, some additional
help, could make a first class teacher?
Of course, what happened? The first
group of teachers hired under this pro-
gram, over 30 percent were not quali-
fied, and the tragedy was that they
went right into those same school dis-
tricts where they already had 20, 30, 40
and 50 percent unqualified teachers.
That is exactly what I knew would hap-
pen. We should have taken a lesson
from Governor Wilson. He pushed the
same issue, but he did not have the
flexibility in it.

So what happened? In Los Angeles,
they hired 30 some percent of totally
unqualified teachers. When a new class-
room is created, it has to have someone
in that classroom. So they had to hire
unqualified teachers.

Fortunately, we got our message
through last year. We negotiated in
good faith. We got our flexibility to
make sure that if potentially there
were good teachers, there was an op-
portunity to make them real quality
teachers. There is no substitute, after
the parent, for a quality teacher in the
classroom. I do not care whether it is a
marble building, whatever it is. It is
the quality teacher in the classroom.

Mrs. Yost had to teach all of us in
one building, 100-year-old building I
might mention. She had to teach all
the special needs children. She had to
teach everybody. She had to teach all
four grades, but she was an outstanding
quality teacher and she could do that.

So what we negotiated last year,
what we got, was that there has to be
the flexibility. What we have already
negotiated again this year is exactly
what we got last year, and, therefore,
it is a done deal. So we are here, again
as I said before, maybe in Oregon they
are not on lunch break yet, but I do not
know why we are going through this
same procedure that we went through
on Saturday. I said all we did was
change the leading characters. I said
that to two of the ladies that were the
leading characters on Saturday and
they said well, we thought we would
give the men a chance today. So I
guess that is what it is all about.

We want reduced class size if there is
a class quality teacher to put in that

classroom. The biggest job we are
going to have from now until I do not
know when is getting quality teachers
in the center-city America and quality
teachers into rural America. I do not
know the answer to that. We have tried
to give all sorts of monetary benefits.
We will reduce their loan if they will
just commit to going there and teach-
ing. It has not worked. We have tried
to have alternative certification, but
we do not have anything to do with
certification.

So if we get someone that wants to
change their career in the middle of
their lives, they are not going to go
back and take 30 credits in pedology. I
do not blame them. I have had 90 of
them. That is enough for a lifetime.
You are going to have to find some way
to get quality teachers in center-city
America and rural America. We have
not come up with that solution.

As I have mentioned many times, it
used to be easy because we had the
brightest and best women who had two
choices. They could be a teacher or
they could be a nurse if they wanted to
be a professional. That is gone forever
and, therefore, getting teachers in
areas that are quality teachers is very
difficult.

This great idea that we will have na-
tional certification, what does that do
for center-city America? It does noth-
ing. It does nothing, because where do
they go? They go where they are sure
that they will have an opportunity to
teach as they want to teach.

So, again, we are going through an
exercise today, as we went through on
Saturday, which is an exercise in futil-
ity. It has already been negotiated. It
is exactly the same as last year, which
makes everybody happy because now
we are talking about a quality teacher
in the classroom. Do not reduce the
class from 23 to 18 and put somebody in
that classroom that does not know how
to teach and does not have the quali-
fications to teach, because I will guar-
antee that the only thing that will
have been done is spare five other peo-
ple from being in a classroom where
there is not a quality teacher.

So let us quit playing the games. Let
us get on with the business. It is nego-
tiated. It is there. It is the same as last
year. It gives us the flexibility we say
one positively has to have if they are
going to get quality teachers in class-
rooms. That should be our whole em-
phasis: Quality, quality, quality.

I sat there for 20 years and all I ever
heard was, if we just had another $5 bil-
lion, if we could just cover another
100,000 children, then all the problems
would go away.

Nobody ever asked, are we covering
them with quality or are we covering
them with mediocrity? In many in-
stances we were covering them with
mediocrity. That is a tragedy. The dis-
advantaged under title I are still dis-
advantaged. We have not closed the
achievement gap at all. We have to
have a quality teacher in a classroom
and then reduce class size. Do not put
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the cart before the horse. Do not try to
eliminate the flexibility to try to make
existing teachers who are in that work-
force now anything other than better
teachers. That is what we should be
doing. That is what we agreed to do,
and, therefore, as I said, it is a done
deal, same as last year; and again hope-
fully, we will not make the mistake we
made the first year, because the first
year 30 percent of all of those who were
hired had no qualifications whatsoever
and tragically went into the very class-
rooms in center-city America where
the very best teacher was needed. That
was a real tragedy. We cannot let that
happen.

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to agree
with the distinguished chairman on
one issue, and that is I agree with the
chairman and with the Bard that we
are but players temporarily on this
stage, but it is not so for the children
of America. For each day that passes in
their school year we never get that day
back. We never get a day back when we
miss a day of quality education, and
that is what makes this debate abso-
lutely crucial.

I disagree with the distinguished
chairman on two important issues.
This is not exactly the same as last
year. The dollar amounts are different.
There is a one-third increase in this
bill for the class size reduction pro-
gram; and, in addition, the chairman’s
concern about qualified teachers is ad-
dressed because there is a requirement
this year for 100 percent qualification
for the teachers hired under this pro-
gram.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Oregon (Ms.
HOOLEY).

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I would like to thank my friend and
colleague, the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. WU), for bringing this important
issue to the attention of the Congress.

As a former teacher, Mr. Speaker, I
rise in strong support of the class size
reduction program. There is over-
whelming data to demonstrate the sin-
gle most significant factor in boosting
academic achievement in the class-
room is the presence of a fully quali-
fied teacher in smaller classrooms, and
in conjunction with high standards.

What this means is that we can
search out the very best teachers in
the country. We can send them through
top-of-the-line training programs. We
can give them the latest technology
and textbooks, but if we do not do
something to reduce the size of the
classrooms, particularly in kinder-
garten through third grade, which ex-
ceeds over 30 students in many of our
schools, we will not be giving our chil-
dren the education they deserve.

In the 1999/2000 act, due to the class
size reduction program, schools in my
district received the following: 17 new
first grade teachers; 14 new second
grade teachers; 12 new third grade
teachers; and 3 new teachers for other

grades. When I visit with school admin-
istrators, when I visit with parents,
when I visit with teachers, they like
this program. They say it works.

This is a program that makes a dif-
ference in their schools. Altogether,
this program has helped our Nation’s
schools hire 29,000 highly qualified new
teachers. If we eliminate this program,
we not only jeopardize the gains we
have made but we will prevent schools
from hiring additional 20,000 qualified
teachers to serve over 2.9 million chil-
dren.

As the end of this session draws near,
hopefully it draws near, this is a pro-
gram that we cannot let fall through
the cracks. We talked this session a lot
about having a surplus. We need to use
that surplus to pay down the debt. We
need to use that surplus to shore up So-
cial Security and Medicare. We need to
use that surplus for reasonable tax
cuts, but we need to use that surplus to
continue the investment in our chil-
dren.

I urge my colleagues to support this
motion.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GOODLING), the chairman
of the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to repeat one more time, there is
no argument about whether reducing
class size is good in early grades if
there is a quality teacher to put in the
classroom. Everybody agrees to that. I
did that 30 years ago as a super-
intendent of schools. I did not come to
Washington and ask to do that. I went
to my school board and asked to do
that, and they agreed. I hope no one on
that side was somehow or another say-
ing these qualifications were put in be-
cause somebody on that side or some-
body down at the White House wanted
to do it. The qualification issue was
forced upon the administration, and I
was one of the leading enforcers, and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
GEORGE MILLER) helped me, I might
also say, when the Secretary came up
to enlist his support last year. He said
he was tired of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) beating
us up over the issue of quality.

Again, let me remind everyone that
this year’s negotiation is even better,
because last year we said if there was
more than 10 percent unqualified
teachers 100 percent of the money
could be used to improve the quality of
the teachers in the force, if the State
was an ed-flex State. The White House
agreed with us. We will remove the ed-
flex State business so all of those cen-
ter cities now have an opportunity, as
a matter of fact, to use their money to
improve the quality of teachers in
their classrooms.

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I might consume, to say
that the chairman and I share a pas-
sion for flexibility at the local level.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. CROW-
LEY).

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. WU)
for yielding me such time.

Mr. Speaker, I do not doubt for one
minute the commitment by my col-
leagues and the Chair on the other side
of the aisle for 1 minute his dedication
towards helping reduce class sizes
throughout this country.

I just want to talk about the effects
that it had on New York City. For the
bill that was passed last year, the 1999/
2000 act, New York City received $61
million in Federal class size reduction
funds. In addition, the city received
some $49 million in State funds to help
reduce the size of classes as well. The
State and Federal funds created 950
new smaller classes in grades K
through 3 with an average of about 20
students in each class. New classes
were created in 530 of the district’s 675
schools; remarkable usage of that Fed-
eral and State dollars.

The Independent Education Prior-
ities Board recently completed a study,
and the study revealed, among im-
provements reported, results were that
noticeable; declines in the number of
disciplinary referrals; improved teach-
er morale; a focus on prevention rather
than remediation; and higher levels in
classroom participation by students.
This is really working, and we want to
see that continue.

I understand this may have taken
place on Saturday, the debate as well
again, and once again we find ourselves
in the same act being repeated, but we
had an agreement. The conferees met.
The conference report was signed, and
the leadership, the GOP leadership,
killed that deal, making a mockery, in
my opinion, of the conferee process. So
if this is a show, if this is a ploy, the
Republican leadership has created it.

I suppose we will take this play on
the road. We will take this play off
Broadway and on the road back to our
districts, and I guess on Tuesday the
people will decide who was right and
who was wrong.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI), a
senior member of the Committee on
Education and the Workforce in the
House of Representatives.

b 1445

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE)
for yielding me this time.

I rise in opposition to the motion be-
cause it is a step backwards as far as
flexibility is concerned for local school
districts, and that is very important.

The legislation that we are basically
talking about increases funding for
schools and for hiring teachers and for
teacher training, and that carries for-
ward a pattern that we have seen under
the chairmanship of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) dur-
ing the last 6 years in this committee.
He has constantly talked to us, as we
have heard here this afternoon, about
the importance of having quality in
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education; and he has not just talked
about it, he is the point man in nego-
tiations over a number of budgets and
has actually managed to get signifi-
cant flexibility in these programs.

What is the difference? Well, let me
just give my colleagues an example. If
one happens to represent a relatively
rural area or an area with a small
school district, without the efforts of
the chairman of this committee in ne-
gotiations, one would get nothing out
of this program, because half the
school districts in the country, their
share of the money we are talking
about would be less than the salary of
one teacher. Because of the flexibility
that the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. GOODLING) negotiated a year ago
in the budget, if we do not get enough
money under this Federal program to
hire even one teacher, then one gets
the money for teacher training and up-
grading, and one can participate in this
program. That is half the school dis-
tricts in the United States.

He also fought repeatedly to try to
have as much of the funds we are talk-
ing about in this program to be able to
be used not just to hire bodies, but to
assure quality, by teacher training and
a variety of other approaches, and that
is important. In the real world, the
area that I represent, I visit a lot of
schools and, by the way, in our State,
school construction is going forward at
a very great pace because of changes in
the way the State aid program works.
And the new schools, of course, are
much different than the older schools.
We have electricity, not just a couple
of lights, but wired all the way
through, and the kids are going to be
learning with computers and personal
computers as an aid from early grades
on in the next few years. The whole
configuration of the school and how it
works changes.

Also, we are in our communities try-
ing to get much more parental and
community involvement in education.
I was just recently at a school district
dedication where there was, in addition
to the classrooms, a senior citizens
center. Why? Because they wanted to
have a separate entrance for the senior
citizens and then the doors open so
that seniors could be honorary grand-
parents to young kids and read with
them and have them as friends. We
have had a family crisis in our country.
We have many families with just one
parent and that person having to work,
and what is to happen to the little kid?
There is no one taking an interest in
them.

So trying to do things like this
makes a lot of sense, and just a one-
size-fits-all that does not provide flexi-
bility would miss opportunities in the
areas I represent and all across the
country. So I hope my colleagues will
listen to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GOODLING) and not support
the motion.

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume to point
out that on a bipartisan basis we

passed that flexibility. We all believe
in that flexibility. The gentleman from
Delaware and the chairman share that
perspective, as do most of my col-
leagues on this side of the aisle.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I want
to acknowledge the leadership of the
gentleman from Portland, Oregon (Mr.
WU), not only on this important mo-
tion, but on his work throughout this
session of Congress on behalf of school-
children and teachers in the Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force. It has been very important not
only to Oregon, but it has certainly
been important to the children that I
represent down in central Texas.

Mr. Speaker, as I was sitting here
last night of, at all times, on Hal-
loween evening, amidst the colossal
mismanagement of this Congress that
has continued throughout the last 2
years, I could not help but think that
perhaps this House was haunted,
haunted by the ghost of Newt Gingrich,
or perhaps it is only that the extremist
spirit that we faced throughout his
leadership never really left the House.

The program that we debate today is
patterned after the program that Newt
Gingrich and his extremists fought
back at the time that they were shut-
ting the government down and incon-
veniencing people across this country.
At that time they opposed our pro-
posed 100,000 federally financed cops on
the streets of America. I think that
this COPS program has worked.

But if we were to replay the argu-
ments of those who opposed that pro-
gram, our Republican colleagues, they
would sound very much like the argu-
ments that we have just heard against
the gentleman’s very insightful, intel-
ligent, and important motion. At the
time of the last Republican govern-
ment shutdown, they were saying, ‘‘oh,
let us just give the States all the
money and let them run it through
their bureaucracy.’’ They were saying,
‘‘well, maybe there will not be enough
qualified people out there to work in
our neighborhoods and help us deter
and reduce crime’’; and they fought us
through two, three sessions of this Con-
gress against the 100,000 Cops on the
streets of America, until they were fi-
nally convinced by the people of Amer-
ica, that this was a rather good Federal
initiative.

I can tell my colleagues that in Trav-
is County, in the center of Texas, we
have over 200 additional law enforce-
ment officers in our neighborhoods,
protecting our families and our busi-
nesses as a result of the COPS pro-
gram. This 100,000 teacher program
that the gentleman from Oregon is sup-
porting takes exactly the same ap-
proach, and it is already beginning to
work. Last session, over the objections
of the Republican leadership, we got
additional teachers into the classrooms
specifying that that was going to be a
specific purpose of our appropriations

bill for education. At the beginning of
this current school year, with my
school superintendent there in Austin,
Texas, I went out at that happy time
when new teachers and parents and
kids were sharing the excitement of a
new school year. There to greet those
students in Travis County, Texas, were
72 new teachers employed as a result of
this classroom size reduction initia-
tive. Not one of them would have been
funded had the Republicans prevailed
during the last session.

What we are saying through this mo-
tion is, it works, just like our COPS
program. Let us support new, well
qualified teachers, so that classes will
be of a size where they can maintain
discipline and can work in creative
ways with these young minds. There is
substantial evidence that if we have
smaller classroom sizes, our students
can benefit. So we say through this
motion, let us do something construc-
tive to back up local efforts, not to
interfere with them, give them the
flexibility that they need, but back
them up in their efforts to improve the
quality of education.

Mr. Speaker, as we review this Re-
publican Congress, we have to say that,
with reference to this motion and so
many others, that the words that come
to mind are failure and flop and fiasco.
Unfortunately, the report card for the
performance of this Republican leader-
ship is pretty much straight Fs. In con-
trast, the approach that the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. WU) has suggested is
an enlightened one that can really help
improve the quality of education for
young people in the center of Texas, in
Oregon, and across this country.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON), an-
other strong member of the House
Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

I do not know who is enlightening
whom, but I would like to say a few
things. This motion, while superfluous
really, and I think the gentleman real-
ly knows that, and based on some of
his own statements I think he realizes
it is, it does give me a chance to come
down and jog everyone’s memory. Be-
cause of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GOODLING), the chairman of
your committee and mine, last year,
when the President’s plan for 100,000
teachers was the focal point of the de-
bate on the budget, it was our chair-
man who convinced the President that
there are not 100,000 certified in-field
teachers who are not working, and that
if we gave the option to certify some of
those that were already teaching and
were not certified by use of some of the
funds, and the flexibility to do it, then
we could not only reduce classroom
size, but we could also enlighten stu-
dents by having better qualified exist-
ing teachers.

Last week, in our hearing in the
Committee on Education and the
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Workforce when asked the question,
are there 100,000 certified in-field
teachers to be hired, Secretary Riley
said, no, there are not. Because he
knows that as well, and he acknowl-
edged the need for training.

Another enlightening statement, and
it has not been mentioned yet, and we
all deserve credit. Let us get out of this
finger-pointing. This one issue we pret-
ty much agree on except when facts are
manufactured. But the fact of the mat-
ter is that under title I of this year,
66,002 title I teachers are being hired
with Federal money, and 107,000 para-
professionals, that is notwithstanding
the 100,000 teachers and class size re-
duction.

For someone to say that our Con-
gress is a fiasco, that our leadership is
not responding, I do not see it. In fact,
the truth of the matter is, and I know
the gentleman’s intentions are well in-
tended, and I know the gentleman
cares, and I know in his opening state-
ment he said Oregon has already bene-
fited, Oregon has already benefited be-
cause last year this Chairman and your
President agreed we ought to train
them and hire them and they did in Or-
egon get more teachers. And this year,
it has already been agreed to, though
yet to be signed, a portion that deals
with classroom size reduction is better
in money, as the gentleman said, than
last year’s. The truth of the matter is,
the unintended consequence of this res-
olution would be less qualified teachers
in America’s public schools, because it
would take the flexibility to use 25 per-
cent of the money to train noncertified
teachers who are already in the class-
room, and I know the gentleman does
not mean that to happen, and I would
never accuse him of intending for it to
happen.

But, Mr. Speaker, why do we not for
once agree that we have made major
steps in education. We have followed a
leader. We have responded to a Presi-
dent. And in the end, America’s class-
rooms are less crowded in K through 3.
Teachers who were not certified are
being certified and/or gone and Georgia
and Pennsylvania are better off for it.

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Mrs. JONES).

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to thank the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. WU), my freshman
colleague. It has been a great first
term for us, and I have had a great
time working with him.

Mr. Speaker, to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON), my good friend,
the only thing I can say to the gen-
tleman is that consider this: a less
qualified teacher with a smaller class
is better than a less qualified teacher
with too many children. That is just
basic mathematics. But the gentleman
was being revealing in his statements
and enlightening.

I am fortunate to have a brand-new
young staff member on my staff, and
she just completed a year of teaching
in elementary school, and she wrote

this statement for me. Her name is
Beverly Smith, and she said, a teacher
told this story: imagine throwing a
birthday party for your child and 25 of
his or her 7-year-old classmates de-
cided to come. You have hats, a full-
service amusement center, and the par-
ents will pick the children up in just 2
hours. Now, imagine those same kids,
for 7 hours in a classroom with one
teacher. Let us face it. It is difficult to
learn to be an innovative and inquisi-
tive thinker in a class of 25 or more
students. In fact, with 25 students, the
teacher may never even get the chance
to ask every student a question.

We need smaller class sizes. This is
what Beverly Smith says. Otherwise,
the students shut down, the teachers
burn out, and we find ourselves back at
square one. We want to provide quality
education for each and every student,
not just the chosen ones, not just the
privileged ones. We want every student
to get quality attention in education
every day.
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See, that is what class size reduction
is all about. It is about giving students
the opportunity to practice the skills
they need to succeed, not only today
but also in the future.

I am thankful for Beverly Smith, and
I am thankful for the dedication of her
and all the other teachers who work in
classrooms. Let us give them some sup-
port. Reduce the class size. Help them
to get better qualified and help our Na-
tion.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to just sort
of review where we started all this, be-
cause sometimes I think we get a little
beyond where we really have com-
menced and where we are going.

Basically, the request in terms of
dollars to go to teachers is the same in
terms of what is in the bill, what the
minority is requesting, as what we
have provided at $1.7 billion. As a mat-
ter of fact, we have agreed on this side
that 75 percent of that money should
go to the class size issue which they
are mentioning.

So basically we are arguing over the
other 25 percent, and the question is,
should that 100 percent go to class size
or should it go to teacher training to
help with quality.

Obviously, I come down on the side of
more flexibility. A little bit later,
when I have a little more time, I am
going to talk about that.

I would like to talk about Mrs. Buck-
les for a moment. I had her in seventh
grade. She taught us diagraming in
seventh grade. I am surprised I sur-
vived all that.

I can tell the Members, the woman
could teach brilliantly, as a matter of
fact. I learned something about the
construction of a sentence, which I re-
member to this day because of her abil-
ity to teach. I do not think it would
have made any difference if there were
five people in that classroom or 100

people in that classroom, she had the
ability to get our attention, the ability
to enforce discipline, the ability to
process the work that was there. Ev-
erybody in that classroom learned dra-
matically as a result of being in there
with Mrs. Buckles. A good teacher can
do that.

I have also visited elementary
schools in Wilmington, Delaware, and
other parts of Delaware where I have
seen teachers I thought needed extra
assistance in terms of what they are
doing, and perhaps needed another
teacher to help reduce class size, or a
teacher aide.

I think we need to provide those
teachers the inspiration, the edu-
cational experience, the training, per-
haps the quality experience, whatever
it may be in order to improve their
teaching.

Frankly, where we lose a lot of
teachers is in their first or second year
of teaching. In fact, maybe the young
lady who has gone to work for the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio is in that capac-
ity. We lose them because they do not
necessarily have the proper training.
That is where the greatest percentage
of teachers is lost. We need to retain
them, as well.

That is why I beseech everybody here
to get behind the concept of having
some flexibility on these particular
dollars which we are talking about. I
hope we can come to an agreement at
some point on it.

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to just
point out to the gentleman from Dela-
ware that in fiscal year 1999 funding,
school districts, local educational au-
thorities, used only 8 percent of the al-
locations under this fund for personal
development and teacher training.

We upped that amount from 15 per-
cent to 25 percent, but the evidence
from the flexibility that we have grant-
ed local education authorities is that
we have lots of flexibility under this
program because they are not using
anything close to the 15 or the 25 per-
cent of the monies that they can for
teacher training under this program.

I must further add that the reason
why we are here today, this is not an
exercise in futility. This is not a dry
fire exercise. The reason why we are
here today is because the passage of
each and every day means the loss of
an opportunity to make a difference in
a child’s life.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
OWENS), my colleague on the Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force.

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

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, we have a
problem of a failure of vision, a failure
to understand that every time the word
‘‘flexibility’’ is used, it is used in a way
which says that there is a limited pot
of money here. We want to squeeze it
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in as many ways as possible. We want
to give the flexibility to the people
who have neglected the priority in the
first place.

The State governments have ne-
glected the priority. The local edu-
cation agencies either have neglected
the priority or they do not have the
funds. We have only a few basic initia-
tives being undertaken by the Federal
government.

The initiative is based on a recogni-
tion of the need. There is a need for
smaller class sizes. There is clear re-
search that has proven that smaller
class sizes are very effective. The class
size of the class my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE),
went to when he was young did not
have any 32 youngsters in it, I can as-
sure the Members.

There is a clear need for a focus in
this area. There is a clear need for a
focus on school repair, innovation, and
construction, as we were talking about
before.

The American voters have made it
quite clear that they understand the
need. They have the common sense to
see that we need more government as-
sistance in education, and underneath
that, they have pinpointed certain
areas where the need is.

Instead of my Republican colleagues,
the Republican majority, recognizing
that we should approach the problem
comprehensively, with a comprehen-
sive plan, where we have additional
money for teacher development, profes-
sional development, as well as money
to reduce class sizes, they want to seize
upon the fact that here is an initiative
that is moving, it has the approval of
the populace out there, it is popular;
therefore, let us strangle it and wrestle
it until we get something out of it that
we can use for some other purpose: We
can hand money to the Governors, or
hand money to the local elected offi-
cials.

Let us have an additional amount of
money for professional development.
Mr. Speaker, let us have a comprehen-
sive approach: more money for profes-
sional development, more money for
certification of teachers, more money
for the recruitment of teachers, more
money for undergrads.

We have a major crisis underway al-
ready. We need many more teachers.
We need numerous incentive programs.
Across-the-board, we should recognize
the need to move to take care of our
brain power needs in America. Our
brain power needs are overwhelming.
With our nickel-and-dime approach,
squeezing each program, trying to get
flexibility, trying to use the same
money in two or three different ways,
that is not appropriate. We need a
brain power approach which requires
that the Committee on Education and
the Workforce have the courage and vi-
sion to take a comprehensive approach.

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 min-
utes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI), a senior member of
the Committee on Appropriations.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I want to join those
who have commended the gentleman
for his leadership on the education
issue so important to our country.

I would also like to commend the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GOODLING). This may be the last debate
on education, one never knows.

I listened with great interest to the
gentleman’s comments earlier about
all of the good provisions that were in
the Labor-HHS appropriations bill, and
now bemoan the fact that the Repub-
lican leadership has walked away from
all the good things that the gentleman
says are in there.

Of course, I think it is important for
us to do everything in our power to
help equip our children with the tools
necessary for them to reach their self-
fulfillment. It is in their personal in-
terest, as well as in the competitive-
ness of our great country, to have an
educated work force.

That is why it is so sad to see the Re-
publican leadership walk away from
the Labor-HHS bill that was negotiated
by chairmen, respective chairmen in
the House and Senate, on this bill.

If it is, as the gentleman says, as the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GOODLING) and others on the majority
have said, that it contains all of these
great provisions, why squander all of
that just to pander to the needs of the
extreme in the business community
that does not want to have workplace
safety for so many millions of Ameri-
cans who are susceptible to repetitive
stress injuries?

I want to get back to the professional
development that the gentleman from
New York (Mr. OWENS) talked about.
He has been a champion over the years
on this, as well.

The research that is contained in this
very bill, the funding for the National
Institutes of Health and the institutes
within that that study how children
learn, tells us that children learn bet-
ter in smaller classes. Indeed, they do
better in smaller schools.

We cannot have smaller classes and
smaller schools without school con-
struction. We talked about that in the
previous motion to instruct.

The motion of the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. WU) addresses the need for
more teachers. If we are going to have
the smaller classes that the scientists
tell us help children learn better and
thrive better and succeed, then it is
necessary, of course, to have more
teachers, better trained, and have the
professional development that is nec-
essary.

The $1.7 billion that was in the bill is
a good start. It goes a long way. Then
we see the need that this very science
describes that we in this body fund,
that we support, and then, what, turn
away from it because the business com-
munity did not like chapter and verse
of an agreement reached in good faith
by Republicans and Democrats in a bi-
partisan way on the Labor-HHS appro-
priations bill?

So again, I always say the same
thing: The children can hear us. They
hear us when we speak, especially when
we speak about them. Let us not send
them a mixed message that education
is important, but we do not want to
spend the money on it to help them
reach their fulfillment. Education is
fulfillment, it is important, except if
the business community does not like
some other comma or semicolon in the
bill.

I urge my colleagues to support the
gentleman’s motion to instruct.

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 min-
utes to the distinguished gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS), my
colleague on the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

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

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
motion of the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. WU). I congratulate and thank
him for his tireless efforts in his first
term on behalf of the principle of re-
ducing class sizes. I think his motion
correctly understands a problem that
we do have and a tradition that we
should have.

I certainly respect the judgment of
local school districts. I admire those
who serve on school boards and who
work in the school districts. I also un-
derstand, though, that there is an un-
fortunate tradition of growing redun-
dant administrative staffs in local
school districts. There is an unfortu-
nate tradition of diverting resources
away from direct instruction to the
education bureaucracy at the local
level.

That is why I am very reluctant to
change this administration’s emphasis
from targeted dollars for class size re-
duction to a more flexible discre-
tionary block grant that I believe
would not serve the purposes that I be-
lieve we all seek to serve.

The tradition that we ought to keep
is a tradition of some decisions at the
national level for national purposes.
We should make a national decision at
the national level to favor smaller
class sizes, particularly in the primary
grades, in order to enhance reading
skills and other skills for students.

Mr. Speaker, when we passed the
100,000 police, we did not give every
mayor in the country a block grant
and say, ‘‘Go out and try to reduce
crime.’’ We instructed the local gov-
ernments to hire more police officers,
and it worked.

When we passed a water resources
bill in this House, we did not go to the
local elected officials and say, ‘‘Which
flooding problems or drainage problems
do you have? Figure out how to solve
them, and here is some money.’’ We
say, ‘‘build this dam’’ or ‘‘dredge this
river’’ or ‘‘solve a certain problem.’’

We should not substitute our judg-
ment for those of local elected people,
but we should not abdicate our right
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and responsibility to make certain cru-
cial judgments for the commonwealth
of a nation.

I think the motion of the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. WU) reflects one of
those judgments. I urge its adoption.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GOODLING), chairman of
the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

First of all, I want to make sure ev-
erybody understands there is no discre-
tionary block grant. We are not talk-
ing about any discretionary block
grant. There is not such in what we
have negotiated.

What we have negotiated is the same
as what we negotiated last year. The
reason we were able to negotiate it last
year is because the President under-
stood, after experience, that I was
right. When he discovered that 30 per-
cent of the first group were not quali-
fied and went into areas where they al-
ready had 30, 40, 50 percent unqualified
teachers, he realized that was a mis-
take.

So all we said last year, and say this
year, is that if there are some teachers
who have potential, please use some of
the money to make sure that they be-
come quality teachers.

I am so glad to hear that everybody
has accepted the idea of flexibility.
Boy, I will tell new members on the
committee, for 20 years in the minority
I could not even get the gentleman’s
side to put the word in the American
dictionary, or any dictionary, as a
matter of fact.

But again, the public is probably
wondering, what is it they are dis-
cussing? They are talking about 100,000
teachers. Do they not realize there are
16,000 public school districts? Do they
not realize there are 1 million class-
rooms? That is just a spit in the ocean.

Well, it is a spit in the ocean, but it
is the right spit, because it will go to
rural America. It will go to center city
America, where the problem is the
greatest, trying to attract quality
teachers.

But again, I just heard down in the
well one more time how wonderful it is
to have 18 in a classroom. I do not
know where the 18 came from. All the
research would indicate if we cannot
get down to 12 or 13, we are probably
not making much difference.

However, what the gentlewoman
should have said was if there are 23 in
the classroom and the teacher is quali-
fied, please do not take my five young-
sters in order to bring that down to 18,
and put them into some classroom
where the teacher is not qualified.
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Any parent wants their child to be in
a classroom where the teacher is fully
qualified enthused and dedicated.

Again, let us not talk about the Re-
publican leadership bringing this to an

end, that is not what it is all about.
When we are negotiating at midnight
and 1 o’clock and 2 o’clock in the
morning and we do not have everybody
there that we should to look at lan-
guage, all three sides thought that
they negotiated the same thing, then
they read the language and discovered,
as a matter of fact, that is not what
they negotiated at all.

Now we are on the business of trying
to make sure that what all three sides
think they agreed to is written in such
a manner that that is what it says, and
my colleagues would not want it to be
any other way.

Again, let me remind everyone what
we are doing this year is what the
White House agreed to last year, to
make sure that we talk about quality
in every classroom; that we do not try
to put somebody in a classroom that is
unqualified just to reduce the class
size; that, as a matter of fact, we try to
find some way, some way to get quali-
fied teachers into center-city America
and rural America, a difficult job my
colleagues will have to solve after I am
gone.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Let me start, Mr. Speaker, by just
pointing out what the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING), the
chairman of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce has stated
again, which has already been stated
several times. We are not talking about
a difference in money here at all. The
$1.75 billion is in the Labor, HHS Edu-
cation bill. It is a controversial bill,
but not about that sum of money, I
think we all know that, that sum of
money will survive all of this.

As a matter of fact, 75 percent of it
will be used for the exact purpose that
is talked about in the motion to in-
struct conferees offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. WU), the re-
duction of class size and a balance to
be used for teacher training.

This is not a block grant situation,
but the balance will be used for teacher
training. So we are talking about a
minor degree of flexibility.

Here is what I would ask everybody
to do, maybe there are some people lis-
tening in their offices and they have a
moment to do this before they vote on
this or on the Labor, HHS bill, but to
call their Governors up, I do not care if
they are Republicans or Democrats,
and ask them about this. Ask them if
they want it mandated that they have
to use all this money to hire teachers
or if they could have some flexibility
to use some of the money for teacher
training.

Mr. Speaker, I would be willing to
wager a small bet, if you will, that 100
percent of those answers would be give
us whatever flexibility you can in order
to use that money so we can accommo-
date our State and our local school dis-
tricts as best we can.

Mr. Speaker, at a recent committee
hearing, I asked Secretary Riley, who,
of course, is a former Governor, if he

would prefer to have some measure of
flexibility in the use of Federal funding
which, as my colleagues will recall, it
accounts for about 6 percent of all Fed-
eral spending, and he was unresponsive
to that. But I would point out that the
one issue I know of that all of the Gov-
ernors got behind in the last couple of
years and that has been referred to by
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. WU),
too, is the Education Flexibility Part-
nership Act, which I think speaks vol-
umes about flexibility in this area, it is
called Ed Flex.

We did get it passed. We all agreed to
it in every way we possibly could. So
my judgment is that we are talking
about flexibility. We are talking about
giving us the opportunity to be able to
spend money properly.

Let me finally just say this, and I
will quote, ‘‘we can reduce the edu-
cation gap between rich and poor stu-
dents by giving schools greater flexi-
bility to spend money in ways they
think most effective, like reducing
class sizes in early grades.’’ They are
also those who support, and again I
quote, ‘‘granting expanded decision-
making powers at the school level, em-
powering principals, teachers and par-
ents with increased flexibility in edu-
cating our children,’’ and that ends the
quote.

We have fought a lot about this, but
it is interesting to note that those
quotes that I just gave my colleagues
are two principles which can be found
on page 86 of then Governor Bill Clin-
ton and Senator AL GORE’s book Put-
ting People First.

I think we can all agree that edu-
cation flexibility is what is needed
here. Twenty-five percent of this
money is for choice of the district.
They can use it all for class size reduc-
tion if they want. They even have that
option as well.

Let us give them the flexibility; and
I politely say that, because I respect
what the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
WU) is trying to do. But I would urge
all of us to turn down the motion to in-
struct conferees to give the flexibility
to the States to improve education for
all of our children.

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

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the facts are sometimes
inconvenient. Facts can be somewhat
inconvenient. We have been hearing
that there is no difference between
what would happen if we did not pass
this motion and what would be hap-
pening under last year’s appropriations
and next year’s appropriations. That is
absolutely not true. That is absolutely
not true.

Class size reduction program, a 30
percent increase, that would not hap-
pen if we go home under a continuing
resolution as is currently proposed.
Next, school renovation, school renova-
tion, there will be no school renovation
money if we go home under a con-
tinuing resolution as is currently pro-
posed.
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Next, 21st century community learn-

ing centers offering families a safe
place and their children to learn, there
is 100 percent increase in funding for
21st century community learning cen-
ters that would not occur if we go
home without this next new appropria-
tion completely done.

Eisenhower Professional Develop-
ment grants, a two-thirds increase for
the Eisenhower grants.

Finally, Pell Grants, a $500 increase
in Pell Grants, that would not occur,
not occur if we go home under a con-
tinuing resolution, rather than getting
the work of the House done.

Why have we not been getting the
work of the House done? We did reach
agreement on all of these education
issues, but the deal was broken. I no-
ticed this motion on Sunday, with an
intent to bring it up on Monday, but we
had an agreement as of Sunday night.

Because powerful special interests
called into the Republican leadership,
and I do not fault the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Chairman GOODLING)
and I do not fault the gentleman from
Delaware (Mr. CASTLE) for this, but be-
cause telephone calls were made, that
deal to increase education funding, to
increase Pell Grants, to increase 21st
center learning centers, to increase
teachers, to reduce class size, that deal
was broken.

In my congressional district, I com-
missioned a study on class size, only 6.4
percent of students in my congres-
sional district are in class sizes of 18 or
fewer. The other students, the other 94
percent of Oregon’s students in the 1st
Congressional District are equally split
between class sizes of 19 to 24 students,
or 25 or more.

More devastatingly, in Clackamas
County, almost 50 percent of students
in kindergarten through third grade
are in class sizes of 25 or more.

In Multnomah County, Portland, the
percentage of students in grades K
through 3 in classes of 25 or more is
also at almost 50 percent. In Wash-
ington County, it is more than one-
third of the students. In Yamhill Coun-
ty, it is almost one-third of the stu-
dents.

This is a program which makes a dif-
ference. I saw it. I visit schools all the
time, as my colleagues do. At Reedville
Elementary School in Aloha, it worked
exactly as intended by adding only one
additional first grade teacher, it
brought the average class size down
from 27 students to 18 students.

Mr. Speaker, with all due respect, the
studies do show that when we bring
class size down from 27 to 18, it makes
a measurable difference which lasts
over the years. The SAGE study from
Wisconsin demonstrates that, the
STAR study from Tennessee dem-
onstrates that, and even the program
in California, which has been very dif-
ficult to measure, indicates that in the
third grade, there are measurable dif-
ferences.

But the fact is this: This class size
initiative makes a difference. I have

seen it make a difference. I have seen
it cut class size from 27 to 18, but it is
not being done today, because powerful
interests called the leaders of this
Chamber.

I want the students of America to
have the same access to leadership as
these powerful interests.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). Without ob-
jection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. WU).

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

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, I 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. 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 168, nays
170, not voting 94, as follows:

[Roll No. 591]

YEAS—168

Abercrombie
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Brady (PA)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frost
Gephardt
Gonzalez

Gordon
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
Lampson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge

Mink
Moakley
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Napolitano
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Price (NC)
Quinn
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Snyder
Stabenow
Stenholm
Strickland
Sweeney
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)

Velazquez
Visclosky
Watt (NC)

Weiner
Woolsey
Wu

Wynn

NAYS—170

Aderholt
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilirakis
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chenoweth-Hage
Coble
Coburn
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Everett
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman

Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Granger
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Isakson
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kelly
Kingston
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Martinez
McCrery
McInnis
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Petri
Pickering
Pitts

Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sanford
Saxton
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Watkins
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—94

Ackerman
Archer
Barr
Bilbray
Bishop
Bliley
Boehlert
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Calvert
Campbell
Cannon
Chambliss
Collins
Conyers
Danner
Davis (FL)
Deal
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dooley
Dunn
Emerson
English
Ewing
Forbes
Fowler
Frank (MA)

Franks (NJ)
Gejdenson
Graham
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hayes
Hill (MT)
Hinojosa
Hyde
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
Kasich
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Klink
Knollenberg
LaFalce
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Lazio
McCollum
McIntosh
McKeon
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Mollohan
Murtha

Neal
Ney
Ose
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Salmon
Scarborough
Schaffer
Scott
Shaw
Shays
Sisisky
Spratt
Stark
Stupak
Talent
Tancredo
Turner
Wamp
Waters
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
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Messrs. SHIMKUS, RILEY, EHLERS,
and TAYLOR of Mississippi changed
their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So the motion to instruct was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Mr. Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed
without amendment a joint resolution
of the House of the following title:

H.J. Res. 122. Joint resolution making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 2001, and for other purposes.

f

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to inquire of the majority the
schedule for today and the remainder
of the week.

Mr. Speaker, I inquire of the major-
ity, whomever may want to respond,
about the schedule. Members are con-
fused with respect to when we will fin-
ish today, if we will finish today, if we
will meet on Friday and Thursday, or
on the weekend.

We would like to know on our side of
the aisle, and I imagine Members on
their side of the aisle would like to
know, as well. If there is someone over
there who could apprise us where we
are in terms of the schedule, we would
appreciate it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from California (Mr. THOMAS) if he
could help us with the schedule for
today and the remainder of the week.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, my un-
derstanding is that we are here to-
night, that we have a functional CR for
tomorrow and that that will be good
until Thursday. So clearly, we will be
here tonight, we will work all day
Thursday, and we may very well be
here on Friday.

My understanding is that the House
will convene at 6 p.m. tomorrow, and
we will continue to work.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, can the
gentleman tell me whether he antici-
pates the Committee on Appropriations
meeting on the Labor, HHS bill and if
there will be any other conferences
meeting?

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I will tell
the gentleman that the answer to that
question probably lies more on his side
of the aisle than ours.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, our people
are ready. They are right here.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, we are
ready.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman tell us the room number and
we will be there. In fact, we will even
bring the coffee, the pizza, the pop,
whatever they want.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I will tell
the gentleman, as we move forward to-
night, I will try to get that room num-
ber for him and we will continue to
work the rest of the evening. We will
be here tomorrow convening at 6 p.m.,
and we will work through Thursday
evening and possibly into Friday morn-
ing.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague for his comments. May I
ask him one other question.

The gentleman said possibly into
Thursday or Friday or Saturday. That
is not clear yet, I anticipate, whether
we are going to work the weekend. Is
that correct?

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I say to
the gentleman, all things are possible
if we only believe. That will be deter-
mined, I assume, as we continue our
work schedule. As the gentleman
knows, we have been functioning with
1-day CR’s, and it has been difficult to
predict beyond the 1 day.

I have provided information which I
believe the leadership would back up
all the way through tomorrow to mid-
night or perhaps slightly beyond. That
is stretching the 1-day CR to more
than 1 day. And then we will make de-
cisions after that.

One day at a time I believe was the
request that the President had made,
and we have been following that.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I wonder if
the gentleman from California (Mr.
THOMAS) could answer this question:
Could he tell us what legislation is ex-
pected to be on the floor yet today and
what legislation is expected to be on
the floor tomorrow?

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I will tell
the gentleman that I do appreciate the
attention I am receiving and that I
could run off a list of legislation for
him if that would make him feel more
comfortable; but, frankly, it would not
be worth squat right now.

We believe that WRDA will be up.
That is something that was sent over
to us by the Senate. And we believe, if
we could move forward on that piece of
legislation as we have done on a daily
basis that that would be a continuing
and significant step forward.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. BONIOR)
will continue to yield, does the gen-
tleman expect WRDA to be up today or
tomorrow after 6.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, our belief
is it will be up at the latest tomorrow
after 6.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, since my un-
derstanding is that the House is not
going into session until 6 o’clock to-
morrow, how can it be up before 6
o’clock?

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I said at
the latest 6 o’clock. That means 6
o’clock may very well be the time at
which it comes up or later.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, does the
gentleman mean the earliest?

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman prefers ‘‘earliest,’’ I will say
‘‘earliest.’’

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, no, that is
what I thought the dictionary said.

If I could say to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. BONIOR), it is obvious to
me that there is no game plan which
the majority wishes to disclose to the
minority at this time.

Good luck and Godspeed. May they
find one before the day is over.

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

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I would
ask the gentleman from California (Mr.
THOMAS) that, if we do not reach any
agreement, will some method be ar-
ranged so that we will have the oppor-
tunity to go home to vote on Tuesday?

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I will tell
the gentleman, that functions under a
24-hour continuing resolution and the
answer to the question of the gen-
tleman will probably work its way to
the surface sometime over the next 24
hours.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, but it is
his present thinking and that of, for
lack of a better word, the leadership
that we could be working here until
the election?

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, well, I
understand we are here on the 24-hour
continuing resolution at the request of
the President; and if there is any other
suggested work schedule, maybe he can
telephone us from California or send us
an e-mail from California to let us
know we could be doing something
else.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, the
President is trying desperately hard
not to close down the Government and
this is why he is signing these resolu-
tions.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I will tell
the gentleman, if he is searching for
the Government in Kentucky and in
California, he could find quite a bit of
it right here in Washington, D.C.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, well,
since he is the President of all of these
United States and the leader of the free
world, I think that we should give him
some flexibility.

But I want to thank the gentleman
for his concise answers.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I will tell
the gentleman that the problem with
the flexibility is that the taxpayers are
funding the need to pass the CR and
take it to wherever he happens to be. It
would certainly be a more convenient
procedure if he were at 1600 Pennsyl-
vania Avenue so we could operate on a
daily basis.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I cannot
begin to tell my colleague how thank-
ful we are for how helpful he has been
to us this evening.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, we are
here to serve.
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CONTINUATION OF SUDAN EMER-

GENCY—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 106–307)

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington) laid before
the House the following message from
the President of the United States;
which was read and, together with the
accompanying papers, without objec-
tion, referred to the Committee on
International Relations and ordered to
be printed:

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

gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides
for the automatic termination of a na-
tional emergency unless, prior to the
anniversary date of its declaration the
President publishes in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmits to the Congress a
notice stating that the emergency is to
continue in effect beyond the anniver-
sary date. In accordance with this pro-
vision, I have sent the enclosed notice,
stating that the Sudan emergency is to
continue in effect beyond November 3,
2000, to the Federal Register for publica-
tion.

The crisis between the United States
and Sudan that led to the declaration
on November 3, 1997, of a national
emergency has not been resolved. The
Government of Sudan has continued its
activities hostile to United States in-
terests. Such Sudanese actions and
policies pose a continuing unusual and
extraordinary threat to the national
security and foreign policy of the
United States. For these reasons, I
have determined that it is necessary to
maintain in force the broad authorities
necessary to apply economic pressure
on the Government of Sudan.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, October 31, 2000.
f

b 1600

CONDEMNING THE HARSH
TREATMENT OF EDMOND POPE

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

Mr. WALDEN of Oregon. Mr. Speak-
er, it saddens me that my speeches on
the floor condemning the harsh treat-
ment of Edmond Pope have become all
too regular. Mr. Pope, an American
businessman being held in Russia on
charges of espionage, has been in pris-
on now for 213 days.

I learned yesterday that during his
trial, apparently Mr. Pope’s jailers dis-
covered he was doubled over in pain un-
able to continue the trial. Other re-
ports suggest he collapsed after return-
ing to his prison cell. What do they ex-
pect, Mr. Speaker? Six months into his
imprisonment, he has not been seen by
anyone but the prison doctor despite
his frail health and history of cancer. If
this prison doctor is as qualified to
practice medicine as Ed’s captors are
to deliver justice, we have reason to
fear for his health.

Ed Pope has been held in unspeakable
conditions in a Russian prison courtesy
of a government that simply cannot let
go of its legacy of human rights abuses.
While we do not yet know the nature of
his illness, he is obviously very sick.

I am absolutely outraged over the
barbaric treatment Ed Pope continues
to receive. He must be released imme-
diately, Mr. Speaker. At a minimum he
deserves the basic human right of being
able to get appropriate medical care
and an English-speaking doctor to re-
view the results.

f

LEGISLATIVE LIMBO

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

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, we just had
an exchange on the floor where the mi-
nority whip asked some questions
about what the schedule was. I was try-
ing to get clarification as well because
I understand we are here on a daily CR
at the behest of the President, who
suggested we stay here on a 24-hour
basis to get our work done. Now in the
last 12 hours, I understand Mr.
DASCHLE and Mr. GEPHARDT met with
Mr. Podesta from the White House and
suggested that we have a 14-day CR
that has been taken up by the Senate
and passed and the Senate has left
town.

Now, we did not negotiate that. We
did not request it. We did not ask for
it. We are here working, and we will
continue to work. But I would like
somebody to come to the floor today
and make the point whether in fact Mr.
GEPHARDT and others negotiated a 14-
day CR with Mr. LOTT, the majority
leader on the Senate side, so we can
figure out are we working this week-
end, are we going to do the people’s
work, or are we taking a 14-day break
to campaign on behalf of the minority.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). 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.

f

GOVERNOR BUSH MISSES MARK
ON COUNTRY PROSPERITY

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

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, in a few
days a great fiscal debate will be de-
cided by the people of this country. Be-
fore they make that decision, we need
to focus on some of the statements of
the Governor of Texas as he tells us
about his fiscal plan.

Mr. Speaker, we are told by the Gov-
ernor of Texas that every American
who pays taxes deserves tax relief and

will get tax relief under his plan. The
facts are clearly otherwise and the
Governor of Texas knows better. He
knows that under his plan some 15 mil-
lion Americans who pay FICA tax and
have it taken from their wages every
day are going to get not a penny of tax
relief while at the same time the Gov-
ernor of Texas will provide nearly half
his total tax relief package to those
who already are in the best-off 1 per-
cent of American families. Not one
penny for those taxpayers who work in
nursing homes, who clean our buildings
and who wash our cars; yet hundreds of
billions of dollars for the wealthiest 1
percent.

We are told, also, by the Governor of
Texas, and I think he does this for po-
litical reasons, that policy here in
Washington is not in any way respon-
sible for our current prosperity. Now, I
can understand why his consultants,
his political consultants, would tell
him to try to argue to the American
people that the last 8 years of the Clin-
ton-Gore administration is just a coin-
cidence with our 8 years of economic
prosperity. But in doing so, he lays the
foundation for very dangerous policies.
You see, Mr. Speaker, if fiscal responsi-
bility here in Washington did not lead
to prosperity in the country, then we
are free here in Washington to be as
fiscally irresponsible as we like with-
out eliminating or curtailing that pros-
perity.

The fact is that while the lion’s share
of the credit goes to the hard-working
American people and their ingenuity
and their dedication, they were work-
ing hard and they were showing inge-
nuity back in the late 1980s and early
1990s, and this country was not pros-
perous because we did not have the fis-
cal responsibility brought to this town
by the Clinton-Gore administration.

When the Governor of Texas tells us
that what government does does not
matter, then he lays the foundation for
the fiscally irresponsible tax cuts that
we cannot afford.

Finally, the Governor of Texas
claims that he will provide over 10
years only $223 billion of tax relief to
the wealthiest 1 percent of Americans.
He reaches this through what can only
be called false fiscal facts and fuzzy fig-
ures. He does this by ignoring his
promise, often repeated, to repeal the
estate tax. When he repeals the estate
tax, which he has promised to do, then
the wealthiest 1 percent of Americans
will receive over $700 billion every dec-
ade in tax relief. The effect then is to
provide nearly half the tax relief to the
wealthiest 1 percent and to provide
them with more tax relief than the
total the Governor of Texas would have
us spend on health care, shoring up
Medicare, providing a greater level of
readiness for our military forces, and
improving our educational system.
More for 1 percent than for those four
top national priorities.

Mr. Speaker, the choice before Amer-
ica is clear. On the one hand, we can
improve our schools, strengthen our
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military, provide a prescription drug
benefit under Medicare, safeguard So-
cial Security, pay off the national debt,
and provide for continued prosperity;
or on the other hand, we can opt for
nearly $700 billion, probably over $700
billion just for the wealthiest 1 per-
cent. I know that we have got to make
a responsible decision. I hope when we
do so, we recognize that choosing a
President is not a popularity contest.
It is, rather, choosing a plan by which
the economy of this country will be
managed over the next 4 years.
f

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

PRESCRIPTION DRUGS

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, beginning
on April 12, for the 21 weeks that the House
has been in session, I have read 22 letters
from MI seniors who desperately need help
with their high prescription drug costs.

In that time, I have been pushing consist-
ently for prescription drug coverage under
Medicare. Our time is nearly up, and we still
have not passed this important legislation.

Looking back through the 22 letters that I
have read on the House floor, I am reminded
of why it is so important to modernize Medi-
care and provide prescription drug coverage
for seniors. I would like to share excerpts from
these letters to remind my colleagues why we
must enact a Medicare prescription drug ben-
efit.

From Mary Hudson of Fenton: ‘‘Last sum-
mer, I went to a doctor . . . and was given a
prescription costing $44—which I got filled.
But the other was $90—which I would not [fill].
Who can afford these prices and pay other
bills too?’’

From Ethel Corn of Marquette: ‘‘Here is our
prescription bill for what we can afford—and
you can see I don’t get all of mine.’’

Jackie Billion of Lansing: ‘‘Quite often I have
to decide whether I get some of my prescrip-
tions or eat. I hope and pray that seniors will
receive prescription coverage.’’

From Louise Jarnac of Cheboygan: ‘‘The
last time I got my prescription it was $99.99
. . . this time it was $103.49. Most of the time
I can’t afford it and go without until I can get
it again.’’
f

BUDGET BATTLE CONTINUES

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, it is 4:12
p.m., the House has finished its regular
business for the day, the government
does not yet have a budget for the fis-
cal year which began 1 month ago
today, and no meetings are scheduled.

When the Republican leader who
stood up on that side to represent the
schedule to us on the minority earlier
was asked, okay, where are we negoti-
ating?, he said, well, he would try and
get back to us with a room number on
that. That was after they attempted to
castigate this side, castigate the Presi-
dent and others for not negotiating in
good faith. They have not, and they, of
course, control all the space around
here, scheduled a room.

Why have they not scheduled a room?
Because they have no intention of con-
tinuing negotiations. We are limping
along day to day because the majority
failed to get its work done. They did
not have a budget for the fiscal year
which began on October 1. We have
gone through a series of continuing
resolutions. I believe today was the
11th.

Now, there was one little ray of hope
on Monday. They negotiated all week-
end. Everybody designated their hit-
ters to go into the room. And they
came to an agreement. They toasted
that agreement. They left the room.
The White House negotiators went
back to the White House and the Presi-
dent said good for you. He stood behind
what they did. The Senate negotiators
went back to the Senate and their lead-
ers, both sides of the aisle, stood be-
hind them and said good for you. The
Democratic negotiators came back to
our side of the aisle and we said, Didn’t
think you could get it done. Good for
you. But then in the strangest turn of
events, the Republicans, the Repub-
lican leadership, pulled the rug out
from the people that they sent in as
their designated hitters to negotiate.

Now they are saying, Well, the Presi-
dent wasn’t in the room. Of course the
President was not in the room. The
President does not sit down for endless
hours working on details on legislative
bills. That is our job. And we got the
job done. But then you, because of the
phone calls from the National Associa-
tion of Manufacturers, the U.S. Cham-
ber of Commerce and other very, very
powerful special interest groups who
are funding huge television campaigns
right now on behalf of the majority and
on behalf of the majority’s candidate
for President and against members of
the minority said, No. No, you can’t
have that agreement. They stood up,
saluted and said, okay.

It would have provided for additional
workplace health and safety for Amer-
ican workers. Hundreds of thousands of
workers who are injured every year
would have benefited from that legisla-
tion and the financial and political
masters of the majority on that side
told them they could not do that. They
were the only people to renege on the
deal. Republicans in the Senate stood
behind it, the President stood behind
it, the Democrats in the House and in
the Senate stood behind it; but no, the
Republican leadership in the House
killed the deal. And now they are pre-
tending they want to work, but they
have no discussions set. They do not
even have a room scheduled.

This is really kind of a sad com-
mentary at this ending of a Congress. I
really think that we could do with a
little bit of honesty around here. If
they do not want to negotiate, if they
just want to stay in town to make
some kind of a bizarre point, then they
should just be honest about it. Do not
pretend. Do not go off on this stuff
about, Oh, the President’s not in the
room. You know that no President sits
down to discuss legislative details. But
when they sent a hitter there, someone
to go as a designated person to nego-
tiate, this President stood behind his
person. You did not stand behind your
negotiators. Guess what? The Speaker
was not in the room. The gentleman
who killed the bill, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY), the majority whip,
was not in the room. The majority
leader, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY), was not in the room.

We could have that argument all day
long. Oh, your leader wasn’t in the
room. Oh, your President wasn’t in the
room. That is not what is going on
here. The real shots are being called
not over there with the leadership but
with their funders, the people who are
funding their campaigns. They call the
real shots and they jerked the rug out
so we do not have a deal. And it is not
going to happen before the election be-
cause they cannot risk offending those
people before the election.

So let us just admit that. Let us have
the majority admit to that instead of
continuing this farce and these false
accusations.
f

ON IDEA FULL FUNDING
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. MORAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
as our conferees deliberate the appro-
priations for the Department of Labor,
Health and Human Services and Edu-
cation, I would like to take this oppor-
tunity to urge and insist upon the
highest level of funding possible for
special education State grants.

November 29 of this year celebrates
the 25th anniversary of the enactment
of IDEA. For almost a quarter of a cen-
tury now, the Federal Government has
assisted in the education of our chil-
dren with disabilities and for almost
that same quarter of a century, the
Federal Government has failed to meet
its obligations.

A Kansas school on average uses 20
percent of its budget for special edu-
cation purposes. Schools in my area of
Kansas cannot afford to put one-fifth of
their entire budget into special edu-
cation. This year Kansas schools will
spend $454 million in meeting the Fed-
eral special education mandate. Of this
total, only $38 million, about 8 percent,
will come from the Federal Govern-
ment despite our previous commitment
25 years ago of a 40 percent commit-
ment.

In my previous service as a member
of the Kansas Senate, we struggled
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each and every year to adequately fund
the education of students in our State.
In actual dollars if special education
were actually funded at that 40 per-
cent, Kansas would receive $181 million
from the Federal Government. This
means $143 million in Kansas State and
local education funds would be avail-
able for other educational needs.

These numbers make it clear that
special education costs consume edu-
cation budgets of State and local
school districts. Schools are not main-
tained properly, teachers do not get
hired, and classroom materials do not
get purchased. Our schools are not ask-
ing for new Federal programs. They are
asking for the Federal Government to
pay its share of special education costs
so that other funds can be freed up for
maintaining buildings, hiring teachers
and buying classroom materials.

Congress has made significant
progress in recent years to increase
Federal funding for special education.
In my 4 years as a Member of Congress,
we have increased IDEA State grants
from $3 billion to $5 billion. That is a 67
percent increase in just 3 years.

b 1615

We still have a long way to go. For
far too long, the Federal Government
has mandated this program without
paying its share. Today let us make
the commitment to change all that and
support full funding of IDEA.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BRADY) is recognized for 5 minutes.

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

f

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

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

f

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

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

f

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

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

f

GAO STUDY ON RUSSIAN TRANSI-
TION TO MODERN ECONOMY IS
DISPIRITING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, in June of
1998, the Committee on Banking and
Financial Services held a series of
hearings on financial instability
around the world, including Russia,
whose economy was soon to be dev-
astated by the collapse of its domestic
bond market and a devaluation of the
ruble.

Afterward, I asked the General Ac-
counting Office to conduct a study of
the effectiveness of U.S. and other
western assistance in facilitating Rus-
sia’s transition from a failed Com-
munist-style command economy to a
modern market economy. The commit-
tee’s ranking member, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAFALCE), joined
me in that request.

The GAO has now completed its
works and the findings are disturbing,
indeed dispiriting. Between 1992 and
September of 1998, the United States
and the West, including the Inter-
national Monetary Fund, the World
Bank and the European Bank for Re-
construction and Development, pro-
vided some $66 billion in assistance to
Russia, not counting food aid, trade
credits and debt rollovers. Of this, the
United States contributed $2.3 billion
in bilateral grants under the Freedom
Support Act to address humanitarian
needs and support economic and de-
mocratization reform. According to the
GAO report which was issued today, far
from putting post-Communist era Rus-
sia on a course of prosperity and sta-
bility, these funds were largely wasted.
Russia’s economic decline has been
more severe and its recovery slower
than anticipated, the GAO report
notes. Progress toward reaching broad
program goals have been limited.

The assistance was, in fact, worse
than wasted. Because donors lacked
clear strategy and coordination, as the
GAO observes, the money which was
virtually thrown at Russia contributed
to the spread of a culture of corruption
and the concentration of some of the
country’s most valuable economic as-
sets in the hands of a handful of
oligarchs who operate on the margin
of, if not altogether outside, the law.

These politically powerful economic
groups have had little interest in re-
form. Thus, to a significant degree,
western aid programs were not only in-
effective; they provided fuel to groups
that opposed reform.

Consider the Russian banking sys-
tem. Donors recognized that an effi-
cient and competitive financial system
was a basic need if the economy was to
prosper. To this day, however, 8 years
after the collapse of Communism and
the break-up of the Soviet Union, Rus-
sia does not have a banking system
worthy of the name. There are more
than 1,000 banks in Russia, but their
total assets are only about $65 billion,
the level of a mid-size provincial bank
in the United States.

This is because the Russian public
does not trust their own banking insti-

tutions. Most of these banks, particu-
larly the small ones, exist as money
laundering platforms to help their cli-
ents evade taxes, duties and other legal
requirements, and to spirit capital to
overseas havens. More than $100 billion
has fled the country, and some esti-
mates place the amount much higher.

The GAO analysis released today un-
derscores an unfortunate but inescap-
able conclusion: The United States and
the West missed one of the great for-
eign policy opportunities of this cen-
tury, to bring Russia into the Western
family of nations, politically as well as
economically. Despite the aid, Russia’s
economic decline was among the most
severe and its recovery among the
most limited among transition coun-
tries in Eastern Europe and the former
Soviet Union. Many Russians have con-
cluded that the West deliberately im-
poverished their country. Today only
37 percent of the Russian people have a
favorable view of the United States,
down from some 70 percent in 1993.

Among the key findings of the GAO
report are:

One, that the U.S. and the West
failed to object strongly to the corrupt
loans for shares privatization scheme
that consolidated the business empires
of Russia’s oligarchs.

Two, Russia’s primary motivation of
borrowing from the IMF was less to
stabilize and reform its economy than
to become eligible for debt relief from
the United States and other creditor
countries through the Paris Club.

Three, the IMF was pressured by key
shareholders to support new loans for
Russia in 1994 and 1996 in an effort to
demonstrate U.S. and Western political
support for President Yeltsin.

Four, despite compelling evidence of
an absence of the rule of law and mas-
sive governance challenges, explicit
anti-corruption efforts have rep-
resented a relatively small share of
international assistance to Russia.

And lastly, little or no progress has
been made in strengthening Russia’s
banking and financial system.

The recent rise in world oil and com-
modity prices has improved the trade
balance of Russia, but continuing cap-
ital flight indicates major legal re-
forms have yet to occur. As a result,
the business climate in Russia is still
unfavorable. In a recent strategy re-
view, the EBRD concluded, severe
weakness in the rule of law continues
to undermine investment. The power of
vested interest to hold back critical re-
forms must be effectively checked.
Standards of corporate governance
need to be strengthened. Without de-
monstrable progress in these areas,
Russia’s impressive recovery is not sus-
tainable.

Despite these failures and frustra-
tions, the U.S. cannot afford to remain
uninvolved with Russia. Stretching
across 11 time zones, twice the distance
from New York to Honolulu, almost
halfway around the world, Russia is a
country without which no serious
international issue can be resolved.
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In recent years, some progress has

been made in nuclear weapons reduc-
tion and security; and in April, Russia
finally ratified the START II agree-
ment. But many other problems re-
main. Among them is Russia’s decision
to build nuclear reactors in Iran and
transfer missile technology to that
country.

In this context, the recent revela-
tions that the U.S. and Russia had en-
tered into a secret agreement to allow
Moscow to continue arms to Iran are
especially troubling. It would appear
that the Clinton-Gore administration,
in its relations with Russia, chose to
abandon the principles of progressive
diplomacy established at the beginning
of the century by Woodrow Wilson in
his demand for open covenants, openly
arrived at.

The still secret Gore-Chernomyrdin
agreement not only flouted law, but
also failed to safeguard our national in-
terest and security. In what amounted
to an inverted arms-for-hostage deal,
U.S. policy was, in effect, taken hos-
tage by a Russian arms strategy de-
signed to destabilize the Middle East.

The agreement’s apparent purpose
was to facilitate a Russian aid policy
that resulted in the squandering of
American tax dollars for the benefit of
a kleptocratic elite, rather than the
Russian people.

The legitimization of Russian arms
sales in defiance of law is hardly in the
interest of a safer world. The naivete of
this approach is matched only by the
perfidiousness of its execution.

From an American perspective, it
would appear that one of the purposes
of the Gore-Chernomyrdin Commission
may have been to burnish the Vice
President’s foreign policy credentials
and make his management of U.S.-Rus-
sia relations a centerpiece of his poten-
tial campaign themes.

It is now self-evident that U.S. policy failed,
and the Gore-Chernomyrdin Commission is a
symbol of that failure.

The question is how the U.S. and the next
Administration should proceed from here.
Though isolationism is always at issue in our
democracy, the American tradition is domi-
nated by pragmatic and compassionate inter-
nationalism. Most Americans recognize that
what happened in Russia, still a nuclear su-
perpower with a seat on the UN Security
Council, is profoundly important to our national
security. A peaceful and democratic Russia re-
mains a compelling U.S. interest. Consistent
with the strong humanitarian strain in our for-
eign policy, Americans maintain an interest in
helping the Russian people achieve a market
economy based on the rule of law.

America need not turn its back on the inter-
national financial institutions, but it has an obli-
gation to see that taxpayer resources are not
squandered, nor used to enrich the few at the
expense of the many. Americans should con-
tinue to be prepared to support genuine Rus-
sian efforts to help themselves. Here, it must
be understood that Russia’s economy will re-
main hapless unless the Russian government
begins to deal effectively with corruption and
takes the necessary steps to establish an
intermediary financial system that services a
saving public, instead of a thieving elite.

No nation-state can prosper if it lacks a
place where people can save their money with
confidence and seek lending assistance with
security. Russia, which is the land mass most
similar to our own, has been kept back for
most of this century by the Big ‘‘C’’ of Com-
munism and is now being kept back by the lit-
tle ‘‘c’’ of corruption—which may prove more
difficult to root out than Communism was to
overthrow.

What the Russian people—and those of so
many developing countries—deserve is a
chance to practice free market economics
under, not above, the rule of law. If attention
is paid, above all, to establishing honest, com-
petitive institutions of governance and finance,
virtually everything else will fall into place.

Unfortunately, over the past six or eight
years the basics of law and economics have
been ignored for the sale of the politics of ex-
pediency and neither the national interest of
America nor Russia has been advanced by a
mistargeted and mismanaged aid program.

It is time that the symbiotic statecraft sym-
bolized in the Gore-Chernomyrdin relationship
that has legitimized and ensconced crony cap-
italism in Russia be brought to a halt. It is time
for the American people to insist that their
leaders concern themselves with the plight of
the Russian people rather than the well being
of a new class of kleptocrats.
f

IT IS TIME TO PUT PEOPLE
BEFORE POLITICS

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

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, just a few
minutes ago I asked a question on the
House floor as to the schedule because
it seems to me that there is some con-
fusion. We have been asked now vis-a-
vis the Senate to have a potential 14-
day CR.

Now, to refresh the memory of those
listening, we were asked by the Presi-
dent to stay and work day in and day
out 24-hour CRs until we get our work
done, and we have done that. We have
tried to work. We have tried to nego-
tiate. Now it appears that sometime
within the last 12 hours, Mr. DASCHLE,
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. GEP-
HARDT), and Mr. Podesta, the Presi-
dent’s chief of staff, had a meeting and
decided to take a 14-day CR over to the
Senate and place it on TRENT LOTT’s
desk and ask for unanimous consent,
and apparently the Senate has taken
them up on their offer for a 14-day CR
because the politics of confusion is not
working for them.

Many of the Members on my side of
the aisle, including one of our most
vulnerable members, the gentleman
from California (Mr. ROGAN), remained
in Washington, D.C. to do the people’s
business because he believes more in
the sanctity of the voting process here
than going home to protect his reelec-
tion. The courage that he has displayed
will ensure his reelection, because he
truly represents his district.

Unlike some of the Democratic House
leaders featured today in the Hill Mag-
azine, Wednesday, November 1 edition,

and let me read the headline because it
is telling. Last night I heard the
chants, work, work, work from the mi-
nority side of the aisle; gets everybody
festered up, ready to do the people’s
business. Let me read this because it is
telling. Democratic House leaders miss
weekend votes. Despite President Clin-
ton’s pledge to stay here with you and
fight for the legislative priorities, not
one House Democratic leader was
present last weekend for all 7 votes
taken on session-ending procedural
matters.

The gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
GEPHARDT), the gentleman from Rhode
Island (Mr. KENNEDY), the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ), the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
BONIOR), all missed votes while we
worked trying to solve some very, very
difficult issues. Some are on immigra-
tion. We have heard a blanket amnesty
requested by the President, and I am
all for letting people stay in America
that have been tortured and oppressed
from their homelands, but let us get
the record straight. We do not want to
just give everybody amnesty until we
figure out who they are, why they are
here, what their backgrounds are, do
they have criminal records.

Every time they talk about blanket
amnesty, people in Haiti and Cuba and
other places decide maybe it is worth
risking their life to come on a raft to
the United States, because if they just
reach our shores they will be allowed
to stay because some day a future Con-
gress will blanket amnesty them as
well.

So those that go legitimately to the
INS process 2 and 3 years at a time,
waiting for some response that they
may be citizens, are basically shunned
and turned away because they do not
and are not covered by blanket am-
nesty.

Now the Republican majority has
proven itself capable of staying here in
town working until the job is done. We
were blamed for the shutdown of gov-
ernment. I remembered some on the
other side howling about shutting
down the government; it is the Repub-
licans’ fault. The Chamber is empty
today and the Republicans are talking,
I being one, and am prepared to stay
through Tuesday, election day, to
make certain we deliver a budget that
is good for America, good for kids and
schools, good for Medicare recipients,
good for hospitals.

We have delivered that bill and we
have delivered tax relief, and we have
done so in a prudent, sensible, cost-ef-
fective manner; but we are tied up on a
couple of issues and they are refusing
to budge. The President is in Cali-
fornia, Kentucky, New York, except,
excuse me, let me flash back, stay here
with you, said the President, until our
job is done. Well, he is in New York
with his wife campaigning. He will not
sign a bill helping women with cervical
and breast cancer. He will not do a
White House ceremony because it may
involve the gentleman from New York
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(Mr. LAZIO) and that would give him
unfair publicity in a very tough Sen-
atorial contest.

Seemed like the White House had no
problems finding a picture of the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAZIO) and
Mr. Arafat at a common reception
when a delegation went to visit Israel
and Palestine and areas of that nature
in order to talk to the people to bring
about peace. They can find a photo, but
they cannot make time for a bill sign-
ing.

Mr. Speaker, one other critical mat-
ter coming before the Congress, and I
can assure you it will get done, and
that is the Everglades. Thanks to the
Speaker today and others who have
urged our leadership to move forward
on the Everglades, we are going to see
a bill before this session of Congress
ends, not in lame duck but in this ses-
sion, before Friday. If the other Mem-
bers of the minority think it is too im-
portant to go home and campaign, well
how about it, because you are missing
anyway.

We are going to stay here and make
certain the principles of the democracy
are upheld, that we fight the good fight
on behalf of our constituents. Our con-
stituents are as important as theirs
are, but I urge every Member to stop
the rhetoric and nastiness and asper-
sions and start focusing on why we are
here.

I think we have made some tremen-
dous successes, and I compliment the
other side of the aisle on a number of
them but I suggest that in this day and
era we need goodwill, not a poisonous
atmosphere. It is time to put people be-
fore politics.
f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair reminds Members that it is not
in order in debate to characterize Sen-
ate action or, except as provided in
rule XVII, to refer to Senators.
f

ARMY DIVISIONS WERE DE-
CREASED, NOT INCREASED,
UNDER DEMOCRAT ADMINISTRA-
TION

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

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, we have
some very serious issues on the table
during this national campaign, one
that involves truly all the Members of
the House of Representatives, many
members of the Senate and, of course,
the Presidential candidates. In the last
debate between Vice President GORE
and Governor Bush, Vice President
GORE said that he had increased a num-
ber of Army divisions.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is important
for the American people to know that
is not the case. When the Clinton-Gore
administration took over in January of
1993, we had 14 Army divisions.
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Today, we only have 10. So under

President or Vice President GORE’s
leadership, along with that of Presi-
dent Clinton, we have actually cut the
Army to 10 divisions; we have not in-
creased it. So somewhere along the line
he inadvertently invented four U.S.
Army divisions.

Mr. Speaker, along with slashing the
size of the Army, this administration
has, I think, cut the Navy to 316 ships
from 546 ships. That is a cut of almost
40 percent. They have cut the Air Force
from 24 active fighter airwings to only
13. It is time to rebuild national secu-
rity.

The interesting thing about these
massive cuts in force structure, mean-
ing we have about 60 percent of the
military that we had when this admin-
istration took over, is that generally
speaking, one would expect, when we
cut a sports organization or we cut a
business organization, we would think
that when we cut it down in size, the
half that one has left, if one cuts it in
half, is going to be better prepared,
better equipped and better trained than
the big operation that one had earlier.
That core should be a good, highly-effi-
cient, highly-prepared operating core,
whether it is in sports or in business or
in the military world.

Well, the sad thing about this cut in
our military force structure, cutting
the Army from 18 to 10 division, cut-
ting our fighter airwings from 24 to 13,
and cutting our Navy from 546 ships to
only 316 ships, the tragedy is, the small
military we have today after these
slashes is not as prepared as the big
military that we had during Desert
Storm. The chief of staff of the Army
has told us that we are now some $3 bil-
lion short on ammunition for the
Army. The Marine Corps has told us
that they are $200 million short on am-
munition. The Air Force chief of staff
has told us that we are roughly 50 per-
cent short on precision munitions.
Those are the munitions that we have,
where instead of carpet-bombing a
bridge, one can fly in and put one pre-
cision munition, very, very accurate,
on one strut of that bridge and knock
the bridge down. It is a highly-efficient
way to project American power.

So the Air Force told us they have
cut those munitions down to the point
where they only have 50 percent of
what they need. The Navy has in-
formed us that they only have 50 per-
cent of their requirement for Toma-
hawk cruise missiles. Those cruise mis-
siles are what we use to go into an area
that is heavily defended, where if we
send pilots in to drop bombs out of
planes, we might lose some of those pi-
lots. So those cruise missiles, those
Tomahawks are very valuable; but
today we only have 50 percent, accord-
ing to the Navy, of what we need.

Now, along with that, we see the mis-
sion capability rate of our frontline
fighter aircraft just dropping off the
cliff. Mission capability rate is how
many of our aircraft work. If I ask my

neighbor, what is your mission capa-
bility rate of your cars and he said, a
minute and I will tell you, and he went
outside and he tried to start them, and
he had two cars and only one started,
he would come back in and say, it is 50
percent, only one of the two cars
starts.

Well, the mission capability rate for
our frontline fighters, the F–15E and
the F–16, has dropped into the 70 per-
cent rate. That means that it has
dropped about 10 points from the 83
percent-or-so mission capability rate
to an average of about 72, 73 percent.
That means out of 100 aircraft, 30 of
them cannot get off the ground and
cannot go do their job. So now there is
this shortage of fighter airwings, these
13 fighter airwings we have, are only
about 70 percent ready to go. That
means we really only have about nine
airwings that really are ready to go
out and engage the enemy.

So Mr. GORE has not presided over a
resurrection of the U.S. military; he
has presided over a decline.

Mr. Speaker, I think that help is on
the way.

f

BREAST CANCER DRUGS: INTER-
NATIONAL PRICE COMPARISON

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
now, most Americans are aware that
prescription drug prices are higher in
the United States than any other in-
dustrialized country; 2, 3, even 4 times
higher. It is difficult to believe that
drug manufacturers manipulate prices
even when a drug is used to treat a life-
threatening illness like cancer. Unfor-
tunately, that is exactly what the drug
makers are doing.

A study I released yesterday looks at
the prices charged for drugs used to
treat breast cancer. Mr. Speaker, 8,600
women in Ohio will be diagnosed with
breast cancer this year; and 1,900 will
die from this disease. In the counties I
serve as a Congressman, women with
breast cancer pay 21⁄2 times more for
the 5 most commonly used breast can-
cer drugs than women in Canada pay,
in France pay, in England pay and in
Italy pay. Tamoxifen, the most widely
used cancer drug, has the highest-
priced differential. A monthly supply
of Tamoxifen costs an uninsured
woman in my district $114. In Canada,
it costs $12; in France, it costs $10.20.
We are talking about price differentials
in the 850 percent to 1,000 percent
range. It is unbelievable and it is un-
conscionable. A woman diagnosed with
breast cancer needs to devote all of her
energy to fighting that cancer. The
toughest battle should be surviving the
cancer, not finding ways to pay for
medications. Prescription drug prices
are priced unreasonably, unjustifiably,
and outrageously high in the United
States.
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Drug prices are two and three and

four times higher here than in other in-
dustrialized countries. Why? Because
the prescription drug industry can get
away with it. We do not negotiate
prices because this Republican-led Con-
gress will not do that. We do not de-
mand that drug manufacturers reduce
their prices to reflect the taxpayer-
funded portion, almost half, the tax-
payer-funded portion of the research
and development. Why? Because this
Congress will not do that. We do noth-
ing to help the 44 million Americans
under 65 and the 11 million over 65 who
lack insurance for prescription drugs,
again because this Congress has failed
to enact Medicare coverage for pre-
scription drugs.

The U.S. is the wealthiest Nation in
the world. Our tax dollars finance a
significant portion, almost half, of the
research and development underlying
new prescription drugs. Why do we tol-
erate congressional inaction? The pre-
scription drug industry has a huge
stake in the status quo and spends lav-
ishly to preserve it. They pour money
into political campaigns, $11 million in
this year alone, $9 million of it going
to majority Republicans. They pour
money into high-pressure lobbying,
they pour money into front groups that
pose as consumer organizations like
Citizens for Better Medicare. They try
to scare Americans into believing that
if we do not let drug manufacturers
charge obscenely high prices, then they
will not do research and development
anymore; yet drug companies could af-
ford to spend $13 billion promoting
their products last year.

Drug companies’ profits outpace
those of any other industries by 5 per-
centage points at least. The drug in-
dustry consistently leads other indus-
tries in return on investment, return
on assets, return on equity. Thanks to
huge tax breaks, the drug industries’
effective tax rate is 65 percent lower
than the average in other U.S. indus-
tries. Why? Because this Congress will
not do anything about it. It doesn’t
matter whether we could take steps to
make prescription drugs more afford-
able in this country; the only thing
that matters is this country has failed
to take steps to do that.

Drug industry lobbying convinced
the Republican leadership to weaken a
bill that would have allowed Americans
to buy larger quantities of prescription
drugs from Canada and other countries
where drugs are priced lower. Whether
we build on the progress of at least
some legislation depends on which
party controls the White House and
which party controls Congress. Repub-
licans and Democrats should be united,
Mr. Speaker, in their determination to
address the prescription drug issue. Un-
fortunately, that is not the case. The
Republican majority has consistently
bucked every attempt to seriously ad-
dress prescription drug coverage under
Medicare and to seriously address pre-
scription drug pricing. I urge my col-
leagues to check the record. It will
bear me out.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot afford to
waste another minute, much less an-
other session of Congress pretending to
address the prescription drug industry
with watered-down legislation and un-
workable Medicare prescription drug
proposals. The public should demand
policymakers to deliver a strategy that
prevents the drug industry from rob-
bing us blind. We should not leave here
before the election until this Congress
passes prescription drug coverage
under Medicare and does something
about the outrageously high prices
that prescription drug companies
charge American citizens.
f

CONGRESS HAS NOT DONE
AMERICA’S BUSINESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I was
not planning on talking about this this
evening, but I heard what my colleague
from Florida (Mr. FOLEY) said about
where we are tonight and the possi-
bility of adjournment; and I have to re-
spond to it, because I think it was very
unfair to the minority side and to the
Democratic side here.

The gentleman from Florida sug-
gested that somehow the Democrats
wanted to go home and that the Repub-
licans were the ones that were keeping
us here. I find it rather ironic. He
talked about the fact that the other
body, the other body passed a 2-week
continuing resolution so that we could
go home for the election and not come
back for 2 weeks, and we know who is
in the majority, both in the other body
as well as in the House of Representa-
tives, and that is the Republicans.

The motion in the other body to ad-
journ for 2 weeks came from the Re-
publican leadership, not from the
Democrats. The same is true here. As
Democrats, if the Republican leader-
ship in this House wants to take up
that resolution that came up from the
other body, I assure my colleagues that
most, if not all, Democrats will vote
no. We have made it quite clear as
Democrats in the House of Representa-
tives that we have no intention of
going home, and that we are not in
favor of a continuing resolution that
would take us out of here for 2 weeks,
and any suggestion to the contrary is
not based on the facts, because we are
not in the majority. How would we pos-
sibly be in a position in either House of
the Congress to make a decision to ad-
journ for any period of time when we
are not in the majority? It simply
makes no sense.

I have to take offense to the fact that
somehow he was suggesting that the
Democratic leadership wanted to go
home. It was the Republican leadership
in the other body that brought up the
resolution, and if anything is done with
that resolution, it will have to be the

Republican leadership that brings it
up.

There is absolutely no question that
the Democrats want to stay here and
work, and we have made the point over
and over again; and I certainly have
myself, along with some of the Mem-
bers that are joining me here tonight,
particularly on the health care issues,
that we do not want to go home until
we pass HMO reform and the Patients’
Bill of Rights, until we pass a Medicare
prescription drug benefit plan for our
seniors. We have been very critical of
the fact that the Republican leadership
refuses to bring these major issues and
major policy concerns up to be ad-
dressed here in the House of Represent-
atives. At the same time, it is abun-
dantly clear that the Republican lead-
ership does not want to even get its
basic work done by passing the budget,
the appropriations bills. A good per-
centage, I think 5 or 6, of the appro-
priation bills are still pending, and
every effort on our part to try to re-
solve those and say that we should be
meeting to resolve them continues to
be met, but with the other side saying,
well, we need more time, or we cannot
accept your proposals, or we do not
want to meet on common ground.

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to highlight
an editorial that was in today’s New
York Times that talked about how in-
effectual this Republican Congress has
been. I think, with the concurrence of
my colleagues here, maybe I will just,
I will put this up for my colleagues and
others to see. This was in today’s New
York Times, and it is entitled, as my
colleagues can see, ‘‘An Ineffectual
Congress.’’ If my colleagues do not be-
lieve me and my characterization of
the Republican leadership’s efforts of
basically being ineffectual, well, then
just take some sections from this edi-
torial from the New York Times today.
I just want to read a few of the parts of
it that I think are particularly rel-
evant.

It says, ‘‘The 106th Congress, with lit-
tle to show for its 2 years of existence,
has all but vanished from public dis-
course. In past Presidential campaigns,
Congress has at least been an issue, but
nobody, least of all the presidential
candidates, is talking about this par-
ticular Congress and the reason is
plain. On almost every matter of im-
portance, gun control, Patients’ Bill of
Rights, energy deregulation, Social Se-
curity, Congress has done little or
nothing, failing to produce a record
worthy of either celebration or con-
demnation, nor has it been able to
complete even the most basic business,
the appropriations bills that keep the
government functioning. Three have
been vetoed,’’ and it says, ‘‘Absent a
burst of statesmanship in the next few
days, it is possible that Congress will
have to come back after Election Day
to complete work on the Federal
budget.’’

b 1645
I think that is almost certain at this

point. The other body has actually left.
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But the editorial continues:
‘‘But if Congress has done a lousy job

for the public at large, it is doing a fab-
ulous job of feathering its own nest and
rewarding commercial interests and fa-
vored constituencies with last-minute
legislative surprises that neither the
public nor most Members of Congress
have digested.’’

Mr. Speaker, I have said over and
over again that what the Democrats
have been saying on the floor of this
House for 2 years is that we want to ad-
dress these issues that are important
to the average person: HMO reform,
Medicare prescription drugs, education
issues. You name it, we are looking at
the concerns that the average person
has.

What do we see with the Republican
leadership? All they want to do is ad-
dress concerns of special interests. The
reason that they could not agree on a
Labor-HHS appropriations bill and had
to finally blow up the negotiations the
other day was because the Democrats
had put in the bill provisions for peo-
ple, what we call ergonomics, people
who have repetitive motions in their
work, using their fingers, and what
they do on the job and suffer from it,
and we wanted to address that worker
safety issue.

The Chamber of Commerce came in
and said, we do not want that in there,
so they blew up the Labor appropria-
tions bill.

The reason we do not have a Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights is because the Re-
publicans basically are in the pocket of
the HMOs, and they want to do the bid-
ding of the HMOs. They do not want
HMO reform.

The reason we do not have a Medi-
care prescription drug benefit is be-
cause the drug companies oppose it and
the Republican leadership is in the
pocket of the drug companies and has
to do their bidding, so they cannot
bring up the Medicare prescription
drug benefit.

This is laid out abundantly clear.
Just another section, if I could, from
this New York Times editorial.

It says, and this is the President, it
says, ‘‘But most of his energy has been
spent beating back last-minute riders
he does not like. At last count, there
were well over 200 special-interest
items ‘in play.’ Originally they were
attached to the Commerce-Justice-
State spending bill. When the Presi-
dent threatened a veto, they jumped
like fleas to the Labor-Health and
Human Services bill.’’

That is what we are having here, spe-
cial interest riders. The President says,
no, we are not going to do that for
these special interests, we are here for
the people. The Republicans, they just
move them from one bill to the next.

‘‘Most of these items,’’ according to
the New York Times, ‘‘are garden-vari-
ety pork projects. But some involve
real substance and bad policy. One
egregious example is a bill that passed
the Senate Agriculture Committee
without hearings. . . . It would broadly

prohibit states from using their au-
thority to write food safety regulations
stronger than those required by the
federal government.’’

Again, people are concerned about
food safety and what they eat. No, Re-
publicans cannot do something about
that because of their special interest
friends.

I do not have to go on and on. I just
want to read the last paragraph on this
ineffectual Congress in today’s New
York Times. It says, ‘‘The Republicans
believe that somehow they will profit
from these confrontations. But Mr.
Clinton has won these stand-offs in the
past, and there is no reason why he
cannot do so now.’’

So when my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Florida on the other side
of the aisle, criticizes President Clin-
ton, President Clinton is trying to do
his job, protect the public from food
safety problems, health care problems,
whatever. What do the Republicans do?
They just stand for the special inter-
ests.

It is very sad and it is very unfortu-
nate, their efforts this evening on the
other side of the aisle to somehow
characterize us as wanting to go home.
We are not the ones in charge, we are
not the ones in the other body who
passed the resolution to go home, and
we are not going home.

I yield to my colleague, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. THURMAN).

Mrs. THURMAN. I appreciate the
gentleman yielding to me, Mr. Speak-
er.

Mr. Speaker, I hate this wrangling. I
get so uncomfortable with what is hap-
pening out here with Democrats and
Republicans, Republicans and Demo-
crats. But there is also the idea that
we have to sometimes just sort of set
the record straight.

All of us would be preferring to work
in a very positive way for the Amer-
ican people, but I have to say some-
thing to my colleague, the gentleman
from Florida, who spoke earlier when
he was kind of giving us a hard time
about who left during this weekend.

What I found interesting about it was
that he mentioned people who quite
frankly are not even on the Committee
on Appropriations, people who would
have had no ability to really do the
deal because it had to have been
worked through the appropriators, and
that is how this process supposedly
works.

I checked the RECORD, and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY),
who is the ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations for the
Democrats, and also who is the ranking
member on the Health and Human
Services bill, was here this weekend
and was willing to work.

But I even went a step further, be-
cause they talked about, oh, ‘‘They
just want to go home and campaign.’’
When I looked at this last vote, just
this last vote that we took, it was Re-
publicans missing were 50, Democrats
were 45. So in fairness in looking at

what is going on here, there are Mem-
bers who have left, who have gone back
to their districts. It is not just one
side, it is a combination. They believe
that there is something they need to be
doing otherwise, and that is their pre-
rogative, because they have to meet
with their own voters.

Just to set the story straight, there
really is commonality here as far as
who is leaving, who is not. It is my un-
derstanding that Mr. LOTT was at home
last weekend as well, so he also would
have been one who would have made
the deal. We need to get over that, be-
cause I have some issues that the folks
at home are really asking me to do.

Quite frankly, I have been kind of
watching some of the ads when I have
been home in Florida, some of the ads.
It seems to me, interestingly enough,
whether one is a Democrat or Repub-
lican, everybody says, oh, I want a pre-
scription drug benefit.

But when we get down to the meat
and the actual way of passing a bill
that will be beneficial, we are this far
apart. We are so far apart on that part
of it, and the fact that we believe that
there ought to be a Medicare prescrip-
tion drug benefit, not one that is left
up to the HMOs and to private insur-
ance companies.

Quite frankly, in the committee
when we had a discussion, the private
insurance companies told us, ‘‘We do
not have an instrument to sell that
just covers prescription drugs, and we
will not have that available to us.’’

But on top of that, we had a debate
on this floor 3 nights ago about the
whole idea of what is happening across
this country. Nine hundred thousand
seniors are being pulled out of their
HMO coverage, losing their prescrip-
tion drug benefit. I do not mind if the
HMO is there, because we do this in a
voluntary way and we make sure that
they help their seniors with a prescrip-
tion drug. But the fact of the matter is
that if they are not there and they can-
not do it, then we need to have the
safety net for these other people.

It really hurts me. I have to read this
story to the gentleman. This actually
was done in Hernando County in Flor-
ida, where the last two HMOs pulled
out. We are fortunate enough because
we have been able to actually get two
more in there, so we think there is
comparability, and I am not sure that
all the benefits are the same because
we have not seen all of it yet, because
we actually started signing up people
today.

But there is a woman, a young
woman in Florida, quite frankly, who
is Lucy Maimone, we will just do Lucy
for a moment, and it says this is the
story for her.

‘‘Lucy pricks her finger and smears a
dot of blood onto a small box that
reads ‘blood sugar levels’. ‘114, that’s
good,’ she says. Ready for the first of
two daily walks, she is dressed in her
white sneakers and maroon wind-
breaker. The 73-year-old woman has
been treading through her neighbor-
hood twice a day after morning toast
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and late afternoon supper on the advice
of her doctor, who cut off Lucy’s cho-
lesterol pills because her Medicare-
HMO insurance will not stretch to the
end of the year.

‘‘The cholesterol pills could go. The
medicine for her diabetes couldn’t.
Lucy says, before munching on three
quarter-size peach glucose tablets to
avoid going into shock during the
walk, ‘The walk may not be as effec-
tive as the cholesterol pills,’ she says,
‘but it helps.’

‘‘On the small screen of the tele-
vision set which carries seven channels
grainily, political commercials repeat-
edly interrupting rowdy guests, the
commercials were aimed straight at
Lucy. ‘See? I don’t want an HMO,’ she
yells as the commercial accuses Repub-
lican candidate George W. Bush as re-
lying too heavily on Medicare HMOs to
cover seniors’ prescription drugs. ‘I
have been stuck with HMOs for 4 and 5
years, and all of a sudden they are pull-
ing out. What is to say they won’t pull
out?’ ’’

And she is saying to us, could we not
have done something this year for
Medicare? But it goes on further, be-
cause this is about three stories of peo-
ple in this area.

‘‘Like the couple before this, the
Nicos, Lucy falls between the cracks.
Her $860 monthly income is too much
to qualify for State Medicaid assist-
ance for her prescription drugs, but it
is too little to afford much more than
that. So she skimps on everything.
There is no car for grocery shopping.
There is a two-wheeled cart that she
makes do. Forget cable or any outside
recreation like dinner or movies.

‘‘Aside from these walks, the high-
lights of these days consist of cuddling
with her salmon-colored cat, Bingo.
‘She is my life right now,’ Lucy says of
Bingo. That is what really keeps me
going, when she comes and sits with
me.’ Her warm brown eyes well with
tears behind her brown-rimmed glasses.
‘Sometimes I get so depressed I cry. I
came here to have a good life, and what
do I have but worries?’ ’’

That is the unfinished business that
we have left in this House. If I have to
stay here until election day, if I
thought that we could get a Medicare
prescription drug benefit, one that was
voluntary, that brought in all of the
other people who distribute or deliver a
drug benefit, I would be willing to do
that. I do not know how we go home
and tell Lucy.

But what bothers me the most is the
commercials that are running that
have made people believe that they
have passed some kind of a piece of leg-
islation up here that gives them that
safety net. That has not happened in
this House. That has not happened in
the Senate. If anything, when the Sen-
ate walked out of here today, which
they did, there is no Medicare buy-back
bill, either, nothing that takes care of
nursing homes, nothing taking care of
home health care, nothing that takes
care of accountability for HMOs to say

they have to stay 2 or 3 years, nothing
that gives money back to the hospitals.

We could have figured this all out if
we would have just taken the time to
sit together, Democrats and Repub-
licans, working in the people’s House
as they elected us to do.

What do we say to Lucy? More im-
portantly, what do they say to Lucy?

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate what the gentlewoman said. I
think what she did in giving us an ex-
ample of an individual who is impacted
by the lack of action here is so impor-
tant, because that is what I really be-
lieve it is all about, to be down here
for.

In other words, we bring up these
issues like a Medicare prescription
drug benefit, HMO reform, because we
believe that these are the things that
have an impact and these are the
things that really make a difference for
people.

I think one of the reasons that the
gentlewoman and I in particular stress
health care as an issue, because there
are others that we could talk about, is
because we know that, particularly
with reference to health care, it has a
direct impact on people. If they cannot
lead a healthy life, then what kind of
life do they have?

I just want to say briefly, before I
yield to our other colleague, that the
saddest thing I think in what the Re-
publicans are trying to say in these
commercials is that they try to give
the impression, as the gentlewoman
said, that somehow there is going to be
a universal prescription drug benefit
available under their proposals.

It is simply not true. The only thing
they have proposed and this they tried
to pass, and Governor Bush is talking
about, is basically giving a subsidy, a
small amount of money, I call it a
voucher, to people of lower income; not
the people eligible for Medicaid, which
is really low, I think you have to be
under $10,000, but at a little higher
level.

They are saying to them that they
can go out and use that to try to get an
HMO to cover them, or try to buy an
insurance policy to cover prescription
drugs. That is not even an option be-
cause it does not exist.

Most of the seniors, certainly every
middle-class senior, the majority,
would not benefit in any way, even if
that passed. They have not passed it.
They brought it up, and it has not gone
through both Houses and been sent to
the President. Not only have they not
really passed it, but even if they did
pass it it would be meaningless, and
yet they put on commercials acting as
if they have done something.

Mrs. THURMAN. If the gentleman
will continue to yield, Mr. Speaker, a
couple of nights ago we were on this
floor again. I went through what one of
my constituents had sent me as to
what was even happening with the pre-
miums, changes from one plan to an-
other.

They said, we no longer have this
plan, here is the new plan. In there,

they talk about the fact that they are
going to go from $19 from last year,
which was what their cost was on the
premium, to $179 a month.
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And then you go through it and in

every category. The copayments, for
whatever reason, go up from $20 to $35,
and/or the benefit has been cut. In the
prescription drug area, it has been cut.

So even whether we gave them what-
ever, the fact of the matter is even if
they had the HMO there, actually they
are not going to be able to afford it. It
has outpriced them, and I think one of
the things that bothers me about this
too, is, these are Medicare dollars as
well. Remember it is not only do they
get the $179 from the patient or the
person who would get the benefit, they
are also getting money, our Medicare,
our tax dollars that we get through the
payroll given to these as well. They get
whatever that number is, depending on
what part of the country they are in,
plus whatever their treatment is.

This could be $700 per patient, which
is more costly than what it costs us for
a Medicare fee for service, and we could
be providing a prescription drug for
about $26 a month.

Mr. PALLONE. I agree. And the
thing that is amazing about it is that
the traditional Medicare program has
one of the lowest overheads of any ad-
ministrator programs. I think it is like
less than 3 percent. In terms of over-
head for Medicare right now, if you add
a prescription drug benefit and you
want to do it in a way that has a very
low overhead or administrative costs,
what better way to do it than to put it
under Medicare? HMOs.

The overhead is so much greater, and
this option of somehow finding a pre-
scription-only policy, I mean that just
does not exist.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from New Mexico.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) for yielding
to me and thank the gentleman for all
of his hard work on this issue and orga-
nizing this special order. And I think
one of the things that the gentlewoman
from Florida (Mrs. THURMAN) empha-
sized that is really important here
when we talk about finishing our busi-
ness, when we talk about coming to the
end of a session and what have we
done, the gentlewoman dramatized
that we talk about programs, I mean,
we are legislators. We are here. We are
in committees. We deal with programs,
and we talk about programs. But what
the gentlewoman has really high-
lighted is the fact that these programs
impact real people’s lives.

So when we say we are ending a ses-
sion and what have we done and what
do we have left to do, we have heard
this long list, and many of us throw it
out; Medicare+Choice; prescription
drugs; minimum wage; making sure
that Social Security is solvent; that
Medicare is on a good, sound basis; pa-
tients’ bill of rights; but each one of
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these programs and ideas is something
that has an impact on millions of peo-
ple in our society.

When we are saying we do not want
to go home, what we are really talking
about, let us just to pick an example,
in terms of prescription drugs, there
are so many people out there that are
not covered that do not have prescrip-
tion drugs. And I think each of us in
doing townhall meetings and in partici-
pating with constituents in our dis-
tricts and getting feedback back and
forth, where we hear the stories of sen-
ior citizens, saying, one, I cannot af-
ford them, so I have to make a choice
between drugs and food.

Mr. Speaker, I actually had a woman
stand up in a townhall meeting. I was
opening up and asking for suggestions,
and she said, well, I have already heard
this plenty of times. She says I don’t
have the money. I am going to go
ahead and eat; I am not going to listen
to my doctor. I am not going to get the
prescription drugs.

What we really have is a situation
when we come to the end of a session,
and I am striving to respond now in a
diplomatic fashion, because I agree
with the gentlewoman from Florida
(Mrs. THURMAN) that we should not be
wrangling over this, we should be put-
ting our minds to work. We should be
settling down to work.

Mr. Speaker, what we are talking
about here is making sure that the
work we started at the beginning of the
year, the big, long list I just went
through, prescription drugs, Medicare,
fixing those problems with the HMOs
and them cutting people off, minimum
wage, Social Security solvency, all of
those that we finish, but there is one
other point here is that if we go home
now, we are 1 month into the fiscal
year.

All of these big departments that im-
pact people’s lives also, the Depart-
ment of Education, the Department of
State, the Department of Justice, they
cannot be planning for the year.

We hear a lot about rhetoric on the
other side of running government as a
business. And we hear a lot on our side.
I mean, many of us stand up and say we
think it is important to run govern-
ment as a business. If we are running
government as a business and trying to
give government agencies the ability
to function in an effective way, one of
the things we do is we allow them to
know what their budget is going to be
a year ahead of time.

We are now in a situation with these
budget issues where we are already
into them. We have expended a month,
and we are on continuing resolutions.
Who knows when it is going to end. But
I know there is a deep desire just to
wrap this up on the one issue of going
home. There is a deep desire on our
side of the aisle to stay here, to very
much want to get the work of the peo-
ple done.

I would just like to say a few words
on the prescription drug issue a little
bit more in detail, because I saw this

morning on the television about this
issue. They were doing some polling,
and they said, this time and in this
Presidential election is one of the first
times that senior citizens are more un-
decided, senior citizens. And they were
asking the person, why is it that. Ap-
parently what they said is, they are
very confused about the prescription
drug issue. They hear about these two
different plans, and they hear about
the proposals that are out there and
they do not quite understand them.

Mr. Speaker, I thought that I would
spend a little bit of time talking about
that, because I think it is an enor-
mously important issue in our Presi-
dential election going on right now,
and when somebody makes a choice in
the Presidential campaign, there are
going to be two different plans that are
out there.

First of all, there is a plan that has
been proposed, the Vice President is
very supportive of it, many on the
Democratic side are supportive of it, as
to making a prescription drug benefit
as a part of Medicare through a modest
premium, through voluntary participa-
tion, making sure that everyone is cov-
ered that wants to be covered, because
you are allowing them to come into a
voluntary situation, and that would be
a program that is going to cost some
money, but it is a program that every-
body knows would work and would be a
reality if we just put our minds to-
gether and do it.

We passed the other plan, which is
very close to Governor Bush’s plan, the
plan that passed the House, and that is
a plan that was tried out in the State
of Nevada. And by the way, I voted
against the plan that came through the
House, the much ballyhooed plan that
they talk about saying that prescrip-
tion drug benefits are going to be pro-
vided.

What that plan does is, basically you
throw money at HMOs and insurance
companies and say set up a plan and
make it work in the private sector, be-
cause we do not want Government in-
volved. Well, what happened is they did
it in the State of Nevada. They passed
a law. They said let us set it up in the
private sector. They put everything
into place. The remarkable thing is
that the insurance industry was bru-
tally frank with the State of Nevada,
they stepped forward and said there is
no market. We cannot do this. This is
not something that is going to happen
in the way that you have designed it.

In fact, in Nevada, no insurance com-
panies have stepped in. Nobody has
done it. There is not a reality, and I
think that the thing we need to explain
to people is there are big differences
here. There are big, big differences be-
tween these two plans. I know that the
gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs. THUR-
MAN) has something to say on this
issue.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs.
THURMAN).

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to ask a question to my col-

leagues, because I think I remember
something also in one of the plans
where they would, instead of doing a
Federal plan through the Medicare sys-
tem, there was actually talk about
sending some of these dollars in a
block grant back to the States as well,
which might have been what the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
was referring to in the amount of
money that would go back, then we
would sit around waiting for another
year for them to determine how to
even spend this money out there to
those folks that need it.

Mr. PALLONE. First of all, I would
say that the gentleman from New Mex-
ico (Mr. UDALL) was right, the Nevada
plan is almost exactly the same as
what the Republican leadership
brought forth in the House. It is almost
exactly the same, but Governor Bush’s
proposal basically gives money to the
States in a block grant to try to cover
people in some way. That is his pro-
posal.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. THURMAN).

Mrs. THURMAN. The other thing
that I would say is that when we send
it through, and maybe the gentleman
can give us an idea of what happened in
Nevada where when you rely on the
private insurance, and there is nothing
wrong with private insurance, I am not
suggesting that some of the money
that we have even talked about, be-
cause it is a voluntary system, would
be used to help and prop up even some
of those because of the higher costs of
medicines.

But what I have looked at is, and cer-
tainly it has been the experience as we
looked at HMOs who are pulling out
who use this as one of the reasons that
they are pulling out, is as we have in
Medicare, we have at least some gov-
ernment, I hate to say this, but some
government looks at what the real
costs of it is, without any administra-
tive costs, without any profit being
built in, so we have a better oppor-
tunity to really use the dollars that we
have available to us for really pro-
viding the benefit instead of having to
look at what somebody else’s bottom
line is. No different than what we have
done under Medicare.

Mr. PALLONE. If I could just reclaim
a little time, the problem with the
HMOs, and we have said it before, is
three things. First of all, they had the
administrative costs because they are
for profit in most cases and the situa-
tions of CEOs getting huge sums and
using it for all kinds of things.

Then you have the advertising costs
in order to lure people into the pro-
gram. They spend a tremendous
amount of money on advertising. I
have seen that in New Jersey, and I
have used examples before.

Then they use the money also to
lobby, and that is where we get back to
the special interests on the Republican
side, they use it to lobby here and to fi-
nance campaigns against HMO reform
and against the prescription drug ben-
efit.
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All of those three add to the costs

and tremendously to the costs in many
cases.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from New Mexico.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, one of the points that is re-
lated here, and these are the same
HMOs and the same insurance compa-
nies that have pulled out in New Mex-
ico.

Mrs. THURMAN. And also Florida.
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. In Flor-

ida, New Jersey, and here we are, we
have a situation where HMOs stepped
into Medicare and said we are going to
make it better. We are going to make
it better than the Government does it,
and they get into it and then when
they do not make the profit they would
like to make, they cut and run.

Really what we had happen when we
got into that situation where we are
talking about Medicare+Choice, we had
17,000 seniors cut off in New Mexico,
and so you can imagine the phone
calls.

I had a town hall meeting at a local
hospital, huge auditorium, we filled the
auditorium. It was standing-room only.
Here are all of these senior citizens.
What am I going to do? Where am I
going to go?

They had some heart-wrenching deci-
sions before them. Unfortunately, it
was not like in the district of the gen-
tlewoman from Florida when she
talked about maybe some came in
again, they said they are out. They are
gone. They are not coming back.

Mr. Speaker, I want to read a part of
the General Accounting Office’s report
that dealt with this, because I think
this is the report that was released in
September, Medicare+Choice, plan
withdrawals indicate difficulty of pro-
viding choice while achieving savings.
And that report said, and I think it
demonstrates why we do not just throw
money at the problem. Why we need
accountability.

Here is what the report said, al-
though industry representatives have
called for Medicare+Choice payment
rate increases, it is unclear whether in-
creases would affect plans participa-
tion decisions. In 2000, 7 percent of the
counties within Medicare+Choice plan
in 1999 received a payment rate in-
crease of 10 percent or more.

b 1715

Nonetheless, nearly 40 percent of
these counties experienced a plan with-
drawal. Ten percent increase or more,
40 percent experienced a plan with-
drawal. This suggests that the mag-
nitude of rate increases needed to
make participating in Medicare a suffi-
ciently attractive business option for
some plans may not be reasonable in
light of countervailing pressures to
make the Medicare program finan-
cially sustainable for the long-term.

So, really, what we are doing here
when we talk about prescription drugs
and HMOs, and we talk about this
Medicare situation, they have a pretty

bad record when it comes to
Medicare+Choice.

I think we ought to be very, very
cautious with any plan where we say
the HMOs are going to run the plan.
That is the thing that really disturbs
me about this plan that passed the
House, that I voted against, that Gov-
ernor Bush is a great supporter of and
really believes that the private sector
and the HMOs are going to solve it.
They have not solved these other prob-
lems. I think they have got some very
serious problems here.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, let me
just make two points. I think the point
of the gentleman from New Mexico
(Mr. UDALL) there with that GAO re-
port is so important in light of two
things that have happened here. First
of all, we know that last week the Re-
publicans passed this tax bill that gave
a lot of money back to the HMOs. The
lion’s share of the money that was
going back for Medicare and Medicaid
reimbursement increases in funding
went, instead of going to the hospitals
or the nursing homes, the basic pro-
viders, it went to the HMOs.

I am particularly, and all of us were,
very critical to the fact that there
were no strings attached. The Repub-
licans wanted to give all this money to
the HMOs, but they did not require, as
we saw it, that they stay in the pro-
gram for 3 years or they provide the
same level of benefits that they had
initially promised.

Now given what the gentleman from
New Mexico said in that GAO report, to
not attach some strings or account-
ability, as the gentleman termed it,
and give them more money makes ab-
solutely no sense. The GAO report says
that will not accomplish anything
based upon past experience.

The other thing is that, in our pro-
posal, our Medicare prescription drug
proposal, as opposed to the Republican
and Governor Bush’s proposal, in our
prescription drug proposal, which is
under Medicare, because it is under
Medicare, it is universal, and one has a
guaranteed basic benefit package; in
other words, that one can go to any
pharmacy, that one is going to get any
drug that is medically necessary as de-
fined by the pharmacist or the physi-
cian, and one knows what one’s copay-
ment is going to be. All that is set as
part of a basic benefit package.

But under Governor Bush’s proposal
and the Republicans’ proposal, all they
are doing is giving money to the HMOs
and saying to you, you can go out and
try to get an HMO that will cover you,
but you do not know whether or not
that is going to be a good plan, what
the copayment is going to be, what the
premium is going to be, whether they
will cover the drugs that you need, are
medically necessary. All that is up in
the air depending on what you can ne-
gotiate with them.

Again, based on past experience, you
are not going to be in a very good posi-
tion, you are not offering them that
much money, and they are going to ne-

gotiate you down so you do not even
know what kind of basic medicine
package that you are going to get. It
makes no sense.

The other thing is that we do not
even say that we are against HMOs. Be-
cause if we pass our Democratic Medi-
care prescription drug proposal, one
can stay in the basic traditional fee-
for-service plan and get the basic ben-
efit, but one can still offer the HMO.
One can still go into an HMO.

But now, unlike the current law or
unlike what the Republicans are pro-
posing, if one goes into the HMO, they
have to offer those same pharma-
ceutical benefits. They have to give
one the drug that is medically nec-
essary. They have to guarantee that
they are doing the same thing as every-
one else. That is the difference.

So we do not even stop one from
going to the HMO. But we make sure
that the HMO is giving one what is fair
and what one needs. I mean, it is such
a tremendous difference.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. THURMAN).

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate that. I think some of the stuff
that we have heard tonight of who has
pulled out and what is happening out
there, we did another survey in our
State, similar to what we had done
with the cost of prescription drugs, as
differences between who was a cus-
tomer and then from Mexico and Can-
ada. Then we went a step further be-
cause we wanted to know just what was
happening in the State.

We found that, in 1998, there was only
about 29 percent of our Floridians that
actually had no prescription drug cov-
erage. But that has gone up to, now in
1999, 41 percent.

I want to just take a moment,
though. I, quite frankly, think we
should applaud the American seniors in
this country and their families, be-
cause I think this issue is
intergenerational. They are the ones
who have come to us. They have shown
up. They have shared their stories.
They have shared the kinds of things
that they are having to go through on
an everyday basis.

I really do believe, had it not been for
the fact that they had gotten a Medi-
care prescription drug under Medicare
Choice, then it was taken away from
them, they have now truly understood
the issue and what it means to them
and their health and to their own secu-
rity.

So when I go out to talk to my sen-
iors, I tell them thank you for bringing
this issue to us. Because I have never
seen an issue of this magnitude take
off as quickly and have so much sup-
port, whether we agree or disagree with
our colleagues about it. Never have we
ever seen this kind of an issue be raised
so quickly and try to come up with
some kind of an answer to it.

But I also want to be a fiscally re-
sponsible person here, too. I mean, I
came here in 1993. I saw the burgeoning
budget deficits. We paid those off. We
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have done those kinds of things. We
also know, because of the baby
boomers and what is going to happen in
the future, one of the things that we
need to remember about this and about
this issue, it is also a cost-effective
tool for us.

Because the more dollars that we
have that we spend in the preventive
area of making sure that people have
their medications, that they have their
cholesterol medicine, that they have
their blood pressure medicine, that
they have their help with diabetes, all
of those kinds of things that helps us
identify and keep under control, the
less cost it is to us in the Medicare dol-
lar in general, less times having to go
to the hospital, not as dramatic kinds
of procedures that would have to be
done.

Because we have actually, to the ben-
efit, through research and other things,
have been able to find ways to help
them control and to give them a qual-
ity of life.

So I think, if for no other reason
than because of what we are going to
be facing in the outcome years, that
these are other reasons that we need to
be looking at this.

This is a fiscally responsible pro-
gram, not to mention what it does for
our seniors and their families. Because
for every pill that they cannot buy and
a parent or the child of a parent who is
having to go through this, who has a
child that needs to go to college or
save for whatever reason and cannot
because they need to be the ones help-
ing them because they cannot afford it,
and they have no where else to turn, I
mean, I understand the intergenera-
tional of this.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, if the gentleman from New
Jersey will yield, one of the issues in
talking about prescription drugs is dif-
ferent ways of tackling it. I am a co-
sponsor with the gentleman from
Maine (Mr. ALLEN).

Mrs. THURMAN. I am, too.
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. I know

the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE) is also. That seems to me a
piece of legislation. I do not think on
this side of the aisle we are always
talking just government. We are talk-
ing about ways we can get prescription
drugs the most effectively and with the
least amount of bureaucracy to senior
citizens.

The Allen bill does something very,
very simple. We have a preferred cus-
tomer cost, preferred customer price
that the big guys, the HMOs, the Vet-
erans Administration, the large pur-
chasers, they get that preferred cus-
tomer price.

We all know from checking this out
and having the various studies that
have been done by the Government Op-
erations Committee, one was done in
my district, where it showed a differen-
tial on eight of the most commonly
used drugs of about 115 percent. So
there is the preferred customer price,
which is down here, and the uninsured

senior is 115 percent higher, higher
price. So we have price discrimination
going on. There are real problems with
that.

Well, what the Allen bill does is
something that is very, very simple
and a very simple concept. It just says
we are going to say there is one price;
that this preferred customer price shall
also be the price for uninsured seniors.
All the pharmacies in my congressional
district were very interested in that
idea because they have been seeing the
seniors.

As I went around my district and I
heard from the owners of the phar-
macies, they say they come in, they
cannot afford it, we try to find a way
for them. They said we would pass on
the cost savings. If you require them to
sell it at the same price, we would pass
that on to the senior citizens. So I
think that is a very simple solution.

When we talk about staying here and
doing our work, if we did not want to
look at Medicare, and we wanted to try
this as a first step before we put a
Medicare prescription drug benefit into
place, we can try that as a first step,
because we know what a big impact it
will have.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, we
have also and actually passed on this
floor the importation, another way we
were trying to figure out ways to drive
costs down. The biggest problem is
that, if I remember correctly, one of
the problems was that there was no
safety protections for seniors and mak-
ing sure that the drugs that they were
going to import or the pharmacist that
would import it would have those safe-
ty measures.

To the point of the gentleman from
New Mexico (Mr. UDALL), that is the
point, we are trying to find everyday
ways. Do my colleagues know what, in-
stead of having to stand up here and
find those ways, I think we could, I
mean I think we could actually craft
something. I think we could be doing
some things. But, unfortunately, I have
to go home and tell Lucy and Bingo
that we are not going to be able to help
them this year. But we are going to be
working again for them next year.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I just
wanted to comment on some of the
things the gentlewoman from Florida
(Mrs. THURMAN) said, because I think
they are so important.

First of all, on the whole prevention
issue, obviously if one has a Medicare
prescription drug benefit, one is going
very far towards looking at the preven-
tion issue. Because, I mean, the biggest
prevention issue right now is that
Medicare does not include prescription
drugs.

When Medicare was started in the
1960s, prevention, particularly with re-
gard to the prescription drugs, was not
a major issue. There were not that
many. People did not rely upon them
so much.

But the modern miracle, if you will,
for the last 30 years has been the fact
that we have been able to produce, and

the pharmaceutical industry has pro-
duced, all these drugs that actually
make it so people do not have to go to
the hospital, do not have to go to the
nursing home.

It was ironic to me, though, because
when I saw the prioritization of this
Medicare reimbursement rate, this
money that the Republicans put in the
tax bill last week that was going to try
to help out with various health care
providers, that the least amount of
money went to those providers. In
other words, if we think about it, if we
think about it, the HMOs really, they
are insurance companies. So when one
gives them money, they have got all
the overhead and the lobbying and the
advertising and everything we have al-
ready discussed as opposed to giving it
to the basic providers.

A lot of those basic providers are pre-
vention oriented, for example, home
health care agencies. Prescription
drugs are a method of prevention. But
home health care is a way of avoiding
nursing home care or a way of avoiding
hospital stays. So why not give more
money to home health care agencies,
because they will prevent people from
having to be institutionalized.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, I would like to go
back to something that the gentleman
from New Mexico (Mr. UDALL) said
about running things as a business. One
of the things that we have been critical
about in this bill as well is to look at
the dollar amounts but also look at the
time period in which we would extend
these until we could get some accurate
information back in.

We know that the Balanced Budget
Amendment Act in 1997 that we made
some decisions that may have gone
deeper than what has been anticipated.
So in this bill, as in the 1999 bill, every
year, we keep giving them a year ex-
tension, a year extension, a year exten-
sion. Now they have already been
through one-eleventh of their fiscal
year, or what potentially would be
their fiscal year, and they cannot plan.

When we are in a crisis of having
health care services available to folks,
how do we go to these nursing homes
and say, okay, you can go out there for
11 more months, and you can staff like
we should have to make sure that your
patients are being taken care of? Or
how do we say to these nursing practi-
tioners who are going to these homes,
we are going to beef up our agency now
because we have got 2 years to work
through some of these problems and
show what is going on?

Again, they have 11 months. This had
happened to them every year. I mean,
it is just, as a plain business, you can-
not plan around crisis.

b 1730
Mr. PALLONE. Just to give you an

example, I had a hospital in my district
close, South AmBoy Memorial Hos-
pital, last year. It closed the door,
Medicare reimbursement rate.

I visited with some of the nursing
homes a couple weeks ago and was told
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a number of them are facing bank-
ruptcy. They cannot get the skilled
nurses to come in. I mean, there is no
way. They are suffering, and we are
giving the money to the HMOs.

I just wanted to comment because I
thought my colleague brought up the
issue of price discrimination and that
is important. If you listen to Governor
Bush, and this goes back to I guess the
first debate or each earlier around
Labor Day, when he just came out and
slammed Vice President GORE when he
said that their Medicare prescription
drug benefit was price controls. He did
not even get into the Allen bill. He said
that even our benefit plan was price
control.

One of the things that really bothers
me with the Republican leadership is
that so often, and the prescription drug
issue is a good one, they just get into
this whole ideology that Government
does not work and we do not want to do
anything with the Government and
that is why they cannot accept a pre-
scription drug benefit under Medicare
because Medicare is a Government pro-
gram, or at least ostensibly a Govern-
ment program, so they get into all
these ways trying to get around that
by throwing money in the private sec-
tor.

And the same thing with the Repub-
licans on this issue of price discrimina-
tion. They do not call it price discrimi-
nation. They say it is price control.
And they cannot accept the notion
that we have in the Allen bill that
somehow the Government should be ne-
gotiating to try to bring costs down.
They do not have anybody to negotiate
with them.

In our Medicare bill, we do not even
have the Allen provision. We do not go
that far. We just say that in each re-
gion of the country we are going to
have a benefit provider that will go out
and negotiate a good price, which will
probably bring the cost down 10 or 15
percent. But even then Governor Bush
says that is price control.

I just want the Republicans to forget
about the ideology and talk about what
works particularly. I do not care, I am
not concerned with idealogy, govern-
ment versus no government, left versus
right. I just think we have to look at
what works. Medicare works. It does
not make any sense to have Lucy and
the others suffer because of some
idealogy.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman would continue to yield, I
just want to make one point before we
walk off this floor. The reason that we
are even able to have this debate
today, the only reason we have this de-
bate today, is because our House is in
fiscal responsibility right now. Because
I have heard on this floor over and
over, Well, you could have done it. You
could have done it before. You could
have done it here then.

They talk about this education. They
talk about that and everything. The
fact of the matter is that, until this
last year or so, we had been looking at

deficits; and now we have an oppor-
tunity to strengthen some areas within
and for the people of this country be-
cause we believe that we can do the
Medicare prescription drug benefit and
we can do the school programs and we
can pay down the debt. And we should
be making no doubt about it. Because I
am really tired of hearing that about
you could have done this for the last 8
years.

Well, first of all, we have not been in
the majority for the last 8 years but
about 6. And secondly, there was no
surplus of money. There was nothing in
this Congress except deficits. It is time
that the American people understand.
All we are doing is standing up for the
things that we believe are right that
we have an opportunity to debate and
talk about now which was not avail-
able to us before.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, if my
colleagues listen to what the Demo-
crats are saying about the surplus
versus what the Republicans are saying
about the surplus, the whole emphasis
for the Democrats is paying down the
debt and retirement security.

The idea is that the majority of the
surplus would be used to shore up So-
cial Security and Medicare because we
know at some point down the road that
they are going to have shortfalls in
their trust fund, and we need to shore
up those programs. And the two go
hand-in-hand because, as you pay down
the debt, you make it possible to have
the money available to shore up those
two programs.

The Republicans keep talking about
this huge tax cut. They actually tried
to pass it. Governor Bush keeps saying
he wants to do it. It would take us
back to deficits. Then the money would
not be available for prescription drugs,
for shoring up Social Security and
Medicare and there would not be any
retirement security. I mean, in many
ways I think that is the most crucial
aspect of this election November 7 is
who is going to favor having the money
available to shore up those two retire-
ment security programs.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, I wanted to go back to the
point of the gentleman about the argu-
ment that is out there about Govern-
ment not working.

Well, the HMOs have not worked
when it comes to Medicare+Choice.
And it is evident in my district. You
cut off 17,000 people. Many of them are
in rural areas. And the thing I did not
like about the bill that came before the
House of Representatives is it discrimi-
nated between rural areas and urban
areas and you had a cut-off. You were
going to increase the reimbursement to
$475 in rural areas and then have the
cities at $525.

Well, it is more expensive to provide
health care in rural areas. I think if we
were going to raise it, we should not
have discriminated; and I think we
needed rural provisions in that
Medicare+Choice Medicare bill that we
were considering along with these ac-

countability provisions that we talked
about.

I mean, what is so bad about saying
to an HMO, you are going to stay in a
community for 3 years? It seems to me
if they get in there and they start set-
ting up their program and they start
providing service, with the kind of
money we are throwing at them and
the billions of dollars, they ought to
stay there for 3 years. And I think that
we are all in agreement on that.

Unfortunately, we were not able to
get a bill. This is another example of
something that we need to finish before
we go home. We need to put that in
place because there are senior citizens
out there in my district, in New Jer-
sey, and in Florida and all across the
country that today do not have
Medicare+Choice and are hurting as a
result of it.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, my un-
derstanding is we only have 15 percent
of Medicare recipients, seniors, that
are in HMOs. Yet, in that tax bill, over
40 percent of the money was going to
HMOs. And they had a certain pot of
money in this Republican tax bill and
when you started taking out over 40
percent for the HMOs, you do not have
much left to deal with rural hospitals
and rural health care facilities and
some of these other things. That is the
problem, they just prioritize the HMOs
too much with no strings attached.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, on
that point, I think this is the other
problem that it is the providers that
have to contract with the HMOs to
even be able to have a network system
available for the Medicare+Choice pro-
gram to work. And so, it really meant
you had to do two things. One was you
had to make sure that there were pro-
viders available. That would be your
hospitals and other assorted benefit
groups that would be helping you with
these patients. And when you keep
them on a yearly string, or what I
might call a lifeline, they cannot plan,
they cannot make any decisions as to
whether or not they can have a con-
tract with an HMO because they may
not be there the following day.

So it is not just about money. It is
also about having the networks within
those rural areas to provide those serv-
ices. We do not hear much about that,
but it is a very important part of this
debate.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank both of my colleagues for
joining me tonight. The point is we are
going to probably be here a few more
days, and we just have to keep press-
ing. Whether we deal with the larger
issues of Medicare, prescription drugs,
HMO reform, or even if we are just able
to do something to provide more fund-
ing for the basic providers, like the
hospitals and nursing homes, as op-
posed to the HMOs, we are just going
to continue to speak out and make
that point.
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FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE

SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Mr. Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed
without amendment bills of the House
of the following titles:

H.R. 5110. An act to designate the United
States courthouse located at 3470 12th Street
in Riverside, California, as the ‘‘George E.
Brown, Jr. United States Courthouse’’.

H.R. 5302. An act to designate the United
States courthouse located at 1010 Fifth Ave-
nue in Seattle, Washington, as the ‘‘William
Kenzo Nakamura United States Court-
house’’.

H.R. 5388. An act to designate a building
proposed to be located within the boundaries
of the Chincoteague National Wildlife Ref-
uge, as the ‘‘Herbert H. Bateman Education
and Administrative Center’’.

The message also announced that the
Senate recedes from its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 4846) ‘‘An Act to establish
the National Recording Registry in the
Library of Congress to maintain and
preserve sound recordings that are cul-
turally, historically, or aesthetically
significant, and for other purposes.’’
f

TRANSFER OF RUSSIAN TECH-
NOLOGY TO ISRAEL’S ENEMIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
WELDON) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I rise tonight to share with
our colleagues some very startling in-
formation and some information that
should concern every citizen in Amer-
ica but also every citizen in Israel be-
cause Vice President AL GORE has
caused increased danger to the security
and safety of every man, woman, and
child living in Israel today.

That is a pretty bold statement. Why
do I make that? Is it because the elec-
tion is on Tuesday? No. It is because of
what this Congress has just learned.
The greatest threat to Israel’s security
is the transfer of technology from Rus-
sia to Israel’s enemies, Iran and Iraq
especially, and Syria and Libya.

For the last 10 years, this Congress,
with bipartisan votes, has worked dili-
gently to stop the transfer of tech-
nology to Iran because Iran’s goal is to
annihilate Israel and to do it with
weapons of mass destruction, missiles,
weapons of mass destruction involving
chemical biological or nuclear agents.
But Iran or Iraq do not possess that ca-
pability. They have got to buy it. They
have got to acquire it.

Mr. Speaker, over the past 8 years,
we have worked with this administra-
tion in what we thought was a good-
faith effort to stop proliferation. I have
been down in the White House twice in
personal meetings with the Vice Presi-
dent along with colleagues from the
House and the Senate where we talked
specifically about stopping technology
from flowing to Iran because Iran will
use this technology not only against

Israel but to destabilize the Middle
East and eventually to harm America
and its allies.

Well, Mr. Speaker, we now have
found an unbelievable revelation. In
1995, unbeknownst to anyone in this
Congress despite our Constitution that
says that no one, including the Presi-
dent, can negotiate a treaty without
the advice and consent of the Congress,
Vice President AL GORE arranged for a
secret memorandum with the Prime
Minister of Russia, Viktor
Chernomyrdin.

Mr. Speaker, I will include for the
RECORD articles and direct quotes from
this memorandum which I am holding
up in front of me.

MOSCOW JOINT STATEMENT OF MAY 10, 1995
(4) Russia will terminate all arms-related

transfers to Iran not later than 31 December
1999. The United States will continue not to
engage in any arms-related transfers to Iran.

* * * * *
(6) In light of the undertakings contained

in the Joint Statement and this Aide Me-
moire, the United States is prepared to take
appropriate steps to avoid any penalties to
Russia that might otherwise arise under do-
mestic law with respect to the completion of
the transfers disclosed in the Annex . . .

Mr. Speaker, what does this memo-
randum, signed by AL GORE, our Vice
President, and Viktor Chernomyrdin
say that was not given to anybody in
this Congress? It is a joint statement
called the Moscow Joint Statement of
May 10, 1995. It talks about Russia’s ob-
ligations to stop proliferation of tech-
nology to Iran specifically. Let me
read section 4.

‘‘Russia will terminate all arms-re-
lated transfers to Iran not later than 31
December 1999. The United States will
continue not to engage in any arms-re-
lated transfers to Iran.’’

Number 6: ‘‘In light of the under-
takings contained in the Joint State-
ment and this aid memoir, the United
States is prepared to take appropriate
steps to avoid any penalties to Russia
that might otherwise arise out of do-
mestic laws with respect to the com-
pletion of the transfers discussed and
disclosed in the annex.’’

The Vice President on his own, with-
out informing anyone in this body or
the other body, arranged for a secret
deal with Viktor Chernomyrdin that
said to Russia they could continue to
sell technology to Iran which directly
has increased the threat to every man,
woman, and child living in Israel and
every one of our allies that are within
the range of Iran’s weapons of mass de-
struction.

And to add insult to injury, Mr.
Speaker, there was a classified memo
that our Secretary of State sent to the
Russian foreign minister in January of
this year. I want to quote from this
memo. I am quoting the U.S. Secretary
of State Madeleine Albright. This is to
the Russian foreign minister.

‘‘We have also upheld our commit-
ment not to impose sanctions for those
transfers disclosed in the Annex of the
Aide Memoire. The annex is very pre-

cise in its terms and we have followed
it strictly. It does not include missile
and nuclear-related cooperation with
Iran,’’ in other words allowing it, ‘‘nor
does it include conventional arms
transfers to other state sponsors of ter-
rorism.’’

b 1745

Listen to what Secretary Albright
went on to say. ‘‘Without the Aide Me-
moire,’’ without this document that
GORE negotiated privately, Russia’s
conventional arms sales to Iran would
have been subject to sanctions based on
various provisions of our laws.’’

Following is the excerpt from the
memo:

We have also upheld our commitment not
to impose sanctions for those transfers dis-
closed in the Annex to the Aide Memoire.
The Annex is very precise in its terms and
we have followed its strictly. It does not in-
clude missile and nuclear-related coopera-
tion with Iran, nor does it include conven-
tional arms transfers to other State Spon-
sors of terrorism.

Without the Aide Memoire, Russia’s con-
ventional arms sales to Iran would have been
subject to sanctions based on various provi-
sions of our laws.

So now we have the Secretary of
State acknowledging publicly in a let-
ter that we got declassified, thank
goodness we have a media that is will-
ing to stand up and expose this kind of
action, while the Congress was working
in good faith to stop proliferation of
technology to Iran, Vice President AL
GORE was allowing that technology to
flow to Iran and never told the Con-
gress.

Mr. Speaker, this is outrageous. This
is unconstitutional. This is immoral.
Because we through one person, and he
is not the President and he is not the
Congress, through one person, our
country allowed Iran to receive tech-
nology from Russia that is covered
under our arms control agreements
with Russia which no individual has
the right to overtake or to supersede.
Yet Vice President GORE did it. Every
Member of Congress, Democrat and Re-
publican, needs to ask the question of
the Vice President, who do you think
you are? The President could not even
do this without the advice and consent
of the Congress, to arrange a secret
deal with his friend Viktor
Chernomyrdin that allowed for 5 years
Russia to continue to transfer tech-
nology to one of Israel’s boldest and
most aggressive enemies.

Mr. Speaker, tonight we are going to
expose this in detail. We are going to
talk about the policies of this adminis-
tration. Before I yield to my good
friend and colleague, I want to say one
final point. 1992 was the start. When
Boris Yeltsin stood atop that tank out-
side the Russian White House in Mos-
cow, with tens of thousands of Russians
around him announcing he was throw-
ing off Communism, that the Soviet
Union was disbanding, he waved a Rus-
sian flag and an American flag and he
declared that Communism was dead
and a new strategic partnership. That
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was in 1992. Russia and America to-
gether.

This was the scene last fall in down-
town Moscow, Mr. Speaker, as tens of
thousands of Russians stood outside of
our embassy throwing paint at our em-
bassy, firing weapons at our embassy
and burning the American flag. The
first speech given by President Putin
when he took office in January of this
year was to announce a new strategic
relationship for Russia, Russia and
China against America. The policies of
this administration and this Vice
President have now put us at odds un-
like any other time since the height of
the Cold War against the Russian peo-
ple.

Tonight we are going to discuss those
issues. I now yield to our distinguished
leader, our whip, the honorable gen-
tleman from Texas (TOM DELAY).

Mr. DELAY. I thank the gentleman
for yielding to me. I want to congratu-
late the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. WELDON), who really understands
these issues on bringing this special
order to the floor. The gentleman
speaks Russian as many in the House
know and has been to Russia many,
many times, so he knows what he is
speaking about. The gentleman has
met with many members of the Duma,
many members in the Russian Govern-
ment, and has been a great liaison with
Russia and this House of Representa-
tives.

I wanted to say that because he has
the most credibility of any Member in
this House on issues dealing with Rus-
sia. And he understands how the failed
Clinton-Gore administration’s foreign
policy has affected Russia.

Mr. Speaker, the recent revelations
that Vice President GORE and former
Russian Prime Minister Chernomyrdin
entered into a secret agreement to
allow the Russian Government to sell
dangerous weapons systems to Iran,
contrary to a nonproliferation law that
the Vice President himself authored
with Senator JOHN MCCAIN, shed more
light on the Clinton-Gore administra-
tion’s inability to effectively provide
for our national security. Allowing
these systems to be delivered to Iran, a
nation that is at the top of the list of
terrorist states, again reveals this ad-
ministration’s failed, rudderless for-
eign policy based on appeasement rath-
er than strength. Perhaps nowhere has
this failed foreign policy borne more
bitter tasting fruit than in those
missed opportunities in Russia.

Mr. Speaker, when this administra-
tion first took office in 1993, Russia
was an emerging democracy that for
the first time looked to America with
open eyes and open arms. But, sadly,
after years of misplaced policies, Rus-
sia’s optimism has been replaced by
skepticism.

The Vice President headed up the ad-
ministration’s Russia policy, a policy
which can now only be judged as a
total failure. Unfortunately, the Vice
President was in over his head and the
results were disastrous. Anti-American

sentiment, as the gentleman says, and
look at that chart that shows the anti-
American sentiment among the Rus-
sian people. It is at its highest point
since the fall of the Soviet Union. Rus-
sia continues to be a major proliferator
of weapons of mass destruction and,
most troubling, to me at least, it has
entered into a strategic military part-
nership with Communist China, one of
our most serious potential adversaries.
The administration has done nothing
to discourage this emerging military
relationship and incredibly insists that
the Russian Government selling dan-
gerous sunburn missiles to China, mis-
siles specifically designed to destroy
American warships, poses no serious
threat to U.S. security.

Instead of leading Russian policy
with a very firm hand, Vice President
GORE led with closed eyes and an open
pocketbook. The collapse of Russia was
fueled by the administration’s insist-
ence on pouring good money after bad.
Billions of dollars were wasted prop-
ping up failing, inefficient, and corrupt
institutions. The administration was
committed to Boris Yeltsin at all costs
while he and his cronies used the gov-
ernment to fuel their own appetites for
wealth and power.

According to the Speaker’s Advisory
Group and the document, the document
that was produced just a few weeks ago
by that group, by the way, I would tell
the Speaker that the American people
can get this document on the Web site
at policy.house.gov and receive a very
complete analysis of the failed Clinton
administration policy when it comes to
Russia.

According to this group, and I am
quoting here from this study, ‘‘The
Gore-Chernomyrdin Commission con-
tributed to a deliberately uninformed
U.S. policy toward Russia. It refused to
acknowledge failure and, even worse,
celebrated failure as if it were success.
The Clinton administration’s depend-
ence on the Gore-Chernomyrdin Com-
mission, coupled with the commission’s
refusal to listen to independent infor-
mation, meant that the administra-
tion’s Russia policy was both proce-
durally and substantively unsound.’’

This administration had an oppor-
tunity to help Russia enter into the
21st century as an emerging and thriv-
ing democracy. Unfortunately, the
Vice President’s misguided policies
helped fuel Russia’s economic collapse
and led to our relations being worse
than any time since the end of the Cold
War.

Mr. Speaker, it is time we stopped
feeding failure. Russia needs to take
responsibility for its future and be held
accountable for its mistakes. The Rus-
sian Government should know that we
are committed to building a very
strong friendship, but the foundation of
that relationship must be a mutual
commitment to freedom, democracy,
and individual liberty. We should not
restructure or forgive the billions of
dollars Russia owes us until they show
progress towards building democratic

institutions committed to the rule of
law, that they stop selling weapons to
the Chinese, Iranians and other poten-
tially dangerous states and dismantle
their spy facility in Lourdes, Cuba.

Contrary to the view of this adminis-
tration, the Russian Government does
not have veto authority over our na-
tional security policy. We should not
be held back from building a national
missile defense system by an invalid
and outdated ABM treaty predicated
on an absurd Cold War notion that the
only way our people can be totally se-
cure is to be totally vulnerable.

The Russian Government should
know that the American people are
committed to building a comprehen-
sive missile defense to protect our peo-
ple and our allies, and we will not be
deterred in doing so.

Mr. Speaker, there is still great po-
tential in Russia, and with real leader-
ship we can build our relationship. But
we must acknowledge that real reform
does not lie in any single man or lead-
er, but in the institutions that build
the foundations for democracy. With-
out those foundations, without the rule
of law, democracy cannot take hold.
Russia is blessed with a rich heritage
and tremendous resources. I hope the
next page in their long history will
show a commitment to democracy, the
rule of law and individual liberty. If it
does, the United States will be ready to
stand with them as true allies.

But our relationship with Russia
must be based on respect and trust, not
personal friendships and wishful think-
ing. Serious problems require serious
leadership. The Russian Government
should know that the United States
will hold out a helping hand when that
hand will be welcomed as a symbol of
democratic partnership, not some
sweetheart deal.

I just challenge the national media.
As the gentleman knows, I think the
national media has shirked its respon-
sibility, particularly in this campaign,
by not looking at the actual actions
that Vice President GORE took in car-
rying out the Clinton-Gore foreign pol-
icy. If they would look at what part
Vice President GORE played in foreign
policy, they would find a situation
where there was no leadership, where
there was appeasement rather than
strength, where there was a complete
disaster in most cases.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I want to thank our distin-
guished whip for appearing tonight. He
is very busy. I want to also thank him
and point out to our colleagues, the
whip is very much interested in work-
ing together to build a solid foundation
with the Russian people. In fact, he led
a delegation to Russia in the last ses-
sion of Congress to try to foster that
one-on-one positive relationship be-
tween the people of Russia and the peo-
ple of the U.S.

We do not have a problem with the
people of Russia. We want to be their
friends. We want to be their strong
trading partners. What we do not want
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to have is the reinforcement of a gov-
ernment that is not acting in the best
interests of Russia. That is why the
Russian people no longer trust Amer-
ica. In fact, as I pointed out the other
night, one of my Duma friends was vis-
iting here 2 years ago; and he made the
statement that for 70 years, the Soviet
Communist Party spent billions of dol-
lars to convince the Russian people
that Americans were evil and they
failed. He went on to say in just a mat-
ter of a few short years, your govern-
ment has managed to do what the So-
viet Communist Party could not do,
and that is to convince the Russian
people that Americans are evil.

Mr. Speaker, we have a real problem
right now. You cannot blame the Rus-
sians. If they saw billions of dollars of
IMF money that was supposed to go to
help them build roads and bridges and
schools and communities end up in
Swiss bank accounts and U.S. real es-
tate investments and if they saw our
President and our Vice President going
like this and like this pretending they
did not see it because they did not
want to embarrass their personal
friends, Boris Yeltsin or Viktor
Chernomyrdin, no wonder the Russian
people do not trust Americans. No won-
der they do not trust what our inten-
tions were. That is why 8 years after
Russia became a free democracy, the
people of Russia question what Amer-
ica’s real intentions are.

With that, I would like to yield to
one of our most eloquent and out-
spoken rising stars in the Congress
from the great West from the State of
Arizona, our good friend J.D.
HAYWORTH.

Mr. HAYWORTH. I think my friend
from Pennsylvania for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, tonight we gather here
because still we must do the people’s
business. Mr. Speaker, I am well aware
of the fact that there are those who
look at the calendar and the pending
national elections and seem to think
that everything must inevitably be col-
ored with the hue of partisan politics.

Mr. Speaker, it should be our goal, no
matter our partisan labels, whether
Republicans or Democrats or Independ-
ents, to put people before politics. It is
in that spirit that I rise this evening
with my colleagues, because what has
been discovered is so disturbing that it
transcends traditional party politics.
We are not talking about typical dis-
agreements or differences in philos-
ophy. To amplify the words of our ma-
jority whip, the gentleman from Texas,
in his remarks, Vice President GORE,
while a member of the United States
Senate, worked closely with my Sen-
ator from Arizona, JOHN MCCAIN, and a
bill was passed, written by those two
gentlemen, that became law that dealt
with weapons sales by the Russian re-
public to the nation of Iran.

b 1800

It was an effort on the part of our
government to issue sanctions to try
and prevent the sale of those weapons

of mass destruction, because of their
destabilizing, in effect, Mr. Speaker,
because they represent a clear and
present danger to allies of the United
States and indeed the United States
itself. My friend from Pennsylvania
mentioned the State of Israel, still in
the news, still involved in conflict and
uncertainty, and the tragedy of the sit-
uation, as revealed in the documents
now entered into the RECORD, and I
thank my friend from Pennsylvania be-
cause the State Department has been
reticent in even allowing copies of
those documents to be in the posses-
sion of the proper committees of this
House, even though that has happened.

What the documents reveal should
shock every American. The Vice Presi-
dent of the United States, one of the
architects along with Senator MCCAIN,
of a policy that would impose sanctions
on Russia if weapons of mass destruc-
tion continue to be sold, worked out an
agreement in private with the Russian
leader, Viktor Chernomyrdin, excusing
the Russians from continued sale of
those weapons to Iran; in fact, inviting
those sales to continue.

Mr. Speaker, stop and imagine the
implication of what is part of the
RECORD. Understand these were not six
disabled tow missiles. We are talking
about an arsenal that included three
Kilo Class submarines, the best tech-
nology heretofore developed for con-
ventionally powered submarines for si-
lence and stealth and secrecy as those
submarines patrol the oceans and seas
of the world; an incredible advantage
for a nation which sadly remains on
the outside looking in, in essence an
outlaw nation.

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, we will remem-
ber at the outset of this Congress, and
I violate no confidences, I violate no
classified documents, a bipartisan com-
mittee, including a former Member of
this House who later became Secretary
of Defense, the gentleman from Illi-
nois, Mr. Rumsfeld chairing the Com-
mission, along with the first director of
the CIA under President Clinton, Mr.
Woolsey, came to this House and
talked about the growing proliferation
of weapons of mass technology by out-
law nations, including Iran, Iraq, North
Korea, where trouble continues; and
our Secretary of State just returned
from a visit.

We are talking about a situation that
goes directly to the heart of our future,
perhaps to the survival of our friends,
and ultimately to the type of national
security we can provide from those who
would aspire to become Commander in
Chief. The whip was quite right, Mr.
Speaker. Our colleagues in the fourth
estate, the journalists, aside from a
front page article 3 weeks ago in The
New York Times, followed up with
work in The Washington Times and
other periodical publications such as
Insight on the News, aside from those
publications, Mr. Speaker, the silence
of the television networks in this Na-
tion has been deafening.

Madam Speaker, who will tell the
people? Who will tell the people of this

breach of faith? It falls to this House,
to this people’s house, and the grand
design of our founders in this constitu-
tional republic with separate and co-
equal branches of government.

Madam Speaker, to stand and tell the
people something is seriously wrong,
the State Department should turn over
every document related to this; and the
Vice President of the United States,
Madam Speaker, should stand before
the people he hopes to lead not with ex-
cuses, not with fables, not with stories,
but with the truth. At last, Madam
Speaker, at long last, is not the truth
what the American people deserve?

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
Madam Speaker, I thank my distin-
guished friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. HAYWORTH),
for his eloquent statement.

Let me say to our colleagues who are
watching us back in their offices, ev-
erybody may be saying, well, there go
those Republicans 1 week or a few days
before the election trashing AL GORE.
Why were not they bringing this for-
ward last year?

Let me remind my colleagues, this
story broke October 13 of this year in
The New York Times. Prior to October
13, none of us knew that Vice President
GORE had worked out a secret deal in
1995 that Madeleine Albright referred
to in a January 2000 memo this year.
Prior to October 13, none of us knew
this. Well, that is only 2 weeks ago, 2
weeks ago. Thank goodness we have a
free press. Two weeks ago The New
York Times ran a copy of this docu-
ment that I have now put in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD that our Members
of Congress were not aware of, that no
member of the Intelligence Committee,
no member of the leadership was asked
to see by the Vice President when he
cut the deal in 1995.

We were not made aware of this until
we read the story in The New York
Times, along with the rest of America
on October 13, and then The Wash-
ington Times reported the story after
that, and other media. It has not been
picked up by the TV media, and that is
a legitimate question. Why has it not
been?

Now, why is this so outrageous,
Madam Speaker? Why? Because this
technology that has been transferred is
used to improve the accuracy of sys-
tems against America and our allies. Is
this isolated? Let me give you two ex-
amples. Madam Speaker, I was in Mos-
cow in January of 1996. The Wash-
ington Post had just run a front page
story with the headline, America Has
Caught the Russians Illegally Transfer-
ring Guidance Systems to Iraq. I was in
Moscow. I went to our embassy, and I
asked for a meeting with our ambas-
sador, who, at that time, was Tom
Pickering. He is now the number three
person in the State Department. I said,
Mr. Ambassador, what was the re-
sponse of the Russians when you asked
them about the transfer of the
accelerometers and gyroscopes to Iraq?

He said, Congressman WELDON, I have
not asked the Russians yet.
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I said, Mr. Ambassador, you are our

representatives here. Why would you
not ask the Russians? It was a front
page story back home. It is a violation
of an arms control treaty, the missile
technology control regime.

He said, that has to come from the
White House.

So I came back to Washington, and I
wrote the President a letter in the end
of January, 1996. Dear Mr. President,
you must have read the story in The
Washington Post. What are you going
to do about it? If this occurred, it is a
serious violation because it gives Iraq a
capability that they cannot build on
their own.

The President wrote me a response in
March of that year.

Dear Congressman Weldon, you are cor-
rect. If this transfer took place, it would be
a serious violation of the missile technology
control regime and there are required sanc-
tions in that treaty; and I assure you if we
can prove it, we will impose the sanctions.
But, Congressman Weldon, we have no proof
that this transfer took place.

Well, as I have done in speeches
around the country, I bring the proof
for the American people to see. This is
a Soviet-made gyroscope and a Soviet-
made accelerometer. I cannot tell you
where I got these devices, but I can say
they were clipped off of an SSN–19 So-
viet missile that used to be aimed at an
American city. We caught the Russians
transferring these devices not once, not
twice, but at least three times. The
American government has over 100 sets
of these devices today. We never im-
posed the sanctions required by the
treaty; yet we have the proof. We have
the evidence.

Now, what would Iraq use these de-
vices for? They would use them to im-
prove the accuracy of the same missile
that killed those 28 young Americans
in 1991 who came home from Desert
Storm in body bags because their coun-
try let them down, because we could
not defend against a low complexity
SCUD missile. These devices Iraq can-
not build. They have to buy them, and
the only place to get them is from Rus-
sia.

We caught them. It is a violation of
an arms control treaty. The President
told me, if we could prove it he would
take action. We have the evidence, and
we never took any action.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, the logical
question is, why would we not take ac-
tion against Russia if we know they
were deliberately violating a treaty?
And the answer is rather simple. Our
policy for the past 8 years toward Rus-
sia has been based on personal friend-
ships; the personal friendship of Presi-
dent Clinton with the leader of Russia,
Boris Yeltsin, and the personal friend-
ship between AL GORE and VIKTOR
CHERNOMYRDIN.

In 1996, when we caught the Russians
transferring these devices to Iraq, it
was the reelection year for President
Yeltsin. Unbeknownst to us but now
available to our colleagues as an ap-
pendix to a book written by Bill Gertz

called ‘‘Betrayal,’’ is a classified cable
that President Clinton sent to Boris
Yeltsin in that election year, the same
year this transfer took place. What did
that cable say? Dear Boris, we wish you
well in your election, and I will make
sure that nothing happens in America
that jeopardizes your reelection.

That must have included holding
Russia accountable for illegally trans-
ferring technology to the enemies of
America and our allies.

The second example, a year later,
Madam Speaker, the President of
Israel, President Netanyahu, goes to
the great length of announcing to the
world that Israel has evidence that
Russia’s space agency has signed con-
tracts with the agency in Iran building
their missile systems, which is again, a
violation of treaties and U.S. laws that
Russia has agreed to abide by.

The Congress was incensed. Demo-
crats and Republicans said, what is
going on here? What is wrong with Rus-
sia? We are helping them with their
space station. We are working with
them on technology, on helping their
economy. Why are we not stopping this
technology transfer?

So the Congress introduced legisla-
tion, bipartisan, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN) and Jane Har-
mon, immediately got over 200 cospon-
sors to force the imposition of sanc-
tions on Iran for violating arms control
agreements.

The Congress called over the CIA.
The director of the Nonproliferation
Center for the CIA at that time was Dr.
Gordon Ehlers; and Dr. Ehlers did
something you cannot do very often in
this administration. He told the Con-
gress the truth. He said, yes, the CIA
has evidence, and we agree with Israel,
that the Russian space agency has con-
tractual relations with Iran to help
them build their missile systems. Gor-
don Ehlers was forcibly removed from
his job because he simply told the
truth.

The Congress was incensed. The bill
was scheduled to come to the House
Floor for a vote. Three days before or 4
days before the bill was to come up on
the House floor for a vote, my office
got a call from the Vice President’s of-
fice. Would you tell your boss, the
staffer said to my staff, that Vice
President GORE would like to meet
with Congressman WELDON in the Old
Executive Office Building. My staff
told me. I said, sure, I will be happy to
go down and meet with him. I said,
what is the topic? They said the Iran
missile sanctions bill.

I drove down to the White House,
went into the Old Executive Office
Building where the Vice President’s of-
fice is, and there in the meeting room,
along with myself, were some of the
following people: Senator CARL LEVIN,
Senator BOB KERRY, Senator JOHN
MCCAIN, Senator JON KYL, Congress-
man Lee Hamilton, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN), Con-
gresswoman Jane Harmon, Democrats
and Republicans from the House and

the Senate who were assembled while
the Vice President and Leon Firth, the
security adviser, pleaded with us for 1
hour not to bring up the Iran missile
sanction bill. He pleaded with us that
this would harm the personal relation-
ship that Bill Clinton had with Boris
Yeltsin and that AL GORE had with
Viktor Chernomyrdin.

When the Vice President finished lob-
bying us, all of us, Democrats and Re-
publicans together, said, Mr. Vice
President, it is too late. The tech-
nology is flowing. It is continuing to
flow into Iran, and it is not being
stopped.

Later that week, that bill passed the
House with 396 votes. That was not a
partisan bill. Almost every Republican
and most all of the Democrats sup-
ported the bill to slap the administra-
tion across the face because they were
not enforcing an arms control agree-
ment that we had entered into with
Russia to stop technology from going
to Iran.

b 1815

Two months later, after we came
back from Christmas break, the Senate
was going to take up the same bill. My
office got another call from the Vice
President’s office. Again, they asked
me to go down to the White House to
meet with the Vice President, and
again I drove down to the Old Execu-
tive Office Building. Again, while I was
there, along with the same core group
of people, in fact, I think Senator
LIEBERMAN may have been in the meet-
ing, the Vice Presidential candidate, I
think he was in the meeting with us;
and for 1 hour and 30 minutes with
Jack Caravelli from the NSC, the Na-
tional Security Council, and with Leon
Firth, the Vice President lobbied us
not to have the Senate pass the Iran
missile sanctions bill. When he finished
we said the same thing: it is too late,
Mr. Vice President.

The following week, the Senate voted
that bill; 96 Senators voted for the bill,
which meant it had a veto-proof mar-
gin in the House and in the Senate. But
let me tell my colleagues what is so
disgusting, Madam Speaker. In neither
of those two meetings, which were pri-
vate meetings with the Vice President
and Members of Congress, did the Vice
President tell us that he had worked
out a secret deal with the Russians to
stop proliferation. In neither of those
two meetings, with CARL LEVIN, with
BOB KERREY, with JOHN MCCAIN, with
Lee Hamilton, and with the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN) in neither
of those meetings did the Vice Presi-
dent hold this document up and say,
well, do not worry, fellows, I have a se-
cret deal with the Russians. He never
told us. Yet, that deal had been con-
cluded 2 years earlier.

Now, why am I so incensed? Because,
Madam Speaker, for the past 8 years,
this administration has called upon me
time and again to get Republicans to
support their objectives in regard to
Russia. Every time a vote would come
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up for cooperative threat reduction
funding for the Nunn-Lugar program, I
would get a call from the White House
to help out, and I would help out.
Every time the administration wanted
something done on our side, I would be
glad to help out. When they wanted to
convince the Russians that we were
taking the right action in Bosnia, I
traveled to Moscow with information
from the State Department to convince
the Russians of the merits of the Presi-
dent’s position. Yet, the Vice President
did not have the decency to tell not
only me, but Members of Congress,
that he had cut a secret deal with the
Russians to continue to allow tech-
nology to flow to Iran.

Madam Speaker, that is not allowed
under our Constitution.

Now, the President can set foreign
policy; he can enter into treaties, al-
though they have to be ratified by the
Senate, but he can do that. The Vice
President has no ability to negotiate
secret agreements with any Nation, es-
pecially when he does not come back
and tell the Congress. In fact, the most
outrageous part of this whole thing,
Madam Speaker, is there is another
document I have not gotten ahold of; I
will have it and it will be in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD eventually. That
other document is a letter that Viktor
Chernomyrdin wrote to Vice President
GORE after this deal was cut. I know
how the letter started. It said, Dear
AL. Dear AL. This was in late 1995. I am
going to quote from the letter. I do not
have the letter yet, I am getting it.
Quote: ‘‘It is not to be conveyed to
third parties, including the U.S. Con-
gress.’’ So the Prime Minister of Rus-
sia sends a letter to our Vice President
where he confirms the fact that Russia
will continue to send technology to
Iran, even though it violates our laws
and treaties, and furthermore,
Chernomyrdin says, and you cannot
tell your Congress that we have en-
tered into this agreement.

Madam Speaker, that is not just out-
rageous, that is sickening. That is ab-
solutely sickening, that the leader of
Russia, Victor Chernomyrdin, could
have an agreement with our Vice Presi-
dent that the Congress should not be
informed. And there it is, Madam
Speaker. It is a quote directly from
that letter. I will have that letter in
the RECORD.

So a secret deal is cut by AL GORE
with Viktor Chernomyrdin that allows
technology to flow to Iran, even
though those of us in the Congress in
both parties are saying it has to stop,
it is getting out of hand, it is threat-
ening Israel, APEC is going crazy be-
cause they know what happened to the
Israeli people in the midst of Desert
Storm when they were killed by those
Scud missiles, and we are seeing some
of that today over in the Middle East.
And our Vice President agrees to a let-
ter from Viktor Chernomyrdin that the
U.S. Congress should not be informed,
and this man supposedly wants to be
our President.

I now yield to the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROYCE), who has trav-
eled to Russia. He has been a leader in
working with their corruption prob-
lems. As a member of the Committee
on Banking and Financial Services, he
has reached out to help them put into
place their financial house. He has of-
fered to assist them in bringing sta-
bility to the Duma, using some of the
techniques we use in our Congress in a
bipartisan manner to help oversee the
financial transactions that have oc-
curred in Russia. I am happy that he is
here tonight, and I yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROYCE).

Mr. ROYCE. Madam Speaker, I just
want to mention that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON) is one
of our foremost experts in the House on
advanced weapons technology, and also
he has led some 21 trips now to Russia.
He speaks Russian, and he has been
perplexed, as I have, by this report in
The New York Times that without re-
porting to Members of the House and
the Senate, the Vice President had con-
cluded his secret agreement with then-
Russian Prime Minister Viktor
Chernomyrdin, a secret agreement not
to enforce U.S. laws requiring sanc-
tions on any country that supplies ad-
vanced conventional weapons to Iran.

As we look at the list of those par-
ticular weapons, we see that it includes
the advanced submarines, the ultra-
quiet, ultra-silent kilo-class sub-
marines that are so difficult to detect,
that it includes torpedoes and antiship
mines and hundreds of tanks and ar-
mored personnel carriers. I think these
submarines are but one example of ex-
actly the type identified by Congress
when it passed the law as posing a risk
to U.S. forces operating in the Middle
East.

Madam Speaker, the report of the
Speaker’s Advisory Group, and I would
just mention to the Members, this can
be found on policy.house.gov, if Mem-
bers would like to get a copy of Rus-
sia’s Road to Corruption. That report
notes the unjustified confidence in un-
reliable officials like Chernomyrdin; it
notes the refusal by the administration
to acknowledge mistakes and revised
policies accordingly; and it notes the
excessive secrecy designed to screen
controversial policies from both Con-
gress and the public.

This secret agreement, I think, exem-
plifies every one of these flaws and,
tragically, as the Times reported, the
decision to flout U.S. law gained us
nothing from the Russians. In spite of
evidence that both Russian govern-
ment agencies and private entities
were directly involved in proliferation
to such states as Iran and Iraq, the
Clinton administration continued to
rely on personal assurances from a
very small cadre of contacts in the
Russian Government. Our administra-
tion officials, including Vice President
GORE and Deputy Secretary of State
Talbot, accepted these assurances, de-
spite clear evidence of continued pro-
liferation, rather than believe or admit

that proliferation could continue, de-
spite the stated opposition of their
partners.

Now, I wanted just to bring to light a
second secret Gore-Chernomyrdin deal
that was described in the Washington
Times on October 17 in a classified
‘‘Dear Al’’ letter to AL GORE in late
1995. Chernomyrdin described Russian
aid to Iran’s nuclear program, and the
letter states: ‘‘This information is not
to be conveyed to third parties, includ-
ing to the United States Congress.’’
Not to be conveyed to the United
States Congress.

As with the first Chernomyrdin deal,
this agreement too has been kept se-
cret from us. This letter from
Chernomyrdin to GORE indicates that
GORE acquiesced to the shipment of not
only conventional shipments to Iran in
violation of the act, but also of nuclear
technology to Iran. According to Vice
President GORE, when we listen to his
rationale, he says, well, the purpose of
this secret deal was to constrain Rus-
sian nuclear aid to Iran in the con-
struction of two nuclear reactors. If
that is so, Vice President GORE plainly
did not succeed, because in August of
this year, the CIA reported that Russia
continues to provide Iran with nuclear
technology that could be applied to
Iran’s weapons programs. That is what
our Central Intelligence Agency is tell-
ing us.

The chairman of the House Com-
mittee on International Relations, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. GIL-
MAN), asked the administration on Oc-
tober 18 if it had pointed out to GORE’s
Russian partner that it is not the
American way for the President to
keep secrets from Congress when it
comes to such serious national security
concerns as the proliferation of nuclear
technology. The chairman has yet to
receive an answer. The law requires,
and I am going to quote it here, that
‘‘The text of any international agree-
ment to which the United States is a
party be transmitted to Congress as
soon as practical, but in no event later
than 60 days after it is reached.’’ The
law does not contemplate, as the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. COX), the
House Policy chairman, pointed out,
does not contemplate that Congress
will discover such agreements 5 years
after the fact by reading about them
through leaks to a newspaper. The Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee re-
quested the first secret Gore-
Chernomyrdin agreement on Friday,
October 13, the day that The New York
Times revealed it; and now, weeks
later, the administration has yet to
produce this agreement, or the second
Gore-Chernomyrdin letter dealing with
nuclear transfers to Iran.

Madam Speaker, I yield back to the
chairman.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague
for his eloquent statement and for his
tireless work, and I want to acknowl-
edge his leadership in trying to build a
stable relationship with Russia. I know
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the Russians appreciate that, I know
the respect the gentleman has, and as a
member of the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services, they look to
him for guidance as they did last year
when he was there to help establish a
sound financial system.

Now, someone listening to this in
their office or one of our constituents
might say, well, wait a minute. The
President does have a right to nego-
tiate secret agreements, and we are not
saying that that is not the case. The
President does have a right to act in
our best interests and sometimes he
may have to make an agreement. But
there is a process in place for a few
Members of the House and the Senate
to be told about those kinds of arrange-
ments. We have a House Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence and a Senate Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence. They
are a very small number of Members
from both parties, they are bipartisan,
most of their meetings are held in pri-
vate on the fourth floor of this build-
ing, and they are briefed by the admin-
istration or the CIA on sensitive issues
that cannot be disclosed in public.

Madam Speaker, that is not what we
are talking about. Because number
one, this was not the President acting;
this was an agreement between the
Vice President and the prime minister
of Russia. Number two, the Vice Presi-
dent cannot make treaties. There is no
place in the Constitution for the Vice
President to represent America, unless
the President for some reason is inca-
pacitated. Number three, any agree-
ment has to be shared with the leader-
ship in the Congress so that Congress is
aware of what is transpiring.

b 1830
None of those things happened,

Madam Speaker. We only found out
about it 5 years later because a New
York Times writer got a copy of this
memo and spread the story out on the
front page of the New York Times.

Madam Speaker, how could it come
that our Vice President could have this
kind of a relationship with Viktor
Chernomyrdin? It goes back to what I
said at the outset, our policy with Rus-
sia has been flawed. It was based on
personal friendships as opposed to sup-
port for institutions.

I wanted Boris Yeltsin to succeed as
much as President Clinton did when he
took office. I was a big supporter of his.
But instead of supporting a person, as
Republicans did with the Shah of Iran,
for instance, we should have been sup-
porting the institution of the presi-
dency. We should have been supporting
the institution of the parliament,
which in Russia is the Duma and the
Federation Council. We should have
been supporting the institution of a
court system, of a free market system.

But instead, our policy was based on
personal friendships between two sets
of people, Bill Clinton and Boris
Yeltsin, AL GORE and Viktor
Chernomyrdin.

In fact, Madam Speaker, there is an-
other document that needs to be

brought forward so the American peo-
ple can see it. That relates to the spe-
cial relationship that Vice President
GORE had with Viktor Chernomyrdin.

During the days that Viktor
Chernomyrdin was the Prime Minister
of Russia, there was a process started
called the Gore-Chernomyrdin Com-
mission to work in a very positive way,
much of which I supported, on helping
build stable relations. But the Vice
President became too enamored with
the man, as opposed to the process.

Our intelligence community got
some evidence that Viktor
Chernomyrdin was involved in corrupt
activities in Russia with the oil and
gas industry. So as they do frequently,
our CIA wrote a memo that went to the
Vice President, a classified memo,
which they do frequently, to the Vice
President telling him that the CIA had
evidence that his partner and friend,
Viktor Chernomyrdin, was involved in
corruption with the Russian oil and gas
industry.

What was the Vice President’s re-
sponse? He was very upset, red-faced,
and allegedly wrote the word ‘‘bull,’’
and I cannot say the last four letters,
but Members can use their imagina-
tion, across the front of the memo, and
sent it back to the CIA, because he did
not want to hear it. He did not want to
hear that our intelligence community
said his partner was involved in corrup-
tion. The Russian people knew he was
involved in corruption, which is why he
ultimately had to leave office. But our
Vice President did not want to hear it.

Here is the rub, Madam Speaker.
When the Vice President was asked
about this memo on Tim Russert’s
show nationally telecast just a few
weeks ago, the Vice President’s state-
ment to Tim Russert was that it never
happened, it was not true.

However, in our Russia Task Force,
we interviewed a CIA lawyer. Guess
what he informed the committee: that
more than one CIA analyst saw the no-
tation on a document relating to
Chernomyrdin. So now we have a CIA
lawyer saying, yes, we have a docu-
ment that at least two people have
seen with the word ‘‘bull’’ scribbled
across the front of it relating to
Chernomyrdin.

The White House stated in a letter in
October of this year that, after a dili-
gent search, ‘‘We cannot locate that
document, and neither can the CIA.’’ If
that is the case, it means the document
is either lost or stolen. Federal law
prohibits the destruction of White
House records. If that occurred, that is
a Federal offense.

But now, mysteriously, the White
House counsel now acknowledges that
the Vice President ‘‘recalls having a
strong reaction to a CIA report when it
was originally shown to him,’’ and that
‘‘he may have uttered such a comment
and it may have been written down by
someone else.’’

So we went from a complete denial
by the Vice President of ever having
written any such statement down and

ever knowing about it to now having
White House counsel saying, well, yes,
he did perhaps utter that statement
when he saw the report, but he does not
think it was he that wrote it down.
Somebody else must have written that
word down based on what the Vice
President was saying.

The problem was, Madam Speaker,
the President and the Vice President
did not want to hear the bad news. We
all wanted Yeltsin and Chernomyrdin
to succeed, but the to deal with Russia,
we have to be candid and consistent.

Do Members know why the Russian
people hate Americans today, Madam
Speaker? It is because they feel we let
them down. When Boris Yeltsin left of-
fice last fall, the polls in Moscow were
showing his popularity was 2 percent.
Only 2 percent of the Russian popu-
lation supported Boris Yeltsin, but Bill
Clinton and AL GORE still support him.

When the Russian people knew that
Boris Yeltsin’s friends, including his
daughter, Tatiana, and the bankers
that he put into office, the oligarchs,
were stealing billions of dollars of
money that were going to Russia to
help improve the economy, the Russian
people knew what was going on. They
knew that we knew what was going on.
We pretended we did not see it because
Bill Clinton and AL GORE did not want
to embarrass their friends.

When technology was being trans-
ferred to Iraq and Iran, the Russians
knew that we knew it was taking
place, but they knew that we were hid-
ing that fact. They lost respect for us,
because they knew that all America
was trying to do was to basically wash
over any problems that Russia had.

When Lieutenant Jack Daley, a 15-
year career naval intelligence officer,
was lasered in the eye by a Russian spy
ship out in Puget Sound, the adminis-
tration’s response was to send a secret
cable to Moscow telling the Russians
that we have caught them lasering one
of our military persons in the eye.

What was the response of the admin-
istration? They tried to ruin the career
of Jack Daley. After 15 years of the
highest ratings in the Navy, in two
consecutive ratings he was given the
lowest rating that he could get, and his
superior officer told him this, and I
quote directly, ‘‘Jack, you don’t know
the pressure I am under to get rid of
your case.’’

Thank goodness we have a group of
stalwart Democrats and Republicans in
this body, people like the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. DICKS), who
joined with us and called the Defense
Department and said they cannot do
this to an American soldier in uniform.
He has been injured. He has been
lasered by the Russians, and they were
taking the side of Russia.

Thank goodness we stood up, and in
September of last year former deputy
Secretary of Defense John Hamre
called me on the phone and said, Curt,
we have just convened a special board
of inquiry and they have just reported
that Jack Daley was wronged. He got
his promotion.
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How about Jay Stuart, a career De-

partment of Energy intelligence offi-
cial who had an outstanding career,
given the highest award, but because
he was telling Hazel O’Leary that there
were problems with Russia’s nuclear
weapons, his job was eliminated. His
career was ruined.

Or how about Notra Trulock, whose
simple offense was he told the truth?
He has not been able to work for the
past 3 months.

Time and again, Madam Speaker,
this administration has played politics
with our relationships. Today our rela-
tionship with Russia is as bad as it
ever was under the Communist rule. In
fact, I would say it is far worse than
that, because the Russians no longer
trust us. They do not know what our
foreign policy is. They think it is a
roller coaster, up and down. We use
Russia when it is to our convenience,
and we ignore them when it is in our
best interests, according to our admin-
istration.

Madam Speaker, I can tell the Mem-
bers this, that it is absolutely unac-
ceptable that the Vice President of the
United States 5 years ago entered into
a secret agreement with the Prime
Minister of Russia that allowed tech-
nology to flow to Iran, as acknowl-
edged by Secretary Albright in her let-
ter that I just put in the RECORD, that
would have been subject to sanctions
under U.S. laws and arms control trea-
ties.

The President wonders why this Con-
gress will not support treaties that he
has brought up, like the treaties in-
volving strategic arms reductions, or
treaties involving chemical weapons,
or treaties involving a nuclear test
ban? How can this Congress trust this
administration on treaties when we
have had secret deals and arrange-
ments made by individuals that basi-
cally say those treaties are not worth
anything?

Madam Speaker, this is not the way
this country has operated. We have had
some embarrassing things occur in our
history by leaders in both parties. I am
not saying this is only done by Demo-
crats, because that would be false. But
I have never seen an incident where a
Vice President negotiated a secret deal
to allow technology to continue to flow
to one of our enemies, and agree with
the leader of that country that the
Congress should be kept uninformed,
even though we admitted that every
violation that occurred was a violation
of an arms control agreement that
would have required sanctions.

Madam Speaker, there is no wonder
why we do not have the respect around
the world from China, Russia, from the
Middle East, the Palestinians, North
Korea. Foreign policy has to be based
on consistency and candor, and we
have neither.

Mr. GILMAN. Madam Speaker, I want to
commend the gentleman from Pennsylvania,
Mr. WELDON, for organizing this discussion of
the Clinton Administration’s policy toward Rus-
sia, and I thank him for inviting me to partici-
pate in it.

During the six years that I have chaired the
Committee on International Relations, we have
been keenly interested in U.S. relations with
Russia. The members of our Committee have
become increasingly concerned in recent
years as the optimism that we had about the
prospects for reform in Russia have evapo-
rated. Sadly, the policies of the Clinton Admin-
istration have failed to consolidate democracy,
free markets, and respect for human rights in
Russia.

The failure of the Clinton Administration pol-
icy has many dimensions, and my colleagues
have touched on many of those dimensions
today. I will focus my remarks on one dimen-
sion that is of particular concern to me: the
failure to stem Russian proliferation of dan-
gerous weapons and weapons-related tech-
nologies to Iran.

Congress has tried repeatedly over the
years to force the Executive branch to do
something about Russian proliferation to Iran.
When Vice President AL GORE was still a Sen-
ator, he joined with Senator JOHN MCCAIN to
author legislation known as the Iran-Iraq Arms
Non-Proliferation Act of 1992. More recently,
Congressman GEJDENSON and I worked with
Senator TRENT LOTT and Senator JOE
LIEBERMAN to enact the Iran Nonproliferation
Act of 2000.

These laws, and others that have been en-
acted between 1992 and this year, attempted
to discourage Russian proliferation to Iran by
threatening to impose U.S. sanctions.

I regret to inform my colleagues that these
laws appear to have failed. They have failed
not because they were badly written, but be-
cause the Clinton Administration has put at
least as much effort into avoiding having to
apply them as it has put into applying them.

Our Committee held a hearing three weeks
ago on the Administration’s systematic dis-
regard of the recently-enacted Gilman-Gejden-
son-Lott-Lieberman Act. Our hearing revealed
that the Administration has failed to submit ei-
ther of the first two reports on proliferation to
Iran required to be submitted under that law,
and that the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration has adopted a legal interpreta-
tion of the law designed to eviscerate it. Clear-
ly NASA wants to continue business as usual
with Russia as if this law had never been en-
acted. NASA’s legal interpretation of the Gil-
man-Gejdenson-Lott-Lieberman Act was de-
nounced on a bipartisan basis at our hearing.

Even more alarming, we have learned from
press reports that Vice President GORE signed
an agreement with Russia in 1995 in which he
agreed to permit certain Russian arms sales
to Iran to proceed, and he promised that no
sanctions would be imposed under the Gore–
McCain Act. To get to the bottom of this
alarming news, we have asked the Administra-
tion to let us see the full text (including all at-
tachments) of the agreements they signed. To
date, the Administration has refused to show
the full text to anyone in this body other than
the Speaker and the Minority Leader.

Madam Speaker, it is clear that this Admin-
istration has a lot of explaining to do about its
policy toward Russia.

Yesterday I joined with the distinguished
Chairman of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, the gentleman from South Carolina, Mr.
SPENCE, and the distinguished Chairman of
the Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, Mr. GOSS, in sending a letter to the
President demanding full disclosure to Con-

gress of all secret deals with Russia regarding
proliferation to Iran. I submit our letter to be in-
serted at this point in the RECORD:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, October 31, 2000.

The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT. We are deeply con-
cerned about information that has emerged
recently about secret understandings
reached between your Administration and
the government of the Russian Federation
regarding proliferation to Iran. A distin-
guished bipartisan group of eleven former
secretaries of state, secretaries of defense,
national security advisors, and CIA directors
has also expressed alarm about your Admin-
istration’s acquiescence in such proliferation
from Russia to Iran, as well as the Adminis-
tration’s failure to fully disclose its policy to
Congress.

We share the view of these distinguished
former officials that there can be no jus-
tification for your Administration’s acquies-
cence in the transfer to Iran of advanced
military equipment such as modern sub-
marines, fighter planes, and wake-homing
torpedoes. Such transfers jeopardize the lives
of our military personnel in the Persian Gulf
region and put at risk the security of our na-
tion and of our allies in the region. More-
over, Iran, as the world’s leading sponsor of
international terrorism, may well be a con-
duit for arms and technology to terrorist
groups. Obviously these groups pose an im-
minent threat to U.S. personnel worldwide,
as demonstrated by the recent attack on the
U.S.S. Cole.

The Administration’s failure to fully in-
form Congress of this policy presents a
threat of a different character. Congress can-
not effectively exercise its constitutional re-
sponsibilities if kept in the dark about such
matters. Continued efforts by the Adminis-
tration to withhold information about such
policies from Congress is inconsistent with
the constitutional separation of powers.

We are especially troubled by the fact that
both the policy adopted by the Administra-
tion, and the Administration’s decision to
withhold from Congress key documents re-
lating to that policy, may have violated U.S.
law. The Gore-McCain Act (50 U.S.C. 1701
note) may have been violated by the Admin-
istration’s commitment in the June 30, 1995,
Aide Memoire not to sanction certain weap-
ons transfers from Russia to Iran. That
agreement was required to be transmitted to
Congress under the Case-Zablocki Act (1
U.S.C. 112b), but the Administration chose
instead to withhold that agreement from
Congress. And against this background, the
Administration has persisted in disregarding
the recently-enacted Gilman-Gejdenson-
Lott-Lieberman Act (Public Law 106–178) re-
garding proliferation to Iran.

In view of the serious questions that have
been raised, we believe that the only accept-
able course for the Administration at this
point is full disclosure. In order to permit
you to clear the air regarding allegations
that officials of your Administration have
secretly committed our nation to policies
which at best undermine our national secu-
rity, and at worst may violate U.S. law, we
respectfully submit the following request for
relevant documents.

We would appreciate your transmitting the
documents described in paragraph (1) to the
Committee on International Relations no
later than Thursday, November 2nd. We
would appreciate your arranging for the
custodians of the remaining documents to
transmit them to their oversight committee
of the House of Representatives no later
than Friday, December 1st. Please be assured
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that we will properly protect all classified
information submitted in response to this re-
quest.

(1) Documents in the custody of the Sec-
retary of State:

(A) The Aide Memoire dated June 30, 1995,
signed by Vice President Al Gore and Rus-
sian Prime Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin,
along with all annexes thereto that have at
any time been in effect (including any
amendments to such annexes).

(B) The letter dated December 9, 1996, from
Russian Prime Minister Viktor
Chernomyrdin to Vice President Al Gore,
any correspondence from the U.S. Govern-
ment to which that letter was responding,
and any U.S. Government response to that
letter.

(C) The letter dated January 13, 2000, from
Secretary of State Madeleine Albright to
Russian Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov, trans-
mitted by the Department of State on Janu-
ary 13, 2000, in a telegram designated ‘‘State
008180’’.

(D) The letter dated December 17, 1999,
from Russian Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov
to Secretary of State Madeleine Albright.

(E) The Department of State telegrams
designated ‘‘State 243445’’, ‘‘State 244826’’,
‘‘Moscow 32441’’, and ‘‘Moscow 362’’, referred
to in the Department of State telegram des-
ignated ‘‘State 008180’’ of January 13, 2000.

(2) Documents in the custody of the Sec-
retary of State, the Secretary of Defense, the
director of Central Intelligence, or any agen-
cy or establishment within the Intelligence
Community:

(A) All documents that contain, refer, re-
flect, or relate in any way to transfers or
possible transfers of goods or technology
from Russia to Iran in violation or potential
violation of commitments contained in the
Aide Memoire dated June 30, 1995, signed by
Vice President Al Gore and Russian Prime
Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin, or the letter
dated December 9, 1995, from Russian Prime
Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin to Vice Presi-
dent Al Gore.

(B) All documents that contain, refer, re-
flect, or relate in any way to possible revi-
sions to the understanding set forth in the
Aide Memoire dated June 30, 1995, signed by
Vice President Al Gore and Russian Prime
Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin, and the an-
nexes thereto.

(C) All documents that contain, refer, re-
flect, or relate in any way to possible appli-
cation of the Case-Zablocki Act (1 U.S.C.
112b) to the Aide Memoire dated June 30,
1995, signed by Vice President Al Gore and
Russian Prime Minister Viktor
Chernomyrdin, or the letter dated December
9, 1995, from Russian Prime Minister Viktor
Chernomyrdin to Vice President Al Gore.

(D) All documents that contain, refer, re-
flect, or relate in any way to consideration
of whether goods or technology transferred
from Russia to Iran contributed to efforts by
Iran to acquire destabilizing numbers and
types of advanced conventional weapons.

(E) All documents that contain, refer, re-
flect, or relate in any way to consideration
of whether weapons transferred from Russia
to Iran destabilized the military balance in
the Persian Gulf region, or enhanced Iran’s
offensive capabilities in destabilizing ways.

(F) All documents that contain, refer, re-
flect, or relate in any way to other secret un-
derstandings or agreements, or secret provi-
sions of understandings or agreements,
reached by the Clinton Administration with
Russia regarding transfers to Iran or any
other country of weapons-related goods,
services, or technology.

(3) Documents in the custody of the Ad-
ministrator of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration:

(A) All documents that contain, refer, re-
flect, or relate in any way to the rationale or

justification for purchase from the Russian
Aviation and space Agency of the items re-
ferred to in the letters dated February 11,
2000 and February 15, 2000, from the Adminis-
trator of the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration to Chairman F. James Sen-
senbrenner, Jr., of the Committee on Science
(exclusive of those items that, as of the date
of the adoption of this resolution, already
have been acquired from the Russian Avia-
tion and Space Agency).

(B) All documents that contain, refer, re-
flect, or relate in any way to utilization of
the exception for crew safety contained in
section 6(f) of the Iran Nonproliferation Act
of 2000 (Public Law 106–178), or interpretation
of the term ‘‘necessary to prevent the immi-
nent loss of life by or grievous injury to indi-
viduals aboard the International Space Sta-
tion’’ as contained in that section.

We appreciate your prompt attention to
this request.

With warmest regards,
Sincerely,

BENJAMIN A. GILMAN,
Chairman, Committee

on International Re-
lations.

PORTER J. GOSS,
Chairman, Permanent

Select Committee on
Intelligence.

FLOYD SPENCE,
Chairman, Committee

on Armed Services.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all Members may have 5 leg-
islative days within which to revise
and extend their remarks and to in-
clude extraneous material on the sub-
ject of my special order.

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

There was no objection.

f

TIPPING THE BALANCE: GEORGE
W. BUSH AND THE SUPREME
COURT

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

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Madam
Speaker, when women and Americans
go to the polls on Tuesday, I believe
there will be two words more impor-
tant and more at stake than any other.
These two words are not ‘‘Democrat’’
and ‘‘Republican,’’ they are not
‘‘House’’ and ‘‘Senate,’’ and they are
not even ‘‘Gore’’ and ‘‘Bush.’’

The two words that this election
comes down to are ‘‘Supreme Court.’’
The next President of the United
States will appoint at least two or
three, maybe even more, Supreme
Court Justices. He will define our con-
stitutional rights not for the next 4
years, but for the next 40.

If G.W. Bush is elected and the bal-
ance of the court tips right, which it
will, far right, the consequences are
clear: civil rights, privacy rights, and
reproductive rights will be in jeopardy.
Our environmental protections, affirm-

ative action, and the separation of
church and State will all be on the
line, because the fact is these two
words, ‘‘Supreme Court,’’ can come
down to just one vote.

Right now, one single vote protects a
woman’s right to choose and recognizes
her fundamental control over her own
body. Both Planned Parenthood versus
Casey and Stenberg versus Carhart
demonstrated that a woman’s right to
choose is fragile. It hangs by the slim-
mest of margins five to four.

Without the protection of Roe v.
Wade, Congress and many State legis-
lators have proven that they are will-
ing to pass laws restricting abortion
procedures, even when a woman’s
health is at stake. Yet, to overturn
Roe, to put a woman’s health and her
very life at risk, G.W. Bush would not
need to use three appointments or even
two. It would just take one.

He says he trusts the people and not
the government to make their own de-
cisions. He must not be talking about
women. One vote. There are those who
say there is no way to predict. They
say Justices are independent; that
Reagan appointed Sandra Day O’Con-
nor, who is pro-choice; that the would-
be impact of G.W. Bush on the bench is
exaggerated.

But I think that the best way to
measure someone is through not what
they say but what they do. When asked
what kind of Justices he would appoint
to the bench, Governor Bush said very
clearly, strict constructionists, like
Scalia and Thomas, the far right of the
current court. Governor Bush is not
just looking to tip the balance to the
right, he wants to knock the scales
over.

If Members doubt that Scalia, Thom-
as, and Bush would wipe out many of
the protections Americans hold dear
and undermine decades of Supreme
Court decisions, just look at the Scalia
and Thomas dissents.

Scalia, Thomas, and Bush would ex-
empt elections for State judges from
all provisions of the Voting Rights Act.

Scalia, Thomas, and Bush would per-
mit sex discrimination in jury selec-
tion.

Scalia, Thomas, and Bush would
eliminate affirmative action.

Scalia, Thomas, and Bush would re-
strict remedies for discrimination,
while at the same time making it hard-
er to prove discrimination.

And who would join Scalia, Thomas,
and Bush? Let us look at the possible
short list: J. Michael Luttig of the
Fourth Circuit. He wrote the opinion
that prevents women from suing their
attacker in Federal court under the Vi-
olence Against Women Act.

Judge Luttig, along with another po-
tential Bush pick, Fourth Circuit Chief
Justice J. Harvie Wilkinson, led the
charge to overturn the Miranda deci-
sion that says, you should know your
rights if you are arrested.

Judge Emilio Garza said Roe v. Wade
may not be constitutional law.

Justice Samuel Alito is so conserv-
ative that he is now referred to as
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‘‘Scalito,’’ and Judge Edith Jones, a se-
vere critic of death penalty appeals.
She overruled a decision that a Texas
death row inmate deserved a new hear-
ing, even though his lawyer literally
slept through part of the trial.

b 1845

These judges are not the extreme on
Bush’s list. They are the list. They are
not the exceptions to the rule, they
make the rules, and we will have to
abide by them.

If you believe in women’s rights, AL
GORE should shape the court. If you be-
lieve that minorities should be counted
and respected; if you believe everyone
is innocent until proven guilty; and if
you believe, like I do, that justice
should be blind and not asleep, AL
GORE should shape the court.

AL GORE, not Scalia, Thomas and
Bush, should protect our rights for the
next generation.

When we vote, we will elect a Presi-
dent for 4 years. Supreme Court ap-
pointments last a lifetime. Two words,
Supreme Court; one vote, one choice,
AL GORE.
f

THE HORRIBLE DEBT OUR NATION
FACES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
WILSON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. TAY-
LOR) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Madam
Speaker, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM),
my colleague, for joining me tonight.

Madam Speaker, I have come to talk
about what I consider to be one of the
greatest threats to our Nation, and
that is the horrible debt that our Na-
tion faces and the absolute reluctance
on the part of both Presidential can-
didates and almost everyone who seeks
higher public office to deal with it.

Mr. Speaker, when I go down the
street in my home State of Mississippi
and folks ask me where do their tax
dollars go, they are almost dumb-
founded when I tell them that the larg-
est expenditure of their Nation is inter-
est on our Nation’s debt.

Yesterday our Nation spent $1 billion
on interest on the national debt. We
did the same thing today. We did it 3
days ago. We did it 5 days ago. We have
done it every day for the past year. Un-
less we change the way we are doing
business here in our Nation’s capitol,
we will spend at least a billion dollars
on the national debt tomorrow, the
next day, and every day for the rest of
our lives.

What do we get for that? It does not
educate one child. It does not build one
inch of highways. It does not build one
war ship to defend our Nation. It does
not pay the kids in uniform. It is
squandered down a rat hole and most
appropriately, and something most
Americans would find very disturbing,
is about one third of the interest on
our Nation’s debt is fully paid to for-

eign lending institutions. See German
and Japanese lending institutions actu-
ally control the papers on about one
third of our Nation’s debit.

For my father and your fathers,
those who fought the great World War
II to save us from the tyranny of then
Nazi Germany and Imperial Japan, you
have to imagine how upset they would
be to realize that the nations they
saved us from now control America’s
financial future because they control
our debt.

Madam Speaker, I often wonder how
this incredible misperception of a big
budget surplus could come from, be-
cause we hear it every day. I hear oth-
erwise educated people talk as if they
are mindless idiots. So when they talk
about an alleged surplus, I really won-
der again where it comes from.

I think I know one of the places that
it came from. This was an ad that was
run in several national publications,
including the USA Today. It was run
December 6 of 1995, and it features then
head of the Republican National Com-
mittee, a face that most of you would
remember, a guy named Haley Barbour
from the State of Mississippi.

It is a full-page ad. He is holding a
million dollar check, and it says up
top, heard the one about the Repub-
licans getting Medicare? It says down
here the fact is that the Republicans
are increasing Medicare spending by
more than half. I am Haley Barbour. I
am so sure of this fact that I am will-
ing to give you this check for a million
dollars if you can prove me wrong.

He goes on down here to have the ac-
tual terms of that challenge. Here is
why you have no chance for a million
dollars. The Republican National Com-
mittee will present a cashier’s check
for $1 million to the first American
who can prove the following statement
is false, in quotations, in November of
1995, the U.S. House and Senate passed
a balanced budget bill. It increases
total Federal spending on Medicare by
more than 50 percent from 1995 to the
year 2002 pursuant to congressional
budget standards.

Madam Speaker, what was called to
his attention in a hand-delivered letter
just a few days later is that the bill
that they passed for that year to run
the Nation was not a balanced budget
bill.

For you at home, for me, for our Na-
tion, for my State, a balanced budget is
when you spend no more than you col-
lect, where you are collecting your sal-
ary and what you spend or what this
Nation or my State collects in taxes
and what they spend. If you spend more
than you are collecting, then it is not
a balanced budget, that is a deficit
budget.

Remember this change was made on
a budget that passed in November of
1995, so that would have been the budg-
et for the fiscal year 1996, running from
October 1 1995 through September of
1996. As we can see, and this is for
those of you who have your computers
at home, the source for this is the

United States Government annual re-
ports for the fiscal years 1996, 1997, 1998
and 1999, all taken from the monthly
Treasury statements for the month of
September for those years.

What you can see is for the fiscal
year 1996, the first year that the chal-
lenge would have been in effect, the Re-
publican Congress passed a budget that
was $221 billion, $960 million in deficit.
That is almost a billion a day that
they were spending more than they
were collecting in taxes, so maybe they
did not get to the balanced budget
quite as quick as they thought they
could.

For fiscal year 1997, Federal funds
were $145,217,000 in deficit. As you can
see, these are the trust funds, things
like the Social Security trust fund, but
for the Federal trust funds, the real
portion that we determine, there was
no balanced budget. Fiscal year 1998,
$88,088,000 in deficit. Fiscal year 1999,
$82,998,000 in deficit.

All of these years later, the Nation
finally turned a surplus in September
of the year 2000. It was not easily ac-
complished. I came to the House floor
in the month of July to point out that
through the end of June, our Nation
was running an $11 billion annual oper-
ating deficit. Again, these are from the
monthly Treasury statements, Depart-
ment of Treasury, table 8, page 30.

What you do not see is and what you
do not hear is when they talk about a
big surplus, they are not telling you
that that surplus is in the Social Secu-
rity trust fund, the military retiree
trust fund, the Medicare trust fund, the
highway trust fund. The key word in
each of these sentences is the word
trust.

These are taxes that are collected
from a specific group of people and set
aside by people who trust our Nation to
spend them on nothing but that one
purpose. When my young daughter
teaches sailing lessons during the sum-
mer and she pays Social Security on
that paycheck, she trusts that money
will be set aside so that years from now
when she is a senior citizen that money
will be available for her Social Secu-
rity.

When you go to the gas pump and pay
gasoline taxes, you trust that that
money will be set aside to build roads.

When a military person serving our
Nation in places like Korea, places like
Bosnia, Kosovo pays into his trust
fund, he trusts that that money will be
set aside for when he retires so that his
retirement check is sent every month.

When someone pays into the Medi-
care trust fund, all of us are counting
on that money being set aside so that
when we need those services, that
money will be there.

The only surpluses that are out there
are in the trust funds. So to say that I
am going to have a big tax break or we
are going to spend a whole lot more
money because of these big surpluses,
my question to those people are, who
are you going to steal it from? Are you
going to take it from people’s Social
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Security trust fund? Are you going to
take it from their Medicare trust fund?
Are you going to steal it from the mili-
tary retirees? Are you going to steal it
from the people who bought gasoline
and paid the tax on that?

Madam Speaker, the one bright light
of this year, I think, as far as this Con-
gress is concerned is that for the first
time in 30 years, the Nation collected
more than it spent. It collected about
$8 billion more than it spent on expend-
itures for the Nation. So for the first
time in 30 years, there actually was a
surplus.

What that fails to note is that there
was an extraordinary amount of money
collected in the month of September
and a reduction in normal operating
expenditures. It was an accounting
game that was played so that we could
have a surplus.

One of the games that was played
was a very unfortunate trick to the
people who serve our Nation in uni-
form. They are normally paid on the
last of the month, but because Sep-
tember 30, 2000 fell into fiscal year 2000
and October 1 was in fiscal year 2001,
Congress voted to delay their pay to
October 1, so that that $21⁄2 billion ac-
counting cost would go on this year
and not on last.

If you are a Congressman, and every-
body knows congressmen make good
money, having to wait between a Fri-
day and a Monday for your paycheck,
not that big of a deal. But if you are an
E–3, an E–4, an E–5 out there, if you are
a young lieutenant with a couple of
kids running around the house, that
weekend of waiting to buy baby for-
mula or Pampers or whatever was an
incredible inconvenience to them.

So from my Republican colleagues
who are regularly telling me that they
support the troops, I ask my colleagues
if they support them so much, why did
they delay their pay just so they could
pretend to balance the budget?

Madam Speaker, this is the American
financial portfolio that the next Presi-
dent of the United States will inherit.
There is no surplus. Our Nation is al-
most $6 trillion in debt. The public
debt on September 30, 2000 was
$5,674,178,209,887.

For George Bush or AL GORE to say
because we had an $8 billion surplus
that we should go out and start great,
new spending programs or cut taxes by
over a trillion dollars is literally like a
fellow who has not made his way for 30
years.

He has not broken even 1 month for
30 years, and he finally clears a profit
of $1,000 and he is getting ready to cele-
brate with that $1,000 and going on a
spending spree, totally ignoring that
during those 30 years he has grown the
equivalent of $686,000 of credit card
debt, $686,000 versus 1; that is what $8
billion compares to this debt that we
owe and we continue to pay a billion
dollars interest every day.

Madam Speaker, that is the public
debt of the United States, again, con-
trary to what my Republican col-

leagues are saying, they are not paying
it down. It increased by
$17,970,308,271.43 last year.

For those of you who doubt my fig-
ures, I would encourage you on your
computers http://www.publicdebt.
treas.gov/opd/opdpenny.htm. It is pub-
lic record, that is what we owe.

Mr. Barbour, since my Republican
colleagues have made such a good point
about the need for people to be honest,
to be forthright, to stick to their word,
I am asking you tonight on national
television to stick to your word. You
made a promise. You made a pledge.
You laid down a challenge. I accepted
your challenge. I hand delivered my re-
sponse to the Republican National
Committee a couple of blocks from
here.

b 1900
Your response to my challenge was

to sue me and about 80 other Ameri-
cans who did nothing more than to an-
swer your challenge.

I am a Congressman. It is pretty easy
for a Congressman to find a lawyer.
Some of the people that you sued
served in the United States military.
Many of them were retirees on fixed in-
come. I call that low-balling tactics.
So in response to your suing me, I have
also had to hire an attorney. But I will
make this promise to you when you
keep yours. And after I have to pay the
attorneys that I had to hire because
you sued me, I will take that million
dollar check and what I do not have to
pay to the lawyers and donate it to the
University of Southern Mississippi.

But I am going to remind every
American that I do not want to hear
you or any of my Republican col-
leagues talk about honesty in govern-
ment until you keep your word.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my friend from Mississippi for
yielding to me, and I thank him for
continuing to come to the floor and to
make the very valid points about this
so-called surplus.

I also appreciate him bringing up the
word ‘‘honesty.’’ Because each and
every one of us that is elected to this
body are basically honest people, 435
Members; but many times in the heat
of political battle we tend to stretch
the truth when it is perceived to be po-
litically advantageous.

And when we start talking about the
debt and the fact we are here tonight,
Mr. Speaker, three of us in this Cham-
ber right now working, at least three of
us are working, and I would renew the
invitation to any of my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle who might be
back in their offices working to come
to the floor and to participate in this
discussion, challenge the gentleman
from Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR) on that
which he has said and challenge me on
some of the things that I am going to
say. Because I do not intend to mis-
represent the truth tonight.

But things are getting a little ridicu-
lous around the House of Representa-

tives. The Senate went home today.
‘‘With the budget unresolved, the Sen-
ate agreed to adjourn until after the
election.’’ And they are gone. But yet,
we have already heard speakers on this
floor today saying we are going to
work throughout the weekend.

I would like to work throughout the
weekend to resolve this budget impasse
before the election, because I am not
real sure we are going to do a very
credible job after November 7, any bet-
ter than we are doing before. There are
a lot of people out in the country now
beginning to talk about the job that
the 106th Congress is doing.

The San Jose Mercury News, on Oc-
tober 24: ‘‘Congress has been doing very
little but doing it very expensively.
What the Republicans have not needed
from Clinton is any encouragement to
spend money. Facing a close election,
they have not only been giving Clinton
what he wants but pumping money
into their own districts with a fire
hose.’’

Eight of the 10 appropriations bills
that Congress has passed and sent to
the President would spend more than
the President had requested. According
to the estimates of the Congressional
Budget Office, the 10 appropriations
bills that this Congress has sent to the
President would spend $505.5 billion in
outlays, which is 10.7 more than the
$494.8 billion the President requested
including the supplementals calculated
by the Congressional Budget Office.

The increase in discretionary spend-
ing caps for fiscal year 2001 adopted by
the House on a party line vote as part
the Foreign Operations appropriations
conference report, rollcall No. 545,
would allow Congress to increase dis-
cretionary spending above the amount
requested by the President by $13 bil-
lion in the budget already and $8 bil-
lion in outlays.

Now, what has this got to do with
what the gentleman from Mississippi
(Mr. TAYLOR) has just been saying? Ev-
erything.

Discretionary spending is that which
the Congress appropriates. The only
way we can spend that money, the only
way the President can spend that
money, and we keep hearing about the
President spending money, and I have
now been privileged to serve in this
body with four Presidents and they are
all alike regarding the Constitution,
but no President may spend money
that the Congress does not first appro-
priate, whether it is for foreign aid,
whether it is for highways, whether it
is for agriculture, whatever it may be.

According to the bipartisan Concord
Coalition, if discretionary spending
continues to increase at the same rate
it has over the last 3 years under the
Republican Congress for the next 10
years, nearly two-thirds of the pro-
jected $2.2 billion surplus that is non-
Social Security will be wiped out.

Now, that is a fact. That is why the
chart of the gentleman and what he
says about the surplus is critical to the
actions that we are taking today.
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Let me quote another newspaper. Ev-

erybody gets all upset when we talk
about newspapers from the Northeast,
but let us talk about the Des Moines
Register, October 27: ‘‘If nothing else,
this session of Congress should lay to
rest the cliche about Democrats being
the party of big spenders and the Re-
publicans being the party of less gov-
ernment. The Republicans that control
this Congress are setting the record for
big spending. The Republican majority
stands accused of wallowing in classic
pork barrel politics.’’

Now, here is the main point that I
want to plug into the discussion to-
night. We should have completed our
work we said by October 5 or October 6.
We are now 32 days into the new fiscal
year, and we still have not gotten an
agreement.

Now, there is a lot of finger-pointing
going on. And, oh, have we heard it
again today, who is to blame for the
stalemate, and a lot of rhetoric about
who wants to work. And I think it is
going to get even more ridiculous to-
morrow. Because here we are basically
having completed our work for today
at 4 o’clock in the afternoon as far as
legislation is concerned and we will not
go back into the session for any work,
‘‘legislation,’’ until 6 o’clock tomorrow
evening. But most of us and my col-
league and the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. TAYLOR) and I, we under-
stand that the work we are talking
about should be going on in a con-
ference between the appropriators and
the House, majority and minority, and
appropriators in the Senate, majority
and minority.

But we have already heard the Sen-
ate has gone home. There are no meet-
ings going on. And again, if someone
can clarify this, if there are meetings,
then I want to stand corrected. Be-
cause I do not wish the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD tomorrow to have me saying
something that is untrue. If there are
meetings going on at this moment or
were there any meetings to work out
the differences yesterday, I would love
for the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD to show
documentation that there was one
meeting to resolve the budget dif-
ferences that we are talking about that
have kept the House in and that are
going to keep us here through the elec-
tion.

This is the rhetoric going on. That is
fine. We can talk about work all we
want to. But if there is no work going
on, who are we kidding? Why did the
congressional leadership not accept the
President’s offer to meet yesterday to
discuss an agreement on responsible
tax relief and a Medicare package that
provides assistance to health care pro-
viders as well as beneficiaries instead
of providing over 40 percent of the
funding for HMOs? Why was there not
that invitation?

You would think, based on the rhet-
oric that we have heard on the floor,
that the President has been out of town
campaigning. But I believe if you
check the White House attendance

record you will find that the President
was available all day last Friday, all
day last Saturday, all day Sunday, of
which the first meeting that occurred,
the first work that occurred in the
Congress over the weekend occurred
beginning at 10 o’clock Sunday night
and concluded at 1:20 with an agree-
ment that then blew up. The President
was available all day Monday. He was
available until 1 o’clock yesterday. He
was in town today. His schedule is
flexible for the remainder of the week.
Why has the leadership of the Congress
not engaged the President on any one
of those days? That is, I think, a seri-
ous legitimate question.

The administration and the Demo-
cratic negotiators tell me that they
continue to be available and will be
available to meet with the Republican
leadership to negotiate on these items.
Can anyone from the other side tell me
of a single invitation to meet and nego-
tiate over the remaining items that the
administration or Democrats from
Congress have refused to attend?

Now, we can stay here and pretend
that we are working by having one
vote each day or two. We will approve
the Journal and then we will have a 24-
hour extension. But who are we kid-
ding? Who are we kidding if there are
no negotiations going on between our
leaders?

Now, I think it is important to re-
member that the leadership of this
House said early this year we were
going to complete our work on time,
we were going to run the trains on
time, but we would not negotiate with
the President of the United States.
That is fine. That is a prerogative of
leadership to make a plan. But I think
again a little practical constitutional
reminder is in order.

This President, the previous three
Presidents, the next President, you
cannot be a President in the Congress
unless you have two-thirds of the vote.
You can disagree. You can dislike him.
You can call him names. That is one of
the great privileges that we have in
this country is to criticize the Presi-
dent and criticize the Congress. It is
one of the marvels of our system. It is
called freedom of speech. We can be as
critical as we want to. But in the end,
it is incumbent upon the Congress to
get our work done.

And the majority party in the Con-
gress is responsible for getting our
work done. It is not the minority. You
cannot blame it on the minority leader
as some are doing now. You cannot
blame it on the minority in the Senate.
Oh, you can do it. It is the easiest
thing in the world to say it. But the
truth is, under our constitutional form
of government and our rule of major-
ity, the only action that can be taken
is that which is approved by the major-
ity.

Now, if you want to override a Presi-
dential veto, there is a way to do it.
You find 73 Democrats to vote with
you, assuming all Republicans are in
agreement. It is called two-thirds. To

get two-thirds, though, you have to at
least try to work with the other side of
the aisle. At no time in these last few
days as we are talking about working
has there been any serious overtures
over to this side of the aisle that I am
aware of to begin working on com-
promises. We are basically down to
three or four things that are keeping
us from completing our work and going
home for the election. Immigration. A
lot of controversy on that one. But
there is a good solid middle ground
that I think the majority on both par-
ties can support. School construction.
Again I think there is a good solid mid-
dle ground that could be worked out if
folks sat down and just worked on that
issue or awfully, awfully close.

The appropriators, the gentleman
from Florida (Chairman YOUNG) and
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY), have done great work and they
are deserving of no criticism. And I
mean no criticism of the gentleman
from Florida (Chairman YOUNG) and
the other appropriators. That is not
the problem.

We have a crisis of leadership of re-
fusing to do that which is necessary to
get the work of the House completed.
And here I have seen charts, bringing
up charts here saying, ‘‘How much is
enough?’’ I hope we have burned those
charts because they are inaccurate.
They are inaccurate. We have stated
how much money is going to be spent
in 2001. The majority party very clear-
ly voted to increase the cap by over
$100 billion more than the budget that
they had originally called for in the
1997 Budget Act.

b 1915
So that is all behind us. Anyone that

is proposing to spend new money or
more money, whether it is the Presi-
dent or anyone else, knows that if it is
an appropriated dollar, that it is going
to have to come out of somebody else’s
pocket. The gentleman from Mis-
sissippi has pointed out that when we
start talking about spending, we are
taking it out of somebody’s pocket. It
is coming right out of somebody’s
pocket, no matter how you choose to
spin it.

Well, I hope that sometime tonight,
or tomorrow or by 6 o’clock tomorrow
that the leadership of this House will
realize that it makes no sense to con-
tinue to say that we are working if
nothing is going on.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. I thank
the gentleman from Texas. The gen-
tleman from Texas and I come from
different parts of the country and
therefore represent different interests.
The gentleman from Texas comes from
an extremely agricultural part of
Texas. He chose to serve on the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. As a matter of
fact, he is the ranking Democrat on
that committee. I come from an ex-
tremely patriotic part of the country. I
happen to be fortunate enough to know
two living Medal of Honor recipients,
and we have a number of military in-
stallations and defense contractors in
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south Mississippi, one of them being
Ingalls Shipbuilding, built over half
the ships in the fleet.

One of the misstatements that is
often said on this House floor is that it
is somehow President Clinton’s fault
that the fleet is shrinking, that there
are fewer airplanes, fewer people in
uniform. I would like to remind my
colleagues that say that, and I am
sorry that none of them are on the
floor here tonight, to read the Con-
stitution of the United States. Article
1, section 8, that part that gives Con-
gress its responsibilities, says it is Con-
gress’ job to provide for the national
defense, that it is Congress’ job to pro-
vide for the Army and the Navy.

I would further remind my colleagues
that article 1, section 9 of the Constitu-
tion, and I encourage all of you to read
it at home, says that no money may be
drawn from the Treasury except by an
appropriation by law. So what does
that mean, when they say the Presi-
dent did not build enough ships, he did
not build enough airplanes? No, what it
really means is that they have not put
enough money in their budget that
passed with an overwhelming majority
of their votes to build those ships.

Specifically, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to remind the American public
that on January 1, 1995, the day the Re-
publicans officially took over the re-
sponsibility of running both the House
and the Senate, our Nation’s fleet had
392 ships in the Navy. Today, the fleet
is 318 with the Cole being out of com-
mission. So it is 317. Our fleet is now
the smallest it has been since 1933. This
with a Republican majority in the
House and the Senate that can put all
the money they choose to, if they
choose to, into the defense budget.

Mr. Speaker, my criticism is that in
search of tax breaks geared mostly to-
ward the wealthiest Americans, you
have shortchanged the troops. We have
got kids flying around in old heli-
copters 30 years old. The newest Huey
out there that our soldiers are flying
around in is over 30 years old. The new-
est C–141 out there that our Air Force
crews are flying right now is nearly 30
years old. We have the smallest num-
ber of ships that we have had since 1933
during the Depression. Again, article 1,
section 9 says that no money may be
drawn from the Treasury except by an
appropriation by Congress.

Now, somebody out there will say,
maybe the President vetoed those de-
fense bills. And he did veto some of
them. But never over spending. He ve-
toed them over social issues, and I dis-
agreed with him on those social issues.
I do not think we ought to be per-
forming abortions at military hos-
pitals. I was not for the ‘‘don’t ask,
don’t tell’’ policy. But those are social
issues. He never vetoed a defense bill
over spending. So when I hear people
come to the floor and say, Well, it’s
Clinton’s fault, I beg to differ. It is
your fault. In search of tax breaks for
the wealthiest Americans, you have
shortchanged America’s defense, and I

will scream it from the highest moun-
taintop because I know it to be true.

One of the things that I hope the next
President will concentrate on is Amer-
ica’s defense, because again I hear
many of my Democratic colleagues
talking about everything but defense,
and quite frankly I hear far too many
of my Republican colleagues talking
about everything but defense. We have
a Nation that wants to get involved in
school construction. Where I come
from that has traditionally been a
local responsibility. We are talking
about getting involved in all sorts of
things that are normally State and
local responsibilities when the greatest
national responsibility is to balance
our budget and defend the Nation. That
is what we ought to be doing, and that
is what we ought to be doing very well.

I want to point out to my colleagues
that I do not think my Republican col-
leagues have done that very well.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, an-
other area that we have been very dere-
lict on in the 106th Congress and that
has to do with energy policy. We paid a
pretty good price, it was not nearly as
bad as it could have been, with Desert
Storm. But we had to send our young-
est and finest into harm’s way, and it
was one of the toughest votes that I
have had to cast in support of Presi-
dent Bush’s move to send our troops
over to the Middle East. Everyone
knew we did not go over there to put
the emir back on his throne in Kuwait.
We went over there to defend the Free
World’s access to oil.

There for a while after that, I
thought that Congress and the admin-
istration would begin to recognize that
the lack of an energy policy in the
United States is a national security
policy. But we have gone through one
more Congress now and one more ad-
ministration without dealing with an
energy policy. Oh, the finger-pointing
has been going on, but you do not solve
problems with finger-pointing. One of
the things that I think the gentleman
from Mississippi and I, and I believe
the gentleman in the chair fits right
into this mix, whether it is Idaho, Mis-
sissippi or Texas, my folks do not like
to hear criticism of the other guy.
They do not like to hear Democrats
criticizing Republicans, Republicans
criticizing Presidents unless you offer
a constructive alternative, unless you
say, I’m against this but here’s what
I’m for.

And here I believe that the reason
that we are here tonight and we still
have not completed our work, it has
been a failure of leadership, of recog-
nizing that we had, or we should have,
passed a budget that could have re-
strained spending. We did not agree
with the President’s original call. We,
the Blue Dogs, did not agree with the
President’s original spending call of
$637 billion. And we did not agree with
the Republicans’ call for $625 billion,
because we did recognize there needed
to be some additional spending, in the
defense area in particular but in rural

America, in education; and, therefore,
we suggested a compromise between
what the President proposed and what
the majority in the Congress proposed.

We got 138 Democrats to support our
budget, and we got 37 Republicans to
support it. Hindsight being 20/20, I just
wonder where we would be tonight had
we passed the Blue Dog budget and had
290 votes if that was a problem, but I do
not see where that would have been a
problem with the President. If he had
138 Democrats and all of the Repub-
licans saying let’s hold spending down,
I doubt seriously you would have had a
President saying, let’s spend more. We
will never know the answer to that.
That is the kind of rhetoric that every-
body has fun with.

I want to mention one other area and
this one really bothers me today. That
is in the area of health care. The bal-
anced budget agreement of 1997 cut the
Medicare and Medicaid reimbursement
rates way too much. We have literally
destroyed our small hospitals, and
quite a few of our large hospitals are
having trouble. Therefore, I do not
choose to say just rural, that happens
to be my district, and a lot of times
communities like Abilene and San An-
gelo of 100,000 population do not con-
sider themselves rural but for purposes
of health care come a lot closer. But we
have reached an impasse. The Senate
has gone home without even taking up
the so-called tax cuts and/or balanced
budget giveback for 2001. If we should
end up doing nothing, we will do irrep-
arable harm to the health care delivery
system. Nursing homes, we have, I am
told, over 200 bankrupted today. I know
I have several in my district that, un-
less we do our work and recognize that
we do have to put some more money
back into Medicare-Medicaid, we have
got real troubles.

But yet the chairman of the com-
mittee has said unequivocally we will
not renegotiate that which the com-
mittee did in a purely partisan way,
with no input from the administration,
no input from our side of the aisle. The
same gentleman that wrote the bal-
anced budget agreement health care
provisions in 1997 is the same gen-
tleman that tonight is saying under no
circumstances will we renegotiate the
health care provisions, because he be-
lieves he is right.

Well, he may be right. But some of
the rest of us may also be right, and
this is where our Constitution provides
that you seek compromise. Com-
promise is not a four-letter word.
There are sincere Members of Congress
on both sides of the aisle that would
like to sit down and to reach a com-
promise on some of these issues and
not have a confrontation. But you can-
not do that from the minority side of
the aisle.

I spent the first 16 years of my life
here in the Congress in the majority
and found myself defending myself
from some of the same things that I
hear my colleagues today accusing me
of today, big-spending, liberal Demo-
crats. How can this be, Mr. Speaker?
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When you are in the minority, you do
not control what comes out of the Con-
gress. When you control both the House
and the Senate, it is your game plan. If
the President is from the other party,
you have got to override him. To over-
ride him, you have got to reach out to
folks on the other side of the aisle and
the current leadership of the House;
and I want to say this very respect-
fully, the current leadership has chosen
confrontation over compromise. That
had something to do with political
strategy. And we are sure going to find
out come next Tuesday what worked
and what did not.

But in the meantime, look at what
we are doing. We will have a new Presi-
dent come November 7, at least elect a
President-elect, and we will have a new
Congress. I do not know whether it is
going to be a Democratically con-
trolled Congress, which I kind of hope
for, or Republican, but whoever is in
control is really immaterial. It is real-
ly immaterial. Somehow, some way we
have got to get back on track. We have
got to listen to the gentleman from
Mississippi when he points out validly
that our debt is still going up.

My last comment at this stage is yes-
terday I was back home in my district,
and I had a group of seniors from Para-
dise High School that came out. We got
into a little bit of this budget and im-
passe and you do not want to get too
detailed because most folks’ eyes glaze
over when we start talking about these
numbers, but I made the point of $4.6
trillion projected surplus and how can
you spend projected surpluses when
you cannot predict tomorrow and that
the Blue Dogs have said we ought to
use most of this money to pay down
the debt because that is the only way
you change the charts of the gen-
tleman from Mississippi where they are
meaningful is by paying down the debt.

One young lady raised her hand and
said, ‘‘Mr. Congressman, how can we
have a surplus when we owe $5.7 tril-
lion?’’ Try answering that question to
a senior and getting away with it.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. I thank
the gentleman. Just two last points I
would like to make because I know the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) has
been very patient waiting on us.

Number one, getting back to defense.
I would gladly compare the last 6 years
that the Democrats ran the House
versus the first 6 years of the Repub-
licans. In the last 6 years of the Demo-
cratically controlled House, this Na-
tion funded 56 new naval vessels. In the
first 6 years that the Republicans ran
the House, they funded only 33. I have
heard people this day give speeches
about Democrats being weak on de-
fense; and yet in the 6 years, the last 6
years we controlled the House, we built
almost 20 more ships than the present
majority.

I would also remind people that as we
begin to look at paying off this hor-
rible debt, I would ask every American
from a patriotic point of view to keep
one thing in mind. Almost $5 trillion of

this $5,676,178,209,886 worth of debt oc-
curred in the lifetimes of those of you
born since 1980. One of the common
misperceptions is that, well, if we are
this far in debt and our Nation has
been around for almost 200 years that
we somehow have done a proportional
share of that debt. That is wrong.

b 1930

Almost all of this debt, if you have
been born since 1980, has occurred in
your lifetime on benefits that were
there for you, either winning the Cold
War, building roads, taking care of
health care, whatever.

I think that this generation has a
moral obligation to pay our bills. I am
the father of three. I am not going to
stick my children with my bills. To do
so would be morally wrong. As a
United States Congressman, I think it
is morally wrong for this generation to
stick the next generation of Americans
with our bills. I would pray that those
seeking this office, I would pray that
those seeking the office of the Presi-
dency of the United States, would come
to the conclusion that before we talk
about trillion dollar tax breaks, mostly
geared towards those people who could
write thousand dollar contributions to
their campaign, or before we talk
about new spending for new programs
that have traditionally been handled
by the States, that we pay our bills and
not stick our kids with our expenses.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, he re-
minded me of two other points that
need to be made regarding the debt.
Nothing up on your chart shows the
unfunded liability of our Social Secu-
rity system; almost $8 trillion that
that system is unfunded. Now, that will
not affect anyone on Social Security
today. Anybody 55 years of age and
older does not have to worry about
that, but my two grandsons have to
worry about it because no one dis-
agrees that unless we make some
changes soon in the Social Security
system that our children and grand-
children are going to have a real, real
problem. That is the relevance of the
charts that the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. TAYLOR) was pointing out
to us a moment ago. When you start
borrowing from the trust funds, which
we did, which we did for year after year
after year, but now we have an oppor-
tunity to stop it. When you have an op-
portunity to stop it, we would like to
really stop it, not just rhetorically but
actually.

The record is going to show that this
Congress has spent a good bit, we do
not know how much yet because we are
not through, will have spent a good
part of this projected surplus.

Now, I want to also call attention to
the alternative Medicare and Medicaid
give-back bill that some of us would
like to see considered. It is a much bet-
ter bill than the one that we have been
told by the current majority that we
have to take or leave. It offers stronger
protections for beneficiaries. It makes
major improvements for beneficiaries,

especially low-income seniors, children
and working families. It will really
help your hospitals, nursing homes,
home health agencies and hospices get
the help they need so that they can
stay open and provide access for sen-
iors. It gives them certainty. Instead of
giving just 1 year of guarantee of cer-
tainty, we say give our hospitals, our
nursing homes, 2 years so that they can
begin to plan to undo the terrible dam-
age that has been done over the last
several years.

It requires HMOs to offer a stable 3-
year contract of service to your con-
stituents as a condition of getting in-
creased payments. What is wrong with
that? Or at least why would we be op-
posed to giving 3 years guarantee if
you are an HMO while at the same
time saying we cannot give but 1 year
certainty, why not give a little more
certainty to all involved in health
care? Now, this is an alternative. I
mentioned that if you are going to be
opposed, as I very strongly am, to the
version that we have been given on a
take it or leave it basis, we have of-
fered something that negotiators could
sit down and not give everybody every-
thing of what they want perhaps but at
least have a good discussion.

Mr. Speaker, that is the problem. I
want to repeat so that every one of our
colleagues who are hard at work in
their offices tonight, that we are get-
ting a little bit ridiculous in saying we
are going to stay here and work when
the only people that are required to
stay here and work are our staffs, when
the negotiators that are responsible for
pulling together this last bit of com-
promise necessary are not even meet-
ing. Some of the most vocal critics on
this floor have missed vote after vote
after vote, which indicates they have
been on the floor criticizing inaction
and pointing the finger at the other
end of Pennsylvania Avenue but have
not been here themselves and working.

We can stop there. Mr. Speaker,
there is a lot of folks on our side of the
aisle that are willing to help stop it,
but it has to start somewhere and it
has to start with leadership. Let me re-
mind everybody again, the Senate has
gone home. They have said in the cli-
mate that we are operating in now we
cannot get any more work done.

If that is true, and that was the will
of the Senate, the majority in the Sen-
ate have said let us go home. If we are
not going to work, which we are not,
then what are we going to do, Mr.
Speaker? Let us not indicate we are
going to work over the weekend and all
we are going to do is cast two votes
every day, a 24-hour CR and an ap-
proval of the journal. We will look aw-
fully foolish. In fact, we have already
looked rather foolish.

In the meantime, we are spending
this surplus at a record rate. One Mem-
ber, a very, very distinguished Member
on the other side of the Hill has stated
that he has found $21 billion in this $645
billion that is questionable spending.
Well, that is done. Boy, it really makes
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our challenges for the future greater.
In the short term, we are sure looking
ridiculous as a Congress. Quit pointing
the finger at those on our side of the
aisle. We are in the minority. You can-
not blame the minority for not getting
our work done. That is a responsibility
that comes with the majority; and I
hope after November 7 I can get the
criticism honestly.
f

REPUBLICAN AGENDA
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MICA) is recognized for 60 min-
utes.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to address the House tonight. Many of
the Members are curious as to what is
going to happen. The House and Con-
gress have a responsibility to pass
measures to fund our Government. I do
want to say that the two previous
speakers on the minority side, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR)
and the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
STENHOLM), are not usually part of the
problem; they are usually part of the
solution. They are conservative and
very moderate in their views and also
very fiscally responsible, and I applaud
their efforts. I worked many times
with the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
STENHOLM), on the balanced budget
amendment. I remember coming as a
freshman with a gleam in my eye, com-
ing from the private sector saying that
we must balance the budget. He, in
fact, was one of the leaders on the
other side calling for fiscal responsi-
bility. So I do not consider the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR)
or the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
STENHOLM) part of the problem.

We do have disagreements on some of
the reasons why we are here. The rea-
son why we are here is we have 435
folks. I always joke that my wife and I
almost not a day passes, although I
love her dearly, been married 28 years
and there is only two of us but there is
not a day that the two of us do not dis-
agree on something. That does happen.
As the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
WOLF) says, imagine serving in a place
where you have 435 class presidents and
all of them think they are right; not to
mention that we have to deal with an-
other body, the very esteemed Senate
that Bob Dole used to say one of the
things he enjoyed over there with the
Senators is watching paint dry.

They sort of take their time in get-
ting things done. That may be the case
here, and that was really what the
Founding Fathers intended that we do
have someone that can look at prob-
lems with a longer term and then the
House, which is the people’s house and
immediately responsible, we are all up
for election every 2 years and respon-
sive to the people, but we are here be-
cause there are differences. Some of
them are glossed over by the media and
not apparent, and many people in
America, my colleagues, are out there

just trying to make a living, get their
kid through school and pay their bills
and make certain that they provide for
their future and they do not pay a
whole lot of attention until hopefully
an election comes up or some major
issue, but there are some differences.
There are some things in the bill that
are unpalatable that are just not ac-
ceptable to us on this side.

I come from a State, Florida, that
has suffered from illegal immigration.
In fact, I held a hearing in Fort Lau-
derdale yesterday and after the hearing
I met with Coast Guard officials; and
they said, Mr. MICA, we have some
news for you and it is not too pleasant.
They said the numbers of illegal immi-
grants coming in to Florida off the
coast has dramatically increased. I
said, where are they coming from?
They said, it is from all over, Chinese,
coming in through the Caribbean and
the Florida waters, Haitians,
Dominicans, South Americans in large
numbers. We have a number of coun-
tries in South America that are under-
going severe crisis, Colombia. The situ-
ation in Panama has been difficult
since the United States left there. Ec-
uador, Venezuela has been destabilized
by some of its current government and
other problems throughout Latin
America.

So I think that one of the provisions
that has raised some great concern is
the President’s insistence on granting
amnesty to literally millions of indi-
viduals. Now, I must also speak from
the standpoint of being the grandson of
immigrants on both sides of my family,
Italian and Slovak immigrants who
came here almost 100 years ago,
worked in the factories and worked
real hard to raise families and did not
have any government programs; had to
come here in good health; had to fend
for themselves and something has gone
wrong if, in fact, we do agree to grant-
ing amnesty at this time. What a mes-
sage that would send to so many people
abroad. The United States does not pay
any attention to its laws. You can
come in illegally and you will be grant-
ed amnesty and can stay here. It is sad.
We have also created sort of a haven
and magnet.

One of the ladies that I talked to re-
cently at home came up to me and she
said, Mr. MICA, I have a neighbor down
the street and she is here. She is not a
citizen. And she said to me, Mr. MICA,
I get less than $500 a month in Social
Security. I worked all my life. I am an
American. I was born here and the lady
down the street is not a citizen, not
here in the same manner that others
have come here. She gets more pay-
ments than I do. She has all kind of
benefits and health care and other
things that she did not have. Somehow
the system has skewed in the wrong di-
rection. But for us to cave in at this
point and to go along with the Presi-
dent’s demand to grant amnesty to
millions of people who are here ille-
gally, it just sends the wrong message.

For those who came legally and
worked and raised families, were con-

tributing citizens, one of the neat pa-
pers I have in my family’s little folio is
the naturalization papers of my grand-
parents. I know how much they treas-
ured becoming citizens in a legal man-
ner. Again, we throw a lot of that out
the window if we just cave and accept
this. What a wrong message we send.
Here we are increasing the bipartisan
and immigration spending in these
bills, but why bother if we ignore the
laws that set some parameters and
some standards by which you become a
citizen in an orderly fashion? Let me
say I am a strong proponent of legal
immigration.

b 1945

It has made this country great. It is
diversity; it is bringing people from all
over the world together in a melting
pot and allowing people to be their
best. To have the best opportunity is
something I would never want to di-
minish in any way. But this is wrong.
It is a wrong message. I am sorry we
have a disagreement on this; but again,
it is something that I think lies below
the surface, but also creates opposition
at this juncture.

There are other serious differences:
school funding. Now, all of these dif-
ferences are not money, and I have to
agree with the gentleman who just
spoke on the other side, we are spend-
ing in these bills more than we would
want. Some of us like myself and some
of the others who spoke again from the
other side are fiscal conservatives, and
we want to stay within those limits
that we worked for in 1997 to create a
balanced budget, to get our Nation’s fi-
nances in order. Mr. Speaker, one can
do amazing things when one has their
finances in order, whether it is per-
sonal or Federal. It is not that com-
plicated. We just had to limit the
amount of expenditures not exceeding
the money coming in, the revenues;
and we balanced the budget in a short
period of time. But we have to stick to
that formula.

Now, we are very fortunate. The
economy has dramatically improved.
We have more money coming in. The
estimates are somewhere around $240
billion. We do not know exactly how
much we are going to spend of that an-
nual surplus. It may be $30 billion, $40
billion, I have heard estimates as high
as $60 billion, and some of us on both
sides of the aisle disagree with that.

But at some point we have to stop
the expenditure of that surplus, be-
cause then our promises and our
pledges to balance the budget that we
made in 1997 are meaningless. So there
are many people who do not want to go
home. They will stay here through the
election; they will stay here until the
Potomac freezes over and we can put
up the Christmas lights and begin that
celebration of the holiday, because
they do not want to spend us back into
deficit. They do not want to spend the
surplus.
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One of the things we have tried to do

on our side is come up with a 90–10 for-
mula, that we use 90 percent of the sur-
plus to pay down the national debt. I
know one of the hardest things I have
when I go home is convincing folks
that we have actually paid down a lit-
tle bit of the national debt. When I
leave here, whenever I leave here, I
think I am going to look back and say
that under my service, and under the
service of some of those who were fis-
cally responsible, we began paying
down that enormous debt, and it is not
$3 trillion to $5 trillion. Even the pre-
vious speakers alluded to the incred-
ible debt we have of money that has
been taken out of Social Security,
taken out of trust funds, taken out of
pension funds, unfunded liabilities. So
it is much more. We have just paid
down a little tiny bit. But for those of
us who feel it is important to be here,
to be responsible, to not yield any fur-
ther on spending, it is another reason
to be here.

We do have differences. There are
people who would spend it all; there are
people who have been here who have
spent it all. There are differences in
Medicare and payments for HMOs.

I sat on the floor and heard the de-
bate this week. One of the great things
about being here when we do not have
a full legislative agenda and running to
hearings and all of that is one can ac-
tually listen to more of the debate. I
thought the HMO debate was quite in-
teresting. I have had folks write me
and say, Mr. MICA, I want to address
my concerns to you, and one gen-
tleman from Winter Springs, Florida,
wrote and said, Mr. MICA, I want to ad-
dress you and the other dummies in
Congress. I thought he had a very good
point, because he was trying to illus-
trate that we are not paying attention
to what is happening out there with
HMOs. He said, you are arguing about
whether I can sue my HMO. He said,
Mr. MICA, my third HMO has gone
under, out of business. I am concerned
I do not have an HMO that I could even
sue. And that is part of the problem, is
that HMOs which were designed to give
broad health care at low cost with a
minimum package of benefits have now
been forced to go under.

But the debate was interesting. Some
from the other side say, we are paying
HMOs too much money. Part of the de-
bate here also is how much in this final
bill that we do pay HMOs. We have
HMOs that are closing, they are closing
for our seniors, they are closing in
rural areas. They are not closing be-
cause they are making too much
money. Some folks on the other side
said, well, they are getting huge
amounts of money. Well, part of the de-
bate here is over whether we pay them
1 percent or somewhere in the neigh-
borhood of 4 percent. I would venture
to say that if someone is going under,
it is not because they are making too
much money. Some HMOs are for prof-
it.

We also heard accusations that ex-
ecutives of HMOs were getting huge

fees, and that may be true in some
cases. We also heard the gentlewoman
from New Mexico (Mrs. WILSON), who
came up and said, I hate to tell my col-
leagues, but my HMOs in Mexico are
all not-for-profit, run by various
churches, Catholic and other churches,
so they are not getting too much
money in her State. They need the
funds to survive and to provide health
care.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot have people
forced out of nursing homes. There
have been record bankruptcies in nurs-
ing homes in this country. We cannot
have people forced in rural areas not to
have health care provided.

Now, it would be nice, in one of the
motions to instruct, to require HMOs
to provide service forever and ever, but
that does not happen. It does not hap-
pen in the real world. HMOs, whether
they are not-for-profit or for-profit, if
they do not meet the bottom line, they
will fold. So we have a responsibility to
make certain that these health care
service providers, whether it is home
health assistance, which is so impor-
tant; whether it is hospitals, nursing
homes. Again, not-for-profit or for-
profit, HMOs do require our attention.

There has been agreement on almost
all the points, although I know there is
a disagreement on the lawsuit point,
but I can tell my colleagues that as
chairman of the Subcommittee on Civil
Service for 4 years in the Congress, I
oversaw the largest health care plan in
the country, the Federal Employees
Health Benefit Program. It serves 4.2
million Federal retirees and employ-
ees. I will tell my colleagues, I watched
that program, and partly under my
tenure, the President came up with a
so-called Patients’ Bill of Rights, or
patients’ protection proposal. We con-
ducted hearings on that, and I lined the
folks up and said, well, what is the pa-
tients’ protections going to do? What
medical benefit is there going to be to
it? No one could testify to a medical
benefit. This particular proposal did
not have a lawsuit element in it. But
each of them testified that there is no
specific medical benefit.

What we saw happen is that the
President, by Executive Order, which
he does so often, instituted that on the
Federal Employees Health Benefit
Plans. There were almost 400 to choose
from before he imposed these new regu-
lations and requirements and paper
work and reporting on them, and that
has dropped dramatically the last I
heard, 60 or 70 had dropped out, because
again, when we impose more regula-
tions, more costs to deliver the health
care, some of these marginal providers
will not be able to perform. What was
interesting too is we saw dramatic in-
creases, almost double digit, when the
private sector was having 4, 5, 6 per-
cent Federal employees, including
Members of Congress have been getting
close to double digit increases.

So the more regulation we put on
health care, the more restrictions we
impose, and we do need some reform of

HMOs. The law has not kept up with
the delivery of service. But we have to
understand, the more we require of
them and the more paperwork and the
more reporting, the more the cost is.

We are going the wrong way in look-
ing at suits. Talk to anyone in the
medical profession today. It is no
longer a question of getting compensa-
tion where someone has been negligent.
It is almost a case now of extortion,
where suits are being filed. They never
even make it to court. If we do not
think that adds into our health care
costs, whether it is drugs or hospitals
or any health care provider, every
health care provider is conducting
what they call defensive medicine. You
go in for a hang nail and they are going
to run 20 tests on you, because if some-
thing goes wrong, they are liable to be
sued. But we are headed in the wrong
direction there.

Prescription drugs is a similar issue.
I do not know if my colleagues have
noticed the lack of some vaccines on
the market. I held hearings on the
question of some of the immunization
vaccines; and immunization vaccines, I
am told, can be produced for $1 or less
per vaccination. But what has hap-
pened is, first of all, very few people, I
think we are down to one or two manu-
facturers, who will even produce vac-
cines. The cost of the vaccine, the sub-
stance, may be $1, but the insurance on
the vaccine and the other costs may, in
fact, be $18 to $20, if we can find some-
one who will insure you, and if some-
one will produce it in the United
States.

That is why drugs are cheaper in
Mexico. We do not have the protec-
tions, we do not have the liability, and
if we talk to those involved in drug
manufacturing even in Europe; in Eu-
rope, I asked the drug manufacturers
when I met with them how much R&D
they do, and they said zero, zip. We do
not want to discourage R&D; we should
be supporting R&D. By research and
development, we can bring the costs
down, and that is something we should
be looking at.

By limiting some of the exposure on
these suits, we can also bring the costs
down. If you have someone who has
lost a loved one or a limb or someone
who has been negligent, they should be
properly compensated for that neg-
ligence, but the whole system is out of
kilter; and that is part of the problem.

But part of the reason we are here is
to make certain that our nursing
homes are provided adequate com-
pensation, that they are not closing
down, and that our HMOs are ade-
quately compensated. We cannot con-
tinue to limit their reimbursement to 1
or 2 percent, when even inflation is
higher than that rate or their cost is
higher. It will not work. They will go
out of business. We can play these
games, but we cannot force people to
provide health care if the bottom line
is not met.
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So those are some of the reasons that

we are here tonight. There are dif-
ferences. I am hoping they can be set-
tled. I do not enjoy being here; I would
much rather be with my family.

One of the other issues, and I am
going to really talk about two issues
here, Mr. Speaker, and I want to talk a
minute about something I heard yes-
terday morning. I turned on the tele-
vision and in his bombastic manner,
Vice President GORE, he was saying he
was going to save Social Security. I
sort of broke into chuckles, having
come to the Congress in 1993, I sort of
thought, I guess yesterday was Hal-
loween and here was the Vice President
saying he is going to save Social Secu-
rity. It just struck me as very humor-
ous. Because when I came here, as Vice
President, I never heard him ever offer
a solution to Social Security. In fact,
he is one of the people who was in the
other body, the United States Senate
in the Congress, when year after year
they raided Social Security. We have
to remember, in 1993, when he became
Vice President of the United States,
they submitted, the Clinton-Gore ad-
ministration submitted a budget to
this Congress; I came here as a fresh-
man, and that budget had in it a $200
billion-plus deficit that they presented
to us.

b 2000
Now, that deficit alone was bad

enough because that is $200 billion, but
on top of that, they were taking all the
money out of the social security trust
fund.

So here is the person who is now say-
ing he is going to save it proposing a
budget that had a $200 billion deficit,
and raiding all the money in social se-
curity. Not only had they raided it in
1993, they raided it in every year I be-
lieve he served in the United States
Congress.

So for him yesterday on Halloween to
get up and say he was going to save so-
cial security, and I am sorry I have to
chuckle, I just could not keep a
straight face. Here he had proposed a
budget again that was running us fur-
ther into debt, $200 billion just for that
year, and on top of that taking the
money out of the trust fund, and had
done that year after year after year. So
suddenly he has become the savior of
social security.

What is sad about that budget too is
if we looked at that budget, and we
have copies of the budget that was pre-
sented by the Clinton-Gore administra-
tion in 1993, this year in 1999 it would
have projected a close to $200 billion
deficit this year. That was with, in
1993, the largest tax increase passed in
the history of Congress being part of
their package and remedy.

So they increased taxes. The deficit
was running $200 billion plus, a $200 bil-
lion plus projected deficit, even with
that tax increase they proposed to us.
The records are there. I am not exag-
gerating this in any way.

It does concern me that the people
who raided the trust funds, and if it

was just social security, that would not
be excusable, but they took from the
highway trust fund. They diverted
money from the infrastructure of the
country. When we fill up our tank and
pay gasoline tax to the Federal govern-
ment, now it is 18.4 cents, they were
taking money out of the highway trust
fund dedicated for infrastructure and
spending it on other programs. They
were taking money out of aviation
trust funds.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Civil Service, I was absolutely ap-
palled, stunned. When I came from the
private sector as a businessperson to
take over chairing the Subcommittee
on Civil Service and I looked at Fed-
eral employees’ pension funds, there
are about 38 Federal employees’ pen-
sion funds, it is absolutely incredible
that about 33, I believe, of the 35 had
zero dollars in them.

They did the same thing to social se-
curity that they did to these pension
funds, Federal employees’ pension
funds. They put in nonnegotiable cer-
tificates of indebtedness of the United
States, paying the lowest possible in-
terest rate, but there is no hard cash in
all but a couple of these funds. The few
that have some hard cash in them, it is
a minuscule amount.

The gentlemen that were speaking
before me talked about unfunded liabil-
ities for social security. If we start
adding in unfunded liabilities for these
pension funds, we are talking probably
in the neighborhood of a $19 trillion-
plus deficit. There are trillions of un-
funded liabilities. So here again, the
folks that were taking out, the tax and
spenders were taking out of these funds
money that should have been set aside.

This raises a very important issue. I
really admire the courage of our Re-
publican nominee, George W. Bush, be-
cause it is a very tricky issue. Seniors
become very concerned when they hear
anything about reforming social secu-
rity. Everyone knows we have a prob-
lem.

I borrowed these charts from the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH),
who comes to the floor very often and
does a great job on explaining the prob-
lem with social security.

But for a presidential candidate to
stand up and say, we have to do some-
thing about this, and propose some re-
forms, I think is very significant. He is
not brushing over this issue. It is an
issue that needs addressing.

Members can see from this chart that
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
SMITH) provided, we have a short-term
surplus right now if we continue with a
good economy and all of that, and we
are good stewards, we keep the money
in the trust fund, we do not raid the
trust fund. But if we get down here to
somewhere around 2011, it begins to go
south. This is the problem we have to
face.

Now, some of the solutions that are
being proposed are not realistic. Gov-
ernor Bush is in the private sector. I
came from the private sector. There
are only several things that one can do.

First of all, we can either increase
the contribution, the payroll tax for
social security. We have done that. If
Members have not looked at their pay-
check lately, and the gentleman from
Michigan again brings out a great
chart, it even caught my eye, but 78
percent of the workers in this country
pay more in payroll taxes than they do
in income taxes.

This is part of the problem. We have
gone from a 2 percent charge for social
security back in 1940 to 12.4 percent, so
people are paying as much as $9,448 in
the year 2000. We cannot tax our way
into making this solvent. It just will
never keep up to get us out of this red
hole.

The other part of the problem is, and
this is, again, one of the charts of the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH)
which I will borrow tonight, it just
shows we have 38 workers, I believe, in
1940, or at the time we started social
security a little bit before that, I be-
lieve, and in 2000 we have six, and we
go down to just four here in 2025. So we
have fewer workers contributing, even
paying. That makes the equation even
worse.

Another factor is, just like the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MICA), who is
getting older by the hour serving in
Congress, particularly in these long
sessions, the population is growing
older. We are living longer. People used
to retire and they died earlier. Now,
through medicine and again many
health improvements, people are living
longer. So we have fewer people con-
tributing, we have people living longer,
and we are starting to max out on our
tax base.

So this is the coming problem. Gov-
ernor Bush has said very simply, we
have to get, first of all, some pressure
and some relief. No one wants to touch
the benefits of anyone now. The only
way we could really change this equa-
tion without either increasing taxes,
now, there is another source of taxes
that would be Federal taxes to put in
to subsidize this, but again, it would be
a very awesome responsibility.

So today we have to start planning
for retirees for tomorrow, young peo-
ple. They are not going to get that,
first, when we have no money. There
was no hard money in the funds. And
again, the folks who I chuckled about
who are here to save social security
were taking any hard money out, put-
ting in these nonnegotiable certificates
of indebtedness of the United States.

What were they paying in return?
They are paying on average 1.9 percent.
Even a senior citizen who does not
know much about finances would be
very reluctant to put their savings ac-
count in a bank that paid a 1.9 percent
return.

I know we want also security for our
social security dollars, or any trust
funds or pension funds. That is impor-
tant, that they be secure. But even
with government-backed securities, we
could double and triple the return.
Even by giving people a small option to
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take part of their money in an account
with their name on it, they could get a
better return. There is no way we can
solve this problem without owning up
to the problem. There is no way we can
solve it without reforming it.

Now, no one will change any of the
existing benefits. In fact, we can grow
the benefits if there is a better return
from the funds, and again, on only se-
cured investments. We are not talking
about penny stocks or investment in
speculative issues, we are talking
about backed by the security, full faith
and credit of the United States of
America.

But a few dollars of these funds could
turn this situation around. It is the
only way we can turn it around. We are
starting to max out again on what we
can tax folks for.

We have this expanding population of
elderly. I read a report from the Uni-
versity of Florida, my alma mater,
their school of medicine. By mid cen-
tury, we will have 2.5 million centenar-
ians, I believe that is the term, people
who are 100 years old, 2.5 million.

It also said in the article that when
Willard Scott started announcing the
birthdays, I guess it was in 1980, they
got in about 400 requests maybe in the
year in 1980. Now they are coming in by
the thousands. The population of elder-
ly is dramatically growing.

So we have to be honest, we have to
own up. We cannot scare senior citi-
zens. All Republicans have elderly rel-
atives, parents, and many of them, my
family has many who have relied on so-
cial security, who have worked hard
and did not have any pensions, and rely
on it. My mother did, and other family
members. So we would not want to do
anything that would reduce benefits or
endanger the fund.

But I am so glad to have someone
who comes from the business sector
look at this, as Governor Bush has
done, and said, we have to make a
change.

It is interesting, if Members travel
around the world to Third World coun-
tries or other countries who have had
failed social security systems, they are
making some of the same changes that
are proposed. So we do not want to be
behind the Third World countries, we
want to push off the inevitable disaster
that we can face here in not preparing
for retirement security for our young
people today and those who are older.

One of the other provisions that we
have had in the tax bill that the Presi-
dent vetoed, we had actually two provi-
sions, that was to increase IRAs from
$2,000 to $5,000. It was a good provision.
It allows people to save money for
themselves. Not everybody can save
that amount of money.

One of the other provisions we had in
there was to allow people over 50 to
double some of their contributions, be-
cause people who are 50 are going to
need to retire early.

I regret that the President vetoed
those measures. We thought we had an
agreement. That is another reason why

we are here, because it is unfortunate,
but I think the President put politics
in front of people. We cannot do that,
we really cannot. I know it is sort of a
last gasp here to focus attention on his
presidency. But people, I think, have
tired of that method of bickering, of a
lack of agreement.

We thought we had a gentleman’s or
a gentlewoman’s agreement on some of
these issues, and now at the last
minute to cloud them, to politicize
them, to put the political fortunes
ahead of the people’s fortunes I think
is really unfortunate. I am dismayed
by it. I think we will all be happy when
this era is behind us. People do not
send us here to bicker and fight, they
send us here to solve their problems.
This is a problem that we face, a very
serious problem.

Mr. Speaker, I also want to talk to-
night about something that I have
talked about for probably some 40 or 50
special orders, something that is ex-
tremely important. I chair the Sub-
committee on Criminal Justice, Drug
Policy, and Human Resources. I inher-
ited 18 or 19 months ago from the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT),
who is now the Speaker of the House,
the responsibility to oversee our na-
tional drug policy.

The gentleman from Illinois during
his tenure and service in this sub-
committee’s responsibility made a
great attempt and some tremendous
progress in restarting our war on
drugs. Quite frankly, I have heard
many people say that the war on drugs
is a failure. I cite that the war on drugs
basically closed down with the begin-
ning of the Clinton-Gore administra-
tion in 1993.

The Clinton-Gore administration
took some very specific steps that got
us into a situation that we are trying
to bail out of right now with drug
abuse at record numbers, with drug
deaths at record levels. I inherited that
responsibility. I take it very seriously.

Even when I was a Member of the
House in 1993 to 1995, when the Demo-
crats controlled the White House, the
House, and the United States Senate, I
requested hearings on the House side.
There was one oversight hearing in 2
years conducted.
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It was shameful that they would dis-
mantle a serious war on drugs that had
been developed by the Reagan-Bush ad-
ministration and had made such tre-
mendous progress and declining drug
use in this country, but they made
some very serious mistakes and they
have had some serious consequences.

When you close down a war on drugs,
you pay the price, and we are now pay-
ing the price. It is an expensive price.
As our subcommittee learned in the
last month, drug-induced deaths in the
United States now exceed homicides
for the first time. I believe these are
the 1998 figures. I do not have 1999, but
I think the situation that we will get
from last year is even worse.

More people are dying from drug
overdoses and drug-related deaths than
by homicides. It is a problem that has
been swept under the table. A problem
that has been compounded by some
horrible policy decisions of the Clin-
ton-Gore administration.

This chart illustrates where we have
come from, 11,700 deaths to 16,926
deaths. I have not doctored these fig-
ures. They are provided by the admin-
istration. They are, in fact, a record of
failure, a record of illegal narcotics be-
coming a national epidemic, a national
scandal and very little being done.

I do want to say that we have made
an attempt as a new majority to try to
put back together Humpty Dumpty,
try to put together a serious war on
drugs. One of the things, of course, that
is lacking is a national leadership on
the issue, which we saw under Presi-
dent Reagan, who made this an issue,
which we saw under President Bush.

They started initiatives, the source
country programs, to stop drugs at
their source, the most cost-effective
way to keep the flood and tide of ille-
gal narcotics coming in. If that is not
a responsibility to protect our shores
from deadly death and destruction of
illegal narcotics, I do not know what is
a Federal responsibility.

But they dismantled those programs,
slashing the international and source
country programs by more than 50 per-
cent, by slashing the interdiction pro-
grams, by taking the military out, by
cutting the Coast Guard budget and
the antinarcotics effort.

A report that was released to me in
the early part of this year by the Gen-
eral Accounting Office said that anti-
drug smuggling efforts flights, surveil-
lance flights, had been cut some 68 per-
cent from 1993 to 1999 by the adminis-
tration. Maritime interdiction had
been reduced by 62 percent, and those
actions have some very serious con-
sequences, and that is a tide of hard
drugs, drugs that are pure and deadly,
unlike anything we have seen in the
past.

One of the problems that we have is
again the administration closing down
the war on drugs.

I did not say this, the Drug Czar,
Barry McCaffrey, he said in 1996, in
September of 1996, the U.S. took its eye
off the drug war, and this is the results
as of 1996. Unfortunately, the story
gets even worse. This is what Barry
McCaffrey said. Of course, this is the
consequences of, first of all, coming in
and firing everyone but 20 of the 120
folks in the drug czar’s office. That was
cutting the size of government.

Then hiring Jocelyn Elders as the
chief health officer who just said
maybe, or comments of the President,
which he was quoted as having said if I
had it to do over again, I would inhale.

These things have a direct effect.
Young people pick this up, and we see
the results. We also saw the results of
their closing down some of these
antinarcotics efforts.

This is not my quote; this is the DEA
official, when I was with the DEA just
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a few years ago, I was spending half of
my time figuring out ways to eliminate
or downsize agency operations, while
the drug cartels were expanding theirs.
And this is Phil Jordan, a high-level
DEA official. He said that in 1998.
Again, reflecting on the closedown on
the war of drugs, not what I am saying,
what DEA officials said.

Mr. Speaker, since this may be my
last special order for some time, I want
to make sure we get all of this in here.
Again, these charts and information
were provided, some of it, by the ad-
ministration. This is by our Sub-
committee on Criminal Justice, Drug
Policy and Human Resources. We know
where the problem has been, where co-
caine and heroin have been coming
from, and they have been coming from
South America, primarily Colombia
and also Peru and Bolivia that we do
not see on here, up until the Clinton
administration, they were transited
and actually the dealerships and car-
tels were located in Colombia, and then
came up through Mexico into the
United States.

Mr. Speaker, to deal with this, in the
Reagan administration, at Panama,
and this is Panama here, I have this
little sticker, this is where we
headquartered our forward-operating
locations, FOLs they call them, to go
after drug traffickers, at least as far as
surveillance, getting the information
to the countries, the countries would
either go after the traffickers, shoot
them down or whatever.

The first thing that the Clinton ad-
ministration did was stop these flights
and also sharing the information,
which even the Democrats went crazy
over. Then the next step that the ad-
ministration took was to decertify Co-
lombia without what they call a na-
tional interest waiver, that was to
allow Colombia to get aid to fight nar-
cotics.

So they blocked aid to Colombia in a
policy decision of the Clinton-Gore ad-
ministration. From 1993 to present, Co-
lombia has become and almost pro-
duced absolutely no native poppies or
heroin, it came from zero in 1993 in this
chart, producing 75 percent of the her-
oin coming in to the United States, and
I guess it is now world production.
That again is through some direct pol-
icy decisions.

Incidentally, the Panama-forward
surveillance operations which were
closed down while the administration
unfortunately bungled the negotiations
to let our antinarcotics surveillance
missions continue there, we are now
building in Aruba; Curacao; El Sal-
vador; and Manta, Ecuador; and three
more operating locations which will
not be available until 2002. So we have
dramatically reduced our ability to
conduct surveillance operations.

Again, that is why we see this flow of
incredible flow of heroin coming in to
the United States. A whole series of
bungling by the Clinton-Gore adminis-
tration, made Colombia the number
one producer of heroin from zero when

they took office, and that would not be
bad enough, but we have had to fund a
$1.3 billion emergency package after
Barry McCaffrey declared last year
that Colombia had become what he
said was a flipping nightmere.

We had to have an emergency pack-
age, which never got to our desk until
February, but we did pass it, got it
through here, did a responsible thing. I
am not happy that we had to spend
that much money, but there are con-
sequences to policy actions that are
failure, and the Clinton-Gore adminis-
tration turned Colombia into a basket
case and a major producer of narcotics.

The same thing happened with co-
caine, almost no cocaine was produced
there. Interestingly enough, Mr.
HASTERT, the former chair of this sub-
committee and current Speaker of the
House, and I went down to Peru and
Bolivia. We worked with President
Fujimori, with President Hugo
Banzart, and we have been able to cut
almost 60 percent of the production of
cocaine with very little money.

The opposite is true where the Clin-
ton-Gore administration blocked as-
sistance to Colombia back in 1993, 1994,
1995, 1996, could not even get last year
helicopters down there that had been
appropriated by us to go after some of
this stuff. So we turned Colombia,
through, again, inept policy from just a
transit country and minor producer
into the major producer of cocaine
coming in incredible volumes.

Another failure of the administration
is when you just say maybe or you
have the lack of leadership or appoint
a health surgeon officer who sends out
just say maybe to our kids, this is the
result. It is not a doubling, but a dra-
matic increase in the amount of kids
that have used marijuana, students
who have used marijuana in this coun-
try.

Today I saw in the paper, statistics
that have been released that, in fact,
marijuana use among college students
rose 22 percent between 1993 and 1999,
according to the study this week re-
leased by Harvard School of Public
Health.

There are consequences to a lack of
leadership and lack of policy. And
these are pretty specific. Now, a lot of
people say marijuana is a soft drug.
Marijuana that is coming in, it is not
soft. It will damage young adults and
adults. It is highly potent. It is not the
stuff of the 1960s and the 1970s. And ev-
eryone who has testified before our
subcommittee says it is a gateway
drug, almost everyone who uses it goes
on to another drug. I might correct
myself, not everyone, but a large per-
centage, unfortunately, and almost all
of those, and I should correct myself
there who have used harder drugs say
that they, indeed, have used marijuana
to begin with.

The long-term prevalence of drug
use, in the Reagan- Bush administra-
tion, there was a 50 percent drop in
drug use in the United States, when
you have a policy and a policy that

deals with the supply, deals with de-
mand, deals with leadership, even
going into Panama, remember in 1989,
President Bush went in to Panama
with our troops and took out Noriega,
put his rear-end in jail in the United
States for drug trafficking and drug
money laundering, that was leadership.

This is a successful war on drugs, a 50
percent decline.

This is the Clinton-Gore record. A
little help was on the way here from
when we sort of restarted the efforts.
So you see a slight change in that,
hopefully that will continue. But this
is what their policy did, a flood of
drugs; and drug use dramatically in-
creased, and you can look at it. This is
the heroin chart, again, supplied by the
administration, and also reputable
sources, this one is from the University
of Michigan who does a study.

Look at the use, the prevalent use of
marijuana dramatically under the
Bush administration, you see drops lev-
eling out here.

And the trends in lifetime cocaine
use, back in 1991, 1992, you see the bot-
tom, so to speak, this is 8th grade, 10th
grade and 12th grade in cocaine use.
The administration also has the dis-
tinct record of having the average her-
oin user age drop from 25 in 1993 to 17
today.

Again, the Clinton-Gore legacy that I
do not think you will hear about in any
of these commercials or ads.

Now, we do require also, and as chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Criminal
Justice, Drug Policy and Human Re-
sources, we do require that we have a
specific plan. This is the plan. We are
trying. This plan is supposed to have a
goal of getting us down to a 3 percent
drug use, instead of a 3 percent drug
use, the latest reports are going from
6.4, 6.20 to 7 percent.

This is a performance measure that
we have asked, so instead of heading
towards this goal, we are reaching 7
percent of the population who are now
drug users. So this is their plan. This is
the results. If your children, you feel,
are at risk, you should be very con-
cerned about these trends.
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You can look at this chart, too, and
see what they did. They cut the inter-
diction funds. They cut the inter-
national source country fund. They put
all the money into treatment, and we
have just about doubled the money on
treatment. The Republicans have even
added money in treatment. We have
added money in education. You do have
to have a balanced approach. But when
you cut interdiction in international,
you have a surge of narcotics that you
cannot keep up with. That is partly
what we have faced.

A lot of people say just keep putting
more money in treatment. They said
that in Baltimore. In Baltimore they
have gone from just a handful of ad-
dicts to somewhere in one in eight in
the population are now drug addicts in
Baltimore. They sloughed off on the
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law. They had a liberal mayor. We have
put tremendous amounts of money into
treatment. We will continue to do that
for successful programs, but you can-
not treat yourself out of the problem.
This is the Baltimore record. Not only
have they have had record numbers of
homicides in that locale in Baltimore,
they have stayed in the 300 range con-
sistently. We see 1999 also 300, with
some 60,000, 70,000 addicts.

Tough enforcement locales like Rudy
Giuliani in New York have cut dra-
matically the murder rate which was
some 2,000 a year down to the mid-600s;
incredible changes of a 58 percent re-
duction in crime. This man should be
nominated for a Nobel Peace Prize for
what he did for one of the largest cities
in the world. It is just incredible what
he has done. All the seven major felony
categories have had dramatic de-
creases, an overall 58 percent reduction
in those major felony crimes. Murders,
thousands of people are alive in New
York because he had a tough zero-tol-
erance policy. Thousands of people are
dead in Baltimore for a liberal policy,
if you look at the record over these
years.

What is interesting is, Mr. Giuliani
also did it with fewer incidents of using
firearms in going after folks, fewer
complaints against his officers; and he
also increased the officers by some 20
percent. You can go back and look at
the complaints filed against the Koch
administration, the Dinkens adminis-
tration. They were two and three times
what they were under Mr. Giuliani. In
spite of the comments of some of those
who say to the contrary, those are the
facts.

The Washington Times outlined just
a few months ago what we are facing
now is we face heroin in record num-
bers, overdose deaths. Now we are fac-
ing Ecstasy and cocaine in tremendous
proportions. Massachusetts, here is a
headline from this week: ‘‘Massachu-
setts Worst in Drug Use Survey; some
categories highest in the United
States. Half of the principals polled say
drug use getting worse.’’ Heroin in
inner-cities worse, and if we looked at
the population of our most at-risk in
this country, according to 1999 Na-
tional Household Survey on Drug
Abuse, drug use increased from 5.8 per-
cent in 1993 to 8.2 percent in 1998 among
young African Americans.

Our minorities are the hardest hit.
You will not hear that in the campaign
commercials. Among Hispanics from
4.4 percent in 1993, the beginning of the
Clinton-Gore administration, to 6.1 in
1998, even worse I am sure in 1999. They
do not want to release those figures be-
fore the election. But our African
Americans, our Hispanics are dying at
a disproportionate rate, jailed at a dis-
proportionate rate, and victimize the
people of those communities by drug
abuse. It is not a pretty picture. It is
not a legacy I would be proud of. I have
done my best to try to bring solutions,
to restart the war that was sabotaged
by the Clinton-Gore administration.

The next President, whoever that is,
must provide the leadership. The Con-
gress must put together a plan that in-
cludes education, prevention, interdic-
tion, use of military, whatever re-
sources possible. We have never lost
this many people even in some of our
battles that we are losing to drug
deaths in this country. No family in
this Nation now is spared from the de-
struction of life and well-being and
happiness from drug abuse.

With one final warning to my col-
leagues who may be listening at this
late hour, I will just put this chart up.
This does show methamphetamine. I
talked about Ecstasy, but in closing
here anyone who is watching this, this
is a normal brain and this is a brain
that we could put Ecstasy up here and
show you the same thing, the brain
scans that have been provided to our
subcommittee. Basically, it induces a
Parkinson’s type destruction of brain
tissue.

This is what methamphetamine will
do to you, Ecstasy. People think that
these are harmless drugs and young
people are dying and having their
brains damaged, their bodies damaged
by use of this. This is what these ille-
gal narcotics and designer drugs will do
to you today. They are not harmless,
and that is why we have laws to con-
trol them.

So people look at what this does to
your brain. I hope Members will convey
this to their constituents, particularly
the young people who we are now see-
ing as the victims of so many of these
drug tragedies throughout the United
States.

Mr. Speaker, again I appreciate your
patience. I know that we have further
business to conduct, but I am not sure
if I will have another opportunity. I
want to thank the staff who have en-
dured my 50-some Special Orders. I
take this very seriously, and it is a se-
rious problem for the country. Again,
we must address it in a bipartisan man-
ner but learn in fact from the past and
do a much better job to bring the most
serious social problem our Nation has
faced in a generation under control.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

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

Mr. GREEN of Texas (at the request of
Mr. GEPHARDT) for today after 3:00 p.m.
on account of business in the district.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (at the re-
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today on
account of personal business.

Mr. SCOTT (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT) for today on account of per-
sonal business.

Ms. KILPATRICK (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today after 12:30 p.m.
and November 2 on account of a death
in the family.

Mr. HANSEN (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today and the balance of
the week on account of his wife’s major
surgery.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

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

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. SHERMAN, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. STABENOW, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. FOLEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. MORAN of Kansas, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. BRADY of Texas, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. HORN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. FOLEY, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PORTMAN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. GOSS, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at their own

request) to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. HUNTER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mrs. MALONEY of New York, for 5

minutes, today.
f

OMITTED FROM THE CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORDS OF TUESDAY,
OCTOBER 31, 2000

SENATE BILLS AND CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION REFERRED

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

S. 2638. An act to adjust the boundaries of
the Gulf Islands National Seashore to in-
clude Cat Island, Mississippi; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

S. 2751. An act to direct the Secretary of
Agriculture to convey certain land in the
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit, Ne-
vada, to the Secretary of the Interior, in
trust for the Washoe Indian Tribe of Nevada
and California; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

S. 2924. An act to strengthen the enforce-
ment of Federal statutes relating to false
identification, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

S. Con. Res. 158. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress regarding ap-
propriate actions of the United States Gov-
ernment to facilitate the settlement of
claims of former members of the Armed
Forces against Japanese companies that
profited from the slave labor that those per-
sonnel were forced to perform for those com-
panies as prisoners of war of Japan during
World War II; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

f

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTIONS SIGNED

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported
that that committee had examined and
found truly enrolled bills and joint res-
olutions of the House of the following
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titles, which were thereupon signed by
the Speaker:

H.R. 660. An act for the private relief of
Ruth Hairston by waiver of a filing deadline
for appeal from a ruling relating to her ap-
plication for a survivor annuity.

H.R. 848. An act for the relief of Sepandan
Farnia and Farbod Farnia.

H.R. 1235. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to enter into contracts
with the Solano County Water Agency, Cali-
fornia, to use Solano Project facilities for
impounding, storage, and carriage of non-
project water for domestic, municipal, indus-
trial, and other beneficial purposes.

H.R. 1444. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to establish a program
to plan, design, and construct fish screens,
fish passage devices, and related features to
mitigate impacts on fisheries associated
with irrigation system water diversions by
local governmental entities in the Pacific
Ocean drainage of the States of Oregon,
Washington, Montana, and Idaho.

H.R. 2941. An act to establish the Las
Cienegas National Conservation Area in the
State of Arizona.

H.R. 3184. An act for the relief of Zohreh
Farhang Ghahfarokhi.

H.R. 3388. An act to promote environ-
mental restoration around the Lake Tahoe
basin.

H.R. 3414. An act for the relief of Luis A.
Leon-Molina, Ligia Parron, Juan Leon
Padron, Rendy Leon Padron, Manuel Leon
Padron, and Luis Leon Padron.

H.R. 3621. An act to provide for the post-
humous promotion of William Clark of the
Commonwealth of Virginia and the Common-
wealth of Kentucky, co-leader of the Lewis
and Clark Expedition, to the grade of captain
in the Regular Army.

H.R. 4312. An act to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to conduct a study of the suit-
ability and feasibility of establishing an
Upper Housatonic Valley National Heritage
Area in the State of Connecticut and the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and for
other purposes.

H.R. 4646. An act to designate certain Na-
tional Forest System Lands within the
boundaries of the State of Virginia as wilder-
ness areas.

H.R. 4794. An act to require the Secretary
of the Interior to complete a resource study
of the 600 mile route through Connecticut,
Delaware, Maryland, Massachusetts, New
Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Is-
land, and Virginia, used by George Wash-
ington and General Rochambeau during the
American Revolutionary War.

H.R. 5239. An act to provide for increased
penalties for violations of the Export Admin-
istration Act of 1979, and for other purposes.

H.R. 5266. An act for the relief of Saeed
Rezai.

H.R. 5410. An act to establish revolving
funds for the operation of certain programs
and activities of the Library of Congress, and
for other purposes.

H.R. 5478. An act to authority the Sec-
retary of the Interior to acquire by donation
suitable land to serve as the new location for
the home of Alexander Hamilton, commonly
known as the Hamilton Grange, and to au-
thorize the relocation of the Hamilton
Grange to the acquired land.

H.J. Res. 102. Joint resolution recognizing
that the Birmingham Pledge has made a sig-
nificant contribution in fostering racial har-
mony and reconciliation in the United
States and around the world, and for other
purposes.

H.J. Res. 122. Joint resolution making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 2001, and for other purposes.

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

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

S. 484. An act to provide for the granting of
refugee status in the United States to na-
tionals of certain foreign countries in which
American Vietnam War POW/MIAs or Amer-
ican Korean War POW/MIAs may be present,
if those nationals assist in the return to the
United States of those POW/MIAs alive.

S. 698. An act to review the suitability and
feasibility of recovering costs of high alti-
tude rescues at Denali National Park and
Preserve in the State of Alaska, and for
other purposes.

S. 700. An act to amend the National Trails
System Act to designate the Ala Kahakai
Trail as a National Historic Trail.

S. 893. An act to amend title 46, United
States Code, to provide equitable treatment
with respect to State and local income taxes
for certain individuals who perform duties on
vessels.

S. 938. An act to eliminate restrictions on
the acquisition of certain land contiguous to
Hawaii Volcanoes National Park, and for
other purposes.

S. 964. An act to provide for equitable com-
pensation for the Cheyenne River Sioux
Tribe, and for other purposes.

S. 1438. An act to establish the National
Law Enforcement Museum on Federal land
in the District of Columbia.

S. 1474. An act providing for conveyance of
the Palmetto Bend project to the State of
Texas.

S. 1482. An act to amend the National
Sanctuaries Act, and for other purposes.

S. 1752. An act to reauthorize and amend
the Coastal Barrier Resources Act.

S. 1865. An act to provide grants to estab-
lish demonstration mental health courts.

S. 2345. An act to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to conduct a special resource
study concerning the preservation and public
use of sites associated with Harriet Tubman
located in Auburn, New York, and for other
purposes.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 38 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Thursday, November 2, 2000, at 6 p.m.
f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

10850. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator, Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final
rule—Sodium o-nitophenolate, sodium p-
nitrophenolate, sodium 5-nitroguaiacolate,
and the End-Use Product Atonik Exemption
From the Requirement of a Tolerance and
Temporary Exemption From the Require-
ment of a Tolerance [OPP–301043; FRL–6740–
9] (RIN: 2070–AB78) received October 31, 2000,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

10851. A letter from the Counsel for Legis-
lation and Regulations, Office of the Assist-
ant Secretary for Housing, Department of
Housing and Urban Development, transmit-
ting the Department’s ‘‘Major’’ final rule—
HUD’s Regulation of the Federal National

Mortgage Association (Fannie Mae) and the
Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation
(Freddie Mac) [Docket No. FR–4494–F–02]
(RIN: 2501–AC60) received November 1, 2000,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

10852. A letter from the Acting Assistant
General Counsel, Regulations, Department of
Education, Office of Postsecondary Edu-
cation, transmitting the Department’s
‘‘Major’’ final rule—Federal Perkins Loan
Program (RIN: 1845–AA15) received October
31, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force.

10853. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, FDA,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Irradiation in the Production, Processing
and Handling of Food [Docket No. 99F–2673]
received October 31, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

10854. A letter from the Lieutenant Gen-
eral, USAF, Director, Defense Security Co-
operation Agency, transmitting notification
concerning the Department of the Air
Force’s Proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Ac-
ceptance (LOA) to Poland for defense arti-
cles and services (Transmittal No. 01–00),
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

10855. A letter from the Lieutenant Gen-
eral, Director, Defense Security Cooperation
Agency, transmitting the Department of the
Navy’s proposed lease of defense articles to
Poland (Transmittal No. 01–01), pursuant to
22 U.S.C. 2796a(a); to the Committee on
International Relations.

10856. A letter from the Acting Deputy So-
licitor, Department of the Interior, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Legal
Process: Testimony of Employees and Pro-
duction of Records (RIN: 1090–AA76) received
August 28, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

10857. A letter from the Executive Director,
Marine Mammal Commission, transmitting
the annual report pursuant to the Federal
Managers’ Financial Integrity Act and the
Inspector General Act for FY 2000, pursuant
to 31 U.S.C. 3512(c)(3); to the Committee on
Government Reform.

10858. A letter from the President and CEO,
Overseas Private Investment Corporation,
transmitting the Corporation’s annual re-
port under the Inspector General Act for FY
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen.
Act) section 5(b); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

10859. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Estab-
lishment of Class E Airspace; Lamoni, IA
[Airspace Docket No. 00–ACE–10] received
October 19, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

10860. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Revi-
sion of Class E Airspace; Bonham, TX [Air-
space Docket No. 99–ASW–34] received Octo-
ber 19, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

10861. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Amend-
ment to Class E Airspace; Oelwein, IA; Cor-
rection [Airspace Docket No. 00–ACE–12] re-
ceived October 19, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

10862. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Amend-
ment to Class E Airspace; Coffeyville, KS
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[Airspace Docket No. 00–ACE–15] received
October 19, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

10863. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Revi-
sion of Class D and Class E Airspace, Great
Falls International Airport, MT; Removal of
Class D and Class E Airspace, Great Falls
Malmstrom AFB, MT [Airspace Docket No.
00–ANM–03] received October 19, 2000, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

10864. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator, Environmental Protection
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final
rule—Identification of Approved and Dis-
approved Elements of the Great Lakes Guid-
ance Submission From the State of Wis-
consin, and Final Rule [FRL–6896–9] (RIN:
2040–AD66) received Novemebr 1, 2000, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

10865. A letter from the Chief Counsel, Bu-
reau of the Public Debt, Department of
Treasury, Fiscal Service, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Regulations Gov-
erning Fiscal Agency Checks, Regulations
Governing Book-Entry Conversion of De-
tached Bearer Coupons and Bearer Corpora—
received August 31, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. GOSS: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 665. Resolution waiving points of
order against the conference report to ac-
company the bill (S. 2796) to provide for the
conservation and development of water and
related resources, to authorize the Secretary
of the Army to construct various projects for
improvements to rivers and harbors of the
United States, and for other purposes (Rept.
106–1022). Referred to the House Calendar.

f

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol-
lowing action was taken by the Speak-
er:

H.R. 1689. Referral to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure extended
for a period ending not later than November
2, 2000.

H.R. 1882. Referral to the Committee on
Ways and Means extended for a period ending
not later than November 2, 2000.

H.R. 2580. Referral to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure extended
for a period ending not later than November
2, 2000.

H.R. 4144. Referral to the Committee on
the Budget extended for a period ending not
later than November 2, 2000.

H.R. 4548. Referral to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce extended for a
period ending not later than November 2,
2000.

H.R. 4585. Referral to the Committee on
Commerce extended for a period ending not
later than November 2, 2000.

H.R. 4725. Referral to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce extended for a

period ending not later than November 2,
2000.

H.R. 4857. Referral to the Committees on
the Judiciary, Banking and Financial Serv-
ices, and Commerce for a period ending not
later than November 2, 2000.

H.R. 5130. Referral to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure extended
for a period ending not later than November
2, 2000.

H.R. 5291. Referral to the Committee on
Ways and Means extended for a period ending
not later than November 2, 2000.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. TRAFICANT:
H.R. 5611. A bill to ensure the availability

of funds for ergonomic protection standards;
to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself, Mr. DIN-
GELL, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. STENHOLM,
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. BERRY, Mr.
ALLEN, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. BACA, Ms.
BALDWIN, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. CARDIN,
Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. COYNE, Mr.
DEFAZIO, Mr. DIXON, Ms. ESHOO, Mr.
GREEN of Texas, Mr. HALL of Ohio,
Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. JACKSON of Illi-
nois, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. LEVIN, Mrs.
LOWEY, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. MCGOVERN,
Mr. MCNULTY, Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. RA-
HALL, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. SKELTON, and
Mr. STUPAK):

H.R. 5612. A bill to amend titles XVIII,
XIX, and XXI of the Social Security Act to
provide benefits improvements and bene-
ficiary protections in the Medicare and Med-
icaid programs and the State child health in-
surance program (SCHIP), as revised by the
Balanced Budget Act of 1997 and the Medi-
care, Medicaid, and SCHIP Balanced Budget
Refinement Act of 1999, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means,
and in addition to the Committee on Com-
merce, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. KNOLLENBERG (for himself,
Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. BRADY
of Texas, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. MANZULLO,
Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr.
SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. GRANGER,
Mr. JENKINS, Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr.
MCINTOSH, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. TRAFI-
CANT, and Mr. BARTON of Texas):

H.R. 5613. A bill to require an extension of
the comment periods relating to certain pro-
posed rules; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. ACKERMAN:
H.R. 5614. A bill to amend part C of title

XVIII of the Social Security Act to improve
the MedicareChoice Program; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition
to the Committee on Commerce, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. COBURN (for himself and Mr.
NORWOOD):

H.R. 5615. A bill to prohibit the use of Fed-
eral funds for the conduct or support of pro-
grams of HIV testing that fail to make every
reasonable effort to inform the individuals of
the results of the testing; to the Committee
on Commerce.

By Mr. CROWLEY:
H.R. 5616. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow a deduction to tax-
payers who purchase and install qualified se-
curity devices; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. DEFAZIO:
H.R. 5617. A bill to amend the Oil Pollution

Act of 1990 to improve provisions concerning
the recovery of damages for injuries result-
ing from oil spills; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. HAYWORTH:
H.R. 5618. A bill to authorize the Secretary

of Agriculture to convey National Forest
System Lands for use for educational pur-
poses; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mrs. LOWEY (for herself, Mr.
BROWN of Ohio, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr.
KILDEE, and Mr. RANGEL):

H.R. 5619. A bill to require the Federal
Communications Commission and the Fed-
eral Trade Commission to prevent fraudulent
and misleading advertising by carriers pro-
viding ‘‘dial-around’’ long distance services;
to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mrs. MALONEY of New York:
H.R. 5620. A bill to require operators of

electronic marketplaces to disclose the own-
ership and management of such market-
places to market participants, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. RUSH:
H.R. 5621. A bill to amend the Balanced

Budget Act of 1997 to apply the Medicaid dis-
proportionate share hospital payment transi-
tion rule to public hospitals in all States; to
the Committee on Commerce.

f

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

487. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the General Assembly of the State of
Rhode Island, relative to Resolution 2000–
H8125 petitioning the Congress of the United
States to Fulfill Its Commitment of Forty
Percent Federal Funding in its Reauthoriza-
tion of the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

488. Also, a memorial of the General As-
sembly of the State of Rhode Island, relative
to Resolution 2000–H8119 petitioning the
State Department, The German Government
and German Industrial Complex Resolve the
Remaining Issue Left in the Aftermath of
World War II, Namely a Just Equitable and
Inclusive Settlement of the Slave Labor/
Forced Labor Discussions in Bonn and Wash-
ington; to the Committee on International
Relations.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 908: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.
H.R. 1214: Ms. SLAUGHTER.
H.R. 1228: Ms. DELAURO.
H.R. 1625: Mr. UDALL of New Mexico.
H.R. 1657: Ms. CARSON.
H.R. 4536: Mr. HILLIARD.
H.R. 4966: Mr. COYNE.
H.R. 5152: Ms. LOFGREN.
H.R. 5185: Mr. KILDEE.
H.R. 5219: Mr. FOLEY, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr.

PRICE of North Carolina.
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H.R. 5259: Mr. ROGERS.

H.R. 5274: Mr. LEACH.

H.R. 5330: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina.

H.R. 5438: Mr. BOUCHER.

H.R. 5469: Mr. KINGSTON.

H.R. 5499: Mr. KLECZKA.

H.R. 5516: Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. GUT-
KNECHT, Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mr. EHLERS, and Mr. BARTON of Texas.

H.R. 5530: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr.
BOEHLERT, Mr. GOODLATTE, and Mr.
ETHERIDGE.

H.R. 5585: Mr. FARR of California, Mr.
MEEKS of New York, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mrs.

TAUSCHER, Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. NADLER, Mr.
BAIRD, Mr. WEINER, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. BLUMENAUER, and
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi.

H.R. 5603: Ms. MCKINNEY.
H. Con. Res. 337: Ms. SANCHEZ.
H. Res. 420: Mrs. TAUSCHER.
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